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In this age of complicated, transboundary environmental challenges, the conservation 

community is increasingly taking a landscape-level approach to natural resource conservation. 

This approach, collaborative landscape conservation (CLC), encourages coordinating 

conservation across entire ecosystems, and employs a transjurisdictional, partnership-based 

model of planning and management implementation. Despite its potential advantages, the CLC 

model faces obstacles, including how to ensure transboundary conservation goals can be 

achieved through local management actions. This dissertation seeks to articulate characteristics 

of the CLC planning model, the general processes through which this model operates, and how 

CLC initiatives can avoid planning-implementation gaps. It draws on insights from 155 semi-

structured interviews with CLC initiative coordinators, development team participants formally 

involved in CLC planning, and potential end-users of CLC planning products. My findings 

highlight the potential contributions of local stakeholder participation and social data integration 

to mitigating planning-implementation gaps. I present a tentative model of cross-level 

coordination that might facilitate resource conservation across complex social-ecological 

landscapes and describe factors contributing to (1) horizontal and vertical collaboration in CLC 

and (2) the capacity of a CLC initiative to generate conservation goals and planning-support 



tools likely to be used in local management planning. I present a model of best practices for 

facilitating end-user participation in CLC planning and promoting adoption of CLC planning 

products. Results of my research indicate that local stakeholder participation and consideration 

of the human dimensions of landscapes targeted for conservation can provide a range of benefits, 

including (1) helping ensure landscape conservation goals are feasible, (2) CLC planning 

products are useful, usable, and trustworthy, and (3) local stakeholders are aware of landscape 

conservation initiatives and resources generated by these initiatives. Encouraging a social-

ecological approach to CLC planning may require organizational and cultural shifts heightening 

valuation of local and social considerations in conservation planning, investments of time to 

understand local socio-political, cultural, and economic conditions, and investments of resources 

to facilitate effective participation opportunities. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 
1. The Rise of Collaborative, Transboundary Conservation  

 
Within the United States, natural resource planning and management historically 

involved a limited range of resource practitioners and stakeholders. Wildlife management, for 

example, was historically primarily within the purview of wildlife managers, landowners, and 

hunters (Zarrella & Clark, 2013). Many resource conservation efforts also focused on formally 

protected areas, such as parks and preserves, which were administered by single agencies or 

organizations (Margules & Pressey, 2000).  

While formally protected places played a valuable role in preserving biodiversity and our 

natural heritage (Redford & Richter, 1999; Rodrigues et al., 2004), isolated, place-based 

conservation efforts are increasingly recognized as inadequate for conserving far-ranging species 

and resources and promoting the integrity of ecosystems (Margules & Pressey, 2000; 

Lindenmeyer et al., 2008; Leong et al., 2011; WHPRP, 2011; Kark et al., 2015). Ecosystems are 

complex and subtly intertwined, and socio-political boundaries are often drawn with little 

consideration of ecosystems or how neighboring ecosystems interact. Rigid organizational and 

institutional boundaries stagnate the sharing of valued resources and create stark gaps in 

environmental governance across jurisdictional lines (Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; McKinney 

& Johnson, 2014). Environmental challenges such as climate change, habitat fragmentation, 

pollution, and the spread of invasive species are simply too large for any individual, 

organization, or agency to combat unilaterally (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; McKinney & 

Johnson, 2014). Given these conditions, the conservation of natural resources and ecosystems 
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necessitate management systems that transcend legal and organizational boundaries (Opdam et 

al., 2002; McKinney et al., 2010; Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; McKinney & Johnson, 2014).  

Sportsmen and private landowners played an integral role in the American Conservation 

Movement (Reiger, 1975). However, good environmental governance principles and the 

practicalities of natural resource conservation underscore the need to consider a broader range of 

stakeholders when determining wildlife and natural resource conservation goals and management 

strategies (Decker et al., 2012; Decker et al., 2016). Human communities— with their diverse 

values, interests, and resources— are embedded components of landscapes, making these 

landscapes social-ecological systems. Traditional conservation partners, such as state and Federal 

natural resource practitioners and environmental NGOs, manage discrete and often non-

contiguous parcels and mobile resources, such as wildlife and waterways (Margules & Pressey, 

2000). All may be impacted, and their conservation either supported or undermined, by the 

actions of communities (and stakeholders within them) that occupy proximate and upstream 

lands.  

Conversely, conservation actions can affect communities and local stakeholders by 

altering their access to resources, shifting management priorities for local natural areas, or 

imposing greater restrictions on access to natural resource (Riley et al., 2003; Decker et al., 

2012). These impacts can influence social support for conservation efforts, as local stakeholders 

and communities may have vested interests in how local natural resources are managed and used 

(Brown, 2002; Brown & Raymond, 2007; Brown & Donovan, 2013). Local stakeholders may 

also have emotional, intellectual, or functional dependencies on places and resources targeted for 

conservation (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2006; Walker & Ryan, 2008). 
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Table 1.1 Primary drivers behind the rise of collaborative, transboundary natural resource 
conservation.   
Driver References 
• Geographically expansive, transboundary nature 

of modern environmental challenges  
Lyndenmeyer et al., 2008; Kark et al., 
2015 

• Ineffectiveness of site-specific conservation at 
promoting environmental integrity 

Pressey & Margulles (2000); 
Lyndenmeyer et al., 2008; Kark et al., 
2015 

• Capital needed to address modern environmental 
challenges is diffuse and held by a diverse range 
of individuals  

Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; Hahn et 
al., 2006; Olsson et al., 2007 

• Increasing complexity of balancing evolving 
public values  

Steward et al., 2004; Decker et al., 
2012 

• Need to manage resources under conditions of 
inherent ecological uncertainty  

Schultz, 2008 

• Delegitimization of inflexible, authoritarian 
regulatory structures  

Wondolleck & Yaffee,1994; 
Mazmanian & Kraft, 2008 

 

As a result of the conditions described above and in Table 1.1, during the past 50 years, 

the conservation community has undergone a marked shift toward inclusionary, collaborative, 

and transboundary forms of natural resource planning and management (Mazmanian & Kraft, 

2008; Yaffee & Wondolleck, 2000). The drivers of this shift are unlikely to change. As a result, 

collaborative, transboundary conservation is not likely to be fleeting. It is the way forward for 

the conservation community.  

2. Dissertation Purpose 

Despite the need for transboundary approaches to natural resource conservation, the 

model faces a range of theoretical and practical challenges (Knight et al., 2008; Lee, 2010; 

Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; Kark et al., 2015). This dissertation seeks to address two of these 

challenges. First, it seeks to contribute to the theory behind the conservation model by 

articulating common characteristics of collaborative, transboundary conservation planning 

efforts and the general processes through which these efforts can and do operate. (As used in this 
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dissertation, “conservation models” involve planning processes intended to promote the 

sustainable use and management of natural resources to ensure their accessibility by current and 

future generations [Pressey & Margules, 2000]). Second, this dissertation seeks to contribute to 

practice by articulating how conservation initiatives that follow the collaborative, transboundary 

model can avoid planning-implementation gaps. This in turn can help ensure that the limited 

resources available for conservation planning and management implementation are used 

efficiently and effectively.  

This dissertation includes three manuscripts targeted for publication (i.e., Chapters 2, 3, 

and 4). Each manuscript can be read independently, but they build off one another and address 

common themes. The overarching research question this dissertation seeks to address is:  

How might local stakeholder participation and strategic design of collaborative 
landscape conservation efforts help foster the integration of landscape 
conservation goals into management plans that are implemented through local 
management actions? 
 

  Areas of literature drawn on include those focused on collaborative governance, 

collaborative conservation, organizational collaboration, bridging organizations, scale dynamics 

in natural resource management, decentralization and public participation in resource 

administration, innovation adoption, environmental sociology, and conservation planning.  

3. Unifying Terminology: Collaborative Landscape Conservation 
 

A range of terms has been used to identify collaborative, transboundary resource 

planning and management models. Within the agricultural community, integrated resource 

management (Hanna, 1999; Gottret & White, 2001) and multi-functional landscape management 

(Elbakidze et al., 2010) are multi-sectoral management models that integrate a variety of 

disciplines and stakeholders and span spatial and temporal levels. Cultural landscape 

conservation focuses on conserving landscape attributes of importance to cultural or social 
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heritage (Bohnet & Konold, 2015; Laven et al., 2010). Large landscape conservation is the term 

used within the natural resource and wildlife conservation communities to define an integrated, 

transboundary model of natural resource conservation (Lindenmayer et al., 2008; McKinney et 

al., 2010; Bixler et al., 2016). Each of these models has unique characteristics. However, each 

model—whether anthropocentric or biocentric in its focus—uses distinct language to articulate 

what, in general, are often common planning and management processes. As a result, there are 

distinct yet parallel literatures that discuss common challenges (e.g., related to conducting 

collaborative planning, engaging a diversity of stakeholders in planning, balancing competing 

interests) and theories.  

In the following chapters I seek to articulate general processes and terminology for 

conservation models that are (1) collaborative (i.e., involving multiple parties), (2) transboundary 

(i.e., focused on resources that cross jurisdictional boundaries), (3) multi-sectoral (i.e., involving 

actors from distinct sectors), and (4) polycentric (i.e., decision-making power is decentralized 

and shared among actors at distinct institutional and geographic levels; Ostrom, 2010). In 

Chapter 2, I articulate the general model of cross-level collaboration involved in collaborative, 

landscape-level conservation. In Chapters 3 and 4, I articulate the characteristics and attributes of 

a unifying landscape conservation model— collaborative landscape conservation (CLC). I 

articulate how cross-level coordination within this conservation model might be achieved and the 

general stages of planning inherent to the CLC model. Through creating a common terminology 

and identifying common trends in conservation efforts that follow the CLC model, I hope to 

contribute to the development of unifying theory and overarching lessons that can provide 

guidance for this approach to natural resource conservation. 
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4. The Planning-Implementation Gap 
 
One of the greatest challenges facing landscape-level, collaborative conservation 

initiatives is that landscape conservation planning occurs at a different spatial and institutional 

level than the management actions these planning efforts are intended to inform (Knight et al., 

2008; Margerum, 2008). This condition introduces opportunities for problems of fit, meaning 

mismatches between the interests, needs, knowledge, and capacities of those developing 

landscape conservation goals and planning products (e.g., environmental assessments, spatial 

analysis, management strategies, etc.), and those of end-users responsible for planning and 

implementing management actions (Young, 2002; Cash & Moser, 2006; Galik & Grala, 2017). 

Problems of fit can undermine the capacity of landscape conservation initiatives to promote 

implementation of management actions that support landscape conservation goals. This 

condition—where planning processes and products fail to inform pro-conservation management 

actions— has been termed a planning-implementation gap (Knight et al., 2008; Biggs et al., 

2011). These gaps are inefficient and ultimately damaging, as they mean funds invested in 

conservation planning fail to lead to applied conservation outcomes. Planning-implementation 

gaps can also lead to the dissolution of collaborative arrangements if collaborators become 

discouraged or aggravated by the failure of planning efforts to inform applied actions (Gray, 

1989; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000).  

Planning-implementation gaps in landscape conservation usually arise under two 

conditions. The first is when CLC planning is motivated primarily for the sake of advancing 

science and technology, as opposed to advancing conservation practice (Pierce et al., 2005; 

Knight et al., 2008; Armitage et al., 2009). Too little consideration of how and by whom CLC 

planning products will be used can undermine the relevance of these products to end-users and 
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reduce their likelihood of adoption into local management plans (Beem, 2007; Knight et al., 

2008; Guerrero et al., 2014). The second condition producing planning-implementation gaps is 

when inadequate attention is given to the human dimensions of landscapes targeted for 

conservation, and how social phenomena—especially at the local level— impact the feasibility 

of conservation goals and define conservation opportunities (Pressey & Bottrill, 2009).  

In the following chapters, I first seek to expose factors leading to planning-

implementation gaps. Namely, I articulate challenges associated with the lack of local 

stakeholder participation in CLC planning. I then identify, based on empirical analysis, ways of 

mitigating the incidence of problems of fit and subsequent planning-implementation gaps by 

presenting (1) factors that promote collaboration within the landscape conservation model, and 

(2) best practices for facilitating end-user participation in landscape conservation planning.  

My hope is that insights presented in this dissertation will help promote the sustainability, 

resilience, and success of landscape conservation endeavors. Specifically, I hope to help 

landscape conservation leaders and partners think strategically and critically about how they 

might conduct socially inclusive, locally grounded landscape conservation planning.  

 
5. Study Limitations 
  

Analysis of CLC initiatives conducted during my dissertation research was not intended 

to be evaluative. My purpose was not to critique decisions made during CLC planning processes 

nor to make judgements about these decisions within specific planning contexts. Instead, my 

research was intended to provide insights into patterns regarding which approaches to CLC 

planning did and did not (1) support good governance practices and (2) promote the likelihood of 

CLC planning product adoption. Considering this, the following chapters do not contain explicit 

critiques of named CLC initiatives. They instead provide insight into conditions and processes 
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that support or impede effective process and adoption of CLC goals and planning products into 

local management plans and actions.  

 Interviews conducting during this research did not seek to include representative samples 

of end-user or development team member populations. Nor did I seek to represent all known 

CLC initiatives. I instead purposively selected interviewees to maximize the range of 

perspectives captured. I selected interviewees who represented a range of organizations, 

agencies, and groups that operate at various institutional levels and had a range of administrative 

authority, resource conservation focuses, and geographic distributions within landscapes targeted 

for conservation. 

 
6. Statement Regarding My Personal Perspective and Role as a Researcher 
 
  Funding for my research was provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the agency 

that funds many of the CLC initiatives I studied, including the Landscape Conservation 

Cooperatives I examined during my case study analysis. While I sought to be as objective as 

possible in my analysis, it was not my prerogative nor my intent to evaluate and criticize how the 

CLC initiatives I studied were administered. I felt it was more effective to provide insight into 

the ways the conservation community can improve planning processes, not to belabor what bad 

processes have been conducted. Based on my own experience working with government 

agencies and guidance from my advisor, who has worked with government agencies throughout 

his professional career, I felt our sponsors and members of the landscape conservation 

community would be more receptive to this type of guidance and more likely to trust me and my 

insights than if I had sought to criticize how they are currently conducting CLC planning.  

  My undergraduate degree and early professional work focused on biology and wildlife 

conservation. During my early career as a conservationist I was therefore focused primarily on 
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the natural science aspects of resource conservation. At the start of my graduate career, however, 

I began to recognize the complexities inherent to in-situ conservation within human-dominated 

landscapes. I came to understand that species and habitat conservation relies on acknowledging 

that natural resources and humans exist in integrated, social-ecological systems. I now strongly 

believe that only through acknowledging, respecting, and accommodating human needs related 

to the use of natural resources can we effectively determine and work toward feasible 

conservation goals.  

  As a result of my worldview, I went into my dissertation research with the perspective 

that the social dimensions of landscapes should be considered during and integrated into 

landscape conservation planning. This opinion was often, but now always shared by my 

interviewees, some of whom were natural scientists who felt integrating social sciences into 

landscape conservation planning was unnecessary or inappropriate. Given my background, I was 

able to understand and respect these interviewees’ perspectives and made sure that my responses 

and follow-up questions did not evince my own perspective on the matter or indicate judgement 

of interviewees’ responses. Doing so could have biased how my interviewees responded to 

further questions and potentially lead them to offer satisficing responses. In order to offer a 

rounded perspective, in the following chapters, I present many of the articulated barriers to and 

potential drawbacks of social-ecological approaches to landscape conservation planning. 

However, my work does seek to highlight the demonstrated and potential values of social-

ecological systems thinking during landscape conservation planning and the importance of 

considering the human dimensions of landscapes targeted for conservation.  

  Going into my interviews I believed, based on my personal experience and review of the 

literature, that including local stakeholders and social data in landscape conservation planning 
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would be important to the feasibility of landscape conservation goals and the incorporation of 

these goals into management plans. My interviewees knew I was interested in the role of local 

stakeholders and social data in these planning processes, as I had informed them of the general 

purpose of my research. It is possible that this foreknowledge primed my interviewees to 

consider the roles of these stakeholders and data in landscape conservation planning more than 

they might normally. To mitigate the likelihood this would bias process coordinators’ and 

development team members’ responses, I made sure to start our interviews with neutral questions 

about the objectives of, data used by, and stakeholders involved in interviewees’ respective 

landscape planning efforts. By not leading with questions about local stakeholders or social data, 

I reduced the likelihood interviewees would focus solely on these data and this particular 

stakeholder group. In order to solicit a rounded perspective on the matter, I also asked what the 

potential or observed drawbacks of including these stakeholders and social data might be for 

landscape planning processes and outcomes. When asking end-users about their preferences for 

participation in landscape conservation planning, I made sure to first ask if they chose to 

participate in these types of planning efforts, not how they participated, which would have been 

leading.  

  Throughout my interviews I sought to avoid leading questions and triangulate responses 

to ensure interviewees’ responses were consistent. When inconsistencies were evident, I used 

followed-up questions to reveal honest perspectives. I was open to any response provided, as 

long as it answered my question. I sought to be as objective as possible during interview coding 

by both determining codes a priori and allowing codes to be developed based on patterns 

emerging from the data. I only reported patterns that emerged directly from the data.  



 

 11 

  As a female researcher from a Northeastern city and Ivy League University, it is possible 

that my gender, origin, and affiliation influenced how my interviewees interacted with me and 

answered my questions. However, there were a range of ways I sought to mitigate my 

interviewees’ distrust and biases in their responses. First, I worked closely with CLC initiative 

coordinators and planning process leaders and ensured I had their approval to conduct case study 

analysis on individual CLC initiatives before speaking with development team members. Given 

this, I was able to demonstrate to development team members that I had been vetted, my inquiry 

was approved by planning process leaders, and participation in interviews was sanctioned. 

During my research I sought to, when possible, identify common ground between myself and my 

interviewees. Drawing on my “insider” status (Young, 2004), when possible, helped me gain the 

trust of my interviewees. Throughout all interviews I sought to demonstrate respect for 

interviewees and not allow my personal opinions and biases to influence what questions I asked, 

how I asked these questions, or how I reacted to interviewees’ responses. Most of my case study 

interviews were conducted in-person. The fact that I traveled considerable distances to meet 

interviewees in person and in places that were convenient to them helped demonstrate my 

interest in and respect for these interviewees. By being kind, honest, and polite to interviewees, I 

was able to (1) demonstrate that I am not a threatening person and that my intentions were to 

promote the effectiveness and efficiency of CLC planning efforts, and (2) foster the development 

of trust and respect between myself and my interviewees.  
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CHAPTER 2 

TOWARD A MODEL FOR LOCAL STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION IN LANDSCAPE 

CONSERVATION1 

 
ABSTRACT 

The conservation community is increasingly taking a landscape-level approach to natural 

resource conservation. This approach faces obstacles, including how to ensure transboundary 

conservation goals can be realized through local management actions, and how and when to 

engage local stakeholders in landscape conservation planning processes. Currently, local 

stakeholder participation is not institutionalized within these processes. This paper examines the 

potential role of local stakeholders in landscape conservation. In this paper, we present a 

preliminary model of cross-level coordination that could facilitate development and 

implementation of conservation across social-ecological landscapes, highlighting the possible 

contributions of local stakeholders. The feasibility of this model is contingent on addressing a 

range of challenges associated with local stakeholder participation in extra-local conservation 

decisions. Ultimately, we present suggestions for future research to understand the potential for a 

locally inclusive, participatory approach to natural resource conservation across complex social-

ecological landscapes. 

 
  

                                                
1 This chapter is a modified version of the following published article: Doyle-Capitman, C. E., 
Decker, D. J., & Jacobson, C. A. (2018). Toward a model for local stakeholder participation in 
landscape-level wildlife conservation. Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 1-16. I have received 
authorization to use this material in my dissertation.   
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1. Introduction 
 

In this age of complicated, transboundary environmental challenges, the conservation 

community is increasingly taking a landscape-level approach to natural resource conservation 

(Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; NASEM, 2015; Scarlett & McKinney, 2016). This approach 

encourages coordinating conservation across entire ecosystems, and employs a 

transjurisdictional, partnership-based model of planning and management implementation. 

Landscape-level conservation (hereafter referred to as landscape conservation) faces 

inherent complexities (Armitage et al., 2009; Kark et al., 2015). Primary among these is the 

question of how to ensure landscape-conservation-planning products (e.g., environmental 

assessments identifying priority areas for conservation, species management goals) can 

effectively inform local management plans (consisting of management objectives and strategies 

intended for implementation; Armitage et al., 2009; Cash, 2006; Cash & Moser, 2000; Guerrero 

et al., 2014; Lee, 2011; Reid et al., 2006). Achieving conservation across social-ecological 

landscapes, in which human and natural systems interact and influence one another, is often 

contingent on local support of landscape conservation goals and development and 

implementation of local management plans informed by landscape-planning products (Biggs et 

al., 2013; Knight et al., 2008). Local stakeholders thus play a critical role in landscape 

conservation.  

Local stakeholders are organizations, networks, and individuals that: (a) operate at the 

ground level where resource management, use, and planning occur; (b) have active interests in 

the management of resources targeted for conservation; (c) may be impacted by resource 

management decisions; and (d) have the power (e.g., political power, social influence, or control 

over resource management) to support or impede implementation of pro-conservation 
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management actions. These stakeholders may include natural resource managers and planners, 

county or municipal governments, communities, local nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), 

natural resource-based industries, individual landowners, and locally based interest groups.  

Recognizing the significance of local stakeholders, landscape conservation leaders should 

ensure that: (a) local stakeholders are given an opportunity to participate in planning processes, 

and (b) their interests and values are fairly considered throughout these processes. However, 

despite recommendations appearing in environmental planning literature (Stringer et al., 2006; 

Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000), opportunities for local stakeholders to participate in landscape 

conservation planning have not been institutionalized. This situation persists partially because 

conservation leaders have questions about whether, when, and how local stakeholder 

participation (i.e., involvement of local stakeholders in decision making) and social data 

(pertaining to local stakeholder interests, values, knowledge, and needs) might be effectively 

integrated into landscape conservation planning processes (Young, 2002; Lee, 2011). These 

questions are especially complicated given the multiple institutional and geographic levels at 

which transboundary conservation decisions are made. Complications notwithstanding, we posit 

that determining how local stakeholder interests, knowledge, and insights can be represented in 

decision making may be essential to developing landscape conservation goals achievable through 

local management actions. 

In this paper, we examine the potential value and role of local stakeholder participation in 

landscape conservation. We present a tentative model of cross-level coordination that might 

facilitate the development and implementation of natural resource conservation across complex 

social-ecological landscapes, highlighting the possible contributions of local stakeholders. The 

feasibility of this model is contingent on addressing challenges associated with local stakeholder 
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participation in extra-local conservation decisions. (These are decisions that reflect broad-scale 

conservation goals and objectives, and are intended to influence local management plans and 

actions). Ultimately, we present suggestions for future research that may help to promote a 

locally inclusive, participatory approach to landscape conservation.  

2. Landscape Conservation and Governance 

Modern threats to natural conservation, including habitat degradation and loss resulting 

from altered land use, and ecological uncertainties associated with climate change, pose 

unprecedented challenges for the conservation community (Loreau et al., 2001; Munns, 2006). 

Considering the geographically expansive and transjurisdictional nature of these threats, 

conservation efforts implemented strictly within socio-politically defined boundaries, such as 

parks and preserves, are unlikely to adequately address these threats (Armitage et al., 2009; 

Margerum, 2007). Instead, natural resource conservation necessitates management efforts that 

transcend “silos created by programs, agencies, property boundaries, organizational mandates, 

and funding sources” (Jacobson & Robertson, 2012, p. 334). 

In response to the need for broad-scale, transboundary governance capacity, the 

conservation community has increasingly adopted a landscape-level approach to resource 

conservation (Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; Lindenmayer et. al., 2008; NASEM, 2015; WHPRP, 

2011). Landscape conservation can be characterized by three fundamental criteria (modified 

from McKinney et al., 2010). First, it involves conservation efforts focused on biologically or 

ecologically, as opposed to socio-politically, defined areas. Second, landscape conservation is 

multi-purpose, seeking to address a range of interrelated conservation issues within a defined 

landscape. Third, developing, planning, and implementing conservation across social-ecological 
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landscapes requires the efforts of actors from different disciplines working at disparate 

institutional and geographic levels (Hahn et al., 2006).  

Engagement of diverse conservation partners, or more loosely tied actors within a 

network, can be facilitated through nested co-governance (Marshall, 2008; Wyborn & Bixler, 

2013). Within this model, control over decision making is distributed vertically through varying 

geographic and institutional levels, as well as horizontally across geographic space and among 

stakeholders and organizations at comparable institutional levels (Berkes, 2009; Hahn et al., 

2006; Olsson et al., 2007; Figure 2.1). Through these alliances, actors can pool resources and 

capital, develop shared visions for landscapes, agree on strategies to achieve these visions, and 

harmonize management efforts (Hahn et al., 2006). This decentralized model of power-sharing, 

achieved through cross-level coordination (Armitage et al., 2009), allows a diversity of relevant 

actors to participate in and influence landscape conservation outcomes. 

3. Identifying a Missing Link 

Although actors at varying institutional levels play an integral role in landscape 

conservation, implementation of management actions that fulfill landscape conservation goals is 

often contingent on the support and efforts of local stakeholders (Hahn et al., 2006; Reid et al., 

2006). Some approaches to landscape-level conservation, including multi-functional landscape 

models focused on agriculture (Elbakidze et al., 2010) and cultural landscape models (Bohnet & 

Konold, 2015; Laven et al., 2010), have made significant strides toward engaging local 

stakeholders in decision making throughout the conservation process. This process includes 

development of: (a) landscape conservation goals, (b) planning products intended to support 

achievement of conservation goals, (c) site-specific management plans, and (d) locally 

implemented management activities. 
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Within landscape-level initiatives focused on natural resource and wildlife conservation, 

however, the human dimensions of the landscapes are often underemphasized (Ban et al., 2013; 

Jacobson & Robertson, 2012). As a result, participation of local stakeholders and consideration 

of social data are not always given high priority, and insights into social, economic, and political 

opportunities and constraints that “shape implementation” are not always captured prior to 

management plan development (Ban et al., 2013; Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; Wyborn & 

Bixler, 2013). Lack of consideration of human dimensions has also been observed in more site-

specific conservation efforts, such as endangered species recovery efforts (Bruskotter et al., 

2010). However, the problem is particularly acute in landscape conservation, especially given 

that: (a) adoption of conservation goals and planning products tend to be voluntary, and (b) 

achievement of landscape conservation requires broad support and action at the local level 

(Knight et al., 2008; McKinney et al., 2010).  

Landscape Conservation Design (LCD), the conservation model adopted by most of 

North America’s partnership-based Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs), provides a 

useful example of inconsistent engagement of local stakeholders in landscape conservation 

planning. LCD involves an “assessment of the landscape’s current and potential future condition, 

a description of a desired future condition, and [the development of] a suite of preliminary, 

coarse-scale management strategies” intended to inform natural resource management planning 

(USFWS, 2013, p. 9). Although integrating locally relevant social data into conservation designs 

is a stated objective of LCD (USFWS, 2013), it has been pointed out that LCCs have not 

institutionalized local stakeholder participation or social data collection as part of the LCD 

process (Jacobson & Robertson, 2012), and more recent literature has not indicated otherwise. 

As a result, although the human dimensions of landscapes are considered in some LCD efforts, 
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others rely predominantly on ecological and physical science to inform their conservation tools 

and recommendations. Within these latter efforts, social characteristics of the landscape and 

priorities of local stakeholders are unavailable to inform conservation decisions.  

4. Institutional Fit Problems and the Potential for Planning-Implementation Gaps 
 

 Multiple authors have attempted to explain the paucity of local stakeholder 

representation in geographically expansive conservation endeavors. Within the context of LCCs, 

Jacobson and Robertson (2012) suggested the gap is partially due to the historic de-emphasis of 

the “social” aspects of social-ecological systems during conservation planning. Examining the 

issue more broadly, Lee (2011) asserted that landscape conservation efforts, in contrast to 

community-based efforts, are so geographically expansive that they can be ineffective at meeting 

the interests and needs of local communities, and thus fail to attract the attention of these 

stakeholders.  

