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Introduction

Landscape stewardship is one of an array of concepts characterised by an integrated,
cross sectoral approach to planning and management (Denier et al. 2015). The aims
of landscape stewardship are to simultaneously improve cultural heritage, food pro-
duction, biodiversity conservation and other landscape values (Plieninger and Bieling,
Chapter 1). Policy makers at national and international levels are beginning to recognise
the value of partnerships for landscape stewardship for shaping high-level strategies to
achieve national Sustainable Development Goals and ensure we live within planetary
ecosystem boundaries (Scherr et al. 2015, Thaxton et al. 2015).

A defining feature of landscape stewardship is long-term, intersectoral and multi-
stakeholder partnership among different groups of land managers and resource users.
Sustaining good landscape stewardship at scale depends on effective partnerships at
multiple levels to define priority objectives, mitigate conflicts, minimise trade-offs,
identify and pursue potential synergies, mobilise financial resources and policy sup-
port and respond to evolving socioeconomic and ecological challenges in the landscape.
Those involved in multi-stakeholder partnerships enter into them to realise their own
goals in the face of multiple legitimate claims on land and resources by different stake-
holders (Brouwer et al. 2015).

This process is not simple and numerous communities of practices have arisen to
implement various landscape approaches, albeit with much ‘reinventing the wheel’.
Methods and tools have been developed to support partners who come from differ-
ent perspectives to collaboratively assess their landscapes, negotiate priority objec-
tives, design strategies and interventions, sustain partnership processes and monitor
for adaptive management (EcoAgriculture Partners and Cornell University 2008, LPFN
2015a,b, Wageningen UR 2015). Generally, however, trainings, tools and professional
education remain siloed into specific disciplines and stakeholder perspectives and there
are limited professional development opportunities for landscape partnership leaders.

If these new models of landscape stewardship are to realise their full potential, ensur-
ing quality partnerships must become a priority. Accordingly, it is important to more
deliberately define and design partnerships that work for particular socioal-ecological
contexts and stakeholder goals. Learning must be streamlined in the core competen-
cies of individuals and institutions to participate in and lead landscape stewardship.
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Professional education and trainings need to be reoriented to include skills for cross-
stakeholder facilitation.

The importance of partnership in bringing about effective landscape stewardship war-
rants careful examination of characteristics of good partnerships and effective ways of
building them. This chapter contributes to that task by drawing upon pertinent liter-
ature and empirical evidence from landscape initiatives to characterise the main ele-
ments of a partnership for landscape stewardship and put forward a framework to aid
in designing effective partnerships. It then highlights examples of partnership building
and performance in practice with different entry points, design characteristics and tools
used in their formation and strengthening. From this foundation, the chapter identifies
key issues to address and choices to bear in mind, when investing in the expansion and
improvement of landscape stewardship partnerships. Finally, the chapter outlines action
steps for more fully realising the promising potential of good partnerships in attaining
the goals of landscape stewardship.

Towards a Partnership Design Framework for Landscape Stewardship

Partnerships for agriculture and natural resources management have been practised
around the world in various forms and sizes for many years. This experience has yielded
a substantial literature and practical insight to help identify and illustrate good practice
in partnership development and implementation. Between 2012 and 2016, continent-
wide surveys of 436 integrated landscape initiatives (ILIs) in Africa, Latin America,
Asia and Europe have revealed valuable information (Milder et al. 2013, Estrada-
Carmona et al. 2014, García-Martín et al. 2016, Zanzanaini et al., in review). Some
or all of the features of integrated landscape management highlighted in Box 4.1 and
synonymous with landscape stewardship are evident in the landscape initiatives stud-
ied. Our proposed partnership design framework draws upon these sources, together
with our direct experience in partnership development for landscape stewardship.

In general, a partnership is a formal or informal agreement between multiple partners
focused on accomplishing common aims (Asian Development Bank 2011). These com-
mon aims may consist of a single goal, multiple objectives or a dynamic over-arching
vision. Partnership formed within or across sectors, is a dynamic ongoing process, in
which actors build and restructure relationships to create necessary management struc-
tures (Glasbergen 2011). A multi-stakeholder partnership (MSP) serves in practice as
a form of governance among partners with different stakes and biases. MSPs, though
challenging to manage because of their diversity, allow different groups to address a
common problem or advance a shared vision (Brouwer et al. 2015).

Design is critical to a partnership’s success and insufficient emphasis on design is
often the cause of partnership failure (Pattberg and Widerberg 2014, Bitzer and Glas-
bergen 2015, Brouwer et al. 2015). A framework is needed to guide the design to meet
specific partnerships’ needs. While existing literatures provide a sound foundation for
considering landscape stewardship partnerships, they do not propose a framework that
is sufficiently robust and flexible to guide the development of such partnerships. To help
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Box 4.1 Integrated Landscape Management (ILM) (based on Scherr et al. 2014,
Denier et al. 2015)

Integrated Landscape Management (ILM) objectives typically encompass three main
themes: (1) agricultural production (including livestock and forestry); (2) ecosys-
tem services (including the regulation of water flow and quality, pollination, climate
change mitigation and adaptation, as well as the protection of biodiversity, land-
scape beauty, identity and recreation value); and (3) local livelihoods, human health
and wellbeing. The governance structure of a landscape initiative including number
and type of stakeholders involved (e.g. private sector, civil society, government) and
level of cooperation can vary. Defining features of ILM are:

(a) Shared or agreed management objectives among stakeholders encompass multi-
ple benefits from the landscape

(b) Field, farm and forest practices are designed to contribute to multiple objec-
tives, including human wellbeing, food and fibre production, and conservation of
biodiversity and ecosystem services

(c) Ecological, social, and economic interactions among different parts of the land-
scape are managed to realise positive synergies among interests and actors or to
mitigate negative trade-offs

(d) Collaborative, community-engaged processes for dialogue, planning, negotiat-
ing and monitoring decisions are in place and

(e) Markets and public policies are shaped to achieve the diverse set of landscape
objectives and institutional requirements.

fill this gap we propose a partnership design framework that draws on what is widely
known and accepted about principles and practices for successful partnership (Fig. 4.1).

