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Executive Summary  

These proceedings provide an overview of a workshop that brought together people involved in the day-
to-day practice of managing interactions between science, society, and policy, i.e., boundary-spanning. 
The workshop was co-sponsored by the environmental science division at The Pew Charitable Trusts, the 
Luc Hoffmann Institute, the California Ocean Science Trust, and the Science and Resilience Institute at 
Jamaica Bay, and held at The Pew Charitable Trusts, in Washington, D.C., on February 10-11, 2016.  

Participants were invited in recognition of their practical work as boundary-spanners. The 49 
participants came from many different kinds of organizations, some explicitly boundary organizations 
and some not, and included nonprofits, foundations, government, academia, and professional societies. 
They displayed a strong commitment to, and rich knowledge about, many aspects of boundary-spanning. 
They highlighted the wide variety of boundary-spanning institutional homes and work in the 
environmental domain. 

The four goals of the workshop were to begin to:  

1. Engage diverse practitioners in developing a shared understanding of successful boundary-
spanning work and boundary organizations;  

2. Assess when and what kinds of boundary work are needed;  
3. Identify critical skills and capacity-building needs for practitioners, and; 
4. Foster the community of practice around boundary-spanning on environmental problems. 

 

Key messages from the workshop included: 

● Boundary-spanning and boundary organizations can be of substantial value in managing 
complex or wicked environmental problems. These problems are common, yet investment in 
boundary-spanning and deliberate development of rules, structures, incentives and norms to 
support boundary-spanning are not.  

● Participants identified a need for more strategic boundary-spanning to help address a variety of 
complex problems.  

● Boundary-spanning is not straightforward; it requires specific skills, experience and improved 
linkages between research and practice. 

● Practice at the boundaries presents numerous overlapping tensions and trade-offs related to 
process, participation, power, credibility, relevance and legitimacy, and timing.  

● Scholars and practitioners need to focus on better understanding ‘successful’ boundary-
spanning practice. 

● Participants called for a forum to further collate and share existing resources and case studies to 
inform practice and skill development. There is also a need to build greater capacity for 
boundary-spanning in higher education and professional training opportunities. 
 

The experience reflected by over two decades of boundary-spanning work represented in the group is 
promising. Maintaining momentum in this community of practice and moving forward on the challenges 
laid down in this summary will benefit from more opportunities for collaboration.  
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Introduction 

Background 

Practical experience and scholarship suggest more active and effective engagement at the boundaries 
between science, policy, and society can improve governance and management of complex 
environmental problems. Boundary-spanning, when done well, reconciles the production of knowledge 
with its use, ensuring information is relevant, credible and legitimate within decision-making processes 
(Cash et al. 2003). Boundary-spanners, whether they are individuals, programs or organizations, do this 
by facilitating and convening productive exchanges among those involved in understanding and 
managing complex problems. Ultimately, boundary-spanners can help researchers effectively inform 
policy and policy-makers or actors from broader society influence research agendas.  

While the aspirations of boundary spanning have been 
relatively well-established, it’s less clear what this work 
actually entails, and when it is most useful. Theory and 
research often lack concrete and pragmatic approaches that 
are useful in specific contexts. Indeed, boundary-spanning 
has been challenging to operationalize in practice. Who is 
actually doing it, and how? What skills do they have and 
need? What are the challenges and opportunities for 
individuals and organizations operating in this space? What 
are the important tensions and trade-offs that need to be 
grappled with and managed? And how is success and learning assessed and recorded, and used to 
inform further boundary-spanning efforts?  Scholarship remains an important guide to practice, but 
needs to be enriched by exchange and learning among boundary practitioners.  

Meeting design 

This workshop did not attempt to develop consensus and well-defined positions among the participants; 
rather we explored and learned from the diverse experiences of the practitioners present at the 
workshop. Nevertheless, the discussions indicated some shared challenges and future directions for 
boundary-spanning. Working groups or individuals within the emerging community of practice are 
pursuing these agendas in various ways.  

The organizers framed the workshop and the five working group topics based on their collective 
experience in boundary-spanning practice. We have attempted to summarize these group discussions 
but have undoubtedly not captured all perspectives, and may have misinterpreted some. We were keen 
to represent the richness of the group’s discussion, rather than tightly structure the summary. The 
resulting document contains differences in tone and other inconsistencies that reflect the many ways 
that boundary-spanning was considered and discussed across groups.  

Lessons learned about the meeting format are reported in the final section on workshop evaluation.  

 

 

 

 

Boundary-spanning aims to 
foster civic and policy debate 

that is well grounded in relevant 
science, and to encourage 

science that can serve 
communities, places, 
environments, and 

sustainability. 
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Working Group Results 

1. Diagnosing the Need  

Facilitators: Adam Parris and Peat Leith 

Focus 
This group focused on developing a rationale for boundary spanning: why is it needed, and in which 
situations? This group was only convened for a single session, after which participants joined other 
groups.  

Importance 
This group discussed the substantial interest in boundary-spanning and boundary organizations, and 
identified the value and drivers of this work as including: 

 Finding new ways forward: People deeply care about environments, habitats, species, places 
and ecosystems. As pressure on many of these systems grows or degradation worsens, people 
are looking for new ways to intervene, including ways of linking science, society and policy more 
effectively.  

 Problem complexity: The most pressing and challenging environmental problems are also social 
problems. To understand them requires social and natural science disciplines to work together 
with decision-makers and other stakeholders. To manage them effectively demands 
coordination across management agencies, jurisdictions, and users with many different 
backgrounds, knowledge, worldviews, values and cultures. Boundary-spanning helps to 
coordinate who does what and why in addressing complex problems. 

 Science impact: There is an increasing demand to justify research funding in terms of societal 
outcomes rather than traditional outputs such as research papers and reports. Such impact 
often requires science to be translated, synthesized and brought into new discussions that allow 
groups to rethink problems and to develop and implement options for addressing them. These 
efforts are often outside of the resources or skill-sets of many scientists. 

 Science, trust and decision-making: In the 21st century, scientists cannot expect scientific 
results to be automatically influential. Rather scientists are increasingly expected to work with 
policy-makers, farmers, fishermen, indigenous people and other natural resource managers to 
inform debate and build relevant and credible solutions and management options. This 
necessitates boundary-spanning to convene groups and facilitate often-difficult discussions, 
while carefully engaging with questions of power and politics.  

 Technology: We are now able to understand, simulate, and communicate complexity in 
unprecedented ways across diverse domains. Technologies such as simulation models provide 
opportunities to support new forms of discussion among groups of scientists, stakeholders and 
decision-makers. 

