Session 4: “Co-governance: new ways of doing things in a joined up world” – Toko Kapea and Clare Lenihan

1. Task
The context of our session is the key theme of this intensive - “doing more with less” in the public sector. 

We have been asked to address the following: 

“No entity is an island. From planning to implementation and oversight, we live increasingly in a world of collaboration, co-operation, and shared accountability. Governance practices are responding to the new environment, and new models are emerging in a wide range of contexts. Our papers collectively: 

· examine the emerging environment of collaboration

· explore the concept of co-governance and what it means in terms of accountability

· draw some common guidance from different models and contexts in which it is being practised.” 

2. Papers

Clare’s paper looks at the meaning of terms “co-governance” and “co-management” and then notes some:

· examples of statutory co-governance in the Treaty area, 

· statutory vehicles for co-governance/joint management,

· examples of collaboration in the public sector, 
and 
· looks at the imperative to “do more with less” in the changing environment of the Department of Conservation 
· look at some emerging practical examples of non-statutory co-governance in the context of in the Department of Conservation – from the ground up 
· considers the ramifications of accountability by virtue of increased co-governance and suggests issues to consider. 
Toko’s paper looks at two specific examples of statutory co-governance in the public sector (Treaty settlements) in more detail – the Waikato River and Ninety Mile Beach settlements. 

“Co-governance and co-management – a view from the ground up” by Clare Lenihan, Barrister
This paper is based on my experience as a Conservancy Solicitor for the Department of Conservation for 15 years. The views set out in this paper are mine alone and not the views of the Department. My views are based on information obtained from the Department’s website and on information that is available under the Official Information Act 1982.
3. Introduction

An increasing trend in recent years has seen a desire by the community to be more involved in not only carrying out conservation work but having a role in directing it. New collaborations are occurring and examples of non-statutory co-governance in practice are emerging from the ground level. By way of illustration, the Department of Conservation proposes to double the amount of conservation currently being achieved, by collaborating more with and getting conservation done by communities.
With this new trend comes increasing accountability and responsibility for all parties. A theme of this paper is there is a need to consciously develop policy and procedure to accommodate the issues associated with this new way of working and provide for accountability and responsibility of various parties.
4. Example 1 
Unusually, I want to start the paper with an example of what I consider to contain elements of co-governance and co-management – so you can use it as context for the issues that arise in the paper in terms of collaboration, co-governance/co-management and accountability. 
Fiordland Wapiti Foundation (FWF) 

The Department website notes the FWF works in partnership with the Department and it aims to educate and promote public awareness of wapiti in New Zealand. The Department and FWF entered into a management agreement in 2011 for 10 years with a 10 year right of renewal. The agreement allows FWF to manage the impacts of deer within the Wapiti Area of Fiordland National Park (the FWF had carried out control work in conjunction with the Department since 2005).  

It took many, many years to reach the point of signing the agreement and it was precipitated by strong lobbying to the Minister of Conservation with the result being provisions inserted into the Fiordland National Park Management Plan 2007 (FNPMP).  The FNPMP supports “community initiatives” for recreational control of deer in the Wapiti Area and allows for exclusion of commercial deer recovery in the area whilst the community initiative is in place. The proposal of FWF was considered to be a community initiative, especially considering it also proposed to carry out other pest control in the area e.g. stoats. 

The agreement provides that deer numbers in the Wapiti Area as a whole must be reduced to a level so as to allow for regeneration of browsed indigenous flora (as required by the FNPMP). There is however flexibility for FWF to choose which types of deer – e.g. strong wapiti type can be left for ground recreational hunters to control whilst deer with less wapiti type characteristics (red deer) can be removed by aerial control. The agreement enables FWF to co-ordinate the recreational ground hunters and aerial deer control.

This agreement is a significant move away from the traditional subject matter of management agreements. It is a move into an area that could be seen as a core Department function i.e. it is not merely the contracting out of doing pest control. In this case the FWF is controlling not only the numbers but the type of deer in this area, using the means it considers appropriate at any given time. There is however still a level of control retained by the Department – the bottom line must be met and the parties meet annually to agree on the numbers of deer to be removed each year to achieve that bottom line.  

The agreement is an example of collaboration between a long established and passionate organisation using various tools at its disposal to work with the Department to achieve a common goal – the reduction of deer to a certain level to allow for regeneration of browsed indigenous flora. 
5. Terminology

For the purposes of this session “co-governance” can be broadly divided up into two categories in New Zealand - statutory co-governance and non-statutory co-governance. 

