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ABSTRACT
the highest priority, followed by land, then biota,
with atmosphere the lowest priority. Decisionmakers also considered that environmental management should not impact negatively on built or
social capital. Few significant differences in priorities were found between decision-maker groups.
However, clusters of manager types were found
which represent distinct alternative management
strategies, notably the prioritization of either
intermediate or final ecosystem services. The
results have implications for regional environmental decision-making and suggest that embracing
variation in perspectives may be a better way forward for multistakeholder MCDA. The study operationalizes natural capital and ecosystem services by
providing strategic priorities for targeting management and policy within the context of communitybased, regional environmental management.

A ubiquitous problem for community-based
regional environmental agencies is to set strategic
management priorities among a myriad of issues
and multiple stakeholder perspectives. Here, we
quantify the strategic management priorities for
natural capital and ecosystem services using multicriteria decision analysis (MCDA) in a case study
of the South Australian Murray-Darling Basin
Natural Resources Management Board (the Board)
region. A natural capital and ecosystem services
framework was tailored to present decision-makers
with a range of potential issues for strategic consideration as goal hierarchies in MCDA. Priorities
were elicited from the Board and its four regionally
based consultative groups using the Analytical
Hierarchy Process and swing weights. Centered log
ratio transformed weights were analyzed using
multiple pairwise ANOVA comparisons (Dunnett’s
T3) and hierarchical cluster analysis. Substantial
variation in priorities occurred between decisionmakers. Nonetheless, analysis of priorities for assets
and services robustly demonstrated that water was
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agencies with a complex decision problem. Within
regions, management may be directed at multiple,
complexly interacting aspects of the environment
such as water, land, and biota; or processes such as
erosion, salinization, energy efficiency, climate
change, pollution, pest plants and animals, and
native species extinction. Compounding this complexity, the decision-making structure of community-based regional agencies typically requires
input from multiple stakeholders (Broderick 2005;
Farrelly and Conacher 2007). Thus, the strategic
challenge confronting regional agencies is the
identification of those environmental issues of
greatest importance and urgency for management
within the context of limited resources and multiple, diverse stakeholder perspectives. Two things
are required to address this challenge: (1) a comprehensive framework for considering the full
range of environmental issues of potential importance for management within a region, and; (2) a
structured means of quantifying and integrating
the priorities of multiple stakeholders.
To identify priorities for environmental management regional decision-makers need to consider
the full range of investment alternatives. The natural capital and ecosystem services framework may
be used to structure the task of identifying regional
priorities for environmental management. Natural
capital assets are the physical aspects and organization of the environment such as the land, water,
biota, and atmosphere (Costanza and others 1997;
MacDonald and others 1999; Fisher and others
2009). These assets generate a range of ecosystem
goods and services such as provisioning (for
example, food, fresh water), regulating (for example, pest control, flood mitigation), cultural (for
example, recreation, heritage), and supporting (for
example, water and nutrient cycling) services
(MEA 2005). Ecosystem services are aspects of
ecosystems utilized and valued by people and, in
conjunction with other forms of capital, contribute
to human wellbeing (Boyd and Banzhaf 2007;
Fisher and others 2009). Management of natural
capital is required to sustain the provision of ecosystem services and resultant human wellbeing
(Turner and Daily 2008; Daily and others 2009).
The natural capital and ecosystem services framework provides a comprehensive enumeration of
the range of environmental issues of potential import for management in a region.
Natural capital and ecosystem services frameworks have been used to inform environmental
management in several ways. Most commonly, the
economic value of ecosystem services has been
estimated to better account for the impact of hu-

man society on nature (Costanza and others 1997;
Farber and others 2006). However, economic valuation of the breadth of natural capital assets and
environmental services that need to be considered
for management at the regional level is prohibitively costly (Kroeger and Casey 2007). Rather,
quantification of the relative priority (importance
or value) of natural capital and ecosystem services
may be more appropriate for strategic regional
management (Cowling and others 2008).
Multicriteria decision analysis (MCDA) provides
a means for structuring complex environmental
management decisions and quantifying management priorities (Balasubramaniam and Voulvoulis
2005). MCDA is appropriate for supporting the
quantification of regional environmental management priorities as it: incorporates multiple incommensurate, competing, and conflicting criteria;
allows explicit consideration of trade-offs; does not
require monetary valuation; captures a broader
array of values, and; facilitates community-based
collaborative decision-making through integrating
the perspectives of multiple stakeholders (Prato
1999; Prato and Herath 2007). MCDA has been
widely applied in identifying priorities for environmental management generally (Balasubramaniam and Voulvoulis 2005; Mendoza and Martins
2006). A few studies have specifically used MCDA
to quantify strategic regional priorities for environmental management based on elements of the
natural capital and ecosystem services framework
and select specific projects for addressing these
(Hajkowicz 2006; Hajkowicz and McDonald 2006;
Hajkowicz 2008).
Inclusion of multiple stakeholder perspectives in
community-based regional planning has become
routine to enhance the effectiveness and acceptability of complex environmental management
decisions (Schmoldt and Peterson 2000; Broderick
2005). Stakeholder priorities have often been
found to vary considerably and often conflict in
environmental applications of MCDA (Hajkowicz
and McDonald 2006; Sell and others 2006; Balasubramaniam and others 2007; Hermans and others 2007; Hajkowicz 2008). Many multistakeholder
MCDA studies aim to arrive at a final prioritization
of management alternatives either through the
process of facilitating debate and compromise/
consensus among decision-makers (Gamboa 2006),
or through the mathematical aggregation of individual weights (Lai and others 2002; Ananda and
Herath 2003, 2008; Pavlikakis and Tsihrintzis 2003;
Hajkowicz 2006; Regan and others 2006). However, aggregation of priorities of multiple stakeholders to a single measure of central tendency (for

