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Figure F1. Conceptual representation of the case study area.
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Table S1. Participants of stakeholder workshop 1.
	Abbreviation
	Actor
	Role

	FOF
	Friends of Forrestdale
	Community conservation group: responsible for ecological monitoring, revegetation and rehabilitation works

	COA
	City Council of Armadale
	Council: land allocation, drainage, groundwater use for irrigation

	DOW
	Department of Water
	Water regulator: groundwater allocation and surface water monitoring of the wetland

	DPAW
	Department of Parks and Wildlife
	Conservation authority: protecting biodiversity, visitor access, and coordinating local wetland management



Table S2. Stakeholder discussions template workshop 1. 
	Topics discussed
	Outcome

	1. Determine problem statement, objectives, drivers and performance metrics of the wetland
	Eight critical socio-ecological objectives that depend on sufficient water levels 

	2. Identify measures to maintain sufficient water levels

	Adaptation measures that were proposed formed the basis for further discussions on adaptive management

	3. Discuss the measures and the role of each actor
	Role of each actor as determined in policy and law

	4. Set priorities for each socio-ecological objective
	Initially all objectives are equal without prioritisation



Table S3. Critical socio-ecological objectives of the wetland. 
	Socio-ecological objective

	1. protect vegetation and mammals; fire and drought prevention

	2. prevent mosquitoes

	3. protect waterbirds

	4. protect frogs

	5. protect tortoises

	6. protect macro-invertebrates

	7. prevent exposure of Acid Sulphate Soils

	8. maintain sediment processes



[bookmark: _Toc495593269]Table S4. Adaptation measures that were proposed in workshop 1.
	Adaptation measure
	Consensus

	1. Recoup unused entitlements (especially in groundwater capture zone of wetland)
	No

	2. Restrict exempt use (especially in groundwater capture zone of wetland)
	No

	3. Improve metering of licenses around the lake
	Yes

	4. Recover licenses through land-use change
	No

	5. Reduce Leederville aquifer abstraction 
	Yes

	6. Implementing WSUD to redirect stormwater to lake from new developments around the lake
	Yes

	7. Sewer system to replace septic tanks
	Yes

	8. Get local community support to change the negative perception of management authorities
	Yes

	9. DPAW to manage the lake by reducing the threat of fires and water draw downs
	Yes

	10. Ramsar criteria should be applied and ecological water requirements implemented as when originally studied
	No

	11. Monitor water quality from surrounding land-use and include as a condition of subdivision of lots. 
	No

	12. Work closely with DPAW and DOW to achieve measurable outcomes of management
	Yes

	13. Reporting to Commonwealth of possible change in ecological character could result in an intra-agency committee with the community
	Yes

	14. Response plan: work with development proponents in drainage design; review limits of acceptable change as preliminary assessment; work with COA to direct drainage through James Drain
	No

	15. Review the limits of acceptable hydrological change
	No



Table S5. Participants of stakeholder workshop 2 and 3.
	Abbreviation
	Actor
	Role

	FOF
	Friends of Forrestdale
	Community conservation group: responsible for ecological monitoring, revegetation and rehabilitation works

	COA
	City Council of Armadale
	Council: land allocation, drainage, groundwater use for irrigation

	DOW
	Department of Water
	Water regulator: groundwater allocation and surface water monitoring of the wetland

	DPAW

	Department of Parks and Wildlife

	Conservation authority: protecting biodiversity, visitor access, and coordinating local wetland management

	WC
	Water Corporation 
	Water utility: responsible for groundwater abstraction and main drains around the wetland 

	URB
	Urbaqua
	Groundwater research institute



Table S6. Stakeholder discussions template workshop 2 and 3. 
	Topics discussed
	Aim

	1. Determine the common objectives for wetland management and the adaptation measures proposed from workshop 1
	Reach consensus on a common problem and set the agenda following from the social-ecological objectives. Agenda setting of all actions.