“Co-governance” is not defined in any of the statutory contexts it appears in in New Zealand. In the non-statutory context, there are many varied definitions and interpretations of “co-governance” and the term overlaps with the terms “co-management” and “co-production”.
Before talking about “co-governance” in practice, it is important to clarify what the term means. Looking at the definition of “governance” is useful in clarifying what “co-governance” means.

Governance

Jane has discussed the fact that governance can mean different things in different contexts. 

The need for governance has been said to exist anytime a group of people come together to accomplish an end. ..every form of social organisation may be said to exhibit attributes of governance from whanau (family) and tribal iwi (tribal) communities to national and even global grouping  (Dr Robert Joseph Contemporary Maori Governance: New Error).  
Dr Joseph notes that governance includes formal institutions and regimes as well as informal arrangements that people and institutions have either agreed to or perceived to be in their interest (Commission on Global Governance. Our Global Neighbourhood (1995)2).

According to Dr Joseph “Governance is not synonymous with government”.  He notes this confusion has led to policy issues being identified as a problem of government and thus limiting possible resolution of a problem and assigning responsibility for taking action. 
Dr Joseph was addressing the issues of governance in the context of Iwi but in my opinion they are equally applicable to the general community.
Fundamentally, Dr Joseph notes “governance is about power, relationships and accountability – who has influence, who decides and how decision-makers are held accountable”.
Dr Joseph notes “Governance can include not only formal institutions and regimes but also informal arrangements that people and institutions have either agreed to or perceive to be in their interest.”
Co-governance and co-management

“Co-governance” has been said to be about the ability to direct i.e. set the actual policy and procedures and plan a framework for work and ensure the work is done  (refer to Background document to the Parks Forum Masterclass: Exploring Co-governance and Co-management 25 May 2012).
The term “co-governance” is sometimes used interchangeably with “co-management” (and in the New Zealand statutory context the term “joint management” is also used). “Co-management” has been described as: 


The sharing of knowledge, power and responsibility between the government and local resource users. This form of power sharing covers a broad spectrum of arrangements that might be as limited as information provision and consultation at one end, to full decision-making of legal equals at the other end. The highest levels of co-management empower the community to make decisions over affected resources or place, in conjunction with other groups/participants with different responsibilities for the same resource, eco-system or place. State and specialist interests co-operate to increase community involvement…” (Linkhorn 2011, referred to in Background document to the Parks Forum Master class: Exploring Co-governance and Co-management 25 May 2012).
In terms of the differences between “co-governance” and “co-management” it has been observed that whilst co-governance is about directing, co-management focusses on doing i.e. carrying out policies/procedures and implementation of strategy (refer to Background document to the Parks Forum Masterclass: Exploring Co-governance and Co-management 25 May 2012).
The above terms are both used in the statutory context in New Zealand (along with “joint management”, see below). 
In the non-statutory context, in practice these elements overlap (as will be shown in later examples) i.e. in one situation there may be elements of both co-governance and co-management. Given the above, I refer to both co-governance and co-management in this paper, as it is important to consider both when thinking about accountability.
When considering policy in the context of co-governance, it is also important to note that policy can be statutory or non-statutory, formal or informal.
Based on the above, for the purposes of this paper, co-governance/co-management are taken to include the following elements:

(i) A degree of power sharing/influence – some input into setting policies/procedures/planning a framework for work and ensuring it gets done
(ii) An ability to make decisions 

(iii) Some responsibility and accountability

(iv) A degree of sharing of management functions – some part of carrying out policies/procedures 
(v) Potential sharing of entitlement/ sharing of knowledge 
For the purposes of this paper I focus on co-governance/co-management arrangements that are low level and informal, as opposed to high level governance, as for example setting national or local statutory policy.
In the context of environmental resources, the co-governance/co-management could be in relation to a specific area and/or a natural, physical or historic resource.
6. Statutory and non-statutory co-governance and collaboration
Statutory co-governance

