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Introduction 
 
 
This is a report from the second OzAM (Australian Adaptive Management Network) 
workshop held in Brisbane, Queensland on the 24th and 25th of July 2003.  The 
Murray-Darling Basin Commission (MDBC) in conjunction with the University of 
Queensland’s School of Natural and Rural Systems Management used the OzAM 
forum to consider ways of institutionalising Adaptive Management within the MDBC.  
Adaptive management has been adopted by the Murray-Darling Basin Ministerial 
Council to ensure that investment in The Living Murray and other operations can be 
formally evaluated and optimised. 
 
Thirty national and international practitioners and experts in natural resource 
management and adaptive management attended the OzAM workshop (Appendix I).  
The principal aims of the workshop were to evaluate how the MDBC management 
currently operated relative to an adaptive management framework, and to develop a 
checklist and guidelines that can be used at multiple levels to implement adaptive 
management within the MDBC. This workshop report details the procedures and 
outcomes of the two-day workshop. It is accompanied by a summary document, 
which introduces adaptive management and presents a “checklist” for adaptive 
management derived from the workshop activities. 
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Adaptive Management 
 
 

 What is adaptive management? 
 
What is the difference between adaptive management and management? There are 
many specific definitions of adaptive management.  However, a central theme is that 
adaptive management provides a framework that emphasises learning from 
management actions.  Being adaptive and responsive in management is critical in 
complex and unpredictable environments.  Rarely do managers have perfect 
knowledge to base management decisions on, yet decisions have to be made.  An 
adaptive management framework accepts and embraces this and converts the 
management action / decision into a “trial” or series of trials that are evaluated so 
that future management is improved; learning is central. The main steps in adaptive 
management are summarised by the questions (see Fig 1): 
 

1. What is the current state of affairs? 
2. Where do we want to be in the future? 
3. How do we get there?  
4. How do we know if we are getting there? 
5. What have we learnt? 
6. How can we change?  
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Figure 1. The main stages in an adaptive management cycle. 

 
 
 
More formal definitions have been expressed in the natural resource management, 
adult learning and problem solving literature, such as: 
 

“Adaptive management is a cyclic, learning-oriented approach to the management 
of complex environmental systems that are characterised by high levels of 
uncertainty about system processes and the potential ecological, social and 
economic impacts of different management options” (Jacobson, 2003).  

 
Adaptive management is often represented as a circle to emphasis the closing of the 
management cycle through evaluation and reassessment of the situation. This is an 
important transition from linear thinking in management and planning. 
 
Management activities and decisions are nested within larger systems.  These may 
include the organisational, political, social and physical environments. Thus the 
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adaptive management system is nested within a larger adaptive organisational 
system that also must be considered (Fig 2). 
 
The distinction between the adaptive management cycle and the larger 
organisational system is useful for emphasising the strategic and tactical decisions 
related to manipulating the resource, while the organisational system can be thought 
of as the other activities that need to occur to permit management to happen.  For 
example, manipulation of hydrological flows and duration of flooding is a 
management activity at the adaptive management cycle level.  Communications and 
reporting procedures are activities at the organizational level.  Both these need to be 
adaptive. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2. Adaptive management at the resource management level is nested 
within a larger organisational system. 
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 Important Principles of Adaptive Management 
 
 
The adaptive management approach has become a useful alternative to deal with 
complex systems and uncertainty. Natural systems are complex, and their 
management takes place against a dynamic background where change is continuous 
and unpredictable. Walter and Holling (1990) explain adaptive management as 
treating management strategies and policies as experiments that are conducted to 
learn more about the ecosystem’s processes and structures. The results are then 
used to refine the strategies and policies over time. Adaptive managers therefore 
have the combined roles of defining desired realities, generating options and 
applying measurements that allow adjustments to be made to the management 
strategy.  
 
Adaptive management requires collaboration across disciplinary and professional 
boundaries (Dovers and Mobbs, 1997) and therefore forces the creation of linkages 
between science, management and policy. It leads to greater participation and 
stakeholder engagement, and improves reciprocal valuing of different forms and 
sources of information. This integrative nature of the adaptive management 
approach has become a useful framework for linking science, policy and 
management. 
 
The adaptive management process provides opportunities for “learning-by-doing”. 
Such learning reveals how ecosystems respond, what the managers are doing, which 
strategies are successful, and whose interests are served (Lee, 1999). Learning is 
information intensive and requires active participation from those most likely to be 
affected by management or policies being implemented (Lee, 1999). This again 
stresses the integrative nature of the adaptive management process.  
 
Information gathering and learning through evaluation are effective ways for an 
ongoing process of knowledge creation. However, the cost-effectiveness of adaptive 
management as a mechanism for this process will depend on the institutional 
arrangements to allow this to happen. Collaborative learning environments or forums 
are needed to transform findings into usable knowledge for different types of users 
and their goals (Bosch et al, 1996). Sharing protocols are required to avoid 
information sharing barriers such as mistrust between stakeholder groups, and the 
exercising of power by professionals to defend their own fields.  McLain and Lee 
(1996) regard the creation of “an institutional framework that promotes the 
coordination of management activities undertaken by many loosely connected, but 
interdependent institutions” as an essential problem to address. 
 
A valuable contribution to the creation of new knowledge would come from the 
opportunities that adaptive management provides to detect “surprise” through 
systematic monitoring. Lee (1999) regards “surprise learning” as essential to expand 
the boundaries of understanding. The highly complex nature of natural systems 
suggests that even small or simple interventions may yield surprising outcomes 
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through integrated assessment, which would add significantly to the creation of new 
knowledge about systems and their management.  
 
 
Table 1. A summary of main principles of what adaptive management is, and what it 
requires (based on workshop outcomes and literature) 
 
 
Adaptive Management is: Adaptive Management requires: 
• An approach when managing within 

uncertain environments, 
• Clarity of the problem and identifying 

whose problem it,  

• “Learning by doing” (Walters and 
Holling 1990), 

• Participation and stakeholder 
engagement – involving all those who 
affect or are affected by your issue, 

• Treating management interventions 
as experiments for testing and 
improving, 

• Continuous involvement of 
stakeholders in the adaptive 
management cycle,  

• Problem focused management, • Collaboration between disciplinary 
and professional boundaries, 

• A mechanism for knowledge building 
and co-learning (including surprise 
learning). 

