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Governance and Regional Planning Outcomes:
Using Governance Indicators to support a Policy Implementation
Approach
Abstract: Regional planning faces numerous decision making uncertainties related to the complex
interdependencies between urban and regional centres. Questions about how to achieve sustainable
planning solutions across regions are a key uncertainty and relate to a lack of information about the
actual achievement of outcomes as proposed by the objectives of a plan. Regional plan
implementation and its impact on environmental, social and economic outcomes have been little
explored within Australian urban and regional planning research. Despite a desire to improve the
conditions across Australian regions, ambiguity persists regarding the results of regional planning
efforts. Of the variables affecting regional planning, scholars argue that governance has a significant
impact on achieving outcomes (see Pahl-Wostl 2009). In order to better analyse the impact of
governance, we propose a set of governance indicators to examine decisions across regional
planning institutions and apply this to governance models across Queensland’s regions. We contend
that these governance indicators can support a more rigorous assessment of the impacts of
governance models on plan implementation and outcomes. We propose that this is a way to better
understand the relationship between planning and outcomes across urban and regional areas.

Introduction
This paper focuses on environmental issues faced by regional planning in Australia to improve the
health of rivers, the environmental conditions of coral reefs, and the environmental impact of cities.
These types of issues are recognized by their complexity and almost intractability in the attempts to
develop clear solutions. In this respect, they are involved in uncertainty regarding the ways to deal
with them and the results that planning efforts have achieved. One of the main sources of uncertainty
is the lack of information on the outcomes from non-statutory regional plans in Queensland and the
factors impacting them. By outcomes, we refer to the results or consequences of implementing the
planning process (Christensen 2015) and for the purpose of this paper we focus on environmental
outcomes. For instance, the levels of improvement in the health of a natural resource (e.g. land, water
or biodiversity) after implementing a plan.
Regional planning is an approach that addresses environmental, social and economic issues that
require a focus beyond the local government level. In this sense, it deals with the efficient placement
of land-use activities and settlement growth across areas larger than cities or towns (Calthorpe and
Fulton 2001). This approach to planning fits with the regional scale of the environmental issues
considered. In this respect, Australia adopted ‘regionalisation’ in the efforts to improve the
management of its natural resources. ‘Regionalisation’ is the government trend of creating
administrative regions for service delivery (e.g. sustainable management of resources), based on the
boundaries of natural resources rather than political jurisdictions. It is identified with neoliberal
ideology where the government devolves responsibility to society in the management of tangled
problems (Robins 2007). Therefore, during the early 2000s, Australia established 56 Natural
Resource Management (NRM) regions, each governed by an NRM regional body, in response to land
and water degradation issues. The main task of these NRM bodies was to develop and implement an
NRM Plan in collaboration with community groups and governments (Lockwood et al. 2009). Fourteen
of these regions are located in Queensland -- the main focus of this paper.
The regional approach is considered as the most appropriate for dealing with the complexity of natural
resource issues, which is multi-scale, multi-level and cross jurisdictional. In addition, it involves a high
degree of interdependency with urban centres, as these depend on regional areas for the provision of
resources (e.g. food, water and energy). Purely technical solutions have proven insufficient to cope
with this complexity. In this regard, research has identified governance as the key factor with the
potential to overcome the difficulties of regional natural resource planning. Many believe that
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environmental problems are largely an issue of governance (Evans 2012, Pahl Wostl 2009, Taylor
2010, UN 2006).
How governance impacts upon regional planning outcomes is the research gap that we intend to
address, which has been previously identified by Robinson et al. (2009), Kenward et al. (2011), Biddle
and Koontz (2014) and the OECD (2014). Within Queensland, Vella et al. (2015) highlight that the
impact of community-based NRM governance on outcomes remains a research gap. The potential
influence of governance on outcomes focuses on the implementation phase of planning -- the process
whereby outcomes are produced. From the regional planning perspective, this paper explores the
development of governance indicators, considered as variables that “can be used to concisely
describe, understand, monitor and assess complex phenomena/systems, e.g. governance” (Secco et
al. 2014, p. 62). In this respect, we view them as instruments that can reduce the uncertainty as they
are potential providers of information about the role of governance in obtaining sustainable outcomes
through planning efforts. Governance is viewed not as an outcome but as something that contributes
to achieve an outcome.
The governance indicator categories explored would be integrated in the implementation process of
regional planning, which is framed by Winter’s (1990) Implementation Process Framework. In this
sense, the indicators become tools to assess the role of governance in the implementation process of
regional planning within the Queensland context... This research forms part of a PhD project, where
the development of indicators is the first step in the exploration of the impact of governance upon
outcomes.
The paper is divided into five sections and a conclusion. The first section includes a brief discussion
about the concept of governance and the definition selected for this research. The second provides
the context by describing regional planning in Australia with a focus on NRM in Queensland. Thirdly, a
discussion of the scope and limits in the use of governance indicators is offered, highlighting the main
barrier of not being ‘objective’ instruments of measure. The fourth section offers some contrast in
measurement efforts by discussing other tools applied, such as the quality of life indexes which focus
on urban areas, pointing out that our study views a less researched topic such as rural/regional areas.
The fifth part presents the proposal of indicators to evaluate implementation of regional natural
resource planning. Finally, some conclusions are offered that focus on the ‘pros’ and ‘cons’ of using
governance indicators.

