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Guide Overview

This document provides guidance on integrating local stakeholder participation and 
social data into collaborative landscape conservation (CLC) planning. CLC is a conser-
vation model intended to address geographically broad environmental challenges. The 
model relies on collaborative decision making among diverse conservation partners 
that span jurisdictional boundaries. Local stakeholders are organizations, networks, 
and individuals that have direct administrative authority over resource use and man-
agement, and influence over social and political resources necessary to support conser-
vation actions. These stakeholders are therefore instrumental to implementing conser-
vation actions needed to accomplish CLC goals. Social data relates to the values, beliefs, 
interests, concerns, needs, knowledge, preferences, cognitive traits, demographics, and 
behavioral tendencies of people living within landscapes targeted for conservation. 

Considering social data and local stakeholders’ input during CLC planning can 
produce a range of benefits. These include increasing the inclusivity of CLC planning, 
the likelihood landscape conservation goals will be supported by local stakeholders, 
and the probability that CLC planning products (such as environmental assessments, 
spatial analysis, decision-support tools, etc.) will be used to inform local management 
decisions. Despite these potential benefits, social data and local stakeholders’ input 
are not always considered during CLC planning. In many cases, this is because process 
leaders and traditional conservation partners are unsure of when and how local stake-
holders and social data might be most effectively included in CLC planning. 

This Guide draws on empirical analysis of current CLC initiatives to highlight how 
local stakeholders and social data have been used in a range of CLC planning efforts. 
We share insights regarding local stakeholders’ preferences for participation in CLC 
planning and some of the undesirable impacts resulting from not considering social 
data or local stakeholders’ input during CLC planning. We offer a process model indi-
cating when and how local stakeholder participation and social data might be usefully 
integrated during CLC planning. We close the Guide by examining resources that those 
responsible for developing CLC planning products might draw on to find existing social 
data, and how they might collect new data from local stakeholders. We believe guidance 
provided in this document can help foster effective landscape conservation planning by 
increasing local stakeholders’ investment in CLC planning processes and products, and 
their sense of ownership over conservation decisions and outcomes.
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Glossary of Terms

Collaborative Landscape Conservation (CLC): A planning model that involves 
collaboratively developing common goals for the future condition of natural and 
cultural resources within broad geographic areas that span social and political 
boundaries. CLC is multi-purpose, seeking to address environmental (and in 
some instances social) issues within a defined landscape. Accomplishment of 
CLC goals is encouraged through co-production of CLC planning products, which 
are provided to local resource practitioners and land-use planners. Planning 
and implementing conservation across social-ecological landscapes requires the 
engagement of stakeholders from different disciplines working at various geo-
graphic (e.g., international, national, regional, state, and local) and institutional 
(e.g., policy, organizational, managerial) levels. 

Collaborative Landscape Conservation Planning Products: The outcome 
or product of CLC planning. These products are co-produced by development 
teams, ideally in collaboration with local stakeholders who are not already 
members of these teams. CLC planning products may include environmental 
assessments identifying priority areas for conservation actions, spatial analysis 
of current and projected species and habitat ranges, decision-support tools to 
assist management planning, and management goals (e.g., native grassland res-
toration, species population targets) and strategies (e.g., dyke removal, changes 
in take quotas for game species).  

Conservation: Sustainably using and managing natural resources to ensure they are 
accessible to current and future generations of the public. 

Development Team: A group of conservation partners who are formally associated 
with a CLC initiative and charged with developing CLC planning products. 

End-User: End-users are a subset of local stakeholders. They are individuals or rep-
resentatives of groups, organizations, or government agencies that have direct 
impact on resource management and use. End-users (1) influence, develop, or 
implement land and resource management plans, and (2) may use CLC planning 
products to inform the development or implementation of site- or species-spe-
cific management plans. 

Local Stakeholder: Organizations, networks, and individuals that (1) focus primarily 
on issues and actions occurring at the level, where resource management, use, 
and planning occur, (2) have active interests in the management of resources 
targeted for conservation, (3) may be impacted by resource management deci-
sions, and (4) have the power (e.g., political power, social influence, or control 
over resource management) to support or impede implementation of conserva-
tion-promoting management actions. 
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Participation: Opportunities for lay publics or stakeholders to participate in admin-
istrative decision making. Participation in CLC planning can be fostered through 
two primary mechanisms, including consultation (wherein development teams 
seek information from stakeholders, but no formal dialogue exists) and engage-
ment (involving multi-directional information flow and deliberation by develop-
ment teams and various stakeholders). 

Social Data:  Provides insight into the values, beliefs, interests, concerns, needs, 
knowledge, preferences, cognitive traits, demographics, and behavioral tenden-
cies of people living within landscapes targeted for conservation. 

Social-Ecological Landscapes: Landscapes in which human and natural systems 
interact and influence one another. 



- viii -

Guide Highlights

Current threats to environmental conservation, including habitat degradation and 
loss resulting from altered land use as well as ecological uncertainties driven by climate 
variability, pose unprecedented challenges for natural resources conservation. Conserv-
ing natural and cultural resources within social-ecological landscapes, in which human 
and natural systems interact and influence one another, inherently requires working 
across political, cultural, and institutional boundaries. Collaborative landscape conser-
vation (CLC)—through which diverse conservation partners and stakeholders work to-
gether to determine landscape-level conservation goals and implement transboundary 
management actions—is considered the way forward for the conservation community. 
Ensuring the resilience and success of this conservation model relies on local stake-
holders who are invested in common or complementary landscape conservation goals 
and take ownership over conservation decisions and outcomes in their sphere of in-
fluence. Building this sense of investment and commitment is contingent on engaging 
local stakeholders in CLC planning, and determining ways to support the interests and 
needs of diverse stakeholder groups while crafting conservation goals. 

Our hope is that guidance offered in this document will help CLC development 
teams think strategically about how they might include local stakeholders and social 
data related to these stakeholders’ values, beliefs, interests, concerns, needs, knowl-
edge, preferences, cognitive traits, demographics, and behavioral tendencies in their 
CLC planning. Major takeaways from our research include the following:

1. CLC planning involves a series of processes intended to generate both con-
servation-supporting products and foster a community of practice. Focusing 
on the development of interpersonal bonds and a foundation of trust between 
development teams and local stakeholders can be essential to maintaining 
partnerships and stable networks of collaborators. Hosting in-person partic-
ipation opportunities and not allowing external pressures to accelerate the 
pace of planning can promote the development of trusting relationships. 

2. Fostering local stakeholder participation and consideration of social data 
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 representa-
tives of local stakeholders to ensure the interests and values of those stake-
holders are incorporated, or at least considered throughout CLC planning.

3. Ensuring a diversity of local stakeholders’ interests can be represented during 
CLC planning starts with having a broad planning purpose. Ideally, a CLC 
initiative’s purpose is broad enough to allow flexibility in defining the specific 
goals of the CLC initiative, identifying conservation targets, and determin-
ing process outcomes. Development teams that avoid tightly constraining the 
planning processes and products may also avoid alienating local stakeholders 
by expanding these stakeholders’ capacity to influence decision making.
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4. The effectiveness of participation opportunities can be improved by consult-
ing with local stakeholders about their preferences for participation and ad-
dressing barriers to their participation (e.g., financial or logistical barriers). 
Informing local stakeholders about how their contributions impact conserva-
tion decisions increases the transparency of planning and may help sustain 
these stakeholders’ interest in participation. 

5. The potential end-users of CLC planning products are particularly import-
ant local stakeholders to engage in CLC planning. End-users are stakeholders 
who may (1) influence, develop, or implement local land and resource man-
agement plans, and (2) use CLC planning products to inform development or 
implementation of site- or species-specific management plans.

6. Local stakeholders are more willing to participate in planning efforts and 
support conservation actions if the targeted landscape has meaning and 
importance to them. If ecological drivers require the targeted landscape ex-
tend beyond the boundary of areas valued by or which have meaning to local 
stakeholders, establishing socially meaningful sub-geographies that act as fo-
cal areas can be advantageous. 

7. Developing socio-politically feasible, supported conservation goals and use-
ful planning products is contingent on considering the needs and interests of 
local stakeholders, and especially potential end-users of CLC planning prod-
ucts. Needs assessments can be used to understand the values and priorities 
of local stakeholders and to determine what CLC planning products would be 
useful to end-users. Planning products can be refined based on feedback from 
end-users before they are released for general use. 

8. Targeted communications can potentially increase the likelihood of end-us-
ers adopting planning products by highlighting (1) how CLC planning prod-
ucts may be relevant to various stakeholder groups, (2) how the products ad-
dress current gaps in capacity, and (3) how the products might help potential 
end-users achieve their goals. Peer-to-peer learning through demonstration 
sites and testimonials can also increase end-users’ trust of planning products 
and illustrate how these products have been and might be used in practice. 

9. Planning products and the CLC planning process should be adapted over time 
to address end-users’ feedback, the evolving needs of end-users, and chang-
ing 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. Re-
fining planning processes and products adaptively 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-build-
ing, 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 planning products. 
This may present a challenge, as in many cases these experts are contract-
ed for finite periods. Anticipating the potential need for adjustments, devel-
opment teams can build in provisions for modifying planning products over 
time. 
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We recognize that a CLC initiatives’ capacity to follow best-practice guidance offered 
in this document is context-dependent. Pressure from funders and organizational lead-
ers, conflicts generated by organizational cultures, political circumstances, competing 
obligations, and other factors can limit a development teams’ adherence to best-prac-
tice guidance found in this Guide. 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, considering the human dimensions of landscapes 
targeted for conservation and providing local stakeholders a voice in CLC planning is 
essential. Conservation goals and decision support tools developed in the absence of 
input from these stakeholders may remain underutilized due to lack of local support 
and investment. Using such input, as described in this guide, CLC planning leaders and 
partners can avoid diversions of time and resources from needed conservation actions.  
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Chapter 1
Introduction to the Guide 

1. Guide Purpose
This document provides guidance on integrating local stakeholder participation 

and social data into collaborative landscape conservation (CLC) planning. Local stake-
holders, especially end-users of CLC planning products, are often instrumental to suc-
cessful implementation of conservation actions needed to accomplish CLC goals1. These 
stakeholders often have direct administrative authority over resource use and man-
agement and have access to resources (e.g., natural, social, and political capital, local 
knowledge) necessary to support pro-conservation management actions. Despite this, 
local stakeholders’ role in CLC planning is not yet institutionalized2, meaning that, in 
some instances, local stakeholders are not included in CLC planning. This magnifies 
prospects of developing landscape conservation goals that will not be socio-politically 
feasible and planning products that are not used to inform management plans3. Help-
ing CLC planners avoid this situation is the goal of this Practitioners’ Guide.

Drawing primarily on empirical analyses of contemporary CLC initiatives4, we 
present a range of guidance for integrating local stakeholder participation, especially 
that of end-users, and social data into CLC planning. The majority of our empirical 
work focused on Landscape Conservation Design, the CLC approach adopted by most 
of North America’s Landscape Conservation Cooperatives. We also draw on interviews 
with coordinators of other kinds of CLC initiatives throughout the United States. See 
Doyle-Capitman & Decker (in preparation) for details on our research methods. 

Based on insights emerging from our research, we present guidance, and an associ-
ated process model, indicating when and through what mechanisms local stakeholder 
participation and social data may be most effectively integrated into CLC planning. 

2. Guide Focus

2.1 Collaborative Landscape Conservation
Collaborative landscape conservation (CLC) is a conservation model intended to 

address complex and geographically broad environmental challenges5. The model re-
lies on collaborative decision making among diverse conservation partners that span 
jurisdictional boundaries.  
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   CLC planning products are intended to inform resource management plans that 
will be implemented through coordinated management actions. Examples of CLC plan-
ning products include Migratory Bird Joint Venture’s implementation plans and Land-
scape Conservation Cooperative’s Landscape Conservation Designs.

In North America, examples of CLC efforts include the following : 

• Algonquin to Adirondacks Collaborative

• Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (initiated by the U.S. De-
partment of the Interior)

• Migratory Bird Joint Ventures

• National Estuary Program (U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency)

• National Fish Habitat Partnerships

• National Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Scenic and Historic 
Trails, and National Heritage Areas (U.S. National Park Service)

• Working Lands for Wildlife (U.S. Department of Agriculture’s 
Natural Resources Conservation Service)

• Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative

CLC involves: 

1. Collaboratively developing common goals and objectives for the future con-
dition of natural and cultural resources within broad geographic areas, such 
as entire ecosystems or species’ ranges, and identifying the targets of con-
servation or restoration efforts.

2. CLC development teams  (those formally involved in CLC planning) en-
courage accomplishment of these goals by providing local resource prac-
titioners and land-use planners with planning products, such as envi-
ronmental assessments identifying priority areas for conservation actions, 
climate projections, spatial analysis of current and projected species and 
habitat ranges, decision-support tools to assist management planning, and 
management goals (e.g., species population targets) and strategies (e.g., cul-
vert removal). CLC planning is also intended to help build a community 
of practice, consisting of networks of conservation partners and others 
working toward common resource conservation goals.6
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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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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 

2.2 Local Stakeholders  

Local stakeholders are organizations, networks, and individuals that:

1. Operate at the ground level, where resource management, use, 
and planning occur 

2. Have active interests in the management of resources targeted 
for conservation

3. May be impacted by resource management decisions

4. Have the power (e.g., political power, social influence, or con-
trol over resource management) to support or impede imple-
mentation of conservation-promoting management actions 

Social data relates to  the values, beliefs, interests, concerns, needs, knowledge, 
preferences, cognitive traits, demographics, and behavioral tendencies of people 
living within landscapes targeted for conservation. 