• Making sense of knowledge by all 
those involved, 

 • Suitable institutional arrangements for 
adaptive management to happen. 
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Workshop Procedures  
 
 
The 2003 OzAM workshop was introduced by Prof. Ockie Bosch (University of 
Queensland) with an outline of Adaptive Management (summarised above). This was 
followed by a presentation by Catherine Allen (Charles Sturt University) who provided 
a background to the OzAM network and the previous year’s workshop.  Following this 
general introduction Tony McLeod, Mark Siebentritt and Leanne Wilkinson (all from 
the MDBC) provided an overview of the operations and activities during the 2000 
flood event around Lock 5 on the River Murray in South Australia (sessions 1 and 2).  
The case study was used to provide some detail and context on the way that MDBC 
operations have been conducted, and to provide an example for the workshop to 
focus on. The remainder of the workshop (sessions 3 to 6) was aimed at using the 
collective experience and skills of the participants to develop a checklist that could be 
used by the MDBC and any other organization as a tool to improve adaptive 
management.  The aim for the MDBC in particular was to use the expertise available 
to develop guidelines (in the form of a checklist) that could be used to help 
institutionalise Adaptive Management into operations and on-ground works. 
 
The working sessions for the workshop were organised using steps in an adaptive 
management cycle, as indicated in Figure 3. The steps used were those of Nyberg 
(1999) because some members of the MDBC were already familiar with his 
framework.  Participants were divided into three groups and in each session, they 
were assigned a step in the adaptive management cycle (eg assess, plan, etc.) to 
work on. Participants first were asked the questions “what are the barriers or 
requirements to make adaptive management work at this step of the cycle”. The 
individual outcomes from this brainstorming exercise were pooled and the groups 
built these into a diagram (using coloured cards) mapping out the factors required to 
achieve that step.  The procedure used to develop a group diagram was based on a 
Logical Framework Approach (see AusAid 2000 for details). The resulting group 
diagram indicated all factors that were perceived to contribute to (or inhibit) that 
particular step of the adaptive management cycle.  These diagrams were then further 
analysed for key points and themes for incorporation into a “checklist”. 
 
After the first session (assess, design), one group stepped out of each session to 
synthesise findings from the diagrams produced in the previous session. By the final 
sessions, after some people had left, the small groups combined into larger ones. 
The groups responsible for reviewing the diagrams from previous sessions identified 
a number of key generic points that could be regarded as essential for inclusion in a 
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final checklist that can be used to help institutionalise the adaptive management 
approach. 
 
An evaluation of the workshop was conducted in the final session to gain an 
appreciation of how each of the participants evaluated the two days.  All participants 
wrote down comments that summed up the three best features and three features of 
the workshop that could be improved next time. 
 
 

Session 4

Session 5

Session 3
All groups brainstorm &
build diagram

Session 3
All groups brainstorm &
build diagram

Groups 1 & 2 diagram
Group 3 review session 3

Groups 1 & 3 diagram
Group 2 review session 4

Session 6
Groups 2 & 3 review and 
build checklist
Group 1 review session 5

assess

design implement

monitor

evaluateadjust

 
 

Figure 3. Working sessions 3 to 6 of the workshop based on Nyberg’s (1999) 
model of adaptive management used to break up the activities of the groups. 
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Adaptive management 
checklist and guidelines 
 
 
The primary aim of the workshop and subsequent consultancy was to develop a 
checklist and guidelines to assist in the institutionalisation of adaptive management. 
These were synthesised from the group diagrams produced by the workshop 
participants for each step in the Adaptive Management cycle. The content of each 
diagram (see Appendix II) captured the factors seen as contributing to or inhibiting 
adaptive management.  Since there was not enough time in the workshop to fully 
develop a checklist based on the outcomes of these diagrams, a final checklist 
including some new content was developed subsequently from these diagrams by the 
authors of this report.   
 
The checklist is intended as a guide to understand the process of adaptive 
management and also to identify tasks that need to be carried out for each stage of 
the adaptive management cycle to be successful.  The checklist is not an exhaustive 
recipe to be followed. As Nyberg (1999) has said “adaptive management is like 
painting: knowing the steps is important, but it isn’t enough to create great art”.  
When using the guide it is important to read all components to understand where 
you are within the cycle. Similarly, check for linkages and relationships to previous 
and following actions. It may be that several steps are occurring simultaneously. 
 
The checklist has three columns.  The first indicates the major steps of adaptive 
management, stated as questions.  The second column is the checklist defining the 
most essential factors involved in each stage.  We have then provided more detailed 
guidance and prompts in the third column that would usually be necessary to 
complete the second column. These offer advice on the task, but as each 
circumstance and management issue is distinct we cannot be prescriptive as to how 
to carry out these tasks.   
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TASK CHECKLIST  GUIDELINES 
ASSESS 
 
 

Have you identified/clarified the 
real management issue?  
OR 
Is the management issue still 
current if it has been identified in 
the past? 

 
 

 It is important to understand the system in which you are 
operating in order to identify the core issues and 
interconnections among them (cause-effect models, mind 
mapping, considering historic operating rules could be useful.   

 Identify and engage those stakeholders who need to be 
involved in issue identification in this analysis, to gain the 
benefit of their insights and ensure ownership of the adaptive 
management process. 

 Determine the extent (appropriate level) and purpose of 
stakeholder engagement. 

 Develop a process for effective stakeholder engagement and 
conflict resolution. 

Have you identified whose issue it 
is? 

 It is important to identify who has responsibility for each 
aspect of the issue, and who has other reasons for 
involvement, including regulatory roles, resources. 

 As part of the system analysis, allow stakeholders to discover 
their relationships to the issues.  

 Identify who cares about the issue even if it is not directly 
their responsibility to solve. 

Have you assessed the current 
state of the issue, in its biophysical, 
economic and social dimensions?  

 Compile baseline information to enable you to identify the 
current state of affairs, using existing knowledge.  

 Decide on data needed through discussion with stakeholders, 
and obtain it. 

 Identify uncertainties in the system. 
 Assess current level of understanding of the issue within the 

community.  

What is the 
current 
state of 
affairs? 
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PLAN Do you know what you want to 

achieve?  
 Identify desired outcomes for each of the different stakeholder 

groups, including your own organisation, as they could differ. 
It is important to ensure the objectives are clear and 
measurable. 

Have you identified strategies for 
achieving these outcomes?  

 Identify possible management interventions with stakeholders, 
as options for an action plan.   

 Define criteria to evaluate the options for intervention 
(including costs, benefits, availability of resources, capacities). 

 Consider any risks and potential hazards associated with 
options (social, economic, biophysical). 

 Use appropriate evaluation tools (eg cost-benefit analysis) 
then choose the most promising options.  

Have you developed a plan for how 
these options will be implemented? 