	2. Identify the interest that actors have in local wetland management
	Discussion among actors and reaching consensus


	3. Limitations to implementing adaptation measures
	Plan formulation and the barriers that are expected among actors

	4. Debate the adaptation measures in a matrix across scales
	Analyse the barriers across multiple scales for plan formulation

	5. Debate on which actor has the jurisdiction for each adaptation measure and determine which actors are involved to decide about the implementation
	The decision-making process among actors from workshop 1-3 for the implementation of adaptive management 

	6. Debate the adaptation measures in a matrix across scales
	Analyse the barriers across multiple scales for plan formulation



Table S7. An overview of adaptation measures and their expected impact on the different socio-ecological objectives determined by actors: high priority (1); medium priority (2); and low priority (3) impact that is: positive (+); negative (-); nor positive or negative (0) adaptation measure with: high costs ($$$); medium costs ($$); low costs ($).
	
	
	Impact

	Adaptation measure
	Implementation scale
	Priority
	Impact
	Actor
	Cost

	1. Recoup unused entitlements (especially in groundwater capture zone of wetland)
	local
	2
	+
	DOW
	$

	2. Restrict exempt use (especially in groundwater capture zone of wetland)
	local
	1
	+
	DOW
	$

	3. Improve metering of licenses around the lake
	local
	3
	0
	COA
	$$$

	4. Recover licenses through land-use change
	local
	3
	0
	DOW
	$

	5. Reduce Leederville aquifer abstraction 
	regional
	1
	+
	WC
	$

	6. Implementing WSUD to redirect stormwater to lake from new developments around the lake
	regional
	2
	+
	COA
	$$$

	7. Sewer system to replace septic tanks
	local
	3
	+
	COA
	$$$

	8. Get local community support to change the negative perception of management authorities
	regional
	2
	+
	FOF
	$

	9. DPAW to manage the lake by reducing the threat of fires and water draw downs
	local
	1
	+
	DPAW
	$$

	10. Ramsar criteria should be applied and ecological water requirements implemented as when originally studied
	local-regional
	1
	0
	DPAW
	$

	11. Monitor water quality from surrounding land-use and include as a condition of subdivision of lots. 
	regional
	2
	+
	COA
	$

	12. Work closely with DPAW and DOW to achieve measurable outcomes of management
	national
	2
	0
	DPAW
	$

	13. Reporting to Commonwealth of possible change in ecological character could result in an intra-agency committee with the community
	regional
	3
	+
	DPAW
	$$

	14. Response plan: work with development proponents in drainage design; review limits of acceptable change as preliminary assessment; work with COA to direct drainage through James Drain
	state
	1
	+
	DPAW
	$

	15. Review the limits of acceptable hydrological change
	national
	1
	+
	DPAW
	$



Table S8. Interests that the actors have in the management of the wetland. Proposed interests by actor (pink); interest mentioned or agreed by other actors (green); interest disagreed by other actors (red); neither agree/disagree (grey).
	All interests
	FOF
	COA
	DOW
	DPAW
	WC
	URB

	Midge management (local government)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ramsar commitments (DOE, DPAW, DOW, local government)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Superficial water levels under statement 688 (DOW reports annually to EPA)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Drainage (Water Corporation, local government)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Management plans (DPAW)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community concerns related to a lack of water and fire risk
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Increased ferocity due to weed invasion
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Spread of Typha orientalis
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Public appreciates better appearance of the lake (aesthetic value)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Midge explosions cause nuisance among local population
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maintaining surrounding land-use (i.e urban, industrial development)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Management of midges for urban development (local government)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Management to reduce fire risk to surrounding development
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interface of Forrestdale Lake and Forrestdale Golf Course
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Manage water quality from surrounding development by WSUD implementation
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maintaining water resources and ecological function (DOW)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental values protection and recreation (Community)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prevent flooding of Forrestdale town site (drainage) and groundwater abstraction (Water Corporation)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Manage rate payer’s expectation and drainage system (local government)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Meet functions and values of the nature reserve; influence other stakeholders in wider catchment; weed control; fire management; and recreational facilities (DPAW)
	