Managing Ecosystem Services
example, mean, geometric mean, rank aggregation) has been strongly criticized as it inevitably
results in the loss of information on the variation in
stakeholder perspectives (Regan and others 2006;
Xenarios and Tziritis 2007). The underlying principle here, that you can’t please all of the people all of
the time, is embodied in Arrow’s impossibility theorem and the social choice literature (Arrow 1950).
Rather than losing information through aggregation of diverse perspectives, a better approach is
to explore the similarities and differences among
stakeholders (Balasubramaniam and others 2007;
Fürstenau and others 2007; Hermans and others
2007; Rezaei-Moghaddam and Karami 2008). In
essence, MCDA-derived weights are a form of
multivariate data that can be analyzed using classical statistics. Statistical analysis enables the robust
assessment of differences in MCDA-derived
weights between criteria given multiple stakeholder perspectives, or differences in weights between groups of stakeholders (Schmoldt and
Peterson 2000; Sell and others 2006; Ananda and
Herath 2008). Statistical techniques can also be
used to explore clusters of different decision-maker
types (Emtage and others 2007; Lai and others
2009) according to their priorities for managing
different aspects of natural capital and ecosystem
services. However, caution must be exercised as
MCDA-derived weights may violate several
assumptions of classical statistics, particularly
through spurious bias toward negative correlations
resulting from the trade-offs involved in the
weighting process. Compositional analysis provides a
suite of techniques for the robust analysis of this
kind of data (Aitchison 1982, 1986; Aitchison and
Egozcue 2005; Buccianti and others 2006).
In this paper, we quantify and explore strategic
regional priorities for environmental management
based on a natural capital assets and ecosystem
services framework using a MCDA approach given
multiple stakeholder perspectives. We use a case
study of a community-based regional agency—the
South Australian Murray-Darling Basin (SAMDB)
Natural Resources Management Board (the Board).
A qualitative interview process was used to refine a
goals hierarchy for natural capital and ecosystem
services. MCDA workshops were held with the
Board and its four regionally based NRM advisory
groups to elicit management priorities for natural
capital assets and ecosystem services. Weights
quantifying management priorities were described
and transformed using compositional analysis.
Differences in management priority between natural capital assets and ecosystem services, and differences in management priority of individual
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assets and services between groups were assessed.
Cluster analysis was used to further explore typologies of decision-makers according to their priorities for managing natural capital and ecosystem
services. The results have implications for the
strategic management of natural capital and ecosystem services in the study area and more broadly.

REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
AND THE STUDY AREA
There is an increasing global trend for the delivery
of government environmental management programs through community-based regional agencies
(Peterson and others 2007; Somanathan and others
2009). In Australia, Commonwealth policy has
encouraged the establishment of 56 communitybased regional natural resource management (NRM)
agencies since the inception of the Natural Heritage
Trust in 1996 (Farrelly and Conacher 2007). In the
past, regional agencies in Australia have largely
aimed to identify key environmental assets and
threats, and then set resource condition and management action targets to address them (for
example, SAMDB NRM Board 2003) through a
process of broad community and stakeholder consultation (Farrelly and Conacher 2007; Robins and
Dovers 2007).
In the SAMDB region study area, the SAMDB
Natural Resources Management Board is the
community-based regional agency responsible for
environmental management. The region covers
around 56,000 km2 with a population of 81,000
people (Figure 1). Topography is mostly flat apart
from the hilly eastern Mt. Lofty Ranges. Climate
ranges from Mediterranean in the south to semiarid in the north. Key natural capital assets in the
region include the River Murray, its floodplain
and wetland ecosystems, the lower lakes, and
Coorong estuary. The region also supports
30,748 km2 (55%) of remnant native vegetation
including habitat and species of conservation significance.
Dryland
cropping
and
grazing
(23,304 km2) and irrigated horticulture and pastures (1023 km2) are the dominant land uses.
Agricultural development has caused increased
soil erosion, increased dryland and river salinity,
and biodiversity decline, especially in the southern
half of the region. Riparian ecosystems have been
further impacted over the past decade by reduced
environmental flows.
The Board consists of nine voting members as
well as four state government agency representatives and a local government representative. Four
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services into provisioning, regulating, cultural, and
supporting services (see also Farber and others
2006). Significant recent debate (Boyd and Banzhaf
2007; Wallace 2007; Fisher and others 2008, 2009)
has distinguished between intermediate services
(for example, nutrient cycling, pollination) and final services (for example, fresh water provision,
recreation) largely to avoid double counting in
valuation and accounting. However, management
may be directed at both intermediate and final
services. Hence, the full MEA (2005) framework
was used as a comprehensive starting point for
development of a goal hierarchy for MCDA. Modifications based on 56 qualitative ethnographic
interviews with regional decision-makers (described in Cast and others 2008; Raymond and
others 2009) included broadening of the natural
capital framework to include both Built and Social
capital (Figure 2) and by adding three new
ecosystem services: Geological Resources; Energy,
and; Bequest, Intrinsic and Existence values
(Figure 3).

Figure 1. Location and broad land use in the South
Australian Murray-Darling Basin study area including
NRM Group boundaries.

regionally based NRM Groups (Rangelands, Ranges
to River, Mallee and Coorong, Riverlands; see Figure 1) each consisting of seven community representatives and stakeholders also advise the Board.
Board and group members are drawn on the basis
of their expertise, from a range of backgrounds
including primary production (dryland famers and
irrigators), soil conservation, local government,
animal and plant control, salinity mitigation,
indigenous issues, and the management of biodiversity and water resources (SAMDB NRM Board
2009).

METHODS
Defining Goal Hierarchies for Natural
Capital and Ecosystem Services
Goal hierarchies were developed for natural capital
and ecosystem services to provide structure for the
quantification of management priorities. Natural
capital assets were defined by the Board as Land,
Water, Biota, and Atmosphere. For ecosystem services, a number of typologies exist (Costanza and
others 1997; Daily 1997; de Groot and others 2002;
MEA 2005). The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment framework (MEA 2005) classified ecosystem

MCDA Workshop Process
Five MCDA workshops were held across the
SAMDB region—one with the Board and one with
each of the regional groups. Workshops were attended by 43 decision-makers with 40 valid responses. Weights for individual participants were
elicited using Logical Decisions for Groups (Smith
2007). Following the goal hierarchy structure
(Figures 2 and 3), local weights were first assigned
to the assets and services within each capital type
and ecosystem service type, then to the higher level
capital types and ecosystem service types themselves.
The Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP; Saaty
1977, 1980) was used to derive weights for all

CAPITAL
(NC1) Water
Natural Capital

(NC2) Land
(NC3) Biota
(NC4) Atmosphere
(BC1) Built Environs and Infrastructure

Built Capital

(BC2) Zoning and Planning
(BC3) Economic Viability and Employment

Social Capital

(SC1) Family
(SC2) Community

Figure 2. Capital-based goals hierarchy with individual
assets (right) grouped into three capital asset types.
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(P5) Energy
(R1) Air Quality
(R2) Climate
(R3) Water Quantity
Regulating

(R4) Erosion
(R5) Water Quality
(R6) Disease, Pests, and Natural Hazards
(R7) Pollination
(C1) Cultural Diversity and Heritage
(C2) Spiritual, Sense of Place, and Lifestyle
(C3) Knowledge and Education

Cultural

(C4) Aesthetics and Inspiration
(C5) Social Relations
(C6) Recreation and Tourism
(C7) Bequest, Intrinsic, and Existence
(S1) Soil Formation

Supporting

(S2) Photosynthesis and Plant Primary Production
(S3) Nutrient Cycling
(S4) Water Cycling

Figure 3. Ecosystem service-based goals hierarchy with
individual services (right) grouped into four ecosystem
service types.