Statutory co-governance (in substance, not necessarily in form) mainly occurs in the context of Treaty Settlements and dates back to 1991 and the Orakei Act 1991 (repealed by s100 of the Ngāti Whātua Ōrākei Claims Settlement Act 2012). There, 50 acres of land was set aside as a Maori reservation “for the common use and benefit of members of the hapu and citizens of the City of Auckland City”.  The fee simple in Okahu and Takaparawhau Parks and part of the foreshore is registered in favour of the Ngati Whatua o Orakei Reserves Board and is jointly administered by the Orakei Reserves Board (made up of equal members of the Board and the Auckland Council) as a recreation reserve. 
The Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998 has many provisions which in essence include elements of co-governance e.g.:

(i) Ngai Tahu has dedicated seats on the New Zealand Conservation Authority (which approves Conservation Management Strategies and Management Plans), Conservation Boards within Ngai Tahu’s rohe, the New Zealand Geographic Board and the Guardians of the Lakes (Manapouri, Monowai and Te Anau, and Wanaka) 
(ii) The Department of Conservation Protocols set out the ways in which the Department exercises its powers, functions and duties as part of the cultural redress of the Settlement. This includes a process whereby Ngai Tahu can have input into the Department’s budget and priority setting procedures and identify specific projects to be pursued, subject to available funding.

Later statutory settlements that specifically mention co-governance, joint management or provide for such in essence include the:

· Ngati Awa Claims Settlement Act 2005 (which establishes a joint management committee) 
· Ngati Porou Claims Settlement Act 2012 (which provides for specific input into a Department of Conservation Management Strategy)
· Ngati Manuhiri Claims Settlement Act 2012 (which provides for co-governance of Te Hauturu-o-Toi/Little Barrier Island)

· Tamaki Makaurau Deed of Settlement (legislation not enacted yet) which provides for co-governance of volcanic cones and islands owned by the Crown within the shared area (the latter through a relationship agreement with the Minister of Conservation). It includes joint preparation and approval of conservation management plans, dedicated seats on the Auckland Conservation Board and annual meetings to discuss strategic governance issues.
Some non-Treaty examples of statutory co-governance (in substance, not form) can be seen in:

· the establishment of the New Zealand Conservation Authority under the Conservation Act 1987 (it has final approval of Conservation Management Strategies and Management Plans) and Conservation Boards
· appointment of voluntary organisations, Boards, Trusts etc. to be Administering Bodies to control and manage reserves the under the Reserves Act 1977 (sections 29 and 30)
· the provision for joint management agreements between local authorities and Iwi authorities (or groups that represent hapu) or with public authorities under the Resource Management Act 1991 (ss36B-D).
Non-statutory co-governance

An example where an Iwi is seeking co-governance in a non-Treaty settlement context is the proposed Waipoua Forest Kauri National Park (a report was presented to the New Zealand Conservation Authority (NZCA) June 2012). The proposed park is in the rohe of Te Roroa (which has settled its historic Treaty claim with the Crown). Te Roroa seek to share governance and management of the proposed park with the Department of Conservation. The NZCA included the aspirations of Te Roroa in its report but noted it was outside the scope of the national park investigation. It will be interesting to see how this aspiration plays out.
Collaboration

A recent example of collaboration between central and local government is “Nature Central”, a concept adopted by Horizons, Hawke’s Bay, and Wellington Regional Councils and the Department of Conservation. It signals a significant shift in the way the organisations intend to approach the management of natural resources across the lower North Island. The aim of the collaboration has been stated to achieve: 

· a better understanding and integration of social, economic, and cultural considerations into planning and decision‐making processes; 

· more efficient promotion and management of recreation facilities; 

· more effective and consistent engagement and communication with communities; and 

· more effective use of limited resources and less duplication of services and processes. 

For the 12 months from November 2012 the project was focussing on:
· A large scale joint management approach across private and public land in the southeast Wairarapa region, Maungaharuru/Tutira Catchments and Ruahine Ranges. 

· A joint promotion of recreational opportunities, and more collaborative management of the forest and regional parks across the lower North Island. 

· The development of a shared biodiversity strategy in Hawke's Bay and a wilding pine strategy for the lower North Island. 

· A review of the provision of education, and the establishment of more shared training opportunities, and staff secondments and swaps between agencies. 

· Wide-scale predator protection around Pukaha/Mt Bruce will be explored. 

Also, as part of the collaboration, Hawke's Bay Regional Council and the Conservation Department are now sharing services in Wairoa. DOC has moved its field base into Hawke's Bay Regional Council's Wairoa office, after the lease on its premises expired. 
I also note the Natural Resources Sector, established in 2008. The core agencies are the Department of Conservation, Land Information New Zealand, the Ministry of Primary Industries, Ministry of Economic Development, and Ministry for the Environment, Te Puni Kōkiri, and the Ministry of Science and Innovation.
 The Natural Resources Sector approach aims to ensure that a strategic, integrated and aligned approach is taken to natural resources development and management across government agencies.