	
	
	
	
	



Table S9. Limitations to the implementation of adaptation measures and the management authority considered responsible. Limitations recognised by the management authority itself (pink); limitations agreed by other management authorities (green); limitations not mentioned by the representative institution, or no indication of agree/disagree, neutral statement (grey).
	Limitations
	FOF
	COA
	DOW
	DPAW

	1. Review groundwater allocation limits with groundwater (climate) scenario modelling
	
	
	
	

	2. Difficulty in recovering private licensing under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act (RiWi 1914)
	
	
	
	

	3. State Government should enforce DOW to prevent consistently breaching of bore water levels
	
	
	
	

	4. The EPA needs to enforce the rules
	
	
	
	

	5. Local government works under State policy and legislation. Takes direction from expert Sate departments

	
	
	
	

	6. No direct referral to the EPA or Commonwealth Government for environmental protection
	
	
	
	

	7. DPAW no decision-making authority and only provides advise
	
	
	
	

	8. Scope in water and land policy/legislation to integrate cumulative impact assessments
	
	
	
	

	9. Intra-agency cooperation, but lack of coordinating group for management at local scale
	
	
	
	



Table S10. Summary of the case study in relation to the interaction and legal perspectives. 
	Climate adaptation, social, and ecosystem adaptation

	· Public support and awareness to retain minimum surface and groundwater level requirements in the wetland that sustain ecological processes
· Mandated minimum water levels by policy and legislation
· Adaptation options include ecosystem-based and engineered measures
· Institutional capacity and awareness to explore policy adaptation
· Agency-to-agency relationships to enhance cross-sectoral cooperation
· Recognition of transboundary issues to integrate water and land management
· Decision and ecosystem scale information: multiple actors are involved to make decisions for adapting ecosystems

	Main characteristics of implementation arrangements

	· Common inter-jurisdictional needs: reduction of groundwater abstraction, reprioritising socio-ecological objectives, and redefining water level thresholds
· Specific focus for management initiatives are implemented through agency-to-agency relationships 
· Mutual respect, understanding, and trust for administrative decisions, cooperation of multiple management authorities (cross-sectoral), contingency plans, and involvement of public opinion
· Collection and coordination of information: the responsibility to execute adaption measures by representative departments is restrained or mandated by State level policies and legislation. 
· Recognition of transboundary issues:  the success of implementation depends on the integration of land use planning, water resource planning, and environmental management.



Table S11. Adaptation measures and the analysed jurisdictional, ecosystem, and institutional scale mismatches for implementation. From policy/law literature review and stakeholder contribution in debates. 
	
	Jurisdictional Scale
	Ecosystem Scale
	Institutional Scale

	Adaptation measure
	Actor
	Level
	Biophysical process
	Level
	Policy/Law
	Level

	1. Recoup unused entitlements
	DOW
	State
	Groundwater
	Patch
	Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914
	State

	2. Restrict exempt use
	DOW
	State
	Groundwater
	Patch
	Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914
	State

	3. Improve metering 
	COA
	Local
	Groundwater
	Patch
	Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914
	State

	4. Recover licenses 
	DOW
	State
	Groundwater
	Patch
	Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914
	State

	5. Reduce groundwater abstraction 
	DOW
	State
	Groundwater
	Patch
	Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914
	State

	6. Redirect stormwater to wetland
	DPAW
	State
	Surface water
	Catchment
	Environmental Protection Act 1986
	State

	7. Sewer system
	COA
	Local
	Soil and acidification
	Catchment
	State Planning Policy 2.3 Jandakot Groundwater Protection
	State

	8. Local community support
	FF / COA
	Local
	Weeds and birds
	Local
	-
	-

	9. Reduce risk of fire and water draw downs 
	DPAW
	State
	Surface water
	Regional
	Ministerial water requirements for Jandakot Mound wetlands
	State