 Linkages between theory and practice: Much of the theory of boundary-spanning stems from 
researchers studying what practitioners do. This scholarship has started to link back to the 
practice of boundary-spanning, inspiring more systematic thinking and reflection about different 
dimensions of the work itself.  
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Many of these issues are dealt with in more detail in other working group synopses, particularly 
“Tensions and Trade-offs.”  

What problems do boundary-spanning and boundary organizations address? 

The group considered problems and contexts that exemplify greater (or lesser) need for boundary-
spanning by intermediaries or boundary organizations. 

Problems were discussed as being consistently affected by two factors (reflecting work by many 
scholars, see Hoppe et al. 2013; Pielke 2007; Funtowicz and Ravetz 1993; Rittel and Webber 1973; 
Thompson and Tuden 1959): 

1. status of knowledge (e.g., complexity and uncertainty), and; 
2. decision-making context (e.g., degree of disagreement about goals and means of 

achieving them). 

Some problems can be considered as relatively ‘tame’ or ‘well-structured’. A discrete point source 
pollution problem, for example, can be described through scientific analysis; most people agree that the 
pollution is not desirable and the problem can be addressed through regulation, technological change, 
or both. Yet, ensuring science is usable is rarely as simple as delivering an analysis in a technical report or 
peer-reviewed paper.  Even in such relatively simple problems where science meets the requirements of 
regulators and be accepted as credible by polluters, it is still likely to require some boundary-spanning to 
ensure well-targeted science is understood and used correctly.  

Many environmental problems are much 
more messy, poorly structured, or 
unstructured (see Figure 1). They involve 
interacting, dynamic, and complex biophysical 
and social systems with high levels of 
uncertainty how everything works together 
and conflicting values. They are often plagued 
by substantial disagreement about 
management priorities, goals, and options.  
Climate change is the archetypal example, but 
many environmental and conservation 
challenges bear the same hallmarks. 
Ecosystem-based management, for example, 
aimed at sustaining both livelihoods and 
ecosystems, is complicated by highly 
uncertain system dynamics and tensions 
among diverse stakeholders about priorities 
and solutions.  

Boundary-spanning and boundary organizations may be particularly relevant in these situations, 
especially where arrangements for incorporating science into decision-making are contentious or 
unclear. Boundary-spanning can help connect disjointed management and find ways to reconcile values, 
priorities, and management options. While boundary-spanning and organizations are considered to be 
useful in these situations, however, there is less clarity around how this work should be done in practice.  

Recommendations 

  

Figure 1: The group suggested that there is greatest need 
for boundary-spanning in situations where there is high 
scientific uncertainty and disagreement about goals, 
adapted from Hoppe (2011) 
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Boundary-spanners may be particularly useful in improving governance of complex or ‘wicked’ 
environmental problems. But as described in other sections of this summary, success requires: 
boundary-spanning expertise (including content and institutional knowledge related to the problem); 
relevant organizations to enable and support boundary-spanning; careful consideration of how tensions, 
trade-offs as well as power and politics are dealt with, and; deft use of technologies to facilitate 
dialogue. Above all, we emphasize the need to start with a thorough understanding of a problem, 
developed by: 

 synthesis of the scientific aspects of the problem including uncertainty, risk and different 
disciplinary perspectives; 

 analysis of social and political dimensions of problems including trade-offs and tensions among 
stakeholders; and  

 thorough understanding of the existing institutional, policy and structural settings for linking 
science with decision-making. 

This work needs to be done iteratively with stakeholders, scientists and decision-makers to develop a 
collective understanding of a well-specified problem, create processes tailored to addressing it, and 
define what science can be useful and how.  
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2. Organizational Structure 

Facilitators: Ryan Meyer and Angela Bednarek 

Focus 

While models for boundary-spanning processes have been widely explored in academic literature, the 
many forms of existing organizations that initiate and manage these processes have been less so. The 
range of organizations and diverse expertise of individual participants represented at this meeting shows 
the many ways in which capacity for linking science, policy and society has been developed for a variety 
of difficult environmental problems. For example, some organizations are stand-alone organizations, 
while others are embedded in, and directly serving a parent organization. There seems to be little 
consistency in their organizational structure.  

This diversity reflects the emergence and evolution of boundary organizations within specific settings, 
and in response to range of environmental governance challenges outlined throughout this summary. 
The diversity at the workshop provided an opportunity to explore how boundary-spanning efforts 
succeed (and struggle) in different settings, and why. For people working across specific boundaries, 
understanding how other boundary organizations operate provides useful guidance on how to modify 
and scale elements of their own organizations. For funders and potential partners (including scientists), 
there are lessons that could be learned about how best to support or collaborate with different kinds of 
boundary organizations.  

This working group sought to characterize 
and consider the diversity of 
organizational models for boundary-
spanning. Working group participants 
reflected on specific challenges they faced 
within their respective organizations. The 
working group also surveyed workshop 
participants about key institutional 
characteristics and functions of their 
boundary-spanning work. The group 
identified a list of relevant institutional 
attributes of boundary organizations, 
beginning with basic structural elements  
(see Box 1) and expanding out to issues 
such as problem orientation, and the 
types of functions that the different organizations fulfill (see Box 2).  

 

 

 

 

Box 1: Structural factors: 

 Type - philanthropic, 
academic, government, 
non-profit, or other 

 Funding source 

 Budget size, stability 

 Staff size/makeup 

 Program age 

 Embedded vs independent 

 Types of oversight 

 Variety of clients/partners 

 Geographic scope 

 Publish or perish culture 

 Place-based or problem-
based mission, or both 

 

Box 2: Functions fulfilled: 

 Convene dialogue (multiple 
scales) 

 Informing policy 

 Conducting research 

 Funding 

 Lobby and advocacy 

 Developing information portals  

 Technical support 

 Communications and 
publications 

 Leadership and other training  

 Co-production of knowledge  

 Science translation 

 Policy analysis 

 Matchmaking 

 Peer review 
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Figure 2: From an overnight poll of 49 workshop participants, proportion of respondents working in different types 
of organizations. 

Advantages and Challenges 

The working group used case studies to illustrate the range of benefits and challenges of boundary 
organizations within different institutional settings, but also the critical trade-offs in credibility, salience, 
and legitimacy within different contexts. For example:  

● Academic setting: Being embedded in a university means access to a wide and deep knowledge 
base. However, boundary-spanning activities are not necessarily well recognized or rewarded. It 
is a substantial challenge to develop proper incentives, cultures and norms to support faculty 
and students in making science useful. 

● Advocacy organization: Boundary organizations embedded within an advocacy organization 
have a clear client (i.e., the other staff working in the organization), and as a result may gain 
access to useful insights about policy and resource management needs. They may also benefit 
from brand recognition of the parent organization. However, advocacy efforts within the larger 
organization can impact the credibility and legitimacy of the boundary organization function.  