Despite these rationales, without participation of local stakeholders during planning, 

landscape conservation efforts can encounter institutional fit problems (Cash & Moser, 2000; 

Wyborn & Bixler, 2013). Institutional fit problems occurs when there is a lack of coherent 

overlap between the resources targeted for conservation and those over which landscape 

conservation partners have administrative or regulatory authority (Cash & Moser, 2000). 

Landscape conservation efforts focus on resources spread across heterogeneous mosaics of land 

ownership and use. However, traditional conservation partners (e.g., Federal and state wildlife 

authorities and environmental NGOs) often manage only discrete, non-contiguous parcels. 

Contiguous, transboundary conservation, therefore, relies on collaboration with local 

stakeholders who possess the natural, socio-political, financial, and labor-based capital not held 

by traditional wildlife conservation partners (Guerrero et al., 2014; Yaffee & Wondolleck, 2000).  
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Although the process may seem expensive and time consuming, failing to include a range 

of local stakeholders in conservation decisions that may impact their use or management of 

natural resources could degrade local support for these decisions. It could also diminish the 

potential for landscape-planning products to inform local management actions. When such 

conditions occur, it can result in planning-implementation gaps (Biggs et al., 2011), where 

conservation goals and associated management recommendations remain unimplemented due to 

a lack of social support or local-level feasibility. 

The Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative (Y2Y), for example, is reported to 

have encountered such planning-implementation gaps (Chester, 2003; Wyborn & Bixler, 2013). 

Y2Y seeks to preserve wilderness character and wildlife migration corridors between 

Yellowstone National Park in the U.S. and the Yukon Territory in Canada. The initiative and its 

mission have garnered support from the conservation community since its inception in 1997 

(Chester, 2003). However, Y2Y’s biocentric focus, expert-driven nature, and lack of 

consideration of the human dimensions of the landscape have, at least historically, bred local 

mistrust of the initiative and opposition to its conservation objectives, especially among residents 

of resource-dependent communities (Chester, 2003; Wyborn & Bixler, 2013).  

5. Benefits Associated with Local Stakeholder Participation  

Creating opportunities for diverse local stakeholders to participate in landscape 

conservation planning could mitigate gaps in communication among actors at multiple 

institutional levels and subsequent institutional fit problems (Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; Lee, 

2011; Stringer et al., 2006). Since the 1960s, local stakeholder “participation”—meaning “any of 

several mechanisms intentionally instituted to involve (stakeholders) or their representatives in 

decision making” (Beierle & Cayford, 2002, p. 6)—has played an increasingly valuable role in 
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U.S. environmental governance (Yaffee & Wondolleck, 2003). From a theoretical perspective, 

there are three primary arguments (normative, substantive, and instrumental; Fiorino, 1990) for 

moving away from expert-driven, top-down decision making to a more inclusive model of 

landscape conservation (summarized in Table 2.1). These arguments are well documented; what 

follows is thus a cursory overview.  

Table 2.1 Potential benefits of local stakeholder participation in landscape conservation. 

 

Normative arguments speak to the procedural benefits potentially associated with local 

stakeholder participation in decisions that affect them. These include promoting equitable, 

transparent, and accountable decision processes (Gray, 1989; Lockwood et al., 2010; 

Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000) that help local stakeholders understand how conservation decisions 

are made and provide them a voice in decision making. Substantive arguments highlight how 

opportunities to learn from local stakeholders can enhance the local relevancy of extra-local 

conservation decisions, and the capacity of associated management plans to benefit local 

stakeholders and fit within local contexts (Berkes et al., 2005; Cash, 2006; Cash & Moser, 2000). 

Finally, instrumental arguments underline how local stakeholder participation can facilitate 

achievement of landscape conservation goals by fostering stakeholders’ sense of ownership over 

conservation decisions (McCool & Guthrie, 2001), increasing public awareness of local and 

Normative Benefits There may be procedural benefits of local stakeholder participation, 
such as supporting the democratic right of stakeholders impacted, 
or potentially impacted, by natural resource management decisions. 

Substantive 
Benefits 

Decisions made through consultation and engagement with local 
stakeholders can increase the local relevancy of these decisions, 
enhancing their capacity for fit within local contexts.   

Instrumental 
Benefits  

Opportunities for local stakeholder participation can promote 
conservation goal achievement by facilitating ownership of 
conservation goals, social learning opportunities, education, and 
building capacity for management implementation.  
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landscape-level environmental threats (Austen, 2011), and creating local capacity for 

transboundary conservation (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; Wyborn & Bixler, 2013).  

6. Toward a Model of Cross-Level Coordination in Landscape Conservation 
 

The role of local stakeholder participation in landscape conservation has, to an extent, 

been explored. Margerum (2007, 2008), for example, examined the function of conservation 

partners working at disparate institutional levels of conservation. Wyborn and Bixler (2013) 

demonstrated the nested nature of governance networks within landscape conservation 

initiatives. Reid et al. (2006) explored the values of integrating local knowledge into ecological 

management. The interrelated roles of actors at distinct institutional levels, and how local 

stakeholder participation might contribute to the feasibility of landscape-level natural resource 

conservation decisions are, however, less explored. What follows is a tentative model of cross-

level coordination within landscape conservation that may mitigate institutional fit problems and 

promote the success of landscape conservation endeavors.  

Landscape conservation requires co-governance arguably shared among three 

institutional levels: the macro, meso, and local levels (Figure 2.1). Macro-level coordination 

involves agencies, NGOs, political leaders, and special interest representatives who occupy 

positions of high-level, often transjurisdictional, administrative or regulatory authority. Drawing 

on the resources and skills of macro-level partners (e.g., national- or regional-level natural 

resource administrators), landscape conservation endeavors can potentially gain legislative, 

political, and financial capacity to coordinate and enable transboundary resource conservation 

(Margerum, 2008). Actors at this level can also create overarching conservation goals, 

essentially expectations, that guide and delimit lower-level conservation priorities. Macro-level 

partners do not, however, take on direct responsibility for planning or implementing conservation 
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efforts. Instead, they assume responsibility for “setting policies and establishing programs that 

allow others to carry out actions” (Margerum, 2008, p. 494). Macro-level partners are thus 

functionally reliant on actors at alternative levels, and especially the local level, to conduct 

conservation planning and perform management activities.  

Local-level stakeholders can contribute to the development and operationalization of 

landscape conservation goals in four distinct ways. Through consultation, local stakeholders can 

provide conservation partners at higher institutional levels with insights into cultural, political, 

and economic realities, as well as local ecological knowledge that may promote development of 

feasible landscape conservation goals and objectives (Beem, 2007; Decker et al., 2012). Local 

insights might include the willingness of municipalities and communities to support conservation 

policies (Nelson et al., 2007), willingness of residents to steward resources or sell or donate 

development rights (Guerrero et al., 2010; Pasquini et al., 2010), or assessments of whether 

landscape conservation priorities align with local values (Brown & Donovan, 2013). Local 

planners and resource administrators can also offer insight into the types of decision-support 

tools that would be helpful to them and, consequently, most likely utilized.  

Support of political and financial resolutions for program funding, land acquisition, and 

land-use practices that promote landscape conservation objectives are other ways that local 

stakeholders can further landscape conservation goals (Nelson et al., 2007). These stakeholders 

might advocate on behalf of conservation policies or programs they believe in, provide financial 

contributions to conservation efforts they view as beneficial, or help build civic support for local 

management actions they value. Direct participation in management planning and 

implementation are other ways that local stakeholders can further conservation efforts. This may 

involve engagement in developing achievable landscape conservation objectives and 
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management strategies that reflect local interests and needs, helping support landscape 

conservation goals through strategically restoring and managing resources on public or private 

lands, or delegating management rights to conservation organizations (e.g., land trusts) working 

toward landscape-level conservation objectives (Haight & Gobster, 2009). Finally, local 

stakeholders can create conservation networks that supply infrastructure and capacity for 

implementing management actions across large areas (Wyborn & Bixler, 2013).  

It is reasonable to expect that if local management actions are strategically harmonized, 

they can, in aggregate, meet landscape conservation objectives. However, translating 

overarching, macro-level conservation goals to locally implementable, coordinated management 

efforts is inherently difficult (Young, 2002). The process therefore requires an intermediate, 

meso level of coordination and planning functioning at a spatial and institutional level between 

the macro and local levels.  

Actors at the meso level can serve a variety of functions. Meso-level partners can 

facilitate communication and coordination. Through their bridging role, these partners can help 

interpret and convey the priorities and interests of actors at both higher and lower institutional 

levels (Berkes, 2009; Lee, 2011; Prager, 2010). Meso-level conservation partners can also be 

responsible for conducting transboundary conservation planning and devising geographically 

explicit conservation goals and planning tools. These may include conservation designs such as 

LCDs or strategic plans for landscapes prioritized for conservation. Given the opportunity, these 

decision-support tools can be guided by macro-level conservation goals, but also informed by 

local stakeholders’ values, interests, and insights. Actors at the meso level may also focus on the 

administration of organizations or groups intended to develop, guide, and fund conservation 

programming across targeted landscapes (Margerum, 2008). These could potentially act as 



 

 30 

bridging organizations, facilitating collaboration among actors at disparate institutional levels 

and potentially mitigating institutional fit problem (Berkes, 2009). 

 

Figure 2.1 A depiction of cross-level coordination in landscape conservation and the potential 
roles of actors at each institutional level. Circles represent organizations, agencies, and 
individuals, which, in aggregate, constitute different institutional levels of collaboration. Arrow-
tipped asterisks represent communication within networks of actors at the same institutional 
level. Arrows indicate channels of bi-directional communication between actors at different 
institutional levels. The meso level is represented as branched, as actors at this level may assume 
multiple roles, some focused on organizational administration, others on developing conservation 
designs and strategic plans for specific geographies. 
 

Coordination among conservation partners at the macro, meso, and local levels could 

create a vertically integrated, nested system of wildlife governance capable of achieving 

conservation across complex social-ecological landscapes. Such a system could allow the variety 

of actors dependent on one another to achieve landscape conservation to participate in decision 

making and influence management outcomes (Olsson et al., 2007). Although this tiered system 

would require a significant degree of ongoing coordination, it has the potential to contribute 
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significantly to the success of landscape conservation goal development, communication, and 

management implementation. 

7. Challenges to Local Participation in Landscape Conservation 

The proposed model of cross-level coordination highlights the potential role of local 

stakeholders within landscape conservation and how their participation could promote 

achievement of conservation objectives. The feasibility of institutionalizing this type of vertically 

integrated system of coordination is, however, unclear. The following sections present an 

assessment of challenges associated with facilitating local stakeholder participation in extra-local 

conservation decisions. For reasons we will explore, local stakeholder participation may be 

viewed as disadvantageous and potentially infeasible. These challenges (summarized in Table 

2.2) may shed light on the difficulty of achieving a locally inclusive, participatory approach to 

landscape conservation.  
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Table 2.2 Potential challenges to local stakeholder participation in landscape conservation. 
Temporal and 
Financial Costs  

Due to the diversity of local stakeholder perspectives across any 
given landscape, local stakeholder participation in extra-local 
decision processes could be extremely costly and time consuming.  

Question of 
Relevancy 

Integration of social values or non-expert opinion into landscape-
level natural resource conservation processes may be viewed as 
inappropriate.  

Timing  Landscape conservation is a multi-stage process and requires 
coordination and decision making at various institutional levels. 
Questions, therefore, arise as to when local stakeholder participation 
might produce the greatest benefit.   

Characterizing 
Local Stakeholders 
and their Interests 

Implementing successful participatory processes will require 
determining who qualifies as a “local stakeholder” and concerning 
what resources these stakeholders might be most inclined to 
participate in decision making.  

Selecting 
Participatory 
Mechanisms  

There is uncertainty about participatory mechanisms through which 
local stakeholders may most effectively and efficiently engage in 
decision making. 

 
7.1 Temporal and Financial Costs  

One of the most common criticisms of local stakeholder participation in natural resource 

conservation is the high cost of and time consumed by such processes (Irvin & Stansbury, 2004; 

Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). Considering the competing interests held by local stakeholders 

across any geographic area, including a diverse array of stakeholders in conservation planning 

could produce conflict. It could, therefore, require considerable time and financial investments to 

facilitate local stakeholder involvement, with no guarantee of commensurate development of 

useful planning products or achievement of conservation goals (Beem, 2007; Irvin & Stansbury, 

2004). In light of this uncertainty, it could be difficult to justify opportunities for local 

participation in macro- and meso-level decisions.  
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7.2 Question of Relevancy 

Integration of social considerations or non-expert opinions into landscape conservation 

decisions may be viewed as unnecessary. Some conservation initiatives view landscape-planning 

products, such as spatial analysis, as establishing empirically derived representations of 

environmental conditions and conservation objectives. Unlike local management plans, these 

planning products are not intended for direct implementation, but are instead intended to guide 

and inform local management efforts (Lindenmayer et al., 2008). As a result, data not directly 

related to ecosystem and species dynamics, or not derived by natural science experts, may be 

considered immaterial or beyond the scope of the planning product’s purview (Grumbine, 1994; 

Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). Thus, institutional fit problems aside, socio-political realities that 

impact conservation implementation and ecological data derived from non-experts may be 

viewed as having no place in extra-local conservation decisions. Encouraging a social-ecological 

systems approach to landscape conservation planning might require organizational and cultural 

shifts that place a higher value on local knowledge and other human dimensions considerations.  

7.3 Timing 

Landscape conservation necessitates coordination and decision making at various 

institutional levels and at different times during the conservation process. The question arises, 

therefore, of when local stakeholder participation might produce the greatest benefit. Literature 

indicates local stakeholder involvement at macro, meso, and local institutional levels has its 

strengths and weaknesses.  

Collaboration scholars such as Gray (1989) assert that local stakeholder involvement 

during early goal-development stages (such as those at the macro level) is instrumental for 

building a sense of ownership over the conservation process and its management outcomes. Yet, 
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local stakeholder interests and priorities are often starkly different from those of practitioners 

focused on geographically expansive environmental issues. Local stakeholders may therefore not 

recognize how macro-level decisions impact them and may be doubtful that their interests can be 

effectively reflected in macro-level decisions (Cheng & Daniels, 2005). These stakeholder 

motivations for and satisfaction derived from participation at this decision level may therefore be 

low, and may dissuade some relevant local stakeholders from participating (Saarikoski et al., 

2010). Given the divergent focus of conservation partners at macro and local levels, macro-level 

partners may also find it difficult to facilitate effective, non-tokenistic opportunities for 

participation in decision making (Wondolleck & Yaffe, 2000).  

Local stakeholder participation in meso-level conservation decisions can facilitate 

opportunities for local interests to be represented in strategic conservation plans and reflected in 

conservation-decision-support tools. This, in turn, can enhance the substantive quality and 

instrumental utility of these planning products (Berkes, 2009; Guerrero et al., 2010). Yet, due to 

the highly technical nature of developing strategic plans and decision support tools, many local 

stakeholders may lack the knowledge or skills to engage effectively in meso-level conservation 

decisions, even when given the opportunity to take part. Given the coarse resolution of strategic 

planning documents and associated management recommendations, local stakeholders may also 

be concerned that locally relevant interests and priorities cannot be adequately represented within 

them, which may further discourage local participation in decision making.  

Benefits and drawbacks also exist for stakeholder participation at the local level. Due in 

part to their knowledge of local resources, access to institutional and social memory, and direct 

administrative capacity, engagement of local stakeholders during management planning can 

enhance the feasibility and successful implementation of management actions (Brody, 2003). 
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Small, place-based collaborative conservation groups have also been shown to promote more 

solidary group identities, resolve more internal conflicts, and reach more mutually agreeable 

decisions than larger, more geographically expansive groups (Cheng & Daniels, 2005). Yet, 

unless opportunities for bi-directional communication exist, local stakeholders’ impact on 

conservation decisions may remain isolated to the local level (Brody, 2003). This can leave little 

opportunity for local stakeholders’ interests and place-based knowledge to be communicated to 

conservation partners making decisions at higher institutional levels.  

7.4 Characterizing Local Stakeholders and Their Interests 

Prior to considering the stage at which local stakeholders may most effectively participate 

in decision making, two additional challenges should be addressed. Facilitation of local 

stakeholder participation relies on defining who qualifies as a “local stakeholder.” It also requires 

understanding what resources within the landscape these stakeholders care about.  

The first task is seemingly straightforward. Local stakeholders might be defined as those 

who reside within, or have administrative influence over, resources targeted for conservation. 

However, stakeholders who do not live or manage resources within areas targeted for 

conservation, but who value, utilize, or have moral interests in resources potentially impacted by 

conservation decisions, may also have to be given consideration (Decker et al., 1996). In view of 

the vast number of potential stakeholders within any landscape, participatory processes could 

become unwieldy and ineffective (Kollock, 1998). It might therefore be appropriate for 

stakeholder representatives to participate in conservation planning processes. These 

representatives would, however, have to be strategically selected to ensure they are trusted by 

and uphold the interests of stakeholders they represent (Gray, 1998).  
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Linked with defining who constitutes a local stakeholder is the matter of what resources 

within the landscape local stakeholders care about. These stakeholders may be interested in the 

full array of resources slated for conservation, or they may be interested in a specific species or 

land area (Grunig, 1977). Local stakeholders may also have functional (i.e., place dependence), 

cognitive (i.e., place identity), and affective (i.e., place attachment) ties to places and resources, 

which in turn influence their willingness to support or oppose pro-conservation decisions 

(Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001; Vaske & Korbin, 2001). Promoting opportunities for effective 

local stakeholder participation thus requires identification of relevant stakeholders and their 

priorities. Assuming knowledge of this information is risky; it could lead to participatory 

opportunities that do not serve local stakeholder interests and fail to promote participation.  

7.5 Selecting Participatory Mechanisms  

Not all local stakeholders would be motivated to participate in landscape conservation 

planning. Those who choose to participate would likely have preferences concerning how they 

might do so. A final, though critical challenge to integrating local stakeholders in landscape 

conservation planning is, therefore, how to best facilitate their participation. Rowe and Frewer’s 

(2005) typology points to two primary mechanisms through which local stakeholders might 

participate in “agenda-setting, decision making, and policy- (or plan-) forming activities” (p. 

253). These include: (a) consultation, wherein process sponsors solicit information from 

stakeholders, but no formal dialogue exists; and (b) engagement, which allows deliberation-

based decision making between local stakeholders and process sponsors.  

As demonstrated in our model, both of these mechanisms present opportunities for local 

stakeholders to play a role in landscape conservation planning. Consultation could be used to 

solicit social data not easily derived from secondary analysis, such as whether or to what degree a 
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community would be willing to contribute social, financial, or political capital to future 

conservation efforts associated with landscape conservation. Engagement could facilitate 

opportunities for local stakeholder representation and social-learning throughout all phases of the 

conservation process. This could help to ensure that information about local social institutions and 

the end-users of decision support tools help guide conservation decisions. Yet, direct engagement, 

even if through representatives, might be challenging during conservation planning at the macro- 

and meso-levels due to the sheer number of local interests needing representation and the 

conflicting nature of stakeholder interests. Data derived through consultation might be so 

heterogeneous as to provide limited guidance for conservation decisions at extra-local levels.  

Creating opportunities for local stakeholder participation during landscape conservation 

planning would ultimately require time, funding, and testing to ascertain effectiveness, 

feasibility, and fit within specific contexts. The success of these participatory approaches also 

requires the support of conservation partners and the interest and ability of local stakeholders to 

participate (Stringer et al., 2006). Beyond this, it would require process leaders with the capacity 

to facilitate productive participation. Given that resource conservation practitioners are not 

necessarily trained in socially oriented tasks such as collaborative planning (Jacobson & Duff 

1998), deliberate recruitment of process facilitators might be required.  

8. Future Research 

Despite the challenges it may pose, the conservation community is increasingly aware of 

the importance of local stakeholders and human dimensions consideration in landscape 

conservation planning (Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; NAWMP, 2012). As a result, members of 

some landscape conservation initiatives, including LCCs and Migratory Bird Joint Ventures, are 

trying to understand the role of local stakeholder engagement and social data in their planning 
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processes (NAWMPC, 2012; PPPLCC, 2015). Given the value that local stakeholder 

involvement may bring to the development of conservation goals, objectives, and planning 

products, further investigation of the feasibility of a locally inclusive, participatory approach to 

landscape conservation is warranted. To assess the feasibility of this approach, future research 

should address the following questions: 

• What forms of cultural, organizational, and institutional barriers exist that might preclude 

participation of local stakeholders during landscape conservation efforts? If such 

participation were deemed valuable, how might these barriers be overcome?  

• Through what mechanism and at what stage in the conservation process could local 

perspectives be most effectively integrated into landscape conservation goal and tool 

development so as to maximize the likelihood of conservation implementation?  

• How can local stakeholders be identified, and how can their participation in landscape 

conservation planning be facilitated and incentivized? 

• Which resources within specific landscapes are of greatest concern to local stakeholders 

and at what institutional level of decision making would these stakeholders be inclined to 

participate in landscape conservation planning?  

Responses to some of these questions will be contextually specific, whereas others may be 

more generalizable. All, however, could inform the development of collaborative conservation 

theory and best practices that promote cross-level coordination and good resource governance. 

9. Conclusion 

Facilitating opportunities for macro-to-local cross-level coordination in landscape 

conservation could provide a number of fundamental and interrelated benefits. For example, it 

could help ensure opportunities for local stakeholder participation in conservation decisions 
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made prior to local management planning. This could help conservation goals and planning 

products reflect the interests, values, and knowledge of local stakeholders, in turn potentially 

enhancing their integration into conservation plans and management actions. However, 

institutionalizing a role for local stakeholders in landscape conservation planning has and will 

not be simple. It will require dedication of time and resources, and the willingness of 

conservation partners to take into consideration local perspectives, social values, and non-expert 

opinions. Beyond this, it will necessitate context-specific, empirical evaluation of how and when 

local stakeholders might be most effectively engaged in decision making. Ultimately, willingness 

of local stakeholders to participate in extra-local decisions is not guaranteed, nor is it certain that 

in all cases their involvement would lead to more successful conservation outcomes.  

Nevertheless, significant risks are associated with underemphasizing the importance of 

the human dimensions of landscapes prioritized for conservation and not providing local 

stakeholders a voice in extra-local conservation decisions. Conservation goals and landscape 

planning products developed in the absence of these stakeholders may remain unrealized and 

underutilized due to lack of local support and investment. This, in turn, can result in the 

diversion of time and resources from needed conservation actions. Better understanding the role 

of local stakeholders in landscape conservation and the feasibility of cross-level coordination 

with these stakeholders would be instrumental to the success of the increasingly prevalent 

landscape conservation model.  
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CHAPTER 3 

FACTORS SUPPORTING COLLABORATIVE LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION2  

 
ABSTRACT 

 
The capacity of collaborative landscape conservation initiatives to foster local 

management practices that support transboundary conservation goals requires collaboration 

between networks of organizations and actors that operate at varying spatial and institutional 

levels. Particularly important is horizontal collaboration among development team members 

formally involved in landscape conservation planning and vertical collaboration between 

development teams and local stakeholders responsible for supporting and implementing 

conservation actions. Despite the importance of horizontal and vertical collaboration, they are 

difficult to achieve. I conducted semi-structured interviews with 40 coordinators and directors of 

33 collaborative landscape conservation (CLC) initiatives in the United States to understand 

what factors promote the ability of CLC initiatives to (1) facilitate horizontal and vertical 

collaboration, and (2) generate conservation goals and planning products that are used in local 

management plans and actions. I found 24 factors can impact these forms of collaboration and 

whether and how an initiative is able to move from CLC planning to management 

implementation. These factors relate to the relevance of the conservation issue, development of 

interpersonal relationships, and the CLC initiative’s governance practices, planning processes 

and outcomes, and organizational characteristics. Insights presented are intended to inform 

organizational development, process administration, and regulatory decision-making associated 

with collaborative, transboundary resource conservation. 

                                                
2 A manuscript based on this chapter will be submitted to a peer-reviewed journal with Catherine 
Doyle-Capitman as sole-author.  
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1. Introduction 
 

Growing consensus among current scholars and practitioners of natural resource 

conservation is that success in this endeavor cannot be achieved through site-based or sectoral 

approaches to planning or management (Hahn et al., 2006; Armitage et al., 2009; Berkes et al., 

2005; Berkes, 2009; WHPRP, 2011; Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; Ban et al., 2013; NASEM, 

2015). Transboundary collaborative conservation implemented across ecologically, as opposed 

to socio-politically defined landscapes, is better suited to addressing complex conservation 

challenges (Armitage et al., 2009; Kark et al., 2015). I refer to this conservation model as 

collaborative landscape conservation (CLC).  

The capacity of CLC initiatives to foster local management practices that support 

landscape conservation goals requires collaboration between networks of organizations and 

actors that operate at varying spatial and institutional levels (Berkes et al., 2005; Hahn et al., 

2006; Olsson et al., 2007; Wyborn & Bixler, 2013; Bixler et al., 2016; Doyle-Capitman et al., 

2018). Particularly important are collaboration (1) among development team members formally 

involved in landscape conservation planning (horizontal collaboration), and (2) between 

development teams and local stakeholders responsible for supporting and implementing pro-

conservation management actions (vertical collaboration; Guerrero et al., 2014). These forms of 

collaboration are integral to stable partnerships and access to diverse forms of capital (i.e., 

political, social, natural, and labor-based) necessary to achieve transboundary resource 

management (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 20000; Armitage et al., 2009; Berkes et al., 2009). 

Processes through which collaborative decisions are made and planning products distributed can 

also impact the likelihood CLC planning products (e.g., spatial analyses, management goals, 
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decision support tools) are used to inform local management plans and actions (Pierce et al., 

2005; Beem, 2007; Knight et al., 2008; Stringer et al., 2010).  

Despite the importance of horizontal and vertical collaborations during CLC planning 

and management implementation, they are difficult to achieve (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; 

Cash & Moser, 2006; Kark et al., 2015). Conflicting organizational missions and cultures, 

historic conflicts between actors and organizations, and the inherent difficulty of working across 

distinct institutional and geopolitical levels make collaboration challenging (Kark et al., 2015; 

Doyle-Capitman et al., 2018). Insufficient or ineffective efforts at these forms of collaboration, 

and inattention to the processes through which conservation decisions are made, can reduce local 

support and development teams’ access to resources and capacity (Stringer et al, 2006; Beem, 

2007; Wyborn & Bixler, 2013). These conditions can generate planning-implementation gaps 

(Knight et al., 2008; Biggs et al., 2011), wherein landscape conservation goals are not achieved 

through local management actions. 

I conducted semi-structured interviews with 40 coordinators and directors of 33 CLC 

initiatives in the United States to understand what factors promote the capacity of CLC initiatives 

to generate goals and planning products that are used in local management plans and actions. 

Specifically, I elucidate factors that fostered horizontal and vertical collaboration and promoted 

adoption of CLC planning products. Insights presented in this article are intended to inform 

organizational development, process administration, and regulatory decision-making associated 

with collaborative, transboundary resource conservation. 
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2. Literature Review 
 
2.1 CLC and the Role of Collaboration 
 

Site-based management efforts led by single organizations are increasingly recognized as 

inadequate for addressing the complex, transboundary environmental challenges that confront 

modern societies (Lindenmeyer et al., 2008; NASEM, 2015; Bixler et al., 2016). In response to 

the need for transboundary governance capacity, many in the conservation community are 

adopting a holistic approach to natural and cultural resource conservation (Jacobson & 

Robertson, 2012; Bixler et al., 2016; Scarlet and McKinney, 2016). This approach, CLC, 

involves collaboratively developing and working toward common goals for the future condition 

of natural and cultural resources within broad geographic areas that span social and political 

boundaries (Berkes et al., 2005; Hahn et al., 2006; Olsson et al., 2007; Bixler et al., 2016; Table 

3.1).  

Table 3.1 Collaborative landscape conservation (CLC): characteristics and processes. 
1. CLC efforts are multi-purpose, seeking to address a range of interrelated environmental 

and social issues within a defined landscape in which multiple parties have administrative 
authority over resources and land. 

2. CLC begins with conservation planning, meaning the process of determining where and 
through what means to focus conservation efforts to minimize loss of valued natural and 
cultural resources (Pressey & Bottrill, 2009). 

3. Accomplishment of CLC goals is encouraged through co-production of CLC planning 
products, which include environmental assessments that identify priority areas for 
conservation actions, spatial analysis of current and projected species and habitat ranges, 
and decision-support tools to assist management planning. 

4. CLC planning products are provided to local resource practitioners and land-use planners, 
who are intended to adopt these planning products and use them to inform management 
plans and actions. 