capital assets, capital types, and ecosystem service
types because of the intuitive nature of the pairwise comparison process. For ecosystem services,
the swing weights technique (von Winterfeldt and
Edwards 1986) was used to derive weights. The
swing weights technique is more parsimonious
than techniques that involve pairwise comparisons
like AHP when many (>4) criteria need to be
weighted. Both AHP (for example, Pavlikakis and
Tsihrintzis 2003; Ananda and Herath 2008) and
swing weights (for example, Balasubramaniam
and others 2007) have been used extensively in
environmental management.
Decision-makers were directed to assign weights
to capital assets and ecosystem services according to
their perceived importance and urgency, and
hence, priority (Saaty 1994), for management in the
SAMDB region. In pairwise comparison using AHP,
participants were asked to select the criterion of
highest priority for management then score the
strength of this decision using the fundamental
scale (Saaty 1994) of 1–9 (that is, 1 = equal,
3 = moderate, 5 = strong, 7 = very strong, and
9 = extreme). After Saaty (1980), given D criteria
(# capital assets, asset types, or ecosystem service
types), a reciprocal D 9 D matrix of pairwise comparisons was then created A = (aik) for i,k = 1, 2, …,
D, such that:

Local weights wi reflecting the management priority of individual criteria were then calculated as the
normalized principal eigenvector of the matrix A
(Saaty 1980). This was estimated by averaging over
the normalized columns of A and the consistency
ratio was calculated following Saaty (1980).
In assigning swing weights (von Winterfeldt and
Edwards 1986), within an ecosystem service type,
participants were asked to assign a score wi = 100
to the ecosystem service i they considered to be of
highest priority for management in the study area.
Sequentially, scores were assigned to other services
within the ecosystem service type according to
management priority relative to the highest priority
service such that wi is less than or equal to 100.
Where ecosystem services were considered of no
importance for management, wi = 0.PLocal weights
D
0
0
w
i¼1 wi ; where
Pi Dwere0 then calculated as wi ¼ wi
i¼1 wi ¼ 1 and, in this case, D is the number of
ecosystem services in the ecosystem service type.
Local weights on the higher level asset/service
types were modified to remove bias resulting from
variation in the number of assets/services they
contained while still summing to 1 (Saaty 1994):
Dc wc
wc0 ¼ dc PC
;
c¼1 Dc wc

ð2Þ

where wc is the local weight of the higher level
asset/service type c, Dc is the number of assets/services in asset/service type c, C is the number of
asset/service types (that is, 4), and dc is the ratio of
the number of assets/services in type c over the
average number of assets/services within an asset/
service type, dc ¼ Dc =Dc .
Global weights were then calculated for each
capital asset and ecosystem service by multiplying
their local weight wi0 by the modified local weight of
their respective higher level asset/service type wc0 .
Global weights sum to 1 over all capital assets and
over all ecosystem services and quantify the management priorities of each decision-maker.

Compositional and Statistical Analysis
Statistical analysis was used to explore management priorities of decision-makers for capital assets
and ecosystem services. Global weights in the
MCA-derived data necessarily sum to 1 (the unitsum constraint) over capital assets and over
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ecosystem services for each decision-maker. As
such, the data are compositional and are subject to
closure effects as at least one negative correlation
must exist between variables (that is, if one weight
is increased, at least one other weight must decrease to preserve the unit-sum constraint not
necessarily because it has been assigned lower
priority). The unit-sum constraint also means that
data do not satisfy the assumptions required by
many classical statistical analyses. Results of statistical analyses of compositional data in raw form are
clouded as it is impossible to know if any relationships in the data reflect natural processes or are
an artifact of the closure effects (Aitchison 1982,
1986; Aitchison and Egozcue 2005; PawlowskyGlahn and Egozcue, 2006).
Aitchison (1986) described the simplex geometry
of compositional data and suggested log ratio
transformation for avoiding closure effects. Log
ratio analysis of compositional data has been most
common in fields such as mathematical geology
(Buccianti and others 2006, Drew and others
2008). Centered log ratio (clr) was selected in this
study because it maintains the original dimensionality (D) which provided more interpretable
results for our case study. A drawback of clr
transformation is that rows in the transformed data
sum to zero. The implications of this are that statistical analyses which rely on the covariance matrix of vectors of observations are not applicable
(Pawlowsky-Glahn and Egozcue 2006).
After
 Daunis-i-Estadella
 let

 and others (2006),
X ¼ xj ¼ x1j ; x2j ; . . . ; xDj 2 SD : j ¼ 1; 2; . . . ; n define a compositional data set. In this study, the two
compositional data matrices (capital assets and
ecosystem services matrices) consist of 40 rows x1,
x2, …, x40 with one row per decision-maker (that
is, n = 40), and D columns X1, X2, …, XD or parts.
D = 9 for the capital assets data set (Figure 2) and
D = 23 for the ecosystem services data set (Figure 3). Each row xj captures the weights xij representing the management priorities for each capital
asset/ecosystem service i for i = 1, 2, …, D of each
decision-maker j.
The distribution of raw weights is presented in
box plots based on the median interquartile range,
whiskers at 10th and 90th percentiles, and outliers
beyond these. The closed geometric mean of raw
weights gi was calculated as a more robust measure
of central tendency the management priority of
each capital asset and ecosystem service i:
!
n
Y
1=n
xij
gi ¼
; i ¼ 1; 2; . . . ; D
ð3Þ
j¼1

Together, the vector of closed geometric means g is
called the center of the composition of weights:
g ¼ C ðg1 ; g2 ; . . . ; gD Þ:

ð4Þ

Variance in management priorities for each capital
asset and ecosystem service was calculated as the
sum of the variance of the normalized log ratio of
pairs of parts (Pawlowsky-Glahn and others 2007):

D
1X
1
Xi
var½Xi  ¼
var pﬃﬃﬃ ln
; i ¼ 1; 2; . . . ; D ð5Þ
D k¼1
2 Xk
The total variance in management priorities for
both capital assets and ecosystem services for each
group was calculated by summing the variance
over all parts:
var½X ¼

D
X

var½Xi 

ð6Þ

i¼1

Global weights for both the capital assets and ecosystem services were subject to clr transformation calculated, for each participant i, as the natural log of the
raw scores over the geometric mean of the raw scores:


xj
x1j
;
clrðxj Þ ¼ ln
¼ ln
gD ðxj Þ
gD ðxj Þ
x2j
xDj
ln
; . . . ; ln
; j ¼ 1; 2; . . . ; n;ð7Þ
gD ðxj Þ
gD ðxj Þ
where gD(xj) is the geometric mean of the raw
weights across all assets/services for decision-maker
(row) j calculated as:
!1=D
D
Y
gD ðxj Þ ¼
xij
; j ¼ 1; 2; . . . ; n
ð8Þ
i¼1

