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Abstract

:

This paper presents a diagnostics tool that we refer to as a ‘governance scan’ and discusses how this tool can contribute to improving governance systems of National Parks. This governance scan combines an analytical framework and an approach to have better understanding of these governance systems. Understanding how National Parks are managed is crucial to achieve improvements and steer towards more sustainable future situations. Governance systems are a fundamental aspect of this, being understood as “associational networks of public, private, civil society actors and how they engage in the making, setting and implementation of rules at various geographical scales”. How these systems are organized and function in practice can greatly shape conservation and development outcomes and hence future states of National Parks. The purpose of this paper is to; (1) elaborate on how this scan is rooted in the literature to explain its theoretical foundation and (2) step-by-step instruct how it is made applicable to use in practice. As an illustrative example, we discuss lessons learned from the application of the governance scan in the real-life context of the recently established ‘New Land’ National Park, located in The Netherlands. We conclude that the scan works as a diagnostics tool, to provide an overview of governance systems in place, facilitate knowledge transfer and discussions among different stakeholders, and set priorities in decision-making processes.
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1. Introduction


National Parks have a long history and tradition [1]. The concept of a National Park was coined in the United States 150 years ago and has since spread to other parts of the world. Many National Parks find themselves more and more in the process of transition [2]. In recent years, the debate is increasingly focused on the changing role of National Parks. It is no longer solely about fulfilling conservation and protection goals [3]. National Parks are increasingly challenged to anticipate to several societal needs [1,4,5], such as emerging processes such as climate change, pollution/urbanisation (CO2, NOx), and especially in the context of tourism: increasing visitor pressure [5,6]. National Parks are challenged to be(come), at the same time, both robust to endure and cope with possible factors that cause disturbance and flexible to adapt to changing needs, challenges and opportunities that continually arise [7]. Hence, robust means that parks have a certain richness and resilience that makes them resistant to impact or disruption. Flexible means that the parks are able to move along with and co-evolve to the dynamics of society. To be able to co-evolve requires (the capacity for) adaptation [8]. Adaptation can involve nature development or species management, embedding new functions such as tourism and recreation or housing, implementing new revenue models, new organizational structures, etc. Ideally, processes of adaptation will enrich the qualities and values of a National Park and thus strengthen their robustness. Responding to social developments and anticipating what is to come also has implications for the way in which the governance of National Parks is implemented [9].



In processes of transition, National Parks face many challenges in particular governance issues. Whilst nature protection and conservation were traditionally largely governmental affairs, more often those responsibilities lie less with governments and are increasingly shared with all kinds of other area parties [10]. This raises many questions: What leeway is there in policy, legislation and regulations for the adaptation and enrichment of the landscape? Is it possible to expand these boundaries? Should the objectives of National Parks be revised? How to arrange the management and development of the parks? Who are or should be involved in this? And in what composition?



To manage National Parks in a sustainable way, it is crucial to understand the underlying governance systems in National Parks [11]. Governance systems are understood in this paper as “associational networks of private (market), civil society (usually NGO) and state actors” and how they engage “in rule-making, rule-setting and rule implementation at a variety of geographical scales” [12,13]. While we are aware of the fact that the concept of ‘governance’ is heavily debated in both practice and academic, we also observe that a structured and analytical approach to understand and assess systems of governance for National Parks is currently lacking. Such an approach would be helpful, as it provides an overview of all the elements that relate to governance and how this forms a coherent whole. In this paper, we endeavor to find out how systems of governance of the National Parks are arranged and how these could possibly be better arranged. To facilitate this, we have developed a diagnostic tool called ‘the governance scan’ to unravel the complexity of governance processes [11]. The purpose of our paper is to; (1) elaborate on how this scan is rooted in the literature to explain its theoretical foundation and (2) step-by-step instruct how it is made applicable to use in practice



We illustrate (rather than providing a full case study, which is not the purpose of this paper) the applicability of the tool, by drawing on overarching findings from the National Park ‘Nieuw Land’ located in The Netherlands. This National Park received the formal status of a National Park in 2018 after a successful application process. The authors took part in the planning and design phase of the application process and were able to test the diagnostic tool in practice as part of this process. The purpose of this illustrative example is not to provide detailed case specific information on National Park ‘Nieuw Land’ itself. Our focus lies on the overarching findings and lessons observed from this example, are used in this paper to illustrate the usage of the governance scan as well as critically reflect on its implementation.