● Funder as boundary organization: Some funders try to help grantees connect science, policy, 
and practice by acting as a boundary-spanner for them – for example, conducting policy and 
network analysis so that the research project and results are well-matched for a particular 
decision-making situation. As with other boundary-spanning efforts, it is important that hands-
on boundary management throughout a project, is not seen as interfering with the rigor of 
scientific research, but is able to increase its relevance and legitimacy to decision-makers.  

Beyond these three broad examples, boundary-spanning organizations now exist in diverse contexts and 
with differing purposes. This diversity provides a rich body of information from which boundary-
spanners can learn about the advantages and disadvantages of different structural models. However, 
this working group also found it challenging to decipher patterns in how boundary organizations work. 
 
Scaling up   
Many boundary-spanning efforts have started small, focusing on a specific issue and using minimal 
resources. Thereby individuals do a range of boundary-spanning activities - from policy analysis, 
scientific synthesis, and working with stakeholders directly. Small organizations can move nimbly into 
new situations and efficiently use past experiences to guide new efforts. Success can build demand, but 
as boundary-spanning efforts expand the original group identity, function and focus can be lost. 
Management of expertise, resources and leadership to prioritize boundary-spanning activity is essential.  
 

n = 27 

n = 26 
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Adding boundary-spanning capacity without an organizational structure in place 
There are organizations without the capacity and resources for boundary-spanning themselves that 
would like to partner with boundary-spanners. Yet many boundary-spanning organizations are at 
capacity with their own priorities and commitments. This need also raises questions about how best to 
create “consultancy” versions of boundary-spanning.  
 

Next steps for Organizational Structure 

The working group discovered how challenging it is to characterize boundary organization structure and 
function. However, there was also immediate recognition that our respective insights about and 
experiences with building and maintaining boundary spanning capacity could be quite valuable, both to 
ourselves and to funders focused on linking knowledge with action.  

A possible next step is to survey a larger number of boundary organizations and individuals, extending 
beyond workshop participants, about the institutions (rules and norm), structures (incentives and 
funding), cultures and leadership, and perceived precursors of success. The aim of such survey would be 
to investigate what works, and why, across different contexts and settings. This could lead to an informal 
typology of boundary-spanning efforts classified by the above categories. It could also be a guide to 
funders and decision makers seeking to build boundary spanning capacity for a particular purpose. 
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3. Tensions and trade-offs  

Facilitators: Bridie McGreavy and David Hart 

Focus 

This working group sought to identify a common set of tensions and trade-offs in boundary-spanning 
work. This group shared examples from diverse issues and approaches to developing relationships, 
producing knowledge, and advancing solutions to problems.  

This discussion laid the foundation for developing a set of design principles and guiding questions that 
promote informed decision-making for achieving multiple goals.  

Importance 

The diverse cases1 discussed by the group were consistently characterized by multiple diverging values, 
high levels of scientific uncertainty (see Section 1, “Diagnosing the Need”), and a pressing need for 
immediate and long-term solutions (Pielke, 2007). These characteristics result in conflicting perceptions. 
For example, in certain planning processes, some collaborators accept science as a standard for knowing 
the world and others view direct experience as the foundation for valid knowledge claims. In 
interdisciplinary collaborations, some collaborators may perceive a problem primarily in terms of its 
economic importance and others perceive it in terms of its ecological significance. And in these and 
other situations, the distance between organizations and inadequate communication technologies can 
reinforce differences. From these experiences, the group identified a series of recurring tensions and 
trade-offs. The discussion then moved specific questions and design principles that can provide useful 
tools to identify and work through context-dependent issues. 

Results  

The group described seven common tensions and trade-offs and highlighted questions that can be used 
to grapple with them:   
 
1. Multiple ways of knowing and scientific credibility 
Sustainability science and boundary-spanning often aim to connect multiple ways of knowing to 
understand and govern complex issues. This is challenging for at least two reasons. First, productively 
combining diverse perspectives requires some judgment about the relevance and legitimacy of 
expertise. An important question here is: which perspectives and people represent viewpoints in a way 
that leads toward effective collaboration and meaningful and rigorous outputs? The second challenge 
concerns the tension between maintaining credibility by staying true to the science while “meeting 
communities where they are”. Whether these are local communities who do not ‘believe in climate 

                                                           
1
 The cases included: the Western Water Assessment as part of the Regional Integrated Sciences and Assessments 

Program in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming; the New England Sustainability Consortium’s projects on linking science 
with decision-making for water resource management in Maine, New Hampshire and Rhode Island; multiple efforts 
from the State of California focused on climate change adaptation and science-based adaptive management for 
marine protected areas; and research and resilience planning in urban and coastal areas that are a focus of the 
Science and Resilience Institute at Jamaica Bay, a watershed that encompasses the heavily urbanized region in and 
around New York City. 
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change’, or advocacy or political groups that want to push a particular agenda or try to produce a 
“learning moment”, boundary-spanners need to be hyper-aware of the political context and constantly 
reflect on decisions and choices. 
 

2. Defining and getting the right mix of expertise 
While stakeholders and decision-makers often want scientific analyses and tools, defining the ‘right’ mix 
of expertise can be difficult. It is rare to find a set of scientists with both the appropriate expertise, 
capacity to work together, and ability to engage effectively with stakeholders. Different objectives or 
working styles, and inability to create the space to negotiate these differences is more common. On this 
topic, key questions include: who brings what type of expertise to the table? Where else might we look 
to find relevant expertise? What is their previous experience with this type of work? How do we create 
decision-making processes and learning opportunities in our project to harness the diversity in 
expertise?  
 
3. Tensions between public and private spheres 
This tension emerges from conflicting norms about democratic engagement and transparency and 
academic integrity. There is a substantial body of scholarship that underscores the importance of access 
and transparency to promote public participation in decision-making (e.g., Depoe and Delicath, 2004). 
Yet researchers are often reluctant to release methods, data or results before they are peer-reviewed 
and published. Audiences may not appreciate the reasons for such delays and caution.  

 

4. Issues of power and participation 
The tensions that emerge at the intersection of power and participation relate to defining who 
participates, when, how and with what frequency. What is an appropriate balance of persuasion and 
deliberation? Who, what, where, when, how and why participants are being engaged? How much work 
is needed to help prepare participants to contribute usefully rather than push their agenda? How do you 
bring an engagement phase to a close? And what do you with perspectives that don’t ‘make the cut’? 
 
5. Tensions in timing 
Some interventions require long-term commitment, but funding and research priorities can redirect 
scientists. On the other hand, many policy windows require rapid results or synthesis. Key questions 
here are: how to balance long-term vision, planning, and commitments with momentary opportunities? 
Who needs what information, when, and can regular updates satisfy shorter- and longer-term 
information needs? 
 