7. Department of Conservation – context to doing more with less
The Department has a broad and varied role including:

· Managing, for conservation purposes, natural and historic heritage on roughly one third of New Zealand’s land area, as well as marine environments

· Responsibility for and doing hands-on work with species and ecosystems
· Managing national parks, high country parks, forest parks, reserves, offshore islands, and historic sites
· Building and maintaining outdoor recreation facilities
· Working with tourism operators and others running businesses on public conservation areas
· Leading conservation research and science
· Sharing information and partnering with others including iwi, communities, non-government organisations, businesses, conservation boards, and central and local government
· Advocating for the conservation of natural and historic heritage

Much of the Department’s work takes place over more than one-third of the country (about 8.5 million hectares of conservation land), it includes 33 marine reserves (covering almost 1.28 million hectares) and 6 marine mammal sanctuaries (covering approximately 2.4 million hectares), which it manages on behalf of New Zealanders. Conservation areas include national parks, high country parks, forest parks, offshore and sub Antarctic islands, and historic sites
. The Department is also responsible for managing wild animals (the Wild Animal Control Act 1977), wildlife (the Wildlife Act 1956) and marine mammals (the Marine Mammals Protection Act 1978).
Currently the Department only carries out pest control work on approximately 1/8th (12.5%) of conservation land
 – almost 90% is therefore under some form of degradation.  The Director General has noted the failure of the Department to halt the decline of indigenous biodiversity in New Zealand. There are currently more than 2800 threatened species and the Department is only actively managing about 200 of them. 
8. New business model – conservation by communities
In 2011 the Department developed a new business model with significant changes including refocusing Conservancy Offices on supporting others to do more conservation.  
The work of the new engagement positions was the start of achieving the Department’s goal to more than double the amount of conservation achieved, by engaging people and communities. This is in support of the Department’s vision that “New Zealand is the greatest living space on earth”.
The way of getting more conservation done without incurring any extra cost is to:

· get someone to do it for the Department, and/or

· get funds from an outside source and pay someone to carry out the work.

To this end, as this paper goes to press, there are further major changes proposed to the delivery arm of the Department which will see a much more intense focus on engagement with and delivery of conservation by others. 
The proposals include establishment of a new Conservation Partnerships Group, responsible for growing conservation through “partnership”. “Partnership” is simply defined by Al Morrison to mean “a relationship where both parties benefit”. 
There are proposed to be six partnership directors spread throughout the country as well as three new senior roles based in Wellington. The Group is focused on finding new opportunities to work through partnerships. Partnership rangers nationwide will be focused on building and maintaining relationships with Treaty and Iwi partners, local business, community groups, local authorities, schools and landowners. There is also a combining and strengthening of the group working with whanau, hapu and Iwi. 
The above indicates there will be a significant increase in work done with and by communities.

The investment or contribution of new partners could be:

· financial
· provision of skills

· effort

· responsibility.
Given the proposed changes to increase engagement with communities it is useful to look at what is currently happening on the ground level at present and what this might mean in the new engagement environment. 
9. Statutory basis for “co-governance”/”co-management”
In the context of the Department, at present there is no explicit statutory provision for co-governance /co-management arrangements other than with various Iwi groups as a result of Treaty Settlements. However, the Conservation General Policy and General Policy for National Parks (in section 3 of each policy) both provide for partnerships to be developed with people and organisations to enhance conservation. Agreements can be negotiated and implemented to support relationships and partnerships. “Partnerships” are defined in the policies to mean “the relationship between individuals or groups that is characterised by mutual co-operation and responsibility for the achievement of a specific goal.”
A variety of agreements are currently used by the Department to collaborate with communities (including Iwi, business and volunteers) to undertake conservation. Not all of these agreements are binding or involve elements of co-governance or co-management e.g. memoranda of understanding (usually a non-binding aspirational relationship agreement) and sponsorship agreements (payment of money/goods in return for a benefit). 

However, as will be seen from the earlier FWF example and a further example below, the effect of some management agreements can be seen as “lower level” co-governance/co-management agreements.
Management agreements

Management agreements can be entered into under Conservation Act (either independently or as part of a concession)
, the National Parks Act
 and the Reserves Act and can include private land
.

