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Abstract: Environmental management strategies aim to protect or repair ecological assets (ecosystems,
species) so that their ecological and social values can be preserved. However, creating an effective
strategy is difficult because multiple government departments are involved and because water and land
use legislation and policy instruments are often fragmented. A key obstacle that is often overlooked
is the spatial mismatch between ecological processes and institutional organisation (i.e., legislative
framework and government departments). Successful management depends on the ability to cultivate
resilient ecosystems through institutional reforms that take into account the complexity of ecosystems
while supporting cross-sectoral and scale-dependent decision-making within the science–policy interface.
Here, we use a case study approach to illustrate how collective strategic decisions can be made to manage a
valued ecosystem situated within an urban matrix. We used a three-step framework to guide our approach
and commenced by identifying a range of adaptation measures (i.e., management interventions) and the
actors responsible. For each adaptation measure, we then investigated (i) mismatches among ecosystem
and institution scales and levels; (ii) institutional barriers; and (iii) the role of actors in decision making.
We use this information to identify ‘decision pathways’: i.e., a flexible decision-making platform that
assists stakeholders to make strategic short- and long-term decisions. Key insights included the discussion
of policy and practical experiences for ecosystem management at different levels and the necessary
conditions to provide better alignment between jurisdictional an ecosystem scale to guide decision makers
accordingly. We detail the institutional and jurisdictional changes that must be implemented across all
levels of governance to protect and support the resilience of environmental assets. ‘Short-term’ decision
pathways were preferred among actors and cross-level cooperation at jurisdictional level provided an
adequate fit with the ecosystem scale. ‘Long-term’ decisions require substantial change of the institutional
framework to enable the implementation of adaptive management. Although challenges at institutional
and jurisdictional scales remain, decision pathways promote adaptive ecosystem management through a
better fit of jurisdictional and institutional roles/policy and ecosystem-scale processes.

Keywords: ecosystem resilience; wetlands; collective decision-making; trans-disciplinary cooperation;
scale; level; cross-scale dynamics

Water 2018, 10, 672; doi:10.3390/w10060672 www.mdpi.com/journal/water

http://www.mdpi.com/journal/water
http://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2403-4104
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1252-4851
http://www.mdpi.com/2073-4441/10/6/672?type=check_update&version=1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w10060672
http://www.mdpi.com/journal/water


Water 2018, 10, 672 2 of 19

1. Introduction

Ecosystems are naturally complex, and considerable uncertainty exists about their ability to
maintain natural function while exposed to anthropogenic stress [1,2]. Ecosystem management
plans aim to prevent the gradual degradation of essential functions or the rapid transition from a
‘healthy state’ to an ‘unhealthy state’ [3–5]. Management is particularly complicated where the natural
system is embedded within a human or social system, i.e., social ecological systems (SES), because
the anthropogenic setting also experiences its own changes and feedbacks on the ecosystem [6–9].
This is especially the case when the social system consists of a set of societal drivers (e.g., institutional
controls, population, technology, etc.) and a complicated institutional organisation that protects the
ecosystem [10].

Given the complexity of SESs, it is not surprising that most governance and legislative frameworks
struggle to protect them. Factors contributing to the poor success rate of management plans include
the institutional fragmentation of environmental policies (e.g., separation of land use from water
planning) and their enforcement by different organisations. Another key obstacle is the poor alignment
of the decision-making process within the institutional domain and the influential ecological and social
processes [11,12]. For example, while ecosystems are organised in a hierarchy of spatial scales (e.g., patch,
catchment, basin, region), the management of ecosystems typically operates at a single organisational
level that is driven by compliance with often rigid legislative frameworks [13,14]. Furthermore, it is
common for jurisdictional boundaries to be poorly aligned with ecologically meaningful delineations,
such as a catchment boundary [15,16]. A common situation is an urban ecosystem that encompasses
multiple local councils or water regulators. In instances where management does occur at multiple
spatial levels (e.g., site, landscape), successful management is contingent on the timely transfer of
information among spatial levels and requires cooperation of management authorities that operate
at different spatial scales [17]. Another unexpected but potentially important problem is the ability
for national or state level mandated policies to negatively impact on local-level decision-making
(e.g., climate adaptation [18] and governance [19]). Lastly, mismatches often exist between the
compliance of organisations to mandated legislation and the resources needed to support the successful
implementation of on-ground management actions; this is particularly an issue for local scale ecosystem
management departments [20] or departments with conflicting interests [21].

Solutions to improve our ability to protect ecosystem functions in SESs include knowledge
co-creation and collaborative governance that facilitate the sharing and integration of diverse sources
and types of knowledge [22]. The management-as-learning approaches include the dynamics in
a transition due to both internal and contextual factors [23–27] while fit-for-purpose governance
strategies focus on dynamic perspectives and strategies [28–30]). Stakeholders that operate at multiple
spatial scales are able to link ecological and social conditions with the institutional framework. To be
successful, such a framework needs to contain clear linkages between management triggers associated
with critical and undesirable ecosystem changes (e.g., loss of species, change in water depth) and
legitimate actions for ecosystem rehabilitation or adaptation [18,31,32]. Knowledge co-creation and
collaborative governance to achieve adequate adaptive management (flexible management decisions
while recognising uncertainty) is not only challenged by the degree of institutional flexibility and
uncertainty of ecosystem responses [33–36], but also by fragmented departmental arrangements
with complex water and land use policies which lead to a lack of necessary cross-departmental
cooperation [23,37]. If practical limitations (barriers) to the implementation of adaptive management
are recognised and institutional constraints are better understood across various spatial scales
(both legislative framework and organisations responsible for ecosystem management), ecosystem
outcomes can be improved [38–40].

Timely and targeted management intervention is also critical to successfully managing
and protecting SESs. Typically, management is characterised by small, incremental steps with
protracted time lags occurring between the condition of an ecosystem (function) and management
intervention [41,42]. Far too often, the timing of on-ground actions is determined by institutional
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and political constraints rather than scientific evidence, which leads to sub-optimal environmental
outcomes [39,43,44]. Ideally, the decision-making space within the institutional domain should
be flexible enough to respond to the dynamic nature of complex ecosystems and socioeconomic
systems [45]. Moreover, these decisions need to provide mechanisms to achieve the targets of the
environmental protection policy, such as the EU Water Framework Directive and the Environmental
Protection Acts in the USA and Australia [46–48]. Determining optimal decisions among stakeholders
across spatial scales of ecosystem management and jurisdictional boundaries could optimise the
decision-making process of stakeholders.

This study shares policy and practical experiences on ecosystem governance at different levels and
discusses the necessary conditions for results-oriented stakeholder engagement, and to guide decision
makers accordingly. We focus on how to improve management of SESs by investigating how collective
strategic decision-making can be used to identify scale mismatches and barriers that prevent the
implementation of adaptive ecosystem management. The merit of the pathways approach minimizes
regret and enhances flexibility for decision-making and has been widely applied [49,50]. We adapt a
three-step framework to guide the process and illustrate our method using a groundwater-dependent
wetland in an urban matrix that is threatened by a drying climate. We start by identifying a range of
adaptation measures (i.e., management interventions) and the actors responsible. We then use this
information to investigate three research questions:

1. What mismatches exist across jurisdictional and ecosystem scales, and which actors must be
involved in the processes of identifying institutional constraints when adaptive ecosystem
management needs to be implemented?