The local stakeholders  this Guide focuses on are primarily end-users of CLC 
planning products. 

End-users are individuals or representatives of groups, organizations, or gov-
ernment agencies that: 

1. Influence, develop, or implement land and resource manage-
ment plans

2. May use CLC planning products to inform their site- or spe-
cies-specific plan development or management actions 

Figure 2.
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Figure 2. (page 4) Moving from Collaborative Landscape Conservation planning to local man-
agement planning. All planning processes are depicted as adaptive planning cycles. Planning 
efforts shown are strictly hypothetical. Image background credit: Google Maps. 

 Including local stakeholders, and especially end-users of CLC planning products 
in CLC planning can produce a range of benefits. The following benefits are particular-
ly valuable:

• Including local stakeholders in CLC decisions that may impact 
them can promote good environmental governance by fostering 
inclusive, fair, transparent, and legitimate planning8. These con-
ditions can help local stakeholders understand how CLC decisions 
are made and provide them a voice in decision making. 

• Involving local stakeholders in CLC planning can provide CLC de-
velopment teams opportunities to learn from local stakeholders. 
This can enhance the local relevancy of transboundary conserva-
tion decisions, and the capacity of associated management plans 
to benefit local stakeholders and fit within local contexts9. 

• Local stakeholder participation can facilitate achievement of land-
scape conservation goals by fostering stakeholders’ sense of own-
ership over conservation decisions10, increasing awareness of local 
and landscape-level environmental threats11, and creating local ca-
pacity for transboundary resource conservation12.

In summary , the purpose of integrating local stakeholder participa-
tion and social data into CLC planning is to:

1. Ensure CLC planning reflects good governance princi-
ples (i.e., inclusiveness, fairness, transparency, legiti-
macy, and effective and efficient performance)

2. Improve the likelihood CLC planning products will be 
used to inform management plans and local manage-
ment actions

3. Authors’ Assumptions and Purpose
Results of our empirical analysis revealed that CLC development teams (including 

team leaders and members) in many cases were interested in involving local stakehold-
ers and considering social data during CLC planning. However, these actors often re-
ported they had little formal training in or experience with stakeholder engagement or 
social science. Many also reported they were unsure of how to identify local stakehold-
ers, and when and through what mechanisms these stakeholders and social data might 
be integrated into CLC planning. 

We assume that those using this Guide are already interested in including local 
stakeholders or social data in CLC planning. Given this assumption, we share insights 
about: 
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• Local stakeholders’ preferences regarding participation 

• Undesirable impacts created by inefficient or ineffective opportuni-
ties to integrate local stakeholders or social data into CLC planning

• When and how local stakeholder participation and social data in-
tegration might be most effective and produce the greatest benefit 
during CLC planning

• How to find existing social data and collect new data from local 
stakeholders

4. Guide Development

4.1 Research Question

The question that motivated the research underlying this Guide was: 

When in the planning process and through what mechanisms can 
the values, interests, knowledge, and needs of local stakeholders 
be most effectively integrated into CLC planning?

4.2 Data Collection

We addressed this question through three data collection and analysis efforts:

1. A literature review to gather insights into lessons, strategies, and ca-
veats related to local stakeholder participation and social data integra-
tion within a variety of CLC efforts.

2. Semi-structured scoping interviews with the coordinators of 33 CLC 
programs and initiatives throughout the United States to understand 
how local stakeholder participation and social data have been used in 
decision making. 

3. Case-study analysis of three Landscape Conservation Design (LCD) 
initiatives throughout the United States. This involved interviews 
with a total of 115 individuals, including 55 development team leaders 
and members, 50 potential and current end-users of LCD planning 
products, and 10 coordinators of alternative LCD initiatives. The ob-
jective of these case studies was to understand how social data and 
local stakeholder participation are currently being used to inform de-
velopment and implementation of LCDs, how well these efforts have 
worked, and how they might be enhanced. In addition, we gathered 
recommendations for how local stakeholder participation might be 
integrated into future LCD efforts. 
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Figure 3. Locations of Landscape Conservation Design case studies. Image credit: LCC Net-
work. For further information on our methods, please refer to Doyle-Capitman & Decker (in 
preparation). 

4.3 Overview of Case Studies

4.3.1 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 Coop-
erative (LCC). The purpose of the LCD is to collaboratively identify priority areas for 
species and habitat conservation within the Connecticut River Watershed. Local stake-
holder participation has been fostered primarily through engagement (see page 10 for a 
definition of this term). Some local stakeholders—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 bro-
chures available online and distributed to LCC affiliates, the LCD’s website, presenta-
tions 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.

4.3.2 Green River Basin Landscape Conservation Design

Sponsored by the Southern Rockies and Great Northern LCCs, the Green River Ba- 
sin (GRB) LCD’s mission is to use a collaborative process to identify and analyze ecolog-
ically 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 (see page 10 for a definition of this term). At the outset 
of the LCD effort, collaborative planning facilitators conducted semi-structured inter-

Green River  
Basin LCD

Great Lakes Coastal 
Wetlands LCD

Connecticut River 
Watershed LCD
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views with key stakeholders in the GRB geography to identify (1) the relevance of the 
LCD to their management work, (2) data that might contribute to the LCD’s develop-
ment, and (3) what management questions and data needs might drive the LCD’s de-
velopment. 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 informa-
tion about existing data sets, ongoing conservation programs, and local stakeholders’ 
conservation priorities. A second local stakeholder workshop was held once 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. 

4.3.3 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 build a 
community of practice around coastal wetland conservation and promote conserva-
tion, 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 environ-
mental NGOs, some of whom were 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 stakehold-
ers’ needs and interests related to coastal wetland management. These workshops were 
also used to ground-truth and further refine conservation and ecosystem services tar-
gets. The LCD’s decision-support tools were developed and are being 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 we-
binars targeted to potential end-users. These webinars sought to inform stakeholders 
about the existence and potential use of the tools. 
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In the following chapters we explore a range of topics related to local stakeholder 
participation in CLC. First we define what we mean by “participation” and “social data,” 
and briefly examine how local stakeholders have played a role in a variety of CLC initia-
tives. We then explore local stakeholders’ preferences for participating in CLC planning, 
and what might impact local stakeholders’ willingness to contribute to these planning 
efforts. Next we examine the impacts insufficient and ineffective opportunities for local 
stakeholder participation can have on CLC initiatives’ capacity to demonstrate good en-
vironmental governance. Building off of these proceeding chapters, we provide a range 
of best practice guidance for stimulating productive local stakeholder participation at 
distinct stages of CLC planning. We close the Guide by examining a range of resources 
development teams might draw on to find existing social data, and how they might col-
lect new data pertinent to CLC planning. In the Appendix, we offer a range of informa-
tion categories and example questions and response options development teams might 
draw on to solicit social data from local stakeholders. 
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Chapter 2
Stakeholder Participation and Social Data: 

Background on Concepts and Terms

Before presenting guidance on best practices for facilitating local stakeholder par-
ticipation and social data integration into CLC planning, we’ll define what we mean by 
participation and social data. We’ll also examine how local stakeholder participation 
and social data have been used in the development of a variety of CLC efforts. 

1. The Concept of Participation

1.1 Background on Participation

Since the 1960s in the United States, public participation—meaning “a range of 
mechanisms used to involve [stakeholders] in administrative decision-making”13 —has 
played an increasingly prevalent role in environmental governance14. Primary drivers 
behind this shift include: 

• The increasing complexity of balancing evolving expressions of 
public values related to natural resources15.

• The need to enable citizens to have a greater role in decisions relat-
ed to environmental risks that do or may impact them16.

• The delegitimization of inflexible, top-down decision making, which 
often fails to capture the range of interests and values of local stake-
holders17.

1.2 Stakeholder Participation 

Stakeholder participation can be fostered through two general approaches18.

1. Consultation, wherein development teams seek information 
from stakeholders, but no formal dialogue exists. 

2. Engagement, which allows bi-directional dialogues (multi-
way information flow) and deliberation between development 
teams and various stakeholders. 

Consultation and engagement present opportunities for enhancing local stakehold-
ers’ knowledge of conservation issues and ongoing conservation efforts.  Each also has 
differential potential for facilitating local stakeholders’ involvement in decision making. 
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While it is not technically a mechanism for participation, effective communica-
tion can be vital for developing well-informed stakeholders. Communication is thus an 
important prerequisite for effective participation. The kind of communication referred 
to here is a process through which information is conveyed to stakeholders by devel-
opment teams, but no feedback is sought.  Through this one-way communication local 
stakeholders can learn about landscape-level environmental threats and landscape con-
servation planning efforts, and remain informed about planning outcomes and man-
agement actions. Communication can be facilitated through:

• Informational brochures 

• Recurring newsletters

• Informational broadcasts (e.g., webinars, educational modules)

• Presentations (during professional or community meetings)

• Public hearings 

• Awareness raising campaigns

1.3 Defining Social Data

While participation refers to the process by which stakeholders are informed about 
or involved in decision making, social data is the information that is produced through 
consultation, engagement, and remote, systematic data collection. Social data can be 
quantitative information (conveyed through numbers) or qualitative information (con-
veyed through description) that provides insight into individuals’ and groups’ values, 
beliefs, interests, concerns, needs, knowledge, preferences, cognitive traits, demo-
graphic and socio-economic conditions, and behavioral tendencies. 

Social data does not necessarily have to relate to social phenomena. Social data can, 
for example, convey information about the historic conditions of natural resources or 
the degree to which management efforts have achieved their bio-centric goals. Social 

A broad variety of mechanisms can be used to implement these two approaches to 
stakeholder participation. The following table outlines some of these mechanisms. 

• Questionnaires (e.g., surveys, opinion polls)
• Focus groups
• Referenda 
• Listening sessions
• Interviews (face-to-face, web-based, or telephone-based)

• Task forces
• Action-planning workshops 
• Town meetings with voting
• Direct involvement or representation in planning groups

Adapted from Rowe and Frewer (2000) and Reed (2008).

Consultation

Engagement
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data can also convey information regarding economic, political, demographic, or cul-
tural conditions. The Census, for example, solicits quantitative data on demographic 
and socio-economic conditions. 

Social data can be primary or secondary. Primary data are collected directly 
by development teams or their contractors for a specific purpose. Secondary data are 
collected by someone else, likely for another purpose, but used by development teams 
to inform decision making. The importance of these two sources of data will become 
evident in Chapter 6 when we discuss various ways to find and collect social data. 

Examples of Stakeholder Participation in CLC Planning 

• The Great Lakes Coastal Wetlands Landscape Conservation Design 
spans coastal regions from Saginaw Bay in Michigan to Western Lake 
Eerie in Ohio. Ground-truthed information from municipal, state, and 
regional wetland management plans were used to identify conservation 
targets within the landscape. Local stakeholders were engaged early 
in planning through multiple workshops hosted throughout the LCD’s 
range such that the development team could better understand these 
stakeholders’ interests and needs related to coastal wetland restoration 
and management. Landscape planning products were also developed in 
response to local stakeholders’ information needs and refined based on 
consultation with end-users. This has helped ensure these products are 
useful and usable. 

• The Hudson River Estuary Program, which operates throughout most of 
the Hudson River Watershed of New York State, is charged with devel-
oping and administering a management strategy and long-term plan to 
support the Hudson River Estuary Act. These planning products were 
developed through iterative consultation with and engagement of local 
stakeholders. A group of local stakeholder representatives was engaged 
in the initial development of planning products, and a broad range of 
stakeholders were involved in product refinement. The development 
team worked closely with early adopters of Strategy recommendations 
to ensure these this planning products were usable and useful. Cumula-
tively, stakeholder participation helped ensure the program’s planning 
products met end-users’ needs and local stakeholders supported the 
program’s conservation goals. 



- 13 -

2. Examining Local Stakeholders’ Influence During CLC Planning   
Having defined local stakeholder participation and social data, and examined local 

stakeholders’ roles in a variety of CLC initiatives, we will explore how local stakeholders 
can influence decision making during CLC planning. 

The International Association of Public Participation Spectrum provides interest-
ing insight about how members of the public can participate in and influence planning 
outcomes. 

PU
BL

IC
  

PA
RT

IC
IP

AT
IO

N 
GO

AL

Increasing Level of Public Impact

INFORM CONSULT INVOLVE COLLABORATE EMPOWER
To provide the public 
with balanced and 
objective informa-
tion to assist them in 
understanding the 
problem,  
alternatives,  
opportunities and/or 
solutions.

To obtain public 
feedback on  
analysis,  
alternatives, and/
or decisions. 

To work directly 
with the public 
throughout the  
process to ensure 
that public concerns 
and aspirations  
are consistently 
understood and 
considered.

To partner with
the public in each 
aspect of the 
decision, including 
the development 
of alternatives and 
the identification 
of the preferred 
solution. 

To place final  
decision making 
in the hands of the 
public. 

We will keep you 
informed. 

We will keep you 
informed, listen to 
and acknowledge 
your concerns and 
aspirations, and 
provide feedback 
on how public input 
influenced the 
decision.

We will work with 
you to ensure that 
your concerns and 
aspirations are  
directly reflected in 
the alternatives  
developed and 
provide feedback on 
how public input 
influenced the 
decision.

We will look to you 
for advice and  
innovation in  
formulating  
solutions and  
incorporate your 
advice and  
recommendations 
into the decisions to 
the maximum extent 
possible. 