Actors

A key determinant of success is the complementarity of partners, who must be drawn
from the diverse stakeholder base of the landscape and engaged based on the compara-
tive advantages they provide to the partnership (Sanginga et al. 2007, Kozar et al. 2014,
Pattberg and Widerberg 2014). Actors come from across the spectrum of public, pri-
vate and civic sectors, as well as from all sectors of technical focus. Our surveys of 436
landscape initiatives found an average of nine to eleven stakeholder groups and three
to four sectors directly involved in the initiative (Table 4.1). The participation of local
stakeholders is critical to any partnership, they are key natural resource management
decision-makers and must be included as genuine partners (Shackleton et al. 2009).
Key categories of actors for landscape stewardship partnership are identified here.

Local communities. Many landscape stewardship initiatives are spearheaded by com-
munity members embedded within the landscapes (Prager 2012, Sobrevila 2008). As
the primary land users, local communities have a stake in maintaining their landscape
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Table 4.1 Stakeholder participation in integrated landscape initiatives. Sources: Milder et al. 2013,
Estrada-Carmona et al. 2014, García-Martín et al. 2016, Zanzanaini et al., in review.

Sub-Saharan
Africa

Latin America
and the
Caribbean

South and
Southeast Asia Europe

Landscape initiatives surveyed 87 104 174 71
Average # of initiative objectives 8 7 6 8
Average # of stakeholder groups 9 11 11 6
Average # of sectors 3 3 4 4
Participants National, local and state governments, farmer associations,

local NGOs, private business, women’s organisations,
independent experts or professionals, national government
agencies, universities

and can serve as dedicated actors. Important community-level groups can include small-
scale farmers, local people’s groups, indigenous peoples’ groups and residents.

Producer groups. Commonly organised around agricultural production, producer
groups also include resource management groups (e.g. forest, water). Producer groups
facilitate access to technology and markets, foster innovation and help ensure sustain-
able flows and equitable use of local resources. While producer groups’ roles in part-
nerships often are limited to implementation rather than design, their engagement in
a partnership introduces a range of stakeholder types (e.g. landowner, business owner,

Figure 4.1 Design elements for landscape stewardship partnerships.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.007 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.007


Building Partnerships for Landscape Stewardship 61

citizens) and stands to empower the producers (Primdahl and Kristensen 2011, Hart
et al. 2015).

Community-based organisations (CBOs). CBOs are issue-oriented groups that
advance the interests of their members. CBOs can focus on a specific sector, a rights-
based matter or a community problem. Due to their grassroots nature, CBOs are critical
to partnerships as a way of involving and empowering local stakeholders. CBOs often
exhibit locally rooted governance structures that have mechanisms for addressing local
power imbalances, such as elite capture (Arnall et al. 2013, Kozar et al. 2014).

Non-governmental organisations (NGOs). NGOs are civic organisations that tend to
focus on funding, technical and operational support, advocacy or a combination of these
activities. They often provide partners with capacity building capabilities and monitor-
ing and evaluation services. NGOs can provide needed support, facilitation or repre-
sentation of marginalised groups within partnerships (Arnall et al. 2013, Kozar et al.
2014).

Research institutions. Research institutions provide the technical knowledge and
capacity for agricultural productivity, natural resources management, livelihood security
and more. Increasingly, research institutions are called upon to ground their scientific
research with practical, experience-based knowledge. Research institutions do well to
provide scientific support to stakeholders in an ongoing process of negotiation towards
shared understanding of their problems (Giller et al. 2008, Clark et al. 2011).

Government. More than 90 per cent of integrated landscape initiatives surveyed in
the continental reviews included government partners. Government actors, which can
be at any level of government, provide partnerships with legal standing, legitimacy,
financial resources, sector expertise and help to align public policies and programmes
with landscape stewardship partners’ goals. Local government actors are particularly
important to the success of partnerships for landscape stewardship (Kozar et al. 2014).

Private sector. Private sector actors, particularly businesses that are major users of
natural resources themselves or source their products and services from suppliers in the
landscape are critical partners for landscape stewardship. They can provide financial
support, market legitimacy and business expertise to partnerships. Increasingly, busi-
nesses themselves are seeking to mobilise action from other landscape stakeholders to
address water, climate and social risks to their business that they cannot address on their
own (Kissinger et al. 2014a,b).

Roles of Partners

Roles are the actions and responsibilities of actors in a partnership that help to make
it work. Every role in a partnership for landscape stewardship is filled by at least one
actor. How these roles are distributed varies depending on the partnership’s context and
the other actors involved. Multiple actors may play a single role or a single actor may
take on multiple roles.

Many members of a partnership for landscape stewardship assume leadership roles, as
sustained institutional leadership and collaborative cross-sectoral leadership (Sanginga
et al. 2007, McKinney 2008). In this way, landscape partnerships exemplify distributed

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.007 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.007


62 Louise E. Buck, Sara J. Scherr, Christopher M. Planicka and Krista Heiner

leadership, requiring the development of collaborative leadership capabilities in many
different actors (Jones et al. 2012, Buck et al. 2014). Distributed leadership requires
trust in and respect for all partners and their contributions to the partnership. Leaders
vary based on their values and leadership styles and so understanding these qualities of
different actors in a partnership is critical to fulfilling the necessary roles. Leadership
values required in a partnership include shared responsibility, interdependence, soli-
darity and reconciliation (Malunga and Banda 2013, Buck et al. 2014). An important
leadership value is creativity in clarifying situations, generating ideas, developing solu-
tions and implementing strategies and monitoring plans (Grivas and Puccio 2012, Buck
et al. 2014).

Partnership leaders for landscape stewardship take on one or more of the following
roles while most effective partnerships for landscape stewardship have multiple actors
participating in all of the roles.

Facilitator. This primary co-ordinating role comprises three sub-roles that may be
played by different actors. The convener brings actors together, a moderator manages
the interactions of the actors while supporting mutual co-learning and a catalyst stim-
ulates actors, pushing them towards innovation (Buck and Scherr 2009, Brouwer et al.
2015).

Technical input provider. Technical actors supply knowhow for collaborative spa-
tial planning, sustainable production, natural resources conservation, inclusive value
chains, nutritional security, governance, cultural heritage, monitoring and/or other tech-
nical specialties required (Milder et al. 2014). Technical input can derive from both
scientific and cultural sources.

Capacity builder. The responsibility of the capacity builder is to train actors and sup-
port knowledge sharing between actors with different experience and expertise. Capac-
ity development is key to enabling local partners to realise their full potential in part-
nerships and the benefits from engaging (Pattberg and Widerberg 2014).