Management agreements are a form of contract whereby the Department enters into a binding agreement with a third party to carry out work for the Department in return for something other than remuneration. This can be contrasted with; - 
(i) a concession (a permission to carry out a commercial activity on public conservation land) – this is permissive rather than directive; - 
(ii) a contract, which is directive and the remuneration is financial; and 
(iii) a memorandum of understanding - which is not directive or binding but usually aspirational.
In a management agreement, the approach is often made by a third party wanting to carry out some conservation work in return for a benefit e.g. grazing (conservation work because it reduces the fire risk and provides a benefit to the farmer ), pest control, track management.
10. Current use of Management Agreements

The current use of management agreements in the context of the Department has changed over the last 5-10 years from covering basic “grazing” agreements to, in more recent years, include:

· managing cycleways

· managing huts and houses
· managing tramping tracks

· constructing and maintaining 4WD tracks
· managing car parks

· carrying out pest control
· having sole responsibility for controlling deer populations in a specific geographical area, to the exclusion of wild animal recovery commercial operators. 
There are elements of co-governance/co-management in some of these more recent agreements – i.e. there is some power given to the third party to (within certain parameters given the statutory context): 
· influence 

· make decisions 

· have some accountability, by virtue of the terms of the agreement.

Despite there being no statutory bar to enter into such agreements, they are being entered into in a policy and operational vacuum on an ad hoc basis. There is no current policy in relation to the use of management agreements in the Department, no standard operating procedure and no standard use of documentation. There isn’t any guidance about what form these agreements might take and no systematic analysis of what form of e.g. power sharing, if any, there should be. There isn’t any guidance about who the Department might enter into agreements with or how the Department should give effect to its s4 Conservation Act 1987 obligations (to give effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi) or any specific Treaty settlement obligations. 
The FWF example and the example below have been entered into in the above policy and procedure vacuum. I put them forward to illustrate that despite the vacuum, they are examples of successful and innovative collaboration between the Department and communities to achieve more with less. However, given the increasing focus on more conservation being carried out by communities, I suggest a considered, standardised, national approach will more efficiently and robustly achieve the desired goal.
11. Example 2
Mid-Dome Wilding Trees Charitable Trust

The above Trust was established in 2006 to represent a community of concern about the spread of wildling trees at Mid Dome in Northern Southland.
This is a slightly complex example as there are four parties involved (Department of Conservation, Land Information NZ, Environment Southland and  Mid-Dome Wilding Trees Charitable Trust), a variety of different land tenures (crown land, public conservation land, pastoral lease and private land) along with a multitude of legal documents. 
The stated goal to be achieved is removal of wilding trees to the extent that normal land use activity and/or ecological conservation values can be managed by the land owner.

To achieve the goal, the Trust receives funds from all parties and uses the collective resources to budget, prorates work and design a work plan for the land covered by the agreement. The Trust employs a project manager to carry out the work. 

The parties agreed that the project would be executed without restrictions over boundaries or land ownership to the extent the formal strategies and policies of each of the parties and the law provides.
The programme has been running since 2006 and the aim is for it to be completed by 2019.
The overarching document is not a management agreement but a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). Although MOU’s are not normally binding, in my view in this case it is (given the substance of the MOU). The MOU could just as easily have been called a management agreement – it is the substance not the form that is important to consider. The MOU is underpinned by several other documents (funding commitments, work plans, independent contracts and a resource consent – held by the Trust). 
This project is an example of collaboration and co-operation between central and local government and community interests. The Trust: 
· has a degree of power sharing 
· influences and set policies and procedures, and 
· plans the framework for the work to occur and then have a part in seeing that carried out – by contracting a project manager to do the work.
FWF example

Returning to the FWF example, there are elements of power sharing and influence evident there too – there appears to be an informal unwritten policy developed for the Wapiti Area whereby red type deer are encouraged to be removed whilst shooting wapiti types is discouraged - to enable the quality of the wapiti herd to continue to grow. Certainly one of the objects of the WFW is “To encourage and enable the enhancement of the Wapiti type feral deer herd within the Fiordland national park, and to educate new Zealanders in an appreciation of the herd”.
In terms of deer and predator control, at present the FWF cover an area 1.5 times the size of Nelson Lakes National Park i.e. 150,000 ha. If for any reason the FWF was no longer able to carry out the control the Department would need to assess whether it would carry out the control itself or try to find another manager.
12. Co-governance and what it means in terms of accountability 
Bearing in mind the examples discussed above, there is the matter of accountability to be considered when looking at entering into agreements with elements of co-governance and co-management.