 Identify the people who will be responsible for implementing 
the option, and develop implementation plans with them to 
ensure ownership and efficiency. 

 Include responsibilities, contingency plans and resources 
required in your plan. 

Does your implementation plan 
have an appropriate level of public 
support? 

 Develop a public communication plan and feedback 
procedures. 

Where do 
you want to 
be in future?

Treat your 
planned action 
as a 
hypothesis for 
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Will you know when you have 
achieved the desired outcomes, 
and whether your implementation 
went according to plan? 

 Design a monitoring program, involving those who will 
conduct the monitoring and those who will benefit from the 
information. 

 Identify what to monitor – to know outcomes of your 
management actions, whether the implementation process 
went according to plan, and public responses to the 
intervention.  

 Develop monitoring protocols if required (eg sharing of data, 
access to private property, handling of IP). 

 Where possible, ensure consistency with existing monitoring 
programs. 

 Consider how the monitoring data will be used and what the 
indicators of success or progress are. 

 Assess what baseline information is relevant to the 
monitoring, available, or needs to be initiated.  
Establish / prepare a data management system. 

IMPLEMENT Do the people who need to know 
understand the implementation 
plan? 

 Check communication among internal and external 
stakeholders, referring to the implementation and 
communication plans.  

Has anything happened to change 
the implementation plan? 

 Check against the implementation plan. 
Be ready to address contingency plans. 

If the implementation plan needs 
changing, have you updated the 
monitoring plan accordingly? 

 Check against the monitoring plan. 

Are all the resources in place to 
implement? 

 Check against the implementation plan; assemble missing 
resources if necessary. 

MONITOR Do the people who need to know 
understand the monitoring plan? 

 Check against monitoring plan; improve communications if 
necessary. 

 Ensure monitoring protocols are followed. 
 Ensure monitoring is co-ordinated between different agencies 

and individuals involved in data collection. 

Just do it! 

Find out how 
well it worked 
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Has anything happened to change 
the monitoring plan? 

 Check against monitoring plan. 
Be ready to address contingency plans. 

Are all the resources in place to 
monitor? 

 Check against monitoring plan; assemble missing resources. 

EVALUATE 
(AND RE-
ASSESS) 

Have you identified who should be 
included in evaluation and re-
assessment steps? 

 Include those who will benefit, those who can help make 
sense of the monitoring results, and those who need to carry 
the learnings into future cycles.   

Have you achieved the desired 
outcomes? Do the monitoring 
results indicate you are on the right 
track? 

 Find explanations for outcomes, collaboratively. 
 Test your management ‘hypothesis’. Can you improve it?  

Did the implementation and 
monitoring processes go according 
to plan? 

 Identify what could be done better next time round.   
 

Is there anything you need to 
change? 
 

 Do you need to redefine the management issue (you may 
even decide it is no longer an issue and wind up the activity). 

 If necessary, restate the management objectives/desired 
outcomes. 

 Adjust management strategies on the basis of the evaluation. 
 Adjust implementation plans, monitoring plans, and indicators 

of success if necessary.  
Is there the capacity to adjust? 

Have you a way of capturing what 
you have learnt? 

 To avoid re-inventing the wheel, it would be good practice to 
capture the learnings in an accessible form (eg a data base, 
decision support system, manuals) so that newcomers to your 
team can join the process easily, and so that others, 
elsewhere, can benefit from your findings. 

  
YOU ARE NOW READY TO START THE NEXT ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT CYCLE  
 
 

Adapt 

How did your 
management 
‘hypothesis’ 
work out?
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Workshop Evaluation 
 
 
The full list of evaluation comments is presented in the table below.  In general there 
was a very positive response towards the location and the mix of participants, which 
people felt was conducive to learning and sharing of ideas.  A common thread among 
the negative comments was a lack of time spent clarifying and defining what was 
meant by Adaptive Management and that there was too much focus on generic 
discussion.  Balancing discussion of definitions and generic versus specific cases is 
important and perhaps reflects different expectations of participants for the purpose 
of the workshop.  Perhaps this could have been communicated more clearly prior to 
the workshop. Clearly most participants enjoyed the networking opportunity and 
exchange of ideas. 
 

  
Not having a chance to get to work as a large 
group before working in small groups – could 
have “defined” adaptive management first better. 
 
Would have been better to define each stage of 
adaptive management cycle in a logical sequence. 
 
Facilitation could be improved.  Targeted 
discussions would have been better than general 
discussions →  time constraints. 
 
Interpretation of checklists difficult. 
 
Did the MDBC learn enough specific to them. 
 
Too close to reinventing the wheel. 
 
Ideally should have a good mix of backgrounds 
within groups e.g. not all scientists in one group. 
 
Workshop exercises vague at times – too much 
time on exercises without anchoring them to 
cases. 
 
Needed a clearer definition of the various 

Cool.  The weather in Brisbane.  The wine at 
dinner. 
 
Good mix of perspectives/skills. 
 
Valuable opportunity to unpack a misused buzz 
word. 
 
Direct interaction with people grappling with 
similar problems using different approaches, and 
the commonality of the experience is invigorating. 
 
Location great!  Format encouraged discussion. 
 
Good learning across science/social science 
paradigms. 
 
Learned lots!  Enjoyed participants and their 
background. 
 
Enjoyable, interesting conversations. 
 
Broad spectrum of opinions and expertise and 
background. 
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adaptive management definitions at the start of 
the workshop. 
 
Not enough group discussion. 
 
More full group discussions – 1½ day → tighten, 
shorter.  Day 1: evening session 1 & 2 (&3?)  Day 
2: remainder. 
 
More change in types of activity to keep interest 
and energy high. 
 
Need context for adaptive management. 
 
Discussion contained within context of single 
experiment/event.  Assumption that start with 
“assess” every time. 
 
Adaptive management was workshopped in a 
reductionist/(segmented) way.  There could have 
been much more discussion of how when and 
why adaptive management is employed in an 
organisation and how it is integrated into the 
existing strategy/policy environment. 
 
Card method is not cost effective and lacks 
quality assessment. 
 
Too much on general principles rather than 
moving debate further.  Should have spent more 
time at beginning establishing understanding of 
what we mean by adaptive management. 
 

Great group of participants.  Good capture 
mechanism for ideas. 
 
Brainstorm good. 
 
Good to get practitioners together.  Good to have 
a real case study. 
 
Diversity of minds. 
 
Impressive participants. 
 
The use of the case study.  Openness of MDBC in 
inviting criticism of something they have probably 
done better than most the participants. 
 