In our paper, we introduce the concept of governance in Section 2 and explain why the existing governance models are limited for managing National Parks in the context of the contemporary challenges that needs to be addressed. In Section 3 we introduce ‘the governance scan’, explain how it was developed and demonstrate how it can contribute to practice as a diagnostic tool to improve governance systems of National Parks. In the conclusion, we discuss and critically reflect on how the scan can help actor networks to improve governance systems of National Parks.




2. Theory


2.1. Why Existing Governance Models Are Limited


Governance is discussed a lot in both academic and practice, but sometimes it is unclear what is the concept means, which makes application in practices rather difficult. In this paper, the term “governance” refers to the way organizational and authoritarian structures are organized (see detailed definition in Section 1). The term is often linked to the shift from government to governance. In the case of ‘government’, the policy-making and decision-making is arranged from the central government. Governance is about involving more stakeholders in governance and management than governments alone [14,15]. Governance is characterized by a variety of flexible arrangements for the management of National Parks in a complex and uncertain world [16,17,18]. A clear understanding of the governance of a National Park is important in order to effectively and efficiently manage its conservation and development, but also to be able to implement matters such as the involvement of parties, financing, etc. [19,20]. To understand how a governance system works and potentially can be steered, it is important to unravel these layers of complexity around governance systems [11]. Several influential scholars have done this in the past and form the solid basis of our paper.



For the explanation of governance, a further division can be made, essentially involving three aspects. Drawing on Swyngedouw [12], governance is about the whole (the “system”) of who is involved in and what is done in:




	(1)

	
the process of planning and policy making (“rule making”)




	(2)

	
the actual decisions (“rule setting”)




	(3)

	
what is done in practice (“rule implementation”)









It is important for the sustainable future of National Parks to set up a governance system that carefully considers these aspects. A system that can safeguard and strengthen the management and development of the National Park’s qualities and values. A system that is also supported by stakeholders. The tricky thing about National Parks is that the parks are very different in terms of physical and environmental conditions, size of the designated surface, human uses and infrastructures, rules and regulations, land ownership, management structures, financial arrangements, etc. To a greater or lesser extent, parks have their own (historic) development trajectory that shapes the current state and (sometimes strongly) shapes the possibilities for its future development path. This means that what works in one park cannot be identically or easily transferred to another park. Although best practices can provide useful insights, it is an illusion that there is one answer when it comes to the best model for a governance system of National Parks. Each area therefore requires customization and a tailor-made approach that aligns with its unique characteristics and local context.



There are several models available that can provide inspiration to help National Parks set up a governance system. The IUCN lists four typical governance models [21,22]:




	
Governance by government



The government is the leading authority, either directly or indirectly (delegate power). Possibility multiple governmental levels or departments are involved.



	
Shared governance



The roles and responsibilities are dispersed over multiple stakeholders such as governments, private sector, semi- or non-governmental or societal organisations, host-communities.



	
Private governance



One of more private stakeholders, largely land and property owners, are responsible or take responsibility for the protection, conservation, management, development of the National Park.



	
Governance by indigenous peoples and local communities



Local communities take the lead in the use, management and development of the National Park.








These governance models largely overlap with the typology of governance for tourism policy analysis by Hall [23] shown in Figure 1 below.



Whereas different theoretical models are differentiated in literature they tend to not always reflect real-life cases. We have observed three issues that show why this is problematic. First, most models are ideal-typical and cannot simply be found one-on-one in reality. In practice, there is often a mixed form. Although shared governance at a park level can seemingly cover the load well, it is different within National Parks: locally it can vary from places where ownership and/or responsibilities lie strictly with private individuals, site managing organizations, governments, associations, local communities, etc. Second, models for governance do not fit one-on-one, because parks are often, as it were, composite areas of different protection regimes. Withing the administrative boundaries, this can vary from strictly protected and inaccessible places to places where developments, functions and initiatives are possible—for example aimed at tourism and recreation. Such parts of the park can each fall under the responsibility of a different party. Moreover, the tendency is that National Parks are increasingly positioned as part of wider geographical areas and their development processes. This implies looking beyond administrative boarders and connecting to new stakeholders, potentially complexifying the governance system. Third, governance is not something “static”, but is always evolving and under development. This can be a growth model (evolutionary governance), a dynamic model with a focus on the ability to respond adequately and anticipate social changes (adaptive governance) and a model aimed at reassessing underlying structures, agreements and actions—because these are always considered temporary and adaptable (reflexive governance) [7,24,25,26]. These issues should be taken into account and adequately addressed when designing a new governance model.