	10. Apply Ramsar ecological criteria
	DPAW
	State
	Ecological
	Regional
	Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
	National

	11. Monitor water quality 
	WC
	State
	Eutrophication
	Patch
	Water Agencies Act 1984
	State

	12. Collaboration for shared outcomes
	FF/DPAW/DOW
	Local/State
	Surface water
	Regional
	Forrestdale Lake Management Plan 2005
	Local

	13. Cross-jurisdictional/agency for biodiversity
	DPAW/DOW
	State
	Ecological
	Regional
	Wildlife Conservation Act 1950
	State

	14. Response plan for drainage
	WC
	State
	Eutrophication
	Catchment
	Water Agencies Act 1984
	State

	15. Review limits of acceptable hydrological change
	DPAW
	State
	Ecological
	Patch
	Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
	National



Table S12. Adaptation measures and the compared jurisdictional, ecosystem, and institutional scale mismatches for implementation. Mismatches are indicated in red and comparable scales in green
	
	Jurisdictional Scale
	Ecosystem Scale
	Institutional Scale

	Adaptation measure
	Actor
	Level
	Biophysical process
	Level
	Policy/Law
	Level

	1. Recoup unused entitlements
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Restrict exempt use
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Improve metering 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Recover licenses 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Reduce groundwater abstraction
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Redirect stormwater to wetland
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Sewer system
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Local community support
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Reduce risk of fire and water draw downs 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Apply Ramsar ecological criteria
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Monitor water quality 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Collaboration for shared outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Cross-jurisdictional/agency for biodiversity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14. Response plan for drainage
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Review limits of acceptable hydrological change
	
	
	
	
	
	



Table S13. Adaptation measures that require State or Commonwealth approval to change legislation are long-term decisions whereas actions without approval are short-term decisions.
	
	Institutional Scale
	Temporal Scale

	Adaptation measure
	Policy/Law
	Decision by
	Approval necessary
	Actor included 
	Short
	Long

	1. Recoup unused entitlements
	Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914
	State Government
	Yes
	No
	
	X

	2. Restrict exempt use
	Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914
	State Government
	No
	Yes
	X
	

	3. Improve metering 
	Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914
	State Government
	No
	Yes
	X
	

	4. Recover licenses 
	Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914
	State Government
	Yes
	No
	
	X

	5. Reduce groundwater abstraction 
	Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914
	State Government
	Yes
	No
	
	X

	6. Redirect stormwater to wetland
	Environmental Protection Act 1986
	State
	No
	Yes
	X
	

	7. Sewer system
	State Planning Policy 2.3 Jandakot Groundwater Protection
	State Government
	No
	Yes
	X
	

	8. Local community support
	-
	-
	No
	Yes
	X
	

	9. Reduce risk of fire and water draw downs 
	Ministerial water requirements for Jandakot Mound wetlands
	State Government
	Yes
	No
	
	X

	10. Apply Ramsar ecological criteria
	Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
	Commonwealth Government
	Yes
	No
	
	X

	11. Monitor water quality 
	Water Agencies Act 1984
	State Government
	No
	No
	X
	

	12. Collaboration for shared outcomes
	Forrestdale Lake Management Plan 2005
	State Government
	No
	No
	X
	

	13. Cross-jurisdictional/agency for biodiversity
	Wildlife Conservation Act 1950
	State Government
	No
	No
	X
	

	14. Response plan for drainage
	Water Agencies Act 1984
	State
	Eutrophication
	Catchment
	Water Agencies Act 1984
	State

	15. Review limits of acceptable hydrological change
	Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
	National
	Ecological
	Patch
	Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
	National



Table S14. For each adaptation measure the level of intervention at jurisdictional scale is presented following from Table S13. The interventions are compared to the biophysical processes it targets.
	