Governance and its normative aspects
Before discussing the meaning and purpose behind governance indicators, it is important to clarify
what is governance and how we conceptualise it. Providing a definition of governance forms the base
for the selection of the indicators. However, one of the main difficulties in the study of governance lies
in the fact that there is no consensus on its definition, however many have been provided, across a
range of disciplines such as economics, political science, business and planning. This lack of
consensus has rendered governance with certain vagueness -- running the risk of becoming a
politically correct term that does not explain much (Bevir 2009).
For the purpose of this paper, we view governance as a system where decisions are made and
actions coordinated to achieve a given set of outcomes. More precisely and combining two definitions
by well-known scholars, governance is defined as:
The arrangements and qualities of a set of institutions and rules by which decisions are made
and authority exercised within a collaborative setting in which the arrangements attempt to
sustain coordination and coherence among the diverse interests of the actors involved
(J. Pierre 2000, Bevir 2009).
Underlying this definition is the view that governance is a system framed by institutional structures
and rules (formal and informal) where conflict is inherent in the interactions between the actors
(Biesbroek et al. 2014), even though their stated goal is to collaborate. Conflict is given by the
different goals of the actors, such as economic, social or environmental aims (Schraad-Tischler and
Seelkopf 2014). Therefore, supporting coordination and coherence remains a key function of the
governance system. This definition is adapted from the political sciences field to the planning
discipline. Regarding the link between the two study areas, our approach is that governance is the
system that arranges the planning process. In this view, planning is conceptualised as a public policy
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activity framed by the policy cycle (Newig and Koontz 2013). Hence, governance becomes the system
where policy processes such as planning take place. Governance system is understood according to
the three elements defined by Ostrom (2009): 1) the government and other organizations that
manage a resource; 2) the specific rules related to the use of that resource; and 3) how these rules
are made.
Furthermore, the analysis of governance has drawn attention about the need to have a guide about
how to examine the governance process and determine its quality. Hence, another concept, labelled
as ‘good governance’, has been developed, fostering the interest in creating measures which
ultimately led to the governance indicators. In general terms, good governance refers to how well and
effective nation-states perform in the delivery of public services on behalf of their citizens (Besançon
2003, and Rotberg 2014). It is comprised by two concepts, according to the 2002 Participatory
Development and Good Government Project, cited by Besançon (2003, p. 27): “the ideal orientation
of a state that works best to achieve self-reliant and sustainable development and social justice; and
the ideal functioning of government that operates most effectively and efficiently.” As with the case of
governance, ‘good governance’ has no agreed definition, adding more complexity to the analysis.
Regarding delivery of public services, some definitions emphasise inclusiveness, accountability and
rule of law (IMF 2005, World Bank 2014), while others focus more on transparency, participation and
fairness (Hyden et al. 2004, USAID 2005, UNDP 2009). These could be referred as the dimensions or
categories of good functioning governance.
Regarding the assessment of ‘good governance’, it is important to note that there is a difference
between measuring governance performance and governance process. The first refers to the quality
of governance in terms of a normative outcome (e.g. levels of corruption), while the latter indicates the
quality of governance in terms of how outcomes are achieved. The monitoring of process has
remained much more limited compared to that of performance (Court et al. 2002). On the other hand,
and in order to avoid governance judgements, the indicators proposed by this paper intend to have a
non-normative dimension, which means that they focus on what occurred in the past and how, if
possible, they link with the implementation process. If there is a normative assumption regarding what
is good, it refers to the degree of attainment of outcomes as a product of the implementation of a plan.
‘Good’ would refer to high levels of achievement while ‘Bad’ to low levels. In this sense, the normative
dimension (in case it is unavoidable) examines levels of effectiveness in the achievement of
outcomes, in the event that outcomes information is available.