2.2. Developing the Governance Scan as a Diagnostic Tool for National Parks


The previous reflection on the existing models imply that the governance scan should provide a dynamic model, that allows for customization to fit with each unique case. This allows for a better grip on the design of the “governance systems” for National Parks. This is important, because governance systems are quite complex [16]: often a diverse mix of actors, strategies and instruments that, partly due to this diverse mix, create connections between levels of scale and between domains and, thus, create the available ‘possibility space’ in policy for conservation and development at the same time [20]. The choices for the design of a governance system have a major influence on the way in which coalitions of parties (whether or not) work together effectively and efficiently and arrive at actions and interventions that enrich areas—and thus bridge the gap between preservation/risk avoidance and on the other hand developing/seizing opportunities.



For developing the governance, and characteristics that a governance system should ideally meet, we used the principles of “good governance” that were distinguished in academic literature. As our starting point we used the seven principles: (1) Legitimacy; (2) Transparency; (3) Accountability; (4) Inclusivity; (5) Honesty; (6) Connectedness; (7) Resilience provided by Lockwood (2010). For each principle, a number of outcomes are given as to what these principles might look like in practice.



These governance principles are of a fairly general nature. Therefore, customization is required in order to be able to apply them properly in practice and in the specific context of National Parks. The above principles are general in nature. It therefore requires customization in order to apply the principles properly in practice and in the specific context of National Parks. This also happens within the National Parks of World Class program by the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs. These general good governance principles have, for example, been (partly) adopted and, together with other principles for good governance from other bodies (such as IUCN), have been (freely) translated into a number of criteria that are important for National Parks and the implementation of the governance systems that should provide further guidance to the conservation and development of those parks.



There is:




	
A clear ambition and direction, including financing structure



	
Legitimacy and support



	
Professionalism, leadership and strength



	
Transparency and a clear decision-making structure



	
Accountability



	
Participation, co-ownership and control



	
Room for innovation



	
An adaptive capacity



	
Room for training/education and training








Taking inspiration from these advances in conceptualizing aspects and principles of governance systems for National Parks, we have developed a pragmatic governance scan and applied this scan in practice.




2.3. The Governance Scan


The scan is essentially a matrix that you can use as a tool to map out your own governance system (see Figure 1 below). In order to keep this matrix clear and applicable in practice, the ‘good governance’ principles that Lockwood distinguishes, together with the more pragmatic criteria described above have been clustered in 4 overarching design principles for governance [27]. Those are:




	
Participation



	
Legitimacy



	
Flexibility



	
Influence








These can be found on the X-axis of the matrix. The Y-axis (vertical) contains 3 generic aspects of a “policy cycle” that should be incorporated into (almost) every governance system. The further application in practice is explained in more detail in the next section. The scan can be used in three different ways. First, the governance scan can be used in a descriptive way to gain a better understanding of how the governance system of a National Park is currently structured. Second, the scan can be used in an action-oriented way to draw up a change plan. The schedule must then be completed twice: once for the current situation and once for the desired future situation. This makes it possible to determine what differences there are between the desired situation and the current situation, to what extent these can be bridged, what is needed for this and at what pace this should/can be to happen. The outcome is a roadmap for the design of the governance system in the coming years. Third, the toolkit can be used comparatively by comparing and comparing the different governance systems of the National Parks, whereby experiences can be exchanged and lessons learned from best practices.





3. Method and Materials: The Application of the Governance Scan in 4 Steps


The application of the governance scan in practice requires further explanation. Governance systems are complex, because many factors are interrelated and influence each other [28]. However, this can become easy to map out when using the governance scan and the accompanying matrix. Based on 4 steps, this section will go deeper into matrix itself and how it can be used (see Figure 2). In order to better understand the matrix, the generic aspects of the governance system on the X-axis are explained (step 1) and the design principles of the governance system on the Y-axis are discussed (step 2). In addition, the method for completing the matrix will be briefly explained by means of an online form (step 3). Finally, it is discussed how the different cells in the matrix can be “scored” based on the degree of satisfaction (step 4).