2. What barriers exist between jurisdictional and institutional scales that prevent the implementation
of adaptive management to support ecosystem function?

3. What time frames for decision pathways are considered and how do actors collaborate to
implement each flexible arrangement?

Our decision pathways create a flexible decision-making platform that assists stakeholders to
make strategic short- and long-term decisions that anticipate future disturbances to the ecosystem and
institutional domain.

2. Methods

2.1. Clarification of Terms

Within an SES, many interactions take place at different scales. We define “scale” as the spatial or
temporal dimension used to measure and study the interactions of our case study area and “level” to the
specific unit/domain within a scale [49]. We present the following definitions for human-environment
interactions at different scales and the different levels of each scale [17]:

• Ecosystem scale: biophysical phenomena that take place in different areas (region, landscape,
patch [51]);

• Jurisdictional scale: administrations or actors that are involved in managing the ecosystem and
where decisions are made (national, state, localities);

• Institutional scale/framework: policies, legislation and regulation for the conservation of the
ecosystem and the division of jurisdictions;

• Temporal scale: decisions taken by administrations or actors that follow the political and policy
cycle with outcomes of environmental management decisions (<5 years, short time scale) or
outcomes that follow ecosystem processes (>10 years, long time scale) [52];

• Cross-level: interactions among levels within a scale, for example, between local and state actors
with the jurisdiction scale;

• Mismatch: the problem of fit involving jurisdiction and institutions that do not map coherently
onto to the bio-geophysical phenomena of the ecosystem, either in space or time [53];
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• Governance: the ways and means employed by actors to make collective decisions, choose
collective goals, and take action to achieve those goals;

• Decision pathway: cross level interaction within the jurisdictional domain to allow the
implementation of adaptation measures that match the biophysical levels of the ecosystem.
We make two distinctions on the temporal scale of decisions: those that only depend on
cross-level jurisdictional cooperation on a local level are identified as ‘short-term’ decisions,
whereas ‘long-term’ decisions require across-level collaboration of jurisdictions.

2.2. Case Study Description and the Actors Involved in Conservation

Our case study was Forrestdale Lake, a wetland in Perth, Western Australia (See Figure 1) that
has undergone a marked reduction in water depth through time associated with climate change
and urban development [54]. The wetland has lost some key ecosystem functions (e.g., breeding
habitat for migratory bird species) and a previous analysis showed that the institutional framework
(environmental policy, legislation, and management plans) is inadequate to mitigate declining water
levels in the lake [55]. Various actors (Table 1) are involved in the conservation of the wetland, and
their tasks are set according to the legislative framework aimed to maintain individual biophysical
processes (Supplementary Materials, F1). Decision-making takes place by different administrations
at the jurisdiction scale which therefore have the power to change the institutional framework
accordingly [55].

Table 1. Overview of the actors (stakeholders) involved in the conservation of the wetland.

Actor. Administration Task Jurisdiction

Armadale local
government City council Land division, drainage, and irrigation Local

Department of
Parks and Wildlife

Conservation
authority

Conservation of biodiversity, wetland buffer
zone, fire management, and public access

Local and
Sate

Department of
Water Water regulator Ground- and surface water allocation

and monitoring
Local and

State

Water Corporation Water utility Groundwater abstraction for drinking water,
maintains large drains

Local and
State

Urbaqua Research institute Groundwater modelling research in local
catchment area Local

Friends of
Forrestdale

Community and
local conservation

group

Monitoring birds, revegetation and
rehabilitation of the wetland buffer zone Local

Commonwealth
Government

Federal
environmental

department

Responsible for species protection according
to Environmental Protection and

Biodiversity Act
National
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authorities  responsible  for  the  conservation  different  aspects  of  the  ecosystem  (Map  projection: 

GDA94). Groundwater is regulated by the Department of Water; Wetlands, Bush Forever, and Ramsar 

Sites are managed by the Department of Parks and Wildlife; Urban development is regulated by Local 

Government Area  the City of Armadale; and Forrestdale Lake  is supported by community group 

Friends of Forrestdale; (b) Legend; (c) Location of the case study area in Australia. 
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Figure 1. (a) Location of Forrestdale Lake (32◦09′30” S, 115◦56′16” E) with multiple management
authorities responsible for the conservation different aspects of the ecosystem (Map projection: GDA94).
Groundwater is regulated by the Department of Water; Wetlands, Bush Forever, and Ramsar Sites
are managed by the Department of Parks and Wildlife; Urban development is regulated by Local
Government Area the City of Armadale; and Forrestdale Lake is supported by community group
Friends of Forrestdale; (b) Legend; (c) Location of the case study area in Australia.

2.3. Research Design and Data Collection

As the dynamics of cross-scale and cross-level interactions are affected by the interplay between
institutions at multiple levels and scales, we used a method that included knowledge co-production,
collaboration, and negotiation across scale-related jurisdictions and institutions to facilitate the complex
decision-making process in the management of the ecosystem. We adapted a framework created for
strategic delta planning [30] that was applied for the implementation of adaptation pathways in
the Netherlands and the United Kingdom [50]. The framework is characterised by a funnel-shaped
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decision process in which stakeholders and the decision space is gradually reduced with a widening
scope through three steps: agenda setting, plan formulation, and implementation (Figure 2). Central
to this approach are the dynamics of stakeholders who have clear tasks that can be investigated
in a case study situation. The three-step approach also provided a structure that enabled us to
investigate our three research questions. The analytic techniques included document analysis of the
environmental history; a literature review of key environmental planning documents, three semi
structured workshops, each 2.5–3 h in length with 5–6 actors (two representatives specific to their
jurisdiction or personal expertise); and analysis in a systematic qualitative framework to determine
scale mismatches, barriers to implementation, and decision-making.
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Figure 2. A stylised framework for strategic decision-making and ecosystem management across scales
and levels (adapted from [30]). Step 1—agenda setting—determines the adaptation measures, i.e., the
on-ground actions that can protect or repair the ecosystem, based on previous research. Step 2—plan
formulation—identifies scale mismatches and barriers to the implementation of adaptation measures.
Step 3—implementation—identifies the decision-making pathways to improve ecosystem scale fit.
Actor coalitions, participatory tools and innovations across scales are shown.

In Step 1—agenda setting—the analytic techniques included document analysis of environmental
history and the qualitative analysis of the workshop field notes and transcripts [55]. We gathered
together relevant stakeholder groups, socio-ecological objectives of the wetland and proposed adaption
measures to cope with declining water levels and deterioration of the ecosystem’s biophysical processes
(Supplementary Materials, Tables S1–S4). To determine the institutional framework of Forrestdale
Lake, we conducted a literature review of key planning documents and relevant scientific literature
(Supplementary Materials 2).