We will implement 
what you decide.

PR
O

M
IS

E 
TO

 T
H

E 
 

PU
BL

IC
EA

M
PL

E 
TO

O
LS

• Fact sheets
• Websites
• Open houses

• Public comment
• Focus groups
• Surveys
• Public meetings

• Workshops
• Deliberate polling

• Citizen Advisory 
   committees
• Consensus-building
• Participatory  
   decision-making

• Citizen juries
• Ballots
• Delegated  
   decisions

© IAP2 International Federation 2014. All rights reserved.

Figure 4. The International Association of Public Participation’s Spectrum of Public Participa-
tion. Credit: International Association of Public Participation Federation. 
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2.1 Authoritative Approach

This is a top-down approach to decision making about landscape conservation goals 
and products. Non-local resource management experts (i.e., those without direct 
authority over management planning or implementation) make decisions regarding 
CLC goals and the form and function of CLC planning products. Local stakeholders do 
not engage directly in CLC planning, nor are they necessarily consulted. Their interests 
may be represented through a representative.  

• Pros: The authoritative approach can be relatively expedient be-
cause fewer people are involved in CLC planning.

• Cons: This approach may not follow good environmental gover-
nance principles and planning outcomes may not reflect socio-po-
litical realities or the interests and needs of end-users19. 

2.2 Passive-Receptive Approach

In this approach, non-local, expert-led CLC development teams are receptive to in-
put from local stakeholders, and may consider social data presented to them. However, 
they do not create systematic, deliberate opportunities for local stakeholders to partic-
ipate in CLC planning. Development team members determine if and how local stake-
holders’ input is integrated into decisions.  

 What follows is an assessment of the various ways local stakeholders can impact 
CLC decisions and outcomes. Most of the following categories were adapted from Deck-
er & Chase (2006). 

Figure 5. Degree of local stakeholder influence in collaborative landscape conservation plan-
ning. Figure adapted from Decker & Chase (2006). 

Degree of Local Stakeholder Influence in  
Collaborative Landscape Conservation Planning

DelegatorialIntegratedTransactionalInquisitivePassive- 
Receptive

Authoritative

Non-Local Experts

Stakeholders
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• Pros: Local stakeholders have the opportunity to communicate 
with CLC development teams and potentially impact decisions re-
garding landscape conservation goals and planning products.

• Cons: Non-systematically collected input can be biased, only rep-
resenting the interests, values, and knowledge of a subset of local 
stakeholders20. Stakeholders have no assurance their input will be 
incorporated into CLC planning, which may frustrate them or make 
them disinclined to participate21.

2.3 Inquisitive Approach

In this approach, non-local, expert-led CLC development teams identify diverse lo-
cal stakeholders and systematically consult with them or their representatives during 
CLC planning. Development team leaders provide assurances that the social data de-
rived from consultation will be used to inform landscape conservation decisions. De-
velopment team members are still the primary decision makers during CLC planning. 
Local stakeholders do not engage directly in decision making. 

• Pros: Local stakeholders are provided systematic opportunities to 
contribute to CLC planning, potentially reducing bias in the range 
of social data collected. 

• Cons: Since they are not able to directly engage in CLC planning, 
local stakeholder’ influences in decision processes is still potential-
ly limited. 

2.4 Transactional Approach

In the transactional approach, non-local, expert-led CLC development teams re-
move themselves as intermediaries during negotiations involving local stakeholders. 
They instead initiate and implement opportunities, such as task forces, for local stake-
holders to (1) articulate their interests, needs, and priorities directly to one another, 
and (2) negotiate directly among themselves to determine common landscape conser-
vation goals and weigh tradeoffs associated with various planning scenarios. Consensus 
among these stakeholders is reached through a process of learning, discussion, and 
debate22. Decisions reached through stakeholder negotiations inform the development 
of conservation goals and CLC planning products. In some instances, local stakeholders 
may be directly responsible for decision making during CLC planning. 

• Pros: The transactional approach allows diverse local stakeholders 
to participate in CLC planning and learn from their peers.

• Cons:  Local stakeholders may not have opportunities to engage 
directly in CLC planning. Since CLC development teams do not fa-
cilitate negotiations, they may miss opportunities to learn about 
local stakeholders’ interests and values. 
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2.5 Integrated Approach
In the integrated approach, local stakeholder representatives are members of CLC 

development teams. Local stakeholder representatives consult regularly with their 
constituents to ensure they are effectively supporting these stakeholders’ interests and 
needs during CLC planning. 

• Pros: Local stakeholders’ interests are directly represented during 
the development of CLC goals and planning products. 

• Cons: Given the diversity of perspectives represented during CLC 
planning, the process may be time-consuming and contentious23. 

2.6 Delegatorial Approach
In the delegatorial approach, CLC planning is led by local stakeholders and directly 

engages other local stakeholders and their representatives in decision making. These 
initiatives may be grass-roots, emerging from the interests and actions of local stake- 
holders, or decision-making responsibility may be assigned to local stakeholders by 
funders or program administrators.  

• Pros: Decision-making authority sits with those who will ultimate-
ly implement management actions and be impacted by these ac-
tions, enhancing the likelihood of local support for conservation 
goals and the utility of planning products.

• Cons: This approach can be challenging in ecologically or socially 
heterogeneous landscapes where local stakeholders’ interests and 
resource conservation threats are diverse24. Coordination of local 
stakeholders across broad landscapes may be difficult to achieve, 
especially in the absence of common environmental concerns. 

______________________________________________________

Now that we have explored the concepts of participation and social data, we next 
examine how local stakeholders prefer to participate in CLC planning and supply social 
data to development teams. 

Photo credit: Desert Landscape Conservation Cooperative
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Chapter 3 
Insight into Local Stakeholders’ Preferences 
for Participation in Collaborative Landscape 

Conservation Planning

“A municipality dealing with an open space plan or a comprehensive plan for their infrastructure 
and development is looking at schools, they’re looking at sewers, water systems, how school bus 
routes go...If you ask them to be involved in a larger plan, like an LCD...it’s not something that they 
can do effectively. They are thinking and planning on another level.”

—LCD coordinator

A fundamental challenge CLC development teams face is the question of if, when, 
and how local stakeholders might want to participate in CLC planning. On many occa-
sions during our research it was clear that CLC development teams were unsure about 
local stakeholders’ preferences for participation. As a result, team leaders and members 
at times made assumptions—some of them believed afterward to be misguided—about 
how, when, and through what mechanisms these stakeholders would or would not want 
to participate in CLC planning. This, at times, led to the exclusion of local stakeholders 
who might have been interested in participating in decision processes. 

In this chapter we shed light on local stakeholders’ preferences for participation in 
CLC planning. We also provide insights into how the nature of participatory opportu-
nities can impact (1) local stakeholders’ willingness to participate in CLC planning, and 
(2) the likelihood local stakeholders will adopt resulting planning products. Beyond 
this, we indicate when it might be necessary to collect data about stakeholders’ prefer-
ences regarding participation. Insights offered in this chapter are based on interviews 
with potential end-users of LCD planning products. 

1. Interest in and Motivation for Participation 

1.1 Interest in Participation in CLC Planning

• The majority of potential end-users we interviewed indicated they 
would like to be informed about landscape conservation efforts 
and given the opportunity to contribute to the development of CLC 
planning products. 
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1.2 Motivations for Participation in CLC Planning

End-users offered a range of motivations for wanting to participate in CLC plan-
ning. These included:

• Ensuring the interests and values of their organization or constit-
uency group are considered during decision making. 

“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.” 

—Director of an environmental NGO

“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.”

—Director of an agricultural land trust

• Ensuring decisions are based on ground-truthed data and that 
planning outcomes reflect social and ecological realities within the 
landscape. 

“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.”

—Land trust director

• Keeping informed about CLC initiatives’ goals, objectives, and in-
tended outcomes.

• Keeping informed about how and by whom CLC decisions are made 
and what types of data are used to develop decision support tools 
and management recommendations.

• Gaining access to networking opportunities at workshops and 
conferences, where stakeholders can (1) meet and learn from their 
peers and alternative resource management experts, and (2) de-
velop opportunities for future collaboration.   

“I used to go to state and regional meetings all the time through the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture and the Resource Conservation and Development Programs. They were the 
most valuable two, three weeks a year that you’d spend because you got the chance to 
interact and communicate with those other folks, and not during the daylong sessions. It 
was in the evenings when you could sit someplace and visit. And get to know people. And 
understand what they were doing and why they were so successful at it. And out here I’m 
just pulling my hair out trying to do it.”

—Director of a Regional Conservation and Development program
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• Keeping informed about priority resources and land areas within 
a landscape. Funding opportunities (e.g., government incentives, 
grants) often arise to support identified conservation priorities. 
Remaining aware of these priorities can therefore be strategic for 
groups—such as land trusts— that rely on external funding sources. 
Remaining aware of conservation priorities set for an area can also 
help local stakeholders anticipate how regulations might impact 
their resource use and management.  

2. Timing of Participation
Within the population of potential end-users we interviewed, preferences regarding 

timing of participation in CLC planning were strikingly consistent. 

2.1 Early Participation

• Potential end-users unanimously wanted to be informed about the 
existence of the CLC planning effort during the early scoping stages. 

• Whether or not they would choose to do so, potential end-users 
wanted to be invited to participate in CLC planning from the start. 

“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 (XXX Area) 
is really good for sage grouse habitat and migratory birds. So funders are really inter-
ested 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.”

—Land trust director

“Funding drives our work to the extent that we have landowners who are willing to 
donate restrictions 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. 

—Land trust director

One of the greatest advantages interviewees saw in early opportunities for 
participation was that they could engage in planning before constraining deci-
sions had been made. Respondents recognized that after the goals, objectives, 
and outcomes of CLC planning had been determined, their impact on decision 
processes was inherently limited. End-users we interviewed found these circum-
stances frustrating and offensive. Being asked to participate in CLC planning af-
ter major decisions had been made even reduced some respondents’ willingness 
to participate. End-users particularly sensitive to being engaged when flexibility 
in decision making had already been reduced were those (1) who were econom-
ically reliant on access to and use of resources targeted for conservation, and/
or (2) whose use of and access to natural resources had historically been con-
strained by top-down regulations they had little power over.  
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2.2 Mid-Process Participation

• Most potential end-users reported they would want to be updat-
ed about the initiative’s progress at the very least midway through 
the project. This could help these stakeholders anticipate how CLC 
planning products might be used in their management plan devel-
opment, and whether and how the initiative was making progress 
toward its goals. 

• If mid-way through the planning effort local stakeholders felt lit-
tle progress was being made or stakeholders’ input was not be-
ing meaningfully incorporated into decisions, end-users reported 
they would likely reconsider (i.e., reduce) their level of investment 
in the CLC planning effort.

“You know, it was a time commitment to go to this (LCD planning) meeting. They asked 
us for 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.”

—State wildlife manager

2.3 Late-Process Participation

• Potential end-users unanimously reported they would want to be 
informed when a draft of CLC planning products had been com-
pleted. 

• At this point, potential end-users would want an opportunity to test 
and contribute to the refinement of these planning products prior 
to them being released for general use. They would also want train-
ing on how to use the planning products both during this refine-
ment period and after the products had been released. 

3. Participation Through Representatives
• Many potential end-users we interviewed reported they would be 

interested in being involved in CLC planning, but felt their time and 
availability for this purpose were limited. 

• These stakeholders would therefore be interested in remaining in-
formed about the conservation initiative through regular commu-
nications, but would want their interests and values to be champi-
oned by a trusted representative during decision making. 

Among those who would be willing to participate through a representative, the af-
filiation of preferred representatives varied widely. Consulting with local stakeholders 
regarding their preference of representative is therefore important. 
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4. Preferences for Initial Contact
• End-users did not express consistent preferences for how or from 

whom they would want to learn about or be invited to engage in 
CLC planning. However, multiple respondents reported that first 
receiving a phone call and then a follow-up email might enhance 
the likelihood the information and/or invitation would come to 
their attention. 

• Delegating responsibility for initial contact to development team 
members or conservation partners acquainted with local stake-
holders is likely to be beneficial. 

Some potential end-users we interviewed, especially those in our Western 
case study (the Green River Basin LCD), indicated they would likely be more re-
sponsive if someone they knew contacted them. This trend is consistent with the 
emphasis we observed in this case study on the importance of relationship- and 
trust-building between local stakeholders and LCD development teams.

• Multiple potential end-users reported they would be more respon-
sive to an initial contact effort if it came from someone with power 
and influence in natural resource management. Being contacted 
by this type of individual would impart assurance that the CLC ini-
tiative might have power and capacity to achieve its conservation 
goals. 

“The likelihood of engagement is going to be a lot higher if it’s somebody that has where-
withal, has some horse power to make something happen. Maybe a major institution with 
a regional vision. Ideally they’d have some ability to influence what was going on. And 
some resources too, for implementation.”

—Land trust director

5. Geographic Scope of Interest
• Many respondents reported that although they cared about en-

vironmental and social issues throughout CLC geographies, they 
preferred to participate in decision making focused on smaller ge-
ographies. 

Proponents of engaging in decision making at the sub-landscape level had a range 
of motivations. Many did not identify as working or living within the more expansive 
CLC ecoregion, and felt more closely associated with a sub-geography. Others reported 
that, based on their experience, decisions made about resources within broad, ecolog-
ically defined regions often failed to acknowledge environmental and social nuances 
within these expansive geographies. Yet others felt it would be logistically challenging 
to simultaneously engage all local stakeholders from throughout an entire landscape.