 
The success of CLC initiatives, here defined as their ability to produce conservation goals 

and planning products that are used to inform the development of local management plans and 

actions (Biggs et al., 2012; Bixler et al., 2016), is contingent on collaboration. Collaboration is 

“(1) the pooling or appreciations of resources, (2) by two or more stakeholders, (3) to solve a set 



 

52 

of problems which neither can solve individually” (Gray,1989, p12). Development of socio-

politically feasible landscape conservation goals and useful planning products necessitate group 

efforts due to resources required (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003; O’Leary & Bringham, 2009) and 

authority held by individual organizations, groups, or actors (Hechtor, 1988; Margules & 

Pressey, 2000).  

2.2 Horizontal and Vertical Collaboration in CLC 
 
 Developing, planning, and implementing conservation across complex social-ecological 

landscapes require collaboration among actors who work at various geographic (e.g., 

international, national, regional, state, and local) and institutional (e.g., policy, organizational, 

managerial) levels (Berkes et al., 2005; Hahn et al., 2006; Olsson et al., 2007; Doyle-Capitman et 

al., 2018; Fig. 3.1). The CLC model thus relies on both horizontal and vertical collaboration (Fig. 

3.2). 

     

 
Figure 3.1 Horizontal and vertical collaboration involved in collaborative landscape 
conservation. Figure adapted from Doyle-Capitman et al. (2018). Circles represent organizations, 
agencies, and individuals at different institutional levels of collaboration. Arrow-tipped asterisks 
represent communication within networks at the same institutional level. Arrows indicate 
channels of bi-directional communication between actors at different levels.  

Meso-Level Actors:  
• Facilitate bi-directional communication; devise geographically 

explicit conservation goals for the landscape; serve a bridging role   

Macro-Level Actors:  
• Provide legislative, political, and financial capacity to facilitate 

transboundary conservation   
• Provide guidance on overarching conservation goals 

Local-Level Actors: 
• Provide data on socio-political conditions  
• Support political and financial resolutions related to 
conservation 
• Engage directly in management planning and implementation  
• Facilitate transboundary conservation through local networks  

Vertical C
ollaboration 

Horizontal Collaboration 
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 Horizontal collaboration occurs among stakeholders, organizations, and agencies that 

work at comparable institutional and geographic levels (Olsson et al., 2007; Armitage et al., 

2009; Doyle-Capitman et al., 2018). Within the CLC model, some of the most important 

horizontal collaboration is interorganizational collaboration that occurs among members of CLC 

development teams at the meso level (Margerum, 2008; Wyborn & Bixler, 2013; Doyle-

Capitman et al., 2018). Development teams are comprised of partners who are formally 

associated with a CLC initiative and charged with developing CLC planning products. As 

partners, development team members take responsibility for contributing an agreed-upon, but not 

necessarily equal, level of effort (McKinney & Johnson, 2009). Formal partnership arrangements 

allow development team members to reliably share resources, work in official capacities on 

common problems, and strive to achieve specified common goals (McKinney & Johnson, 2009). 

Vertical collaboration occurs among organizations, agencies, and groups at disparate 

institutional and spatial levels (Hahn et al., 2006; Berkes, 2009; Doyle-Capitman et al., 2018). 

These linkages help integrate diverse echelons of power and knowledge (Hahn et al., 2006; 

Berkes, 2009). Within the context of CLC, vertical linkages foster informal networks between 

development teams and local stakeholders who are not members of these teams (Berkes, 2009). 

Local stakeholders are “organizations, informal groups, and individuals that (1) focus primarily 

on issues and actions at the level where resource planning, management, and use occur, (2) have 

active interests in the management of resources targeted for conservation, (3) may be impacted 

by resource management decisions, and (4) have the power (e.g., political power, social 

influence, or control over resource management) to support or impede implementation of 

management actions” (Doyle-Captiman et al., 2018, p2). These stakeholders are thus integral to 

the accomplishment of CLC goals through applied management actions.  
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Opportunities for development teams to collaborate with local stakeholders during CLC 

planning can enhance the socio-political feasibility of landscape conservation goals, the utility 

and usability of planning products, and the likelihood that landscape conservation goals will be 

supported by local stakeholders (Cash & Moser, 2000; Berkes et al., 2005; Pierce et al., 2005; 

Cash, 2006; Knight et al., 2008; Doyle-Capitman et al., 2018; Doyle-Capitman & Decker, in 

preparation). After CLC planning, vertical collaboration and cooperation can facilitate the 

distribution of planning products and encourage their adoption (Hahn et al., 2006; Doyle-

Capitman & Decker, in preparation).  

 

Figure 3.2 A depiction of horizontal collaboration between development team members and 
vertical collaboration between development teams and local stakeholders. Arrow-tipped asterisks 
represent communication within networks of actors at the same institutional level. Arrows 
indicate channels of bi-directional communication.  

 

Collaborations in CLCs occur in many ways (Wyborn & Bixler, 2013; Kark et al., 2015). 

Since horizontal collaboration between development team members and vertical collaboration 

between development teams and local stakeholders are particularly important to the development 

Development teams: conservation partners 
formally involved in CLC planning and charged 
with developing CLC planning products (e.g., 
environmental assessments, spatial analysis, 
decision-support tools).  

Local Stakeholders: may be impacted by 
resource management decisions and have the 
power (e.g., political power, social influence, or 
administrative authority) to support or impede 
implementation of management actions that 
support landscape conservation goals.  

Horizontal Collaboration 

Vertical C
ollaboration 
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of actionable conservation goals and implementation of management actions, we focus on these 

forms of collaboration.  

2.3 Challenges to Horizontal and Vertical Collaboration 
 
Horizontal and vertical collaboration are difficult to achieve (Yaffee et al., 1997; Aldrich, 

1999; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; Young, 2002). Development team members tend to represent 

organizations and groups with distinct priorities, constituency bases, and procedures they use to 

achieve their goals (Aldrich, 1999; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). Consequently, determining 

conservation goals that are collectively supported is often difficult (Grey 1989; Wondolleck & 

Yaffee, 2000; McKinney et al., 2010). Conflicting organizational norms and cultures can 

challenge effective interorganizational collaboration (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; Stringer, 

2006; Kark et al., 2015). These and other types of transaction costs, meaning the investments of 

time, resources, and capacity needed to conduct collaborative exchanges, can be significant 

(Tsasis, 2009). Over the life of a long-term collaborative arrangement, transactional costs and 

opportunity costs (i.e., forfeited opportunities to spend resources on alternative activities) 

associated with collaboration can become onerous (Yaffee et al., 1997; Yaffee & Wondolleck, 

2000). Even when conservation partners are invested in working together, process-related 

barriers can impede successful collaboration. For many resource administrators, collaboration 

and decentralized decision-making are novel experiences (Wondolleck & Yaffee 1994; 2000). 

Therefore, conservation partners and leaders may have limited understanding of what effective 

collaborative processes entail (Jacobson & Duff, 1998; Decker et al., 2012).  

Fostering collaboration between actors at distinct geographic and institutional levels 

presents its own challenges. Cheng & Daniels (2003) and Prager (2003) demonstrated that 

conservation priorities at regional compared to local levels have fundamentally different foci and 
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use different language. Therefore, translation and coordination between actors at distinct levels 

can be complicated and time-consuming. The geographic regions on which CLC initiatives focus 

also tend to extend beyond those areas on which local stakeholders tend to focus during their 

management planning and implementation. Landscape planning may, therefore, have little 

relevance to local stakeholders, which may reduce their interest in participating in CLC planning 

or in adopting associated planning products (Yaffee & Woolandeck, 1997; Lee, 2011). For 

natural scientists and resource managers accustomed to working exclusively with ecological and 

biological data, social considerations and local knowledge may have little validity or role in 

conservation decision making (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; Jacobson & Robertson, 2012). How 

and by whom CLC planning processes are implemented can also impact the willingness of local 

stakeholders to collaborate with development teams and to adopt CLC planning products (Beem, 

2007; Knight et al., 2008; Doyle-Capitman & Decker, in preparation). Inflexible, top-down 

decision processes can offend and alienate local stakeholders (Beem, 2007), thereby reducing 

their willingness to (1) participate in conservation planning, (2) support CLC goals, and (3) adopt 

CLC planning products (Beem, 2007; Doyle-Capitman & Decker, in preparation). 

2.4 Planning-Implementation Gaps 
 
Given the range of challenges identified, it can be difficult for CLC initiatives to achieve 

horizontal and vertical collaboration (Young, 2002; Cash et al., 2006). This can be problematic, 

as ineffective collaboration can reduce a CLC initiatives’ access to resources vital to its success. 

These conditions can generate planning-implementation gaps (Knight et al., 2008; Biggs et al., 

2011), wherein CLC goals are unmet due to lack of management capacity, access to resources, or 

local support. 



 

57 

Various authors have examined factors that contribute to successful interorganizational 

collaboration during conservation planning (Yaffee et al., 1997; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; 

Chang & Daniels, 2005; Magerum, 2008). Others have sought to examine how actors at distinct 

levels interact and influence one another during transboundary conservation planning and 

implementation (Reid, 2006; Margerum, 2008; Wyborn & Bixler, 2013; Doyle-Capitman et al., 

2018). To date, no framework has been developed to identify factors that help promote the 

success of initiatives that follow the CLC model.  

3. Methods 
 
 My inquiry examined factors that promote the success of CLC initiatives in generating 

CLC goals and planning products that are adopted into local management plans and actions. 

Specifically, I identified how horizontal and vertical collaboration can be fostered during the 

CLC planning process and how adoption of CLC planning products can be encouraged. I 

received clearance from both the Federal Office of Management and Budgets (OMB Clearance 

No. 1018-0170) and Cornell University’s Institutional Review Board (Protocol ID 1006001472) 

to conduct this research. 

3.1 Interview Sample  
 
I conducted 40 semi-structured interviews with the coordinators and directors of 33 CLC 

initiatives dedicated to facilitating and implementing natural and, in some cases cultural, 

resource conservation across large landscapes within the United States (Appendix A). Interviews 

were conducted between May 2016 and January 2017. My sample was comprised of individuals 

from Federally managed governmental initiatives, Federally staffed, non-governmental 

initiatives, state and multi-state initiatives, and non-governmental initiatives. These initiatives 

had a range of conservation and management foci, including wildlife conservation, habitat 
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conservation and connectivity, agricultural productivity, forest management, ecosystem 

conservation, cultural resource conservation and management, and ecosystem connectivity 

(Appendix A). Initiatives were selected from a database of over 500 large landscape efforts 

within the United States assembled by the Networks for Landscape Conservation.  

My sampling was not intended to be representative of all known CLC initiatives in the 

US. Instead, I selected initiatives that represented a range of administrative authority, resource 

conservation focuses, geographic distribution, and size of the landscape boundary. All initiatives 

had the intent to facilitate or promote local conservation actions by producing CLC planning 

products. These products articulated conservation goals for the landscape, priority areas for 

conservation, and/or strategies for achieving conservation objectives. The intended use of these 

products was to inform resource and land-use planning and management.   

3.2 Semi-Structured Interviews 
 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted by telephone. Each interviewee was asked,  

In your experience, what can promote the success of a collaborative landscape 
conservation initiative, meaning its capacity to move from conservation planning to 
the implementation of local management actions that support landscape conservation 
goals?  

 
This was followed-up by a range of questions about factors that promote (1) 

interorganizational collaboration among development team members, (2) collaboration between 

development teams and local stakeholders, and (3) adoption of CLC planning products. These 

questions were phrased as follow-ups, so the exact wording was unique to each interview.   

 Interviews were recorded using a digital recording device and transcribed by the 

researcher. Factors that promoted collaboration and adoption of CLC planning products were 

identified through a process of summative content analysis and descriptive coding (Hsieh & 

Shannon, 2005). I built off Yaffee et al.’s (1997) framework of factors that promoted successful 
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interorganizational bridging in natural resource conservation, adding factors as they emerged 

through the coding process. To ensure emergent factors did not represent outlying opinions, 

factors were discarded unless reported by three or more interviewees.   

 

4. Factors Supporting Successful CLC 

 I found 24 factors that promoted the capacity of CLC initiatives to foster horizontal and 

vertical collaboration and adoption of CLC planning products (Table 3.2). My findings are 

expressed through descriptive, qualitative data highlighting patterns in interviewees’ responses, 

not response frequency.  

Initially, I organized success-supporting factors into the three categories offered by 

Yaffee et al. (1997): situation-specific factors, process-related factors, and factors related to the 

institutional context. However, I felt that different or additional categories of factors were needed 

to explain patterns in my results, so I clustered the factors into six general categories:  

1. Governance processes: how and by whom decisions were made during CLC planning and 

how implementation of conservation efforts was enforced  

2. CLC planning process and outcomes: what decisions were made, why these decisions 

were made, and characteristics of these decisions  

3. Communication and education: whether and how communication was facilitated between 

and among development teams and local stakeholders  

4. The CLC initiative’s organizational characteristics: how the organization behaved and its 

access to resources (i.e., staffing, financial resources) 

5. Relevance of the conservation issue: if and how the CLC initiative focused on issues of 

importance to collaborators  
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6. Interpersonal relationships: if and how development team members and local 

stakeholders interacted and formed social connections   

Table 3.2 Factors contributing to horizontal collaboration between development team members, 
vertical collaboration between development teams and local stakeholders, and adoption of CLC 
planning products by local stakeholders. Factors with asterisks are original to Yaffee et al. 
(1997). 
 

Context of Factor Factor Factor Definition 
Factors related to 
governance 
processes 

Good Governance 
Practices 

The CLC initiative’s leadership follows good 
governance practices, demonstrating 
inclusivity, equitability, fairness, 
accountability, and transparency during 
decision making.  

 *Dedicated 
Leadership 

There is dedicated leadership within the 
development team and at the local level.  

 Diversity of 
Development Team 
Members 

Development team members represent a range 
of sectors and interests, including the private 
sector, non-traditional conservation partners, 
and local stakeholder representatives.  

 Regulation of the 
Environmental Issue 

 

Participation in CLC planning and adoption of 
planning products is voluntary, and 
regulations associated with management 
implementation are not too onerous. 

Factors related to 
CLC planning 
processes and 
products 

*Shared and 
superordinate goals 

Conservation partners and local stakeholders 
share goals for the use and management of 
natural resources, or they are able to 
determine overarching, superordinate goals. 

 *Perceived 
Interdependence 

Development team members and local 
stakeholders recognize they are dependent on 
one another to achieve their resource 
conservation and management goals.  

 Consideration of 
Local Socio-
Political Realities 

Understanding and accounting for local socio-
political realities, including laws, policies, and 
economic drivers, social and political 
conditions, and environmental histories while 
assembling development teams and 
conducting conservation planning.  

 *Win-Win 
Solutions 
 

Achievement of landscape conservation goals 
creates benefits for development team 
members and local stakeholders. 

 Provision of 
Adequate Time  

Provision of adequate time to allow landscape 
conservation planning processes to unfold 
organically. 
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 Achievable Goals The initiative’s conservation goals are 
achievable, meaning they are socio-politically 
feasible and locally supported. 
 
 

Factors related to 
communication and 
education 

Versatility of the 
Initiative’s 
Messaging 

The initiative employs messaging (used to 
communicate its purpose, goals, and 
objectives) that is targeted to specific 
stakeholder groups and appeals to a range of 
audiences.  

 Clarity of the 
Conservation 
Message 

The initiative uses clear, coherent messaging 
to communicate its goals and conservation 
objectives.  

 *Education Availability of educational opportunities to 
help development team members and local 
stakeholders understand landscape-level 
environmental challenges, how these 
challenges manifest, and the benefits of 
adopting management strategies that support 
landscape conservation goals.   

 *Communication Conservation partners and local stakeholders 
are provided consistent and effective 
opportunities for communication. 

Factors related to 
the CLC initiative’s 
organizational 
behavior and 
characteristics 

*Provision of 
Incentives 

The availability of incentives that promote 
participation in conservation planning and 
adoption of management actions that support 
landscape conservation goals.  

 *Availability of 
Resources 

Access to a diversity of resources, including 
social capital, technical expertise, 
environmental and social data, and financial 
support.  

 Adaptability  The initiatives’ ability to reach its goals 
through a range of management approaches, 
and its capacity to evolve with changing social 
and environmental conditions. 

 Capacity to Promote 
Implementation 

Evidence that a CLC initiative can facilitate or 
foster local-level management actions. 

 *Celebration of 
Early, Small 
Successes 

Celebrating small achievements that promote 
the overall goal of the CLC initiative.  

Factors related to 
the relevance of the 
CLC effort 

Relevance of the 
Conservation Issue  

The conservation issue being addressed has 
relevance to development team members and 
local stakeholders.  
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 *Urgency of the 
Conservation Issue 

There is a sense of urgency associated with 
the environmental issue addressed by the CLC 
initiative.  

  Sense of Place The landscape targeted by the CLC initiative 
has meaning and value to development team 
members and local stakeholders. 
 
 

Factors related to 
interpersonal 
relationships 

*Development and 
Maintenance 
of Personal 
Relationships 

Development and maintenance of 
interpersonal relationships between and 
among development team members and local 
stakeholders.  

 *Trust and respect Development team members and local 
stakeholders demonstrate trust and respect for 
one another.  

 
5. Discussion 
 

My findings indicated that establishing stable networks of collaborators needed to 

develop actionable landscape conservation goals and to implement supporting management 

actions depended on a range of factors. These factors were specific to the planning process, 

planning products, CLC initiative, targeted resources, and how conservation partners and local 

stakeholders interacted and communicated. In the following section I discuss patterns in factors 

that contribute to collaboration during CLC planning and adoption of CLC planning products.   

5.1 Factors Related to Governance Processes 
 
 How and by whom CLC decisions are made and pro-conservation activities are regulated 

can impact horizontal and vertical collaboration and adoption of CLC planning products. My 

data revealed that success was reportedly more likely when CLC leadership adhered to good 

governance principles, including inclusivity, equitability, and transparency during CLC planning, 

and were accountable to conservation partners and local stakeholders. CLC development teams 

that represented a diversity of sectors and stakeholders from various geographic and institutional 

levels, including the local level, were reportedly more likely than those lacking such diversity to 
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have access to the capital needed to create and achieve conservation goals within social-

ecological landscapes. Access to needed capital was reported as mollifying development team 

members’ concerns about transaction costs incurred by participation in CLC planning because 

their investment of time and resources resulted in tangible conservation outcomes. The 

collaborative planning literature and my inquiry revealed that local stakeholders can be 

represented on development teams by “scale jumpers” (Lee, 2011, p440; Mills et al., 2014; Galik 

& Grala, 2017). These are individuals or organizations that work with and are trusted by both 

local stakeholders and transboundary resource planners (Ernstson et al., 2010; Lee, 2011; Mills 

et al., 2014). According to Lee (2011), scale jumpers can help break communicative barriers 

within CLC planning processes by promoting the use of commonly understood language and 

translating between levels when needed. Effective scale jumpers identified through our 

interviews were, for example, Partners for Fish and Wildlife coordinators who worked directly 

with local stakeholders but who also met and communicated regularly with regional U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service officials and participated as CLC development team members. 

Transparent planning processes reportedly helped ensure that development team 

members and local stakeholders understood how conservation goals were determined and how 

planning products were developed. While exclusivity and poor communication regarding 

decision processes can alienate partners and breed suspicion among local stakeholders 

(Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; Doyle-Capitman & Decker, in preparation), interviewees reported 

that that transparent planning fosters trust and willingness to support CLC goals. My results 

revealed development team members may also be more likely to maintain their commitment to 

an initiative when process leaders are accountable, follow through with their promises, are 

equitable, and demonstrate respect for all planning participants. Gray (1989) posited that inequity 
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during decision making is one of the primary factors leading to the dissolution of collaborative 

endeavors, as stakeholders will abandon partnerships if their interests are not fairly considered. 

In my study, dedicated leadership was also reported as promoting the continuity of collaborative 

relationships by ensuring consistency of governance processes and facilitating regular 

communication.  

Leadership at the local level was also reportedly integral to vertical collaboration and 

adoption of planning products. My inquiry revealed that local representatives of CLC initiatives 

could inform local stakeholders about a conservation issue and promote engagement in 

management efforts. For example, success of the Natural Resource Conservation Service’s 

(NRCS) Greater Sage Grouse and Lesser Prairie Chicken initiatives was attributed partly to their 

having representatives at the county level. These locally-embedded individuals reportedly gained 

the trust of their communities, which enhanced local stakeholders’ willingness to work with 

these representatives on management planning. Early adopters of management practices and 

local champions of conservation approaches were also reported as providing influential local 

leadership. Early adopters were seen as setting a precedent of action their neighbors and friends 

could follow. Previous studies consistently highlight early adopters and local champions as 

integral to fostering local adoption of pro-conservation activities (Pierce et al., 2005; Westley et 

al., 2013).  

A final governance-related factor that emerged from our interviews related to how use 

and management of targeted resources are regulated. Interviewees, especially those with 

experience conserving endangered and threatened species (such as those involved in the Platte 

River Endangered Species Partnership and the Lesser Prairie Chicken Initiative), reported that 

fear of regulation can undermine the willingness of private landowners and industry 
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representatives to engage in CLC planning and pro-conservation management activities. The 

Lesser Prairie Chicken Initiative that spans portions of Colorado, New Mexico, Kansas, 

Oklahoma, and Texas, for example, was reported to have experienced a precipitous drop-off of 

landowners willing to work with NRCS to develop habitat management plans after the bird was 

placed on the Endangered Species List. Results of our interviews also indicated that programs 

implemented through regulation are often unpopular and difficult to sustain. A number of studies 

focused on large landscape conservation also found voluntary participation in CLC planning and 

adoption of pro-conservation management activities were preferred by local stakeholders (Hahn 

et al., 2006; Cooke et al., 2012). However, other scholars have pointed out that regulation can 

provide a valuable framework around which collaborative planning efforts can be developed 

(Gray, 1985). Imperiled resources also tend to attract government and NGO funding to promote 

resource conservation (Sorice et al., 2011). Regulation can thus be a double-edged sword for 

CLC.  

5.2 Factors Related to CLC Planning Processes  
 
Many factors specific to the planning process can influence the success of CLC 

initiatives. My results indicated that sustainable horizontal and vertical collaboration were 

heavily dependent on development team members and local stakeholders having shared goals for 

conservation, or at least recognized they shared superordinate goals. According to Yaffee and 

others (1997), superordinate goals are those foundational to the more specific goals of an 

organization. Municipal water utilities, fisheries biologists, and kayaking groups might, for 

example, all share the superordinate goal of promoting clean water.  Achievement of 

superordinate goals can lead to win-win outcomes, in which all collaborators benefit. My 

findings revealed that organizations and interest groups were more likely to collaborate on 
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development teams, and even forgo making their own immediate interests their priority, if they 

agreed to work toward superordinate conservation goals. Focusing on these goals could also help 

potential conservation partners set aside historic conflicts to pursue overarching priorities on 

which they agreed.  

Nearly every interviewee reported that the success of CLC initiatives was contingent on 

considering local socio-political realities during CLC planning. These realities included laws, 

policies, economic conditions, environmental histories, land-use and ownership dynamics, and 

social interests and needs that influence what management actions are feasible and likely to be 

adopted. Situation assessments, representation of local stakeholders on development teams, and 

participation in CLC planning by local stakeholders were reported as providing valuable insight 

into local socio-political realities. Consistent with my findings, several authors have highlighted 

the importance of integrating human dimensions thinking into transboundary conservation 

planning (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; Pierce et al., 2005; Knight et al., 2008; Pressey & 

Bottrill, 2008; Guerrero et al., 2013, 2014; Doyle-Capitman et al., 2018).  

A significant challenge CLC initiatives face is impatience with the planning process. 

Insights from the literature indicate development team members, and their organizations, may 

become anxious to see the products of collaboration, given their investments of time and 

resources. Process leaders and conservation partners may also feel pressure to report 

accomplishments to funding sources and supervisors (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). Whatever 

the rationale, my inquiry and the collaborative planning literature (e.g., Gray, 1989; Ansell & 

Gash, 2007) indicate that accelerating decision-making processes to meet constructed timelines 

can undermine the validity of conservation decisions and opportunities for relationship building. 

Based on insights from my interviews, one way temporal pressure may be mitigated is through 
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determining short-, middle-, and long-term goals. In so doing, an initiative can show consistent 

progress towards its goals without accelerating the decision process. 

5.3 Factors Related to Communication and Education 
 
 The messaging and narrative created to convey the organizing concept and overarching 

purpose of a CLC initiative (Laven et al., 2010) can significantly impact which conservation 

partners the initiative attracts and whether it garners local support. Unsurprisingly, my results 

revealed the more versatile an initiative’s narrative (i.e., its ability to appeal to various 

audiences), the more likely the initiative was to attract a diversity of development team members 

and local stakeholders. The North Atlantic Joint Venture, for example, emphasizes in its 

communications that it focuses on conserving a range of bird species, both game and non-game. 

This versatile messaging was reported as helping the initiative gain diverse partners and 

supporters, including waterfowl hunters and preservationists.  

Messaging that highlights the social and cultural benefits of a CLC initiative can also 

help build a diverse, supportive constituency of local stakeholders. My interviews indicate 

communicating about an environmental threat from multiple perspectives (e.g., how these threats 

impact economic, cultural, and ecological functionality at the local level) and highlighting how 

landscape conservation efforts may mitigate these threats can ensure the priorities of the 

initiative are relatable and appealing to a diverse audience. National Heritage Areas, for example, 

rely on the narrative of promoting and protecting cultural heritage (Levan et al., 2010). This 

relatable, broadly appealing narrative has reportedly helped National Heritage Areas gain local 

support by a diversity of stakeholders interested in conserving their cultural heritage (Levan et 

al., 2010).  
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 Access to environmental education can be essential for ensuring local stakeholders and 

development team members understand the environmental issues a CLC initiative seeks to 

address and the potential benefits of adopting CLC planning products. CLC initiatives, state and 

Federal natural resource agencies, and environmental NGOs can provide educational 

opportunities. However, peer-to-peer education, where social learning happens through 

discussion and demonstration (Schusler et al., 2003), was reported as particularly effective. 

Rosenburg & Margerum (2008) also found that landowners overwhelmingly preferred to learn 

about environmental management opportunities from friends and acquaintances. It can therefore 

be advantageous to training early adopters to (1) communicate about management programs, and 

(2) educate their peers about environmental challenges and how they might address these 

challenges through pro-conservation activities. This was the approach taken by the Hudson 

Valley Estuary program, which enlisted early adopters into a voluntary peer training program, 

and worked with these early adopters to refine language in the initiatives’ communications to 

ensure its accessibility.  

5.4 Factors Related to the CLC Initiative’s Organizational Behavior and Procedures 

 Even if a CLC initiative follows good governance practices, factors related to its 

organizational characteristics can impact success. Promoting local stakeholders’ adoption of 

CLC planning products, for example, was reportedly contingent on the provision of incentives. 

Direct incentives, such as technical assistance for developing management plans and financial 

assistance during management implementation, reportedly enhanced the feasibility of adopting 

planning products. Indirect incentives, such as economic revitalization promoted by restoration 

and conservation, reportedly helped promote community investment in conservation efforts. 

Intangible incentives, such as fear, reportedly provided an incentive for engagement in 
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conservation efforts. Fear of regulation, for example, was reported as a primary motivating factor 

for collaboration in the Sage Grouse Initiative, which spans 11 intermountain and western states 

in the U.S. Conservation partners and local stakeholders reportedly believed the regulatory 

impacts of an Endangered Species Listing would be so onerous that pre-emptive engagement in 

Sage Grouse conservation was preferable. Understanding what incentives motivate people to 

engage in conservation efforts is thus important (Yaffee et al., 1997; McMullen & Adobor, 

2011).  

 Successful conservation initiatives were also reportedly dependent on access to resources 

such as dedicated staff and on the adaptability of the initiative. Dedicated staff were reported as 

facilitating (1) coordination of development teams, (2) communication between actors within and 

external to the initiative, (3) administration of the initiative’s programs, and (4) technical 

assistance to local stakeholders. These responsibilities would otherwise fall to development team 

members, which Wondolleck & Yaffee (2000) indicated can reduce these partners’ willingness 

to engage in collaborative conservation.  