In Step 2—plan formulation—our first aim was to provide an overview of mismatches among the
jurisdictional, ecosystem, and institutional scales as part of the plan formulation stage. For this, we
extended the matrix with adaptation measures and asked stakeholders (Tables S5–S9).

a. Which actor(s) is/are responsible for the execution of each adaptation measure at the
jurisdictional scale;

b. At which ecosystem level an adaptation measure has the largest impact at the ecosystem scale;
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c. Which policy or legislation needs amendment and at which level does such decision take
place; and

d. Which limitations/barriers arise when adaptive measures are implemented?

Interview transcripts and field notes were qualitatively analysed in five steps and identified for
each adaptation measure: (1) the actor and its level within jurisdictional scale; (2) the biophysical
process it targets and at what level within the ecosystem this has effect; (3) the main policy/law that
needs amendment and at what level this operates within the institutional scale; (4) the interaction
among actors and institutional arrangements; and (5) the barriers that arise for the implementation
of each adaptation option according to a theoretical framework [24,56]. We distinguished barriers
(research question two) from an interaction perspective which is characterised by content, the structure
of how actors are organised, and from a legal perspective that is characterised by the flexibility to
adapt legislation (Table 2). We summarised the case study area in relation to the interaction and legal
perspectives in the Supplementary Materials (Table S10).

Table 2. Overview of characteristics of flexible arrangements and the barriers from an interaction and
legal perspective; adapted from [56].

Interaction Perspective (i.e., among Actors)

Characteristics Barriers
Flexibility of content Conflicting time frames and interests

Flexibility of the process Obscure distribution of
responsibilities between actors

Flexibility of the structure Unclear distribution of
costs and future benefits

Lack of trust between participants

Legal perspective (i.e., legislation, policy)
Characteristics Barriers

Flexibility of content The perceived need for legal certainty
Flexibility to adjust arrangements The need to protect individual rights,

procedural guarantees and rights

In Step 3—implementation—to determine how actors differentiate the temporal scale in the
decision-making process (research question three), we identified which actors took decisions
to implement adaptation measures with occurring scale mismatches or provided other actors
(not involved in the workshop) required for decision-making to implement each adaptation measure.
Then, we analysed the actor coalitions of all three workshops at three stages—agenda setting, plan
formulation, and implementation—in the decision-making process. We present these multiscale
decisions as decision-pathways and make two distinctions on a temporal scale: short-term and
long-term decisions. Adaptation measures that show a mismatch with the institutional scale are
identified as ‘long-term’ decisions as legislation or policy changes require time beyond the political
cycle (5–10 years). Decisions that only depend on cross-level jurisdictional cooperation are identified
as ‘short-term’ decisions and can be realised within the political cycle (<5 years).

3. Results

3.1. Jurisdictional, Ecosystem, and Institutional Mismatches

Our first aim was to provide an overview of mismatches among the jurisdictional, ecosystem, and
institutional scales as part of the plan formulation stage (Supplementary Materials, Tables S11 and S12).

From our analyses, we find that mismatches occur across all three scales (Figure 3). Firstly,
jurisdictional scale mismatches lead to different actors that are concerned with the wetland’s
conservation and a lack of a coordinating actor that can align decisions over multiple jurisdictional
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levels. An example from our workshop is the State Conservation Authority that is responsible for
meeting the ecological requirements, while the Water Authority complies to groundwater abstraction
limits that the Conservation Authority cannot amend when these are over-allocated. The jurisdictional
organization across levels is a direct result of the institutional framework. For each institutional
category, there is a jurisdiction and an appointed decision-making jurisdiction (e.g., national/state
parliaments, state planning institute). This range is diverse and includes land-use, water regulation
(e.g., abstraction and allocation limits), water resource planning, regional biodiversity and maintaining
hydrological and bushland corridors (e.g., wetlands and wetland buffer zones).

The close interaction of jurisdictional and institutional scale is not always a limiting factor for the
conservation of the wetland ecosystem. As the health of the wetland is determined by hydrological and
ecological processes within the lake, immediately surrounding the lake (e.g., riparian buffer), as well as
further afield (e.g., regional aquifer), there is a need for close cooperation across all jurisdictional bodies
responsible for land and water management. In our case, the State Conservation Authority considers
taking this role to ensure that plan formulation simultaneously takes place at multiple jurisdictional
levels. This ensures that the interests of local level actors (local council and community) are aligned
with their jurisdiction. These actors depend on the plan formulation to align their interests, which are
the responsibility of actors on the state level. An example is the application of ecological criteria that
involve the protection of the wetland buffer zone. The local council, community, and State Conservation
Authority collaborate to limit weeds, rehabilitate vegetation, and remove waste that decreases the fire risk.

Jurisdictional fragmentation also leads to a mismatch with the ecosystem scale and its individual
biophysical processes that are supported through adaptive management (Supplementary Materials,
Table S13). For example, protecting flora species is in the interest of local government and community
while this is the jurisdiction of the State Conservation Authority, although local government,
the community and the State Conservation Authority collaborate to remove weeds and limit access to
the wetland and thus enable cross-level matches with the biophysical processes at the ecosystem scale,
in this case for flora species conservation.
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The third finding focuses on mismatches between jurisdictional and ecosystem scales that are often
a result of institutional fragmentation originating from the institutional scale. National or state-level
policies at the institutional scale often mismatch with the ecosystem scale and its biophysical processes.
For example, the reduction of groundwater abstraction could improve water levels in the wetland but
requires the amendment of state level legislation to reduce allocation limits. When an actor pumps
water to supply surface water into a wetland (local action), the major hydrologic process controlling
water level in the lake relate to the regional aquifer (large spatial scale). This means that local scale
action does not repair the low water levels, which are impacted at a large spatial scale.
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3.2. Adaptive Management and Its Barriers across Scales

Our second research question involved an analysis of barriers that exist for flexible adaptive
management across jurisdictional, institutional and ecosystem scales. We list these barriers from an
interaction and a legal perspective that were obtained from the stakeholder workshops (Supplementary
Materials, Tables S14 and S15). From an interaction perspective, cross-level collaboration within the
jurisdictional scale is aimed to minimise mismatches between jurisdictional and ecosystem scales
(Figure 4). The focus of actors is on cross-level cooperation. While all actors mentioned that cross-level
collaboration does not remove the institutional and jurisdictional scale mismatches, each actor complies
with the institutional framework that aims to regulate specific resources such as: land resources, water
resources, groundwater abstraction, public open spaces or species conservation.
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From a legal perspective, cross-level collaboration within the jurisdictional scale is limited due to
the institutional framework that mandates the role of each actor. The hierarchy of institutional levels
(from local management plans, state land-use and water policies, and national biodiversity law) prevent
cross-level collaboration among actors. There are two reasons for minimised cross-scale interactions:

a. The institutional framework includes the protection of individual rights of people, but also
a common right to the conservation of ecosystems. This leads to conflicting interests when
adaption measures are implemented;

b. Local level actors are prevented from implementing adaptive management due to their
jurisdiction that is determined by state-level institutions. This means that actions to improve
ecosystem conservation by a local government are limited as result of state planning and water
policies. For example, a local government cannot demand restrictions of groundwater use by
individuals (arranged in state groundwater policy), despite this action supports adequate water
levels in the wetland.
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In Figure 5, we conceptualise the institutional barriers and the process stakeholders followed to
explain the flexible arrangements in the case study area, which ends with decision-making as a main
obstacle to change the institutional framework.Water 2018, 10, x FOR PEER REVIEW    10 of 18 
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Figure 5. The process from identifying institutional barriers to decision-making which resulted from
stakeholder interactions.