Regional planning in Australia: the case of Natural Resource Management (NRM) in
Queensland
Australia has adopted a regional approach to managing natural resources (as was already mentioned
in the Introduction), rather than federal, state or municipal levels. This does not mean, however, that
these three levels of government are insulated from NRM. On the contrary, they have a strong
influence, particularly the state and federal levels. This shows that regional NRM occurs within a
multi-level governance system, where regions have the main responsibility in procuring sustainable
forms of planning and management. As such, this system has the benefit of driving scale flexibility
between the different levels of government. Nonetheless, it entails a coordination dilemma as the
policies of one jurisdiction can have negative or positive externalities upon others, requiring
coordination between them to avoid ‘socially perverse outcomes’ (Hooghe and Marks 2003). Over the
years, it has not been clear if regional planning (particularly through NRM plans) has achieved
sustainable outcomes and part of this is explained by a lack of research about the impact of
governance (which involves coordination among its normative core tasks) on these outcomes.
The 56 NRM regions were created as part of the 2000 National Action Plan for Salinity and Water
Quality (NAP). This plan required that regional bodies – “regionally based to enhance links to local
communities and reflect local problems and priorities” (Pannell and Roberts 2010, p. 437) − identified
key environmental assets and targets in regional plans accredited by the Australian government
(Curtis et al. 2014). Regional natural resource planning was undertaken through a collaborative
governance approach based on community-based consultation and decision-making. A 'bottom-up'
governance model that, nonetheless, over the years became increasingly centralised towards the
federal level (Robins and Dovers 2007), particularly through the Caring for our Country (CfoC)
program, which replaced the NAP in 2008. The adoption of a more top-down model (despite the
original community-based approach) has been consolidated by the recent federal program ‘Regional
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NRM Planning for Climate Change’, which required updating the NRM plans to cope with climate
change as part of the Clean Energy Future policy of 2011 (Australian Government 2014). Currently,
the number of NRM bodies has been reduced to 53. A brief look at these past events shows that it is
not clearly distinguishable if the governance arrangements in regional planning promote a centralised
or bottom-up community-focused model. It is expected that the indicators will provide information
about the implications of this confusion.
Queensland has 14 NRM regions, managed through the local community, integrated by diverse
stakeholders such as catchment and Landcare groups; industry groups; conservationists; traditional
owners; regional communities; and researchers (Cox et al. 2013). These community-based key actors
are complemented by stakeholders from local, state and federal governments. In this sense, the NRM
groups resemble a form of governance based on partnerships between the community and the
government. All the regional groups are non-statutory with the exception of the Torres Strait Island
region, which is managed by the Australian government. Their basic governance structure is
comprised by a Board and a Management branch. The first represents the forum where the key
stakeholders make decisions (e.g. regional NRM planning), while the latter is the sub-group that
implements these decisions and manages other operations. In other words, it executes the plans and
objectives developed by the stakeholders. The basic structure is complemented by the Regional
Groups Collective (RGC), which acts as the representative body for NRM in Queensland. The RGC is
designed as a forum of collaboration between the 14 NRM regional bodies (RGC 2015).
Following their creation in 2000, the groups developed and implemented an NRM plan throughout the
first decade of the 21st century. These regional planning outputs are known as the 1 st generation NRM
Plans. It is not clear if these plans contributed to achieve a healthier environmental condition for their
regional natural assets, and governance is considered key to understand the unclear results and
difficulties encountered by the planning process. At the moment, an evaluation regarding the role of
governance upon plan implementation and outcomes is pending, which has been delayed by the
policy process where, currently, the regional bodies updated their plans − the 2nd generation ones –
through the 2011 Clean Energy Future policy. By this time, the new plans have been completed by all
of the regions (Vella et al. 2015). The indicators proposed would focus upon the implementation of the
first generation plans −as these have already been applied− in a time-frame from eight to ten years. In
this respect, they become a tool for a historical examination of governance in regional NRM planning
at Queensland.