Adaptable CLC initiatives are those with goals that can be met through various 

management approaches and that are able to evolve with changing social and environmental 

conditions. According to the innovation adoption literature (e.g., Rogers, 2003; Pannell et al., 

2006), local stakeholders will be more likely to implement management actions that fit local 

contexts and meet local needs than actions that do otherwise. Multiple interviewees pointed out 

that if an initiative is overly prescriptive in how its conservation objectives need to be met, it is 

unlikely to be adopted in a diversity of contexts. My findings revealed that focusing on 

organizational adaptability can also help the priorities and objectives of CLC initiatives remain 

relevant to partner organizations. Multiple coordinators reported their initiatives iteratively re-
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evaluate their strategic planning documents to ensure these documents reflected contemporary 

conditions and commonly supported goals. 

5.5 Factors Related to the Relevance of the CLC Effort 
 

 The degree to which CLC initiatives attract conservation partners and promote adoption 

of planning products is largely contingent on whether their focal conservation issues are relevant. 

If the conservation issue is not relevant to potential conservation partners or their organizations, 

interviewees reported that, based on their experiences, commitment to development teams is 

unlikely. For example, according to a number of Landscape Conservation Cooperative 

coordinators I interviewed, Landscape Conservation Design efforts have experienced attrition by 

development team members who did not see how the conservation planning issue was relevant or 

beneficial to their organizations. Multiple NRCS program coordinators I interviewed also noted 

that even if financial incentives are available, local stakeholders are not likely to support or to 

engage in conservation efforts these stakeholders do not view as immediately important. 

Successful initiatives are thus those that provide resources to address environmental issues that 

are already acknowledged.  

My findings indicate that CLC initiatives have a greater likelihood of being supported if 

local stakeholders have a sense of place associated with the landscape in question. Sense of place 

is defined as “a collection of meanings, beliefs, symbols, values, and feelings that individuals or 

groups associate with a particular locality” (Williams & Stewart 1998, p18). Literature within 

environmental sociology and human geography demonstrates that one aspect of sense of place—

place attachment, or the bonds formed with a place based on its function and meanings (Relph, 

1976; Altman & Low, 1992; Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001)—can be an important antecedent to 

place-protective attitudes and engagement in pro-conservation behavior (Jorgensen & Stedman, 
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2001; Vaske & Korbin, 2001; Walker and Chapman, 2003; Halpenny, 2010). In my inquiry, the 

success of the Hudson River Estuary Program was in part attributed to local residents caring 

about the Hudson River Valley and their sense of regional identity. Understanding and 

strategically drawing on local stakeholders’ sense of place and place attachment may, therefore, 

be valuable for promoting participation in CLC planning and adoption of planning products.  

5.6 Factors Related to Interpersonal Relationships 
 

My results supported the well-substantiated fact that interpersonal relationships and a 

foundation of trust and respect are integral to effective, sustainable collaborative arrangements 

(Gray, 1998; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; Cook et al., 2005). Interpersonal relationships 

facilitate collaboration because potential partners recognize they are likely to interact in the 

future (Axelrod, 2006). Given this shadow of future interactions, the risks associated with 

collaborating and sharing resources can be mollified (Axelrod, 2006). Insights from my 

interviews also revealed that establishing and maintaining positive relationships among 

development team members helped open lines of communication. Multiple interviewees reported 

that partners with established relationships were more willing to communicate about the relative 

successes and failures of an initiative. Feeling comfortable to discuss these matters reportedly 

enhanced these initiatives’ capacity to adapt. Interviewees also reported that strong interpersonal 

relationships enhanced the willingness of development team members to make compromises in 

deference to common conservation goals. This may be because actors in relationships are more 

willing to wait for long-term benefits, even if they are disadvantaged in the short-term (Hechtor, 

1988; Axelod, 2006).    

One of the primary reasons interpersonal relationships reportedly promoted sustainable 

collaborative arrangements was that these relationships fostered trust, defined as the expectation 
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of benign behavior and reciprocity based on past interactions (Molm et al., 2000). My results 

revealed that, based on interviewees’ experiences, development team members were more likely 

to share resources and compromise on conservation goals if they trusted their conservation 

partners. This may be because trust can reduce the perceived risk of entering into long-term 

relationships and providing access to valued resources (Molm et al., 2000). Encouraging 

communication among development team partners—whether during conservation planning 

meetings, conferences, or in less formal settings— was reported as helping team members build 

interpersonal relationships and trust. Face-to-face communication forums were also reported as 

providing team members opportunities for social learning, through which they could gain insight 

into partners’ organizational goals and conservation-related aspirations. These experiences 

reportedly reduced prejudice and mollified negative attitudes resulting from past conflicts. 

Local stakeholders’ adoption of CLC planning products was also reportedly contingent 

on these stakeholders trusting and feeling respected by product developers. Trusted conservation 

partners were reportedly viewed as less likely to promote conservation goals that undermined the 

wellbeing of local stakeholders (as a result of restrictive regulation or severe changes to resource 

management). A key to building trust with local stakeholders was reportedly inquiring about 

their needs and the challenges they faced, instead of assuming knowledge of these conditions.  

6. Institutionalizing Successful CLC 
 

My inquiry elucidated factors that can promote the success of CLC initiatives, helping to 

ensure limited resources available for planning effectively result in management actions that 

support landscape conservation goals. Federal and state policies can be strategically leveraged to 

create some conditions under which CLC initiatives can succeed.  
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6.1 Local Stakeholder Participation 
 
 Creating opportunities for diverse local stakeholders to participate in CLC planning can 

promote procedural justice, development of useful planning products, and foster trust and 

interpersonal relationships integral to the success of CLC initiatives. Statutory requirements such 

as the National Environmental Policy Act, Forest Land Management Act, and National Heritage 

Area Acts mandate members of the public be given opportunities to comment on Federally 

funded or supported activities that impact the natural environment. These participation 

requirements, however, do not necessarily lead to substantive opportunities for local stakeholders 

to influence or take ownership of conservation decisions (Sinclair & Diduck, 1995). 

Institutionalizing requirements for local stakeholder representation on development teams and 

substantive opportunities for local stakeholder participation throughout Federally and state-

funded CLC planning efforts could help institutionalize these stakeholders’ role in CLC.  

6.2 Incentive Programs  
 
 Provision of incentives—including financial and technical assistance—is integral to 

motivating participation in CLC planning and adoption of CLC planning products. Without these 

incentives, transaction costs may be too onerous to motivate collaboration, and implementation 

of management actions that support landscape conservation goals may be impossible (Gray, 

1989; Yaffee et al., 1997; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). Retention and expansion of programs 

that provide financial and technical assistance to landowners interested in voluntarily enrolling in 

conservation programs, and opportunities for CLC initiatives to partner with these programs, 

could help ensure access to valuable resources.   

 
 
 
 



 

74 

6.3 Pre-Emptive Conservation and Regulatory Predictability 
 
 Top-down regulation of wildlife and natural resources is sometimes necessary to promote 

environmental quality and conservation of endangered species and habitats (Czech & Krausman, 

1997; Wilcove et al., 2006). Yet, impacts on land- and resource-use that arise from regulation 

can demotivate voluntary participation in conservation planning and adoption of conservation 

actions (PFC, 2018). Expansion of government-backed programs that incentivize conservation of 

resources before they are regulated (i.e., have potential to avoid need for regulation), or which 

provide regulatory assurance to landowners, may promote participation in conservation planning 

and management implementation. Pre-listing programs, tradable credits for conservation of 

threatened habitats, and Safe Harbor-type programs can reduce risk to landowners in the event of 

incidental takes or damage to resources. These types of programs should be safeguarded and 

expanded.  

7. Conclusion 
  

Fostering the success of CLC initiatives will require collaboration among development 

team members and between development teams and local stakeholders, as well as the willingness 

and ability of local stakeholders to adopt conservation actions. My inquiry revealed that many 

factors can impact whether and how an initiative is able to move from CLC planning to 

management implementation. These factors relate to the relevance of the conservation issue to 

local stakeholders and development team partners, interpersonal relationships between and 

among development team members and local stakeholders, and CLC initiative’s governance 

practices, planning processes and outcomes, and organizational characteristics. Adherence to 

good governance processes, attention to local socio-political realities, and provision of incentives 

seem instrumental to the success of the CLC model. Some of these conditions can be 
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institutionalized through policy; others will require context-specific, concerted effort on behalf of 

the CLC initiative. Insights derived from this inquiry have potential to help members of the 

conservation community promote the resilience and effectiveness of the CLC model.    
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CHAPTER 4 

 

BEST PRACTICES FOR END-USER PARTICIPATION IN COLLABORATIVE 

LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION PLANNING3 

 
ABSTRACT  

 
Natural resource practitioners are increasingly taking a collaborative, landscape-level 

approach to natural resource conservation. Despite the potential advantages of collaborative 

landscape conservation (CLC), the model faces challenges. Primary among these is ensuring that 

ecosystem-wide goals for conservation can effectively inform local management plans and 

actions. This necessitates working with local stakeholders. Opportunities for local stakeholders 

to participate in landscape conservation planning are usually limited, in part because 

conservation leaders are uncertain about whether, when, and how these stakeholders might most 

effectively participate in decision processes. We conducted 155 interviews with CLC 

coordinators, development team leaders and members, and potential end-users of CLC planning 

products to shed light on best practices for integrating end-users’ participation and human 

dimensions considerations into CLC planning. We present a model of best practices for 

facilitating end-user participation and human dimensions considerations at distinct stages of the 

CLC planning process. Results and recommendations from this study are intended to benefit 

CLC development teams in their efforts to plan and implement socio-politically feasible, broad-

scale conservation efforts. 

  
                                                
3 Findings, text, and images presented in this chapter were previously published in Doyle-
Capitman, C.E. & D.J. Decker. (2018). Facilitating Local Stakeholder Participation in Landscape 
Conservation Planning: A Practitioners’ Guide. Human Dimensions Research Unit Publ. Series 
17-12. Dept. of Nat. Resources., Coll. Agric. and Life Sci., Cornell Univ., Ithaca, NY.  
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1. Introduction 

The natural resource management community is increasingly adopting a partnership-

based, landscape-level approach to resource conservation (Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; 

NASEM, 2015; Scarlett et al., 2016). This approach, collaborative landscape conservation (CLC; 

Doyle-Capitman, in preparation), relies on collaborative decision making among diverse 

conservation partners that span jurisdictional boundaries. During CLC planning, development 

team members (i.e., conservation partners formally associated with a CLC initiative), and in 

some cases stakeholders not formally involved with development teams, determine common 

goals for the future condition of natural and cultural resources within broad geographic areas. 

Achievement of these goals is encouraged through the development of CLC planning products 

that are intended to inform resource-management plans, which would then be implemented 

through local management actions (Doyle-Capitman, in preparation). 

 Although the CLC model presents a range of potential benefits (McKinney et al., 2010; 

NAS, 2015; Kark et al., 2015), transitioning from site-based conservation efforts to those 

intended to impact entire landscapes is difficult (Cash et al., 2006; McKinney et al., 2010; Kark 

et al., 2015; Galik & Grala, 2017; Doyle-Capitman et al., 2018). A significant challenge for the 

model is that CLC planning takes place at different geographic and institutional levels than that 

of the management plans they are intended to inform (Cash, 2006; Reid et al., 2006; Knight et 

al., 2008; Armitage et al. 2009; Lee, 2011; Guerrero et al., 2015). Achieving CLC goals is 

contingent on the support of end-users and their willingness to use CLC planning products in 

their management plans (Biggs et al., 2013; Knight et al., 2008). If end-users are unwilling to use 

CLC planning products because they fail to meet these stakeholders’ needs, or if end-users find it 
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infeasible to use CLC planning products, planning-implementation gaps may occur (Knight et 

al., 2008; Biggs et al., 2011), and CLC goals may not be realized. 

Developing achievable, supported landscape conservation goals and tools likely to be 

used will be contingent on inclusion of the intended end-users of CLC planning products during 

CLC planning (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; Stringer et al., 2008; Guerrero et al., 2015; Decker 

et al., 2012; Doyle-Capitman et al., 2018). Nevertheless, opportunities for these stakeholders to 

participate in CLC planning have not been institutionalized (Knight et al., 2008; Jacobson & 

Robertson, 2012; Guerrero et al., 2015). This situation persists in part because leaders of CLC 

planning efforts often have questions about whether, when, and how local stakeholders can 

participate in decision making (Lee, 2011). 

In this paper, we present a model of best practices for facilitating (1) end-user 

participation in CLC planning, and (2) adoption of CLC planning products. To achieve this, we 

divide the CLC planning process into distinct stages and indicate how human dimensions 

considerations and opportunities for participation might be fostered at these stages.  

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Collaborative Landscape Conservation Planning  

Effective conservation of natural resources and ecosystems necessitates management 

systems that transcend siloes created by organizational and political boundaries (Hahn et al, 

2006; Jacobson & Robertson, 2012). To address the inadequacy of isolated conservation efforts, 

Federal and state natural resource agencies and environmental NGOs are increasingly relying on 

a collaborative approach to resource conservation planning and management. This approach, 

collaborative landscape conservation (CLC; Doyle-Capitman, in preparation), involves 

collaboration among diverse, nested networks of actors to determine common goals for the future 
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condition of natural and cultural resources within broad geographic areas that span social and 

political boundaries (McKinney & Johnson, 2010; Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; Wyborn & 

Bixler, 2013; Scarlett & McKinney, 2016; Bixler et al., 2016; Doyle-Capitman et al., 2018). 

These goals are determined through collaborative conservation planning, which involves the 

process of collectively deciding “where, when and how to allocate limited conservation 

resources to minimize the loss of biodiversity, ecosystem services” and other valued resources 

(Pressey & Bottrill, 2008, p. 464).  

Accomplishment of CLC goals is encouraged through development of CLC planning 

products. These may include environmental assessments that identify priority areas for 

conservation action, spatial analysis of current and projected ranges for species and habitat types, 

decision-support tools to assist management planning, and management goals (e.g., native 

grassland restoration, species population targets, etc.) and strategies (e.g., dyke removal, changes 

in take quotas for game species, etc.). Examples of CLC planning products include Migratory 

Bird Joint Venture’s Implementation Plans (e.g., CVJV, 2006) and Landscape Conservation 

Cooperative’s Landscape Conservation Designs (e.g., http://connecttheconnecticut.org/data-

tools). Land-use planners and resource practitioners are intended to use these planning products 

to inform their management plans and actions (Fig 4.1). The CLC planning process is also 

intended to encourage development of a community of practice that consists of networks of 

conservation partners and others working toward common resource-conservation goals and 

management objectives (Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; NASEM, 2015; Bixler et al., 2016).  
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Figure 4.1 A depiction of CLC planning and local management planning occurring at distinct 
spatial levels. CLC planning product developed at the landscape-level are intended to be used in 
more site-specific management plans to inform management actions. All planning efforts are 
depicted as as adaptive planning cycles. Image background credit: Google Maps.  

During CLC planning, decision-making authority is shared between an initiative’s 

leadership, members of the development team, and potentially stakeholders who are involved in, 

but not formally associated with, the initiative (Bixler et al., 2016; Doyle-Capitman, in 

preparation). Power sharing that enables this decentralized, co-governance approach (Armitage, 

2009) is advantageous for dealing with complex environmental challenges. It encourages 

innovative thinking, social learning, and allows a diversity of actors to participate in the 

development of conservation goals and planning products (Imperial, 1999, Olsson et al., 2006).  

Like many planning processes, CLC planning is intended to be iterative and adaptive 

(Bixler et al., 2016; Scarlett & McKinney, 2016). This means that planning processes and 

products are intended to be adapted over time. In general, the CLC planning process involves six 

 Including local stakeholders, and especially end-users of CLC planning products in CLC planning can 
produce a range of benefits. The following benefits are particularly valuable:

• Including local stakeholders in CLC decisions that may impact them can promote 
good environmental governance by fostering inclusive, fair, transparent, and le-
gitimate planning8. These conditions can help local stakeholders understand how 
CLC decisions are made and provide them a voice in decisions that may impact 
them. 

• Involving local stakeholders in CLC planning can provide CLC development 
teams opportunities to learn from local stakeholders. This can enhance the local 
relevancy of transboundary conservation decisions, and the capacity of associat-
ed management plans to benefit local stakeholders and fit within local contexts9. 

• Local stakeholder participation can facilitate achievement of landscape conserva-
tion goals by fostering stakeholders’ sense of ownership over conservation deci-
sions , increasing awareness of local and landscape-level environmental threats, 
and creating local capacity for transboundary conservation12.

Fig. 2. Moving from collaborative landscape conservation planning to local management planning. All 
planning processes are depicted as adaptive planning cycles. Planning efforts shown are only hypothetical. 
Image background credit: Google Maps. 

End-users:  
responsible for the  
development and  
implementation of  
management plans 
(depicted as adaptive 
planning cycles), in 
some cases informed by 
CLC planning products 

Development teams: 
conservation partners 
formally involved in CLC 
planning (depicted as an 
adaptive planning cycle) 
and development of CLC 
planning products (e.g., 
environmental assess-
ments, spatial analysis,  
decision-support tools)

Collaborative Landscape Conservation (CLC) 
Planning 

Local 
Management
Planning 
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distinct stages. Because no generalized planning framework exists for this conservation model, 

we have drawn on a range of accepted, broadly-used adaptive planning models (Margules & 

Pressey, 2000; NEAT, 2006; Pressey & Bottrill, 2009; CMP, 2013) to describe different stages 

of the CLC planning process (Fig. 4.2; Table 4.1).  

 

 
 
Figure 4.2 Depiction of the six stages involved in collaborative landscape conservation (CLC) 
planning. 
 

In general, the stages of CLC planning include (1) conceptualizing the landscape 

conservation effort (i.e., developing basic parameters for the CLC initiative, including its general 

focus and organizational composition), (2) establishing landscape conservation goals and 

management objectives for meeting these goals, (3) determining the form, function, and purpose 

of planning products and developing these products, (4) distributing planning products and 

promoting their adoption by end-users, (5) monitoring adoption of planning products, and (6) 

adapting the planning process and products to ensure their usability and usefulness and their fit 

- 3 -

Figure 1.  The process of Collaborative Landscape Conservation planning depicted as an adap-
tive planning cycle. 

2. Establish Goals 
and Objectives

4. Distribute  
Planning Products and 

Promote Adoption 

6. Adapt Planning 
Products and Processes

5. Monitor  
Adoption

1. Conceptualize

3. Determine 
and Develop 

Planning Products

While this is not always accomplished in practice, CLC planning is intended to be it-
erative7. This means that planning processes and products are intended to be adapted 
over time based on changing social and ecological conditions within the landscape, as 
well as feedback regarding the usefulness and usability of planning products. 

This Guide focuses on planning efforts that take place at the start of CLC 
endeavors. Planning stages we focus on include:

1. Conceptualizing the landscape conservation effort 

2. Establishing landscape conservation goals and objectives

3. Determining and developing planning products

4. Distributing planning products and promoting their adoption

5. Monitoring adoption of planning products

6. Adapting CLC planning processes and products
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within specific landscapes. All of these stages are not always practiced by CLC initiatives 

(Knight et al., 2008). For example, adaptive revision of planning products and processes are 

often not performed (Fischman & Ruhl, 2015). However, if a CLC planning process were to 

follow a traditional adaptive planning cycle, the process would include these stages.  

Table 4.1 Parallels between CLC planning stages and associated phases and stages in widely 
used adaptive planning models. Models include Systematic Conservation Planning (Margules & 
Pressey, 2000; Pressey & Bottrill, 2009), Strategic Habitat Conservation (NEAT, 2006), and the 
Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation (CMP, 2013).  
 

 

2.2 Problems of Fit and the Benefits of End-User Participation 

Given that accomplishment of landscape conservation goals requires the support and 

efforts of a broad diversity of stakeholders, and especially those at the local level, the CLC 

planning model is vulnerable to problems of fit (Young, 2002; Cash & Moser, 2006; Guerrero et 

1. 
 

Conceptualizing the landscape conservation effort 
(i.e., developing basic parameters for the CLC 
initiative, including its general focus and 
organizational composition) 

Margules & Pressey (2000): 
Stage 1 
NEAT (2006): Stage 1 
Pressey & Bottrill (2009): Stages 
1-3 
CMP (2013): Phase 1 

2. Establishing landscape conservation goals and 
objectives 

Margules & Pressey (2000): 
Stage 2-3 
NEAT (2006): Stage1 
Pressey & Bottrill (2009): Stages 
4-7 
CMP (2013): Phase 2 

3. Determining and developing planning products  NEAT (2006): Stage 2 
CMP (2013): Phase 3 

4. Distributing planning products and promoting their 
adoption 

NEAT (2006): Stage 3 
CMP (2013): Phase 3 

5. Monitoring adoption of planning products NEAT (2006): Stage 4 
CMP (2013): Phase 5 

6. 
 
Adapting the planning processes and products 
 

Margules & Pressey (2000): 
Stage 6 
NEAT (2006): Stage 5 
CMP (2013): Phase 5 - 6 
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al. 2014). Problems of fit are mismatches between the interests, needs, knowledge, and capacities 

of those developing CLC planning products and those of end-users responsible for planning and 

implementing management actions (Young, 2002; Cash & Moser, 2006; Mills, 2010; Galik & 

Grala, 2017).  

Three types of problems of fit may impact CLC (Cash & Moser, 2006). Institutional 

problems of fit occur when the authoritative or administrative reach of those charged with 

conservation planning do not encompass the extent of the targeted landscape, which results in a 

deficiency of management capacity (Cash et al., 2006). Scale discordance problems occur when 

scientific analysis and assessments of resources within a landscape lack relevance to those who 

might use the information to inform management decisions (Easterling, 1997; Lins et al., 1997; 

Cash & Moser, 2006). Finally, cross-scale dynamic problems occur when there is a lack of 

recognition of how actors, information, and processes that function at different geographic and 

institutional levels operate and impact one another (Cash & Moser, 2006). If left unaddressed, 

problems of fit can result in planning-implementation gaps (Knight et al., 2008; Biggs et al., 

2011), where CLC goals remain unachieved due to lack of (1) capacity to implement 

management actions, (2) data and decision-support tools needed to develop actionable 

management plans, or (3) socio-political feasibility of conservation goals.  

 Mitigating problems of fit requires working with local stakeholders, and especially the 

end-users of CLC planning products, during CLC planning (Beem 2007; Knight et al., 2006, 

2008; Pierce et al., 2005; Ban, 2015; Doyle-Capitman et al., 2018). Given that end-users have 

power over management planning and implementation and direct knowledge of local social and 

ecological conditions within a landscape, these stakeholders have a scale-dependent comparative 

advantage in CLC planning (Cash & Moser, 2000; Wyborn & Bixler (2013). Scale-dependent 
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comparative advantages are the “unique knowledge, technical capacity, or functional 

specialization characteristic” of actors who operate at a specific institutional and geographic 

level (Cash & Moser, 2000, p. 116).   

Involving end-users in the CLC planning and considering their interests, values, needs, 

and knowledge during planning processes can potentially produce a range of benefits. These 

include reducing institutional problems of fit by ensuring those responsible for implementing 

management actions are included in the development of planning products (Beem, 2007; Stringer 

et al., 2006). End-user participation during CLC planning can also help ensure that these 

products have relevance to end-users and that they are usable (Knight et al., 2008). Finally, 

considering the human dimensions of landscapes targeted for conservation can decrease the 

likelihood that local socio-political and economic conditions will undermine the feasibility of 

CLC goals and objectives (Brown & Donovan, 2013). Ensuring that local stakeholders who 

would be impacted by and might influence conservation decisions are included in the planning 

process can also promote good environmental governance and the procedural justice of decision 

processes (Sheng, 2009; Weiss, 2000; Lockwood, 2010; Decker et al., 2015).  

2.3 The Missing Link in CLC  

Despite the potential advantages of including a range of end-users in CLC planning, 

participation by these stakeholders is not institutionalized in CLC planning processes (Knight et 

al., 2008; Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; Ban et al., 2010; Guerrero et al., 2010, 2014). Knight et 

al. (2008) found this may be driven by the fact that natural scientists often involved in CLC 

planning focus so closely on advancing the science of spatial analysis that they lose sight of if 

and how their analysis might be used in practice. Others point out that actors who operate at 

distinct institutional levels may have such disparate priorities that it may be difficult to find 
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common ground during decision making (Cash et al., 2000; Chan et al., 2003). Despite these 

conditions, it is increasingly recognized within the CLC community that engaging local 

stakeholders, and especially end-users, in CLC planning is integral to the success of these 

processes (Pierce et al., 2005; Knight et al., 2008; Jacobson & Robertson, 2012; Sternlieb et al., 

2013; Guerrero et al., 2014; Doyle-Capitman et al., 2018). Yet many process leaders have 

limited capability of integrating end-user participation and human dimensions considerations into 

CLC planning because they are unsure of how to do so most effectively (Lee, 2011).  

3. Methods 

3.1 Semi-Structured Interviews 

To shed light on best practices for integrating end-user participation and human 

dimensions considerations into CLC planning and fostering the likelihood of CLC planning 

product adoption, we conducted exploratory, semi-structured interviews with 155 individuals 

from multiple groups. Interviewees included 40 coordinators of CLC initiatives, 20 leaders or 

facilitators of CLC planning processes, 45 members of CLC development teams, and 50 current 

and potential end-users of CLC planning products (Table 4.2). Interviews were conducted by 

telephone and face-to-face between May 2016 and May 2017. We received clearance from both 

the Federal Office of Management and Budgets (OMB Clearance No. 1018-0170) and Cornell 

University’s Institutional Review Board (Protocol ID 1006001472) to conduct this research. 
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Table 4.2 Interview sample broken out by interviewees’ positions, number of interviewees, and 
organizational affiliation of interviewees. 

Interviewee Type N Organizational affiliations  
CLC Initiative 
Coordinator  

40 Federal Government (program directors, land administrators, 
resource managers) 
State Government (program or agency directors, land 
administrators, resource managers) 
Environmental NGOs 
Contracted collaborative planning facilitators 

Leaders/Facilitators 
of CLC Planning 
Processes 

20 Federal Government (program directors, land administrators, 
resource managers) 
Contracted collaborative planning facilitators 
Environmental NGOs 

Development Team 
Members 

45 Federal Government (program directors, land administrators, 
resource managers) 
State Government (program or agency directors, land 
administrators, resource managers) 
Environmental NGOs 
University Researchers 
Socio-Cultural Organizations 

End-Users 50 County and Municipal Planning Commissions 
County Offices for Resource Use and Economic Development  
County Soil and Water Conservation Districts 
County Public Lands Offices 
Energy Development  
Environmental NGOs 
Federal Land Managers 
Forest Resource Interests 
Land Trusts 
Regional Planning Groups 
State Agricultural Agencies and Organizations 
State Land and Resource Managers 
Trust Land Administrations 

 
During our interviews we investigated the following questions: 

 
Q1: What are end-users’ preferences for participating in CLC planning, and what conditions 

would need to be met for end-users to be willing to adopt CLC planning products to inform their 

management plans and actions? 

Q2: What impact does insufficient or ineffective end-user participation and human dimensions 

considerations during CLC planning have on the planning process and products? 
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Q3: What are best practice recommendations to facilitate end-user participation and integration 

of social data during CLC planning to encourage the likelihood of CLC planning product 

adoption? 

Insights into end-user preferences for participation in CLC planning (Q1) were derived 

exclusively from end-users. Responses to (Q2) and (Q3) were solicited from all interviewees.  

3.1.1 Coordinator Interviews 

We first conducted 40 interviews with the coordinators of 33 North American CLC 

initiatives that were dedicated to facilitating natural and, in some cases, cultural resource 

conservation across large landscapes (Table 4.2; See Appendix A for list of CLC initiatives). Our 

sample was comprised of Federally managed governmental initiatives, Federally staffed, non-

governmental initiatives, state and multi-state initiatives, and non-governmental initiatives. 

Relevant portions of these interviews revealed (1) how local stakeholder engagement and social 

science data can inform CLC planning, and (2) lessons learned regarding integration of end-user 

participation and social data into CLC planning. Our sampling frame was not intended to be 

representative of all known, large landscape conservation efforts in the US. Instead, we selected 

initiatives that represented a range of administrative authority, resource conservation foci, 

geographic distribution, and size of the landscape.  