Financial investor. Funding for the partnership is provided through the financial
investor, ensuring financial sustainability either through its own resources or fundraising
efforts. The financial investor understands how landscape initiatives find the financial
support they need to get started, maintain operations and improve outcomes (Shames
et al. 2014). Often they are looked to for guiding collaborative fundraising and ensuring
funds are distributed to partners effectively and fairly.

Evaluator. This role enables the landscape initiative to document, to self-reflect, and
improve by synthesising and sharing results of performance reviews and evaluations as
input into continuous adaptive management.

Promoter-champion. This role allows the initiative to promote itself to stakeholders
and outsiders who may become supporters. Advocacy and strategic communication are
key processes by which the promoter-champion role is fulfilled.

Collaborator. Collaborators may provide inputs to visioning and action planning,
make commitments to specific actions and follow-up, play supporting roles in communi-
cation or provide political support without being leaders of the ILI. Similarly, businesses
may agree to align with the landscape vision and plans, without playing very intensive
roles in landscape partnerships processes.
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Functions of the Landscape Partnership

Landscape partnerships have three main types of functions: Partnership management
functions that enable collaborative planning and action, the resulting collaborative (or
co-ordinated) programmes and investments, learning and communication among the
partners and with the larger landscape communities.

Partnership management functions. Management functions include partnership
building and conflict resolution, joint spatial analysis at a landscape scale, collaborative
planning, negotiating rights and responsibilities, organising research and monitoring of
landscape processes, collaborative resource mobilisation, enhancing capacity for under-
standing landscape processes and multiple stakeholder interests and efforts to remove
policy barriers and open new market opportunities. These activities serve to change per-
ceptions, incentives, decision-making processes and institutional effectiveness, in ways
that lead stakeholders to modify their direct interventions and investments in the land-
scapes to achieve agreed goals (Scherr and Heiner 2016).

Agreed goals for collaborative action. Partnerships for landscape stewardship can
emerge from a variety of concerns (e.g. conservation challenge, sustainability of agri-
cultural commodity production, livelihoods and food security), but when landscape-
level action requires the involvement of a multitude of stakeholders, the objectives
typically expand to address the central concerns of involved stakeholders. Of the 436
landscape initiatives surveyed, all invested in sustainable production, ecosystem man-
agement, livelihoods and institutions. Table 4.2 shows the diverse areas of investment
focus and reported achievements.

Individual stakeholder groups’ tendency to focus their partnership involvement on
solving a single problem can limit their thinking. Partnerships therefore should be struc-
tured around stakeholder’s strengths, ambitions and goals to unlock creativity and inno-
vation (Brouwer et al. 2015). Connected to this notion is the prerequisite of a clear,
shared vision for landscape stewardship (Franks and Emery 2013). Developing the
vision requires first a shared understanding (if not agreement) of the issues and the
negotiation of clear objectives for collaborative action. This will typically include spe-
cific actions committed to by specific stakeholders to align with the plan, agreements
for cross-stakeholder action, agreement for joint advocacy for new policies or establish-
ment of joint efforts to advance a market innovation.

Learning and communication functions. Partnerships should be designed as inten-
tional and continual learning processes (Gray and Stites 2013). As virtually all land-
scape partnerships have learning, innovation and knowledge sharing functions in com-
mon, it is useful to overtly design knowledge partnerships as part of a larger learning
network (Asian Development Bank 2011).

Partnerships for landscape stewardship are complex, dynamic, social processes. They
are based on adaptive co-learning and often designed specifically to stimulate inno-
vation. A primary function of partnerships is to identify, promote, share and scale-up
these innovations. This is accomplished in part through employing tools to effectively
facilitate learning, planning and action in ways that strengthen the partnership. Partner-
ships also must manage conflict among members and address power imbalances, often
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Table 4.2 Areas of investment and achievements by integrated landscape initiatives on four continents. Sources:
Milder et al. 2013, Estrada-Carmona et al. 2014, García-Martín et al. 2016, Zanzanaini et al., in review.

Continent

Areas of investment by landscape initiatives

Sub-
Saharan
Africa

South and
Southeast
Asia

Latin America
and the
Caribbean Europe

Total # of integrated landscape initiatives (ILIs) 87 166 104 71

ILIs that invested in one or more areas of
agriculture (per cent)

97.0 89.2 95.2 81.7

ILIs that invested in agriculture and saw results
(per cent)

73.8 62.8 79.0 49.6

ILIs with increases in yield (per cent) 46.0 27.7 36.5 Not asked
ILIs with increases in profitability (per cent) 33.3 31.9 35.6 Not asked
ILIs with reduced environmental impacts

(per cent)
44.8 34.3 53.8 32.4

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

ILIs that invested in one or more areas of
conservation (per cent)

93.1 93.0 84.6 84.5

ILIs that invested in conservation and saw results
(per cent)

84.0 79.9 93.0 59.1

ILIs with improved biodiversity protection
(per cent)

58.6 52.4 63.5 46.5

ILIs with improved water quality and regularity
(per cent)

33.3 31.3 40.4 32.4

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n

ILIs that invested in one or more areas of
livelihoods (per cent)

89.7 91.0 93.3 81.7

ILIs that invested in livelihood improvements and
saw results (per cent)

79.5 75.5 74.0 53.8

ILIs with improved food security (per cent) 52.9 41.6 40.4 11.3
ILIs with higher income for low-income households

(per cent)
52.9 57.8 50.0 5.6L

iv
el

ih
oo

ds

ILIs that invested in one or more areas of
institutions (per cent)

94.3 94.6 91.3 94.4

ILIs that invested in institution strengthening and
saw results (per cent)

93.9 91.7 100.0 81.4

ILIs that improved co-ordination between
stakeholders (per cent)

77.0 78.3 79.8 67.6

ILIs that saw greater empowerment of women
(per cent)

51.7 50.0 52.3 8.5

ILIs that preserved/used indigenous and local
knowledge (per cent)

42.5 53.0 64.4 45.1

In
st

it
ut

io
na

l

by encouraging participation of diverse and traditionally underrepresented groups (e.g.
minorities, women and youth). Another key function of a landscape stewardship partner-
ship is as informant and communicator of new issues, government policies, opportuni-
ties, threats and techniques. Strong partnerships also engage in advocacy to gain policy
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Figure 4.2 Cycle of adaptive collaborative management (ACM) for partners in landscape
stewardship.

and market support to better enable stewardship initiatives to realise their objectives.
Finally, a partnership’s capacity to stimulate investment and financial support for the
landscape is a critical function for ensuring the evolution and sustainability of effective
stewardship practice.

