Comments to Reviewers “The metagovernance of climate change”
Comments from Ellen Wall.

Most of Ellen’s comments were editorial, and contained within the Track Changes tool. These have been addressed and updated accordingly. More substantive comments from Ellen are discussed below.

This is a very good and interesting paper but it is too long for our special issue and somewhat inconsistent. I recommend that the current sections starting with “institutions and climate change” through to “measuring political capacity” be dropped. The sections describing the Beetle Action Coalitions and discussion/implications are extremely good and all we need with a little re-working in the introductory part to set the context.

The length of the revised manuscript is 8000 words, and since it is no longer a contribution to the special issue, I assume the page length is reasonable. Further, the section that is recommended to be dropped involves a detailed discussion of institutional adaptation. I see this section as an integral component of the paper and would be reluctant to reduce page numbers by eliminating the entire section. If page length is still an issue we can discuss where to cut.
Define political capacity as an intro to this section so we know why a survey is relevant..otherwise it just comes out of nowhere..page 12 after fig 2 has some details about pol capacity although you only mention social capital..i recommend moving some of that discussion here as context for the section

I agree that a more precise definition is in order at the beginning of this section, but political capacity is not the major focus to this point. Consistent with the literature review, I have reoriented this section around the language of institutional capacity and adaptation and have provided a general definition of these terms to focus the empirical work. 
With a focused analysis of governance arrangements in this paper, we risk losing sight of the larger context in which these governance arrangements are embedded.
I disagree with this statement in part because the manuscript does acknowledge the larger context in which adaptation activities must be considered. This is discussed under the heading “Context Matters.” Second, I am clear that this is an assessment of institutional capacity, not an assessment of vulnerability in more general terms. 

Comments from the other reviewer
Even taken alone (for each of these elements) there are some major problems and gaps in the description of methods. The survey numbers do not add up according to my calculations. Fourteen hundred and four respondents from a total of 2,906 households that received the survey comes out to a 48% response rate. If there are mitigating factors of these numbers are incorrect, the author(s) need to explain what is going on. It is not close to the 62% response rate they report. 
There was a mistake in the original manuscript that contained the total number of responses to the survey from BC (1404) but not Alberta (360). Total responses are 1764 which is a response rate of 62%. This error has been corrected in the revised manuscript.
I would also like to see more detail on the demographics of the survey. They claim males were over-represented in the survey and that data were weighted. How much over-representation was there? How was it addressed? And is there not a higher proportion of males in many of these resource based communities? Other issues worth noting: were respondents asked if they or family members work in the forest industry? This could explain their trust of the industry over other institutions. 
These are valid questions but extend beyond the scope of this manuscript. For instance, the reviewer wants an explanation for levels of trust but this would require another set of theoretical and analytical tools that are outside the scope of this paper on institutional adaptation. In the revised manuscript, I refer to a published government working paper (project report) that covers the survey methods in much more detail. 

Somewhat more alarming is the complete lack of description regarding where the data for the BACs derive from? Was another survey done? Did the researcher(s) conduct participant observation? Non-participant observation? Did they interview BAC members? Other community members? Did they review minutes? Quite a bit of detailed information is given with respect to a couple of BACs, but the reader has no way to evaluate the quality of the paper without knowing the source of the researchers’ data. How were these particular cases chosen? 

I agree with the reviewer comment that the case study approach was not adequately discussed. Although the original manuscript does provide references for the reader to evaluate the overall quality of information used, a broader statement of method is warranted. Accordingly, I have added a paragraph to describe the sources for case study research.
On page 15, there is an interesting short passage that serves to illustrate my frustration in evaluating this paper. The passage reads, “There are indicators that the Beetle Action Coalitions understand this and are reaching out, for instance, through the OBAC community dialogue sessions. Yet, household survey results reported in Table 1 signal a degree of distrust across all areas of the public and private sector, including municipal governments.” 
I’m not sure where the frustration resides for this reader. Yes the survey did indicate levels of distrust and yes OBAC is attempting to reach out to the community through dialogue sessions. These are not incompatible realities. Survey results simply suggest that institutional adaptations such as OBAC may be frustrated by low levels of trust and the work of OBAC may need to focus extra effort on civic engagement in light of these realities. 

I’m not sure how to adjust the revised manuscript in ways that will help this reader, although I suspect that the more clearly delineated approach to assessing institutional capacity and institutional adaptation may help clarify the points of connection and disconnection between the survey phase of research and the case study phase of research.


Did the researchers attend the community dialogue sessions? Interview community residents about them? Read about them in the local newspaper? The survey took place before the BACs were formed. 
These questions are clearly addressed in the revised manuscript with a description of the case study methods.

Are the authors trying to equate the BACs with municipal governance through this reference? 
The case study discusses the structure of BACs which are manifestations of multiple municipal governments.

Can the researchers really infer anything about the public’s orientation toward the BACs through survey research that took place before the institutions even existed? 
Yes, in the sense that survey research provides insights into institutional capacity (the capacity of formal and informal organizations within the community to act collectively in response to the MPB). Again, the more explicit assessment structure of capacity versus adaptation may help the reader here.
The definitions of metagovernance are not entirely clear. References to Scharpf’s “shadow of hierarchy” do not really help clarify, and the conditional reference to Jessop’s definition of metagovernance “would” look like, seems to imply that metagovernance institutions are something imagined, but not yet empirically observable. More clarity here would be helpful. 
In part, what I am trying to do is set up a discussion of an ideal type model. This is why I used the term “would” prior to Jessop’s definition. Metagovernance would “provide the ground rules for governance”….etc. It is not a reality in every way, but parts of this model are observable within the case study. Apart from this confusion, the reviewer did not provide much direction for revisions.

One issue that I am curious about is the degree to which the BACs were able to overcome traditional inter-community competition that usually exists in remote rural regions. The history of community development in region after region demonstrates this sort of competition for the mill site, the rail depot, the regional provincial government office. How were the BACs able to so easily overcome these traditional divisions? 

This issue of inter-community competition was not a focus of the case study but the reviewer makes a good case for further research. Given that BACs are a freshly minted structure, it may take some years to assess impacts on inter-community competition or cooperation. In theory, however, BACs represent steps toward cooperative development strategies amongst adjacent municipalities.

One page 14, the authors suggest that metagovernance structures are prone to failure because they are inevitably incomplete. Why is completeness necessary? Could a BAC not be successful with a very specific, directed and easy to evaluate mandate? The statement implies that any governance structure, meta or otherwise, usually fails because it is not comprehensive. If only comprehensive governance structures were successful, that means only facist regimes that intrude into every aspect of social life are successful. I don't think the authors would agree, but that is what this statement seems to imply. 
I suppose a reader could take this analysis to the extreme, but the point of this discussion is to focus on the ways in which democratic legitimacy of BACs are compromised by limited representation. The reviewer’s comment about specific and targeted mandate is a potentially important contribution, but not one that emerges from the literature on metagovernance. Metagovernance is very much about managing the bigger picture (comprehensively), in situations marked by complexity. 

Finally, there are several references to Identifying Reference. This appears to be an oversight in terms of tracking down references or completing the list of citations. 
Identifying reference is a convention for including references that may reveal the identity of authors during the review process. Full references are now included in the manuscript.