Step 1: “The generic aspects of the governance system”



On the vertical axis of the matrix there are three generic aspects of a governance system that are (almost) always addressed in the management of National Parks. For these aspects it is important, in the first instance, to find out all relevant information. This concerns information that is largely recorded in policy documents, strategic plans, area visions, implementation programs, organization charts, process descriptions and so on. To interpret these aspects, an indicative set of guiding questions are given below are provided help users to identify the correct information:




	
Vision & Story



Is there a sense of urgency? Is there an area specific story or clear vision with goal, ambition, direction?



	
Policy & Implementation



Are policy frameworks in place? Has the implementation been properly arranged, e.g., by means of an implementation agenda and a program/project office? What actions are there with regard to information and communication? What about mandate for those responsible?



	
Resources & Responsibilities



How are finances arranged? Are resources such as money and time available? Is there a result obligation? Is there accountability? Are resources freely disposable or are they labeled with activities of the lender? Or, are they intended to initiate innovation?








Step 2: “The design of the governance system”



On the horizontal axis there are four design principles for governance (based on the literature study described in Section 2). This concerns choices with regard to the interpretation and implementation of those principles in practice. This information cannot be fully deduced from written documents. Partly it concerns the attitude and behavior of people and parties in practice. This is not necessarily laid down in procedures and protocols. Considerations and choices based on (political) preference, for example, influence the effective use of possibly scarce resources, the desire to speed up or act decisively, etc. A number of guiding questions are provided below to interpret these principles identify the correct information and can also be found in Figure 3:




	
Participation



How inclusive is the system? Which parties are involved? Which parties are excluded? What is the scope, for example only parties within certain (administrative, managerial or landscape) boundaries? How easy or difficult is it for parties to exert influence/participate?



	
Legitimacy



Is there support? Or is it more about consent or respect for the choices made? Is there being transparent? Is it clear to stakeholders how accountability is given and to whom? Are decisions taken at the right level? Is there a mandate?



	
Flexibility



To what extent is there room for new stakeholders, new projects, new insights, new initiatives? Who decides whether someone will join or drop out? Is there a regular evaluation of whether assignment and management still fit together?



	
Influence



Is there a strong leader? Is there decisiveness and effectiveness? Does influence come from “above” or “below on”? Is the degree of control clear to everyone? Is there (joint) ownership? Does influence come through formal or informal lines?








Step 3: Filling in the matrix



The next step is to fill the cells of the matrix, highlighted in green in Figure 2 and more in detail in Figure 3. The matrix is a composition of the above-mentioned governance aspects set against the governance design principles, which ultimately produces a matrix with 12 specific parts. To gain input for the matrix, we use two possible ways. The first is via experts interviews with relevant stakeholders in the governance process, the second being an online form these same stakeholders could fill in themselves to make the governance scan accessible and easy to use. The user is guided through the matrix step by step. The governance scan can be used to gain an overview of all kinds of governance aspects that need to be taken into account. In addition, this scan can be a means of communication between stakeholders by providing insight into the governance aspects that are satisfactory and where improvements are still possible.



For each step, a number of help questions have been drawn up that help to get an idea of what is meant by the combination of the governance aspects and governance principles. This extensive list of these guiding questions builds upon the questions asked in steps 1 and 2. These questions provide direction, inspiration and clarification, but it is not necessary for the user to answer all questions. During expert interviews these questions are asked during the interview, but for the online form, it is possible for the user to fill in the answers to the questions that apply to their specific National Park.



Step 4: Value each cell



After filling in the matrix with a description of the situation in the National Park, it can be scored (either dark green, green or yellow) according to the degree of satisfaction with this situation. This should preferably be done with a number of key figures from the different levels and stakeholders. To clarify, as an example we take the cell at the top left of the matrix that concerns with “Vision and Story” (aspect 1) and Participation (principle A). In other words: to what extent are conceivable stakeholders involved in the development of the vision? The outcomes of question are summarized in the cell. Subsequently, a score can be applied ranging from very inclusive (dark green shaded or “++”) to partly inclusive (green shaded or “+”) to exclusive for one or a small number of parties involved (yellow shaded or “o”). This scoring activity needs to be done for each cell to get the whole overview.