Kolmogorov–Smirnov tests confirmed that clrtransformed data generally followed a normal distribution (P < 0.05). Hence, a range of classical
exploratory parametric statistical analyses was then
performed on the clr-transformed data using a
significance level of P < 0.05.
Multiple pairwise comparisons within a one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) were used to test for
differences in the distributions of management
priorities between individual capital assets and
ecosystem services. In combination with the
descriptive statistics, these analyses indicate which
assets and services are of significantly higher priority for management given the variation between
individual decision-makers. Similarly, multiple
pairwise comparisons within an ANOVA were also
used to test for differences in the distributions of
management priority of each capital asset and
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ecosystem service between the five groups of
decision-makers. Dunnett’s T3 (Dunnett 1980) was
used because it is robust to heteroscedasticity and
corrects for the increased family-wise Type I error
associated with multiple pairwise comparisons.
Hierarchical cluster analysis was used to create a
typology of decision-makers according to similarities in management priorities. Ward’s minimum
distance hierarchical method (Ward 1963) was
used based on the sum of squared Euclidean distances in clr-transformed weights to find clusters of
decision-makers (or sum of squared Aitchison distances). This technique iteratively merges the two
clusters which result in the smallest increase in the
overall sum of squared within-cluster Euclidean
distances. Inspection of dendrograms and cluster
membership of a range of classifications (2–10
clusters) informed the selection of management
typologies for both ecosystem services and capital
assets. Typologies were used to explore the nature
of decision-makers’ strategic priorities for managing natural capital and ecosystem services.

RESULTS
Interpretation of Capital Assets
and Ecosystem Services
Decision-makers interpreted the capital assets and
ecosystem services in the context of local and regional management issues (Tables 1 and 2).

Management Priorities
Management priorities for capital assets and ecosystem services varied among the full group of 40 decision-makers. Based on the closed geometric means of
raw weights, Water was the asset of highest management priority in the study area followed by Land
and Biota. The three Built Capital assets and Atmosphere were in the middle, with Family and Community of lower priority for management (Figure 4).
Based on clr-transformed data, the greatest variance
in management priorities of decision-makers occurred within Biota and Atmosphere and least variance occurred within the Land and Economic
Viability and Employment assets (Figure 4).
Considering the variation in responses of the full
group of decision-makers, ANOVA results suggested that the management priority of Water was
significantly higher than all other assets except
Land (Figure 4). The management priority for Land
was not significantly different from Water or Biota
but was significantly higher than all other assets.
Management priority for Biota was significantly
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higher than both Family and Community. There
was no significant difference in management priority of any other combination of assets (Figure 4).
For ecosystem services, management priorities
also varied widely over the full group of decisionmakers. Based on the geometric mean of raw
weights, a suite of water- and production-related
ecosystem services were attributed highest management priority including the provision of Fresh
Water, Water Quantity regulation, Food and Fiber
provision, Water Quality regulation, Water Cycling, Erosion regulation, and Disease, Pests, and
Natural Hazards regulation (Figure 5). Cultural
services were of lowest priority for management
(Figure 5). Based on the clr-transformed data,
Photosynthesis and Plant Primary Production,
Geological Resources, and Biochemical Resources
had the greatest variance in management priority
whereas Water Quality regulation, Pollination,
Erosion regulation, and Water Quantity regulation
had the lowest variance (Figure 5).
The provisioning service, Fresh Water, was of
significantly higher management priority than
Biochemical and Geological Resources, Air Quality
and Climate regulation, Pollination, Soil Formation, and all cultural services (Figure 5). Management priorities for both Water Quantity regulation
and Food and Fiber provision were significantly
higher than Air Quality, Pollination, and all cultural services (Figure 5). Similarly, Water Quality
regulation was of significantly higher management
priority than Air Quality and the cultural services.
Water Cycling, Erosion regulation, and Disease,
Pests, and Natural Hazard regulation were all significantly higher management priority than the
three cultural services of Aesthetics and Inspiration, Social Relations, and Recreation and Tourism.
Finally, Energy provision was of higher management priority than Social Relations and Recreation
and Tourism. There were no other significant differences in management priority between ecosystem services (Figure 5).
Substantial variation in management priorities
for capital assets occurred within the SAMDB NRM
Board and each of the four regional NRM Groups.
Variance in management priorities (Figure 6) was
highest in the Riverlands (var[X] = 4.58), followed
by Mallee and Coorong (var[X] = 3.20), the Board
(var[X] = 2.83), Ranges to River (var[X] = 1.73),
and lowest in the Rangelands (var[X] = 1.26).
There were very few (2 out of a possible 90)
significant differences in the management priorities of capital types between groups of decisionmakers (Figure 6). The Mallee and Coorong
attributed significantly higher management priority
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Table 1.

Interpretation of Capital Assets by Decision-Makers

Capital asset

Interpretation in the study area

(NC1) Water

Surface water bodies (for example, rivers, creeks, estuaries, lakes)
including associated ecosystems especially those along the River
Murray, lower lakes, and Coorong. Also includes rainfall, and other
sources of fresh water
Soils and land resources generally under agricultural production but also
supporting native habitat and pastures
Native species and ecosystems such as those occurring in patches of
remnant vegetation and especially those under formal protection
Air and climate including temperature and cloud cover affecting
incoming solar radiation
Includes schools, roads, buildings, locks, weirs, and salt interception
schemes
All relevant institutions regulating land use and the environment (for
example, protection for conservation)
Financial returns from agriculture, economic viability of local businesses, and job security
Relationships with family members (for example, parents, children,
grandchildren, etc.)
Relationships within groups of people connected through their local
area, or through activities such as schooling, fire-fighting, and land
stewardship

(NC2) Land
(NC3) Biota
(NC4) Atmosphere
(BC1) Built environs and infrastructure
(BC2) Zoning and planning
(BC3) Economic viability and employment
(SC1) Family
(SC2) Community

to Atmosphere than did the Rangelands due to the
greater problem with dust storms in the Mallee and
Coorong NRM Group region. The Riverlands
attributed significantly higher management priority
to Built Environs and Infrastructure than the Board
associated with the larger towns, irrigation infrastructure, locks, weirs, and salt interception
schemes in the Riverlands.
Variance in the management priority of ecosystem services (Figure 7) was nearly twice as high in
the Riverlands (var[X] = 19.70) as in the Rangelands (var[X] = 10.16), Mallee and Coorong
(var[X] = 10.09), and the Board (var[X] = 9.77),
with much lower variance in the Ranges to River
(var[X] = 5.63).
There were also very few (10 out of a possible
230) significant differences in the management
priorities of ecosystem services between groups of
decision-makers (Figure 7). Management priorities
for both Fresh Water and Food and Fiber were
significantly higher in the Board, Ranges to River,
and the Mallee and Coorong groups than in the
Rangelands. The Mallee and Coorong group
attributed significantly higher management priority
to Geological Resources than the Rangelands,
associated with the prospect of mining of mineral
sands. The Rangelands attributed significantly
higher management priority to Knowledge and
Education services associated with indigenous
knowledge prevalent in the Rangelands region.
Both the Board and the Mallee and Coorong

attributed higher management priorities to Soil
Formation than the Riverland. This was associated
with the importance of productivity of the agricultural soils in the Mallee and Coorong region and
their susceptibility to wind erosion.