3.3. Actor Roles and Decision Pathways for Ecosystem Management

To answer the third research question, we identified which actors took decisions to implement
adaptation measures with occurring scale mismatches (Supplementary Materials Table S16). We found
that agenda setting, plan formulation and implementation take place across all jurisdictional levels
(Figure 6). In cases when the decision-making actor is unclear, cross-level cooperation at the jurisdictional
scale leads to emerging discussions about who is responsible for taking decisions to implement an
adaptation measure. In general, these actor coalitions support cross-level cooperation at the jurisdictional
scale. A state-level actor (water utility) was included to promote cross-level and cross-scale interactions
for adaptation measures such as water regulation, water savings and drainage infrastructure (Figure 7).
Actors regard institutional changes as politically dependent events that require complex decisions with
national and state-level actors (e.g., water department and water utilities). Currently, compliance to the
existing institutional scale prevents the implementation of adaption measures by local actors.
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Figure 6. Actors form different coalitions for each adaptation measure that enhances jurisdictional
and ecosystem fit. Local and regional level jurisdictions provide plan formulation to integrate their
different policies.
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Figure 7. The inclusion of a new actor in an actor coalition provides discussions about institutional
integration for increased ecosystem fit of adaptive actions.

Cross-level interactions within the jurisdictional domain allows the implementation of adaptation
measures with ecosystem fit across biophysical levels (Supplementary Materials, Table S17).
Stakeholders preferred to implement adaptation measures that required no change to the institutional
framework at national or state level; rather, actors matched the jurisdictional level of an actor with an
adaptation measure, so that a single actor could decide (Figure 8). Actors may group together during
plan formulation to create a dynamic cross-level decision-making process, without taking into account
the mismatch with biophysical processes at the ecosystem scale.
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Figure 8. The hierarchical structure for the selection of adaptation measures, which depends on the
preference of working with the current institutional framework.

The last finding from the analyses of our workshops fills the gap of consolidating the consensus
and plan formulation with a clear indication of making decisions. In Figure 9, we conceptualise
the cross-level and cross-scale interactions to provide ecosystem fit and the time scale for decisions.
We refer to these as decision pathways and build on the previous results of actor coalitions, the barriers,
and flexible arrangements. The concept shows how actors can collaborate and when decisions require
institutional changes or when improved collaboration across the jurisdictional scale is sufficient.

The five decision pathways are represented for the implementation of adaptation measures:

1. Local level actors in a shared jurisdiction implement adaptation measures according to agreed
objectives (example in Section 3.1);

2. Local level actors that negotiate plan formulation with actors that operate at a single level to
support the implementation on local level (example in Figure 6);
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3. Local level actors that negotiate plan formulation with actors that operate multiple levels to
support the implementation on local level (example in Figure 7);

4. Local level actors reach consensus for agenda setting on both individual rights and adaptation
measures to improve ecosystem conservation and propose a plan for institutional amendments
(explained in Figure 8);

5. Pathway 5 includes a ‘new’ actor in actor coalition to increase jurisdictional and ecosystem fit.
This includes more flexibility in the contents, interaction, structure and process of decision-making
at national or state level (explained in Figures 6–8).
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different decision pathways to implement adaptive ecosystem management. Agenda setting,
plan formulation and implementation take place across both jurisdictional and ecosystem scales,
and decisions pathways are either short-term (zone A) or long-term (zone B).

4. Discussion

4.1. Temporal and Spatial Arrangements Applied to Ecosystem Conservation

A key issue limiting the effective implementation of adaptive measures for our case study
wetland was jurisdictional and institutional fragmentation and the mismatch between ecosystem
scale biophysical processes and institutions. Mismatches were discussed with participating actors
across the jurisdictional/institutional scales and were followed with cross-level interaction within
the jurisdictional scale. Cross-level collaboration among jurisdictional levels that takes into account
hierarchy, different sectors, government, and academia was recommended in previous research [57–59].

Actors at the jurisdictional scale often face conflicting institutional barriers [31], and in our case
study area we found that cross-sectoral collaboration is challenged due to compliance with complex
policy and legislation [23,60,61]. As in our case, adaptive environmental management depends on
decisions that are taken across multiple levels at jurisdictional scale. Our results show that multiple
levels of actors have distinct jurisdiction and therefore have to comply to different sets of policy
or law. Compliance occurs at different institutional levels and includes water resources planning,
land-use planning, and ecosystem conservation. To reach agreement for collaboration by different
actors, compliance to the institutional framework must be taken into account, although compliance to
the institutional framework does not necessarily mean that the actor’s adaptation measures match
with the appropriate biophysical level of the ecosystem. Often institutional scale limits the actions by
actors to meet compliance with ecological targets at landscape scale [7,62]. Therefore, actors focused on
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integrating diverse levels of the institutional framework that enables better cross-scale (ecosystem and
jurisdiction) to implement adaptive ecosystem conservation across multiple ecosystem scales [63–65].

The relationship of analytical levels of human choice and geographic domains is a well-described
phenomenon [22,53]. In our case study area, ecosystem management requires actors to negotiate
to apply ecological criteria. These criteria depend for example on the protection of the buffer zone
that will deliver multiple benefits to the wetland such as provision of habitat, and corridors to assist
the movement of wildlife and reduce disturbance [66,67]; however, this action is currently not being
implemented due to a fragmented institutional framework. Local level actors require state or national
level endorsement when jurisdictional and institutional mismatches occur [68]. Actors in our case
study area improved their management plan by getting around barriers (flexibility in the content,
cross-level collaboration). Recent studies show that water policies (e.g., groundwater abstraction limits)
depend on higher level institutional level policies, but also require choices among local level actors to
provide adaptation measures that benefit the ecosystem [69–71].

4.2. From Adaptive Governance to Decision-Making for Adaptive Ecosystem Management

Adaptive management moves from a focus on efficiency and lack of overlap across actors at the
jurisdictional scale to a focus on diversity, redundancy, and multiple levels of jurisdiction that include
local knowledge and local action [72]. We determined the barriers that exist across multiple levels of
jurisdiction and compared this with the levels of ecosystem scale, following previous research [23,24,56].
In contrast to the findings of other studies, we found that barriers mainly arise from a fundamental
question about who is responsible for an ecosystem and who needs to make a decision. This becomes
more relevant when actors focus on biophysical processes of the ecosystem that may not match
with their jurisdiction. Simply, the actor lacks the jurisdiction to decide on adaptive management to
support a biophysical process. For example, when a local council seeks to remove weeds to provide
habitat for migratory birds, their lack of jurisdiction limits their ability to take the actions necessary
at regional (or larger) spatial scales (e.g., illegal hunting) to protect populations of migratory bird
species. Caution must be taken regarding the broad-scale applicability of our results, since institutional
frameworks may differ from country or among case study locations. Four criteria for adaptive
governance are explained [73] and we recommend including public participation, an experimental
approach to resource management, and management at the ecosystem scale to overcome barriers
in decision-making.