6. Funding cycles, pressures, and expectations 
Funders shape how boundary-spanning occurs. They may directly participate or maintain the right to 
influence how priorities are defined, or they may insist that research projects be adaptive and overseen 
by both researchers and users. For organizations receiving funding, there is also a tension between 
advancing a specific mission and maintaining basic capabilities through staff and facilities. Pursuing 
funding may come at the expense of mission creep. Key questions are: who ‘butters our bread’? What 
are the missions of the funding, research and partner agencies? Can missions be productively linked to 
promote mutual benefit and capacity building, and how?  
 
7. Conflict as challenge and opportunity 
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Because boundary-spanning occurs in complex sustainability related issues, some level of conflict is 
inevitable. Effectively working through conflict can be intimidating and, at the very least, time 
consuming. Turning conflict from a challenge into an opportunity takes time, effort and substantial skill. 
Questions that can help in this regard include: Are opposing groups open to change? Do they show a 
willingness to learn from difference? Who might be best positioned to serve as an “honest broker” of 
alternatives (Pielke, 2007) in the situation? 

In addition to the key tensions above, the group also briefly discussed issues that require further 
attention, and are reflected in Section 1, “Diagnosing the Need”, and Section 2, “Organizational 
Structure”:  

● Decision making in conditions of uncertainty 
● Finding the right approaches for the right job/problem 
● Stability and dynamism in institutions and policy 
● Incentivizing risk taking and accountability for consequences – support systems for learning from 

failure 

Recommendations  

Across cases, the group identified a need to pay attention to actors, information needs, institutional 
arrangements, resources, and constraints that shape a problem and decision making context.  

The following is a general list of recommendations and design principles for projects and programs 
based on the group’s conversation:  

● Establish clear expectations for all parties involved 
● Plan for senescence and transition 
● Use a portfolio approach, for example: 

○ strategically link with other organizations to leverage collective effort 
○ define our roles and positions and work within a network 

● Commit to a long-term process, including longer funding cycles  
● Mind the integrity of your organization 

○ Consider how particular stakeholder group might perceive your involvement 
○ Be fair in how you make compromises along the way 

● Build in appropriate internal firewalls between different entities 
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4. Professional development   

Facilitators: Melanie Ryan and Margaret Krebs 

Focus 

This working group discussed the skills used and needed by a wide range of professionals who explicitly 
or indirectly engage in boundary-spanning. There are rarely job titles or roles within an organization that 
are described as requiring a ‘boundary’ skill set. This group discussion focused on four tasks related to 
skills and training needed at the interface of science, policy and practice:  

1) defining the kind of skills and mindsets that are commonly associated with and/or desirable in a 
boundary-spanner; 

2) identifying the conditions that make certain skills more or less necessary; 

3) mapping existing resources to support the development of capacity within these skill sets; and  

4) identifying next steps for creating a centralized, accessible resource space for boundary 
practitioners/spanners to support staff development, the creation of position descriptions for new 
roles and avoid ‘reinventing the wheel’. 

Importance 

Skills for work at the boundary are often learnt on the job, by trial and error, or by emulating the actions 
of others. Yet they are some of the most significant precursors to program or project success. This group 
was driven by concrete needs and immediate issues for participants in the workshop, as well as many 
other organizations. Some of these issues included: 

● How boundary-spanning staff can justify requests for training and development to 
senior managers? 

● How to write a position description to recruit a new boundary-spanner? 
● What resources could be accessed or existed already to support team or staff 

development in ‘boundary’ skills? 
● What a training program to meet the demands of ‘boundary-spanners’ might look like? 
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Results 

The brainstorming session identified a large variety of skills and traits of boundary-spanners (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3:  Skills brainstorming output. There was a common understanding of the wide range of skills, 
mindsets and capacities required to successfully undertake boundary-spanning activities.  

The degree to which these skills are needed was discussed as depending on a variety of attributes of the 
work place, type of boundary-spanning, and kind of issue, including:  

● Workplace  environment:  
○ the extent to which ‘enabling conditions’ promote boundary-spanning (e.g., work 

culture, values, incentives, boundary-spanning skill-sets within workplace) 
○ role within a team (e.g., facilitators, team leaders and senior managers require different 

core skills)  
● Type of boundary-spanning work 

○ the types of boundary or boundaries being spanned (e.g., whether these are between 
science, policy, practice, and society or across all of these) 
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○ requirements for expertise in content rather than boundary-spanning skills (e.g., 
facilitating deliberations among fisheries scientists and managers requires substantial 
relevant content knowledge; between scientists and lay-people might require local 
knowledge)  

● Issue area and context 
○  political, geographical, and scientific context (see discussion on “Diagnosing the Need”) 

 
The group agreed that there are no ‘core’ or ‘periphery’ boundary-spanning skills. However, there was 
consensus that the range of skills or competencies identified through the brainstorming activity could be 
usefully linked to thematic types of skills, capacity or knowledge. Four overarching themes were 
identified by the group with a fifth (‘intra-personal’ skills) being added in plenary with the larger 
workshop group: 

Communications/ Interpersonal (HOW to 
communicate or engage with others) 

 

Community/Situation/Stakeholder (the WHO - 
the specific context and system looks like that 

the boundary spanner is working in) 

Co-design/Co-produce (the HOW - actually 
making boundary spanning happen in phases or 

the implementation) 

The knowledge base (the WHY) - why would you 
use co-design, why does it matter, the context 

or philosophy 

‘Intra-personal’ skills (within oneself) or self-reflection; humility; open mind-set 

 

Some specific skills fall into multiple categories depending on the specific context.  For example, the 
individual skill-sets that underpin ‘trust-building’ or ‘networking’ could be sorted into either the 
‘Communications/interpersonal’ theme as a ‘how’ to engage with others at a personal level, or into ‘how 
to do co-design/collaboration’ as a consensus building activity. Thus, the strength of some boundary-
spanning skills may be based on roles, activities and experience over the duration of a career.  

Overall, the group felt comfortable with these five themes as a framework to begin thinking about 
training and development programs for boundary professionals. 