3.1.2 Interviews with Planning Process Leaders/Facilitators, Development Team Members, and 

End-Users of Landscape Conservation Designs (LCDs) 

To gather high-resolution data about the role of end-users and human dimensions 

considerations in CLC planning, 115 semi-structured interviews were focused on a specific CLC 

planning model, Landscape Conservation Design (LCD). LCD is the CLC planning model 

adopted by most of North America’s Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs), a system of 
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CLC initiatives launched by the Department of the Interior in 2009 under Secretarial Order 3285. 

LCCs are intended to enable “landscapes capable of sustaining natural and cultural resources for 

current and future generations” (LCC Network Website, 2009). LCD involves “assessment of the 

landscape’s current and potential future condition, a description of a desired future condition, 

and [the development of] a suite of preliminary, coarse-scale management strategies” that could 

facilitate achievement of local conservation efforts and continued access to valued ecosystem 

services (FWS 2013, p9). The LCD process culminates in the development and distribution of 

planning products.  

During this phase of our inquiry, we interviewed 10 LCD planning process leaders and 

45 development team members associated with three LCD efforts (Table 4.2). Development 

team members were selected to capture the perspectives of representatives from a range of 

organizations, agencies, and groups that operate at various institutional levels (Table 4.2). We 

then interviewed 50 current and potential end-users of planning products associated with these 

LCD efforts. These end-users had a broad range of land-use and resource management priorities, 

and were associated with a range of agencies, organizations, and groups (Table 4.2).  

Focal LCD efforts were selected to reflect diversity across a range of variables that might 

give interviewees perspective on the role of end-users in CLC planning, best practices for 

engaging these stakeholders, and how to include social data during CLC planning efforts. 

Variables included mechanisms used to engage end-users in the development of LCDs, stages at 

which these stakeholders participated in LCD planning, the roles that end-users played in 

decision making during LCD planning, the degree to which social data were used to inform LCD 

planning processes and products, and the leadership and governance structure of the LCD 

initiative. Focal LCD efforts included the Connecticut River Watershed LCD Pilot administered 
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by the North Atlantic LCC, the Great Lakes Coastal Wetlands LCD administered by the Upper 

Midwest and Great Lakes LCC, and the Green River Basin LCD administered by the Southern 

Rockies and Great Northern LCCs.  

 

 
 

To ensure that we collected data from a diversity of LCD process leaders, we interviewed 10 

additional LCD planning process facilitators and leaders associated with 10 LCD efforts not 

included in our case studies (Table 4.2). These interviewees were asked the same questions as 

the leaders and facilitators of our case study LCD initiatives. LCD efforts were selected to 

maximize geographic range and socio-political diversity of the LCD areas.  

 

Green River 
Basin LCD

Great Lakes Coastal 
Wetlands LCD

Connect the 
Connecticut

Figure 4.3 Sites of focal Landscape Conservation Design Initiatives. Background image credit: 
Landscape Conservation Cooperative Network.  
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3.2 Overview of LCD Case Studies 

3.2.1 Connect the Connecticut  

Connect the Connecticut, formerly known as the Connecticut River Watershed LCD 

Pilot, is a LCD effort sponsored by the North Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative 

(LCC). The purpose of the LCD is to collaboratively identify priority areas for species and 

habitat conservation within the Connecticut River Watershed. Local stakeholder participation has 

been fostered primarily through engagement (which allows bi-directional dialogues—multi-way 

information flow— and deliberation between development teams and various stakeholders). 

Some end-users—including state and federal resource managers with direct control over species 

and land-use planning—were represented on the LCD’s development team. Information about 

the LCD was provided through brochures available online and distributed to LCC affiliates, the 

LCD’s website, presentations at professional meetings, and through educational webinars and 

meeting targeted to potential end-users of the LCD products. These communication efforts were 

intended to raise awareness of the LCD effort and demonstrate how the LCD products might be 

used.  

3.2.2 Green River Basin Landscape Conservation Design  

Sponsored by the Southern Rockies and Great Northern LCCs, the Green River Basin 

(GRB) LCD’s mission is to use a collaborative process to identify and analyze ecologically 

vulnerable areas and conservation opportunity areas within the GRB ecosystem. Local 

stakeholder participation in the development of the GRB LCD has been fostered primarily 

through consultation (wherein development teams seek information from stakeholders, but no 

formal dialogue exists). At the outset of the LCD effort, collaborative planning facilitators 

conducted semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders in the GRB geography to identify 
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(1) the relevance of the LCD to their management work, (2) data that might contribute to the 

LCD’s development, and (3) what management questions and data needs might drive the LCD’s 

development. After conservation targets had been determined and priority conservation areas 

identified by the LCD’s development team, a workshop was convened with local stakeholders to 

inform these stakeholders about the LCD products and solicit information about existing data 

sets, ongoing conservation programs, and local stakeholders’ conservation priorities. A second 

local stakeholder workshop was held after prototypes of the LCD products had been completed 

in order to raise awareness of these planning products and how they might be used. Coordinators 

of the LCD have also hosted a series of online webinars intended to educate viewers about the 

LCD planning process and products and solicit questions and feedback.  

3.2.3 Great Lakes Coastal Wetlands Landscape Conservation Design  

The Great Lakes Coastal Wetlands LCD is sponsored by the Upper Midwest and Great 

Lakes LCC and led by representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National 

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. The LCD is intended to promote conservation, 

restoration, and management of coastal wetlands in the Saginaw Bay to Western Lake Eerie 

region. Local stakeholder participation in the development of the LCD has been fostered through 

consultation and engagement. Conservation targets identified through analysis of existing 

wetland planning documents, as well as ecosystem services associated with wetland restoration, 

were evaluated and refined by two expert panels consisting of research scientists, resource 

practitioners, and representatives of environmental NGOs, some of whom were end-users 

responsible for resource management planning and implementation. The development team then 

convened local stakeholder workshops in different locations within the LCD geography to better 

understand these stakeholders’ needs and interests related to coastal wetland management. These 
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workshops were also used to ground-truth and further refine conservation and ecosystem services 

targets. The LCD’s decision-support tools were developed and actively refined through 

engagement and consultation with the intended end-users of the tools. When decision support 

tools were released, the development team sponsored multiple webinars targeted to potential 

end-users. These webinars sought to inform stakeholders about the existence and potential use of 

the tools.  

3.3 Interview Coding 

Interviews were recorded electronically and transcribed by the researcher or a paid 

transcriptionist. The first author analyzed interview transcripts primarily using summative 

content analysis, where the codes were identified a priori and through descriptive coding (Hsieh 

& Shannon, 2005). Codes that were identified a priori related to (1) end-users’ preferences 

regarding participation in CLC planning, (2) challenges created by insufficient and ineffective 

opportunities for end-user participation and integration of social data during CLC planning, and 

(3) best practice recommendations for fostering end-user participation in CLC planning and 

adoption of CLC planning products. Given our non-representative sampling frame, we did not 

seek to make inferences about populations from which our interviewees were drawn. Rather, we 

sought to determine themes in preferences, experiences, and opinions.  

 

4. Findings 

The following tables present findings from our 155 interviews. These findings are expressed 

through descriptive, qualitative data highlighting patterns in interviewees’ responses, not 

response frequency.  
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4.1 End-User Preferences for Participation in CLC Planning  

We interviewed 50 end-users of CLC planning products about their preferences for participating 

in CLC planning and what conditions would be necessary for them to adopt CLC planning 

products into their management planning and implementation. From these interviews, we 

uncovered patterns in end-users’ preferences and motivations for participation.  

Table 4.3 End-user preferences for participation in CLC planning. Patterns described are based 
on analysis of interviews with 50 end-users of CLC planning products.  
 
Type of Preference End-Users’ Preferences and Motivations 
End-Users’ Interest in 
Participating in CLC 
Planning 

• Informed about landscape conservation efforts and offered 
the opportunity to contribute to the development of CLC 
planning products.  

Motivations for 
Participating in CLC 
Planning  

• Ensuring the interests and values of their organization or 
constituency group are considered. 

• Ensuring decisions are based on ground-truthed data and that 
planning outcomes reflect social and ecological realities. 

• Keeping informed about the goals, objectives, and intended 
outcomes of CLC initiatives.  

• Keeping informed about how and by whom CLC decisions 
are made and what types of data are used to develop 
planning products. 

• Gaining access to networking opportunities with resource 
practitioners and other end-users. 

• Keeping informed about areas and resources prioritized for 
conservation.  

Timing of Participating 
 

• Informed about the CLC effort during the early scoping 
stages and invited to participate in planning efforts from the 
start.  

• Updated about the initiative’s progress periodically, 
especially after major decisions are made.  

• Informed when drafts of CLC products are completed.  
• Given an opportunity to test and contribute to the refinement 

of planning products prior to their being released for general 
use.  

Representatives 
 

• Given an opportunity to have their interests and values 
championed by a trusted representative during decision 
making. 

Initial Contact • Contacted by an acquaintance or trusted individual.  
• Contacted by someone with power and influence in natural 

resource management.  
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Geographic Scope of 
Participation 

• Preferred to participate in decision making related to 
resources within geographic areas that are meaningful and 
important to them. 

Preferences Regarding 
Modes of Participation 

• Would attend virtual participation opportunities.  
• Preferred direct, in-person activities.  

Precursors of End-Users’ 
Engagement 

• Assurances that (1) the planning process and products would 
benefit end-users’ organization or agency, (2) local (e.g., 
state, county, or municipal) inventories and planning 
documents would be used to inform planning decisions, (3) 
the planning process was action-oriented (as opposed to 
being an academic or theoretic exercise not intended to lead 
to implementation), and (4) potential end-users’ 
contributions would meaningfully influence planning 
outcomes. 

• Clarification on the expected duration of stakeholders’ 
commitment to the decision-making effort. 

• Demonstration that ongoing conservation initiatives in the 
CLC geography were acknowledged and engaged.  

• Attending participation events would not be too time-
consuming, expensive, or logistically difficult. 

Impact on Adoption • Would be willing to adopt CLC planning products if end-
users (1) trusted those involved in CLC planning, (2) trusted 
data used to create planning products, and (3) saw how 
planning products could help them achieve their 
organizational missions. 

• Participation in CLC planning would increase the likelihood 
that end-users would be aware of, trust, and have a sense of 
ownership over planning products, and that they would adopt 
planning products. 

 
4.2 Challenges Associated with Insufficient or Ineffective End-User Participation during CLC 
Planning 
 
The following findings articulate governance-related impacts that result from insufficient or 

ineffective opportunities for end-users to participate in CLC planning. Good governance 

principles that we focused on included inclusivity, fairness, transparency, legitimacy, 

performance, and the forward-thinking nature of the planning process (derived from Weiss, 

2000, Graham et al., 2003, Lockwood et al., 2010, Sheng, 2011, Decker et al., 2015). These 

terms are defined in the following table.  
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Table 4.4 Challenges associated with insufficient or ineffective end-user participation during 
CLC planning. Patterns described are based on analysis of interviews with all 155 interviewees. 
  

Governance Principle Impact on Good Environmental 
Governance 

Inclusivity 
Providing actionable opportunities for all 
stakeholders to participate in and influence 
decision making.  
 

• Restricting decision-making power can 
make a CLC planning effort appear 
exclusionary and its leadership appear 
authoritarian (i.e., asserting dominance and 
authority) and biased (i.e., privileging one 
group of stakeholders over all others). This 
can cause offense to (1) end-users who are 
resistant to top-down governance systems, 
and (2) those whose values and interests are 
systematically unrepresented. 

Fairness 
Leaders and planning partners (1) avoiding 
biased decision making, and (2) allow 
participants’ perspectives to be voiced, 
considered, and either incorporated into 
decisions or not included for a justified 
reason.  

• Allowing powerful, vocal stakeholder 
groups to dominate decision processes can 
bias whose (i.e., which stakeholders) 
interests are served by CLC planning 
decisions.  

• This can lead to non-dominant end-users 
discontinuing their involvement in decision 
processes because they feel their 
perspectives are not being fairly considered 
or reflected in planning outcomes. 

Performance  
Capacity to efficiently produce CLC planning 
products that can be used effectively by end-
users and that are useful to them.  

• Insufficient participation by end-users, 
especially early in the CLC planning 
process, can undermine the effectiveness of 
associated planning products.  

• Revisions necessary to enhance the utility 
and usability of planning products 
retroactively can reduce the efficiency of 
the planning process.  

Transparency 
Transparency involves disclosing how and by 
whom decisions are made during CLC 
planning. 

• Insufficient transparency regarding the 
planning process can reduce end-users’ 
trust of CLC process leaders and 
development team members.  

• This, in turn, can diminish end-users’ 
willingness to (1) participate in decision 
making, and (2) adopt planning products to 
inform their local management plans and 
actions.  

 
Legitimacy 
Legitimate leaders are those who are (1) seen 
as having the rightful authority to lead 

• Insufficient consultation with end-users can 
result in selection of process leaders who 
end-users do not view as legitimate and 
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decision processes, and (2) do not allow 
special interests to dominate decision 
processes. Legitimate development teams 
reflect, or at least represent, the diversity of 
stakeholders with power over, and a vested 
interest in, the outcome of resource 
conservation decisions. 

development teams that fail to represent a 
diversity of relevant local interests. This 
can lead to sub-optimal potential for 
promoting (1) end-user participation in 
decision making, (2) acceptance of the 
initiative’s conservation goals and 
objectives, and (3) adoption of the 
initiative’s decision-support tools and 
management recommendations.  

Forward Thinking 
Ensuring landscape conservation goals have 
broad social support and that the planning 
products will be used to inform management 
actions. 
 

• Insufficient collaboration with end-users 
can result in unsupported planning goals 
and objectives. 

• Exclusion of stakeholders with authority 
over natural resources use and 
management, or those with social or 
political capital needed to achieve 
management outcomes, can reduce an 
initiative’s access to these resources. This, 
in turn, can undermine an initiative’s 
capacity to foster management actions that 
support landscape conservation goals.  

 
4.3 Best-practice Recommendations for Fostering End-User Participation in CLC Planning and 
Promoting Adoption of CLC Planning Products 
 
The following best-practices recommendations were offered by interviewees for facilitating end-

user participation in CLC planning and for promoting end-users’ adoption of CLC planning 

products. In our analysis, we broke these best practices into general categories of guidance in 

order to describe trends in our data.  
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Table 4.5 Best-practice recommendations for fostering end-user participation in CLC planning 
and promoting adoption of CLC planning products. Patterns described are based on analysis of 
interviews with all 155 interviewees 
 

Category of Guidance Best Practice Guidance 
Acknowledging social 
and ecological 
conditions within the 
landscape  

• Promote informed, socio-ecologically conscientious 
conservation planning by analyzing and considering current and 
historic social, economic, and ecological conditions within the 
landscape. 

• Avoid duplication of effort by identifying and engaging with 
ongoing conservation initiatives. 

Precursors to 
stakeholder 
participation 

• Foster inclusivity and fairness by ensuring the purpose of the 
CLC initiative (i.e., the fundamental reason for bringing people 
together) is broad enough to allow flexibility in defining 
conservation goals and objectives, identifying conservation 
targets, and determining process outcomes.  

• Manage end-users’ expectations by clearly articulating their role 
in CLC planning.  

Legitimate, effective 
leadership 
 

• Legitimate leaders are those who are (1) trusted by development 
team members and end-users not represented on these teams, 
and (2) work within the prioritized landscapes.  

• Leaders capable of fostering fair, inclusive, forward-thinking 
decision making are those with the ability to (1) promote 
participation by a range of relevant stakeholders, (2) mediate 
decisions that involve stakeholders with distinct perspectives and 
values, and (3) guide the integration of stakeholders’ input into 
conservation decisions.  

• Promote consistent communication and sustainable relationships 
through full-time leadership.  

Development teams • Foster legitimate development teams, and ensure end-users’ 
interests, knowledge, and needs are considered consistently 
during CLC planning by seeding these teams with end-user 
representatives. 

• Promote legitimate development teams by soliciting 
membership from end-user representatives who are trusted to 
represent end-users’ interests, needs, and knowledge.  

Identifying end-users • Identify end-users by articulating the boundary of a priority 
landscape and the range of resources a CLC initiative might 
focus on and seek to conserve or restore. Relevant end-users are 
those with the power to facilitate or undermine development or 
adoption of actions that support conservation or restoration 
related to these resources and places. 

• Foster inclusivity in the planning process and achievement of 
conservation goals by promoting participation by end-users who 
are both supporters and detractors of the CLC initiative.  
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Pertinent information 
to gather from end-
users 
 

• Fostering opportunities for effective participation by soliciting 
information on (1) how often and through what mechanisms 
end-users prefer to participate in decision making, (2) whether 
they want to participate directly or through a representative, and 
(3) who end-users trust to represent their interests during CLC 
planning.  

• Promote forward-thinking planning by identifying (1) end-users’ 
needs related to their own work, and (2) what planning products 
would be useful to them and what form they should take.  

Encouraging end-user 
participation in CLC 
planning  

• Promote inclusivity by identifying and addressing barriers to 
end-user participation in planning. 

• Promote participation by communicating how an initiative can 
help end-users meet their own goals and highlighting ancillary 
benefits of participation, such as access to networking 
opportunities.  

• Promote the forward-thinking nature of a CLC initiative by 
identifying how it is action-oriented and seeks to facilitate 
management implementation. 

Issues of Time and 
Timing 
 

• Foster inclusive, high-performing, forward-thinking planning by 
soliciting end-user participation early, ideally before 
constraining goal- and objective-related decisions have been 
made. 

• Promote transparency and inclusivity by fostering regular end-
user participation in planning.  

• Foster inclusivity and performance by soliciting end-user 
feedback on drafts of planning products before they are released 
for general use.  

• Avoid participation fatigue by creating efficient and effective 
opportunities for participation.  

Building Personal 
Relationships, 
Respect, and Trust 

• Foster trust among development team members and end-users, 
and a stable network of collaborators by encouraging strong 
interpersonal relationships. These relationships can be 
promoted by social learning (i.e., opportunities to learn from 
others through personal interactions), networking, and 
consistent communication. 

• Promote relationship- and trust-building by focusing on good 
process and by not allowing external deadlines to accelerate the 
pace of CLC planning. 

• Fostering forward-thinking planning, interpersonal 
relationships, and trust can potentially help to reconcile historic 
conflicts between stakeholder groups.  

• Host in-person participation events and have CLC process 
leaders attend end-users’ organizational meetings to learn about 
these stakeholders’ goals and priorities. 
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• Build trust and stable inter-personal relationships by 
minimizing turnover of leadership, staff, and development team 
members.  

Logistical and 
technical 
considerations during 
CLC planning product 
development 

• Ensure opportunities for fair decision making by promoting 
flexibility during decision making and avoiding conditions 
where models or technology used to generate CLC products 
dictate the form and function of these products. 

• Promote planning product adoption by providing training and 
technical assistance to end-users, and ensuring access to 
technical support that is needed to revise planning products 
iteratively.  

Communication  • Foster transparency and promote end-user participation by 
developing a communication strategy and a compelling, 
broadly appealing narrative for the CLC initiative.  

• Ensure that local stakeholders are aware of the CLC initiative 
when opportunities for consultation and engagement arise by 
communicating about the initiative early.  

• Highlight the relevance of a CLC effort, and potentially prime 
end-users’ interest in participation by targeting 
communications to specific end-user groups. 

• Foster end-users’ interest in an initiative and the likelihood of 
their continued participation in decision making through 
consistent communication about key decisions and progress. 

• Demonstrate respect for end-users, foster their sense of 
ownership over decisions, and keep coordinators and 
development teams accountable to process participants by 
following up with end-users to demonstrate how their input 
was used to inform conservation decisions.  

• Promote trust in CLC planning process and products, and 
encourage participation in CLC planning efforts by fostering 
peer-to-peer communication among end-users about how these 
products might be used (e.g., through testimonials, 
demonstration sites, etc.).  

• Foster transparency within the planning effort by producing 
clearly articulated, easily communicated organizational goals 
and objectives. 

Building capacity for 
adoption of CLC 
planning products  

• Foster a forward-thinking planning process by developing an 
implementation strategy that articulates a plan for achieving 
conservation goals through local management actions. 

• Promote the utility and usability of CLC planning products, 
and end-users’ awareness of them, by providing end-users the 
opportunity to learn about, test, and provide feedback on 
planning products prior to their being released for general use.  
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• Reduce financial barriers to implementation by providing or 
identifying sources of funding to facilitate implementation of 
actions that support conservation.  

• Foster long-term adoption of CLC planning products by 
adapting them based on feedback from end-users and changing 
social and ecological conditions within the landscape. 

• Ensure end-users have the technical skills to use CLC planning 
products by providing consistent technical assistance and 
training.  

 

5. Discussion 
 
Our study provides grounded insight into how end-users can be effectively and efficiently 

engaged in CLC planning, how adoption of CLC planning products can be promoted, and how 

lack of participatory opportunities may impact CLC planning processes and use of associated 

planning products. For clarity, we have organized this discussion according to how our findings 

relate to the different stages of CLC planning (Fig. 4.2).  

5.1 Conceptualizing the Landscape Initiative 

End-user participation in CLC planning and eventual adoption of planning products were 

contingent on continual attention to good governance practices throughout the planning process 

and consistent efforts at building and maintaining trusting, respectful relationships between end-

users and development team members. However, conditions and processes established during the 

conceptualizing stage were particularly important for laying the groundwork for end-user 

participation and eventual adoption of planning products. Early participation by end-users was 

viewed as fundamental to promoting a standard of inclusivity. As one Federal land manager 

reported based on his experience of what he felt was an exclusionary CLC decision process: 

You know one of the problems I see for this particular Landscape Conservation 

Design is it was top-down. We didn’t ask for it here. We were told we were going 

to do it. There was no asking for input, ‘What do you think,’ ‘How should we go 
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about doing this.’ I got a cc of a cc of an email eventually. I kept waiting for the 

call and waiting for the call... It’s top-down. There’s been a lot of discussion 

about it at the top levels. But you know, if it comes from the top and it’s pushed 

down the odds of it being successful on the ground are low.  

 One LCC coordinator also pointed out that exclusion of local stakeholders early in 

the planning process could ultimately “tank a process… stop it dead in its tracks.” This 

was because early exclusion of those stakeholders who would be impacted by 

conservation decisions caused offense.   

Early participation was also viewed as important for ensuring the legitimacy of 

development team leaders and members, because selection of those with accepted authority to 

lead decision processes and represent end-user interests was impossible without consulting end-

users. Processes led by those viewed as outsiders without direct experience in the targeted 

landscape and who did not work with local stakeholders during planning were viewed as 

ineffective and untrustworthy leaders. As one member of a Soil and Water Conservation District 

commission reported regarding a LCD planning effort: 

During the workshop they started showing us, ‘well this is what we want to do 

and this is what we’ve done’ and they wanted us just to say ‘oh it’s great’ and buy 

into it and say ‘this is all wonderful’. And so, then they got to the maps and they 

started putting these maps up … it was horrible. Instead of... (properly) naming a 

major drainage, they had picked out some minor (never used) name and put it on 

there. I mean, you could tell they’d done it from afar. They had no idea. They’d 

talked to no local people. It was clear no local people were involved in the 
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(planning) effort…. And they (the process leaders) weren’t even from the (LCD) 

area.  

Beyond promoting inclusivity and legitimacy, early participation was viewed as 

important for ensuring development teams drew on ground-truthed data during CLC planning.  

As the directors of a land trust reported: 

It would’ve been a great thing to be involved in these conversations at the 

beginning, and in the formulation of these tools ‘cause again, maybe we could’ve 

addressed some of the issues—the ones we just talked about—at the very 

beginning. You know, how do we make sure things are ground-truthed and how 

do we make sure that we can drill down more specifically onto a particular 

property and still know that it’s accurate. 

End-users were interested in being informed about and given the opportunity to 

participate in CLC planning from the start of the planning process. These findings contrast with 

studies that cast doubt on the interest and willingness of local stakeholders to participate in 

conservation planning focused on broad landscapes (Grumbine, 1994; Cheng & Daniels, 2003; 

Prager, 2010). These studies posited that because end-users’ locus of control and organizational 

focus tended to be local, these stakeholders viewed CLC efforts as reaching beyond their control 

or purview. Our findings indicated, however, that end-users had an array of motivations for 

participating in broad-scale conservation planning. Many end-users’ were motivated by self-

interest, including remaining informed about conservation decisions that may impact them, 

gaining access to networking opportunities, and ensuring their interests and values were 

represented during planning. As the directors of an environmental NGO and a land trust reported, 

respectively: 
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Regional planning efforts typically tend to overlook endangered species. So, from 

that standpoint we figured it made sense for us to go to that particular (LCD) 

meeting just to be able to make sure that somebody was raising awareness about 

that type of stuff... that our priorities didn’t fall through the cracks and there was 

at least somebody sitting in the room that was pointing out ‘yah, let’s not forget 

about this,’ and making sure... we’re not writing a plan (that) overlooks every 

single rare species that’s there. 

 

We would really want to make sure that whatever the outcomes of this (LCD 

effort), they recognize the contribution that agriculture plays in keeping the 

landscape like it is. 

End-users were also motivated to participate in CLC planning as it could help them 

anticipate potential funding opportunities. As the directors of two land trusts reported:  

Funding drives our work to the extent that we have landowners who are willing to 

donate restrictions (i.e., voluntary restrictions to land use change) to us, that’s 

easy, but some of the land that we want to conserve does require money and the 

state is the most likely entity to come up with that money. And if the state is 

focusing on some of this information (i.e., information coming from the LCD), 

some of these tools and using some of these tools in its decision-making process, I 

think that’ll also impact where the funding is flowing. 

 

We try to prioritize easements where they overlaps with other groups’ interests 

and where we think we can help landowners attract money. So, for example like 
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(XXX Area) is really good for sage grouse habitat and migratory birds. So 

funders are really interested in protecting that basin. We think we can play a role 

helping (our landowners) con- serve their property and get a lot of financial 

benefit from doing conservation easements. So that’s why we want to know what 

is being prioritized. Priority areas attract funding. 

To motivate participation, the purpose of the CLC initiative had to (1) have relevance to 

end-users, and (2) promote their resource use or management objectives. Without these 

incentives, end-users lacked a reason to incur transactional costs (Das & Teng, 2000), such as the 

investment of resources and lost productivity inherent to participating in collaborative planning. 

End-users’ participation was also contingent on their feeling that they could meaningfully inform 

decisions and that their participation was not simply tokenistic. End-users’ interest in engaging in 

CLC planning was also, in many instances, contingent on their having a sense of place (i.e., an 

emotional or intellectual connection or functional dependence; Stedman, 2003) associated with a 

landscape that had meaning and significance to them. As the director of one CLC initiative 

reported, reflecting on why local stakeholders supported and participated in CLC planning: 

Well I would say one of the key things to being successful is to have a regional 

identity. If we were trying to do this for like eastern XXX instead of for the ZZZ 

River and estuary watershed which might be much of the same territory, we 

wouldn’t get the same response because people are really keyed into a sense of 

place and regional identity. People who live in the ZZZ Valley are passionate 

about where they live, about the natural beauty, the wildlife that’s around them as 

well as the vibrant cities. And you know it’s a real place. So that I think is really 

essential to our success and then coming up with goals and objectives that really 
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reflect what makes our place unique.  

Given that sense of place and ascription of place meaning are known antecedents of 

place-protective behaviors (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001; Vaske & Korbin, 2001; Halpenny 

2010; Ardoin, 2014), it is logical that these sentiments can be important precursors of end-user 

participation in conservation planning.  

Our findings indicate that end-users’ ability to participate in CLC planning was 

influenced by logistical, financial, and process-related aspects of the planning effort. End-users 

tended to prefer in-person participation events. However, given that end-users’ participation in 

CLC planning is voluntary and often not part of their routine jobs, extensive travel and work-

leave needed to attend planning events diminished their willingness and capacity to participate. 

Yaffe and Wondolleck (2000) focused extensively on these types of transaction costs in their 

work on collaborative management, and how financial and logistical inequities can create 

conditions of exclusion and biased decision processes. Interviewees recommended that in-person 

participation events be hosted in multiple sub-geographies within the landscape. This could 

reduce travel distance for some end-users, ensure planning processes involved a manageable 

number of people, and help ensure the targeted sub-geography had value and meaning to 

participants. As one county environmental planner reported: 

Given all the municipalities in the watershed, it would be difficult for us (all 

municipal planners) to participate at the same time. It could be more effective if 

they (the CLC initiative leaders) could be targeting sub-basins. 