“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 initia-
tive leaders) could be targeting sub-basins.”

—Town environmental planner
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Some potential end-users felt local stakeholders were often ignored and disre-
spected during management decision processes. Respectful, inclusive, in-person 
engagement events were seen as opportunities to help local stakeholders feel val-
ued and given a voice in decision making. In-person participation was also viewed 
as (potentially) facilitating relationship- and trust-building between CLC develop-
ment teams and local stakeholders who were not members of these teams. 

• Potential end-users reported that holding events after normal 
work hours and scheduling them so they did not conflict with these 
stakeholders’ busiest times—such as harvest or construction sea-
sons— could promote attendance. 

• Providing some form of financial assistance for travel and lodging, 
if possible, could also reduce barriers to attendance. 

• Our interviews did not produce robust data on what types of ac-
tivities end-users preferred to participate in during participation 
events. However, multiple respondents mentioned they enjoyed 
scenario planning (used to assess and discuss the social and eco-
logical outcomes of different conservation approaches) and value 
mapping (used to geospatially reference places and resources that 
local stakeholders value for particular reasons). These activities are 
further described in Chapter 5. 

7. Precursors of End-User Participation
Potential end-users articulated a range of conditions that would need to be met for 

them to be willing to initiate and sustain their participation in CLC planning. These 
included:

• Assurances that (1) the planning process and products would ben-
efit potential end-users’ organizations or agencies, (2) local (e.g., 
state, county, or municipal) inventories and planning documents 
would be used to inform planning decisions, (3) the planning ef-
fort was oriented toward promoting management implementation 
(as opposed to being an academic or theoretic exercise), and (4) 
potential end-users’ contributions would meaningfully influence 
planning outcomes.

6. Preferences Regarding Modes of Participation
• Multiple respondents mentioned that, although they would be will-

ing to attend virtual participation opportunities (such as webinars), 
they preferred direct, in-person activities. In-person workshops, 
conferences, and educational opportunities appealed to these re-
spondents because they felt such experiences were more personal. 
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“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 help-
ful stuff (to LCD development). They should look at our plan. Especially in terms of where 
we’ve identified conservation areas.”

—County natural resources planner

• Clarification on the expected duration of commitment to the deci-
sion-making effort.

• Demonstration that ongoing conservation initiatives in the geogra-
phy were acknowledged and engaged during CLC planning. 

• In-person meetings and workshops would be reasonably conve-
nient for local stakeholders to attend, and associated traveling 
would not incur excessive costs. 

“Would I participate in those 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 the construction season.”

—Soil and Water Conservation District manager

8. Would Participation Improve Adoption of CLC Planning Prod-
ucts?

• Potential end-users reported that, whether or not they were en-
gaged in CLC planning, if they (1) trusted those involved in CLC 
planning, (2) trusted the sources of data used to create planning 
products, and (3) saw how planning products could help their orga-
nization or agency achieve its mission, they would be willing to use 
these planning products to inform their management planning and 
implementation efforts. 

• Participating in CLC planning would, however, increase the likeli-
hood potential end-users would be aware of planning products. 
They therefore might be more likely to use these products. Partici-
pating in planning might also increase end-users sense of owner-
ship over and trust in the planning products. 

“I’d be more likely to use it (a LCD planning product) if I participated in it’s development. 
Because I would be more aware of it. I use lots of GIS tools I wasn’t involved in the de-
velopment 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 you’ll be proud of it. You know about 
it. And then you remember it even five years later.”

—County environmental planner
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This chapter has provided insight into local stakeholders’ preferences for partici-
pation in CLC planning, and how opportunities for participation may impact the likeli-
hood of planning product adoption. In the next chapter we explore some of the impacts 
that may result from insufficient or ineffective opportunities for local stakeholders to 
contribute to CLC planning. 
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Chapter 4
Challenges Associated with  

Insufficient Local Stakeholder  
Participation during Collaborative  
Landscape Conservation Planning

One of the greatest benefits of local stakeholder participation in CLC planning is 
that it can foster good environmental governance practices. Environmental gover-
nance involves the processes by which natural resource-related decisions are made 
and implemented. It is also how responsibilities and influence over decision making 
are shared among conservation partners and stakeholders at different organization-
al and geographic level25. Promoting procedurally just decision processes, in which 
stakeholders are not only satisfied with the outcome of the process, but with the process 
itself, requires development teams to follow good governance principles26. These 
principles encourage inclusive, fair, transparent, legitimate, forward-thinking plan-
ning. Following good governance principles can help process leaders and development 
team members demonstrate respect for and valuation of local stakeholders and their 
values, interests, needs, and beliefs. Lack of attention to these principles, on the other 
hand, can degrade local stakeholders’ capacity to influence or have their interests and 
values reflected in conservation decisions.

Based on findings from our interviews and review of the literature, we found that:

• Inattention to good governance principles can result in insufficient 
and ineffective opportunities for local stakeholders to participate in 
CLC planning. 

• Lack of local stakeholder participation in the development of CLC 
goals, objectives, and planning products can undermine an initia-
tives’ capacity to achieve or exhibit good governance. 

The following section provides a brief overview of governance-related challenges 
associated with insufficient or ineffective opportunities for local stakeholder participa-
tion in CLC planning.

1. Inclusivity
CLC planning that is inclusive provides actionable opportunities for all stakehold-

ers, including those at the local level, to participate in and influence decision making. 

• CLC planning that is inclusive and represents a diversity of local 
stakeholders in decision making can avoid being viewed as exclu-
sionary. 
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• Restricting decision-making responsibility to development team 
leaders and select stakeholders can make the planning efforts’ lead-
ers appear authoritarian  (i.e., asserting their own dominance and 
authority) and biased (i.e., privileging one group of stakeholders 
over all others). 

“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 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.”

—Federal land manager 

• Non-inclusive decision processes have been observed to damage re-
lationships between development teams and local stakeholders. 

Our case studies revealed that agriculture, timber, and extractive industries 
were systematically underrepresented in LCD decision processes, despite the ex-
tensive resources these industries manage and their interests in the future of 
resource administration. This bias in representation has already created conflict 
in some LCDs.

In one of our LCD case studies, forestry interests were not represented during 
LCD development. This led forestry interest representatives we interviewed to 
feel that the leaders of the LCD effort had not been accountable to forestry con-
stituents’ values or needs, making the initiative appear exclusionary.

State and regional transportation planners were also not represented in any 
of our LCD case studies. Examination of alternative LCD efforts revealed that 
these can be important stakeholders to include in landscape planning as they 
have perspectives on and power over regional land use. 

2. Fairness
Given robust representation of local stakeholder viewpoints, fairness in CLC plan-

ning is achieved when development teams acknowledge and respect the views and opin-
ions of those who participate in decision making27. Respect means allowing participants’ 
perspectives to be voiced, considered, and either incorporated into decision making or 
not included for a justified reason. Achieving fairness is also contingent on CLC devel-
opment teams avoiding biases in how they make decisions. Fairness is thus contingent 
on flexibility within the decision process that allows diverse local stakeholders’ insights, 
values, needs, and interests to shape planning outcomes.

When decision processes are dominated by environmentally oriented agencies or 
organizations, these stakeholders’ needs and interests may be given higher priority than 
those of stakeholders focused on social, cultural, and economic aspects of the landscape. 
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• Allowing powerful, vocal stakeholder groups to dominate decision 
processes can bias whose (i.e., which stakeholders’) interests CLC 
planning decisions serve. 

• This can lead to non-dominant stakeholders discontinuing their 
involvement in decision processes because they feel their perspec-
tives are not being fairly considered or reflected in planning out-
comes.

“I was invited to participate in the (LCD planning effort) because of the recreational 
interest that my organization promotes. I attended one meeting. After the meeting it 
was clear that recreation would not be a focus or really considered at all, so I did not 
participate after that meeting.”

—Director of a recreation-focused organization

3. Performance 
Long-term, collaborative decision processes that underpin landscape conservation 

planning are resource intensive and time consuming28. The expectation of those who 
participate is that their time, energy, and financial investments will eventually contrib-
ute to the joint production of valuable planning products29. An initiative’s performance 
thus relates to its capacity to efficiently produce CLC planning products that can be 
effectively used by and are useful to end-users.

• Insufficient participation by local stakeholders and incorpora-
tion of their input, particularly during the early stages of CLC 
planning, can undermine the effectiveness of associated planning 
products. 

“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 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.”

—State natural resource manager

• Revisions necessary to retroactively enhance the utility and usabili-
ty of planning products can reduce the overall efficiency of the plan-
ning effort.  

4. Transparency
Promoting local stakeholders’ trust of planning efforts and products is in-part con-

tingent on development teams clearly communicating how and by whom decisions are 
made during CLC planning30. These decisions include how and by whom (1) conserva-
tion priorities and goals are set, (2) outcomes of the planning effort are determined, 
and (3) the landscape’s geographic boundaries are defined. Information about how the 
initiative’s governance structure operates, meaning how decision-making influence is 
allocated among development team leaders, members, and external stakeholders, must 
also be readily available. 
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• Insufficient transparency regarding planning can reduce local 
stakeholders’ awareness of CLC planning products, and their  trust 
of CLC process leaders and development team members. 

• This in turn can diminish local stakeholders’ willingness to (1) par-
ticipate in decision making, and (2) adopt planning products to in-
form their local management plans and actions. 

5. Legitimacy
Legitimacy relates to who is entitled to lead and be represented on CLC develop-

ment teams, and how these governing entities exercise power31. Legitimate leaders are 
those who are (1) accepted by a CLC initiative’s members and stakeholders, (2) seen as 
having the rightful authority to lead decision processes, and (3) exercise power with 
integrity, meaning they do not allow special interests to drive decision making32. Legiti-
mate development teams reflect, or at least represent, the diversity of stakeholders with 
power over and a vested interest in the outcome of resource conservation decisions33. 

• Consultation with local stakeholders and analysis of socio-politi-
cal realities is essential to selecting legitimate process leaders and 
representative development teams. Lacking focus on these social 
considerations, process leaders who local stakeholders do not 
view as legitimate may be chosen, and development teams may 
fail to represent a diversity of relevant local interests . 

“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 on there and they had, I can’t even remember, 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 
(planning) effort.”

—Member of a Soil and Water Conservation District commission

• These conditions can lead to sub-optimal potential for promoting 
(1) stakeholder engagement 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 recom-
mendations. 

6. Direction
CLC planning is intended to achieve a variety of goals. Beyond generating deci-

sion-support tools intended to guide local management actions, it is intended to foster 
social networks of actors with access to social, political, and natural capital necessary 

“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 administrations have turned over. 
Funding sources will be turning over. So it’s kind of like, well what’s the plan now? Does 
that all still fit? How will it fit into our state plan?”

—State wildlife manager
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to achieve landscape-wide conservation objectives34. The intended impact of CLC plan-
ning therefore extends far beyond the development of planning products. As a result, 
development teams must be forward-thinking throughout planning efforts to ensure 
their conservation goals have broad social support and that the planning products will 
be used to inform management actions35.

• Insufficient collaboration with local stakeholders can result in unsup-
ported planning goals and planning products with limited utility.

• Exclusion of stakeholders with authority over natural resources 
use and management, or those with social or political capital in-
strumental to achieving 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. 

_____________________________________________________

In this chapter we explored some of the impacts of insufficient or ineffective op-
portunities for local stakeholders to contribute to CLC planning. In the next chapter 
we build upon insights offered in proceeding chapters to offer best-practice guidance 
for promoting productive local stakeholder participation during distinct stages of CLC 
planning.

“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 
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’.”

—State wildlife manager
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Chapter 5
Best-Practice Guidance for Promoting Local 
Stakeholder Participation in Collaborative 

Landscape Conservation Planning

CLC development teams have struggled, succeeded, and at times stumbled in their 
efforts to effectively incorporate local stakeholder participation and social data into 
their planning efforts. A variety of lessons can be learned from these experiences, and 
from the experiences of local stakeholders. 

This chapter provides guidance on best practices for stimulating productive local 
stakeholder participation at distinct stages of CLC planning. These stages 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

These stages are a simplified amalgamation of planning steps common to many 
adaptive planning and management models, including The Open Standards for Con-
servation36, Strategic Habitat Conservation37, Systematic Conservation Planning38, and 
others. Organizing practice guidance in this way is not meant to imply a recommen-
dation for the form of your basic CLC planning effort. It is simply a way to articulate 
common stages of CLC planning where social considerations and local stakeholder par-
ticipation might be advantageous. We also do not intend to imply that CLC planning is 
a linear process. As we stress, CLC planning will require iterative evaluation and adap-
tation at various stages. 



- 31 -

Table 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).

1.

Conceptualizing the landscape conser-
vation planning effort (i.e., developing 
basic parameters for the CLC planning 
effort, 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 pro-
moting 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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Table 2. Overview of best-practice guidance for stimulating local stakeholder participation at 
various stages of collaborative landscape conservation planning. 