Adaptation measure (management intervention)
	Jurisdictional level of intervention 
	Impact on ecosystem biophysical across scales

	
	Local
	State
	National
	Individual
	Local
	Inter-mediate
	Regional

	
1. Limit groundwater use
	
	
X
	
	
Species
	
Groundwater
	
Buffer zone
	
-

	2. Restrict exempt use of groundwater
	
	X
	
	Species
	Groundwater
	-
	-

	3. Improve metering of licenses
	X
	
	
	-
	Water level
	-
	-

	4. Recover licenses through land-use change
	
	X
	
	-
	Water level
	-
	-

	5. Reduce groundwater abstraction
	
	X
	
	Migrating species
	Groundwater
	-
	Groundwater

	6. Redirect storm water to lake
	
	X
	
	Species
	Surface water
	Buffer zone
	-

	7. Sewer system to replace septic tanks
	X
	
	
	-
	Eutrophication
	-
	-

	8. Local community support
	X
	
	
	Bird species
	Invasive species
	-
	-

	9. Reduce risk of fire and water draw downs
	X
	X
	
	Species
	Fire
	Buffer zone
	-

	10. Apply Ramsar ecological criteria
	X
	
	X
	Species
	Fire and Soil
	-
	-

	11. Monitor water quality
	X
	
	
	-
	Eutrophication
	-
	-

	12. Collaboration for shared outcomes
	
	X
	
	-
	Eutrophication
	Soil
	-

	13. Cross-jurisdictional/agency for biodiversity
	
	X
	X
	-
	-
	-
	Migrating species

	14. Response plan for drainage
	X
	X
	X
	Species
	Soil
	Buffer zone
	Migrating species

	15. Review the limits of acceptable hydrological change
	X
	X
	X
	-
	-
	-
	Migrating species



Table S15. Flexible arrangements from an interaction and legal perspective.
	Flexible arrangements from an interaction perspective

	Flexibility of the content

	· The problem statement was similarly described by all stakeholders - i.e. that breaching the lowest acceptable water level impacts the biophysical processes of the wetland. 
· The objectives for wetland conservation across state level actors also protect individual rights, such as groundwater abstraction from private garden bores and irrigation. 
· The rights of the environmental and individual people are both bound by the institutional scale and predominantly determine the actions required by actors at a state level. Institutional conditions to protect the individual right of people and the environment are contradictory when groundwater abstraction or irrigation limits are proposed. 
· The state water authority has little support to change laws within the current political climate and consequently prevent the actors from effectively implementing adaptation measures that reduce the use of groundwater. 
· Despite cross-level collaboration, wetland conservation at the local scale remains constrained. 
· Law and policy determined at state and federal level prevent the redirection of stormwater into the wetland, which could help to mitigate the ongoing protection of individual rights. 
· Reprioritisation or amendment of which biophysical processes of the wetland need protection are limited. 
· The integration of land-use, water policy and environmental law remains fragmented and causes an ineffective fit across jurisdictional and ecosystem scales.

	Flexibility of the structure

	· A flexible structure with actors is maintained through specific study groups that focus on water supplementation, water conservation, and the biophysical processes of the wetland. 
· Despite a lack of structural provisions and a strong focus on trust, cross-level collaboration is extended by inviting other representative key actors for the specific study groups. 
· The water utility (state and local level) and a local member of the community provided new cross-level collaboration and the formation of study groups. 
· Local level actors determined which adaptation measures will be covered at their jurisdiction due to the better match with the ecosystem scale and the individual biophysical processes. 
· There is no clear arrangement of a coordinating actor to facilitate cross-level interaction at jurisdictional scale to implement all adaptive measures. 
· In the absence of one single actor with full jurisdiction, cross-level cooperation is required for the development of coordinated strategies.

	Flexibility of the process

	· Overlap and mismatch of the jurisdictions of actors result from the institutional framework. 
· Collaboration of actors was flexible as a result of overlapping jurisdiction. 
· The inclusion of the water utility as actor in the case study provided pragmatic collaboration with the water regulator. 
· The existing jurisdiction is determined by non-flexible institutional levels. 
· The slow process of policy or legislation changes at a state level limit the effective implementation of adaptive measures at a local level.
· The local wetland management plan provides short-term amendments with a shared jurisdiction among actors.