Typology of Environmental Managers
A 3-cluster hierarchical classification was selected
to establish a typology of decision-makers with
respect to their priorities for managing natural
capital and other assets (Figure 8). Cluster 1 may be
characterized as pragmatic natural resource managers
as they attributed higher management priority to
the natural capital assets of Water, Land, and Biota,
moderate priority to the three built capital assets,
and very low priority to social capital assets. Cluster
2 may be characterized as community-minded managers as they distributed management priorities
fairly evenly across the range of assets with the
higher priority attributed to Water and Land assets
and lower priority to Biota and Atmosphere.
Cluster 3 may be characterized as deep green managers as they attributed very high management
priority to Water, Biota, and Land with very low
priority associated with built and social capital assets (Figure 8). Most decision-makers fall under
Cluster 1 (18) and 2 (16), with Cluster 3 consisting
of only six decision-makers.
A 3-cluster hierarchical classification was also
selected to establish a typology of decision-makers
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Interpretation of Ecosystem Services by Decision-Makers

Ecosystem service
(P1) Food and fiber

Interpretation in the study area

Agricultural production including dryland and irrigated crops and
wool production
(P2) Biochemical resources
A range of currently unknown but potential genetic, biochemical,
and pharmaceutical resources found in native ecosystems
(P3) Fresh water
Availability of high quality, potable water in surface water bodies and
from rainfall
(P4) Geological resources
A range of mineral resources extracted from land substrates (for
example, mineral sands)
(P5) Energy
Renewable energy sources potentially generated in the region such as
biofuels, wind and solar power
(R1) Air quality
The ability of sustainable farming techniques and native ecosystems
to mitigate dust storms
(R2) Climate
Regulation of climate change including global warming and decreased rainfall produced by tree cover, especially native habitat.
Also natural variability in rainfall (for example, drought)
(R3) Water quantity
Considered as environmental flows in rivers, lake levels, more
‘‘natural’’ water
(R4) Erosion
Predominantly wind erosion regulation from sustainable farming and
native ecosystems but also some consideration of river bank erosion
(R5) Water quality
Water quality enhancement from wetlands and riparian buffer strips
(R6) Disease, pests, and natural hazards
Effect of native ecosystems in mitigating threats to agriculture and
native ecosystems including both exotic (for example, goats) and
native species (for example, wombats, kangaroos). The fire hazard
of native vegetation was considered a major threat rather than
valued for natural hazard regulation
(R7) Pollination
Pollination services provided by insects especially in the context of
irrigated and dryland crop production
(C1) Cultural diversity and heritage
Relationship between indigenous people and the environment, and
also European agricultural and mining heritage
(C2) Spiritual, sense of place, and lifestyle
Special places in the landscape tied to religious beliefs, and cultural
traditions (especially indigenous). Connection o the land, and the
lifestyle offered through farming
(C3) Knowledge and education
Educational opportunities offered by the environment such as scientific research areas, and traditional knowledge of indigenous
people and other locals
(C4) Aesthetics and inspiration
The beauty of the landscape which may also inspire
(C5) Social relations
Opportunities for people to get together provided by the environment
(for example, meeting places, work)
(C6) Recreation and tourism
Environment-based recreation such as water skiing and other water
sports, fishing, hunting, camping, house-boating, hiking, and nature-based tourism
(C7) Bequest, intrinsic, and existence
Bequest values are associated with preserving a natural environment
for future generations, intrinsic value refers to the value of an
environment in and of itself, and existence values are associated
with knowing that an environment is preserved irrespective of any
benefit to humans
(S1) Soil formation
Ongoing processes of weathering of bedrock and integration of organic matter to create fertile soils
(S2) Photosynthesis and plant primary production Ongoing processes of plant growth through assimilating carbon
dioxide and sunlight underpinning food chains
(S3) Nutrient cycling
Ongoing processes of cycling of nitrogen, phosphorous and other
nutrients through the lithosphere and biosphere
(S4) Water cycling
Ongoing processes of cycling of water in gas, ice, and liquid form
through rainfall, run off and infiltration, evaporation, condensation, and so on
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Capital Assets
(NC1) Water
(NC2) Land
(NC3) Biota
(NC4) Atmosphere
(BC1) BE/Infrastr.
(BC2) Zoning/Plan.
(BC3) Econ./Employ.
(SC1) Family
(SC2) Community
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

g

var

0.240
0.169
0.134
0.078
0.080
0.080
0.084
0.065
0.069

0.322
0.276
0.516
0.379
0.311
0.355
0.302
0.355
0.321

(NC1) Water
(NC2) Land
(NC3) Biota
(NC4) Atmosphere
(BC1) BE/Infrastr.
(BC2) Zoning/Plan.
(BC3) Econ./Employ.
(SC1) Family
(SC2) Community
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0.04

0.06
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0.12

0.14

g

var

0.068
0.037
0.083
0.038
0.050
0.033
0.045
0.069
0.051
0.056
0.050
0.037
0.029
0.029
0.030
0.027
0.023
0.026
0.032
0.042
0.043
0.046
0.054
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0.648
0.504
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0.476
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0.407
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0.425
0.397
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0.527
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Figure 4. Boxplots of the raw weights representing the strategic management priority of capital assets in the study area
(left). Descriptive statistics are also presented including the center (closed geometric mean of raw compositional weights, g)
and the clr-variance (var). Together, the vector g forms the center of the composition of weights. On the right is the matrix
of outputs of multiple pairwise ANOVA (Dunnett’s T3) of clr-transformed weights based on all 40 decision-makers. Green
means that the management priority of the row asset is significantly higher than that of the column asset, orange
represents no significant difference between the row and column assets, red means that the management priority of the
row asset is significantly lower than the column asset.