1. Conceptualize
1.1
1.2
1.3

1.4
1.5

1.6

1.7
1.8

Develop a broad planning purpose
Select inclusive, collaborative leaders 
Consider social values and meanings when defining the landscape;  
Consider local capacity to support management
Conduct a situation assessment; Identify local stakeholders 
Establish a development team, ideally including local stakeholder
representatives
Communicate about the initiative early using a compelling narrative; 
Consider establishing a communication team
Consult stakeholders regarding their preferences for participation
Identify and address barriers to local stakeholder participation

 2. Establish Goals and Objectives
2.1
2.2

2.3-2.4

2.5
2.6

Conduct a needs assessment with end-users
Refer to situation and needs assessments when drafting conservation 
targets, refine targets based on consultation with stakeholders
Use participatory mapping and scenario planning to inform conserva-
tion goal and objective development
Determine local stakeholder’ role in planning
Follow-up with local stakeholder participants; Communicate progress

3. Determine and Develop Planning Products
3.1

3.2-3.3

3.4

Use needs assessments to identify planning products that address 
end-users’ needs
Iteratively refine form and function of planning products based on  
feedback from end-users; Consider rapid prototyping
Develop an implementation strategy

4. Distribute Planning Products & Promote Adoption
4.1

4.2
4.3

Target stakeholder groups when communicating availability of 
planning products
Acknowledge and address financial barriers to adoption
Use demonstration sites

5. Monitor Adoption
5.1

5.2

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 CLC planning product end-users

6. Adapt Planning Products and Processes
6.1

6.2

Adapt planning processes and/or products based on feedback from end-  
users and analysis of changing social and ecological conditions
Ensure capacity for adaption over time
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Relationship and Trust Building:  
  Things to Consider Throughout CLC Planning Efforts

Our research revealed that one of the greatest challenges to moving landscape con-
servation aspirations into local management actions was that, in some cases, develop-
ment teams viewed the creation of planning products as the ultimate objective of CLC 
planning. As a result, they at times lost sight of the social objectives of collaborative 
planning, including relationship- and trust-building. This is the practical work of so-
cial capital development that all large-scale conservation efforts fundamentally require.  
This work starts at the individual level.

Interpersonal bonds and a foundation of trust can be essential to maintaining part-
nerships and stable networks of collaborators39. Without these networks, coordinating 
management planning and implementation across expansive, heterogeneous mosaics 
of land use and ownership is unachievable40.

• Development teams might therefore keep in mind that CLC plan-
ning is a process that can both generate conservation-supporting 
products and foster a community of practice.

Developing interpersonal relationships relies on opportunities for social learning 
(i.e., learning from others through personal interactions), networking, and consistent 
communication41. It requires effort and patience for relationships and trust to devel-
op and solidify. These processes can be time-consuming42. However, allowing external 
deadlines to accelerate the pace of planning can reduce conservation partners’ and local 
stakeholders’ capacity to form relationships and build trust. 

Tips for Fostering Relationships:

• Face-to-face participation in CLC planning can be an excellent 
way to foster personal relationships and, in some cases, reconcile 
historic conflicts both among development team members and be-
tween development teams and local stakeholders43. 

• Development team members, and especially leaders might also 
consider attending local stakeholders’ meetings (such annual board 
meetings or monthly planning meetings) with the explicit purpose 
of learning about and demonstrating respect for these stakeholder 
groups. 

1. Conceptualizing the CLC Effort  
Building capacity for local stakeholders, and especially end-users, to participate in 

CLC planning starts when the CLC effort is being conceptualized. The conceptualizing 
stage involves developing basic parameters for the CLC planning effort in preparation 
for the planning and product development that will come later. 

1.1 Defining the Planning Purpose

The overarching purpose of a landscape conservation effort is a broad statement 
about the fundamental reason for bringing people together through a collaborative 
planning effort within a defined geography. The planning purpose might be, for exam-
ple, to determine shared conservation priorities within a landscape and identify areas 
where resource or land conservation should be a priority. 
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• Ideally, the initiative’s purpose is broad enough to allow flexibility 
in defining the specific goals of the planning effort, identifying con-
servation targets, and determining process outcomes. 

• Creating a broad planning purpose is the first step in ensuring local 
stakeholders’ interests can be represented during CLC planning. 

A conservation conservation initiatives’ purpose creates parameters that bound its 
potential scope and focus44. If an initiative’s purpose is very narrow, the planning effort 
may (potentially inaccurately) be perceived as limitedly relevant to the personal and 
organizational priorities of some local stakeholders, and as a result these stakeholders 
may not choose to participate in planning efforts. 

Within one LCD effort we examined, urban planners we interviewed did not 
feel their involvement with the initiative would be fruitful, as the LCD’s pur-
pose was specific to wetland conservation and restoration. Urban coastal areas 
are predominantly hardened (i.e., filled with impermeable surfaces), and thus 
have limited potential for restoration back to wetlands. Though urban planners 
might be valuable local stakeholders to engage in conservation planning, real or 
perceived limitations created by the initiative’s planning purpose reduced these 
stakeholders’ willingness to be consistently involved.    

Example of Broad Planning Purpose
Pacific Northwest Coast Landscape Conservation Design 

“The Lower Columbia River and outer coasts of Oregon and Washington 
are unique and important places for people, economies, and natural resourc-
es. Many organizations are working to conserve and restore the landscape and 
maintain working lands. Yet, there is no unified blueprint for this region that 
identifies shared values and considers the impacts of large-scale stressors, such 
as climate change. This project will develop a landscape conservation blueprint 
that identifies valued resources, assesses future stressors, and guides collective 
impact to achieve shared outcomes.”

1.2 Leadership

A development team’s ability to foster participation by local stakeholders and in-
corporate social considerations into planning requires leadership by individuals who 
value, respect, and seek out diverse perspectives and different sources of knowledge 
during decision making45. Leaders with the greatest capacity to facilitate local stake-
holder participation are those with the ability to:

• Design and administer opportunities for local stakeholders to par-
ticipate in decision making.

• Run collaborative decision-making events in which all participants 
have an opportunity to participate and be shown respect. 

• Mediate negotiations and decision-making processes.
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• Resolve conflicts that may arise between and among development 
team members and local stakeholders with distinct perspectives 
and values.

• Guide the integration of stakeholders’ feedback into decisions.

Specialists (such as professional collaborative planning facilitators) can also be re-
tained under contract to assist process leaders with stakeholder engagement. This was 
the approach taken by the Green River Basin LCD, whose leadership contracted a col-
laborative planning specialist to help conduct its needs assessment and workshops. 

CLC process leaders with the greatest legitimacy may be those that reside and work 
within the specified landscape. However, under some circumstances (such as when 
there is conflict among local stakeholders and/or development team members), it may 
be advantageous to bring in professional planning facilitators from outside the geogra-
phy.

1.3 Selecting a Landscape 

1.3.1 Identifying the Geographic Scope of the Landscape

Integral to defining the planning purpose is identifying the landscape upon which 
a conservation effort will focus. Depending on the purpose of the conservation effort, 
the landscape may be defined by the boundaries of an ecosystem or ecoregion, by spe-
cies’ ranges, or by the extent of an ecological threat. How the boundary of the initiative 
is defined and where engagement opportunities are held can, however, impact local 
stakeholders’ willingness to participate in planning efforts. Literature from the fields 
of human ecology and sociology, and insights derived from our inquiry indicate the 
following: 

• Local stakeholders may be more willing to participate in planning 
efforts and support conservation actions if the targeted landscape 
has meaning and importance to them.

Place attachment, meaning the emotional bonds formed with a place as a result of 
the place’s meaning, function, or value46, can be an important antecedent of place-pro-
tective attitudes and engagement in pro-conservation behaviors47. The coordinator of 
the Hudson Valley Estuary program in New York State, for example, reported strong 
local engagement in the initiative was in part motivated by local stakeholders’ emo-
tional attachment to the landscape and their interest in sustaining its socio-ecological 
integrity.  Studies have also found that people who have an intellectual, functional, or 
emotional attachment to an entire landscape may be willing to take action to protect 
resources throughout the landscape48. 

• Understanding local stakeholders’ emotional, functional, and in-
tellectual attachment to a landscape, or to places within the land-
scape, may be important for promoting their participation in CLC 
planning and conservation-supporting management actions. 

Insights into what geographic areas have importance to local stakeholders can be 
ascertained through consultation, or through analysis of the social and political history 
of a landscape. 
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• If ecological drivers require the targeted landscape extend beyond 
the boundary of areas valued by or which have meaning to local 
stakeholders, establishing socially meaningful sub-geographies 
that act as focal areas can be advantageous. 

These focal areas might align with ecological defined regions (e.g., the Uintah Basin 
of Utah, Western Lake Erie) or politically defined areas (e.g., Franklin County in Massa-
chusetts, Southeast Michigan) local stakeholders have an attachment to, or where they 
identify as being from or working in. Hosting stakeholder engagement events within 
and in reference to these focal areas might bolster local stakeholders’ interest in partic-
ipation. It might also make it easier for stakeholders to travel to in-person events, be-
cause there would be more participation events to choose from and some events might 
be within an easier travel distance.  

1.3.2 Considering Local Capacity

When determining a landscape’s boundary, process leaders will want to keep in 
mind what types of conservation-focused initiatives are already in place.

• There may be greater capacity to implement CLC efforts in areas where 
local stakeholders are already working on conservation issues and 
where networks of conservation-focused actors already exist. 

• If conservation networks or initiatives do exist, CLC development 
teams might work with these entities to ensure the CLC initiative does 
not duplicate or displace existing conservation efforts. 

Members of existing networks or conservation initiatives may, for example, be in-
vited to join development teams and participate in CLC planning. 

• CLC planning efforts should not, of course, focus only on areas 
where conservation networks are already in place. 

While it requires concerted effort, CLC initiatives can build networks of actors with 
the capacity to collaborate and deliver coordinated management actions49. The Green 
River Basin and Pacific Northwest Coast LCDs, for example, are in large part intended 
to build communities of practice. Development teams should be aware, however, that 
building collaborative capacity is time-consuming and requires a strong focus on pro-
cess, including consensus-building and relationship-development.

1.4 Analyzing the Conservation Situation

1.4.1 Situation Analysis
Understanding current and historic social, economic, and ecological conditions 

within a landscape can be a critical early step in CLC planning. These insights can help 
development teams understand ecological threats and the sources of these threats, as 
well as major economic drivers and social conditions that may have to be considered 
during planning. This, in turn, can help development teams identify local stakeholder 
groups they might invite to participate in CLC planning. Insights into social, economic, 
and ecological conditions can be collected through situation analysis.
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• Situation analysis is a method of systematically collecting and ana-
lyzing data about the status of physical resources and socioeconom-
ic conditions within a defined geography. 

A situation analysis involves examination of (1) the current conditions of natural 
resources within a defined geography, (2) threats facing the conservation and man-
agement of these resources, (3) social and political conditions and economic drivers 
within a landscape, (4) social and economic challenges facing local stakeholders, and 
(5) opportunities to combat these threats and challenges50. Situation analyses can be 
conducted through analysis of primary or secondary data. 

• Primary data can be collected through consultation with key infor-
mants, such as state resource managers, economists, community 
development experts, and agricultural representatives familiar 
with social and ecological conditions within a landscape. 

• Secondary data can be derived from resources such as State Wild-
life Action Plans, state, county, and municipal natural resource 
management plans, and reports on socio-economic conditions 
commonly issued by government agencies and NGOs. 

Drawing on insights found in state, county, or municipal government plans can be 
advantageous. Data found in these sources have, in many cases, already been ground-
truthed, and management recommendations often reflect those that have been vetted 
with local stakeholders and are socio-politically feasible. Using these resources to in-
form CLC planning products also demonstrates respect for local government entities, 
which can foster relationships with these groups. For more information on situation 
analysis, see USDA (2005) and CMP (2013). 

1.4.2 Identifying Local Stakeholders 

A fundamental task for development teams is identifying local stakeholders to in-
volve in CLC planning. All citizens are beneficiaries of natural resources managed under 
the Public Trust Doctrine (e.g., wildlife, navigable waterways51) and therefore should be 
considered, and preferably consulted and engaged, during CLC planning. However, giv-
en that this Guide does not focus on general public participation, those interested in the 
subject might refer to alternative sources of guidance52.  

• Identifying local stakeholders starts with articulating the boundary 
of a landscape and the range of resources a CLC initiative might 
focus on and seek to conserve or restore. 

After these areas and resources have been identified, groups with vested interests 
in their use and management, and those with the power to facilitate or undercut adop-
tion of conservation- or restoration-supporting management actions can be identified. 
These stakeholders can be identified through:

• Situation analysis 

• Consultation with socially, economically, and environmentally 
knowledgeable informants 

• Chain referral, where relevant stakeholders or stakeholder groups 
are identified by other stakeholders
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Chain referrals can be captured through one-on-one interactions (where a single 
informant is asked to refer an investigator to other stakeholders) or in group settings. 
For example, during local stakeholder workshops held early in the Great Lakes Coastal 
Wetland LCD planning effort, workshop leaders asked attendees what relevant local 
stakeholders were not at the workshop. Workshop leaders noted missing stakeholders 
groups, with the intention of inviting them to subsequent planning events. 

A particularly important local stakeholder group that development teams might fo-
cus on are potential end-users of CLC planning products. 