The Oxford English Dictionary defines accountability as "the quality of being accountable; liability to give account of, and answer for, discharge of duties or conduct; responsibility, amenableness".

Wikipedia notes some eight types of accountability:

· legal/judicial

· administrative

· managerial

· moral/ethical

· political

· market

· constituency relation and

· professional

Given limited time, I will focus on legal accountability in this paper but note that administrative and managerial accountability will be important components to consider. 
Firstly, what might there be legal accountability for?

· Injury to people
· Damage to personal property

· Damage to natural resources (fauna, flora)
· Damage to physical resources (huts, bridges, facilities)
· Damage to historic resources

Secondly, where might accountability arise from? It is useful (but not exhaustive) to consider: 

· Health and Safety in Employment Act (the Department has been convicted twice under this legislation post Cave Creek since enactment of the Crown Organisation (Criminal Liability) Act 2002, one case involved two employees and the other involved a volunteer)
· Occupiers Liability Act 1962
· Resource Management Act 1991

· Conservation Act 1987, National Parks Act 1981, Reserves Act 1977
· Building Act 2004
· Nuisance/negligence.
Thirdly, who might be accountable?

· The Department, Departmental employees   
· Parties to the Management Agreement (volunteers, directors of companies, trustees of charitable trusts, natural persons, individuals, partnerships).
13. Issues to consider
How can/should this accountability/responsibility be managed? This can be looked at from the viewpoint of both the Crown and the third party (this list is not exhaustive):
Crown

· Ensure an aligned policy approach regarding bottom lines and a hierarchy of arrangements that may be entered into in certain instances i.e. the more power sharing, the greater the risk (and potential gain), the greater level of detail required in the agreement
· How will the Crown give effect to any Treaty obligation?

· When would the Crown consider elements of “co-governance” – where specialist skills are required for e.g. core work on endangered species? For an iconic conservation site? What are the risks of failure? 
· Develop a standard policy and accompanying procedure, with standard documentation that aligns with the risk – a shorter less formal document may be appropriate for a voluntary organisation carrying out a low risk activity  where few if any co-governance/co-management elements
· Have a checklist of “pre-entry” requirements before any specific co-governance/co-management agreement is entered into e.g. legal entity, has members with specific expertise needed, has financial means to carry out the activity for the defined term e.g. for species work 
· Pre-negotiate to ensure understanding of tasks, skills, outcome required etc.

· Ensure agreements cover all potential risks – ensure appropriate level of experience, set standards, have review conditions, monitor performance, record-keep, clear outcome required
· setting clear objectives/outcomes to be achieved

· outlining clear responsibilities and accountabilities for respective parties

· providing for adequate information flows

· outline performance standards

· outlining monitoring systems to ascertain performance standards achieved

· effective performance assessment

· sanctions for poor performance 

· strong dispute resolution clauses

· Non-performance conditions – potentially a bond in certain circumstances (e.g. where a commercial operator and the risk is high)? 
· Manage the agreement – this is imperative as although some responsibility/accountability may be transferred via the agreement, a large degree of accountability is likely to remain with the Crown.
Third parties

· For smaller volunteer organisations seek the Department extend its insurance cover to include the volunteers (currently the Department has included volunteers under its insurance policy) 
· Form a legal entity 

· Note that volunteers don’t get benefits of being employees e.g. indemnity under s42 Conservation Act 1987. Consider seeking conditions to mitigate this
14. Conclusion
An increasing trend in recent years has seen a desire by the community to be more involved in not only carrying out conservation work but having a role in directing it. New collaborations are occurring and examples of non-statutory co-governance and co-management in practice are emerging from the ground level.

With this trend comes increasing accountabilities for all parties and there is a need to consciously develop policy and procedure to accommodate this.
� http://www.doc.govt.nz/publications/about-doc/archive/statement-of-intent/statement-of-intent-2011-2014/1-nature-and-scope-of-the-department-of-conservations-functions/


� Evaluating the use of 1080: Predators, poisons and silent forests; June 2011 Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment. 
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� S29 Conservation Act 1987.
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