Small group workshop sessions – 4 →  5 people 
groups tended to work better than 8 →  10. 
 
Good venue.  Good catering.  Friendly setup.  
Good method for getting participation i.e. use of 
cards, butcher paper etc. 
 
We developed a useful checklist.  Lots of time for 
networking.  Venue was good.  MDBC support.  
UQ support – fantastic. 
 
Good, better best.  Never let it rest ‘till your good 
is better and your better best. 
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Appendices 
 
 

 
 
Appendix I 
Record of attendees at OzAM workshop 
 
 
 
 
Appendix II 
Group Diagrams of Factors Influencing Adaptive Management 
 
Transcripts were captured electronically from poster-sized diagrams and are 
presented, with a synopsis, below.  Each synopsis contains key elements in bold.  
During the development of the final checklist constant reference was made to the 
original workshop diagrams and these summaries to ensure that the final product 
reflected the participant’s ideas and insights. 
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Name 
 

Organisation 
 

Email 
 

Postal address 
 

     
1.  Jean Chesson Bureau of Rural Sciences jean.chesson@brs.gov.au  GPO Box 858, Canberra ACT 2601 
2.  Catherine Allan Charles Sturt University callan@csu.edu.au  PO Box 789, Albury NSW 2640 
3.  Chris Gippel Consultant, Fluvial Systems Pty Ltd ChrisGippel@bigpond.com  PO Box 49, Stockton, NSW 2295 

4.   Michelle Bald 
CRC Freshwater Ecology, Murray-
Darling Freshwater Research Centre Michelle.Bald@csiro.au  PO Box 3428, Mildura VIC 3502 

5.  Bronwyn Rennie 
CRC Freshwater Ecology, University of 
Canberra brennie@enterprise.canberra.edu.au University of Canberra, Building 15, ACT 2601 

6.  Steve Dovers CRES, ANU dovers@cres.anu.edu.au  Canberra ACT 0200 

7.  Michelle Wood Dept of Natural Resources and Mining michelle.wood@nrm.qld.gov.au  
Policy Offr (Water Planning), Level 6, Mineral 
House, Brisbane QLD 

8.  Simon Nicol Dept of Sustainability and Environment simon.nicol@dse.vic.gov .au 123 Brown Street, Heidelberg VIC 3084 

9.  Judy Goode 
Dept of Water, Land and Biodiversity 
Conservation goode.judy@saugov.sa.gov.au  GPO Box 2834, Adelaide SA  5001 

10.  Tony Herbert 
Dept of Water, Land and Biodiversity 
Conservation herbert.anthony@saugov.sa.gov.au  PO Box 240, Berri SA 5343 

11.  Pat Feehan Goulburn-Murray Water pfeehan@g-mwater.com.au  PO Box 165, Tatura VIC 3616 

12.  Alistair J. Gilmour 
Graduate School of the Environment 
Macquarie University agilmour@gse.mq.edu.au  90A Chapman Ave, Beecroft NSW 2119 

13.  Greg Walkerden Macquarie Uni gregw@acay.com.au  77 Coolaroo Road, Lane Cove NSW 2066 
14.  Leanne Wilkinson Murray-Darling Basin Commission leanne.wilkinson@ mdbc.gov.vic.au  GPO Box 409, Canberra ACT 
15.  Tony McLeod Murray-Darling Basin Commission tony.mcleod@ mdbc.gov.vic.au  GPO Box 409, Canberra ACT 
16.  Mark Siebentritt Murray-Darling Basin Commission mark.siebentritt@ mdbc.gov.vic.au  GPO Box 409, Canberra ACT 
17.  Lisa Guppy Murray-Darling Basin Commission lisa.guppy@mdbc.gov.au  GPO Box 409, Canberra ACT 

     

Appendix I 
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Name 
 

Organisation 
 

Email 
 

Postal address 
 

     

18.  Emer Campbell 
North Central Catchment Management 
Authority emer_campbell@nccma.vic.gov.au  PO Box 18, Huntly VIC 3551 

19.  Sally Troy Parks Victoria stroy@parks.vic.gov.au  Level 10, 535 Bourke Street, Melbourne VIC 3000 

20.  Douglas Baker 
School of Environmental Planning, 
University of Northern British Columbia dbaker@unbc.ca  

3333 University Way, Prince George, B.C., Canada 
V2N 4Z9 

21.  Matthew Gray 

Centre for Ecological Economics & 
Water Policy Research, University of 
New England, Armidale matthew.gray@une.edu.au  23 Crosthaven Drive, Morayfield  QLD 4506 

22.  Jacky Williams University of Queensland Gatton fallsck@tpgi.com.au  215 Arthys Road, Cooran QLD 4569 

23.  Helen Ross University of Queensland Gatton hross@uqg.uq.edu.au  
School of NRSM, University of Queensland, Gatton 
QLD 4343 

24.  Ockie Bosch University of Queensland Gatton obosch@uqg.uq.edu.au  
School of NRSM, University of Queensland, Gatton 
QLD 4343 

25.  Bradd Witt University of Queensland Gatton bwitt@uqg.uq.edu.au  
School of NRSM, University of Queensland, Gatton 
QLD 4343 

26.  Carl Smith University of Queensland Gatton c.smith2@uq.edu.au  
School of NRSM, University of Queensland, Gatton 
QLD 4343 

27.  Janelle Allison University of Queensland Gatton j.allison@uq.edu.au  

Centre for Rural and Regional Innovation-
Queensland, School of NRSM, University of 
Queensland, Gatton QLD 4343 

28.  Adele Vagg University of Queensland Gatton a.vagg@mailbox.uq.edu.au  
School of NRSM, University of Queensland, Gatton 
QLD 4343 

29.  Bob Beeton University of Queensland Gatton bob.beeton@uqg.uq.edu.au 
School of NRSM, University of Queensland, Gatton 
QLD 4343 

30.  Lyndell Lotz University of Queensland Gatton HOS.NRSM@uqg.uq.edu.au  
School of NRSM, University of Queensland, Gatton 
QLD 4343 
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TRUST 

CONCEPTUAL 
FRAMEWORK 

ACCOUNTABILITY 
ROLES 

Scale: 
 Time 
 Geographic

What’s the spatial 
dimension?

RISK 

PROBLEM ASSESS 
Integration of key/all factors: 
social, economic, ecological

Need clear objectives of what 
you are managing 

What 
are the 
critical 
factors? 
Who 
said 
these 
are 
critical? 

SCOPE (SIZE) of project 
The ‘distance’ from which we 

are looking at issues is 
appropriate 

“ASSESS” implies to define a goal or 
aim to work towards.  How do we also 
incorporate uncertainty of outcome, a 

basis of AM? 