Recommendations 

Boundary-spanning and its associated skills and mindsets are not new or limited to the contemporary 
workplace. Many members of the group could point to ‘boundary’ type activities and case studies from 
the last hundred years. The group did not want to ignore history or existing resources, but rather create 
a centralized resource pool that could be accessed by anyone identifying with boundary skills and 
activities. The recommendations from this group were to: 

 Review, catalogue and collate the many existing resources for capacity development for 
‘boundary spanning’  

 Collect concrete case studies of ‘boundary’ type activities to assess common linkages and 
highlight good practice 

 Support a range of target audiences (early career professionals, researchers, graduate students, 
managers, etc.) in their roles in boundary spanning 

 Create a clear, recognizable resource/database of resources relating to ‘boundary’ work, 
employers/managers/recruiters to justify training and capacity development, as well as easy 
access resources to address some of the ‘low-hanging fruit’ in terms of team member needs 

 Maximize access to existing materials rather than create new content 
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 Seek funding or formalized mechanism to support development of centralized resource or hub, 
perhaps as a collaborative effort 

 Create a set of guidelines or framework to guide boundary-spanners in professional 
development planning 

Next Steps 

The working group proposed the following next steps: 

1. Send out a statement of intent and survey to the broader group of attendees from this 
workshop to ascertain: 

a. the demand for such a centralized ‘knowledge platform’ 
b. the key target audiences 
c. the resources that  participants were already aware of, including: literature; courses; 

funding opportunities; individuals; website links; modules; boundary spanning ‘boot 
camps’ 

2. Collaborate with other working groups to create a single online space where the outputs from 
this group, among others, could be realized  

3. Following survey results, create an action plan and assign responsibility for moving vision 
forwards 

4. Create a place where people could share case studies 
5. Assess whether there are any funding opportunities available that could be used to resource this 

in the short to medium term 
6. Determine if there are any existing resources to assist in demonstrating the value of such 

learning and training  
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5. Assessment and learning  

Facilitators: Carina Wyborn and Helen Fox 

Focus and importance 

Defining success of boundary-spanning and boundary organizations is difficult. Success relies on formal 
activities such as brokering, knowledge exchange, translation, and less formal elements such as 
networking, relationships and attributes of individuals within networks. An ultimate marker of success 
may be a policy outcome, but there are many intermediate steps that culminate in this outcome. Or the 
goal may not be policy change at all but the creation of an improved deliberative process. For example, 
there may be changes in how people use science, new relationships forged between different groups, or 
new conceptions of problems and options for addressing. There may be a need to remove or find a way 
around barriers to informed decision-making, whether these are related to organizational culture, 
resources, rules or even individuals. Final desired outcomes can take a long time and be the result of 
differing trajectories of work. Yet markers of success are needed to justify the value and effects of 
boundary-spanning, and to support learning and improvement. 

Discussion 

This working group discussed many issues related to assessment, evaluation and learning through an 
open exchange about practices, challenges, successes, failures and lessons learnt across many settings. 
The rich descriptions cannot be represented well in this short summary. 

However, it is worth briefly recounting one example of the stories that were told that speaks both to the 
potential success of boundary-spanning activities and the challenges of monitoring, evaluation and 
learning. 

The Center for Biodiversity Conservation at the American Museum of Natural History did a substantial 
amount of work in The Bahamas through the NSF-funded Bahamas Biocomplexity Project, supporting 
science on marine systems and bringing together scientists with government agency staff and fishing 
communities. They demonstrated that marine protected areas (MPAs) were important for species in the 
area, and had ripple effects for fisheries and livelihoods in The Bahamas. Fifteen years later the 
Government of The Bahamas set aside around 5 million hectares as MPAs. An official within a 
government agency sent a note, thanking the museum and saying that this development was instigated 
by their seminal work. The note is the only evidence that the museum’s substantial investment led to an 
even more impressive outcome. That it arrived at all was down to the good will of a single person, 
involved in the long process of planning and implementing the MPAs. 

This story speaks to value of convening dialogue, grounded in science, with groups of key stakeholders. 
Yet it also emphasized the long and tenuous pathways by which science and boundary-spanning can 
contribute to meaningful outcomes, let alone the challenges in being able to track those contributions. 

Below we have synthesized key insights, challenges, as well as visions for change and practical options 
for moving forward.  
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Visions 

Incorporating evaluative thinking into project design and planning to support boundary work can help 
support structured learning and to assess progress throughout often long time-frames between 
activities, outcomes and impact. This learning leads to improved practice and performance of boundary-
spanning and a greater shared understanding of how to achieve meaningful change or outcomes 
through well-targeted boundary-spanning. 

Challenges 

 In traditional research, ‘impact’ is attributed to individuals or groups through metrics such counting 
publications or citations. Boundary-spanning focuses on process-oriented activities, such as coordinating 
among diverse contributors, fostering collective knowledge and strengthening relationships. These 
distributed or collective contributions are difficult to map and measure. 

● Learning among boundary practitioners tends to be informed by qualitative or anecdotal 
information. This information is distinctly different from more formal quantitative measures of 
success that many funders and organizations want, and will fund. 

● Scaling up successful programs from local or regional levels to larger scales is challenging. 
Contingencies and uncertainties are much more complex at large scales, and contribution to 
outcomes is harder to account for. 

● It can be difficult to be convinced of the value of evaluation data, or convince others. They are 
often case studies (n=1) and therefore not very rigorous. However, there are ways of using 
existing frameworks and methodologies, for example to record and analyze data about 
ecosystems and governance in a coherent and consistent manner. 

● The impacts of projects often happen years after the projects themselves, and are not tracked 
or attributed (see example above). 

● Dedicated resources for monitoring, evaluating and learning are often non-existent, but they can 
be a very good investment. 

Key insights 

●  It takes time and effort, and a degree of trial and error to develop monitoring and evaluation 
that results in learning within any specific program or organization, but a lot could be learned by 
sharing experiences, successes and mistakes – the group had a lot of these in common. 

● A sound theory of change, or strategy to achieve goals, should inform boundary-spanning 
activities in a purposeful way. Boundary-spanning work has a central role in the moving from 
identifying problems to establishing goals, then to developing strategies, implementing activities 
and monitoring outcomes. 

● It is especially important when building boundary-spanning activities into a theory of change to 
coordinate effort, roles and responsibilities. For instance, investment in new research to 
understand systems has very different demands from investment in research or synthesis that 
aims to inform specific decision-making, or to evaluate policy options. 

● Dedicated resources (see Challenges above) are needed ensure learning happens and is 
formalized within organizations, and can thereby result in adaptive management and ongoing 
improvement. External evaluation can also enhance learning as well as providing substantial 
evidence to partners and funder to support claims of success or impact. 

● A key to learning is creating ‘safe spaces’ within projects, program and organizations to be 
critical and self-reflective. Deeper learning can be informed by many domains where different 
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practices are being developed, which are likely to be relevant to boundary-spanning in the 
environmental domain. 

Practical options 

● Through a theory of change or strategy for achieving goals it is useful to identify intermediate 
outcomes, rather than just focus on final outcomes such as policy or behavior changes. Tracking 
achievement of intermediate outcomes identifies barriers to change and tests the 
theory/strategy allowing assessment of its adequacy, and thus learning. 

● Monitoring can look to intermediate signs of change in perspectives or public /policy debate. For 
example, a project might track narratives among partners to track changes in perspectives about 
a specific issue, problem or process. A program might track public and policy debate to identify 
its impacts via content or discourse analysis. 