Interviewees also recommended that CLC initiatives provide financial assistance to end-

users as a way of reducing barriers to participation. They also recommended participation 

opportunities be held at times of year, month, and day that are convenient for end-users. Holding 
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participation opportunities when they were inconvenient for end-users reduced their willingness 

to participate. As a manager of one Soil and Water Conservation District stated: 

Would I participate in those (i.e,, LCD planning) meetings? That’s going to be 

based on how many hours are we talking about? Where are you going to have 

these meetings?  How are they going to be conducted?  What kind of time are 

you talking about?  What time of year are you talking about? Because for some 

reason federal agencies like to do a lot of meetings in what we consider to be a 

construction season.” 

5.2 Establishing Goals and Objectives 

  Participation by diverse end-users with a range of perspectives was fundamental to 

developing socio-politically supported, feasible conservation goals and objectives. We found that 

end-users can provide grounded insight into the local social and ecological conditions within a 

landscape that might impact or constrain conservation efforts. As one county natural resource 

planner stated: 

I’m telling you, our county natural resource management planning process, 

we’ve been at this for so many years. The plan we have now is the result of the 

last 8 years...We’ve turned over every rock. And there’s always a new science, 

always new information that we’re trying to incorporate. We’ve always got our 

antennas up. You know, what’s new, what’s the new impacts? What are we 

learning?... I believe we could provide some helpful stuff (to LCD 

development). They should look at our plan. Especially in terms of where 

we’ve identified conservation areas. 
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 Including both supporters and known or potential detractors of landscape conservation 

initiatives was also important, because it could help development teams anticipate the concerns 

of less supportive end-users and help them address, accommodate, and assuage these concerns.  

As one LCD coordinator reported: 

We often want to work with people who already agree with us. But that makes the 

people who don't agree with us much angrier. And, a lot of the people who are 

angry are motivated— for better or worse they're motivated, and they call people 

and they stomp their feet and they make noise with people who are politically 

connected. So, you have to pay attention to them. You have to ask yourself not 

only who should be in a room from a social perspective or who should be in a 

room from a technical or professional perspective, but also who should be in the 

room because they're going to tank this if they're not.  

Some landscape initiatives have deliberately excluded detractors from CLC planning, 

because conflicts and issues raised by these stakeholders reduce the efficiency of decision 

making (Hahn et al., 2006). However, we found that this approach was ultimately inefficient, as 

exclusionary planning processes, or those that do not adequately address the needs of end-users, 

were less likely to garner local support and associated planning products were less likely to be 

adopted. Understanding end-users’ needs related to natural resource and land-use management 

was ultimately instrumental to the development of socio-politically feasible, useful CLC goals 

and objectives. As state-level natural resource manager reported: 

When you’re trying to regionalize data across multiple states you tend to rely 

more heavily on conceptual modeling or data that’s a little bit washed down 

because it applies to the entire (area). And you know, it’s good to have a model as 
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a starting point. But for me, as a state resource manager, a low-resolution model 

isn’t very helpful. It can’t kind of step in for actual data. So the (LCD) model isn’t 

very useful to us. I brought this up several times and I feel like it was 

acknowledged, but that’s as far as it went.  

Consistently communicating with end-users about planning process decisions and how 

their contributions impacted these decisions was important for a range of reasons. Following up 

with end-users after consultation and engagement events helped to (1) demonstrate respect for 

the time invested by these stakeholders, (2) provide them with overviews of the outcome of 

consultation and engagement efforts, and (3) keep coordinators and development teams 

accountable to planning process participants. Without consistent communication, the 

transparency of the planning process was reduced and, in many instances, end-users’ interest in 

the planning effort waned. As two state wildlife managers reported, demonstrating mutual 

frustration with what they felt was a planning process that lacked transparency and had poor 

communication with planning participants:  

You know, it was a time commitment to go to this (LCD planning) meeting. They 

asked us what our input. So are they using it? What stage are they at? Was it 

worth my time? Is this going to help me? So, I want to know, should I continue to 

be involved in this? …At the end is this going to be useful to me? And if not, then I 

can disengage I guess. 

 

Folks didn’t really feel like they were communicated with afterwards. And they 

were not sure sort of what’s happening with the process....Where it gets a little bit 

frustrating is, you know, we’re always changing. Since that meeting 
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administrations have turned over. Funding sources will be turning over. So, it’s 

kind of like, well, what’s the plan now? How will it fit into our state plan?  

Consistent communication is widely accepted as integral to the success of multi-scale 

planning efforts, as channels of communication facilitate information transfer between actors at 

distinct institutional levels (Hahn et al., 2006; Olsson et al., 2007; Berkes, 2009).  

5.3 Determining and Developing Planning Products 

  End-users were very interested in participating in the development and refinement of 

CLC planning products. Providing opportunities for end-users to fill this role promoted the 

perceived equity and transparency of planning processes and helped promote the utility of 

planning products. Beyond ensuring the usefulness and usability of planning products, we found 

that opportunities for end-users to participate in the development and refinement of these 

products enhanced end-users’ pride in these products and their sense of ownership over them. 

“Ownership,” as described by Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000), involves the establishment of a 

sense of obligation, responsibility, and caring regarding a decision process and outcome. 

Inclusion of end-users during planning processes thus has the potential to foster their 

commitment to using CLC planning products in their own management plans. As one state 

wildlife manager reported:  

I guess to the degree that I feel like I have individual ownership in how something 

was developed, I would definitely consider (using) it a bit more…Ownership in 

feeling that I had a say in what was in the plan (i.e., the planning product), or I 

helped guide its direction, or what it included and what it addressed. 

Conditions where the form and function of CLC planning products were constrained by 

technical or logistical aspects of conservation planning reduced end-users’ capacity to contribute 
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meaningfully to the development of these products. This, in turn, reduced the utility of the 

planning products. Within one of our LCD case studies, the model used to generate the CLC 

decision-support tool was decided on before the planning effort began. The model used to 

generate the LCD’s map product required regionally contiguous data. Despite requests, state-

level species and habitat data could not always be integrated. As a result, some state-level 

resource administrators reported that the mapping product was limitedly useful to them. Not 

allowing end-users to have a meaningful role in deciding the form and function of the planning 

products in this LCD was viewed as a mistake. As one state-level natural resource manager 

reported: 

I think that was a huge missing step because it was never an option to go back 

and question those, those core decisions (regarding the form and function of the 

LCD planning product) after it (the LCD planning process) had started. 

Ultimately, unveiling CLC planning products that were partially or wholly completed 

when local stakeholders were (1) unaware of the CLC planning effort, and/or (2) were not given 

an opportunity to participate in the planning process was ill-advised. These circumstances led 

local stakeholders to feel excluded and disrespected. As our findings point out, and the literature 

corroborates, this can lead end-users to reject planning outcomes (Beem, 2007; Voinov & 

Bousquet, 2010). 

5.4 Distributing Planning Products and Promoting Adoption 

  An important strategy for promoting use of CLC planning products was targeting 

communications about their availability to specific end-user groups. Targeted, tailored 

communications were beneficial for highlighting (1) how CLC planning products might be 

relevant to disparate stakeholder groups, (2) how the products addressed current gaps in capacity, 
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and (3) how the products might help potential end-users achieve their goals. As the coordinator 

of one Migratory Joint Venture initiative reported: 

So then we set out to determine species within that habitat that were appropriate 

flagships….we wanted to make sure that the species adequately represented both 

game and the non-game species. We created some really interesting messaging 

around these (diverse flagship species) and created some marketing to specific 

audiences of people who care about one of more of these species. 

Without targeted communications, end-users might remain unaware of the availability of 

the planning products, which might reduce the overall performance of the planning process. 

Other landscape initiatives found that these targeted communications and the use of compelling 

narratives were fundamental to promoting interest in adoption of planning products (Rosenburg 

& Margerum, 2008; Laven et al., 2010). Opportunities for peer-to-peer learning, through such 

mechanisms as demonstration sites and testimonials, were also useful for communicating the 

availability of planning products, demonstrating how these products might be used in practice, 

and enhancing end-users’ trust of these products. The Natural Resources Conservation Service, 

for example, regularly uses demonstration sites to educate landowners about the availability of 

conservation-supporting programs and the benefits of enrolling in these programs. The South 

Atlantic LCC has also used demonstration sites to mitigate local stakeholders’ concerns about 

controlled burning and foster local interest in this management practice. Rosenburg and 

Margerum (2008) found that personal acquaintances were the most trusted sources of 

information regarding environmental restoration.  

Four fundamental criteria needed to be met before end-users would be willing to adopt 

CLC planning products. The first deals with the issue of trust. If development team members and 
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stakeholders involved in planning were trusted, end-users felt assured that their interests and 

values would be represented—or at least not undermined—during decision making. They would 

therefore be more likely to trust the outcome of the planning process. As one private forester 

reported regarding his pre-requisites for adopting CLC planning products: 

I guess I would want to know at least who the players were behind the planning... 

If I don’t know who was behind that planning process, and how the decisions 

were made, you know, I guess I might have trouble trusting the outcome and 

getting behind that process compared to, you know, a more transparent process… 

If it was somebody that was directly associated with (a trusted organization) that 

was providing representation in that (planning) process, it would certainly help 

represent the forestry community, the landowner community.  

These findings are supported by the collaborative-management and innovation-adoption 

literature, which highlight the importance of trusting relationships to group cohesion and 

adoption of conservation practices (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000, 2003; Hahn et al., 2006; 

Pannell et al., 2006; Rosenberg & Margerum, 2006; Berkes, 2009; Sayer et al., 2013). In the 

absence of trust, “advisors may only (be) expect(ed) to participate as a provider of information 

that will be later evaluated within a closer circle of trusted contacts” (Pannell et al., 2006, p 

1420). End-users also needed to trust that data used to generate planning products were accurate, 

ground-truthed, and not biased in a way that special interests would benefit unfairly from 

supporting management actions.  

Adoption of CLC planning products was also contingent on these products helping end-

users meet their goals, the planning products’ ease of use, and the ability of end-users to receive 
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training on how to use to the CLC planning products. As one state-level resource manager 

reported:   

They (end-users) need to know how to access the datasets and you know, I mean, 

training is another thing that I think is, is highly overlooked… if you don’t know 

how to use it, you’re not going to use it.  

As the innovation-adoption literature points out, adoption of novel management 

procedures or technologies can require significant investments of time and resources (Rogers, 

2003; Pannell et al., 2006). Novel products must therefore (1) present a relative advantage in 

comparison to technology or guidance already in use, (2) be compatible with the values and 

needs of users, (3) be simple enough to be feasibly used, and (4) be testable to ascertain their 

usefulness (Rogers, 2003). Our findings concur with these conditions.  

Ultimately, end-users’ willingness to use CLC planning products was not contingent 

wholly on their participating in the planning process. If the criteria discussed previously were 

met, end-users reported they would be willing to adopt CLC planning products (barring logistical 

or financial barriers). Nonetheless, end users indicated that being involved directly in the 

planning process helped them be aware of the availability of planning products, have greater 

trust in planning products, and have a greater sense of ownership over and pride in them. This, in 

turn, increased their likelihood of adopting CLC planning products. As one municipal 

environmental planner reported: 

I’d be more likely to use it (a LCD planning product) if I participated in its 

development. Because I would be more aware of it. I use lots of GIS tools I wasn’t 

involved in the development of. But I’d be more likely to think about something I 

was involved in and have pride in it. If you spend a lot of time on something, 
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you’ll be proud of it. You know about it. And then you remember it even five years 

later.  

5.5 Monitoring Adoption 

 Monitoring the use of CLC planning products and soliciting feedback from end-users on 

how these products might be adapted is an important, though often under-emphasized part of the 

CLC planning process (Knight et al., 2008). Our results indicate that working with end-users to 

understand if and how planning products are being used, and soliciting their feedback, is 

instrumental to promoting the utility and usability of planning products. As one modeler charged 

with developing a CLC planning product reported: 

One person contacted me… and the feedback was really good…(They) offered 

some good feedback and it was of a question of “hey you know I know this area 

really well and what I see doesn’t really make sense to me.” That’s great, that’s 

the kind of feedback we need 

A successful method used by multiple LCDs to monitor product use was requesting or 

requiring contact information from end-users who downloaded or used these LCD planning 

products. Development teams then followed-up with individual end-users to assess (1) whether 

they used the planning products, (2) how they used them, and (3) what, if any, feedback they had 

that would lead to product refinement or new product development. The South Atlantic 

Blueprint, for example, worked closely with product users, providing both technical assistance 

and soliciting recommendations for product refinement. The Columbia Plateau also actively 

monitored how its planning products were being used.  

If there was little evidence that planning products were being adopted, development 

teams then, in some contexts, sought to determine why and how this condition could be rectified. 
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Our results indicate it can also be advantageous to solicit feedback on how the planning process 

might be adapted to foster better environmental governance practices and promote the likelihood 

of product adoption. 

5.6 Adapting Planning Products and Process 

Refining planning products adaptively requires consistent access to experts with the 

capacity to modify these products (Armitage et al., 2009). Findings from our interviews indicated 

that this presented a challenge, because these experts were often contracted for finite periods. 

One LCD initiative, for example, contracted a university scientist to conduct their modeling, but 

after the contract with the university had termed, the coordinators reported they had little 

capacity to adapt the model further. If no contingencies were created for modifying planning 

products over time, these products would likely become stagnant and outdated. A different LCD 

promoted the adaptation of its planning products by drawing on in-house modelers (i.e., those 

already employed by development team members’ agencies) and by working closely and 

consistently with the creators of the initiative’s decision-support tool.  

Beyond these technical capabilities, our findings demonstrated that development teams 

and end-users needed to be willing and able to participate iteratively in planning efforts. A strong 

focus on relationship- and trust-building, and the capacity to demonstrate how CLC initiatives 

have fostered local management implementation, were seen as important for helping sustain 

these long-term relationships and promoting continued interest in CLC planning. If the planning 

products and process were seen as creating little value-added or benefit, long-term commitment 

to the planning effort seemed unlikely. As one state-level wildlife manager reported 

You know, it’s just not clear what the return is. What’s the value-added (by the LCD 

planning product)? As a (state natural wildlife agency) we need to be responsive to our 
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constituents. But they (the LCD development team) are more research-oriented. So the 

LCD model isn’t really useful to us. It’s just not a priority, so we stopped being 

involved.... My shelves are full of plans that were never implemented. There’s definitely a 

distaste for doing that in the department ‘cause it’s like ‘oh here we go again’. 

6. A Framework of Best Practices for End-User Participation in CLC 

Given our study findings and insights derived from the literature, we offer a framework 

of best practices for promoting end-user participation and integration of human dimensions 

considerations into CLC planning.  

Table 4.6 Framework for fostering end-user participation and integration of human dimensions 
considerations into CLC planning. 

1. Conceptualize 
• Develop a broad planning purpose that allows flexibility in defining the specific goals 

and objectives of the planning process and determining process outcomes  
• Select inclusive, collaborative, legitimate process leaders 
• Consider social values and meanings when defining landscape boundaries and sites for 

participation events 
• Assess the current and historic social, economic, and ecological conditions within a 

landscape  
• Acknowledge and engage representatives from ongoing conservation efforts  
• Include end-user representatives on development teams 
• Communicate about the initiative early using a compelling narrative 
• Consult end-users regarding their preferences for participation 
• Identify and address barriers to end-user participation 
• Promote the formation of interpersonal bonds and a foundation of trust between 

development teams and end-users by continually providing in-person participation and 
social networking opportunities 

2. Establish Goals and Objectives 
• Identify end-users’ needs related to land use and natural resource planning and 

management 
• Refer to assessments of (1) current and historic social, economic, and ecological 

conditions within a landscape, and (2) end-users’ need while drafting conservation goals 
and objectives; refine these drafts based on consultation with end-users 

• Follow-up with end-users after participation events 
• Consistently communicate progress to end-users 

3. Determine and Develop Planning Products 
• Use needs assessments to identify planning products that address end users’ needs  
• Employ trusted data in the development of planning products 
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• Iteratively refine the form and function of planning products and the planning process 
based on feedback from end-users 

4. Distribute Planning Products & Promote Adoption 
• Target end-user groups when communicating availability of planning products 
• Encourage opportunities for peer-learning about how planning products are being and 

might be used 
• Acknowledge and address financial barriers to product adoption 

5. Monitor Adoption 
• Monitor CLC product use; Solicit feedback to facilitate product refinement and planning 

process adaptation; Ascertain why CLC planning products are or are not being adopted 
• Solicit testimonials from planning product users 

6. Adapt Planning Products and Processes 
• Adapt planning processes and/or products based on feedback from end users and analysis 

of changing social and ecological conditions within the landscape  
• Ensure capacity for adaption over time 

 

7. Conclusion 

Ensuring the resilience and success of the CLC model relies on end-users who are 

invested in common or complementary landscape conservation goals and take ownership over 

conservation decisions and outcomes in their sphere of influence. Building this sense of 

investment and commitment is contingent on engaging end-users in CLC planning and 

determining ways to support the interests and needs of these stakeholders while crafting 

conservation goals. Integrating end-user participation and human dimensions considerations into 

CLC planning can help ensure CLC planning reflects good governance principles and improves 

the likelihood CLC planning products will be used to inform management plans and local 

management actions 

Our results indicate that end-users should be engaged at the start of decision making 

processes, receive communications throughout these processes, and have the option to participate 

directly or through a representative. A range of end-users—not only supporters of CLC 

initiatives—should be involved in CLC planning. Results and recommendations from this study 

are intended to benefit CLC development teams in their efforts to plan and foster implementation 

of socio-politically feasible, broad-scale conservation efforts. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

CONCLUSION4 

 

1. Primary Conclusions: Contributions to Theory, Practice, and Policy  
 

My research illuminates the to-date undertheorized fact that unlike place-based or site-

specific conservation planning efforts, the products of CLC planning are not themselves 

management plans. They are instead aspirational conservation goals and decision-support tools 

that, to produce conservation outcomes, require adoption into management planning and actions 

at the local level. Based on insights derived from my empirical analysis, if the needs and interests 

of actors at the local level are unacknowledged or unaddressed, CLC planning products will be 

underutilized due to lack of local support and investment. Strategic design of CLC planning 

processes and facilitation of end-user participation opportunities can, however, promote the 

likelihood of planning product adoption and foster productive, stable collaborative relationships.  

My research demonstrates that local stakeholder participation and consideration of the 

human dimensions of landscapes targeted for conservation can provide a range of benefits for 

conservation initiatives that follow the CLC model. Engagement and consultation with diverse 

local stakeholders, and especially end-users, can help ensure landscape conservation goals are 

feasible, CLC planning products are useful, usable, and trustworthy, and local stakeholders are 

aware of landscape conservation initiatives and resources generated by these initiatives. 

Interviews conducted with CLC initiative coordinators and development team leaders and 

                                                
4 Portions of text in this section were drawn from Doyle-Capitman, C.E. & D.J. Decker. (2018). 
Facilitating Local Stakeholder Participation in Landscape Conservation Planning: A 
Practitioners’ Guide. Human Dimensions Research Unit Publ. Series 17-12. Dept. of Nat. 
Resources., Coll. Agric. and Life Sci., Cornell Univ., Ithaca, NY. 
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members verified that soliciting participation by diverse development team members 

representing an array of interests and sectors within a landscape can ensure CLC initiatives have 

access to capital needed to plan for and achieve resource conservation across mosaics of land 

ownership and use. Including local stakeholders in conservation decisions that may impact them 

can increase the procedural justice of CLC planning and may enhance the likelihood of 

landscape conservation goals being achieved through aggregated management actions. 

Ultimately, facilitating participation by local stakeholder and development team members from 

both socially and ecologically focused sectors can help reduce the incidence of problems of fit 

and subsequent planning-implementation gaps. This, in turn, can help ensure limited funds 

available for collaborative planning result in the conservation of valued resources. 

From my research, I have identified a range of best practices and considerations that 

might guide the development and administration of CLC initiatives, helping them avoid 

planning-implementation gaps:  

• CLC planning involves a series of processes intended to generate both conservation-

supporting products and foster a community of practice. Focusing on the development of 

interpersonal bonds and a foundation of trust between development team members and 

between development teams and local stakeholders can be essential to maintaining 

partnerships and stable networks of collaborators.  

• Promoting interpersonal relationships and allowing planning processes to unfold 

organically is time-consuming. However, accelerating the pace of these processes to meet 

external or internal deadlines can undermine the degree to which interpersonal 

relationships are developed and planning outcomes represent the interests and needs of 
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diverse partners and stakeholders. Investing time in relationship building and good 

process can therefore be efficient in the long-term. 

• Fostering local stakeholder participation and social data considerations during CLC 

planning requires leadership by individuals who value, respect, and seek diverse 

perspectives and different sources of knowledge to inform decision making. 

Development teams might also include trusted representatives of local stakeholder 

groups, and especially end-users, to ensure the interests and values of these stakeholders 

are incorporated, or at least considered throughout CLC planning.  

• Developing socio-politically feasible, supported conservation goals and useful planning 

products is contingent on considering the needs and interests of local stakeholders, and 

especially potential end-users of CLC planning products. Identifying and engaging with 

these stakeholders early and soliciting their participation regularly can enhance the 

overall efficiency of the CLC planning process. Revisions necessary to retroactively 

enhance the utility and usability of planning products can be frustrating to planning 

participants and time-consuming.  

• The effectiveness of local stakeholder participation opportunities can be improved by 

consulting these stakeholders about their preferences for participation and addressing 

barriers to their participation (e.g., financial or logistical barriers). Informing local 

stakeholders about how their contributions impact conservation decisions increases the 

transparency of planning and may help sustain these stakeholders’ interest in 

participation.  

• As indicated in chapters three and four, local stakeholders and development team 

members may be more willing to participate in planning efforts and support conservation 
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actions if the targeted landscape has meaning and importance to them. If ecological 

drivers require the targeted landscape extend beyond the boundary of areas valued by or 

which have meaning to planning partners and local stakeholders, establishing socially 

meaningful sub-geographies that act as focal areas can be advantageous. Future research 

should more closely examine the relationship between sense of place and participation in 

CLC planning to bolster our understanding of the role sense of place might play in 

facilitating a socially inclusive, participatory approach to CLC.  

• Targeted communications and peer-to-peer learning through demonstration sites and 

testimonials can help development team members and local stakeholders recognize how 

CLC goals and planning products are relevant to them and help support their interests. 

These communications can also increase the likelihood end-users will trust CLC planning 

products and adopt these products into their planning and management efforts. Given the 

importance of consistent and effective communication, retaining a communication 

specialist to work with development teams and/or recruiting people with needed skills to 

be members of development teams can be advantageous. Developing a diverse 

communication network consisting of development team members and local stakeholders 

not represented on these teams can help ensure communications from the CLC initiative 

reach disparate organizations and groups. 

• Planning products and the CLC planning process need to be adapted over time to address 

end-users’ feedback, the evolving needs of end-users, and changing social and ecological 

conditions within the landscape. These adaptations should also be used to rectify 

problems generated by assumptions made at the outset of CLC planning that prove 

inaccurate or require adjustment. Refining planning processes and products adaptively 
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requires consistent access to development teams and end-users who are willing and able 

to participate iteratively in planning efforts. A strong focus on relationship- and trust-

building, and the capacity to demonstrate that CLC initiatives are supporting local 

management implementation can help sustain these long-term relationships and promote 

continued interest in CLC planning. Adaptation also requires as-needed access to experts 

with the capacity to modify CLC planning products. This may present a challenge, as in 

many cases these experts are contracted for finite periods. Anticipating the potential need 

for adjustments, development teams should build in provisions for modifying planning 

products over time.  

The capacity of CLC initiatives follow the guidance offered above is context-dependent. 

Pressure from funders and organizational leaders, conflicts generated by organizational cultures, 

political circumstances, competing obligations, and other factors can limit a development teams’ 

adherence to these best-practices. Engaging local stakeholders and integrating social data into 

CLC planning also requires tradeoffs in comparison to planning focused on a narrower array of 

data and including only a small development team.  

Despite challenges that may exist, my research reveals that considering the human 

dimensions of landscapes targeted for conservation and providing local stakeholders a voice in 

CLC planning is essential. Building capacity for conservation planning within social-ecological 

contexts can help the conservation community plan strategically as human populations and 

demands on natural resources continue to grow. Investing in relationships with local stakeholders 

can help build partnerships and social networks instrumental to resource conservation across 

heterogeneous mosaics of land use and ownership, and under conditions of social and ecological 

change. Investment of resources to facilitate local stakeholders’ involvement in CLC planning 
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demonstrates valuation of historically underrepresented stakeholders and commitment to 

providing them a role in decisions that may impact them.  

My empirical research indicates that participation by local stakeholders during CLC 

planning processes promotes normative, instrumental, and substantive benefits (Fiorino, 1990). 

As I discuss in Chapter 4, including local stakeholders in conservation planning decisions that 

may impact them can increase the procedural justice of these planning processes by promoting 

inclusive, fair, and transparent planning and increasing the perceived legitimacy of development 

team leaders and members. In the absence of local stakeholder participation, the procedural 

justice of CLC planning was reduced, which in turn led local stakeholders to distrust 

development team leaders and members, as well as the planning products that resulted from CLC 

planning efforts.  

As discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, including local stakeholders, and especially the end-

users of CLC planning products during CLC planning can create instrumental benefits by 

increasing these stakeholders’ sense of ownership over and trust in CLC planning products they 

were involved in developing. This, in turn, increases stakeholders’ willingness to use these 

products to inform their management planning. Including local stakeholders in CLC planning 

also provided opportunities to raise their awareness of landscape-level environmental threats and 

gave development team members the opportunity to learn how these environmental threats 

manifested locally and impacted local stakeholders. The development of interpersonal 

relationships among local stakeholders and between development teams and local stakeholders 

also helped forester communities of conservation practices, which in turn enhanced CLC 

initiatives capacity to foster transboundary conservation.  
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Most importantly, however, my research revealed that participation by the intended end-

users of CLC planning products created substantive benefits for CLC planning. As discussed in 

Chapter 3 and 4, including local stakeholders during CLC planning can enhance the local 

relevance of CLC goals, the utility and usability of CLC planning products, and the capacity of 

these products to create benefit for end-users and fit within local contexts. In the absence of 

participation by end-users or adequate opportunities for local stakeholders to inform CLC 

decisions, conservation goals were often infeasible or unsupported and planning products had 

limited utility or relevance to end-users. As a result, these planning products were unlikely to be 

adopted to inform management plans. Conversely, planning products developed in collaboration 

with potential end-users were more likely to be useful to these stakeholders and were more likely 

to be adopted. My research thus reveals that participation by local stakeholders, and especially 

the potential end-users of CLC planning products, is instrumental to reducing the likelihood of 

planning-implementation gaps within the CLC planning model. Given these findings, 

development teams might prioritize participation by potential end-users during CLC planning 

over participation by those local stakeholders who have less direct impact over conservation 

planning and implementation.  

Policy, such as that associated with the National Heritage Area Program, can and should 

be developed to institutionalize local stakeholders’ roles in CLC planning. As indicated in 

Chapter 3, CLC initiatives funded by state and Federal sources could be required to provide 

substantive opportunities for local stakeholder participation during conservation planning. Such a 

requirement, especially if the funder provided financial incentives, would overcome reluctance 

of CLC initiatives to provide participation opportunities because of short-term financial and 

temporal costs associated with doing so. Publically funded initiatives might also be required to 
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consider and/or integrate local (i.e., municipal, county, state) resource inventories and resource 

and land use management plans into their planning efforts. Such a requirement could help ensure 

CLC planning products draw on ground-truthed data and integrate local knowledge. Beyond this, 

publically funded initiatives could be required to collaborate with ongoing conservation efforts, 

especially those that focus on broad-ranging resources. Doing so could reduce the incidence of 

parallel or redundant planning efforts and reduce the likelihood of alienating or offending 

existing conservation groups. Finally, Federal and state policy might be leveraged to help ensure 

CLC initiatives are action-oriented, and not solely intended to advance technology or scientific 

methods. Publically funded CLC initiatives might, for example, be required to develop 

implementation plans. This could motivate conservation partners and leaders to consider the 

theory of change of their initiative, and think through how their conservation planning products 

might be used in practice, and by whom.  