0.16

Figure 5. Boxplots of the raw weights of strategic management priorities of ecosystem services (left), descriptive statistics
(center and variance), and results of multiple pairwise ANOVA (Dunnett’s T3) of clr-transformed weights (right) for all 40
decision-makers. See Figure 4 caption for interpretation of colors.

with respect to their ecosystem service management priorities (Figure 8). Cluster 1 may be characterized as farmer managers as they attributed high
priority to provisioning services and supporting
services, and very low management priority to

cultural services. Cluster 2 may be characterized as
final service managers as they had a strong focus on
provisioning and cultural services with very low
priority associated with supporting and regulating
services. Conversely, Cluster 3 may be character-
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Figure 6. clr-transformed weights representing the relative management priority of capital assets for decisionmakers in the SAMDB NRM Board and each of the four
regional NRM Groups.

ized as intermediate service managers as they attributed higher management priority to supporting
and regulating services, and lower priority to cultural and provisioning services (Figure 8). Most
decision-makers fall under Cluster 1 (16), with 13
decision-makers in Cluster 2, and 11 in Cluster 3.
Decision-makers from the five groups are spread
across clusters for both the capital assets and ecosystem services typologies (Table 3). However,
frequencies were too low to reliably confirm this
through chi-square analysis.

DISCUSSION
Implications for Regional Management
The substantial diversity in priorities for managing
natural capital and ecosystem services among
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regional decision-makers was consistent with other
studies (Hajkowicz and McDonald 2006; Sell and
others 2006; Balasubramaniam and others 2007;
Hermans and others 2007; Hajkowicz 2008). Despite this variation, there was general agreement
that natural capital assets should be managed as
a priority, but not at the expense of economic or
social assets. A reasonable rule of thumb for strategic regional management in the study area
emergent from this analysis is to prioritize Water
assets highest, followed by Land, then Biota, with
Atmosphere, Built and Social Capital of lower priority:
Water > Land > Biota > Atmosphere  Built Capital
 Social Capital
Management priorities for ecosystem services
reinforced this with a select few water- and production-related ecosystem services of significantly
higher management priority, especially compared
to cultural services. Recent drought and low river
flows probably contributed to the higher priority
attributed to water assets and services at the time of
the study.
The robust set of strategic priorities for managing
natural capital assets and ecosystem services can
enhance regional planning in several ways. Strategic priorities can guide the specification of targets
for critical natural capital (Macdonald and others
1999) and ecosystem services (Fisher and others
2008) in a strong sustainability approach to regional environmental management. They can be
used to target large scale regional investment of
public money in environmental management
(Bryan and Crossman 2008; Crossman and Bryan
2009; Raymond and others 2009) and inform relative levels of investment in managing specific
environmental issues through processes such as
fiscal equalization (Hajkowicz 2007). Strategic priorities can be also used to select a cost-effective
portfolio of management actions and inform policy
instruments such as payments for ecosystem services.
The few significant differences in management
priority of individual assets and services that occurred between groups of decision-makers were
largely a result of substantial within-group variation. Given this variation, cluster analysis was able
to identify decision-maker typologies according to
their individual strategic management priorities
(Emtage and others 2007; Lai and others 2009).
The capital assets typology shed light on the aspects
of environmental organization (Fisher and others
2009) of importance for management within a
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Figure 7. clr-transformed
weights representing the
relative management
priority of ecosystem
services for the five
groups of decision-makers
in the study area.
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broader social and economic context. Pragmatic
natural resource managers prioritized natural capital,
then built capital, with social capital lowest. The
community-minded managers attempt to prioritize
natural, built, and social capital equally, while the
deep green managers prioritized natural capital well
above all else.
The ecosystem services typology provided more
of a functional perspective on strategic management types. Aside from the distinct cluster of farmer
managers, decision-makers were naturally divided
according their priorities for managing either
intermediate or final services (Boyd and Banzhaf
2007; Wallace 2007; Fisher and others 2008, 2009).
To illustrate the underlying rationale, it is useful to
consider a simple linear chain where intermediate

services produce final services which, in turn,
produce benefits to people (Fisher and others 2008,
2009). Intermediate service managers prioritized the
management of supporting and regulating services
because they considered them essential and fundamental to the production of final services and,
subsequently, human benefits. They considered
that as long as these underpinning services were
managed, they would look after the rest. Conversely, final service managers perceived that intermediate services were subject to a low level of
threat and hence, did not require management,
and if they were threatened, there was little they
could do to manage these services anyway (for
example, how can they manage nutrient cycling,
photosynthesis, and so on?). Rather, final service
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1.5
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(BC2) Zoning/Plan.

(BC1) BE/Infrastr.

Pragmatic natural resource managers
Community-minded managers
Deep green managers

Farmer managers
Final service managers
Intermediate service managers

Cultural

Figure 8. Mean clr-transformed weights of management priority typologies for capital assets (left) and ecosystem service
types (right).

Table 3.

Membership of Management Clusters from the Five Groups of Decision-Makers
Capital assets

SAMDB NRM Board
Ranges to river
Mallee and Coorong
Rangelands
Riverlands
Total

Ecosystem services

Pragmatic
natural
resource
managers

Communityminded
managers

Deep
green
managers

Farmer
managers

Final
service
managers

Intermediate
service
managers

6
3
4
2
3
18

4
2
5
3
2
16

3
1
0
1
1
6

6
4
4
0
2
16

2
2
3
2
4
13

5
0
2
4
0
11

managers prioritized provisioning and cultural services which more directly affect people’s wellbeing
and are more tangible to manage.
These results have implications for communitybased, regional decision-making structures. Geographically based NRM Groups were not particularly parochial in prioritizing the specific assets and
services of concern in their local area (for example,
Rangelands did not focus on biodiversity, nor Riverlands on water, and so on). Rather, each of the
five groups included different manager types which
contributed to significant within-group variation in
priorities. This suggests that regional decisionmaking structures may be improved in two ways:
(1) by refining the mandate of geographically based
advisory groups to concentrate on local concerns,
and: (2) by establishing a cross-cutting set of advisory groups consisting of similar manager types (for
example, deep green managers, farmer managers,

and so on). This would enable manager types to
develop coherent cases for strategic management
according to the various perspectives and, when
combined with geographically based perspectives,
can inform final decision-making at the regional
level.

Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services
as a Management Framework
Several authors have commented on the importance
of structuring the decision problem in MCDA
(Mendoza and Martins 2006; Hajkowicz and Higgins
2008). In this study, natural capital and ecosystem
services provided a structured, comprehensive, and
powerful framework for capturing, communicating,
and understanding the range of aspects of the environment of potential import for management. The
framework simplified and clarified the complex task
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of setting priorities for strategic environmental
management. Use of a single, comprehensive
framework can also enhance the consistency and
comparability of strategic priority-setting across
multiple jurisdictions.
The concept of natural capital and ecosystem
services has been used in environmental management in several ways (Costanza and others 1997;
Macdonald and others 1999; Nelson and others
2009). However, despite significant recent research
attention, the concept of natural capital and ecosystem services is yet to deliver on its substantial
promise as the ‘‘last, best hope for making conservation mainstream’’ (Daily and others 2009).
When rooted in the context of natural capital and
ecosystem services, environmental management
can then be readily valued and integrated into
regular economic frameworks such as policy,
national accounts, and the bottom lines of corporations (Yang and others 2010). The identification
of strategic priorities for community-based regional
management provides another practical way of
operationalizing the concept of natural capital and
ecosystem services (Cowling and others 2008).