Potential end-users may include, but are not limited to representatives or managers of: 

•  Agricultural advocacy groups  (e.g., Farm Bureaus, Cattlemen’s Associations)

• County Soil and Water Conservation Districts

• County- and municipal-level government offices or commissions focused on 
economic development

• County- and municipal-level planning commissions

• County-level Public Lands Offices (relevant to Western states) 

• Cultural resource conservation agencies, offices, or groups

• Energy development companies (including coal, oil, natural gas, wind, solar, 
and hydropower)

• Federal public land administrators (including those managed by the Bureau 
of Land Management, U.S. Forest Service, National Park Service, and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service)

• Forest resource interests (e.g., forest landowners, logging and timber compa-
nies, timberland owners associations, tree and seed nurseries) 

• Homeowners associations 

• Land trusts

• Managers of state, county, and municipal lands (e.g., parks, forests, manage-
ment areas, preserves)

• NGOs with influence over local land and resource use and management 

• Natural Resource Conservation Service Centers

• Regional planning groups (e.g., Regional Planning Commissions)

• Soil and Water Conservation Districts

• State agricultural agencies (e.g., Departments of Agriculture)

• State wildlife and natural resource agencies

• Transportation commissions 

• Tribal land-use and natural resource management agencies

• Trust Land Administrations (relevant to Western states)

• Water Conservation Districts (relevant to Western States)
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  1.4.3 Considering Non-Traditional Conservation Stakeholders

Results of our interviews indicate that providing opportunities for only those who 
support resource conservation efforts is not sufficient. 

• Engaging with local stakeholders who mistrust or are skeptical 
about CLC initiatives and who may be able and inclined to under-
mine implementation of conservation-supporting management ac-
tions is also critical. 

Providing potential detractors the opportunity to participate in CLC planning al-
lows these stakeholders to (1) have their concerns voiced, and (2) gain insight into the 
true nature of CLC planning efforts. This can potentially reduce their mistrust of CLC 
planning initiatives and resulting planning products. 

1.5 Development Team Members

Facilitating local stakeholder participation in CLC planning can start with ensuring 
these stakeholders’ interests and values are represented by members of CLC develop-
ment teams. 

1.5.1 Including Local Stakeholders on Development Teams

Especially important to include on development teams are representatives of orga-
nizations or interest groups that may be directly impacted by conservation decisions 
and regulations informed by CLC planning outcomes, and those who have the power 
to support or impede implementation of management actions that support landscape 
conservation goals. 

• Representation of these stakeholders can be achieved by seeding 
development teams with individuals who can speak on behalf of 
organizations and informal groups with particular sets of interests. 
These interests might, for example, relate to outdoor recreation, 
species or natural areas of special significance, cultural resource 
conservation, agriculture, energy development, and regional trans-
portation. 

Ideally these representatives would be invited to participate at the start of CLC 
planning, as having a range of interests consistently represented in decision process-
es can foster development of socio-politically supported conservation goals. However, 
stakeholder representatives can also be added later in the CLC process, as long as the 
“rules” for development team membership are flexible. 

Benefits of including local stakeholder representatives on development teams can 
include the following:

The coordinator of one LCC, for example, reported that inviting potential de-
tractors to participate in LCD planning had been instrumental to gaining their 
trust, or at least dispelling their distrust, and reducing the likelihood these stake-
holders would challenge CLC-supporting management decisions. 
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• Local stakeholder representatives can ensure the interests and val-
ues of members of their group or profession are incorporated, or at 
least considered throughout CLC planning.  

• These representatives can potentially communicate with and con-
sult their colleagues regularly, helping local stakeholders stay ap-
prised of CLC initiatives’ progress and giving local stakeholders an 
opportunity to participate indirectly in decision making. 

• Representatives may encourage and even advocate for opportuni-
ties to engage, consult, and communicate systematically with their 
colleagues during decision processes. 

1.5.2 Identifying Local Stakeholder Representatives

Ideally, development team members who represent local stakeholders’ interests are 
(1) trusted and well-respected by members of their interest group or professional sec-
tor, and (2) identified through consultation with local stakeholders. 

Local stakeholder representatives may be identified during situation assessments or 
through early consultation with local stakeholders. Social network analysis can also 
be used to identify key stakeholders who might be effective stakeholder representatives. 

• Social network analysis is used to understand social structures and 
how individuals or entities are connected with one another. The 
method characterizes social linkages between individuals, and de-
termines if and how different actors are connected with one anoth-
er. 

Social network analysis can be used to identify nodes, or key stakeholders who are 
connected to large numbers of stakeholders53. These key stakeholders may be good can-
didates to represent the interests and values of stakeholder groups. It should be noted, 
however, that this method has limited capacity to illuminate the underlying quality or 
nature of social connections, meaning whether these relationships are based on pos-
itive or negative interactions, or how these social connections were formed. As such, 
social network analysis might be used to identify key stakeholders in an interest group’s 
population, but should be coupled with additional analysis to determine if certain indi-
viduals would be appropriate representatives. For more information on social network 
analysis, see Wasserman & Faust (1994) and Scott (2017).

1.6 Early Communication

In its early stages, when an initiative is being convened, communication can be used 
to raise awareness of (1) the existence of the CLC initiative, (2) its overarching purpose, 
and (3) by whom (i.e., what organization or agency) the initiative is being led and fund-
ed. 

1.6.1 Early Communication 

Early communication can help ensure local stakeholders are aware of the landscape 
planning efforts when opportunities for consultation and engagement arise. Early com-
munication can also be targeted to local stakeholder groups to help demonstrate the 
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relevance of the conservation effort to specific stakeholder audiences, potentially prim-
ing these stakeholders’ interest in participating in decision making. 

• Our results indicate that local stakeholders may be more inclined 
to and less wary about becoming involved in CLC planning when 
they were aware of the planning effort prior to receiving an invita-
tion to participate. 

1.6.2 Developing a Compelling Narrative 

Local stakeholders’ willingness to participating in CLC planning and support as-
sociated conservation goals is partially contingent on these stakeholders being moti-
vated by an initiative’s narrative54. A narrative is a communication mechanism used 
to convey the organizing concept and overarching purpose of an initiative—telling the 
story about why the initiative exists. A narrative might, for example, explain why a CLC 
initiative was launched and what, in general, it seeks to achieve. 

• Effective narratives that may motivate local stakeholder participa-
tion are those that (1) appeal to broad audiences, and (2) are versa-
tile, meaning they can be communicated and interpreted a variety 
of ways.  

Laven et al. (2010), for example, found that National Heritage Areas have garnered 
broad local support because they strive to conserve and celebrate “shared national her-
itage.” This narrative is effective in part because it conveys a broad concept that can be 
communicated and interpreted various ways for and by different audiences. The narra-
tive also motivates local engagement because it helps connect people and their cultural 
histories with places identified for conservation, restoration, and enhancement55.

Following this model: 

• Early in CLC planning, development teams might strive to create 
narratives that appeal to diverse audiences, not only members of 
the conservation community, and which motivate place-protective 
attitudes and behaviors. 

1.6.3 Communication Teams or Networks

Crafting compelling narratives and organizing and implementing effective commu-
nication strategies require specific skills that might not be found among CLC develop-
ment team members.

• 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. 

• Convening a communication team or sub-committee can also help 
ensure the initiative’s communication strategy and messaging ap-
proach are actively considered and developed. 
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• Developing a diverse communication network consisting of devel-
opment team members and local stakeholders not represented on 
these teams can also help ensure communications from the CLC 
initiative reach a diversity of organizations and groups.

Ideally, a CLC initiative’s communication strategy and messaging approach are con-
sidered from the start of the planning effort. 

1.7 Consultation Regarding Preferences

In Chapter 3 we noted the variability observed in end-users’ preferences for partic-
ipation in CLC planning. In addition to communicating about the CLC initiative early 
in the planning effort, development teams might consult with local stakeholders about: 

• How often and through what mechanisms they would prefer to par-
ticipate in decision making.

• Whether they would want to participate directly or through a repre-
sentative. 

These questions might, for example, be posed during early consultation and en-
gagement efforts described in the following sections. 

Development team members might keep in mind that local stakeholders are sus-
ceptible to becoming fatigued if communications and requests for consultation and en-
gagement are received too frequently. 

• Participation fatigue can occur when stakeholders feel over-
whelmed or overburdened by communications and solicitations, 
and therefore either ignore these efforts at outreach or actively 
avoid involvement with the initiative.

Participation fatigue can be avoided most directly by (1) using local stakeholders’ 
time efficiently and effectively, and (2) only soliciting consultation and engagement 
when local stakeholders’ contributions would meaningfully influence decision making.

1.8 Addressing Barriers to Participation 

Even if local stakeholders are ultimately willing to participate in CLC planning, they 
may face temporal, resource-related, or logistical barriers that preclude them from do-
ing so. These may include (1) limited time availability, (2) seasonally dependent un-
availability, such as during harvest or construction seasons, (3) organizational con-
straints that limit travel across state borders, and (4) lack of financial capacity to travel 
to participation events.

• Development teams might try to identify these potential barriers 
early and seek to address them from the start. 

As we have noted, breaking the landscape into sub-geographies in which partici-
pation events are held may help local stakeholders attend these events. Development 
teams might also schedule events during times of year, week, and day that are conve-
nient for local stakeholders. 
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2. Establishing Goals and Objectives
While an initiative’s purpose is a general statement about its reason for existing, its 

goals are an articulation of the conditions it seeks to create, and its objectives are spe-
cific outcomes intended to achieve its goals. (When objectives have been established, 
tangible methods/actions can be identified through which these objectives can be 
achieved). Local stakeholders are integral participants in the development of socio-po-
litically feasible, locally supported landscape conservation goals and objectives (and 
eventually actions). What follows is guidance related to engaging local stakeholders in 
these early stages of CLC planning.  

2.1 Needs Assessments

A critical first step in developing socio-politically feasible, supported conservation 
goals and objectives is considering the needs and interests of local stakeholders, and 
especially potential end-users of CLC planning products56. Valuable insights into lo-
cal ecological, economic, and social conditions can be gleaned from situation analysis. 
However, this analysis may be based on secondary data or consultation with a small, 
non-representative group of key stakeholders, and may not necessarily reveal infor-
mation about a range of stakeholders’ needs, interests, and preferences related to their 
work or participation in CLC planning. 

When determining planning goals and objectives, development teams might there-
fore engage a larger, more diverse array of local stakeholders in a needs assessment.  

• Needs assessments are a systematic process that can be used to (1) 
determine local stakeholders’—particularly end-users’—priorities 
and aspirations related to social, economic, and ecological condi-
tions within a landscape, (2) ascertain gaps between current and 
desired future conditions within the landscape, and (3) identify 
what resources (i.e., decision-support tools, financial assistance, 
implementation capacity) or services (i.e., technical assistance, ed-
ucation, outreach) would be needed to help local stakeholders in 
their efforts to achieve desired conditions57.

Insights derived from needs assessments can be used to ensure landscape conserva-
tion goals and objectives reflect, or at least do not contradict, the priorities and needs of 
local stakeholders. These insights can also be used to develop planning products—such 
as decision-support tools—that will be useful to potential end-users, and thus have a 
greater likelihood of being used to inform management plans. 

Needs assessments can be conducted through quantitative methods (e.g., surveys) 
or through qualitative methods (e.g., focus groups, listening sessions, or workshops). 
In the Appendix we offer a range of informational categories and example questions 
that may be used to solicit pertinent data from end-users during needs assessments. 
For more information on conducting needs assessments, see Neuber et al. (1980) and 
Witkin & Altschuld (1995).  

2.2 Refining Conservation Targets

Conservation targets are the resources (e.g., sage brush) or ecozones (e.g., ripari-
an zones) on which conservation efforts are focused. Some conservation targets (e.g., 
threatened or endangered species, habitats, critically degraded natural systems) might 
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be readily apparent as important focuses of a landscape conservation initiative. Devel-
opment teams can also draw on insights gathered through situation and needs assess-
ments when determining or refining conservation targets for a landscape. Beyond this: 

• Additional stakeholder engagement (e.g., during town hall meet-
ings or workshops) can be used to assemble lists of conservation 
targets that have particular relevance in local contexts and are im-
portant to local stakeholders.

• Consultation with local stakeholders can also be used to refine lists 
of potential targets assembled by development teams to ensure the 
targets have ecological and social relevance in local contexts and, to 
the degree possible, meet local stakeholders’ needs and interests.

The Great Lakes Coastal Wetlands  LCD used early workshops with local 
stakeholders to refine lists of ecological conservation and ecosystem services tar-
gets. Through consultation with local resource practitioners and planners, the 
LCD’s development team was able to remove targets that were theoretically, but 
not pragmatically significant conservation concerns, and ensure the initiative’s 
conservation priorities reflected ground-truthed social-ecological realities. En-
suring landscape conservation targets have relevance to local stakeholders, and 
especially end-users, may increase the likelihood these stakeholders will be mo-
tivated to participate in CLC planning and adopt associated planning products. 

2.3 Participatory Mapping

Another way development teams can solicit insights into local stakeholders’ priori-
ties and values during conservation goal and objective development is through par-
ticipatory mapping. 

• Participatory mapping is a stakeholder engagement method used to 
spatially orient stakeholders’ interests and values associated with 
resources and places within a defined area. A frequently used par-
ticipatory mapping approach is value mapping. In this approach, 
local stakeholders use paper or computer-based maps to identify 
areas they value (e.g., for recreation, aesthetic qualities, ecosystem 
services), or to which they are emotionally attached or functionally 
dependent58. 

Because this method allows stakeholders to reference their values and interests 
geospatially, it can provide development teams with explicit information about areas 
where pro-conservation management actions might garner support, and where they 
would not. These insights can directly inform the development of conservation goals 
and objectives. 

2.4 Scenario Planning

A diversity of local stakeholders can participate directly in landscape conservation 
goal and objective development through scenario planning. 