2. Looking to the Future of CLC 
 

A fundamental conclusion I have come to through my research is that the CLC model 

will not be successful or sustainable if members of isolated epistemic communities dominate 

CLC initiatives. Natural scientists, who lead and populate development teams of many 

contemporary CLC initiatives, are integral to identifying priority areas for conservation. These 

scientists are making major breakthroughs in spatial analysis, species and habitat projections, and 

data visualization integral to landscape conservation. However, my research has demonstrated 

that focusing strictly on the technological and natural science aspects of landscape conservation 

is insufficient for promoting development of conservation goals likely to be supported or 

planning products likely to be used. Successful CLC will ultimately rely on integrating 

conservation social sciences (Bennett et al., 2017) into CLC planning, and considering political, 
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cultural, and economic aspects of the landscape along with the biological and ecological aspects. 

Questions offered in the practitioners guide by Doyle-Capitman & Decker (2018), for example, 

could help CLC development teams better understand the needs and interests of end-users, and 

facilitate effective local stakeholder participation in CLC planning (Appendix F).  

Breaking out of a siloed system CLC planning, in which conservation efforts are 

compartmentalized into those focused on anthropocentric or biocentric priorities, or in which 

social science and human dimensions considerations are secondary, will be challenging. 

Encouraging a social-ecological approach to CLC planning may require organizational and 

cultural shifts heightening valuation of local and social considerations in conservation decision 

making. It will require dedication of time to understand local socio-political, cultural, and 

economic conditions, identify local stakeholders, and foster relationships and trust with these 

stakeholders. Beyond this it will require investments of resources to facilitate participation 

opportunities and ensure development teams have access to expertise and skills critical to 

effective participation efforts. Most CLC initiatives I examined during my dissertation research 

did not have social science or public engagement experts in-house. Ensuring access to these 

experts will thus require CLC initiatives either contract them, or better yet, hire them to ensure 

consistent access to their expertise. Having this expertise permanently in-house could help 

promote CLC planning efforts that are forward-thinking and socio-politically cognizant.  

Ensuring the resilience and success of the CLC model will also depend on local 

stakeholders and conservation partners taking ownership of CLC efforts, and on the 

diversification of revenue sources used to support CLC initiatives. Conservation programs and 

funding streams for planning efforts such as CLC can be mercurial, especially if tied to 

governmental programs that may change based on administrative priorities (Baldwin et al., 
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2018). Within the span of my five years at Cornell, Landscape Conservation Cooperatives 

(LCCs) went from a $27 million Federal program to being cut from the Federal budget (Baldwin 

et al., 2018). To be resilient, conservation partners involved in cooperative efforts such as LCCs 

will need to adapt to changing institutional and financial conditions. They will need to carry 

planning and management efforts forward, despite changing access to organizational resources. 

Based on my observation, for some LCCs with strong partnerships and local support, non-

Federal conservation partners have been able to assume a leadership role, shouldering 

administrative responsibility for the initiatives. Those LCCs that are led by NGOs may also 

weather the demise of the LCC program, though it is unclear whether the loss of Federal funds 

will ultimately cause these initiatives to sunset.  

Whatever the future may hold for LCCs, the defunding of this program demonstrates the 

vulnerability of the CLC model. While Federal agencies may be well suited to lead CLC efforts 

due to their transjurisdictional administrative purview, relying on these agencies to be the sole 

funders or leaders of CLC planning is not a sound strategy. Just as collaboration has been 

embraced as foundational to conservation planning and management implementation, so too does 

the conservation community need to embrace the sharing of responsibility for administering and 

leading CLC efforts.  

Federal and state policy can be leveraged to help institutionalize administratively 

collaborative approaches to landscape conservation. Cost-sharing requirements and term limits 

for Federal funding, for example, have been used by the National Heritage Area Program to 

assure National Heritage Area sites can become financially and organizationally independent 

over time (NPS, 2018). Federal financing and administrative assistance are available to help seed 

these initiatives and support them in their early stages, but National Heritage Areas are not 
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intended to be reliant on these sources of support indefinitely. Coordinators of National Heritage 

Areas I interviewed reported that these financial term limits help motivate conservation partners 

to take ownership over the National Heritage Areas, and help ensure the development of stable, 

independent leadership groups capable of supporting these initiatives.  

Not all CLC initiatives, regardless of the origins of their financial and administrative 

support, will be successful or resilient over the long term. Nevertheless, conservation initiatives 

that are action-oriented, locally inclusive, socio-politically cognizant, focused on relationship-

building and good governance, and able to draw on diverse sources of capital will be well 

positioned to promote the conservation of resources across social-ecological landscapes.  
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APPENDICES 

 
Appendix A. Affiliation of CLC initiative coordinators and the conservation focus of their 

landscape initiative. 
 

Program/ 
Initiative Title 

Resource Conservation Focus Affiliation of Interviewed 
Coordinators/Directors 

Working Lands 
for Wildlife 

Wildlife Habitat Conservation / 
Agricultural Productivity 

U.S. Department of Agriculture- 
Natural Resources Conservation 
Service  

Lesser Prairie-
Chicken 
Initiative  

Wildlife Habitat Conservation / 
Agricultural Productivity 

U.S. Department of Agriculture- 
Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 

Sage Grouse 
Initiative 

Wildlife Habitat Conservation / 
Agricultural Productivity 

U.S. Department of Agriculture- 
Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 

European Honey 
Bee 
Conservation 
Initiative 

Wildlife Habitat Conservation / 
Agricultural Productivity 

U.S. Department of Agriculture- 
Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 

Monarch 
Butterfly 
Conservation 
Initiative 

Wildlife Habitat Conservation / 
Agricultural Productivity 

U.S. Department of Agriculture- 
Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 

Florida 
Everglades 
Initiative 

Wildlife Habitat Conservation / 
Agricultural Productivity 

US Department of Agriculture- 
Natural Resources Conservation 
Service  

      
Prairie Pothole 
Joint Venture 

Wildlife and Habitat 
Conservation 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

Central Valley 
Joint Venture  

Wildlife and Habitat 
Conservation 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

Intermountain 
West Joint 
Venture 

Wildlife and Habitat 
Conservation 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

North Atlantic 
Joint Venture 

Wildlife and Habitat 
Conservation 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Gulf Coast Joint 
Venture 

Wildlife and Habitat 
Conservation 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Playa Lakes 
Joint Venture 

Wildlife and Habitat 
Conservation 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Monarch Joint 
Venture 

Wildlife and Habitat 
Conservation 

Non-Governmental Organization 
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Partners in Flight Wildlife and Habitat 
Conservation 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

North American 
Waterfowl 
Management 
Plan 

Wildlife and Habitat 
Conservation 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

U.S. Shorebird 
Conservation 
Plan 

Wildlife and Habitat 
Conservation 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Desert Fish 
Habitat 
Partnership 

Wildlife and Habitat 
Conservation 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Platte River 
Basin Recovery 
Implementation 
Program 

Wildlife and Habitat 
Conservation 

Non-Governmental Organization 

   
MassConn 
Sustainable 
Forests 
Partnership  

Forest Management  Non-Governmental Organization 

   
Americas 
Longleaf 
Restoration 
Initiative 

Forest Management / Ecosystem 
Conservation  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Forest Service  

   
National 
Heritage Areas 

Natural and Cultural Resource 
Conservation  

National Parks Service  
 

National Scenic 
and Historic 
Trails 

Natural and Cultural Resource 
Conservation  

National Parks Service 

National Wild & 
Scenic Rivers  

Natural and Cultural Resource 
Conservation  

National Parks Service  

Hudson River 
Estuary Program  

Natural and Cultural Resource 
Conservation  

State Resource Agency 

 Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency 

Natural and Cultural Resource 
Conservation  

Bi-State Resource Agency 

Desert 
Landscape 
Conservation 
Cooperative 

Natural and Cultural Resource 
Conservation  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Northwest 
Boreal 
Landscape 

Natural and Cultural Resource 
Conservation  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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Conservation 
Cooperative 
Aleutian and 
Bering Sea 
Islands 
Landscape 
Conservation 
Cooperative  

Natural and Cultural Resource 
Conservation  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Plains and 
Prairie Potholes 
Landscape 
Conservation 
Cooperative 

Natural and Cultural Resource 
Conservation  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

South Atlantic 
Landscape 
Conservation 
Cooperative 

Natural and Cultural Resource 
Conservation  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

   
Algonquin to 
Adirondacks 
Collaborative 

Ecosystem Connectivity/ 
Resource Conservation  

Non-Governmental Organization 

Mt. Agamenticus 
to the Sea 
Conservation 
Initiative 

Ecosystem Connectivity/ 
Resource Conservation 

Non-Governmental Organization 

Landscape 
Conservation 
Initiative 

Ecosystem Connectivity/ 
Resource Conservation 

Bureau of Land Management 
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Appendix B: CLC Initiative Coordinator Interview Guide 
 

1. Please tell me, from your experience, how the whole process of broad-scale conservation 
works, from the initial development of conservation goals to final management 
implementation? Feel free to draw on examples from (insert name of their 
organization/group).  

a. Probe: What types of stakeholders are engaged at each stage of the process? 
 

2. What types of information does (name of group/organization) take into consideration when 
developing conservation designs? 

a. Does (name of group/organization) take into consideration who will be impacted 
by associated management actions? 

i. If yes: Does this knowledge influence how conservation design or management 
recommendations are made?  

 
3. In your experience, what can promote the success of a collaborative landscape 

conservation initiative, meaning its capacity to move from conservation planning to 
the implementation of local management actions that support landscape conservation 
goals?  

a. Probe: Can you give me an example of a broad-scale conservation process (your 
organization) was involved with that you felt was successful, and why it was 
successful? 
 

4. In your experience, what can undermine the success of broad-scale conservation endeavors?  
a. Probe: Can you give me an example of a broad-scale conservation effort you felt 

was unsuccessful, and why it was unsuccessful? 
 
5. In your experience, what role does social data (e.g. any information related to human 

communities) play in broad-scale conservation decision processes? Feel free to draw on 
examples from your own (organization/group), if applicable. 

a. Probe: What kinds of social data are most helpful? 
b. Probe: When is social data related to local stakeholders’ priorities, knowledge, or 

beliefs most helpful in broad-scale conservation decision processes?  
 

6. Are local stakeholders (eg. local landowners, local resource managers, local resource users, 
etc.) ever involved in conservation design or strategy development?  

a. If yes: What role do these stakeholders play in decision-making?  
b. If yes: How does inclusion of these stakeholders influence decision-making 

process and subsequent conservation efforts?  
c. If yes: How, meaning through what mechanisms, do local stakeholders participate 

in decision-making? 
d. If yes or no: What (are/might be) the benefits and drawbacks of stakeholder 

engagement at the conservation design stage? 
e. If no: Was there ever consideration of including social data in conservation design 

or strategy development? 
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7. Does social data provided about local stakeholders ever play a role in broad-scale 
conservation design or strategy development?  

a. If yes: What types of social data are taken into account, and how is this 
information solicited? 

b. If yes: How are these data used in decision processes related to conservation 
design or strategy development? 

c. If yes: How does inclusion of this data influence decision-making processes and 
subsequent conservation efforts? 

d. If yes or no: What (are/might be) the benefits and drawbacks of integrating local 
social data in decision-making at the conservation design stage? 

e. If no: Was there ever consideration of including locally relevant social data in 
conservation design or strategy development?  

 
8. Has or might consideration of social data or engagement with local stakeholders at other 

stages of the conservation process help promote the success of associated management 
actions? 

a. Is so: How and at what stage? 
 

9. Do you have any recommendations that could help the process of translating broad-scale 
conservation goals to socially-supported management plans?  
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Appendix C: LCD Process Leader Interview Guide 
 

1. What are the main objectives of this LCD? 
a. How and by whom were these objectives determined?  

 
2. What are the products or tools this LCD effort seeks to develop, and how were these 

products/tools decided on?   
a. How and by whom do you anticipate this LCD’s products and tools will be used? 

 
3. Is there an implementation strategy intended to promote use of this LCD’s products/tools 

and/or development of management plans that support this LCD’s conservation priorities? 
a. If Yes: Can you tell me about this implementation strategy? 
b. If Yes: Who is responsible for working with the end-users to help them apply/use this 

LCD’s tools and products? 
c. If No: How will intended end-users know about the availability of this LCD’s tools and 

products?  
d. If No: In the absence of an implementation strategy, how do you envision the 

conservation goals of this LCD being met? 
 

4. Are some of this LCD’s conservation priorities more achievable than others?  
a. If Yes: Which ones are more or less achievable and why? 

 
5. Were there opportunities for those involved in LCD development to learn about each other’s 

conservation or natural resource management priorities? 
a. If Yes: What were these opportunities and how well did they facilitate learning? 

 
6. What role can local stakeholders, such as local communities, interest groups, end-users of 

LCD products, etc. play in the LCD process?  
a. When (meaning at what stage) should local stakeholders be involved in the LCD 

process? 
b. What types of local stakeholders would be most helpful to informing the development 

of LCDs? 
 

7. Were local stakeholders or their representatives involved in the development of this LCD? 
a. If Yes: What types of local stakeholders or representatives were involved? 
b. If Yes: At what stage of the LCD development process were they involved? 
c. If Yes: How were they involved (i.e., through what mechanism)? 
d. If Yes: What role do/did these stakeholders play in decision-making?  
e. If Yes or No: What were/are/might be the most valuable insights local stakeholders 

(could) contribute to decision-making during the development of this LCD? 
 

8. Were any types of social data (related to local stakeholders’ values, interest, beliefs, behavior, 
or knowledge, for example) considered during this LCD’s development? 

a. If Yes: What data were considered and how (meaning through what mechanisms) were 
these data gathered? 
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b. If Yes: At what stage of the LCD process were these data taken into consideration, and 
how did they influence LCD development? 

c. If Yes: Did it become apparent that additional social data would have been useful 
during this LCD’s development process?   
i. If Yes: When did it become apparent, and what additional social data would have 

been useful? 
d. If No: Was there any data related to local communities or social values that might have 

been useful during this LCD’s development?  
i. If Yes: What types of data, and when during the LCD process would they have been 

useful? 
 

9. What are/might be the benefits and drawbacks of incorporating local stakeholders or social 
data relevant to these stakeholders during the LCD decision-making processes? 
 

10. To the extent of your knowledge, were all stakeholders relevant to the conservation process 
involved in or represented during this LCD decision-making process?  

a. If No: What stakeholders would it have been useful to include? 
 

11. In your opinion, was there/has there been sufficient communication with local stakeholders 
and LCD product end-users during the development of this LCD? Why or why not? 
 

12. What are/ might be the barriers to involving local stakeholders or locally relevant data in the 
LCD decision-process, and how might these barriers be overcome?  
 

13. Has/might inclusion of local stakeholders or consideration of locally relevant data impact(ed) 
the likelihood this LCD’s tools/products will be used to inform resource planning or 
management? 
 

14. Do you have any recommendations for how LCDs might be developed such that they have the 
greatest capacity to influence conservation planning or management processes?  
 

15. Is there anything else you’d like to share about what promotes or hinders the success of large 
landscape conservation efforts, such as those guided by LCD? 
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Appendix D: LCD Development Team Interview Guide 
 

1. How did your organization/agency/group, or how did you, get involved in the development of 
this LCD? 

 
2. What are the main objectives of this LCD? 

a. How and by whom were these objectives determined?  
 
3. What are the products or tools this LCD effort seeks to develop, and how were these 

products/tools decided on?   
a. How and by whom do you anticipate these LCD products and tools will be used? 
b. During the development of this LCD, did the conservation partners consider how and 

by whom the LCD’s end-products and tools would be used? 
 

4. Are some of this LCD’s conservation priorities more achievable than others?  
a. If Yes: Which ones are more or less achievable and why? 
 

5. Were all stakeholders relevant to this conservation process involved in or represented during 
LCD decision-making? 

 
6. Were there opportunities for those involved in LCD development to learn about each other’s 

conservation or natural resource management priorities? 
a. If Yes: What were these opportunities and how well did they facilitate learning? 
a. If Yes or No: Can you describe how the conservation partners balance(d) diverse 

interests during decision-making processes? 
 

7. What role can local stakeholders, such as local communities, interest groups, end-users of 
LCD products, etc. play in the LCD process?  

a. When (meaning at what stage) should local stakeholders be involved in the LCD 
process? 

b. What types of local stakeholders would be most helpful to informing the development 
of LCDs? 

 
8. Were local stakeholders or their representatives involved in the development of this LCD? 

a. If Yes: What types of local stakeholders or representatives were involved? 
b. If Yes: At what stage of the LCD development process were they involved? 
c. If Yes: How were they involved (i.e., through what mechanism)? 
d. If Yes: What role do/did these stakeholders play in decision-making?  
e. If Yes or No: What were/are/might be the most valuable insights local stakeholders 

(could) contribute to decision-making during the development of this LCD? 
f. If No: Can you describe any conversations or thoughts this LCD’s development group 

had about including local stakeholders in the LCD development process? 
 

9. Were any types of social data (related to local stakeholders’ values, interest, beliefs, behavior, 
or knowledge, for example) considered during this LCD’s development? 
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a. If Yes: What types of data were used and how (meaning through what mechanisms) 
were these data gathered? 

b. If Yes: At what stage of the LCD process were these data taken into consideration, and 
how did they influence LCD development? 

c. If Yes: Did it become apparent that additional social data would have been useful?   
i. If Yes: When did it become apparent, and what additional social data would have 

been useful? 
d. If No: Was there any data related to local communities or social values that might have 

been useful during this LCD’s development?  
i. If Yes: What types of data, and when during the LCD process would they have been 

useful? 
 

10. What are/might be the benefits and drawbacks of incorporating local stakeholders or 
social data relevant to these stakeholders during LCD decision-making processes? 
 

11. Has/might inclusion of local stakeholders or consideration of locally relevant data 
impact(ed) the likelihood this LCD’s tools/products will be used to inform resource 
planning or management? 
 

12. What are/might be the barriers to involving local stakeholders or locally relevant data in 
the LCD decision-process, and how might these barriers be overcome?  
 

13. What were the assumptions (related to how the LCD was developed or how it would be 
used) you noticed were/are being made during the LCD development process? 
 

14. Do you have any recommendations for how future LCDs might be developed such that 
they have the greatest likelihood of informing socially supported management plans
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Appendix E: LCD Product End-Users Interview Guide 
 

1. What types of resources do you, or does your organization/agency/group manage? 
 

2. What types of data are most important to you or your organization/agency/group when 
developing management plans, and where (meaning from what source) does this data tend to 
come from? 
 

3. From whom (i.e. what agency, organization, group, or individual) do you or does your 
organization/agency/group trust to receive planning and management advice? 
 

4. Do you or does your organization/agency/group prefer to be involved in the development of 
conservation tools and recommendations that inform your planning or management 
processes?   

a. If Yes: If so, how? 
b. If Yes: How does your or your organization/agency/group’s ability to participate in 

conservation tool or recommendation development influence the likelihood you’ll use 
them? 
 

5. Is incorporating landscape-level (or any sort of cross-boundary) thinking into your planning 
and management practices a priority for you or your organization/agency/group?  (Why or 
why not?) 
 

6. Are you aware of the XXX Landscape Conservation Design (LCD) effort to facilitate 
conservation across the XXX region?  

a.  If Yes: Are you aware this initiative is developing conservation tools you or your 
organization/agency/group could use to inform your planning and management 
practices?  
i. If Yes: What types of conservation tools developed by the XXX LCD might be or 

have been most useful? 
ii. If Yes: How might you or your organization/agency/group used these tools? 

b. If No: Would you or your organization/agency/group be interested in learning about 
the LCD’s conservation tools intended to help support resource conservation across the 
XXX region? Why or why not? 
i. If Yes or No: Do or might you foresee any challenges in making the LCD’s 

conservation tools relevant to local-level planning or management needs? 
 
7. (If Yes to Question 6): Were you or your organization/agency/group at any point involved in 

the development of the XXX LCD? 
a. If Yes: How were you or they involved?  
b. If Yes: To the extent of your knowledge, how did your or your 

organization/agency/group’s involvement influence the LCD’s development? 
c. If No: Would you or your organization/agency/group have liked to be involved? Why 

or why not?  
d. If Yes or No: How might LCD partners improve their engagement with folks who do or 

might use their conservation tools? 
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8. (If Yes to Question 6): To the extent of your knowledge, where any organizations, agencies, 

or groups you view as representing your or your organization/agency/group’s interests 
involved in developing the XXX LCD? 

a. If Yes: Who were these representatives and how were they involved? 
b. If Yes: How did these representatives communicate with your organization during LCD 

decision-making processes? 
c. If Yes: Did this representative help incorporate your or your 

organization/agency/group’s interests or insights in LCD decision processes? If so, 
how? 

d. If No: Would you have liked to have a representative present during the development of 
the XXX LCD?  For what purpose(s)? 
 

9. How has or might having your or your organization/agency/group involved in LCD 
development influence(d) the likelihood you’d use the LCD’s conservation tools or 
recommendation in your planning or management process? 
 

10. Are there local resource managers, interest groups, or stakeholders you feel would be 
particularly important to involve in the development of the LCD or its conservation tools? 

a. If Yes: Who are these people and why should they be included in LCD development? 
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Appendix F: Understanding End-Users’ Needs, Interests, and Values: Guidance on Social 
Data Collection 

 
In this section I present categories of information that would, based on my empirical analysis, 
help CLC development teams better understand the values, needs, knowledge, and preferences of 
current and potential end-users of CLC planning products. These insights could be valuable 
during CLC planning. Recognizing that the specific questions of interest to development teams 
will vary depending on context, I do not provide a single, generic instrument; instead I offer: 
 

• An overview of the types of data that development teams might gather from potential 
end-users, and a brief explanation of why this information would be valuable;  
 

• Examples of how questions might be asked, including response categories. 
 
Ideally, development teams would work with a social scientist to help craft and administer data 
collection efforts, and systematically analyze and interpret social data. The sample questions we 
offer can be administered through qualitative or quantitative methods. This allows for flexibility 
in how data are collected.  
 
Many sample questions offered in the following sections are adapted from previously 
implemented surveys, including those developed by Rosenburg & Margerum (2008), Ardoin 
(2014), and Ken Vance-Borland (2015, 2016, 2017) on behalf of the North Pacific LCC.  
 
The following information categories and question types were peer-reviewed by 15 large 
landscape planning coordinators to ensure their usefulness. Specific questions were not, 
however, tested with end-users.  
 
1. Background on End-Users  
 
The first category of information that development teams might collect is general background 
about end-users or their organizations. Pertinent background information relates to the goals and 
priorities of end-users or their organizations, where within the landscape they have influence, 
how they operate, from what sources they receive their political support and funding for 
management planning and implementation, and what, if any, interest groups they seek to support 
or represent. Such information can reveal (1) the range of interests to be considered during CLC 
planning, (2) resources over which end-users have planning- or management-related influence, 
and (3) geographic, financial, and social realities that might impact end-users’ willingness and 
ability to participate in landscape conservation planning and promote management 
implementation. 
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Example questions: 
 

1. Which of the following best describes your organization/agency/group?  
a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 

such as:  
 
____Agricultural industry  
____Forestry industry  
____Fisheries industry  
____Consulting firm (please specify focus) _____________________ 
____Other private industry (please specify focus) _____________________ 
____Local conservation NGO  
____Regional conservation NGO  
____International conservation NGO  
____Education NGO  
____Other NGO (please specify focus) _____________________ 
____Volunteer community group  
____Watershed organization  
____Federal government  
____State government  
____Municipal government  
____County government  
____Council of Governments 
____Other (please specify) _________________________________    
 

2. Which of the following categories best characterize the work of your 
organization/agency/group?  

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
____Land Management 
____Land Use Planning 
____Water Management   
____Species Management                   
____Awareness Raising (i.e., outreach and communications)            
____Law Enforcement and Prosecution  
____Economic Development        
____Cultural Preservation                       
____Conservation Designation and Planning                          
____Research and Monitoring                                
____Education and Training 
____Other (please specify) _________________________________               
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3. What are your or your organization/agency/group’s goals with respect to land use 
and/or natural resource management?  

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  
 

____Enhancing the productivity of the land  
____Increasing profits derived from use of the land 
____Enhancing recreational opportunities on the land 
____Promoting the population sizes of fish and wildlife species 
____Promoting the wellbeing of fish and wildlife species 
____Enhancing water quality 
____Enhancing soil quality 
____Enhancing wildlife habitat quality 
____Enhancing the aesthetic quality of the land 
____Enhancing economic conditions in the area 
____Promoting and protecting the cultural or heritage value of the area 
____Helping conserve the environment for future generations 
____Promoting property values   
____Other (please specify) _________________________________    

 
4. What areas (i.e., town, city, state, region) does your organization/agency/group 

operate within? 
a. This might be a closed question with a range of response options, open-ended, or 

the respondent may be asked to circle their operation boundaries on a map. 
 

5. Where (i.e., from what organization, agency, group, or individual) does your 
organization/agency/group tend receive funding to support its planning and 
management efforts? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  
 

____Federal government financial assistance programs 
____State government financial assistance programs 
____County or municipal government assistance programs 
____Fees from organization/group members 
____Donations from organization/group members 
____Competitive grants from government agencies 
____Competitive grants from non-profit NGOs  
____Competitive grants from for-profit NGOs 
____Cost-sharing with partner organizations or groups 
____Other (please specify) _________________________________    
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6. Does your organization/agency/group represent or work on behalf of an interest 
group or professional sector? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response. 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No  
 

7. (If Yes to Question 6) What interest group or professional sector does your 
organization/agency/group work on behalf of or represent? 

a. This might be an open-ended or closed question with a variety of context-specific 
response options. 
 

8. Does your organization/agency/group receive political support (such as lobbying) 
from another organization, agency, group, or individual? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No  

 
9. Please name the organization, agency, group, or individual that your 

organization/agency/group turns to for political support.  
a. This might be an open-ended or closed question with a variety of context-specific 

response options. If the question is closed, the question would ask the recipient to 
“select” the organization “from the following list.” 

 

2. Perspective on Social and Environmental Threats and Challenges  

Landscape conservation seeks to mitigate threats to ecological and social systems within a 
landscape (McKinney et al., 2010; Kark et al., 2015). Promoting local management actions that 
support landscape conservation goals is contingent on mutual agreement between members of 
development teams and local stakeholders not included on these teams regarding the identity and 
sources of threats. Local stakeholders are critical to helping development teams under- stand 
what locals perceive as the most pressing social and ecological threats, and what challenges 
inhibit achievement of desired land-use and management outcomes. Fore- knowledge about end-
users’ views has the potential to help development teams align their priorities with those of local 
stakeholders, or at least ensure CLC goals, priorities, and products address end-users’ concerns. 
If end-users’ responses do not demonstrate awareness of observed social or ecological threats 
that impact the landscape, it may be useful to communicate with them for the purpose of raising 
awareness of these issues.  

 
 
 



 
 

160 
 

Example questions: 
 
 

1. What are the primary economic drivers in the (insert name of Region or Subregion)? 
a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 

such as:  
 

____Administrative and waste services 
____Arts, entertainment, and recreation  
____Accommodation and food services  
____Agriculture 
____Construction 
____Educational services 
____Energy development  
____Finance and insurance 
____Government  
____Information 
____Health care and social assistance 
____Manufacturing 
____Management of companies and enterprises 
____Professional, scientific, and technical services 
____Resource extraction (timber production, fishing, mining) 
____Retail trade 
____Service industries 
____Transportation 
____Utilities 
____Wholesale trade 
____Other (please specify)  
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2. What are the primary economic drivers in the area in which your organization 
operates (if different than the [insert name of Region or Subregion])? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  
 

____Administrative and waste services 
____Arts, entertainment, and recreation  
____Accommodation and food services  
____Agriculture 
____Construction 
____Educational services 
____Energy development  
____Finance and insurance 
____Government  
____Information 
____Health care and social assistance 
____Manufacturing 
____Management of companies and enterprises 
____Professional, scientific, and technical services 
____Resource extraction (timber production, fishing, mining) 
____Retail trade 
____Service industries 
____Transportation 
____Utilities 
____Wholesale trade 
____Other (please specify)  

 
3. Historically, what were the greatest environmental concerns in the (insert name of 

Region or Subregion)? These can be concerns about land, water, wildlife, air quality, 
etc.  

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
____Resource extraction (e.g., energy development, forestry, fishing, etc.) 
____Invasive species control and management 
____Pollution  
____Human population growth/ overdevelopment threatening the environment 
____Climate change 
____Habitat loss 
____Habitat fragmentation 
____Overuse of fertilizers and pesticides  
____Water quantity (e.g., levels and flows; diversions and withdrawals) 
____Water quality 
____Contaminated sites (e.g., brownfield sites, active dumping sites, etc.) 
____Other (please specify) __________________________ 
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4. Currently, what are your or your organization/agency/group’s greatest 
environmental concerns for the (insert name of Region or Subregion)? These can be 
concerns about land, water, wildlife, air quality, etc.  