Create a common 
language 

- shared understanding 

What defines the problem 
 

Risk Analysis part of the 
problem 

Comprehensive risk analysis 
should be part of the process 

CONTEXT 
Who says these are the important factors? 
Political context / objectives / agendas 
Identify context 
Many similar issues all contribute to the 
‘problem’ (can’t separate causes / effects) 
Identifying problem type:  hydrological?  
ecological?

STAKEHOLDERS 
How will we get robust discussion?  
How to get agreement on issues/objectives 
Who has the final say? 
Who will make up the “project team”? 
Who is involved?  Stakeholders 
Problem Assessment:  
Consultation/Integrate  (one sees problems 
different to another? Is there a problem?) 

MANAGEMENT + 
INSTITUTIONAL 
ENVIRONMENT 

Where / what information is available? 
Who ‘controls’ the information? 
What kinds of information from where?  Types? 
Lots of management organisations involved (confusing) 
How do we incorporate existing management, strategies, 
etc + developing management when assessing the 
“problem”?

REFLEXIVE (DELIBERATIVE) 
Is this a good thing to do? 
How do we know there’s a problem?  Who said? 
Will solving this make a difference? 
Why has this emerged as a problem? 
PROBLEM ASSESS:  Is “intervention” necessary?     
                         Active v Passive

ASSESS (group 1) 
This group highlighted stakeholder participation and associated accountability roles, and the importance of the context including 
the management and institutional environment. They advocate a conceptual framework, and a deliberative process. The issue of risk is 
considered, and how problems should be assessed in terms of social, economic and ecological dimensions of the issue. 

Appendix II 
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STAKEHOLDERS & 
COMMUNITIES 
Full range of 
opinions/groups 
Identify - involve those 
who are affected 
Involve those who are 
responsible and who 
affect 
Know who is responsible 
for action(s) to resolve 
Stakeholder/community 
concern 
Know who has the 
problem 

SYSTEM MODEL 
Do we have 
conceptual models 
to explain how the 
system works? 
Synthesize / collate 
what is (and isn’t) 
known about the 
influences and 
results 
Simple model of 
system 

Communities/agencie
s understand their 
respective rights and 
responsibilities 

Expectations 
(multiple, negotiated) 

Agenda of all / other 
issues confronting 
“us” 
Know what the 
problem creates 
- what is desirable 
               undesirable 

System 
VISION 
Social 

Economic 
Ecological

Define the 
system and 
sub-system 

OUTPUT 
Set clear objectives 

- measurable 
- define relationship 
between objectives 

- hierarchies 
Are the goals & 
objectives of an 

intervention 
understood? 

Clear testable 
hypotheses 

Re-confirm 
understanding & 
clarity of rights, 

responsibilities & 
mandate of those 

involved 

DESIGN 

CONTEXT 
Local V & O 
consistent with 
system V & O 
Agreement on 
appropriate scale 
eg temporal 
 procedural 
 spatial 
Understanding of 
broader, 
interconnected policy 
& institutional system 
Sensitive to historical, 
legal & institutional 
context (path 
dependency!) 

RISK MANAGEMENT 
What can go wrong if 
we do this? 
 
 

Aust Stand. 
4630

Make time and space 
to road test the 
definition ‘reality 

check’ and repeat if 
needed 

COMMON 
UNDERSTANDING OF 
PROCESS 
Common 
understanding of AM 
Create a common 
language – shared 
understanding 
AM framework already 
established 

Stakeholder forum 
Are there adequate/enough 
community representatives to 
engage? 

GENERIC 
REQUIREMENTS 
Funding and resources 
(ubiquitous) 
Agency willingness – 
sympathy 
Institutional capacity

DEFINE THE COMMUNITIES 
What is the appropriate level  
and kind of community 
engagement 
Is the community well 
informed & resourced to 
engage 
Communication/engagement 
process established 
(information flow 2 way) 
Engage the community to 
define the problem 

KNOWLEDGE (& lack thereof) 
Having read the extensive 
literature of problem definition 
in public policy 
Sophisticated understanding 
of uncertainties (diff. Types), 
including socially constructed 
forms 
Wide range of knowledge 
system inputs, with critical 
shared understanding across 
these 
Is expert knowledge available 
Data knowledge base 
Does baseline data exist 
Are biophysical cause/effect 
relationships understood 

ASSESS (group 2) 
This group emphasises the centrality of a systems vision that takes account of social, economic and ecological factors. The importance 
of stakeholders is emphasised, including those affected, those responsible, and those affecting, the issue. They distinguish between 
communities and agencies. They advocate reaching a common understanding of the adaptive management process as well as the 
broader interconnected policy and institutional system. They anticipate the next steps of the adaptive management cycle, by seeking an 
output consisting of clear testable hypotheses, as well as shared understandings of responsibilities and mandates of those involved. 
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Issue or 
outcome 

Clear 
(is it a problem 
or opportunity) 

Value system:  
process for 
reconciling 

different values 

A framework in 
which to sit an 

intervention 
Balance of 

creative and 
‘conservative” 

thinkers 
Relative 

position of 
issue in relation 

to others 
Reactive vs 

proactive 

Whose 
problem is it? 

CAPACITY 
Organisational 

culture 
Organisational 

view vs personal 
view 

is clear
 Comm

unity & 
institutional 

memory 
Ensure capacity 
of Stakeholders 

Clarity of expectations 
Define responsibilities of 
participants in the project 

Clarity of objective(s)
SHARING 

TRUST 
Experience and training 

of facilitator/manager  
Building relationships 

Secure funding/resource 
base 

Resources to define  
(ie assess) problem 

PARTICIPATION 

Understanding of 
problem environment 
– social, cultural, 
economic, historical, 
environment 
Inclusion of diverse 
stakeholder values 
All stakeholders 
involved from T.O.R. 
(of project) 
Do you have a good 
method to identify 
stakeholders? And 
involve 

Ensure all 
stakeholders who will 

effect or be affected 
by the outcomes, 

represented in the 
whole project 
Coordinated 

communicating 
structures 

involved 
Test good ideas and 

“bad ideas” to get 
this on and off the 

agenda 
Conflict of interest CONDITIONS 

Contemporary 
issues e.g. media 
Facilitation of an 
environment that is 
conducive to 
honest input 
Power 
- understand 
power distribution, 
use, and 
relationships … 

Aim to get single 
problem definition  
OR accept multiple 
definitions 
Accountability of all 
participants 
Obtain the 
commitment of the 
institution to follow 
through on the 
outcomes 
Transparency 
Conflicts of interest 

UNCERTAINTY? 