• Scenario planning allows process facilitators and stakeholders to 
discuss the relative benefits and tradeoffs associated with different 
conservation goals and objectives. Scenarios are narratives, usually 
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accompanied by pictures that help describe what might happen if 
different conservation goals and management objectives are pur-
sued. Scenario planning is often used to plan for and address envi-
ronmental challenges under conditions of ecological uncertainty59. 
Within CLC, this method may be used to envision and articulate the 
potential outcomes and impacts of various landscape conservation 
goals under changing social and ecological conditions. 

Scenario planning can help development teams and a range of local stakeholders be 
forward-thinking and pragmatic as they determine CLC planning goals, objectives, and 
associated planning products. Based on insights gathered through scenario-planning, 
development teams can select and pursue conservation goals and management objec-
tives that may garner the greatest local support. As CLC planning can be an abstract 
process, scenario planning can also be useful for articulating and visualizing the out-
comes of CLC planning efforts, making the entire effort more concrete for local stake-
holders. 

2.5 Establishing Local Stakeholders’ Role in Decision Making

Ideally some local stakeholders would be represented on CLC development teams. 
Prior to creating participation opportunities for those not formally associated with 
CLC initiatives, development teams might consider how much influence they will per-
mit these stakeholders to have over decision making. 

• Establishing local stakeholders’ role in CLC planning prior to their 
participation can help manage their expectations for the impact 
they might have on planning outcomes.

Development teams may decide that for each participatory opportunity local stake-
holders’ role in decision making will differ. Questions and comments posed during we-
binars, for example, may not have the same impact as feedback solicited during work-
shops. Whatever the case, if local stakeholders’ role is clearly communicated and their 
expectations managed, these stakeholders may have a greater likelihood of being satis-
fied by their experiences. 

2.6 Communication During Goal and Objective Development 

2.6.1 Communicating After Consultation and Engagement 

So far we have suggested a few ways local stakeholders may participate in CLC 
planning. It is important to note that:

• Following up with local stakeholders after consultation and en-
gagement events is essential. 

These communications can help (1) demonstrate respect for the time invested by 
local stakeholders during participation efforts, (2) provide these stakeholders with 
overviews of the outcome of consultation and engagement efforts, and (3) keep coor-
dinators and development teams accountable to process participants. Follow-up com-
munications can also give stakeholders an idea of how their contributions have and will 
inform CLC planning outcomes. Beyond this, post-participation communications can 
help keep local stakeholders who were not able to attend participation events appraised 
of planning outcomes.  
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In one of our LCD case studies, lack of communication  about how local 
stakeholders’ input informed decisions diminished some stakeholders’ willing-
ness to participate in future engagement opportunities hosted by the initiative. 
In other LCD efforts, interview respondents who felt LCD products were created 
in a “black box” indicated a lack of trust in these products. 

2.6.2 Ensuring Conservation Goals and Objectives are Clear and Easily Communicated

Even if local stakeholders support an initiative’s purpose, if (after the early planning 
stages) the initiative’s goals and objectives are unformed or unclear, local stakeholders 
may have a lower likelihood of participating in CLC planning. This is because the ini-
tiative may be viewed as disorganized or lacking in direction, or that it has deficient 
leadership. Considering this:

• Development teams should strive to produce clearly articulated, 
easily communicated and understood organizational goals and ob-
jectives. 

Development teams might also keep in mind that: 

• If an initiative’s goals are overly technical, local stakeholders may 
be unmotivated to participate in CLC planning. 

This may be because these stakeholders do not understand the initiative’s goals or 
because, due to misinterpretations, the goals lack relevance. Some local stakeholders 
we interviewed were also put off by highly technical planning products, which were 
viewed as exclusionary.

2.6.3 Communicating Progress

After the CLC initiative’s goals and objectives have been determined, development 
teams might communicate this progress broadly to potential end-users. 

• Keeping potential end-users informed about key decisions and 
progress made by development teams can help these stakeholders 
understand how their contributions impacted decisions. 

Such efforts at outreach and engagement can (1) foster local stakeholders’ enthusi-
asm about a CLC initiative, (2) increase the likelihood local stakeholders will continue 
to contribute to decision making, and (3) enhance these stakeholders’ sense of own-
ership over planning outcomes (if they see their interests or contributions reflected in 
these outcomes).  
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3. Determining and Developing Planning Products
Achieving landscape conservation is contingent on end-users adopting CLC goals 

and other planning products into their management planning. Insights from the in-
novation adoption literature60 and our inquiry reveal that adoption of these planning 
products is contingent on their (1) meeting end-users’ organizational or personal goals, 
(2) presenting a relative advantage in comparison to tools and guidance already in use, 
and (3) being based on trusted data sources and developed by trusted individuals. With 
these considerations in mind, the importance of working with local stakeholders, and 
especially end-users of CLC planning products during the development and refinement 
of these products is clear.

3.1 Determining the Form and Function of CLC Planning Products 

Needs assessments and analysis of existing management plans and decision-sup-
port tools can provide valuable insights into the types of planning products that might 
support potential end-users’ interests and address gaps in their capacity to plan or im-
plement resource management. Nevertheless: 

• Before development teams decide on the form and function of 
planning products, they might consult with end-users to determine 
what products would be useful.

• After the form and function of potentially useful planning products 
have been determined, but before product development begins, de-
velopment teams might again consult with end-users to verify that 
their ideas for planning products meet the needs and interests of 
end-users.

This consultation might be achieved, for example, with a focus group of diverse 
representatives of potential end-users. If little support is shown for proposed planning 
products, development teams might create opportunities to engage a broader group of 
end-users for purposes of refining or re-conceptualizing these products. 

Effectively working with potential end-users during this stage of CLC planning re-
quires flexibility in the form and function of planning products. Given this, 

• Development teams might avoid conditions where the form and 
function of CLC planning products are heavily constrained by tech-
nical or logistic aspects of conservation planning, such as the mod-
els used to generate spatial analysis.

Creating constraints on the potential form and function of planning products limits 
the degree to which local stakeholders’ insights and feedback may impact product de-
velopment and refinement. This, in turn, may reduce the utility of the planning prod-
ucts. 
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  3.2 Refining Planning Products to Ensure Usability and Usefulness

After planning products have been developed, but before they are finalized and 
broadly distributed, development teams might institute a refinement period. During 
this period development teams could communicate about the availability of draft plan-
ning products, offer training on using the products, and request feedback from a broad 
audience of potential end-users. This refinement process could take place, for example, 
in the context of a workshop where end-users are invited to have an open dialogue 
about the planning products. 

If end-users are given an opportunity to provide feedback at this stage of planning, 
development teams have to keep in mind that: 

• When they solicit feedback on their products, they should be will-
ing and able to use this feedback to refine planning products. 

Our interviews revealed that one of the most frustrating experiences for local stake-
holders were instances where their feedback was solicited, but not used to inform plan-
ning decisions. Development teams will therefore have to ensure there is flexibility in 
the form and function of planning products, even at this late stage of development. 
When stakeholders’ feedback cannot feasibly inform the form or function of planning 
products, an explanation of why this is the case should be offered. Consistent consul-
tation with end-users during the development process can help mitigate the likelihood 
that late refinements require major overhauls of planning products.

• After planning products have been refined and finalized, develop-
ment teams might advertise the availability of these products to a 
broad variety of local stakeholders. 

Ideally development teams would continue to provide opportunities for training on 
these products, and ensure technical experts are available to assist end-users as they 
navigate the products. Efforts should also be made to continually solicit feedback from 
end-users to contribute to future product refinement. 

Within one of our LCD case studies, the form, function, and outcome of the 
collaborative decision process were largely constrained by the computer model 
used to generate the LCD’s spatial analysis. This model was designed to use a 
limited range of biological and ecological data. Consequently, development team 
members with socially and economically focused interests, and even those whose 
biological or ecological interests involved data outside of the model’s range of 
consideration (i.e., rare and endangered habitats, state-level species data), were 
limited in how they could contribute to the LCD’s development. Some stakehold-
ers therefore felt restricted in their capacity to impact planning decisions and 
reported that the planning product was of limited use to them.  
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Development teams might keep in mind that: 

• Unveiling partially or wholly completed CLC planning products 
when local stakeholders were (1) unaware of the CLC planning 
effort, and/or (2) were not given an opportunity to participate in 
planning is ill-advised.

These circumstances can lead local stakeholders to feel excluded and disrespected. 

3.3 Rapid Prototyping

One way to ensure planning products are effectively adapted based on feedback 
from end-users is to use a rapid prototyping approach. 

• Rapid prototyping is a process where development teams conduct 
an early situation and needs assessments, then based on emergent 
insights, quickly generate prototypes of CLC planning products. 
Thereafter, end-users are invited to use the planning products in 
their own work, and their feedback is consistently solicited and 
used to refine the products’ form and function. 

The rapid prototyping  approach has been used to develop and iteratively 
refine the South Atlantic Conservation Blueprint. An advantage of this approach 
is that it provides local stakeholders a prototype to react to, as opposed to their 
being involved in more theoretical and abstract planning efforts. When taking 
this approach, one needs to avoid creating a condition inadvertently leading to 
biases in the form and function of planning products. This can potentially occur 
because a limited number of people are charged with designing these products. 
Rapid prototyping is also labor intensive and costly, so CLC development teams 
will need sufficient social and financial capital to pursue this method. 

3.4 Implementation Strategies

One way development teams can ensure they are forward thinking and consider-
ing how planning products will be used in practice is to develop an implementation 
strategy. 

• Implementation strategies articulate a plan for achieving conserva-
tion goals through specific local management actions. 

Developing these strategies inherently requires that end-users of CLC planning 
products are identified and their potential role in management planning and imple-
mentation considered. Implementation strategies also push development teams to con-
sider the theory of change for their CLC initiative, meaning what would be involved in 
and required for moving the CLC process from planning to implementation. Developing 
an implementation strategy can demonstrate to local stakeholders that a CLC planning 
effort is action-oriented, and is not only an intellectual or academic exercise. 
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4. Distributing Planning Products and Promoting Adoption
Upon completion of planning products, development teams or their partners might 

employ various strategies to distribute these products and foster the likelihood of prod-
uct adoption. 

4.1 Targeting Communications

An important strategy for promoting use of CLC planning products is targeting 
communications about their availability to distinct end-user groups. 

• Targeted, tailored communications can highlight: (1) how CLC 
planning products may be relevant to disparate stakeholder groups, 
(2) how the products address current gaps in capacity, and (3) how 
the products might help potential end-users achieve their goals. 

Targeted communications can potentially increase the likelihood of planning prod-
uct adoption. 

4.2 Acknowledging and Addressing Financial Constraints

Potential end-users may face financial constraints that limit their capacity to imple-
ment management actions informed by CLC planning products. 

• Development teams might, therefore, actively consider how to help 
end-users gain access to financial resources. 

This can be achieved a variety of ways, including:

• Direct support from the CLC initiative (e.g., through competitive 
grants).

• The CLC initiative partnering with funding sources that provide 
grants to local stakeholders.

• Raising local stakeholders’ awareness of external funding opportu-
nities.

• Providing grant proposal writing and logistical support to local 
stakeholders seeking funding.

• Development teams competing for funds that are, in turn, trans-
ferred to end-users.

The Great  Lakes Coastal Wetlands LCD obtained funds from the Great Lakes 
Restoration Initiative, which they in turn granted to local stakeholders working 
on wetland restorations efforts. 

Financial limitations were recognized as a primary barrier to attendance at 
stakeholders meetings for the LCD in the High Divide. The coordinators of this 
initiative have thus sought to provide small grants to attendees to ease the finan-
cial burden of attending these meetings. 
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4.3 Using Demonstration Sites

Even when a CLC initiative’s narrative, goals, and objectives were clearly commu-
nicated, multiple end-users we interviewed reported that they had trouble visualizing 
how CLC goals and objectives might be achieved in practice. Technical language and 
jargon can also make concepts inherent to landscape conservation obscure.

• An approach some CLC initiatives have taken to make their plan-
ning products and processes more tangible is using pilot efforts and 
demonstration sites.  

In the context of CLC, pilots are management planning or implementation efforts 
that are conducted to field-test planning products or approaches and learn from these 
experiences. Demonstration sites are situations where management actions that sup-
port CLC goals and objectives have been implemented, and the impact of these man-
agement efforts can be observed. 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service, for example, regularly uses 
demonstration sites to educate landowners about conservation programs. The 
South Atlantic LCC has also used demonstration sites to mitigate local stakehold-
ers’ concerns about controlled burning, and foster local interest in this manage-
ment practice. 

5. Monitoring Adoption
Following the release of CLC planning products, development teams can monitor 

use of these products and continue soliciting feedback to inform further planning prod-
uct and process refinement. 

5.1 Monitoring CLC Planning Product Use

CLC planning products are, in many cases, open-source and free to download. However: 

• One way development teams can monitor product use is by request-
ing or requiring contact information from end-users who download 
or use these products. 

Development teams can then follow-up with individual end-users to assess (1) 
whether these stakeholders are using the planning products, (2) how they are using 
them, and (3) what, if any, feedback they have that might lead to product refinement or 
new product development. 

• If there is little evidence that planning products are being adopted, 
development teams might seek to understand why. 

The South Atlantic  Blueprint, for example, works closely with product users, 
providing both technical assistance and soliciting recommendations for product 
refinement. The Columbia Plateau also actively monitors how its planning prod-
ucts are being used. 
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This can be achieved by soliciting information from end-users who downloaded or 
accessed planning products, but indicated they are not using the products. Develop-
ment teams might also host focus groups with representatives of potential end-users 
groups to solicit insights into why products are not being adopted, and what planning 
teams might do to foster adoption. Lessons learned throughout these consultations 
might then be documented, shared with development teams or the broader landscape 
conservation community, and used to inform CLC planning product and process re-
finement.