The functions of landscape stewardship partnerships are dynamic, tending to
progress, as the partnership does, through a cycle of adaptive planning, collaborative
action and reflective monitoring, with each phase informing the others (Brouwer et al.
2015). In this design framework, the dynamic process of partnership development and
functionality is usefully depicted by the adaptive collaborative management (ACM)
cycle in Fig. 4.2.

ACM is an ongoing multi-stakeholder process that progresses through the main func-
tions of understanding the state of the landscape, negotiating desired outcomes, design-
ing interventions and developing action plans, implementing action plans, and evalu-
ating progress and changes in the state of the landscape (Hart et al. 2010, Buck et al.
2014).

Organisational Configuration of the Partnership

The configuration of a partnership for landscape stewardship is how actors organise
themselves to perform the diverse roles needed to realise the objectives for the landscape
(Kozar et al. 2014). The organisational requirements depend upon the functions the plat-
form is expected to play (e.g. knowledge sharing may be accomplished through infor-
mal arrangements; co-financing of investments may require various legal structures).
Key design elements include: organisational structure, governance rules and funding of
partnership enabling investments.

Organisational structure. Institutional arrangements of landscape partnerships can
vary widely. Some partnerships are represented by a single lead institution, while others
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may have multiple lead organisations taking different roles in different situations. These
arrangements can also take different levels of formality and structure.

Landscape stewardship most commonly involves public-private-civic partnerships
(PPCPs), connecting governments to businesses to communities. As with public-private
partnerships (PPPs) more broadly, these may be used for a wide array of objectives,
including policy advocacy, service delivery, implementing infrastructure projects and
capacity building (Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff 2011). Partnerships between public and
private sectors around infrastructure or capital investment projects are usually based on
legally enforceable contracts (Poulton and Macartney 2012).

Some partnerships form legal entities with rights and responsibilities. Partnerships
also can be more informal, such as policy networks or voluntary co-operative agree-
ments between public, private and civic entities (Bäckstrand 2006, Brinkerhoff and
Brinkerhoff 2011). Partnerships may be highly structured through rules and regulations
or dynamic and unstructured in their processes. Partnerships for landscape stewardship
evolve based on how they meet new challenges over time, with new partners joining and
former partners taking on different roles and levels of involvement.

Landscape stewardship partners commonly organise initially around partnership plat-
forms. These are forums for bringing together different stakeholders to learn, to iden-
tify solutions to common problems and eventually to achieve common goals through
joint action. Variously referred to as knowledge platforms, learning platforms or multi-
stakeholder platforms among others, the concept of innovation platform captures per-
tinent features, ideals and practitioner-oriented literature for the partnership platforms
needed in landscape stewardship (Tui et al. 2013).

Governance rules. Regardless of the institutional configuration, partners need to
decide on the governance processes that the platform will follow. Membership rules
determine how new stakeholder groups are brought in, who are legitimate representa-
tives of stakeholder groups and how they are selected. Rules need to be agreed about
how leaders are chosen, what roles are legitimate and how they are accountable to the
partners. Rules need to address how decisions will be agreed, for example, by consensus
or majority vote and by what rules meetings will be run. Partners need to consider how
they will evaluate the effectiveness of their work as a platform.

Funding of partnership enabling investments. How funding is structured to support
the functions of the partnership is crucial to successful planning, implementation and
sustaining of landscape stewardship over time. Convenings, commissioned studies, har-
monisation of regulations across sectors, negotiating to resolve conflicting priorities,
monitoring progress and mobilising investments all involve real costs in terms of per-
sonnel, travel and materials. Determining how those costs will be shared among the
partners, the role of funding by external actors and any rights or privileges afforded to
funding organisations need to be developed.

Partnership Design Process

Approaching the design of landscape stewardship partnerships with the four key ele-
ments of a partnership framework in mind should help to systematically decide which
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organisations should be involved to advance the aims of a particular stewardship initia-
tive (actors), what the respective organisations should be expected to do in order to build
and strengthen the partnership (roles), how the partners can best organise themselves to
fulfil their various roles and responsibilities (organisational configurations) and how
partners can prioritise and prepare to perform the key functions required to build and
strengthen a partnership (functionality) that can realise the multiple aims of landscape
stewardship.

When each of the relevant elements of the partnership is in place we can say that
the partnership is coherent, fully formed and functional. An important way of build-
ing coherence is to capture synergies across the four design elements by investing
time, knowhow and financial resources in activity that simultaneously optimises the
choice of actors, the specification of roles, the working relationships among organisa-
tions engaged and the functions that the partnership is tasked to perform to realise the
aims of landscape stewardship.

Partnerships may develop through quite different processes, sometimes organically
and sometimes through a structured process. In some cases, prospective partners who
have not worked together in any collaborative way in the past (or who may even have
been antagonists) come together – in response to the leadership of individuals in the
organisations or to an external provocation – with a clean slate to design and build
a new landscape stewardship partnership. More often, new partnerships are building
on previous relationships, adding members, changing roles and thus may require con-
siderable refinement. The framework can be used with existing partners to assess the
strengths and limitations of either formative or well-established partnerships in order to
improve them.

The dynamic nature of landscape stewardship partnerships ensures that frequently,
moments will arise, when needs and opportunities for change are recognised. When
they do, for example when potential benefits from engaging a new type of organisa-
tion becomes apparent, the partnership design framework can help orient a partnership
improvement team to systematically consider options for action that will build synergies
across the design elements. Thoughtful examination of each option for action along the
partnership design framework can improve the efficiency, reach, impact and sustainabil-
ity of the partnership.

Landscape Stewardship Partnerships in Practice

This section highlights three examples of partnerships for landscape stewardship. The
examples illustrate a spectrum of partnership models for landscape stewardship. While
all three were formed around environmental conservation challenges the resulting part-
nerships assumed quite different characteristics.

Public-Private-Civic Partnership in Lake Naivasha Basin, Kenya

The Lake Naivasha Basin encompasses about thirty-four hundred square kilometres
including upper, middle and lower water catchment areas that feed into the lake. The
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basin has been designated as a Wetland of International Importance and as an Important
Bird and Biodiversity Area. Economic growth from irrigated horticulture and floricul-
ture and geothermal energy generation contributed to a population boom over the past
thirty years (Imarisha Naivasha 2012). Water scarcity challenges have arisen from high-
level water extraction (especially by commercial floriculture and horticulture), degra-
dation of upstream water catchments, reduced ground water recharge and extended
droughts related to climate change.