Governance indicators and the perils of measuring human actions
Numeric indicators for the measurement of governance became a global trend in the beginning of the
2000s, when the World Bank created its indicators to assess (and grade) the governance conditions
of developing countries. Mainly, they have been used to monitor the progress of emerging economies
towards development. The World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators measure aspects such as
levels of corruption, rule of law, government effectiveness and quality of regulations (World Bank
2014). Other influential assessments of governance include Transparency International’s Corruption
Perceptions Index; Freedom House’s index about democratic governance and political freedom; and
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) Sustainable Governance
Indicators (SGI) for the measurement of governance in its relation with policies for sustainable
development. The adoption of quantifiable measures responded to the need of having more precise
instruments to compare the quality of governance among countries (Arndt and Oman 2006).
Indicators are valued because they represent a tool for systemising information and data on
governance issues. They contribute to improve information and reduce uncertainty (OECD 2014).
The alleged precision is, however, faced with pitfalls. First, there is an inevitable subjectivity in
measuring aspects that have their foundation in human acts (e.g. decisions, agreements or
regulations) which are inherently difficult to grasp and define, contrary to the more factual aspects of
natural sciences. This subjectivity is reinforced by the fact that the majority of the data is based on
perceptions, either obtained through public surveys or expert judgements. The rest, therefore, is
gathered through fact-based sources (Williams 2011). Secondly, the vague nature of the definitions
about governance and ‘good governance’ do not provide a robust foundation on which to base the
indicator categories, leading to confusion about their meaning. As Court et al. (2002, p. 2) state:
“perhaps because it is a broad and complicated concept, there exists no regular, systematic and
cohesive data collection effort centered on the concept of governance.” In addition, ‘good governance’

State of Australian Cities Conference 2015
is based on normative assumptions that appear to guide best practices, failing to take into account the
context in which they attempt to be translated (Williams 2011). Thirdly, the indicators are not
supported by a theory and, in consequence, the same indicator is subject to different interpretations,
becoming a proxy for democracy, human rights or governance (Arndt and Oman 2006). And finally,
they can easily be misused as their methodology tends to be rather opaque (UNDP 2009).
Nonetheless, studies have pointed out proposals to deal with these pitfalls. Regarding the subjectivity,
it likely occurs because data about facts is poor and not readily available (e.g. results about
sustainable development policies). Hence, the only option left is to rely on surveys or interviews.
However, perceptions are not that disadvantageous, as they can be more meaningful when
measuring aspects such as trust, efficiency or legitimacy of institutions. Perceptions are important
when assessing this type of values (Court et al. 2002). The OECD, for instance, combines qualitative
and quantitative approaches in the collection of data for the SGI. This strategy is used to address both
the subjectivity through expert assessments and the objectivity through official statistics (SchraadTischler and Seelkopf 2014). On the other hand, the methodology adopted to build the indicators
should be as transparent and clear as possible, including warnings about possible misuses, such as
using the indicators for cross-country comparisons when they are not designed for that (Arndt and
Oman 2006, UNDP 2009, Williams 2011). In summary, when dealing with the pitfalls, as Williams
(2011, p. 6) argues: “it must be recognised that perfect measurements will not be possible, and decisions
will need to be informed by qualitative and subjective assessment, as well as hard indicators.”