● Some organizations may be able to resource evaluation with partners to track impacts of work at 
different intervals during and after project. 

Next steps 

Ultimately the rich discussion highlighted the need for boundary-spanners and organizations to invest in 
telling their story well, supported by good monitoring, data collection and analysis. It was widely 
accepted that both qualitative and quantitative data had their places in a mix of approaches. However, it 
remains a substantial challenge to map the contribution of boundary-spanning over long time-frames 
that are often needed to achieve environmental outcomes. 

Substantial challenges to achieving this goal range from institutional support and funding for evaluation 
to the existence of efficient and effective methodologies that can be used in formative evaluation 
(oriented to learning during a project) to summative evaluation (end of project/program, oriented to 
demonstrating outcomes). The group was keen to see advances across these areas to enable them to tell 
compelling and credible stories about successes, failure, learning, and how boundary-spanning 
contributes to outcomes. Embedding the above issues, next steps include: 

● Collate stories as a resource for describing and evaluating boundary practice; 
● Distill further recommendations for practice, including innovative funding models, and 

incentives to support evaluation; 
● Consider other domains that can share experience and learning (e.g., health, education, 

agricultural extension); 
● Share approaches, metrics and methodologies that are used by different organizations and 

individuals to support monitoring, evaluation and learning to distill key insights and principles. 
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Workshop evaluation 

A month after the workshop an online evaluation survey was conducted to assess participants’ sense to 
the value of the workshop and whether it had achieved its objectives. Only ~20% of (n=9) participants 
responded. However, along with reflections on feedback during and directly after the workshop, we 
have drawn some lessons from these qualitative and quantitative data.  

For instance, from the qualitative data and comments at the meeting, it was clear that participants were 
generally pleased to have both a forum for open discussion about issues that many were privately 
struggling with, and to link up with others working ‘at the boundaries’. Most survey respondents agreed 
or strongly agreed that the group was sufficiently diverse for the purpose of the meeting and that the 
group actively participated to achieve outcomes. There was less agreement about the meeting structure 
and its facilitation. Some suggested the open structure of discussions was empowering, while others 
suggested that “we were talking in a void”.  

Although the organizers wanted to empower participants to draw on their own experience and 
knowledge and therefore avoided framing the workshop very specifically, a variety of feedback about 
the need for more background and structure indicates that we erred too far in the direction of open 
discussion. Key lessons learnt were that the practitioners present would, on the whole, prefer greater 
structure and attention to facilitation in order to develop clearer ways forward, action plans and future 
collaborations.  

Table 1:  Outcome oriented evaluation questions (Likert responses ranged from 1- strongly agree, to 5 – 
strongly agree)  

QUESTION MEAN SD 

The insights I gained at this meeting will help me in my work at the 
boundaries across science, policy and/or practice. 

4 1.22 

The meeting was run in such a way that we were able to reach meeting 
objectives 

3.33 1.41 

This meeting allowed me to generate new connections and networking 
opportunities 

4.44 0.88 

There is clarity on the next-steps and the road map emerging from the 
meeting 

2.89 1.17 

Nevertheless, many participants expressed that they were able to explore and develop new networking 
opportunities and collaborations through the workshop, and that they were keen for this work and the 
discussion to continue. A clear challenge identified was maintaining interest and momentum, especially 
as there were diverse interests and options identified through the workshop and subsequent feedback 
(e.g., training, developing funding models, productively maintaining a community of practice, etc..) .  

The authors are committed to keep working on practical aspects of boundary-spanning generally and 
supporting this community of practice. We will draw on feedback and insights from this workshop in 
considering our future work, but also want to extend an invitation to others to engage with us directly if 
you are interested in being actively involved in organizing events, networking, writing, or pulling 
together a body of training  and capacity building materials.  
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Concluding comment 

The high level of interest in this workshop and the enthusiastic and concerted work of participants attest 
to a demand for greater exchange and thinking through practice at the boundaries between science, 
policy, and practice. This workshop and summary represent one step in a continuing effort to improve 
boundary-spanning. Our hope is that the workshop and summary have helped to define key issues that 
can be addressed in months and years to come, as well as collated some of the shared knowledge, 
techniques and practical wisdom of boundary practitioners. 

Across this open community of practice, we will need to continue to build and share skills, capacity and 
knowledge. We will need to continue to negotiate complex tensions and trade-offs, and to consider how 
different aspects of our organizational structures, rules and norms are best serving our ability to 
contribute to environmental outcomes. Not least, we will need to document, learn from and tell credible 
stories about our successes, challenges and lessons learned to diagnose the need for this work. This 
summary provides preliminary guidance on all of these issues, but also notes that: 

● There is substantial expertise within this community of practice that can be drawn on 
● There is a great deal of literature that can inform practice (see extended reference list below) 

and it will be important to maintain dynamic connections between scholarship and practice  
● There are no panaceas, cook books or simple approaches that consistently work, rather a lot of 

practice is needed. But this can be guided by principles, adapted to different approaches, and by 
informed deep and critical reflections and conversations 

● Such boundary-spanning often takes time and a specialized skillset.  
● There is substantial work to do in refining the value proposition for investing in developing these 

skillsets and using these boundary-spanning approaches.  

This workshop highlighted and created a space for open discussion about the work that many 
organizations and individual participants have been doing for decades, often under the radar and 
without much recognition. The value of sharing stories, experiences and lessons cannot be detailed in 
this summary, but we hope to have captured some of the key lessons across the group. 

It was broadly accepted that the work of bringing diverse groups of scientists, decision-makers, 
practitioners and citizens together to create useful knowledge is essential for addressing complex or 
wicked environmental challenges where science alone provides only a small contribution to collective 
knowledge for decision-making. It is also difficult work, and will require concerted effort and 
commitment from practitioners, funders, and science and policy communities. 

  



 

23 

 

Recommended Reading 

 

Extended References, including contributions from workshop participants: 

Agrawala, S., Broad, K., & Guston, D. H. (2001). Integrating Climate Forecasts and Societal Decision 

Making: Challenges to an Emergent Boundary Organization. Science, Technology & Human Values, 

26(4), 454-477. 

Bednarek, A.T., B. Shouse, C. Hudson, and R. Goldburg. (2015). Science-policy intermediaries from a 

practitioner’s perspective: the Lenfest Ocean Program experience. Science and Public Policy, pp. 

1–10, doi:10.1093/scipol/scv008 

Clark, W. C., Tomich, T. P., van Noordwijk, M., Guston, D., Catacutan, D. Dickson, N. M., & McNie, E. 

(2001). Boundary work for sustainable development: natural resource management at the 

Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR). Proceedings of the National 

Academy of Sciences. 112(24), 7362-7368. 