The Imarisha Naivasha Program and Management Board were created in 2011
through an official gazette and mandated to undertake several specific functions to
address unsustainable watershed management in the basin (Imarisha Naivasha 2012).
Broadly, the functions of the board include co-ordinating the activities of the various
stakeholders engaged in the conservation of the basin, monitoring compliance with
laws and regulations, developing and enforcing local codes of conduct and develop-
ing and executing a trust to receive and manage financial resources for the conservation
of the basin (Heiner et al. 2016). As such, the board plays several roles in the partner-
ship, including facilitator, capacity builder and evaluator and to some degree, a direct
financer of activities. The Government of Kenya and key UK retailers also play sig-
nificant roles as financial investors and high-level supporters, together providing about
90 per cent of Imarisha’s current operating budget (Mbogo, personal communication,
2015).

Imarisha Naivasha is organised as a public-private-civic partnership led by the Gov-
ernment of Kenya’s former Office of the Prime Minister and supported by HRH Prince
of Wales’ International Sustainability Unit (ISU). The partnership brought together crit-
ical private sector actors from four UK floriculture and horticulture retailers whose
companies depend heavily on the Lake Naivasha Basin, which accounts for over
70 per cent of Kenya’s cut flower exports (Imarisha Naivasha 2012). The multi-
stakeholder management board is composed of representatives of key government min-
istries, other commercial flower growers, community-based natural resource manage-
ment units, pastoralists and civil society organisations that operate within the basin.
An array of additional stakeholders, including universities, international and domes-
tic NGOs and international governments are informally associated with the partnership
through participatory visioning, financing and research and monitoring activities (Imar-
isha Naivasha 2012, Fig. 4.3).

An important tool to help reinforce this partnership of diverse stakeholders is a
multi-sectoral Sustainable Development Action Plan (SDAP), which guides Imarisha
Naivasha’s and other actors’ activities from 2012 to 2017. The SDAP was created
through a highly participatory process, including many consultative meetings with
stakeholders across the basin. Additionally, the partnership is strengthened by Imarisha
Naivasha’s central role in the co-ordination and aggregation of financing whereby funds
from various sources are pooled together in their trust fund, which finances small devel-
opment projects that align with the SDAP as well as recurrent operational expenses.
Although a significant amount of funding for activities does not flow directly through
the Imarisha Naivasha trust fund, the activities are co-ordinated by Imarisha Naivasha
to ensure that they align with SDAP goals.
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Figure 4.3 Imarisha Naivasha stakeholders reflect on the status of the lake. Photo: EcoAgriculture
Partners.

Brazil’s Atlantic Forest Restoration Pact (PACT)

Brazil’s Atlantic forest is one of the highest priority regions for conservation in the
world. The forest supplies crucial environmental services on which much of the regional
economy depends. However, because of past land clearing for commercial agriculture
and human settlements, less than 15 per cent of the original forest remains intact. Large-
scale forest and ecosystem restoration is required to maintain these ecosystem services
and accomplish the long-term goals of diverse stakeholders in the region, including
enhancing the water supply, controlling flooding, complying with Forest Code regula-
tions, improving income and creating thousands of green jobs through the restoration
supply chain.

The Atlantic Forest Restoration Pact (PACT), commonly known as the PACT part-
nership and formally established in 2009, was spearheaded by a small group of interna-
tional environmental NGOs that facilitated a larger group of conservation organisations,
private companies, governments, researchers and landowners around a shared goal to
‘bring the Atlantic Forest back from the brink of extinction.’ Under the leadership of
this small group, a vision was developed with a set of priorities and implementation
strategies. Working groups composed of staff from several of the founding institutions
were established to undertake priority activities and generate the first outcomes of the
PACT, thereby establishing a credible track record (Fig. 4.4). The PACT prepared media
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Figure 4.4 Meeting organised by the PACT in Campinas to develop the Monitoring Framework
and Protocol. Photo: Atlantic Forest Restoration Pact/Miguel Calmon.

campaigns about the prospective benefits of restoration and its desired outcomes to elicit
additional partners and financial support.

While partner participation in the PACT platform is voluntary, obtaining signed com-
mitments from diverse actors to assume a spectrum of roles helps ensure the functioning
of the PACT through a measure of peer-based accountability. Actors in PACT currently
include more than 270 signatory organisations, including farmer and community organ-
isations, which collectively promote, facilitate and carry out restoration projects across
seventeen Brazilian states. PACT is governed by a central steering committee, which
includes representatives from research institutions, the private and public sectors and
NGOs, an executive secretariat and five working groups. Partner organisations fall into
two broad categories: supporting partners, who are not directly involved in restoration
projects, but provide expertise and funding and executive partners, who execute restora-
tion projects according to agreed frameworks.

Important tools for guiding the PACT partnership and its activity are theoretical-
conceptual, legal and technological frameworks, which are continuously disseminated
and assimilated by partners. The frameworks operate effectively as governance instru-
ments, which are used in addition to traditional instruments, such as secretariat and
activity co-ordination units. Investment in ongoing collaborative learning and capacity
development helps ensure that the partnership network remains vital and able to attract
new partners and sources of financial support (Calmon et al. 2011, Pinto et al. 2014).
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Model Forest Network Partnerships for Cross-Landscape Knowledge Sharing

Model forests are landscape-level initiatives focused on people working together vol-
untarily in partnership towards a common vision for sustainable human development
where forest ecosystems play an important role. The RIABM (Ibero-American Model
Forest Network) links twenty-nine landscapes (‘territories’) and fifteen member coun-
tries across the Caribbean, Latin America and Spain with the aim to be a regional bench-
mark for the sustainable management of forest-based landscapes. The network is a vol-
untary partnership between local Model Forests backed by government representatives
from each member country. RIABM facilitates dynamic learning rooted in local leader-
ship and forest culture.

Member model forests strive to develop socially-based, participatory and inclusive
platforms which operate locally at the landscape-level from the bottom-up. The diversity
of landscapes and actors in the network are linked through a common language of shared
principles, one of which is learning through knowledge sharing, capacity-building and
networking.

Model Forests partnerships are multi-sectoral, multi-disciplinary and multi-
organisational, including government bodies, NGOs, private sector, indigenous peoples
and migrant communities. Respect for diversity is at the basis of the network’s approach,
including diversity of landscape types as well as diversity of stakeholders, members and
partners. People and groups who participate voluntarily in the landscape management
and learning process include forestry workers, scholars, activists, scientists, technicians,
mayors, policy makers, indigenous groups, industry representatives, community leaders
and others. RIABM also promotes diversity of activities, attending to a broad spectrum
of priorities and needs in landscape stewardship.