NB:  Not hierarchical 

KNOWLEDGE 
Rigorous methods 

(credible) 
Credible and reliable data 

sources

PROBLEM SPACE

Recognition of indulging methodological paradigm
 
Boundaries of problem (what can be changed) 
 
Ability to take a fresh, new look at the problem 
space unaffected by institutional and other 
constraints 

ASSESS (group 3) 
The literal heart of this diagram is clarity of expectations, objectives and responsibilities. This group highlights participation by all 
stakeholders, to ensure inclusion of diverse stakeholder values. They are interested in whose problem it is, as well as emphasising the 
importance of the boundaries and scale of the problem. They also highlight the need for all stakeholders to have sufficient capacity to 
participate effectively, and organisational culture as an aspect of capacity. 
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• Outline 
objecti

ves 
• Start 

Plan communication 
process for project

• Stakeholder involvement 
• Stakeholder consultation 
• Diversity of opinion – ability to 

sell/promote 
 ideas 

• Political landscape/pressure 
• Community expectation + 

community support + understanding 
• Design process transparent and 

Action/option 
identification comes from 

stakeholders 
(engagement)

Generate 
options/scenarios Evaluation of 

options 
• Capacity to deliver - resources - human - 

$    
• Social Acceptability of actions/options 
• Risk of getting it wrong 
• Identify social, economic and 

environmental issues surrounding each 
design option 

• Assessment of options – impact of doing 
nothing social, economic and 
environment 

• Ability to demonstrate a result – time 
scale required 

• Have the likely external impacts of action 
been considered 

• Impact Assessment of actions – Social, 

• Decision 
support 
tools 

• Scientifi
c 

• Cost and Benefit 
analysis of 
Action/Option 

- Cost effectiveness 
- Cost efficiency 
• Level of predicted 

contribution to 

• Selection of option 
to be implemented

• Statistical rigour 
• Monitoring protocols 
• Data management 

• Does the “plan” 
match the problem 

definition (and 

DO IT

• DSS 
• Experimental design 
• Potential ways to – 

implement – monitor 
– evaluate 

• “How are you going 
to evaluate?” has 
been considered 

• Determine how you 

DESIGN (group 1) 
This group arranges its elements of planning into useful steps, beginning with the objectives, communication and stakeholder 
involvement. This participation assists in the generation and evaluation of options. They emphasise the importance of the capacity to 
deliver, listing important factors. They advocate a cost-benefit analysis. As a check, they ask whether the plan matches the problem 
definition and stakeholder expectations.
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DESIGN (group 2) 
This group also starts from assuming that you need to know the desired outcomes. They emphasise that an effective team needs a 
capacity to develop a range of alternatives. This will require adequate knowledge of social, economic and environmental issues. 
They identify the importance of understanding how the management experiment will be monitored and evaluated. They also 
recognise the need for an appropriate consultative process. A key question for this group is ‘does the design address the problem?’ 

Clear/agreed 
problem  
definition 

Effective PM team Appropriate consultative 
process 

Adequate knowledge 
and appropriate 

methods
Define Scope 

Know 
desired 

outcomes 

Understandin
g context – is 
this a ‘one-

off’ or part or 
a bigger 

management 
issue 

question 

Clearly 
identify 

management 
/ intervention 

Knowledge 
of system 

constraints 

Collate 
existing data / 

information 

Identify links 
to other 

activities or 
processes 

Professional 
design input 
(statistical 

etc) 

Design 
“management” 
to suit project

Capacity to 
develop range 
of alternatives

Range of 
skills 

(multidisc) 
utilised in 

design 

Co-ordination 
eg of 

specialisations 

Design 
consultation / 

communications 
process 

Ensuring all 
stakeholders 
are included 

in the 
process 

Appropriate 
knowledge of 

social, 
economic, 

environment 
issues → 
tradeoffs

Understanding 
the system you 
are managing 

Collect additional 
information / 

data 

Identify more 
specific baseline 

data 
requirements 

Method/mechanism 
for integrating comm 

& scientific input / 
ideas 

Scoping for 
design needs to 
be transparent 
and creative 

Design must 
reflect the 

biophysical and 
social constraints 

The 
next 
step 

Selection of 
Alternative for 
intervention

Understanding of how 
management experiment 

will be monitored and 
evaluated and what 

options will/can be taken 
as a result 

Mechanism for 
prioritising 
alternative 

designs (eg 
aesthetics) 

Win-win designs 
that maximise 
stakeholder 

benefits / 
inconvenience 

Consideration of 
risks of 

undesirable / 
unexpected 

outcomes (who 
& what could be 

affected? 
Reversibility?) 

Identify the range of 
potential options Consideration of 

contingencies (what to do 
if proposed option can’t 

be done) 

Design 
alternatives 
need to be 
retained 

What are the 
political risks or 

constraints? 

Does the design 
address the 
problem? 
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Operations Plan 

Operational 
Objective

Ownership and 
enthusiasm and 

commitment 

Communication 

Clear Tasks and 
timelines 

Identify resources 
needed 

* skills   *labour 
* $         * plant 

Clear 
accountabilities 

Known resources 
- $ available 

- plant 
- labour/skills

Progress 
monitoring 
- triggers 

- milestones 
- mandated

Knowledge 
transfer and 
succession 

planning 

Documentation 
- data 

management 
- record keeping

Celebrating 
Achievements

Changing 
paradigm 

(scientific, social, 
economic) 

Is there a dialogue 
between 

operators/management 
and researchers? 

Review and 
adjustment 

mechanisms 

Adverse 
community 
response 

Information failure 

Organisational 
change 

Cost blow out 
resources cut 

Adverse ecological 
response 

Changing political 
agenda

Communicate details 
of intervention to 

researchers (2 - way) 

Communicate 
details of 

intervention to 
community (2 – way)

Suitable physical 
conditions  

(flow, season etc) 

Compliance with policy and 
guidelines 

- OH&S, EEO, QA/QC 

Contingency Plan Insurance policy up to date 

Adverse Unforeseen 
Event

IMPLEMENTATION (group 1) 
For this group, starting with a clear operational plan that is owned by the stakeholders, communication, identification of resources 
needed and handling contingencies are pre-requisites for implementation. This group also anticipates later steps in the Adaptive 
Management cycle by including monitoring, review and adjustments to the operational plan, and the importance of documenting 
learnings for knowledge transfer. They remember to celebrate achievements, an important way of maintaining momentum in 
participatory processes. 
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Need well-defined 
operational procedures 

Who will do which tasks 
__________________ 

 

Check tasks been 
allocated 

Break into achieveable 
steps/tasks

Prioritise tasks 
____________________

__ 
 

Check tasks have been 
prioritised 

Develop a timeline 
____________________

 
Check the timeline 

Check that all 
stakeholders are happy 

with the process 

CHECK

Communication between 
operations essential 

Team to oversee all 
operations

Assign appropriate 
people to tasks identified

Assemble 
the 

Resources 

Procure that you have 
the appropriate skills and 

resources

Adequate resources 
needed for support eg on 
the ground coordinators, 

admin, funding 
applications 

1 person per $350K? 