Numerous decisions must be made throughout agenda setting, plan formulation and implementation
phases of any ecosystem management plan. A clear overview of necessary cross-level collaboration
has been illustrated by our conceptual representation of decision making. Despite the well-described
cross-level and cross-scale interactions in the literature [17], the dynamics of multiple actors are highly
complex. The interplay of jurisdictions could lead to improved decision making due to the interplay of
multiple disciplines and perspectives. Our study revealed that decision-making takes a similar approach
during all stages of a management plan (i.e., consensus, plan formulation, and implementation) and
is a non-linear process that takes place simultaneously at multiple levels of governance (jurisdictional
scale). Other studies also highlight that the interactions among actors are influential in determining how
adaptation processes will occur. The identification of existing and new feedback processes is critical to
effective decision-making within the jurisdictional-institutional landscape [74,75].

Decision pathways offer alternative ways to improve collaboration and the implementation of
an ecosystem management plan. Also, they reflect debates or disagreement about environmental
governance. The debate in our case study focused on the competing rights of individuals (e.g., people)
and a common resource that needed protection (e.g., the wetland). Decisions are taken at different
levels of governance [30,76,77], although, each actor faces different challenges [78]. Regulatory actors
usually have only jurisdiction for a portion of the resources in the wetland ecosystem and often the
institutional mandates are conflicting (e.g., groundwater use vs. water availability in the wetland).
A final consideration relates to political land administrative collaboration since the wetlands are shared
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by two or more administrations or land owners (e.g., the riparian vegetation). In our case study,
actors were challenged with trade-off situations that could arise during decision-making, such as legal
consequences (e.g., individual rights to abstract groundwater upheld by courts) and inadequately
protecting common resources, such as groundwater for ecosystems [63,79,80]. The environmental
preferences of the involved actors determined the environmental outputs of the decision-making
process. We found that multi-level governance comprising many cross-level actors yields higher
environmental outcomes (e.g., management interventions) compared to monocentric governance [81].
Unless political and administrative cooperation (jurisdictional scale) can be achieved the rich array
of ecosystem resources and ecological processes will continue to be exploited. We consider that the
concept of decision pathways can clarify the decision-making space and improve the fit between policy
delivery (adaptive management), jurisdiction and the ecosystem being managed.

From a broad perspective of resilience literature, institutional frameworks are often incremental
and non-flexible whereas ecosystems can change abruptly [3,14,31,82]. We found that the political time
scale to take decisions is generally much shorter than the biological timescale which constrains adaptive
management, since the institutional and jurisdictional systems are viewed as a boundary condition [83].
By focusing research on those boundaries and how to move them, greater implementation of emerging
approaches to adaptive ecosystem management and resilience may be achieved as pointed out in previous
research [84–87]. Adaptive management provides a way to manage uncertainty with adaptation pathways
and jurisdictional or institutional organisation [37,88,89]. The difficulties involved in negotiating these
issues place significant importance on management abilities and the role of governance and institutions
to provide resilient ecosystems. Decision pathways provide a tool to facilitate the inclusion of ecosystem
organisation with institutional organisation through different decision pathways.

5. Conclusions

We aimed to clarify the decision-making pathways with policy delivery (adaptive management)
and jurisdictional fit to the ecosystem. We developed the concept of decision pathways to promote
adaptive ecosystem management through a better fit of jurisdictional, institutional and ecosystem
scales. Consensus, plan formulation and negotiation across institutional levels is required to ensure
that adaptation (intervention) measures match ecosystem organisation. The identification of barriers
is a starting point for involved actors to determine which adaptation measures can be implemented
within the current institutional framework. The decision pathways show two different temporal scales
that depend on jurisdictional and institutional fit to the ecosystem. Short-term decisions require no
substantial changes to the institutional framework and depend on multi-level collaboration to fit
jurisdiction scale with ecosystem scale. Long-term decision pathways require institutional changes
and multi-level collaboration. In this interactive spectrum, scientists need to responsibly navigate
science–policy interactions, so that optimal solutions are translated to normative choices within the
political spectrum. Challenges remain to identify temporal scale effects for decision-making as a result
of a complex human-nature system that depends on financial resources, the political climate, or other
trade-off situations with individual or common rights. Attempts to create adaptive management
procedures that are a better fit with biophysical processes could overcome slow institutional changes
that are often limited by narrow political and bureaucratic goals.
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policies, legislation and actors.

Author Contributions: A.V.V.N. designed the study, applied for human ethics approval, collected the data,
organised the stakeholder workshop and wrote the manuscript under the supervision of B.G., M.R.H. and A.G.;
J.R. assisted with the method and results section; L.B. provided feedback on the structure of the manuscript and
reviewed case study specific results.

http://www.mdpi.com/2073-4441/10/6/672/s1


Water 2018, 10, 672 15 of 19

Acknowledgments: This research was funded within program B4.2 of the Cooperative Research Centre of Water
Sensitive Cities. Amar Nanda was supported by a Scholarship for International Research Fees (SIRF) funded
by The University of Western Australia. We sincerely thank the stakeholder representatives from each of the
government departments that participated in the workshop; all subjects gave their informed consent for inclusion
before they participated in the study. The research involving human data reported in this study was assessed and
approved by The University of Western Australia Human Research Ethics Committee (Approval #: RA/4/1/7999).

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funding sponsors had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, and in the
decision to publish the results.

References

1. Folke, C.; Hahn, T.; Olsson, P.; Norberg, J. Adaptive governance of social-ecological systems. Annu. Rev.
Environ. Resour. 2005, 30, 441–473. [CrossRef]

2. Holling, C.S. Resilience and stability of ecological systems. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst. 1973, 4, 1–23. [CrossRef]
3. Scheffer, M.; Carpenter, S.; Foley, J.A.; Folke, C.; Walker, B. Catastrophic shifts in ecosystems. Nature 2001,

413, 591–596. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Folke, C.; Carpenter, S.; Walker, B.; Scheffer, M.; Elmqvist, T.; Gunderson, L.; Holling, C.S. Regime shifts,

resilience, and biodiversity in ecosystem management. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 2004, 35, 557–581.
[CrossRef]

5. Carpenter, S.R.; Brock, W.A.; Folke, C.; van Nes, E.H.; Scheffer, M. Allowing variance may enlarge the safe
operating space for exploited ecosystems. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2015, 112, 14384–14389. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

6. Szaro, R.C.; Berc, J.; Cameron, S.; Cordle, S.; Crosby, M.; Martin, L.; Norton, D.; O’Malley, R.; Ruark, G.
The ecosystem approach: Science and information management issues, gaps and needs. Landsc. Urban Plan.
1998, 40, 89–101. [CrossRef]

7. Opdam, P.; Wascher, D. Climate change meets habitat fragmentation: Linking landscape and biogeographical
scale levels in research and conservation. Biol. Conserv. 2004, 117, 285–297. [CrossRef]

8. Zevenbergen, C.; Veerbeek, W.; Gersonius, B.; Van Herk, S. Challenges in urban flood management:
Travelling across spatial and temporal scales. J. Flood Risk Manag. 2008, 1, 81–88.