The regional Ibero-American Model Forest Network is tied to the International Model
Forest Network which operates as a voluntary community of practice governed by a
charter and a secretariat that assumes co-ordination of development and financial sup-
port roles in the network. From its beginning in Canada in the early 1990s Model Forests
promoted the formation of partnerships to provide neutral forums where a range of val-
ues and interests could be represented and experimentation with new ideas under a
common goal of sustainable development could occur. Each site is intended to be a
‘model’ from which others can learn and advance their sustainability goals. Within the
Model Forest partnership framework considerable autonomy and diversity is encouraged
regarding the specific actors, roles and configurations needed to undertake the integrated
forest landscape management functions common to the diverse regional networks.

In addition to diversity RIABM attributes its successful cross-landscape knowledge
exchange activities to credibility, visibility and impact, academic representation, fluid
and constant internal communications, no impositions from above, no hierarchy, volun-
tary action only and a personable approach to communications and interactions. Leaders
in RIABM consider the most basic ingredients may be the hard work, commitment and
patience that bring about effective bonds, networks, links and relationships over time.
Recognising that networks do not become operational in one day, but rather over time
through a process of identification with one another through which the network becomes
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valuable, leaders focus on building communities of people around shared democratic
values over time (Lorenzo et al. 2014).

Applying the Design Framework for Landscape Partnerships

Partnership is central to landscape stewardship. Landscape stewardship depends on part-
nership for harmonising the interests of diverse stakeholders in a landscape and har-
nessing their multiple capacities to develop and implement viable stewardship strate-
gies. Without good partnership the aims of landscape stewardship are not achievable.
While efforts to develop partnerships to support landscape stewardship are widely evi-
dent, experience indicates limited efficacy and understanding, building and maintaining
partnerships that work is extraordinarily complex. The partnership design framework is
offered as a tool to help come to terms with the complexity of this process by thinking
strategically about building partnerships that work.

In applying the framework a learning focus will be useful with the aim to expand
action learning around partnerships. Trying out new elements in a landscape partner-
ship model incrementally, observing how they work and reflecting on the outcome can
accelerate learning with limited risk of investing in partnership elements that do not
serve the needs of stakeholders in the landscape.

It is valuable also to consider models of decision-support for landscape partnership,
with the aim to shift to negotiation support based on information generation that helps
all partners to work better, together. Negotiation support for decision making helps
enable a co-leadership approach to building a landscape stewardship platform, where
a spectrum of partners feel a sense of belonging, ownership and responsibility. Invest-
ing in co-leadership training in which the proposed partnership design framework is
employed as a heuristic device can serve both to stimulate strategic, innovative think-
ing about partnerships for particular landscapes and to further elaborate and specify the
framework for application in real situations.

A variety of additional tools is available for helping to build and strengthen partner-
ships for landscape stewardship. The partnership examples in this chapter highlight a
few, while others are described in source documents and still others are being invented.
Indeed, the recent explosion of interest and investment in ‘landscape approaches’ has
unleashed a plethora of tools to support landscape stewardship, often utilising such tools
to implement activities in landscapes can stimulate and strengthen partnerships.

While tools are proliferating, capacities to choose and use them wisely are not keep-
ing up. The authors recognise an increasingly urgent and expanding need for technical
facilitation training to support landscape partnership development that includes building
and using tools and mechanisms that partners need. Investing jointly in the improvement
of partnership development tools and capacities will help to institutionalise ongoing
learning around partnership building.

To address the exploding need for improved capacities for landscape stewardship,
partners in the international Landscapes for People, Food and Nature Initiative1 are

1 http://www.peoplefoodandnature.org.
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setting up national ‘learning networks’ for landscape leaders in Kenya, Ethiopia, Tanza-
nia, Brazil and other countries, developing a ‘Landscape Academy’ (without walls) in
Africa, and working with universities to strengthen curricula for landscape stewardship.
National, regional and international co-operation in the development of such landscape
partnership programmes could greatly enhance landscape stewardship worldwide. Simi-
larly, knowledge sharing partnerships could be nested within networks and communities
of practice at the landscape level, the national level and the international level (as, for
example, the International Model Forest Network).

Whither Landscape Stewardship Partnerships? Towards a
New Research Agenda

Developing a coherent framework for designing and evaluating landscape stewardship
partnerships will help the research and development communities to undertake more
systematic comparative analyses of existing landscape partnerships and relate the set
of actors, roles, configurations and functions to achieving the outcomes that the part-
ners seek. The results of these analyses can be turned into more focused guidance and
training materials for landscape leaders and partners working in different contexts.

However, our review raises broader issues about the direction of landscape partner-
ships. The accelerating pressures on the natural resource base from growing populations
and economies are motivating fundamental rethinking of natural resource governance.
The limitations of existing government mechanisms to address complex and interdepen-
dent natural resource challenges – sectorally siloed organisations of agency responsibili-
ties, unclear and conflicting land and resource tenure rules, weak co-ordination with pri-
vate sector investments, limited capacity to adapt to local context and local stakeholder
needs and limited capacity to implement regulatory oversight – have fueled the prolifer-
ation of multi-stakeholder landscape stewardship initiatives. The diversity of landscape
partnership models reflects the idiosyncratic nature of independent innovation in diverse
local contexts.

But are these landscape partnerships a stable institutional solution to the weaknesses
of government-led management in an environment of growing threats to the resource
base from degradation, over-exploitation and climate change?

Proponents argue that the complexity of resource management in today’s world, where
privately-owned resources are critical to the provision of ecosystem services that the
public needs, means that no institution, including government, has sufficient capacity
or authority to manage them effectively. If so, then much more systematic efforts are
needed to institutionalise support for these partnerships, including technical and train-
ing support for leaders and partnership platforms, financing of activities, and full legit-
imacy within formal resource governance processes. Discourse and action to provide
this supportive framework is critical to develop.