Document all 
protocols 

and 
processes 

Reporting 
Framework  

↓  
identifies 

deviations 

Well 
documented, 

routinely 
achieving 

milestones or 
documenting 
extraordinary 

events

Reporting 
at key 
stages 

identified in 
plan 

Cooperative – 
- inter-agency 

- informing stakeholders 

Engage stakeholders 
throughout 

implementation (ie 
maintain existing 

engagement)

Quality Assured 
Quality Control practices 

following protocols 

Co-ordination of activities 
with other projects = 

multiple benefits  
add-on effects

Keeping people in the 
loop 

Coordinate and maintain 
communication between 

all stakeholders 
throughout the process 

Links to monitoring 

Transparent and open to 
feedback and 

social/economic 
response

Sensitive to change in 
situation/issue/asset 

(environmental response) 

RESPONSE

Need “danger” points:   
halt activity! 

FEEDBACK

Inbuilt flexibility / ability to 
adjust and feedback to 

design stage 

IMPLEMENTATION (group 2) 
This diagram starts with operational requirements such as procedures, who will do the task, prioritising the tasks, timelines and 
stakeholder satisfaction. Features of an adaptive management cycle surround the description of an implementation process which 
features responses (contingencies) and feedbacks. The group notes the need for a team approach, with appropriate skills and 
resources, communication, engaging stakeholders throughout implementation, and coordination of activities with other projects. It 
provides for links to monitoring, and advocates documenting all protocols and processes.  
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Monitoring for 
whom? 

→ Ministerial 
level 

→ org. level 
→ project level 

→ public 

Scientists need to know 
client need and client 

expectations 
Need to be realistic 

Be clear about what 
monitoring for (relate back 

to problem)

Define what and how to 
monitor (use problem 

identification and 
opportunity 

Monitoring for what 

Acceptance that not every 
element can be monitored 

Assumptions 
explicit 

In NRM areas 
what is the 
assumed 

baseline or 
preferred state? 

Get $$

Cultural barriers to 
“monitoring” being 

effective use of resource 

Funding – long term 
- short term 

Cost effectiveness 
Limitations of time 
- limited humans 

- seasons for 
measurement 

- Christmas effect 

Identify spatial 
and temporal 

scales to 
monitor at 

Monitor the socio-
economic as well as 

biophysical environment

                   Include 
→ Social impacts 
→ Economic impacts 
→ Cultural impacts 
→ Environmental impacts Do baseline 

monitoring 
(COMM IT)

INDICATORS 
relevant to 
objectives

Selection of 
appropriate 
indicators

Co-ordination of effort 
and experts 

-   consistency of 
monitoring with 
other programs 

 
 

- scale, 
timeframe, 

Connect monitoring to 
the hypothesis 

Enable a hypothesis to 
be tested 

 
 

Conceptual Model 
 

Clear objectives 
hypotheses 

Consider validity of 
different types of 
“monitoring” (eg 

observational, numeric) 

Monitoring 
against 

objective

Be cognisant of effect of 
questions on the answers 

STATISTICAL 
POWER 

Knowing when quadrats 
don’t tell you anything 

useful

Involve 
Biometicians 

Focus parameters on 
elements of problem 

Design monitoring with 
evaluation min mind: 

(How will monitoring be 
used in evaluation?) 

Open to finding 
“accidents” or 

“mistakes” 

Avoid “fudging” 
results to find what 

you want 
(cf. experimental 

design) 

Focus on the change at 
hand (ie the 
intervention)

Ensure monitoring 
focuses on whether 
outcomes are being 

achieved NOT whether 
actions have been 

completed

Involve 
designers in 
monitoring

Involve 
participants in 

monitoring

Ensure 
designers of 
monitoring 

review data on 
a routine basis 

Communications 
strategy (integrated 

with other 
agencies/monitorer

s etc) 

Reporting & 
Review of data 
and information 

Will results 
actually 
change 

behaviour 
or view? 

A 
 
 
 
 
 

Clear idea of how the 
“data” will be used and by 

whom

Enable refinement of 
management (eg don’t 

“adjust flow and monitor air 
temp”) 

Data Management
- protocols 

- warehouses 

Data Management
- ownership 

arrangements

Monitoring of the whole AM 
cycle  

(ie criteria + measuring of 
success  

of problem definition 
implementation etc) 

EVALUATE

MONITORING 
The group considers who and what the monitoring is for. There is acceptance that not every element can be monitored: what is 
important is that monitoring should enable the management ‘hypothesis’ to be tested. They expect to monitor the social, economic 
and biophysical environments (outcomes), and the success of the entire Adaptive Management cycle (process) against criteria for 
success. They see the value of accidental findings and learning from mistakes. Funding, time limitations, and cultural barriers to 
monitoring are important to what is achievable. They anticipate the next step, arguing that the monitoring should be designed with 
evaluation and behaviour change in mind (how will the monitoring be used in evaluation? Will results actually change behaviour?) 
They recognise a need for data management and monitoring protocols.  
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Commitment $

Team to oversee evaluation 
(linked to design, 

implementation, etc. group) 

Agree 
on IP 

DOCUMENTATION 
(transparency) 

REPORTING FRAMEWORK 
IMPORTANT 

(How results will be used) 

Standard, accepted methods 
and procedures 

Revisit objectives / 
hypotheses / vision 

Clarify and communicate 
evaluation process and 

outputs 

Reconfirm: 
-  roles 

-  Rights/responsibilities 
-  Mandates

Two streams: 
1.  Evaluate AM 

2.  Evaluate outcome 

Assess outcomes against 
predictions / hypotheses 

from the conceptual model 
 

Feedback to design and 
implement phase 

 
Use results to improve 

system model 
 

Be flexible enough to 
incorporate changes 

prompted by 
implementation phase and 

recent events 
 

Document any deviations 
from designed evaluation 

 

Do some ANALYSIS Reconfirm / Review 
data quality 

Undertake statistical analysis 
as proposed in DESIGN phase 

Analyse data: 
.  Biophysical 

.  Social 

Communication / 
Stakeholders / 
Organisations / 

Knowledge transfer 

Involve Stakeholders in 
collating $ interpreting 

Assess monitoring outcomes 
against objectives 

Review objectives 
Realistic? 