	Flexible arrangements from a legal perspective

	Flexibility of the contents

	· The institutional scale limits the implementation of adaptive management and provide no capacity for local actors to take decisions. 
· The decision process is changed in response to cross-level interactions; however, state level actors have more influence to negotiate new policy or law. 
· There is a strong focus on controlling or limiting land-use activities that indirectly protect the integrity of the wetland, rather than controlling or limiting water resources that require institutional changes across multiple levels. 
· Management plans are mutual agreements among participants, whereas biodiversity law or state water policies are agreements among state level actors.

	Flexibility of the arrangements

	· The decision to reduce invasive species, increase fire prevention, and monitoring of species are binding agreements that are part of local management plans and state land-use and water policies. 
· Local management plans are subject to public consultation and set out a strategy for 10 years. 
· State water policies or biodiversity laws have not been updated in decades.



Table S16. The actors involved in the decision-making process during all three workshops at three stages: Agenda setting; Plan formulation; and Implementation
	
	Workshop 1
	Workshop 2
	Workshop 3

	Adaptation measure
	Actors (Agenda setting)
	Actors (Plan formulation)
	Actors (Implementation)

	1. Recoup unused entitlements
	COA/DOW
	COA/DOW
	DOW

	2. Restrict exempt use
	COA/DOW
	COA/DOW/URB
	DOW

	3. Improve metering 
	FOF/COA
	FOF/COA
	FOF/COA

	4. Recover licenses 
	DOW
	DOW/WC
	DOW/WC

	5. Reduce groundwater abstraction 
	All actors
	All actors
	All actors

	6. Redirect stormwater to wetland
	COA/DPAW
	COA/DPAW/WC/ URB
	DPAW/WC

	7. Sewer system
	COA
	COA/FOF
	COA

	8. Local community support
	FOF/COA
	FOF/COA/DPAW
	COA

	9. Reduce risk of fire and water draw downs 
	FOF/COA
	FOF/COA/DPAW
	DPAW

	10. Apply Ramsar ecological criteria
	DPAW
	DPAW
	DPAW

	11. Monitor water quality 
	DOW/WC
	FOF/DOW/WC
	WC

	12. Collaboration for shared outcomes
	FOF/DOW/DPAW
	DOW/DPAW
	DPAW

	13. Cross-jurisdictional/agency for biodiversity
	DPAW
	DPAW/DOW
	DPAW/DOW

	14. Response plan for drainage
	DPAW
	DPAW/WC/URB
	DPAW/WC/URB

	15. Review limits of acceptable hydrological change
	FOF/DPAW
	FOF/DPAW
	DPAW




Table S17. An overview of the involved actors and other actors (not involved in the workshop) required for decision-making to implement each adaptation measure.
	
	
	Decision-making actors for implementation

	Adaptation measures
	Consensus
	FOF
	COA
	DOW
	DPAW
	WC
	URB
	Other

	1. Recoup unused entitlements
	Y
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	State Gov

	2. Restrict exempt use
	Y
	
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	State Gov

	3. Improve metering 
	Y
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	State Gov

	4. Recover licenses 
	Y
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	State Gov

	5. Reduce groundwater abstraction 
	N
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	State Gov

	6. Redirect stormwater to wetland
	N
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	EPA

	7. Sewer system
	N
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	State Planning Institute

	8. Local community support
	Y
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	
	-

	9. Reduce risk of fire and water draw downs 
	Y
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	
	State Gov

	10. Apply Ramsar ecological criteria
	Y
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	Commonwealth Gov

	11. Monitor water quality 
	N
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	-

	12. Collaboration for shared outcomes
	Y
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	-

	13. Cross-jurisdictional/agency for biodiversity
	Y
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	State

	14. Response plan for drainage
	Y
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	-

	15. Review limits of acceptable hydrological change
	Y
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	Commonwealth Gov
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