Alternatively, might landscape partnerships be an intermediary form where exper-
imentation can be undertaken towards a new formal system of resource governance?
In major regions of some countries (e.g. Ethiopian highlands, southeast Mexico),
national, state and local governments are jointly beginning to re-evaluate their processes,
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regulations, agency relationships, citizen consultation mechanisms and policy frame-
works to better address overlapping demands on natural resources from different stake-
holders and interactions between different resources within the same landscapes. Will
adequate formal governance systems emerge? Where this is so, will informal landscape
partnerships continue to play a role? As countries around the world, both wealthy and
poor, seek to implement the UN Sustainable Development Goals, with their impera-
tive to incorporate environmental sustainability into inclusive development processes,
the role of landscape partnership is becoming a central question of implementation.
The institutional features of landscape partnership, in relation to overall resource gov-
ernance, deserves far more research.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to acknowledge their appreciation of Dr. Miguel Calmon for
contributing the case study on the Brazil Rainforest PACT to this chapter. We are grate-
ful also to María García-Martín for her contributions to Tables 4.1 and 4.2 regarding the
surveys of integrated landscape initiatives in Europe.

References

Arnall, A., Thomas, D. S. G, Twyman, C. & Liverman, D. (2013). NGOs, elite capture and
community-driven development: Perspectives in rural Mozambique. The Journal of Modern
African Studies, 51, 305–330.

Asian Development Bank. (2011). Guidelines for Knowledge Partnerships. Mandaluyong City,
Philippines: Asian Development Bank.

Bäckstrand, K. (2006). Multi-stakeholder partnerships for sustainable development: Rethinking
legitimacy, accountability and effectiveness. Environmental Policy and Governance, 16, 290–
306.

Bitzer, V. & Glasbergen, P. (2015). Business-NGO partnerships in global value chains: Part of
the solution or part of the problem of sustainable change? Current Opinion in Environmental
Sustainability, 12, 35–40.

Brinkerhoff, D. W. & Brinkerhoff, J. M. (2011). Public-private partnerships: Perspectives on pur-
poses, publicness, and good governance. Public Administration and Development, 31, 2–14.

Brouwer, H., Woodhill, J., Hemmati, M., Verhoosel, K. & van Vuft, S. (2015). The MSP Guide:
How to Design and Facilitate Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships. Wageningen: Wageningen UR.

Buck, L. E., Kozar, R., Recha, J., Desalegn, A., Planicka, P. & Hart, A. K. (2014). A Landscape
Perspective on Monitoring and Evaluation for Sustainable Land Management Trainers’ Man-
ual. Washington, DC: EcoAgriculture Partners.

Buck, L. E. & Scherr, S. J. (2009). Building innovation systems for managing complex land-
scapes. In The Sciences and Art of Adaptive Management: Innovating for Sustainable Agri-
culture and Natural Resources Management, Moore, K. M. (ed.). Ankeny, IA: Soil and Water
Conservation Society, pp. 164–186.

Calmon, M., Brancalion, P. H. S., Paese, A., Aronson, J., Castro, P., da Silva, S. C. & Rodrigues,
R. R. (2011). Emerging threats and opportunities for large-scale ecological restoration in the
Atlantic Forest of Brazil. Restoration Ecology, 19, 154–158.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.007 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.007


Building Partnerships for Landscape Stewardship 75

Clark, W. C., Tomich, T. P., van Noordwijk, M., Guston, D., Catacutan, D., Dickson, N. M. &
McNie, E. (2011). Boundary work for sustainable development: Natural resource management
at the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR). Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 113, 4615–4622.

Denier, L., Scherr, S., Shames, S., Chatterton, P., Hovani, L. & Stam, N. (2015). The Little Sus-
tainable Landscapes Book. Oxford: Global Canopy Programme.

EcoAgriculture Partners & Cornell University (2008). Landscape Measures Resource Center
(LMRC). (http://landscapemeasures.info).

Estrada-Carmona, N., Hart, A. K., De Clerck, F. A. J., Harvey, C. A. & Milder, J. C. (2014). Inte-
grated landscape management for agriculture, rural livelihoods, and ecosystem conservation:
An assessment of experience from Latin America and the Caribbean. Landscape and Urban
Planning, 129, 1–11.

Franks, J. R. & Emery, S. B. (2013). Incentivising collaborative conservation: Lessons from exist-
ing environmental stewardship scheme options. Land Use Policy, 30, 847–862.

García-Martín, M., Bieling, C., Hart, A. & Plieninger, T. (2016). Integrated landscape initiatives
in Europe: Multi-sectoral collaboration in multi-functional landscapes. Land Use Policy, 58,
43–53.

Giller, K. E., Leeuwis, C., Andersson, J. A., Andriesse, W., Brouwer, A., Frost, P., Hebinck, P.,
Heitkönig, I., van Ittersum, M. K., Koning, N., Ruben. R., Slingerland, M., Udo, H., Veldkamp,
T., van der Vijver, C., van Wijk, M. T. & Windmeijer, P. (2008). Competing claims on natural
resources: What role for science? Ecology and Society, 13, 34. (http://www.ecologyandsociety
.org/vol13/iss2/art34/).

Glasbergen, P. (2011). Understanding partnerships for sustainable development analytically: The
ladder of partnership activity as a methodological tool. Environmental Policy and Governance,
21, 1–13.

Gray, B. & Stites, J. P. (2013). Sustainability through Partnerships: Capitalizing on Collaboration.
(http://nbs.net/knowledge).

Grivas, C., & Puccio, G. (2012). The Innovative Team: Unleashing Creative Potential for Break-
through Results. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Hart, A. K., Buck, L. E., Marsh, R. R., Milder, J. C. & Scherr, S. J. (2010). Ecoagriculture and
the Collaborative Management of Rural Landscapes. (http://ecoagriculture.org/wp-content/
uploads/2015/09/Ecoagriculture-and-the-collaborative-management-of-rural-landscapes-2010
.pdf).

Hart, A. K., Mc Michael, P., Milder, J. C. & Scherr, S. J. (2015). Multi-functional landscapes
from the grassroots? The role of rural producer movements. Agriculture and Human Values,
33, 305–322.

Heiner, K., Shames, S. & Spiegel. E. (2016). Integrated Landscape Investment in Kenya: The
State of the Policy Environment and Financing Innovations. Washington, DC: EcoAgriculture
Partners.

Imarisha Naivasha (2012). Lake Naivasha Sustainable Development Action Plan (SDAP): First
Action Plan (2012–2017) & Priority Actions for Imarisha Naivasha Restoration Programme
and Sustainable Development in the Lake Naivasha Basin. (https://www.imarisha.le.ac.uk/
sites/default/files/document-upload-folder/SDAP_2012–17_30_09_12.pdf).