Achievable?

Have Managers met with 
Researchers

Integration of results from 
different disciplines / aspects

2.  Make the scope of the 
evaluation wide enough to 

measure the expected 
outcome adequately

INTERPRETATION 

1.  Define adequate 
performance measures 
to measure proposed 
AM process against 

actual process 

Evaluate stakeholder 
impressions and 

satisfaction as part of 
process 

Evaluate AM process 
against larger 

frameworks – (ICM for 
eg) 

ID questions that have been 
answered and those still 

unanswered 

Limitations of analyses / 
predictions made clear 

Investigate 
unexpected events or 

results 

Predicted VS 
observed

Consider the options 

Recommendations  
↓  

From Outcomes 

Implications for local scale

Implications for system-wide 
scale 

Design recommendations for 
the Adjust phase 

Are the recommendations 
relevant to Management? 

Do Researchers have an idea 
of the boundaries of 
recommendations?

REPORT 

Update monitoring program – 
is it doing what it was 

designed to do 

Communicate results to all 
stakeholders 

- science publications 
- newsletters 

- Board / Min reports

Communicate results to 
different levels 

- journal 
- brochure 

- press release 
- …………… 

Controlled media releases 

EVALUATION 
This group highlights commitment to evaluation as distinguishing Adaptive Management from many other management approaches. 
They advocate a team approach, and including stakeholders in collating and interpreting information. Managers need to meet with 
the researchers. They recommend assessing monitoring outcomes against the objectives, and then reviewing whether the objectives 
were realistic and achievable. They recognise two ‘streams’, evaluation of the Adaptive Management process and its outcomes. 
The group emphasises the elements of analysis, interpretation and reporting. Integration of results from different disciplines and 
aspects is seen as an important feature of the evaluation process. Evaluation leads to updating the monitoring program, 
communicating the results to all stakeholders and capturing the learnings. 
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From, 
Evaluation 

Capacity to Adjust 

Management 
Mechanisms in 
place to allow 

adjustment 

Commitment 
 to “close the 

loop” 

Institutional Support 

Find/make mechanisms 
for using learning in 

decision-making 

Identify governance 
constraints and agree on 
process to address them 

Cost of change 
(- financial social 
institutional etc) 

is simply too high so 
business as usual is 

best option 

Political support / 
legitimacy is built as 

part of decision-making 
process 

Actions agreed before 
rather than after the 

experiment takes place 
ie agreed decision 

rules 

Responsive to what 
comes out of 

evaluation

Clear outcomes from 
the evaluation (if they 
are ambiguous, then 

don’t know what to do) 

Evaluation and 
monitoring was only 
measuring output or 
action not the actual 

problem  no change 
likely 

Does outcome 
(monitoring and 

evaluation) tell you 
things you don’t want 

to “see”? 

Review initial goals 
and objectives for 

adjustment

An ability to adjust  
(ie have the power to 

take action)

Review of Evaluation 

Ask did we do 
the right thing 
as well as did 
we do it right 

 

Have we been 
monitoring the 

right 
parameters/indi

cators? 

Do we have 
sufficient “lines 
of evidence: to 
make changes 

with 
confidence?  

(at this stage) 

Unclear as to 
who makes 

decision about 
change – which 

scale is 
decision to 

change made? 

Do we need different 
management strategies for 

short term/long term 
objectives? 

What 
have we 

learnt 
from the 
actions 

and 
response
s so far? 

Learning 

Allow time and patience in process 

Time scale 
some 

activities 
need time to 

run - patience

Wisdom 
and 

Compassion

Beware of punishing 
“failure” (ie not 

meeting outcome 
targets) 

Management cycle 
designed to 

encourage adjustment 

Adjustments chosen 
take into account how 
to learn from adjusting 

 
Reward learning 

 

Does 
capacity in 
group exist 
for change?

Right mix of 
skills 

Are the adjustments 
that are required 

acceptable socially, 
politically, 

economically? 
Adjustments have 
capacity to make 
ecologically and 

socially significant 
difference 

What parameters 
can we change? 

Scale of adjustment 
must be identified 
Coarseness of the 

policy levers is 
understood, viz a viz 

social and 
ecological aims 

Assess Adjustments 

System elements 
 (eg social climate) 

may change making 
re-assess phase 

seem unrelated to 
initial problem 

 
Has the system 
changed so our 
questions are 
unexpected? 

Should the scope be 
changed and can it 

be changed eg 
governance 
constraints 

Review Scope 

Documentation of 
trial/intervention 

Sufficient resources to 
document 

Rich stakeholders 
involvement in decisions 

Document  
difficulties in  
1st iteration 

Communication  
to all stakeholders  

and interested  
parties

Engagement & 
communication with 

all stakeholders
Add information, learning, 

understandings to 
corporate or community 

memory 

Share learning 

Communication of 
evaluation to all 

stakeholders so there is a 
shared understanding of 
why actions/adjustments 

are being advocated

Process in place to 
disseminate evaluation 
(to allow adjustment) 

Communication and Sharing

Negotiate 
/overcome/go 

round 
Agenda setting/ 

rent seeking/ 
silo behaviour 

Adjust

Clear accountabilities 
re/for implementing 
(mgmt) adjustments 

Easier to justify 
changes (adjustments) 
when AM project is set 

in context of bigger 
institution/society goals 

Adjustments have clear 
operational definitions 

Understand the cultures 
(& power relationships) 

before negotiating 
change (are they the 
same as at the start?) 

Are the stakeholder groups 
still functioning? 

Constraints 

Develop plan 
 to improve  
AM cycle 

Organisation & 
stakeholders are 
“sick of change”

Repeat  
Assess and Design 

Agree on strategy for 
continuous 

improvement of each 
phase ie side loops or 

sub-cycles of 
adoption 

Ensure a 
process to 
keep in the 

tent 

Continuous Improvement

No “Champion” or strong 
political voice exists to 

advocate changes 

ADJUST 
This group’s analysis reflects back across the entire Adaptive Management process! It features commitment to ‘closing the loop’, and 
the Adaptive Management ethos of continuous improvement. They regard reviewing the evaluation, learning, and reassessing the 
scope of the problem, communication and sharing, as key elements underlying adjustment after each Adaptive Management cycle. 