Cash, D.W., Clark, W.C., Alcock, F., Dickson, N.M., Eckley, N., Guston, D.H., Jager, J., Mitchell, R.B. (2003) 

Knowledge systems for sustainable development. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 

of the United States of America 100, 8086–8091. 

Clark, W.C., van Kerkhoff, L., Lebel, L., Gallopin, G.C., 2016. Crafting Usable Knowledge for Sustainable 

Development (Working paper). Harvard Kennedy School of Government. 

http://belfercenter.hks.harvard.edu/publication/26360/crafting_usable_knowledge_for_sustainab

le_development.html  

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. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0900231108 

Depoe, S. P. and Delicath, J. W. (2004). Introduction. In S.P. Depoe, J.W. Delicath & M.F.A Elsenbeer. 

Communication and public participation in environmental decision making (pp. 1-12). Albany: State 

University of New York Press. 

Dowd, A., Marshal, N., Fleming, A., Jakku, E., Gaillard, E., & Howden, M. (2014). The role of networks in 

transforming Australian agriculture. Nature Climate Change. 4, 558-563. 

Funtowicz, S., & Ravetz, J. (2003). Post-normal science. International Society for Ecological Economics, 1-

10. 

Gieryn, T.F. (1983) Boundary-work and the demarcation of science from non-science: strains and 

interests in professional ideologies of scientists. American Sociological Review 48, 781–795. 

https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/164167eb8c50420f9f488f8921542be3.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/164167eb8c50420f9f488f8921542be3.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/164167eb8c50420f9f488f8921542be3.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/bf84b49d4ea742bbb305ee6dd643da86.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/bf84b49d4ea742bbb305ee6dd643da86.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/bf84b49d4ea742bbb305ee6dd643da86.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/bf84b49d4ea742bbb305ee6dd643da86.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/bf84b49d4ea742bbb305ee6dd643da86.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/e62e02311ccc448db5cda5406b2ef33c.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/e62e02311ccc448db5cda5406b2ef33c.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/e62e02311ccc448db5cda5406b2ef33c.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/e62e02311ccc448db5cda5406b2ef33c.pdf
http://belfercenter.hks.harvard.edu/publication/26360/crafting_usable_knowledge_for_sustainable_development.html
http://belfercenter.hks.harvard.edu/publication/26360/crafting_usable_knowledge_for_sustainable_development.html
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/77156b44a99e4f7fb436b0284501e06b.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/77156b44a99e4f7fb436b0284501e06b.pdf


 

24 

 

Hackman, H., & Geoffrey, B. (2015). Science for a sustainable and just world: a new framework for global 

science policy? United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization. 

http://unesdoc.unesco.org\\images\\0023\\002354\\235406e.pdf 

Hart, D. D., Bell, K. P., Lindenfeld, L. A., Jain, S., Johnson, T. R., Ranco, D., & Mcgill, B. (2015). 

Strengthening the role of universities in addressing sustainability challenges: The Mitchell Center 

for Sustainability Solutions as an institutional experiment. Ecology and Society, 20(2). 

Hart, D. D., Buizer, J. L., Foley, J. A., Gilbert, L. E., Graumlich, J. J., Kapuscinski, A. R., Kramer, J. G., Palmer, 

M. A., Peart, D. R., & Silka, L. (2015). Mobilizing the power of higher education to tackle the grand 

challenge of sustainability: lessons from novel initiatives. Elementa: Science of the Anthropocene. 

Hoppe, R. (2011) The Governance of Problems: puzzling, powering and participation. The Policy Press, 

Bristol, UK. 

Hoppe, R., Wesselink, A., Cairns, R. (2013) Lost in the problem: the role of boundary organisations in the 

governance of climate change. WIREs Clim Change 4, 283–300. doi:10.1002/wcc.225 

Jasanoff, S. (1987). Contested boundaries in policy-relevant science. Social Studies of Science, 17(2), 195-

230. 

Jasanoff, S. (2004). Ordering knowledge, ordering society. States of knowledge: The co-production of 

science, 25-98. 

Kates, R. W., Clark, W. C., Corell, R., Hall, J. M., Jaeger, C. C., Lowe, I., Svedin, U. (2001). Sustainability 

science. Science, 292(5517), 641-642. doi: 10.1126/science.1059386 

Latour, B. (1987). Science in action: How to follow scientists and engineers through society. Cambridge, 

MA: Harvard University Press. 

Leith, P., Haward, M., Rees, C., & Ogier, E. (2015). Success and Evolution of a Boundary Organization. 

Science, Technology & Human Values. 

Leith, P., O’Toole, K., Haward, M., Coffey, B., Rees, C., & Ogier, E. (2014). Analysis of operating 

environments: A diagnostic model for linking science, society and policy for sustainability. 

Environmental Science & Policy, 39, 162-171. 

Lemos, M. C., Kirchhoff, C. J., & Ramprasad, V. (2012). Narrowing the climate information usability gap. 

Nature Climate Change, 2(11), 789-794. 

McGreavy, B., Hutchins, K., Smith, H., Lindenfeld, L., & Silka, L. (2013). Addressing the Complexities of 

Boundary Work in Sustainability Science through Communication. Sustainability, 5(10), 4195-

4221. 

McGreavy, B., Lindenfeld, L., Bieluch, K. H., Silka, L., Leahy, J., & Zoellick, B. (2015). Communication and 

sustainability science teams as complex systems. Ecology and Society, 20(1). 

Meyer, R., Mcafee, S., & Whiteman, E. (2015). How California is mobilizing boundary chains to integrate 

science, policy and management for changing ocean chemistry. Climate Risk Management, 9, 50-

61. 

https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/69d2d9c22eca40ef94afb769c68d94a1.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/69d2d9c22eca40ef94afb769c68d94a1.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/69d2d9c22eca40ef94afb769c68d94a1.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/e864a181d9474c58887c2b0a165ed7bc.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/e864a181d9474c58887c2b0a165ed7bc.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/e864a181d9474c58887c2b0a165ed7bc.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/b91dea94c4124c898c4524e00cc63df9.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/b91dea94c4124c898c4524e00cc63df9.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/a45498a9a1294ec48cb9d27af9d24e76.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/a45498a9a1294ec48cb9d27af9d24e76.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/a45498a9a1294ec48cb9d27af9d24e76.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/978ccc5b8e784d73a5c40f22e6bb74ee.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/978ccc5b8e784d73a5c40f22e6bb74ee.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/7c14fe7b0f8040ee81027df3615b9b6a.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/7c14fe7b0f8040ee81027df3615b9b6a.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/7c14fe7b0f8040ee81027df3615b9b6a.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/6371011b29b44ca48c627f409102b460.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/6371011b29b44ca48c627f409102b460.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/7adc42aa541b44b4b1f15e6f7e94fbdd.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/7adc42aa541b44b4b1f15e6f7e94fbdd.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/7adc42aa541b44b4b1f15e6f7e94fbdd.pdf


 

25 

 

Montambault, J. R., Wongbusarakum, S., Leberer, T., Joseph, E., Andrew, W., Castro, F., Nevitt, B., 

Golbuu, Y., Oldiaia, N. W., Groves, C. R., et al. (2015). Use of monitoring data to support 

conservation management and policy decisions in Micronesia. Conservation Biology. 00. 