Urban regions, traditional subjects of measurements
Governance indicators usually focus on the national scale, measuring governance conditions in
nation-states, particularly in developing countries (e.g. the World Bank or Freedom House indexes).
Others have been created by countries to assess local governance in an effort to improve policymaking and democracy in municipalities or provinces (UNDP 2009). At lower levels, most of the
measures focus at cities such as the United Nations Urban Governance Index (UGI), designed as a
self-assessment tool for cities and local authorities to evaluate how governance contributes in
achieving development priorities (UN-HABITAT 2003). In this respect, the overall priority of urban
development is to improve the quality of life, which is the condition that the most popular indexes
measure, such as Mercer, the OECD or Numbeo.
All of these indexes include the implicit assumption that governance contributes to enhance the
quality of life. While not directly referring to governance, they include categories that assess elements
where governance is involved. For instance, Mercer measures the political and social environment as
well as the quality of public services in its Quality of Living Index, adding that their Index allows city to
city comparisons (Mercer 2015). Governance is also implicit in the OECD’s Better Life Index and
Numbeo’s Quality of Life Index as both measure the quality of public services such as housing,
transport, health and security (OECD 2015, Numbeo 2015). In addition, these indices also include
measures about environmental conditions, based on the understanding that a healthy environment is
a key factor for enhancing the quality of life. Among the categories measured are levels of air
pollution, quality of water and records of natural disasters. Australian cities usually rank high in these
assessments. For example, in Mercer’s Index, Sydney is ranked among the top 10 cities in the world;
while cities such as Adelaide, Melbourne and Brisbane are ranked as “very high” in terms of quality of
life in Numbeo’s ranking (the OECD’s index ranks countries instead of cities).
However, few studies have focused on regions or rural areas and the links between governance and
environmental outcomes. To some extent, regional areas have been undervalued in these studies,
understating their essential role as providers of natural resources to urban zones and failing to take
into account the interdependency between them. One of the few contributions in this topic is the
development of a set of indicators to assess the quality of forest governance at the spatial and
administrative levels in two European regions (Secco et al. 2014). Overall, the link between the
assessments that measure life conditions in urban areas and the ones explored in this paper lies in
the fact that a healthy environment and a robust institutional framework contribute to improving the
quality of life. In this regard, there are no studies so far in the Australian context focusing on the
measurement of governance regarding environmental conditions in regional areas.
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Targeting uncertainty: a proposal of indicators for regional natural resource planning
Indicators have largely focused in examining the impact of governance upon development (Court et
al. 2002, Arndt and Oman 2006, World Bank 2014) such as how levels of corruption and effective
policy-making impact upon economic development. However, few indicators have been developed to
examine the impact of governance upon natural resource planning (e.g. forest governance by Secco
et al. 2014). Reformulating the premise of the development studies, our aim is to find out –following
Grindle’s (2007) statement− if particular conditions of governance lead to better regional
environmental planning or, on the contrary, effective regional NRM planning leads to better
governance conditions. The indicators are not framed by ‘good governance’ conceptualizations as it
has been shown that this concept can lead to confusion and conceptual traps such as good
governance for whom or what?
The indicators proposed are based mainly on the methodology and categories of the SGI developed
by the OECD. The reason behind this is that the SGI combine quantitative and qualitative methods for
data collection, which is so far the only alternative for reducing the inherent subjectivity of this
instrument. However, the difference between our study and the SGI is that they do not link this with
governance1 and their study focuses on the national scale rather than the regional. Their assessment
of Australia though serves as background for our research. According to the SGI of 2014, Australia’s
environmental policy does not sufficiently protect and preserve the sustainability of natural resources
and quality of the environment (scoring 5 in a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 is the worst and 10 the
best):
“Australia’s economy is based to a considerable extent on the exploitation of natural
resources and on a resource-intense mode of agricultural production and exportation.
Therefore, the trade-off between environmental concerns and economic growth is a hot issue
in politics and a topic of great public debate.” (Wilkins et al. 2014, p. 17).
With regards to governance, the SGI divides it between ‘executive capacity’ and ‘executive
accountability’. The first evaluates the extent to which a country’s institutional arrangements enhance
the capacity to act of the government, while the second refers to the extent to which citizens, NGOs
and other organizations are entitled and competent to hold government accountable for its actions
(OECD 2014). In both indexes, Australia ranks high, 7 out of 10 in ‘capacity,’ indicating that the
country has a high level of implementation capacity; however, the SGI does not allow the identification
of capacity in specific policies, such as environmentally related policies. In the ‘accountability’
category it also scores 7 out of 10 (Wilkins et al. 2014). Overall, the SGI suggest that Australia has
high levels of governance but average performance in environmental policy. This serves as a starting
point for our assessment at the regional level.
The indicators proposed are based on five elements considered essential in previous assessments
(Ehler 2003, Secco et al. 2014, and Scholz and Stiftel 2005) which relate to four governance
categories obtained from Dale et al. (2013), and Lockwood (2009). So far they have been developed
through a review of governance indicators literature (focused on environmental issues) as well as on
information about governance characteristics of the NRM regional bodies in Queensland (e.g. Board
structure, denomination, budget and information use). Once the fieldwork begins, they will be
complemented with interviews. The governance categories are inserted in the Implementation
Process framework, which contains three elements. The basic aim is to examine the impact of the
indicators upon the implementation process pointed out by Winter (1990). Table 1 provides an
overview of the indicators:

1

The SGIs are comprised by three pillars, 1) policy performance; 2) democracy; and 3) governance
that inform about a country’s success in meeting complex challenges (OECD 2014). They do not
make inferences about the links between the three pillars or evaluate how one impacts upon another.
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Table 1. Governance indicators and their categories
in the implementation process.
Implementation
(Winter, 1990)
Organizational and
inter-organizational
Street-level bureaucrats
Target group behaviour