Multicriteria Analysis with Multiple
Stakeholders
A critical issue in this and other MCDA analyses of
environmental management priorities is how to
make sense of multiple, diverse stakeholder priorities (Lai and others 2002; Hajkowicz and
McDonald 2006; Sell and others 2006; Balasubramaniam and others 2007; Hermans and others
2007; Hajkowicz 2008). MCDA studies in the past
have been quick to embrace measures of aggregation to arrive at a single set of numbers
describing group priorities. In this study, using a
measure of central tendency such as the closed
geometric means that form the center of the
composition of weights would have provided clear
numerical priorities but would not have been an
honest representation of the large variation in
stakeholder perspectives. Statistical analysis revealed no significant difference in management
priority between many assets/services and between groups. Classical statistical analysis such as
pairwise ANOVA comparison provides the only
robust means for the analysis of difference between distributions of multiple stakeholder priorities, and differences between groups. Monte Carlo
simulation offers the potential to incorporate the
variation in stakeholder priorities in further
quantitative analysis through capturing the distributions as probability density functions.

A lack of statistical analysis of MCDA-derived
priorities may be principally due to the typically
low numbers of stakeholders. Another reason may
be the complexity in analyzing compositional data.
Compositional analysis provided for a more robust
assessment of central tendency and variance in the
data, and enabled the statistical analysis of management priorities free of bias from spurious correlations produced by the unit-sum constraint.
Analysis of compositional data is more common in
fields such as geology (Buccianti and others 2006)
but seems to be absent in the MCDA literature (for
example, Schmoldt and Peterson 2000; Sell and
others 2006; Ananda and Herath 2008) despite data
routinely of compositional form.
The major drawback of compositional analysis is
that it may actually obscure the transparency of
MCDA and render the decisions taken on the basis
of MCDA stakeholder workshops less accessible to
those involved. Further, the level of mathematical
sophistication required for compositional analysis
of MCDA-derived weights is usually beyond the
capacity of environmental agencies. Notwithstanding, we think these trade-offs are worth the
substantially increased rigor achieved by the compositional analysis of multiple stakeholder weights
especially as management priority information is
regularly used to inform multimillion dollar environmental investments.

CONCLUSION
In this study, we confronted the challenge of
identifying strategic priorities for management of
natural capital and ecosystem services given multiple stakeholder perspectives typical of community-based, regional agencies. Substantial variation
in management priorities occurred between decision-makers eliminating the prospect of distilling a
single representative set of priorities. Statistical
analysis of transformed compositional data revealed few significant differences between the
management priority of assets and services given
decision-maker variation. Nonetheless, it was possible to determine a robust rule of thumb for
management priorities which was supported by
statistical analysis of both capital assets and ecosystem services. Large variance within groups of
decision-makers meant that very few significant
differences in management priority of capital assets
and ecosystem services were found between
groups. However, cluster analysis revealed the
existence of distinct types of managers distinguished by their priorities for different capital assets
and ecosystem services. This suggested that
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regional decision-making structures could be enhanced by the establishment of cross-cutting advisory groups representing the different manager
types. The results have implications for MCDA
analyses where the aim is to arrive at a single set of
priorities representative of diverse multistakeholder
groups. We suggest that a better way is to embrace
the diversity of stakeholder priorities by incorporating priority distributions as probability density
functions in a Monte Carlo simulation. The results
can provide a strategic basis for the planning and
design of policies, programs, and projects that address the natural capital assets and ecosystem services of highest priority in regional management.
The process of establishing strategic priorities can
benefit community-based regional agencies by
demonstrating that they are addressing high priority environmental issues, and by enhancing the
transparency, accountability, and inclusiveness of
regional decision-making.

Balasubramaniam A, Boyle AR, Voulvoulis N. 2007. Improving
petroleum contaminated land remediation decision-making
through the MCA weighting process. Chemosphere 66:791–8.
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Daunis-i-Estadella J, Barceló-Vidal C, Buccianti A. 2006.
Exploratory compositional data analysis. In: Buccianti A,
Mateu-Figueras G. Pawlowsky-Glahn, V. Eds. Compositional
Data Analysis in the Geosciences: From Theory to Practice.
London: Geological Society, Special Publication 264. p 161–
74.
de Groot RS, Wilson MA, Boumans RMJ. 2002. A typology for
the classification, description and valuation of ecosystem
functions, goods and services. Ecol Econ 41:393–408.

Aitchison J, Egozcue JJ. 2005. Compositional data analysis:
where are we and where should we be heading? Math Geol
37:833–54.

Drew LJ, Grunsky EC, Schuenemeyer JH. 2008. Investigation of
the structure of geological process through multivariate statistical analysis—the creation of a coal. J Math Geosci 40:789–
811.

Ananda J, Herath G. 2008. Multi-attribute preference modeling
and regional land-use planning. Ecol Econ 65:325–35.

Dunnett CW. 1980. Pairwise comparisons in the unequal variance case. J Am Stat Assoc 75:796–800.

Ananda J, Herath G. 2003. The use of Analytic Hierarchy Process
to incorporate stakeholder preferences into regional forest
planning. Forest Policy Econ 5:13–26.

Emtage N, Herbohn J, Harrison S. 2007. Landholder profiling
and typologies for natural resource management policy and
program support: potential and constraints. Environ Manage
40:481–92.

Arrow KJ. 1950. A difficulty in the concept of social welfare. J
Polit Econ 58:328–46.
Balasubramaniam A, Voulvoulis N. 2005. The appropriateness of
multicriteria analysis in environmental decision-making
problems. Environ Technol 26:951–62.

Farber S, Costanza R, Childers RL, Erickson J, Gross K, Grove M,
Hopkinson CS, Kahn J, Pincetl S, Troy A, Warren P, Wilson M.
2006. Linking ecology and economics for ecosystem management. Bioscience 56:121–33.