9. Sivapalan, M.; Blöschl, G. Time scale interactions and the coevolution of humans and water. Water Resour. Res.
2015, 51, 6988–7022. [CrossRef]

10. Sousa Júnior, W.; Baldwin, C.; Camkin, J.; Fidelman, P.; Silva, O.; Neto, S.; Smith, T. Water: Drought, crisis and
governance in Australia and Brazil. Water 2016, 8, 493. [CrossRef]

11. Folke, C.; Carpenter, S.; Elmqvist, T.; Gunderson, L.; Holling, C.S.; Walker, B. Resilience and sustainable
development: Building adaptive capacity in a world of transformations. AMBIO A J. Hum. Environ. 2002, 31,
437–440. [CrossRef]

12. Cosens, B. Transboundary river governance in the face of uncertainty: Resilience theory and the columbia
river treaty. J. Land Resour. Environ. Law 2010, 30, 229.

13. Suchman, M.C. Managing legitimacy: Strategic and institutional approaches. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1995, 20,
571–610. [CrossRef]

14. Cosens, B. Legitimacy, adaptation, and resilience in ecosystem management. Ecol. Soc. 2013, 18. [CrossRef]
15. Borgström, S.; Elmqvist, T.; Angelstam, P.; Alfsen-Norodom, C. Scale mismatches in management of urban

landscapes. Ecol. Soc. 2006, 11, 16. [CrossRef]
16. Young, O.R. Effectiveness of international environmental regimes: Existing knowledge, cutting-edge themes,

and research strategies. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2011, 108, 19853–19860. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
17. Cash, D.; Adger, W.N.; Berkes, F.; Garden, P.; Lebel, L.; Olsson, P.; Pritchard, L.; Young, O. Scale and

cross-scale dynamics: Governance and information in a multilevel world. Ecol. Soc. 2006, 11, 8. [CrossRef]
18. Stafford Smith, M.; Horrocks, L.; Harvey, A.; Hamilton, C. Rethinking adaptation for a 4 ◦C world.

Philos. Trans. A Math. Phys. Eng. Sci. 2011, 369, 196–216. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
19. Schultz, L.; Folke, C.; Osterblom, H.; Olsson, P. Adaptive governance, ecosystem management, and natural

capital. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2015, 112, 7369–7374. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
20. Boyd, E.; Folke, C. Adapting Institutions: Governance, Complexity and Social-Ecological Resilience; Cambridge

University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2011.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.energy.30.050504.144511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.es.04.110173.000245
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/35098000
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11595939
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.35.021103.105711
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1511804112
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26438857
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(97)00101-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2003.12.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2015WR017896
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w8110493
http://dx.doi.org/10.1579/0044-7447-31.5.437
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9508080331
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-05093-180103
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-01819-110216
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1111690108
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22143795
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-01759-110208
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2010.0277
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21115520
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1406493112
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26082542


Water 2018, 10, 672 16 of 19

21. Abel, N.; Cumming, D.H.; Anderies, J. Collapse and reorganization in social-ecological systems: Questions,
some ideas, and policy implications. Ecol. Soc. 2006, 11, 17. [CrossRef]

22. Medema, W.; Adamowski, J.; Orr, C.; Furber, A.; Wals, A.; Milot, N. Building a foundation for knowledge
co-creation in collaborative water governance: Dimensions of stakeholder networks facilitated through
bridging organizations. Water 2017, 9, 60. [CrossRef]

23. Van Buuren, A.; Driessen, P.; Teisman, G.; van Rijswick, M. Toward legitimate governance strategies for
climate adaptation in the netherlands: Combining insights from a legal, planning, and network perspective.
Reg. Environ. Chang. 2014, 14, 1021–1033. [CrossRef]

24. Van Buuren, A.; Ellen, G.J.; Warner, J.F. Path-dependency and policy learning in the dutch delta: Toward more
resilient flood risk management in the netherlands? Ecol. Soc. 2016, 21, 43. [CrossRef]

25. Pahl-Wostl, C. A conceptual framework for analysing adaptive capacity and multi-level learning processes
in resource governance regimes. Glob. Environ. Chang. 2009, 19, 354–365. [CrossRef]

26. Ferguson, B.C.; Brown, R.R.; Deletic, A. A diagnostic procedure for transformative change based on
transitions, resilience, and institutional thinking. Ecol. Soc. 2013, 18, 57. [CrossRef]

27. Huntjens, P.; Pahl-Wostl, C.; Rihoux, B.; Schlüter, M.; Flachner, Z.; Neto, S.; Koskova, R.; Dickens, C.; Nabide
Kiti, I. Adaptive water management and policy learning in a changing climate: A formal comparative
analysis of eight water management regimes in Europe, Africa and Asia. Environ. Policy Gov. 2011, 21,
145–163. [CrossRef]

28. Rijke, J.; Brown, R.; Zevenbergen, C.; Ashley, R.; Farrelly, M.; Morison, P.; van Herk, S. Fit-for-purpose
governance: A framework to make adaptive governance operational. Environ. Sci. Policy 2012, 22, 73–84.
[CrossRef]

29. Rijke, J.; Farrelly, M.; Brown, R.; Zevenbergen, C. Configuring transformative governance to enhance resilient
urban water systems. Environ. Sci. Policy 2013, 25, 62–72. [CrossRef]

30. Seijger, C.; Douven, W.; van Halsema, G.; Hermans, L.; Evers, J.; Phi, H.L.; Khan, M.F.; Brunner, J.; Pols, L.;
Ligtvoet, W.; et al. An analytical framework for strategic delta planning: Negotiating consent for long-term
sustainable delta development. J. Environ. Plan. Manag. 2017, 60, 1485–1509. [CrossRef]

31. Cosens, B.A.; Williams, M.K. Resilience and water governance: Adaptive governance in the Columbia River
basin. Ecol. Soc. 2012, 17, 3. [CrossRef]

32. Adelle, C.; Russel, D. Climate policy integration: A case of déjà vu? Environ. Policy Gov. 2013, 23, 1–12.
[CrossRef]

33. Gersonius, B.; Ashley, R.; Zevenbergen, C. The identity approach for assessing socio-technical resilience to
climate change: Example of flood risk management for the Island of Dordrecht. Nat. Hazards Earth Syst. Sci.
2012, 12, 2139–2146. [CrossRef]

34. Bölscher, T.; van Slobbe, E.; van Vliet, M.T.; Werners, S.E. Adaptation turning points in river restoration?
The rhine salmon case. Sustainability 2013, 5, 2288–2304. [CrossRef]

35. Werners, S.; Swart, R.; van Slobbe, E.; Bölscher, T. Turning points in climate change adaptation.
Glob. Environ. Chang. 2013, 16, 253–267.

36. Werners, S.E.; van Loon-Steensma, J.M.; Oost, A.P. Method selection in adaptation research: The case of the
delta programme for the Dutch Wadden region. Reg. Environ. Chang. 2015, 16, 111–122. [CrossRef]

37. Van der Brugge, R.; Roosjen, R. An institutional and socio-cultural perspective on the adaptation pathways
approach. J. Water Clim. Chang. 2015, 6, 743–758.