5.2 Testimonials

Development teams can highlight how CLC planning products are being used by 
soliciting testimonials from end-users. 

• Testimonials involve asking current end-users to tell a story (which 
can be transcribed or recorded) about (1) why they adopted CLC 
planning products, and (2) how the products informed their plan-
ning or management. 

Testimonials are advantageous because they provide opportunities for social learn-
ing. Like demonstration sites, testimonials provide an example of how CLC planning 
products have been and might be used in practice. 

While each of the actions described briefly above have merit on their own, a strate-
gy that includes several if not all of them is most likely to reach a range of stakeholders 
and have positive effect on eventual adoption of planning products.

The Connect the  Connecticut LCD effort, for example, has video recorded 
testimonials on their website in order to foster social learning and demonstrate 
the range of ways their LCD products have been used.

6. Adapting Planning Products and Processes
Adaptive approaches to planning and management are viewed as those most effec-

tive at promoting resource conservation within complex social-ecological landscapes 
and under conditions of environmental uncertainty61. Simply put, adaptive approaches 
rely on the concepts of “learning by doing” and “adapting based on what is learned”62. 

6.1 Adaptation and CLC Planning

In the context of CLC planning, adaption may be necessary to ensure: 

• Planning follows good governance principles.

• Planning products are useful to and usable by end-users.

• Planning products and processes reflect changing social and eco-
nomic conditions within the landscape.

Considering this, along with soliciting feedback about planning products, develop-
ment teams are advised to consult with end-users about how CLC planning might be 
adapted in the future.  
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The LCD in the Great  Lakes Coastal Wetlands promoted the adaptation of 
its planning products by drawing on in-house modelers (i.e., those already em-
ployed by development team members’ agencies) and by working closely and 
consistently with the creators of the initiative’s decision-support tool.

6.2 Adapting Planning Products over Time 

Refining planning processes and products adaptively, as is the goal of many CLC 
initiatives63, requires 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 capac-
ity to demonstrate how CLC initiatives have fostered local man-
agement implementation, are important for helping sustain these 
long-term relationships and promoting continued interest in CLC 
planning.  

Adaptive planning also requires consistent access to experts with the capacity to 
modify these products. This may present a challenge, as in many cases these experts are 
contracted for finite periods. 

• Development teams might therefore actively consider how plan-
ning products will be modified over time. 

If no contingencies are created for modifying planning products over time, these 
products will likely become stagnant and outdated, and may lose their utility. 

______________________________________________________

In this chapter we have explored a range of best practice guidance for local stake-
holder participation and social data integration in CLC planning. In the following chap-
ter we examine where development teams might find existing social data and how they 
might collect new social data to inform their decision processes. 
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Chapter 6
Guidance on Systematic  

Social Data Collection

Consideration of social data (produced through consultation, engagement, or re-
search) during CLC planning can enhance the socio-cultural acceptability, political and 
logistic feasibility, and economic viability of landscape conservation goals. Integration 
of these data into planning decisions may also enhance the likelihood that landscape 
conservation goals and planning products will be adopted and used to inform land and 
resource use and management. 

The following chapter provides guidance on how CLC development teams might 
gather primary and secondary data related to local stakeholders’ values, beliefs, inter-
ests, concerns, needs, knowledge, preferences, demographic characteristics, and behav-
ioral tendencies. We provide tips for finding existing data and collecting new data. 

1. Finding Existing Social Data
Sometimes information CLC development teams would want from local stakehold-

ers has already been captured. The following table articulates some potential sources 
of relevant social data and an overview of the types of data these sources may contain. 

Source Examples of Relevant Data
Plans or inventories produced 
by state, county, and municipal 
governments (such as State 
Wildlife Action Plans, forest 
management plans, wetland 
restoration plans, habitat con-
servation plans)

• Threats to ecological integrity
• Ongoing resource conservation initiatives
• Local economic drivers
• Current and changing land-use practices and human 

populations dynamics 
• Historic management practices and their relative ef-

fectiveness at addressing management needs
• Jurisdictional authority over lands and resources 
• Data and decision support tools used to inform man-

agement decisions
• Desired future conditions of natural resources and re-

source management practices 
• Resource management objectives
• Land use and ownership

Newspaper articles • Historic and contemporary conservation efforts
• Threats to ecological integrity
• Legal actions related to natural resource management
• Local economic drivers
• Collaboration between stakeholder groups
• Conflict between stakeholder groups 
• Local stakeholders’ attitudes and behaviors
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2. Methods for Collecting Social Data
If development teams feel existing data do not fulfill their information needs (e.g., 

regarding local stakeholders’ priorities for resource conservation, areas these stake-
holders value and depend on, etc.), they can obtain this data through a variety of meth-
ods. Selection of data collection methods is contingent on the kind of data sought, time 
available to obtain the data, funds available to pay for the inquiry, and access to exper-
tise to implement data collection. 

Social data can be collected through both qualitative and quantitative methods.

• Qualitative methods are used to explore and understand human 
behaviors, values, interests, and other social phenomena from the 
respondents’ perspective. It emphasizes exploring why (i.e., moti-
vations) and how (e.g., regarding technical details) decisions are 
made, and understanding social conditions and structures. Qual-
itative methods include, for example, focus groups and unstruc-
tured interviews. 

• Quantitative analysis is used to gather objective measurements 
(e.g., when, where, how many) that can potentially be analyzed us-
ing statistical methods. Quantitative data, which includes numeric 
or categorical data, can be solicited using questionnaires and struc-
tured interviews. 

What follows is a brief overview of a range of social data collection methods de-
velopment teams might use to improve their understanding of local stakeholders. We 
present these methods by first identifying the categories of data that development 
teams might seek, and then presenting the data collection methods typically used to 
solicit these data. We offer additional resources that can be used to learn more about 
these methods and their implementation.

Peer-reviewed professional 
reports

• Historic and contemporary conservation efforts
• Threats to ecological integrity
• Current and changing land-use practices and human 

populations dynamics 
• Historic management practices and their relative ef-

fectiveness at addressing management needs
• Local stakeholders’ attitudes and behaviors

National-level surveys (pro-
duced by the Census Bureau, 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
National Agricultural Statistics 
Service, and Department of 
Agriculture)

• Demographics of residents
• Economic status of residents
• Occupations of residents
• Economic drivers 
• Land use and ownership

Social data aggregation and 
comparison tools (such as the 
Economic Profile System creat-
ed by the non-partisan research 
group, Headwaters Economics)

• Comparison of land use in different localities and 
changes in land use over time

• Incidences and locations of resource extraction 
• Changing demographics of residents
• Urban growth 
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For insights into what information might be relevant to collect from potential 
end-users of CLC planning products and what questions may be posed to collect these 
data, please refer to the Appendix. 
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Chapter 7
Conclusion

As stressed throughout this Guide, local stakeholder participation and consideration 
of social data during CLC planning can provide a range of benefits. Engagement and 
consultation with local stakeholders can help ensure landscape conservation aspirations 
are achievable, CLC planning products are useful, usable, and trustworthy, and end-us-
ers are aware of landscape conservation initiatives and resources generated by these 
initiatives. Including local stakeholders in conservation decisions that may impact them 
can increase the procedural justice of CLC planning, and may enhance the likelihood 
landscape conservation goals are realized through aggregated management actions. 
Ultimately, stakeholder participation can help avoid the incidence of planning-imple-
mentation gaps, ensuring limited funds available for collaborative planning result in the 
conservation of species, habitats, and ecosystems. 

Encouraging a social-ecological approach to CLC planning may require organization-
al and cultural shifts heightening valuation of local and social considerations in conser-
vation decision making. It will require dedication of time to understand local socio-po-
litical 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 ex-
pertise and skills critical to effective participation efforts. Yet even these challenges are 
themselves opportunities. 

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’ involve-
ment in CLC planning demonstrates valuation of historically underrepresented stake-
holders and commitment to providing them a role in decisions that may impact them. 

Ultimately, promoting stakeholder engagement and social data integration in CLC 
planning will be instrumental to the sustainability, resilience, and success of landscape 
conservation endeavors. Our hope is that guidance offered in this document will help 
CLC development teams think strategically and critically about how they might include 
local stakeholders and social data in their CLC planning efforts. 
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Appendix
Understanding End-Users’ Needs, Interests, and Values: 

Guidance on Social Data Collection

We found the greatest need for social data during collaborative landscape conser-
vation (CLC) planning relates to the interests, needs, knowledge, and values of the in-
tended end-users of CLC planning products. These data are particularly valuable to CLC 
development teams if gathered at the beginning of CLC planning. (Development teams 
consist of conservation partners formally associated with a CLC initiative and charged 
with developing CLC planning products).

We present categories of information that would be valuable for CLC planning and 
example questions that development teams might draw on to better understand poten-
tial end-users. Recognizing that the specific questions of interest to development teams 
will vary depending on context, we do not provide a single, generic instrument; instead 
we 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 example re-
sponse options.

Ideally, development teams would work with a social scientist to help craft and ad-
minister data collection efforts, and systematically analyze and interpret social data. 

Important Information about Sample Questions
The sample questions we offer can be administered through qualitative or quantita-

tive methods. This allows for flexibility in how data are collected. 

We do not indicate how many response options respondents should be permitted to 
select. This is left to the discretion of the administrator of the inquiry who might consid-
er what data are needed and how the data will be analyzed. If, for example, the questions 
are posed during a scoping period, an administrator might ask respondents to select all 
answers that apply in order to understand the range of possibilities (which is the pur-
pose of scoping). If data about the relative importance of response options are needed, 
the study administrator might ask respondents to rank their top three (or so) responses. 
If, however, the administrator hopes to determine respondents’ single greatest priority, 
interest, or concern, respondents might be asked to select a single response option that 
best represents their perspective. 

Many sample questions offered in the following sections are adapted from previous-
ly implemented surveys, including those developed by Rosenburg & Margerum (2008), 
Ardoin (2014), and Ken Vance-Borland (2015, 2016, 2017). 
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Information Categories and Sample Questions 

1. Background on Potential 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, finan-
cial, and social realities that might impact end-users’ willingness and ability to partic-
ipate in landscape conservation planning and promote management implementation.  

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) ________________________________
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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 & Planning                         
 ____ Research and Monitoring                               
 ____ Education and Training
 ____ Other (please specify) _______________________________          

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.
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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) _______________________________

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.”
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2. Perspective on Social and Environmental Threats and  
    Challenges 

Landscape conservation seeks to mitigate threats to ecological and social systems 
within a landscape70. Promoting local management actions that support landscape con-
servation 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. 

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/agency/group 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)
 ____ 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)
 ____ 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)
 ____ 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)
 ____ 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 

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.

   ___ 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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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)___________________________

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
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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.  (Following on Question 11) 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.

18.  What are the highest priority natural resource or land use related  
        threats that your organization/agency/group’s 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)
 ____ 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)
 ____ Lack of adequate environmental protection
 ____ Other (please specify)___________________________
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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

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
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23.  (If Yes to Question 20) Where there any social conditions (e.g.,  
         political, cultural, or economic) that impacted or informed how  
         your organization/agency/group 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/ 
         agency/group addressed these environmental threats?

a. This might be an open-ended question. 

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.
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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 literature71 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 im-
plementation. This would be especially advantageous early in planning to ensure CLC 
planning products have the greatest likelihood of adoption and integration into man-
agement plans and actions.

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 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) ___________________________
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3.  What are the criteria that must be met before you or your organiza-       
      tion/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 we trust
 ___ The guidance or tools were developed by agencies or organizations we
            trust
 ___ The guidance or tools are more useful than those we are currently
           using
 ___ The guidance or tools are easy to use
 ___ Training is available on how to interpret and use guidance and tools
 ___ Our participation in the development of guidance and tools (e.g., inform-
          ing their form and function, contributing feedback on drafts)
 ___ 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 recommen- 
      dations 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 in-
dicate that end-users are more likely to adopt CLC planning products developed by 
organizations, agencies, and individuals they trust, these insights can help CLC initia-
tive 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 collabo-
rative 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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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) _________________________________   

Eample questions:
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5. Potential End-Users’ Interest in and Experience with Collabora-
tive 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-us-
ers will also likely have geographic ranges they are most interested in working within72. 
Since participation in CLC planning and adoption of associated planning products is 
contingent on these processes and products having relevance to end-users73, under-
standing end-users’ priorities and their relative interest in CLC is important. This infor-
mation 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 conser-
vation.” 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) _________________________________ 

2.  Which of the following best defines how your organization 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) _________________________________    
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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  
      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 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) 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 plan-

ning will depend on development teams soliciting information about end-users’ pref-
erences. 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 or your organization/agency/group 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 conser-       
      vation 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) _________________________________

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.
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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) _________________________________ 

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 
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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.

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) ________________________________  
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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) _________________________________   

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 challeng-
es (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 ac-
commodate and seek to circumvent these constraints. This, in turn, can potentially en-
hance interested end-users’ ability to join in CLC planning in ways that are respectful, 
accommodating, and sustainable. 
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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) _________________________________

4.  What would constrain your ability to travel to landscape conserva- 
      tion 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) ________________________________

Example questions:



- 86 -

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 constraints  
      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.

9.  If you or your organization/agency/group 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 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) ________________________________
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