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
____Resource extraction (e.g., energy development, forestry, fishing, etc.) 
____Invasive species control and management 
____Pollution  
____Human population growth/ overdevelopment threatening the environment 
____Climate change 
____Habitat loss 
____Habitat fragmentation  
____Overuse of fertilizers and pesticides  
____Water quantity (e.g., levels and flows; diversions and withdrawals) 
____Water quality 
____Contaminated sites (e.g., brownfield sites, active dumping sites, etc.) 
____Other (please specify) __________________________ 
 

5.  (Following on Question 4): Has your organization/agency/group taken steps to 
address these environmental concerns? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 
 

___Yes 
___No  

 
6. (If Yes to Question 5): What actions has your organization/agency/group taken to 

address these environmental concerns? 
a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 

such as:  
 

____ Developed resource management plans to address them  
____ Developed policy to address them 
____ Directly addressed them through management actions 
____ Implemented awareness raising/ education campaigns  
____ Lobbied political officials  
____ Established coalitions to address them 
____ Joined coalitions that address them 
____ Other (please specify)___________________________ 
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7.  (Following on Question 6): How successful were these actions at addressing the 
environmental concern? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
____ Very successful  
____ Moderately successful 
____ Slightly successful 
____ Not at all successful  

 
8. (If Yes to Question 5) What could enhance your organization/agency/group’s ability 

to successfully address these environmental concerns? 
a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 

such as:  
 

___Greater access to data and knowledge (scientific, traditional, social)  
___Opportunities to develop collaborative strategies and projects  
___Greater access to technical assistance during plan development 
___Greater access to technical assistance during management implementation 
___Greater access to land where management actions may be implemented 
___ Funding to support conservation planning 
___ Funding to support management implementation 
___ More effective public or community engagement strategies  
___ Improved access to policy knowledge and expertise  
___Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 
9. (Following on Question 4) Are there currently unexplored or unrealized 

opportunities to address these environmental concerns? 
a.   This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 

option. 
 

___Yes 
___No 

 
10. (If Yes to Question 9) Please describe the feasible, but currently unexplored or 

unrealized opportunities for addressing these environmental concerns. 
a. This might be an open-ended question to ensure flexibility in response. 
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11. What are your or your organization/agency/group’s greatest social concerns for the 
(insert name of Region or Subregion)? These can be concerns about cultural, socio-
political, economic, or civic matters.  

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  
 

____ Human population growth 
____ Overdevelopment threatening community character  
____ Traditional lifestyles—like farming—disappearing 
____ Education / quality of the schools 
____ Too much government regulation of natural resource-based industry  
____ Not enough government regulation of natural resource-based industry  
____ Poor economy  
____ Lack of well-paying jobs 
____ Traffic / public safety 
____Other (please specify)___________________________ 

 
12. (Following on Question 11): Has your organization/agency/group taken actions to 

address these social concerns? 
a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 

option. 
 

___Yes 
___No 
  

13. (If Yes to Question 12): What actions has your organization/agency/group taken to 
address these social concerns? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
____ Developed strategic plans to address them  
____ Developed policy to address them 
____ Implemented programs to address them  
____ Implemented awareness raising/education campaigns  
____ Lobbied political officials  
____ Established coalitions to address them 
____ Joined coalitions that address them 
____ Other (please specify)___________________________ 
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14.  (Following on Question 13): How successful were these actions at addressing the 
social concern? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
____ Very successful  
____ Moderately successful 
____ Slightly successful 
____ Not at all successful  

 
15. (Following on Question 12) What could enhance your organization/agency/group’s 

ability to successfully address these social concerns? 
a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 

such as:  
 

___Greater access to data and knowledge (scientific, traditional, social)  
___Opportunities to develop collaborative strategies and projects  
___ Funding to support development of collaborative strategies and projects 
___ Funding to support program implementation 
___ More effective public or community engagement strategies  
___ Improved access to policy knowledge and expertise  
___Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 
16. Are there feasible, but currently unexplored or unrealized opportunities to address 

these social concerns? 
a.   This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 

option. 
 

___Yes 
___No 

 
17. (If Yes to Question 16) Please describe the feasible, but currently unexplored or 

unrealized opportunities for addressing these social concerns. 
a. This might be an open-ended question to ensure flexibility in response. 
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18. What are the highest priority natural resource or land use related threats that your 
organization/agency/group seeks to address?  

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
____Resource extraction (e.g., energy development, forestry, fishing, etc.) 
____Invasive species control and management 
____Pollution  
____Growth/overdevelopment threatening environment 
____Climate change 
____Habitat loss 
____Habitat fragmentation 
____Overuse of fertilizers and pesticides  
____Water quantity (e.g., levels and flows; diversions and withdrawals) 
____Water quality 
____Contaminated sites (e.g., brownfield sites, active dumping sites, etc.) 
____Lack of adequate environmental protection 
____Other (please specify)___________________________  

 
19. (Following on Question 18) What approaches would be most useful for mitigating 

these environmental threats? 
a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 

such as:  
 

____Public awareness, education, and engagement that drives action 
____Green economy and market transformation 
____Stronger laws and regulatory enforcement 
____Green infrastructure  
____Water management  
____Land and habitat protection 
____Wildlife population management 
____Connecting conservation issues to human health and well-being 
____Better science and information (e.g., research, monitoring) 
____Other (please specify) __________________________ 

 
20. (Following on Question 18): Has your organization/agency/group taken steps to 

address these threats? 
a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 

option. 
 

___Yes  
___No 
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21. (If Yes to Question 20): What actions has your organization/agency/group taken to 
address these threats? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
____ Developed resource management plans to address them  
____ Developed policy to address them 
____ Directly addressed them through management actions 
____ Implemented awareness raising/education campaigns  
____ Lobbied political officials  
____ Established coalitions to address them 
____ Joined coalitions that address them 
____ We have not taken action to address them 
____ Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 
22. (Following on Question 21): How successful were these actions at addressing the 

environmental threats? 
a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 

such as:  
 

____ Very successful  
____ Moderately successful 
____ Slightly successful 
____ Not at all successful 

  
23. (If Yes to Question 20) Where there any social conditions (e.g., political, cultural, or 

economic) that impacted or informed how your organization was able to address 
these threats? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes  
___No  
 

24. (If Yes to Question 23) How did these political, cultural, or economic conditions 
impact or inform how your organization addressed these environmental threats? 

a. This might be an open-ended question.  
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25. (If Yes to Question 20) What could enhance your organization/agency/group’s ability 
to successfully address these environmental threats? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
___Greater access to data and knowledge (scientific, traditional, social)  
___Opportunities to develop collaborative strategies and projects  
___Greater access to technical assistance during plan development 
___Greater access to technical assistance management implementation 
___Greater access to land where management actions may be implemented 
___ Funding to support conservation planning 
___ Funding to support management implementation 
___ More effective public or community engagement strategies  
___ Improved access to policy knowledge and expertise  
___ Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 
26. (Following on Question 18) Are there feasible, but currently unexplored or 

unrealized opportunities to address these environmental threats? 
a.   This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 

option. 
 

___Yes 
___No 

 
27. (If Yes to Question 26) Please describe the feasible, but currently unexplored or 

unrealized opportunities for addressing these environmental threats? 
a. This might be an open-ended question to ensure flexibility in response. 

3. Potential End-Users’ Needs Related to Their Work  

Developing CLC objectives and decision-support tools that local stakeholders are willing to 
adopt to inform their own work is critical to achieving CLC goals. Insights from the innovation-
adoption literature (e.g., Pannell et al., 2006) and our inquiry reveal that adoption of these 
planning products is contingent on the products (1) meeting end-users’ organization- al or 
personal goals, (2) presenting a relative advantage in comparison to tools and guidance already 
in use, and (3) being based on trusted data and developed by trusted individuals. Development 
teams should therefore strive to gather information about potential end-users’ needs related to 
land and resource planning and management implementation. This would be especially 
advantageous early in planning to ensure CLC planning products have the greatest likelihood of 
adoption and integration into management plans and actions.  
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Example questions: 
 

1. What are the greatest barriers to your organization/agency/group meeting 
its goals related to natural resource conservation and sustainable land 
use?  

a. This might be an open-ended or closed question with a variety of context-specific 
response options, such as: 

 
___Limited access to data  
___Limited access to funding  
___Limited technical assistance to develop plans or planning tools 
___Limited technical assistance to implement management actions 
___Limited access to land where management actions may be implemented 
___Limited opportunities to develop collaborative strategies and projects  
___Limited opportunities for outreach and education 
___Limited access to policy knowledge and expertise  
___Social pressure not to implement conservation or management actions  
___Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 
2. Which of the following would help increase your organization/agency/group’s impact 

on natural resource conservation and sustainable land use?  
a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 

such as:  
 

___Greater access to data and knowledge (scientific, traditional, social)  
___Opportunities to develop collaborative strategies and projects  
___Greater access to technical assistance during plan development 
___Greater access to technical assistance management implementation 
___Greater access to land where management actions may be implemented 
___ Funding to support conservation planning 
___ Funding to support management implementation 
___ More effective public or community engagement strategies  
___ Improved access to policy knowledge and expertise  
___Other (please specify) ___________________________ 
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3. What are the criteria that must be met before you or your 
organization/agency/group would be willing to use new land-use planning guidance 
or decision-support tools during your planning processes? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
___ The guidance or tools use data sources I trust 
___ The guidance or tools were developed by agencies or organizations I trust 
___ The guidance or tools are more useful than those I am currently using 
___ The guidance or tools are easy to use 
___ Training is available on how to interpret and use guidance and tools 
___ My participation in the development of guidance and tools (e.g.,  
       informing their form and function, contributing feedback on drafts, etc.) 
___ Feedback from those that have already used the guidance or tools 
___Funding would need to be available to administer management actions informed 
      by the guidance or tools  
___Approval would have to be given by a leader of my organization/agency/group 
     prior to tool use or guidance adoption 
___Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

  
4. What types of data are most important to you or your organization/agency/group 

when developing land use or natural resource management plans? 
a. This might be an open-ended question or a closed question with a variety of 

context-specific response options, such as:   
 

___Species inventories  
___Habitat type  
___Land cover 
___Soil quality  
___Water quality  
___Habitat quality 
___Land use  
___Projected urban growth  
___Economic conditions 
___Public needs  
___Public interests 
___Landowner needs 
___Landowner interests 
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5. From what source do these data tend to originate? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or a closed question with a variety of 
context-specific response options.  

 
___Municipal government 
___State government 
___Federal government  
___Tribal government  
___Professional or trade association  
___Scientific association 
___Neighbors or other social acquaintances 
___NGO (please specify) ___________________________ 
___University scientist 
___University extension office  
___Soil and water conservation district 
___Websites (please specify) ___________________________ 

 
6. From whom (i.e., what agency, organization, group, or individual) do you or your 

organization/agency/group trust to receive planning and/or management advice? 
a. This might be an open-ended question or a closed question with a variety of 

context-specific response options, such as: 
 

___Municipal government 
___State government 
___Federal government  
___Tribal government  
___Professional or trade association  
___NGO (please specify) ___________________________ 
___University scientist 
___University extension office  
___Soil and water conservation district 
___Neighbors or other social acquaintances 
___Other (please specify) ___________________________ 
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7. From whom (i.e., what agency, organization, group) do you or your 
organization/agency/group trust to receive technical assistance during planning and 
management implementation? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or a closed question with a variety of 
context-specific response options, such as: 
 

___Municipal government 
___State government 
___Federal government  
___Tribal government  
___Professional or trade association  
___NGO (please specify) ___________________________ 
___University scientist 
___University extension office  
___Soil and water conservation district 
___Neighbors or other social acquaintances 
___Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 
8. How do you or your organization/agency/group prefer to be involved in the 

development of conservation tools and recommendations that inform your planning 
or management processes?   

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
___We like to engage directly in the development of these conservation tools 
      and recommendations  
___We like to be consulted during their development, but do not choose to 
      participate directly 
___We like to learn about these tools during their development, but do not 
      choose to participate directly 
___We do not like to be involved in their development  
___ Other (please specify) _________________________________    

 

4. Potential End-Users’ Social Networks  

Understanding who end-users do and do not collaborate with during land-use or resource 
management planning or implementation typically points to who these stake- holders trust and 
with whom they have working relationships. Since our results indicate that end-users are more 
likely to adopt CLC planning products developed by organizations, agencies, and individuals 
they trust, these insights can help CLC initiative leaders strategically recruit representatives of 
trusted agencies and organizations to populate development teams or participate in consultation 
and engagement events. Our results also indicate that drawing on existing networks can help 
expedite collaborative planning and ensure there is capacity to implement local management 
practices. Given this, development teams may benefit from learning about the members and geo- 
graphic scopes of local end users’ social networks.  
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Example questions: 
 

1. Please name the organizations, agencies, or groups that your 
organization/agency/group has partnered with in the (insert name of Region or 
Subregion). 

a. This might be an open-ended or closed question with a variety of context-specific 
response options. If the question is closed, the question would ask the recipient to 
“select” the organization “from the following list.” 

 
2. Which of the organizations, agencies, or groups you selected in Question 1 does your 

organization/agency/group work with most frequently? 
a. This might be an open-ended or closed question with a variety of context-specific 

response options. 
 

3. Why does your organization/agency/group work with those organizations, agencies, 
or groups listed in Question 2 most frequently? 

a. This might be an open-ended or closed question with a variety of context-specific 
response options 

 
4. Please name the organizations, agencies, or groups that your 

organization/agency/group would like to, but does not currently collaborate with 
within the (insert name of Region or Subregion). 

a. This might be an open-ended or closed question with a variety of context-specific 
response options. If the question is closed, the question might ask the recipient to 
“select” the organization “from the following list.” 

 
5. Are there restrictions on your organization/agency/group’s capacity to collaborate 

with other organizations, agencies, or groups? 
a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 

option. 
 

___Yes  
___No 

 
6. (If Yes to Question 5) What restrictions exist that limit the capacity of your 

organization/agency/group to collaborate with others? 
a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 

such as:  
 

___We are unable to partner with Federal government agencies 
___We are unable to partner with state government agencies 
___We are unable to partner with county or municipal government agencies 
___We are unable to partner with non-governmental organizations 
___We are unable to partner with informal organization 
___We are unable to partner with special interest groups 

  ___ Other (please specify) _________________________________    
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5. Potential End-Users’ Interest in and Experience with Collaborative Landscape 
Conservation  

Potential end-users of CLC planning products have a broad range of interests and priorities 
related to natural resource management and land use. In many cases, end-users will also likely 
have geographic ranges they are most interested in working within (Hahn et al., 2006; Stringer et 
al, 2006; Olsson et al., 2007; Berkes, 2005; 2009). Since participation in CLC planning and 
adoption of associated planning products is contingent on these processes and products having 
relevance to end-users (Pannell, 2006), under- standing end-users’ priorities and their relative 
interest in CLC is important. This information can help development teams more effectively 
target their communications and invitations for participation in planning. Development teams can 
also glean insights about ongoing CLC efforts in the landscape, and which end-users are 
currently involved in these initiatives.  

It may be advantageous when asking end-users about their preferences regarding CLC to first 
define the term “landscape” and what is meant by “collaborative conservation.” This can ensure 
all potential end-users are responding to questions based on common information, which can 
reduce the likelihood of response errors.  

Example questions: 
 

1. How high of a priority is landscape conservation or management to your 
organization/agency/group? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
___High priority, our organization/agency/group emphasizes 
      Landscape-level planning  
___High priority, our organization/agency/group emphasizes 
      Landscape-level action  
___Medium priority, we want to know how our work fits into the 
      bigger picture, but lack a mandate for a landscape-level 
      approach 
___Medium priority, our organization/agency/group partners with 
      groups working at the landscape level, but we do not plan or 
      take action at this geographic scale 
___Low priority, we work and focus our resources at the site-specific 
      scales  
___Other (please specify) _________________________________   
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2. Which of the following best defines how your organization/agency/group 
has implemented a landscape planning or management effort?  

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
___We have fully implemented a landscape-level effort in our 
      organization   
___We engage in CLC planning, but do not plan or 
       implement management practices at the landscape level 
___We don’t plan at the landscape level 
___ Other (please specify) _________________________________    

 
3. If applicable, please describe what types of landscape planning or 

management efforts your organization/agency/group has implemented or 
been involved in.  

a. This might be an open-ended question. 
 

4. (Following on question 3) Why did your organization/agency/group choose 
to implement or participate in these landscape planning or management 
efforts? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as: 

 
___The resources we seek to manage or conserve exist throughout the landscape  
___Achieving our goals relied on accessing the skills and resources of others 
      organizations, agencies, or groups working in the landscape 
___We wanted to increase our social network across the landscape   
___We wanted to ensure our goals and priorities were represented during the 
      landscape-planning  
___We wanted to remain informed about the landscape effort 
___We wanted to receive funding opportunities associate with the landscape effort 
___We felt social or political pressure to participate 

   ___ Other (please specify) _________________________________    
 

5. Has your organization/agency/group implemented or been involved in a 
landscape planning or management effort that was successful in 
achieving its goals? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No  

 
6. (If Yes to Question 5) Why was the effort successful? 

a. This might be an open-ended question. 
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7. (Following on Question 3) What were the greatest challenges you or your 
organization/agency/group encountered during the landscape planning or 
management implementation effort? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as: 

 
___Important stakeholders were missing from the planning process 
___We lacked funding to conduct a planning process 
___Some interest groups’ interests and needs were prioritized over others during 
       the planning  
___Stakeholders’ input was not effectively reflected in planning outcomes 
___There was too little communication about how and why decisions were made  
___Planning products (such as management goals and decision-support tools) did 
      not reflect the needs and interests of local stakeholders 
___Planning products were not supported or used by local stakeholders 
___We lacked funding to implement management actions 
___It was difficult collaborating on management implementation 
___There were political challenges to management implementation 

   ___Other (please specify) _________________________________    
   

8. Have you or your organization/agency/group ever used landscape-level 
decision-support tools (e.g., conservation priority area maps, wildlife 
corridor maps, etc.) to inform your planning or management practices? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No 
  

9. (If Yes to Question 8) Please describe these landscape-level decision-
support tools and how they were used to inform your planning or 
management practices.  

a. This might be open-ended. 
 

10. (If Yes to Question 8) What were the benefits and drawbacks of using 
these decision-support tools in your own work? 

a. This might be an open-ended question. 
 

11. Would you or your organization/agency/group consider using landscape 
conservation decision-support tools to inform future planning and 
management decisions? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No  
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12. (If Yes to Question 11): Are there any requirements these tools would have to meet 

for you or your organization/agency/group to be willing to use them in future 
planning or management decisions? (For example, would they have to be developed 
by a certain organization or group, or would they have to be based on a certain type of 
data?) 

a. This might be an open-ended question. 
 

13. Are there specific people in your organization/agency/group that need to 
be consulted or provide approval before a new planning tools or guidance 
is used to inform your management or land use planning? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No  

6. Potential End-Users’ Preferences for Participation  

Developing effective opportunities for potential end-user participation in CLC planning will 
depend on development teams soliciting information about end-users’ preferences. 
Accommodating these stakeholders’ preferences (to the degree possible) may enhance the 
likelihood they will choose to be involved in CLC planning, and that they will be satisfied by 
their experiences. This, in turn, may enhance end-users’ willingness to iteratively participating in 
CLC planning efforts as planning products are adapted over time.  

Prior to asking potential end-users about their preferences, it may be helpful to pro- vide 
information about the planning effort in which they would be asked to participate. This can 
ensure all potential end-users are responding to questions based on common information and can 
provide clarity to the concept of CLC within a specific context.  

Example questions: 
 
 

1. Would you like to learn more about the ongoing landscape-level conservation 
initiative in the (insert name of Region or Subregion)?  

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No 
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2. (If No to Question 1) Why would you or your organization/agency/group prefer not to 
learn more about the landscape conservation initiative in the (insert name of Region 
or Subregion)?  

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of 
response options. 
 

___We have never heard of the area 
___The area has little relevance to me or my organization 
___We do not identify as being from the area 
___We do not rely on the area in the work we do 
___We are more interested in the conservation of a different region/area 
___We do not believe the conservation effort will have an impact 
___We have other priorities for how we use our time 
___It is beyond the purview of our work to participate in landscape 
      conservation planning  
___ Other (please specify) _________________________________  

 
 

3. Would your organization/agency/group like to attend informational sessions (e.g., 
workshops, webinars) to learn about decisions and progress made by the landscape 
conservation initiative? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No  

 
4. (If Yes to Question 3) What types of information sessions would you or your 

organization/agency/group prefer to attend? 
a. This might be an open-ended or closed question with response options that reflect 

feasible participation opportunities.  
 

___In-person information sessions hosted by the (Landscape Planning 
      Initiative) 
___In-person information sessions hosted by a different organization or 
       agency (please specify which organization or agency)__________ 
___Remote information sessions (e.g., webinars) hosted by the (Landscape 
      Planning Initiative) 
___Remote information sessions (e.g., webinars) hosted by a different 
      organization or agency (please specify which organization or agency) 
___Other (please specify) ___________________________________ 
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5. (If No to Question 3) Why would you or your organization/agency/group prefer not to 
attend informational sessions regarding the landscape conservation initiative in the 
(insert name of Region or Subregion)? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options. 
 

6. Would you or your organization/agency/group be interested in contributing to the 
development of landscape conservation goals, priorities, or strategies for the (insert 
name of Region or Subregion)? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No  

 
7.  (If Yes to Question 6) How often would you or your organization/agency/group be 

interested in contributing to the development of landscape conservation goals, 
priorities, or strategies? 

a. This might be an open-ended or closed question with response options that reflect 
feasible timing options.  

 
___Monthly 
___Bi-Monthly (every 2 months) 
___Semi-Annually (every 6 months) 
___Annually 
___Whenever major decisions have been reached or progress made 
___Other (please specify) _______________________________________ 

 
8. (If No to Question 6) Why would you or your organization/agency/group not be 

interested in contributing to the development of the landscape conservation goals, 
priorities, or strategies within the (insert name of Region or Subregion)? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options. 
 

___We have never heard of the area 
___The area has little relevance to me or my organization 
___We do not identify as being from the area 
___We do not rely on the area in the work we do 
___We are more interested in the conservation of a different region/area 
___We do not believe the conservation effort will have an impact 
___We have other priorities for how we use our time 
___It is beyond the purview of our work to participate in landscape 
      conservation planning  
___Other (please specify) _________________________________  
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9. Are there expectations or requirements that would need to be met before you or 
your organization/agency/group would be willing to participate in a landscape 
conservation planning effort in the (insert name of Region or Subregion)? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No  
 

10. (If Yes to Question 9) Please describe these expectations or requirements. 
a. This might be an open-ended question. 

 
11. Please provide the name of any organizations, agencies, or groups you feel would be 

important to engage in landscape conservation planning related to the (insert name 
of Region or Subregion). 

a. This might be an open-ended question. 
 

12. (If Yes or No to Question 9) Would you or your organization/agency/group prefer to 
contribute to the development of conservation goals, priorities, or strategies for an 
area other than that captured within the (insert name of Region or Subregion)? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

___Yes 
___No 

 
13. (If Yes to Question 12) Please specify the landscape within which you or your 

organization/agency/group would be interested in contributing to the development of 
conservation goals, priorities, or strategies. 

a. This might be an open-ended question or the respondent might be asked to circle 
a region on a provided map. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

181 
 

14. (Following on Question 13) Why did you choose the landscape you specified in the 
previous question? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as: 

  
___We identify as being from the area 
___We identify as working within the area 
___We rely on the area in the work we do 
___We value the plants and animals that live in this area  
___This place helps us feel connected to our culture  
___This is the area in which we have funding to operate 
___This is the area in which we have jurisdiction to operate 
___This is the area in which we collaborate with other groups 
___ This is the area our clients/constituents rely on 
___ This is the area our clients/constituents operate within 
___Other (please specify) _________________________________    

 
15.  (If Yes or No to Question 9) Would you or your organization/agency/group prefer to 

have your interests represented by others during the development of conservation 
goals, priorities, or strategies for the (insert name of Region or Subregion)? 

b. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No  

 
16. (If Yes to Question 15) What organization, agency, or group could effectively 

represent you or your organization/agency/group’s interests during landscape 
conservation planning? 

c. This might be an open-ended or closed question with a variety of context-specific 
response options.  

 
17. (If No to Question 15) Why would you or your organization/agency/group not want 

your interests represented by others during landscape conservation planning? 
a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 

such as: 
 

___The place where we work is so unique we do not feel our interests or 
       needs can be represented by others 
___What we do is so unique we do not feel our interests or needs can be 
       represented by others 
___We prefer to represent ourselves 
___The conservation effort has little relevance to me or my organization 
___Other (please specify) _________________________________    
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7. Barriers to End-Users Participation in CLC Planning  

Even if end-users express interest in participating in CLC planning, they may face barriers 
preventing them from doing so. These barriers may relate to logistic challenges (e.g., limited 
funds for travel to and lodging at in-person events) or organization- al or job-related constraints 
(e.g., inability to travel across jurisdictional boundaries, limited availability during times of day, 
month, and year). Gathering information on constraints can help development teams plan 
opportunities for participation that accommodate and seek to circumvent these constraints. This, 
in turn, can potentially enhance interested end-users’ ability to join in CLC planning in ways that 
are respectful, accommodating, and sustainable.  

 
Example questions: 
 

1. How much time would you be willing and able to contribute to participating in a 
landscape conservation planning effort in the (insert name of Region or Subregion)? 

a. This might be an open-ended or closed question with a range of options, 
including: 

 
___Less than one hour per month 
___1-5 hours per month 
___1-5 hours per week 
___6-10 hours per week 
___More than 10 hours per week  
___Other (please specify) _________________________________ 

 
2. Would you be willing and able to travel to events to learn about or contribute to the 

development of landscape conservation planning efforts in the (insert name of 
Region or Subregion)? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No  

 
3. (If Yes to Question 2) How far would you be willing and able to travel? 

a. This might be an open-ended or closed question with a range of options, 
including:  

 
___0-50 miles 
___50-100 miles 
___100-150 miles 
___Anywhere within the state 
___Anywhere within the (insert name of Region or Subregion) 
___Other (please specify) _________________________________ 
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4. What would constrain your or your organization/agency/group’s ability to travel to 
landscape conservation planning events? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of response options, 
such as:  

 
___Logistical constrains (e.g., we don’t have a mode of transportation) 
___Financial constrains (e.g., we don’t have the funds for transportation) 
___Work-related availability (e.g., there are certain hours of the day, days of 
      the week, or times of the year when I/we cannot travel) 
___Work-related travel constraints (e.g., we are only able to travel within our 
      operating boundary) 
___Other (please specify) ________________________________ 

 
5. Is your organization/agency/group able to cover or reimburse you for travel 

expenses? 
a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 

option. 
 

___Yes 
___No  

 
6. (If Yes to Question 5) Are there any logistical or temporal constrains on your travel 

coverage or reimbursement? 
a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 

option. 
 

___Yes 
___No  

 
7. (If Yes to Question 6) Please describe the constraints to your travel coverage or 

reimbursement. 
a. This might be an open-ended or closed question with a variety of context-specific 

response options.  
 

8. When (e.g., month, day, time of day) would it be most convenient for you or your 
organization/agency/group to travel to landscape conservation planning events? 

a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of feasible response 
options. 
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9. If you or your organization/agency/group’s were willing to travel to events to learn 
about or contribute to the development of the conservation planning in the (insert 
name of Region or Subregion), would you be able and willing to attend multi-day 
events? 

a. This might be a closed question with a binary (yes/no) response 
option. 

 
___Yes 
___No  

 
10. (If No to Question 9) What would constrain you or your organization/agency/group’s 

ability to attend multi-day events? 
a. This might be an open-ended question or there might be a list of 

response options such as:  
 

___Logistical constrains (e.g., we don’t have a mode of transportation for 
      multi-day events) 
___Temporal constraints (e.g., we cannot spend that much time at an event) 
___Financial constrains (e.g., we don’t have the funds for lodging and meals) 
___Work-related availability (e.g., there are certain hours of the day, days of 
      the week, or times of the year when travel is restricted) 
___Other (please specify) ________________________________ 

 

 