Scoring the cells in the matrix is pre-eminently * not * about right or wrong. The point is that the matrix helps to clarify how people see the current governance system and/or how they would like to see the future system. The scoring is determined by what people see as the most ideal and optimal situation (in theory, or in the future) and how the practical situation relates to this. If this corresponds, the result will likely be a high score. If there is a mismatch, this will probably lead to a lower score.




4. Results: Lessons Learned from ‘New Land’ National Park


The governance scan explained above was applied in a real-life case setting, namely ‘New Land’ National Park in the province of Flevoland, the Netherlands [29]. It was established on 1 October 2018 and the National Park is currently managed by the organizations Flevo-landschap, Staatsbosbeheer, and Natuurmonumenten. The total surface area amounts to 289 km2 (112 sq mi), of which over 75% is water. The land, mostly wetlands, is part of the artificial island called the Flevopolder. Nature reserves that are part of the National Park include the three lakes called ‘Oostvaardersplassen’, ‘Lepelaarplassen”, and ‘Markermeer’, and the artificial archipelago Marker Wadden. Some of those areas were already protected Natura 2000 sites before the park was established. The shift to becoming a National Park raised many governance related issues, in which the governance scan was used to assist in real life decision-making.



The purpose of our illustrative case in not to know all the details about what was found making use of the governance scan, but to provide the lessons we have learned using it in practice. After carefully going through all the steps of the governance scan that are described in this paper, the case of National Park New Land resulted in a matrix in which all the cells were discussed and valued. This leads to an overview of the current situation regarding governance processes and what is a desired system of governance according to the respondents, who together represented all directly involved stakeholders. Apart from the matrix is being used as an overview, it was also input for discussion among the stakeholders.



After applying the governance scan to ‘New Land’ National Park the following overarching observations have been made. Below we highlight the most crucial ones:




	
The governance scan showed that there is broad consensus among the stakeholders on the vision and story. All stakeholders generally agree that the nature and landscape values are the backbone for this National Park. The added value of this park is that these nature areas as well as its surroundings are predominantly man-made, which gives the park a unique selling point according to the stakeholders.



	
The level of organization around ‘New Land’ National Park is quite good as was indicated by the governance scan. The stakeholders involved know each other (very) well, collaborate on a regular basis and are all committed to the idea of establishing a National Park as well as its (future) management and development. Also, stakeholders agree to keep the number of organizations involved at first to a minimum so to pragmatically move forward and obtain the National Park status, to later expand the number of stakeholders to better include the private sector and community stakeholders.



	
In line with that the previous point: all stakeholders feel the urgency to get started with the National Park. Also, along with the ambition from the National government to establish ‘National Parks of World Class’, all stakeholders feel that creates momentum and a unique window of opportunity.



	
The governance scan also revealed that there are some issues where the stakeholders do not align. Although there is consensus on the vision, there are quite some different levels of ambition among the stakeholders. During the process of decision-making, these different have remain under the surface and had not yet been thoroughly discussed. The governance scan showed these different ambitions, which became input for discussion among the stakeholders involved.



	
A similar observation was diagnosed regarding the financial resources. Whereas all stakeholders are supportive on the idea of the National Park, the governance scan showed that a different level of ambitions also means that the stakeholders have divergent ideas on the financial resources they have available to invest in the National Park on a structural basis.








Where the first three observations showed common ground among the stakeholders, the two crucial latter observations showed where there is some uncertainty among the outcomes of the governance process. Taking these uncertainties as a starting point, fueled a collective, collaborative and interactive discussion, moderated by the authors of this paper, about the most ideal future scenarios and confronting these scenarios by discussing the likeliness of reaching these scenarios given scarce resource availability. The discussion helped to identify that the stakeholders had high (but also varying) ambitions as well as helped to identify that the collective resources were much scarcer than expected and the stakeholders expected the provincial government to largely take the (financial) lead. Eventually the National Park was officially established on 1 October 2018. Our governance scan played an important role in making the agreements and disagreement among stakeholders involved in the governance process explicitly and helped decision-makers to make better informed decisions.




5. Discussion and Conclusions


After designing the governance scan, describing the steps, and testing it in practice, we can subsequently zoom out and reflect on what this governance scan has brought about, what can be improved and how other National Parks elsewhere in the world can make use of it.