Jones, S., Lefoe, G., Harvey, M. & Ryland, K. (2012). Distributed leadership: A collaborative
framework for academics, executives and professionals in higher education. Journal of Higher
Education Policy and Management, 34, 67–78.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.007 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.007


76 Louise E. Buck, Sara J. Scherr, Christopher M. Planicka and Krista Heiner

Kissinger, G. (2014a). Financing Strategies for Integrated Landscape Investment: Case Study of
Atlantic Forest, Brazil. Washington, DC: EcoAgriculture Partners.

Kissinger, G. (2014b). Financing Strategies for Integrated Landscape Investment: Case study of
Imarisha Naivasha, Kenya. Washington, DC: EcoAgriculture Partners.

Kozar, R., Buck, L. E., Barrow, E. G., Sunderland, T. C. H., Catacutan, D. E., Planicka, C., Hart,
A. K. & Willemen, L. (2014). Toward Viable Landscape Governance Systems: What Works?
Washington, DC: EcoAgriculture Partners.

Lorenzo, J., Carrera, F., de Camino, R. & Villalobos, R. (2014). RIABM’s Approach to Cross-
Landscape Knowledge-Sharing: Ingredients for Success. Washington, DC: EcoAgriculture
Partners.

LPFN (Landscapes for People, Food and Nature Initiative) (2015a). Learning Network: Where
Landscape Leaders Share Experiences, Find Tools and Resources, and Tackle Challenges
Together. (http://peoplefoodandnature.org/learning-network).

LPFN (Landscapes for People, Food and Nature Initiative) (2015b). Tools: Practicing a
Landscape Approach is Complex. Good Tools Help you Sort out the Complexity. (http://
peoplefoodandnature.org/learning-network/find-tools).

Malunga, C. & Banda, C. (2013). Understanding Organizational Sustainability through African
Proverbs: Insights for Leaders and Facilitators. Bourton on Dunsmore: Practical Action
Publishing.

McKinney, M. (2008). The realities of regional stewardship: From urban issues to natural land-
scapes. Public Land and Resources Law Review, 29, 123.

Milder, J. C., Hart, A. K., Dobie, P., Minai, J. & Zaleski, C. (2014). Integrated landscape initia-
tives for African agriculture, development, and conservation: A region-wide assessment. World
Development, 54, 68–80.

Milder, J. A. & Hart, A. H. (2013). Reviewing Integrated Landscapes in Africa: Lessons
for Drylands. (http://peoplefoodandnature.org/blog/reviewing-integrated-landscapes-in-africa-
lessons-for-drylands).

Pattberg, P. & Widerberg, W. (2014). Transnational Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships for Sus-
tainable Development: Building Blocks for Success. Amsterdam: Institute for Environmental
Studies.

Pinto, S., Melo, F., Tabarelli, M., Padovsi, A., Mesquita, C., Scaramuzza, C., Castro, P., Car-
rrascosa, H., Calmon, M., Rodrigues, R., Cesar, R. & Brancalion, P. (2014). Governing and
delivering a biome-wide restoration initiative: the case of Atlantic Forest Restoration Pact in
Brazil. Forests, 5(9), 2212–2229.

Prager, K. (2012). Collective efforts to manage cultural landscapes for resilience. In Resilience
and the Cultural Landscape, T. Plieninger and C. Bieling (eds.). Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, pp. 205–223.

Poulton, C. & Macartney, J. (2012). Can public-private partnerships leverage private invest-
ment in agricultural value chains in Africa? A preliminary review. World Development, 40,
96–109.

Primdahl, J. & Kristensen, L. S. (2011). The farmer as a landscape manager: Management roles
and change patterns in a Danish region. Geografisk Tidsskrift-Danish Journal of Geography,
111, 107–116.

Sanginga, P. C., Chitsike, S., Njuki, J., Kaaria, S. & Kanzikwera, R. (2007). Enhanced learn-
ing from multi-stakeholder partnerships: Lessons from the enabling rural innovation in Africa
programme. Natural Resources Forum, 31, 273–285.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.007 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.007


Building Partnerships for Landscape Stewardship 77

Scherr, S. J., Buck, L. E., Willemen. L. & Milder, J. C. (2014). Ecoagriculture: Integrated land-
scape management for people, food and nature. Encyclopedia of Agriculture and Food Systems,
3, 1–17.

Scherr, S. J. & Heiner, K. (2016). Towards an Approach to Integrated Landscape Modeling for
the SDGs. Washington, DC: EcoAgriculture Partners.

Scherr, S. J., Mankad, K., Jaffee, S. & Negra, C. (2015). Steps Toward Green: Policy Responses
to the Environmental Footprint of Commodity Agriculture in East and Southeast Asia. Wash-
ington, DC: EcoAgriculture Partners/The World Bank.

Shackleton, C. M., Cundill, G. & Knight, A. T. (2009). Beyond just research: Experiences from
southern Africa in developing social learning partnerships for resource conservation initiatives.
Biotropica, 41, 563–570.

Shames, S., Clarvis, M. H. & Kissinger, G. (2014). Financing Strategies for Integrated Landscape
Investment: Synthesis Report. Washington, DC: EcoAgriculture Partners.

Sobrevila, C. (2008). The Role of Indigenous Peoples in Biodiversity Conservation: The Natural
but often Forgotten Partners. Washington, DC: World Bank.

Thaxton, M., Forster, T., Hazlewood, P., Mercado, L., Neely, C., Scherr, S., Wertz, L., Wood,
S. & Zandri, E. (2015). Landscape Partnerships for Sustainable Development: Achieving the
SDGs through Integrated Landscape Management. Washington, DC: EcoAgriculture Partners
on behalf of the Landscapes for People, Food and Nature Initiative.

Tui, S. H., Adekunle, A., Lundy, M., Tucker, J., Birachi, E., Schut, M., Klerkx, L., Ballantyne,
P., Duncan, A., Cadilhon, J. & Mundy, P. (2013). What Are Innovation Platforms? Innovation
Platform Brief No. 1. Nairobi, Kenya: International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI).

Wageningen UR (2015). Institutional Analysis Tool, Knowledge Co-Creation Portal. (http://www
.mspguide.org/tool/institutional-analysis).

Zanzanaini, C., Tran, B. T., Singh, C., Hart, A. K., Milder, J. C. & De Clerck, F. A. J. (in review).
Integrated landscape management for agriculture, livelihoods, and ecosystem conservation: An
assessment of experience from South and Southeast Asia.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.007 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.007