38. Sabatier, P.A. Top-down and bottom-up approaches to implementation research: A critical analysis and
suggested synthesis. J. Public Policy 1986, 6, 21–48. [CrossRef]

39. Reed, M.S. Stakeholder participation for environmental management: A literature review. Biol. Conserv.
2008, 141, 2417–2431. [CrossRef]

40. Stringer, L.; Dougill, A.; Fraser, E.; Hubacek, K.; Prell, C.; Reed, M. Unpacking “participation” in the adaptive
management of social–ecological systems: A critical review. Ecol. Soc. 2006, 11, 39. [CrossRef]

41. Williams, B.K.; Brown, E.D. Technical challenges in the application of adaptive management. Biol. Conserv.
2016, 195, 255–263. [CrossRef]

42. Berman, R.; Quinn, C.; Paavola, J. The role of institutions in the transformation of coping capacity to
sustainable adaptive capacity. Environ. Dev. 2012, 2, 86–100. [CrossRef]

43. Hartig, J.H.; Zarull, M.A.; Law, N.L. An ecosystem approach to great lakes management: Practical steps.
J. Great Lakes Res. 1998, 24, 739–750. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-01593-110117
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w9010060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10113-013-0448-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-08765-210443
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2009.06.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-05901-180457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.571
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2012.06.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2012.09.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2016.1231667
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-04986-170403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.1601
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/nhess-12-2139-2012
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su5062288
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10113-015-0799-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X00003846
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2008.07.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-01896-110239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.01.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envdev.2012.03.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0380-1330(98)70859-7


Water 2018, 10, 672 17 of 19

44. Sánchez, L.E.; Morrison-Saunders, A. Learning about knowledge management for improving environmental
impact assessment in a government agency: The western australian experience. J. Environ. Manag. 2011, 92,
2260–2271. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Pace, M.L.; Carpenter, S.R.; Cole, J.J. With and without warning: Managing ecosystems in a changing world.
Front. Ecol. Environ. 2015, 13, 460–467. [CrossRef]

46. Green, O.O.; Garmestani, A.S.; van Rijswick, H.F.M.W.; Keessen, A.M. Eu water governance: Striking the
right balance between regulatory flexibility and enforcement? Ecol. Soc. 2013, 18, 10. [CrossRef]

47. Newig, J.; Pahl-Wostl, C.; Sigel, K. The role of public participation in managing uncertainty in the
implementation of the water framework directive. Eur. Environ. 2005, 15, 333–343. [CrossRef]

48. Dewulf, A.; Meijerink, S.; Runhaar, H. Editorial: The governance of adaptation to climate change as
a multi-level, multi-sector and multi-actor challenge: A european comparative perspective. J. Water
Clim. Chang. 2015, 6, 1–8. [CrossRef]

49. Haasnoot, M.; Kwakkel, J.H.; Walker, W.E.; ter Maat, J. Dynamic adaptive policy pathways: A method for
crafting robust decisions for a deeply uncertain world. Glob. Environ. Chang. 2013, 23, 485–498. [CrossRef]

50. Bloemen, P.; Reeder, T.; Zevenbergen, C.; Rijke, J.; Kingsborough, A. Lessons learned from applying
adaptation pathways in flood risk management and challenges for the further development of this approach.
Mitig. Adapt. Strateg. Glob. Chang. 2017, 1–26. [CrossRef]

51. Poiani, K.A.; Richter, B.D.; Anderson, M.G.; Richter, H.E. Biodiversity conservation at multiple scales:
Functional sites, landscapes, and networks. BioScience 2000, 50, 133–146. [CrossRef]

52. MacMynowski, D.P. Across space and time: Social responses to large-scale biophysical systems.
Environ. Manag. 2007, 39, 831–842. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

53. Gibson, C.C.; Ostrom, E.; Ahn, T.K. The concept of scale and the human dimensions of global change:
A survey. Ecol. Econ. 2000, 32, 217–239. [CrossRef]

54. Dawes, W.; Barron, O.; Donn, M.; Pollock, D.; Johnstone, C. Forrestdale Lake Water Balance; CSIRO Water for a
Healthy Country National Research Flagship: Perth, Australia, 2009.

55. Nanda, A.V.V.; Beesley, L.; Locatelli, L.; Gersonius, B.; Hipsey, M.R.; Ghadouani, A. Adaptation tipping
points of a wetland under a drying climate. Water 2018, 10, 234. [CrossRef]

56. Van Buuren, A.; Keessen, A.M.; van Leeuwen, C.; Eshuis, J.; Ellen, G.J. Implementation arrangements for
climate adaptation in the netherlands: Characteristics and underlying mechanisms of adaptive governance.
Ecol. Soc. 2015, 20, 11. [CrossRef]

57. Maltby, E.; Acreman, M.; Blackwell, M.S.A.; Everard, M.; Morris, J. The challenges and implications of
linking wetland science to policy in agricultural landscapes—Experience from the UK national ecosystem
assessment. Ecol. Eng. 2013, 56, 121–133. [CrossRef]

58. Goddard, M.A.; Dougill, A.J.; Benton, T.G. Scaling up from gardens: Biodiversity conservation in urban
environments. Trends Ecol. Evol. 2010, 25, 90–98. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

59. Radhakrishnan, M.; Pathirana, A.; Ashley, R.; Zevenbergen, C. Structuring climate adaptation through
multiple perspectives: Framework and case study on flood risk management. Water 2017, 9, 129. [CrossRef]

60. Eshuis, J.; van Buuren, A. Innovations in water governance: The importance of time. Int. Rev. Adm. Sci. 2014,
80, 401–420. [CrossRef]

61. Howes, M.; Tangney, P.; Reis, K.; Grant-Smith, D.; Heazle, M.; Bosomworth, K.; Burton, P. Towards networked
governance: Improving interagency communication and collaboration for disaster risk management and
climate change adaptation in Australia. J. Environ. Plan. Manag. 2014, 58, 757–776. [CrossRef]

62. Opdam, P.; Pouwels, R.; Rooij, S.V. Setting biodiversity targets in participatory regional planning: Introducing
ecoprofiles. Ecol. Sci. 2008, 13, 20. [CrossRef]

63. Glasbergen, P.; Klijn, F. Integrated water and wetland management: Towards a project approach.
Landsc. Urban Plan. 1991, 20, 257–262. [CrossRef]

64. Poiani, K.A.; Baumgartner, J.V.; Buttrick, S.C.; Green, S.L.; Hopkins, E.; Ivey, G.D.; Seaton, K.P.; Sutter, R.D.
A scale-independent, site conservation planning framework in the nature conservancy. Landsc. Urban Plan.
1998, 43, 143–156. [CrossRef]

65. Turner, M.G. Landscape ecology: What is the state of the science? Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 2005, 36,
319–344. [CrossRef]