Ostrom, E., Janssen, M. A., & Anderies, J. M. (2007) Going beyond panaceas. Proceedings of the National 

Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 104, 15176-15178. doi: 

10.1073/pnas.0701886104 

Parker, J., & Crona, B. (2012). On being all things to all people: Boundary organizations and the 

contemporary research university. Social Studies of Science, 42(2), 262-289. 

Pielke, R. A. (2007). The honest broker: making sense of science in policy and politics (p. 188). Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press.  

Pietri, D., Mcafee, S., Mace, A., Knight, E., Rogers, L., & Chornesky, E. (2011). Using science to inform 

controversial issues: A case study from the California Ocean Science Trust. Coastal Management. 

39(3), 293-316. 

Posner, S. M., Mckenzie, E., & Ricketts, T. H. (2016). Policy impacts of ecosystem services knowledge. 

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 

Reed, M.S., 2008. Stakeholder participation for environmental management: A literature review. 

Biological Conservation 141, 2417–2431. doi:10.1016/j.biocon.2008.07.014 

Reed, M.S., Graves, A., Dandy, N., Posthumus, H., Hubacek, K., Morris, J., Prell, C., Quinn, C.H., Stringer, 

L.C., 2009. Who’s in and why? A typology of stakeholder analysis methods for natural resource 

management. Journal of Environmental Management 90, 1933–1949. 

Rittel, H.W., Webber, M.M. (1973) Dilemnas in a general theory of planning. Policy Sciences 4, 155–69. 

Rowe, A., & Lee, K. N. (2012). Linking knowledge with action: an approach to philanthropic funding of 

science for conservation. ARCeconomics & David & Lucile Packard Foundation.  

Sarewitz, D., & Pielke, R. A. (2007). The neglected heart of science policy: Reconciling supply of and 

demand for science. Environmental Science & Policy, 10(1), 5-16. 

Senge, P., Hamilton, H., & Kania, J. (2015, Winter). The Dawn of System Leadership. Stanford Social 

Innovation Review, 26. 

Silka, L. (1999). Paradoxes of Partnership: Reflections on University-Community Partnerships. In N. 

Kleniewski & G. Rabrenovic (Eds.), Research in Politics and Society: Community Politics and 

Policies. 7, 335-359. 

Star, S. L., & Griesemer, J. R. (1989). Institutional ecology, translations' and boundary objects: Amateurs 

and professionals in Berkeley's Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, 1907-39. Social Studies of Science, 

19(3), 387-420.  

https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/3fc784df310a4fe89363b7f831bc9572.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/3fc784df310a4fe89363b7f831bc9572.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/3fc784df310a4fe89363b7f831bc9572.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/e579336da6d14f959414fada11178569.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/e579336da6d14f959414fada11178569.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/262390d3ffbc417d9c343ffd4bfef751.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/262390d3ffbc417d9c343ffd4bfef751.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/262390d3ffbc417d9c343ffd4bfef751.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/366a7513b4744b52acf6d6f1ea90edf5.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/366a7513b4744b52acf6d6f1ea90edf5.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/2432f6ccf71d4804b32b9605c1e44307.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/2432f6ccf71d4804b32b9605c1e44307.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/8337eef0dbd7444790e72a7d97223e83.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/8337eef0dbd7444790e72a7d97223e83.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/f0e2701cd0c24326a13f79799d54a8f9.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/f0e2701cd0c24326a13f79799d54a8f9.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/0e9d9b02b6a24af4b0d1907376bc66bb.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/0e9d9b02b6a24af4b0d1907376bc66bb.pdf
https://custom.cvent.com/17EC83376B4A460A96BE449F177F1C68/files/event/44245501B16040E9884FA6E537F406E1/0e9d9b02b6a24af4b0d1907376bc66bb.pdf


 

26 

 

Workshop participant list 
Last Name First Name Organization 

Bednarek Angela The Pew Charitable Trusts and The Lenfest Ocean Program 

Bedsworth Louise Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Office of Governor Edmund G Brown 

Boulton Geoffrey University of Edinburgh 

Boyd James SESYNC and Resources for the Future 

Collins Margaret Goud IIASA 

Dilling Lisa University of Colorado Boulder 

Ervin Jamison UNDP 

Farooque Mahmud Arizona State University 

Fazey Ioan Centre for Environmental Change and Human Resilience, University of Dundee 

Fox Helen Rare, Inc. 

Gallagher Louise Luc Hoffmann Institute 

Gaffing Gregg University of Arizona / CLIMAS 

Gerber Leah Arizona State University 

Glynn Polita The Pew Charitable Trusts 

Goldburg Rebecca The Pew Charitable Trusts 

Goldman Erica COMPASS 

Hackmann Heide International Council for Science 

Hart David Mitchell Center for Sustainability Solutions 

Hudson Charlotte Lenfest Ocean Program 

Kone Dominique The Pew Charitable Trusts 

Krebs Margaret Stanford University 

Leith Peat University of Tasmania 

Mannix Heather COMPASS 

Matthews Katie Oceana 

McAfee Skyli The Nature Conservancy 

McGreavy Bridie University of Maine 

Meyer Ryan California Ocean Science Trust 

Montambault Jensen Science for Nature and People (SNAP) Partnership & The Nature Conservancy 

Nierenberg Claudia NOAA 

Onyango Kennedy Mara River Water Users Association 

Page Glenn SustainaMetrix 

Parris Adam Science and Resilience Institute at Jamaica Bay 

Porzecanski Ana American Museum of Natural History 

Reid Robin Center for Collaborative Conservation, Colorado State University 

Roberts Melanie Emerging Leaders in Science & Society 

Robinson Cynthia AAAS 

Rollison Dana The Pew Charitable Trusts 

Ryan Melanie Luc Hoffmann Institute 

Sater Katy Pew Charitable Trusts 

Shouse Ben Pew 

Stanley Amanda Wilburforce Foundation 

Sterling Eleanor Center for Biodiversity and Conservation, American  Museum of Natural History 

Taylor Jeffrey Aspen Global Change Institute 

Tewksbury Joshua Future Earth 

Tharme Rebecca Riverfutures Ltd 

Uhle Maria National Science Foundation 

Virah-Sawmy Malika Luc Hoffmann Institute 

born Carina Luc Hoffmann Institute 



 

27 

 

 

 