554

B. A. Bryan and others

Farrelly M, Conacher A. 2007. Integrated, regional, natural
resource and environmental planning and the Natural Heritage Trust Phase 2: a case study of the Northern Agricultural
Catchments Council, Western Australia. Aust Geogr 38:
309–33.
Fisher B, Turner K, Zylstra M, Brouwer R, de Groot R, Farber S,
Ferraro P, Green R, Hadley D, Harlow J, Jefferiss P, Kirkby C,
Morling P, Mowatt S, Naidoo R, Paavola J, Strassburg B, Yu D,
Balmford A. 2008. Ecosystem services and economic theory:
Integration for policy-relevant research. Ecol Appl 18:
2050–67.
Fisher B, Turner RK, Morling P. 2009. Defining and classifying
ecosystem services for decision making. Ecol Econ 68:643–53.
Fürstenau C, Badeck FW, Lasch P, Lexer MJ, Lindner M, Mohr
P, Suckow F. 2007. Multiple-use forest management in consideration of climate change and the interests of stakeholder
groups. Eur J Forest Res 126:225–39.
Gamboa G. 2006. Social multi-criteria evaluation of different
development scenarios of the Aysen region, Chile. Ecol Econ
59:157–70.
Hajkowicz S. 2006. Multi-attributed environmental index construction. Ecol Econ 57:122–39.
Hajkowicz S. 2007. Allocating scarce financial resources across
regions for environmental management in Queensland,
Australia. Ecol Econ 61:208–16.
Hajkowicz SA. 2008. Supporting multi-stakeholder environmental decisions. J Environ Manage 88:607–14.
Hajkowicz S, Higgins AJ. 2008. A comparison of multiple criteria
analysis techniques for water resource management. Eur J
Oper Res 184:255–65.
Hajkowicz S, McDonald G. 2006. The Assets, Threats and Solvability (ATS) model for setting environmental priorities. J
Environ Policy Plan 8:87–102.
Hermans C, Erickson J, Noordewier T, Sheldon A, Kline M.
2007. Collaborative environmental planning in river management: an application of multicriteria decision analysis in
the White River Watershed in Vermont. J Environ Manage
84:534–46.
Kroeger T, Casey F. 2007. An assessment of market-based approaches to providing ecosystem services on agricultural
lands. Ecol Econ 64:321–32.
Lai P, Sorice MG, Nepal SK, Cheng C. 2009. Integrating social
marketing into sustainable resource management at Padre
Island National Seashore: an attitude-based segmentation
approach. Environ Manage 43:985–98.
Lai VS, Wong BK, Cheung WM. 2002. Group decision making in
a multiple criteria environment: a case using the AHP in
software selection. Eur J Oper Res 137:134–44.
Macdonald DV, Hanley N, Moffat N. 1999. Applying the concept
of natural capital criticality to regional resource management.
Ecol Econ 29:73–87.
MEA. 2005. Ecosystems and human well-being: synthesis. Millennium ecosystem assessment. Washington, DC: Island Press.
Mendoza GA, Martins H. 2006. Multi-criteria decision analysis
in natural resource management: a critical review of methods
and new modelling paradigms. For Ecol Manag 230:1–22.
Nelson E, Mendoza G, Regetz J, Polasky S, Tallis H, Cameron DR,
Chan KMA, Daily GC, Goldstein J, Kareiva PM, Lonsdorf E,
Naidoo R, Ricketts TH, Shaw MR. 2009. Modeling multiple
ecosystem services, biodiversity conservation, commodity
production, and tradeoffs at landscape scales. Front Ecol
Environ 7:4–11.

Pavlikakis GE, Tsihrintzis VA. 2003. A quantitative method for
accounting human opinion, preferences and perceptions in
ecosystem management. J Environ Manage 68:193–205.
Pawlowsky-Glahn V, Egozcue JJ. 2006. Compositional data and
their analysis: an introduction. In: Buccianti A, Mateu-Figueras G, Pawlowsky-Glahn V. Eds. Compositional data analysis
in the geosciences: from theory to practice. London: Geological Society, Special Publication 264. p 1–11.
Pawlowsky-Glahn V, Egozcue JJ, Tolosano-Delgado R. 2007.
Lecture notes on compositional analysis. http://ima.udg.edu/
Recerca/EIO/inici_eng.html.
Peterson A, McAlpine CA, Ward D, Rayner S. 2007. New
regionalism and nature conservation: lessons from South East
Queensland, Australia. Landsc Urban Plan 82:132–44.
Prato T. 1999. Multiple attribute decision analysis for ecosystem
management. Ecol Econ 30:207–22.
Prato T, Herath G. 2007. Multiple criteria decision analysis for
integrated catchment management. Ecol Econ 63:627–32.
Raymond CM, Bryan BA, Hatton MacDonald D, Cast A,
Strathearn S, Grandgirard A, Kalivas T. 2009. Mapping community values and risks towards natural capital and ecosystem
services for environmental management. Ecol Econ 68:1301–
15.
Regan HM, Colyvan M, Markovchick-Nicholls L. 2006. A formal
model for consensus and negotiation in environmental management. J Environ Manage 80:167–76.
Rezaei-Moghaddam K, Karami E. 2008. A multiple criteria
evaluation of sustainable agricultural development models
using AHP. Environ Develop Sustain 10:407–26.
Robins L, Dovers S. 2007. NRM regions in Australia: the ‘Haves’
and the ‘Have Nots’. Geogr Res 45:273–90.
Saaty TL. 1977. A scaling method for priorities in hierarchical
structures. J Math Psychol 15:231–81.
Saaty T. 1980. The analytical hierarchy process. USA: McGrawHill.
Saaty T. 1994. Fundamentals of decision making and priority
theory with the analytical hierarchy process. USA: RWS
Publications.
SAMDB NRM Board. 2003. Integrated natural resource management plan for the South Australian Murray-Darling Basin.
Adelaide, Australia: South Australian Murray-Darling Basin
Natural Resources Management Board.
SAMDB NRM Board. 2009. SAMDB website. http://www.samdbnrm.
sa.gov.au. Accessed 11/05/09.
Schmoldt DL, Peterson DL. 2000. Analytical group decision
making in natural resources: methodology and application.
Forest Sci 46:62–75.
Sell J, Koellner T, Weber O, Pedroni L, Scholz RW. 2006.
Decision criteria of European and Latin American market
actors for tropical forestry projects providing environmental
services. Ecol Econ 58:17–36.
Smith G. 2007. Logical decision for Windows: users manual.
Fairfax, VA: Logical Decisions.
Somanathan E, Prabhakar R, Mehta BS, Singh B. 2009.
Decentralization for cost-effective conservation. Proc Natl
Acad Sci USA 106:4143–7.
Turner RK, Daily GC. 2008. The ecosystem services framework and
natural capital conservation. Environ Resour Econ 39:25–35.
Von Winterfeldt D, Edwards W. 1986. Decision analysis and
behavioral research. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

Managing Ecosystem Services
Wallace KJ. 2007. Classification of ecosystem services: problems
and solutions. Biol Conserv 139:235–46.
Ward JH Jr. 1963. Hierarchical grouping to optimise an objective
function. J Am Stat Assoc 58:236–44.
Xenarios S, Tziritis I. 2007. Improving pluralism in multi criteria
decision aid approach through focus group technique and
content analysis. Ecol Econ 62:692–703.

555

Yang W, Bryan BA, Hatton MacDonald D, Ward JR, Wells G,
Crossman ND, Connor JD. 2010. A conservation industry for
sustaining natural capital and ecosystem services in agricultural landscapes. Ecol Econ 69:680–9.