Indicators (SGI, 2014 and
governance elements of
QLD NRM groups)
Stakeholder engagement
Public participation
Coordination
Decision-making process
Public learning
Institutional reform

Categories (OECD, 2014
and Secco et al., 2014)

Inclusion
Effectiveness
Transfer of knowledge
Adaptability

Each of the elements in the implementation process will be assessed against six indicators.
Organizational and inter-organizational involve the institutions and their interactions; street-level
bureaucrats are the actors more closely engaged in the actions ‘on the ground’; and target group
behaviour relates to the population where policy intends to have an impact (Winter 1990). Stakeholder
engagement refers to the actors (state and non-state) involved in planning implementation; public
participation seeks to measure the level of citizen participation in NRM planning; coordination relates
to the networks and regulations used by the actors to implement planning actions; decision-making
process refers to the way decisions are made in the implementation process (e.g. collaboratively or
unilaterally); public learning involves the degree to which knowledge is spread and how it informs
further implementation practices; and institutional reform indicates if the regional bodies (in
conjunction with the government) monitor their own institutional arrangements and reform them if
necessary (OECD 2014). The four governance categories frame the indicators and would serve to
inform how each of them impact on planning implementation and, ultimately, on outcomes. Their
value denomination is intended to be as simple as possible, measuring each indicator between scales
of 1 to 5 according to a particular statement that reflects a situation. 2
This numeric exercise is designed to provide guidance amongst the uncertainty that surrounds the
implementation process and its outcomes. In this regard, it is assumed that a high score in the
indicators would translate in better regional environmental planning. Moreover, it is expected that high
levels in the measurement of these governance categories would lead to higher levels of
implementation, measured as the level of attainment of plan objectives regarding NRM, which would
reflect better environmental outcomes. However, a high output in the indicators combined with poor
implementation and outcomes cannot be discarded (as the SGIs assessment of Australia illustrated)
as well as low scores in the indicators and good outcomes. This would show that there is no clear
relationship between governance and environmental planning outcomes, suggesting further research
while maintaining the uncertainty. In this case, the PhD project considers undertaking a case study of
these unexpected results as a second phase of the research.
There have been attempts to evaluate regional governance in Queensland, such as the Performance
Excellence reviews of Regional NRM organisations (Vogel 2013) and the Governance Systems
Analysis (GSA) by Dale et al. (2013). The first focuses mainly on corporate governance matters
targeted at achieving business excellence, while the latter offers an instrument to evaluate the status
of the governance system and inform about possible reforms. While both include similar governance
criteria to the one presented in the paper, their purposes are different as none of them aim to link
governance with planning and outcomes.

For instance, ‘Stakeholder engagement’ would be measured using a scale of 1 to 5 according to a
set of five statements (considering that there are around 10 key stakeholders): 1) no stakeholders
were engaged in implementation; 2) one or two stakeholders were engaged; 3) three to five
stakeholders were engaged; 4) more than five stakeholders were involved; 5) all the stakeholders
were engaged.
2
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Conclusion
The main point of this exploration is that governance indicators are a tool to provide information about
key uncertainties of regional planning results. In this paper, we use them for analysing how
governance impacts on the implementation process of NRM planning as a first stage in a wider
examination of the links between governance and outcomes in the Queensland region. The paper
also addresses two research gaps: 1) the analysis of how governance impacts upon outcomes in
NRM planning; and 2) the development of indicators for examining regional areas, which could also
be used to assess governance in urban regions, complementing the Quality of Life measures. By
selecting a definition of governance, we narrowed the focus to the elements emphasised in the
definition such as how decisions are made and actions coordinated, highlighting that the purpose of
the analysis is non-normative and, in consequence, judgements about ‘good governance’ are
avoided. We then presented a brief background of the context on which these indicators will be
applied, stating that the analysis undertaken is historical as it will look into past events, particularly
from the first decade of the 2000s, the main time-frame of the 1st generation NRM plans implemented
by the NRM regional bodies. Although governance indicators are an instrument to provide more
accurate information, it is important to avoid overestimating their explanatory power and be aware of
their pitfalls, such as their inherent subjectivity. By relying on a mixed data collection method
(quantitative and qualitative) and providing a clear purpose, it is expected that precision will be
enhanced. Finally, the key indicators proposed are expected to provide a better understanding of the
relationship between planning and outcomes by exploring if high levels of governance lead to better
regional planning or they are consequence of it.
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