66. Weston, M.A.; Antos, M.J.; Glover, H.K. Birds, buffers and bicycles: A review and case study of wetland
buffers. Vic. Nat. 2009, 126, 79–86.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2011.04.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21592648
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/150003
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-05357-180210
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.398
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wcc.2014.000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2012.12.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11027-017-9773-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2000)050[0133:BCAMSF]2.3.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00267-006-0082-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17415612
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(99)00092-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w10020234
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-07704-200411
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2012.12.086
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.07.016
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19758724
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w9020129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0020852313514518
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2014.891974
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-02438-130120
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0169-2046(91)90119-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(97)00086-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.36.102003.152614


Water 2018, 10, 672 18 of 19

67. Burke, V.J.; Gibbons, J.W. Terrestrial buffer zones and wetland conservation: A case study of freshwater
turtles in a Carolina bay. Conserv. Biol. 1995, 9, 1365–1369. [CrossRef]

68. Kiparsky, M.; Milman, A.; Owen, D.; Fisher, A. The importance of institutional design for distributed
local-level governance of groundwater: The case of California’s sustainable groundwater management act.
Water 2017, 9, 755. [CrossRef]

69. Hughes, T.P.; Barnes, M.L.; Bellwood, D.R.; Cinner, J.E.; Cumming, G.S.; Jackson, J.B.C.; Kleypas, J.;
van de Leemput, I.A.; Lough, J.M.; Morrison, T.H.; et al. Coral reefs in the Anthropocene. Nature 2017, 546,
82–90. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

70. Moloney, S.; Fünfgeld, H. Emergent processes of adaptive capacity building: Local government climate
change alliances and networks in Melbourne. Urban Clim. 2015, 14, 30–40. [CrossRef]

71. Fünfgeld, H. Facilitating local climate change adaptation through transnational municipal networks.
Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. 2015, 12, 67–73. [CrossRef]

72. Hanna, S. Institutions for managing resilient salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.) ecosystems: The role of incentives
and transaction costs. Ecol. Soc. 2008, 13, 35. [CrossRef]

73. Huitema, D.; Mostert, E.; Egas, W.; Moellenkamp, S.; Pahl-Wostl, C.; Yalcin, R. Adaptive water governance:
Assessing the institutional prescriptions of adaptive (co-) management from a governance perspective and
defining a research agenda. Ecol. Soc. 2009, 14, 26. [CrossRef]

74. Berkhout, F.; Hertin, J.; Gann, D.M. Learning to adapt: Organisational adaptation to climate change impacts.
Clim. Chang. 2006, 78, 135–156. [CrossRef]

75. Moser, S.C.; Ekstrom, J.A. A framework to diagnose barriers to climate change adaptation. Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. USA 2010, 107, 22026–22031. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

76. Van Herk, S.; Zevenbergen, C.; Ashley, R.; Rijke, J. Learning and action alliances for the integration of flood
risk management into urban planning: A new framework from empirical evidence from the netherlands.
Environ. Sci. Policy 2011, 14, 543–554. [CrossRef]

77. Chaffin, B.C.; Garmestani, A.S.; Gunderson, L.H.; Benson, M.H.; Angeler, D.G.; Arnold, C.A.; Cosens, B.;
Craig, R.K.; Ruhl, J.B.; Allen, C.R. Transformative environmental governance. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour.
2016, 41, 399–423. [CrossRef]

78. Van de Ven, F.H.M.; Snep, R.P.H.; Koole, S.; Brolsma, R.; van der Brugge, R.; Spijker, J.; Vergroesen, T.
Adaptation planning support toolbox: Measurable performance information based tools for co-creation
of resilient, ecosystem-based urban plans with urban designers, decision-makers and stakeholders.
Environ. Sci. Policy 2016, 66, 427–436. [CrossRef]

79. Cohen-Shacham, E.; Dayan, T.; Feitelson, E.; de Groot, R.S. Ecosystem service trade-offs in wetland
management: Drainage and rehabilitation of the Hula, Israel. Hydrol. Sci. J. 2011, 56, 1582–1601. [CrossRef]

80. Myers, S.C.; Clarkson, B.R.; Reeves, P.N.; Clarkson, B.D. Wetland management in New Zealand: Are current
approaches and policies sustaining wetland ecosystems in agricultural landscapes? Ecol. Eng. 2013, 56,
107–120. [CrossRef]

81. Newig, J.; Fritsch, O. Environmental governance: Participatory, multi-level–and effective? Environ. Policy
Gov. 2009, 19, 197–214. [CrossRef]

82. Lenton, T.M. Environmental tipping points. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 2013, 38, 1–29. [CrossRef]
83. Ekstrom, J.; Young, O. Evaluating functional fit between a set of institutions and an ecosystem. Ecol. Soc.

2009, 14, 16. [CrossRef]
84. Olsson, P.; Gunderson, L.; Carpenter, S.; Ryan, P.; Lebel, L.; Folke, C.; Holling, C.S. Shooting the rapids:

Navigating transitions to adaptive governance of social-ecological systems. Ecol. Soc. 2006, 11, 18. [CrossRef]
85. Crook, D.A.; Lowe, W.H.; Allendorf, F.W.; Eros, T.; Finn, D.S.; Gillanders, B.M.; Hadwen, W.L.; Harrod, C.;

Hermoso, V.; Jennings, S.; et al. Human effects on ecological connectivity in aquatic ecosystems: Integrating
scientific approaches to support management and mitigation. Sci. Total Environ. 2015, 534, 52–64. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

86. Nelson, D.R.; Adger, W.N.; Brown, K. Adaptation to environmental change: Contributions of a resilience
framework. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 2007, 32, 395–419. [CrossRef]

87. Lebel, L.; Anderies, J.; Campbell, B.; Folke, C.; Hatfield-Dodds, S.; Hughes, T.; Wilson, J. Governance and the
capacity to manage resilience in regional social-ecological systems. Ecol. Soc. 2006, 11, 19. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-1739.1995.09061365.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w9100755
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature22901
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28569801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.uclim.2015.06.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2014.10.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-02606-130235
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-02827-140126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10584-006-9089-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1007887107
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21135232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2011.04.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-110615-085817
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2016.06.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02626667.2011.631013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2012.12.097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-102511-084654
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-02930-140216
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-01595-110118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.04.034
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25917446
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.energy.32.051807.090348
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-01606-110119


Water 2018, 10, 672 19 of 19

88. Hermans, L.M.; Haasnoot, M.; ter Maat, J.; Kwakkel, J.H. Designing monitoring arrangements for
collaborative learning about adaptation pathways. Environ. Sci. Policy 2017, 69, 29–38. [CrossRef]

89. Lawrence, J.; Haasnoot, M. What it took to catalyse uptake of dynamic adaptive pathways planning to
address climate change uncertainty. Environ. Sci. Policy 2017, 68, 47–57. [CrossRef]

© 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2016.12.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2016.12.003
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Methods 
	Clarification of Terms 
	Case Study Description and the Actors Involved in Conservation 
	Research Design and Data Collection 

	Results 
	Jurisdictional, Ecosystem, and Institutional Mismatches 
	Adaptive Management and Its Barriers across Scales 
	Actor Roles and Decision Pathways for Ecosystem Management 

	Discussion 
	Temporal and Spatial Arrangements Applied to Ecosystem Conservation 
	From Adaptive Governance to Decision-Making for Adaptive Ecosystem Management 

	Conclusions 
	References