Our paper and underlying research started from theory, firstly to grasp the conceptual discussions about systems of governance in general and systems of governance of National Parks in particular, and secondly to develop a practical diagnostics tool that can be used in real-life cases by practitioners. Governance systems are quite complex as they include many actors and factors that are interrelated and influence each other. Offering typologies [22,23] provides grip on this complexity and is helpful for policy and governance analysis. However, when looking at practice, we observe that this is always messier than in theory. The described ‘ideal’ types make the understanding of governance more tangible, but these typologies hardly exist one-on-one, while in real-life cases there is often a mix of different types. Mapping a governance system is therefore a challenging ambition. Nevertheless, we believe the governance scan presented in this paper offers a diagnostic tool, which is designed as such to make it practical to apply in practice, whilst still doing justice to and taking into account the complexity of the governance systems of National Parks by being firmly rooted in literature. Clearly, as a result of the goal to assist practitioners by means of the design of a pragmatic governance scan, a point of critique on the scan can obviously be that it simplifies the way National Parks are, or can be, governed. Being aware of this point, it does not take away the value of the pragmatic diagnostics tool can actually help practitioners to get a better overview of the current and future situation as is shown in the paper even though it might somewhat decease or simplify certain governance processes to helps the unravel this process and get more grip on it [11].



The governance scan can be used in three different ways, which makes it a handy diagnostic tool for a more tailor-made approach. First, it can be used in a descriptive way to determine the current (and desired) governance situation. Second, the tool can be use in an action-oriented way, making it suitable for decision-making and action taking. For example, the tool can be used to reveal what stakeholders perceive as good practices and what practices needs more attention. Such information, structured by the matrix that forms the basis of the governance scan, can assist decision-makers when they need to act and set priorities (green-yellow-red). Third, the tool is effective for making comparisons. Examining the difference between several governance systems of different National Parks and how such system plays out in practice can help practitioners to compare approaches, learn from each other and inform decisions and actions to enhance systems of governance.



The suggested process of valuation by scoring the cells of the matrix in 4 steps may seem deterministic and could be (mis)used or (mis)interpreted to make judgements about what is right or wrong. This is explicitly not the purpose of the approach. Rather, the purpose is to use the matrix helps to clarify how stakeholders of National Parks currently see or perceive the current governance system and/or how they would like to see the system in the (near) future. Regarding the latter, the scoring is determined by what people see as the most ideal and optimal situation (in theory, or in the future) and how the practical situation relates to this. Potentially there are gaps between the ideal and optimal solution and what is feasible and affordable in practice—in line with what the authors experience in the case of Nieuw Land National Park. Therefore, based on the experience already gained and discussed in this paper, we believe it might not be possible or even desirable to optimally “score” every subject in the matrix because this is practically not possible, feasible or even desirable. Scoring will indicate that choices have been made and it can help in making choices in the future.



We tried to make the governance scan into a diagnostics tool that is easy to use, ideally by practitioners themselves. Despite that the governance scan is a handy tool, applying the governance scan does require solid knowledge of the subject of “governance”, for example to be able to follow the terminology and mastering the ability to ask additional or follow-up questions in conversations. This requires a good understanding of how the scan works—or a moderator with that knowledge and/or experience. Results can be enhanced by trying, learning and building experience with the governance scan. In our paper, we made the distinction between gaining the input via expert interviews or an online form. After using the tool in practice, we believe that the online form is a possibility, but largely to get a first impression. Givin the issues raised above, we think an approach led by a researcher (for expert interviews) or moderator (for interactive focus group discussions) with solid knowledge about governance are preferrable.



We can conclude that our governance scan works well as a diagnostic tool, helping users to provide an overview of governance systems in place, facilitating discussions among different stakeholders, and helping stakeholders to set priorities as is often relevant in decision-making processes. In its current form, it was successfully applied to the case of New Land National Park, located in The Netherlands, but we believe it is beneficial to other National Parks elsewhere in the world. Also, we believe the scan can be applied in a wider context than just National Parks, for instance to analyze other types of protected areas or any other area that is currently in the process of transition and looking for a sustainable way forward where balancing the goals of nature conservation and societal development can intertwine [30,31,32].
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Figure 1. Frameworks of governance typology [23]. 
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Figure 2. The simplistic matrix of the governance scan (source: authors). 
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Figure 3. The full matrix of the governance scan (source: authors). 
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