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Summary  

Conservation translocation - the deliberate movement of species for conservation purposes - is 
increasingly used across the UK to address biodiversity loss and support ecosystem recovery. 
When well designed, such interventions can deliver significant ecological and societal benefits. 
When poorly planned or governed, they risk biological harm, social conflict, regulatory failure 
and loss of public trust. Although high-level guidance exists through the IUCN Guidelines and 
the Scottish and English Codes, the wider body of information needed to support effective 
decision-making remains fragmented, inconsistent and sometimes difficult to access. 

This scoping study assessed the feasibility, desirability and risks of establishing a UK-wide 
Conservation Translocations Information Hub (CT Information Hub). The work was 
undertaken by UHI Inverness and the Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh as part of a collaborative 
partnership with Natural England on behalf of the England Species Reintroduction Taskforce. It 
comprised three elements: 

1. A UK-wide online stakeholder survey 
2. Interviews with managers of existing conservation information hubs 
3. An assessment of technical and operational considerations for developing and 

maintaining an online hub 

Evidence of need and support 

The online survey received 123 responses from practitioners, regulators, researchers, NGOs, 
land managers and other stakeholders. There was strong and consistent support for a central, 
trusted “one-stop shop” for conservation translocation information. Respondents highlighted 
persistent problems with information being scattered across multiple platforms, inaccessible 
due to paywalls, unpublished, or dependent on informal networks. Key gaps include 
project-level detail, long-term monitoring outcomes, social and human-dimensions evidence, 
animal welfare considerations, plant health and biosecurity risks, and accounts of 
unsuccessful or contentious projects. 

Importantly, respondents emphasised that trust is critical. Any hub must avoid advocacy or 
selective reporting and instead present balanced, evidence-based information, including 
uncertainty, failures and contested cases. Transparent governance, visible quality assurance 
and broad representation of interests - including land and water managers and critical voices - 
were identified as essential conditions for success. 

Core functions of a CT Information Hub 

Across the survey and interviews, several priority functions emerged: 

• Centralised guidance and signposting, bringing together international, national and 
specialist guidance and clarifying how these relate across UK jurisdictions. 

• Standardised case studies, including unsuccessful and mixed-outcome projects, 
covering ecological, social, welfare, biosecurity and other aspects. 

• Practical tools and templates to support feasibility assessment, licensing, 
stakeholder engagement, monitoring and risk management. 
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• A modest national project register in the early stage, closely linked to the developing 
UK Conservation Translocations Database, to improve transparency and consistency. 

• Dedicated coverage of under-represented areas, particularly social dimensions, 
animal welfare, plant health and small or less charismatic taxa. 

• Public-facing content, presented in accessible language, to improve understanding 
and support public engagement commitments (this links to Scottish Biodiversity 
Strategy action 21.5 to be addressed by 2030) 

Technical and governance considerations 

The technical assessment indicates that a flexible, open-source content management system, 
developed through a phased approach, would best support sustainability and 
cost-effectiveness. However, the study makes clear that the success of any hub will depend 
less on technology and more on governance, staffing and long-term resourcing. Dedicated staff 
time, secure funding and clear separation between information provision and regulatory 
decision-making are essential. 

Recommendation and conclusion 

Six broad options were assessed, ranging from doing nothing to establishing multiple national 
hubs. The study recommends establishing a single, UK-wide CT Information Hub, designed 
to complement - not duplicate - existing resources and databases. This option offers the 
greatest potential to reduce fragmentation, raise standards, support cross-border learning and 
collaboration and provide consistent messaging across devolved administrations. 

The study concludes that a CT Information Hub is warranted and widely supported, provided 
it is carefully scoped, transparently governed and realistically resourced. A further phase of 
stakeholder engagement and co-design is recommended to further build joint ownership, 
transparency and trust. The study sets out a proposed way forward. If developed in line with the 
recommendations set out in this report, such a hub could significantly improve the quality, 
consistency and legitimacy of conservation translocation practice across the UK, delivering 
better outcomes for nature and for people. 
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1 Introduction 
Conservation translocation involves moving species for conservation purposes. This may be to 
restore the conservation status of individual species or help restore whole ecosystems. The 
number of proposals is increasing rapidly, and can involve different types of species, in 
terrestrial and/or aquatic habitats, led by a diverse range of people and organisations with 
different motivations, levels of expertise, experience and resources. The projects tend to be 
complex and resource intensive. Most are biologically challenging, some are also particularly 
socio-economically challenging. 

Done well, conservation translocations can make a significant impact in restoring biodiversity 
and our wider physical and cultural environment. Done badly, they can result in negative 
biological impacts, increased human-wildlife conflict and a loss of trust between 
conservationists, local communities and wider stakeholder groups. Recently illicit and 
unregulated releases of certain species have risked more polarisation and entrenchment 
(Holmes 2025). 
 
Over recent years there have been significant developments in producing high level, 
standardised guidance for practitioners, policy makers and others. The IUCN SSC (Species 
Survival Commission) Conservation Translocations Specialist Group (CTSG) published its 
revised guidelines in 2013 (IUCN/CTSG 2013) closely followed by the related Scottish Code for 
Conservation Translocations designed for domestic purposes (National Species Reintroduction 
Forum 2014), and the Reintroductions and Other Conservation Translocations: Code and 
Guidance for England (Defra 2021).  However, a wide range of additional information and 
material has also been produced in a variety of ways. Much of this information and guidance is 
currently scattered, often confusing and sometimes even misleading. The authors recognised 
an increasing need to develop a new online Conservation Translocations Information Hub (CT 
Information Hub) of trusted resources, in line with national policy and legislation, to help 
people make good decisions and design projects that succeed for nature and people (Bavin & 
Bavin 2025, Gaywood 2024).  
 
In response to this, UHI Inverness and the Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh (RBGE) started to 
look at options in 2025 for developing an online hub to hold conservation translocation 
information for Scotland. The England Species Reintroduction Taskforce (ESRT) also started to 
discuss the potential for establishing such an online hub.  It was decided that there were many 
benefits to coordinating these activities and to investigate the development of such a resource 
suitable for all parts of the UK, not least because of the increasing number of trans-boundary 
translocations taking place. 
 
As a result, a collaborative partnership was established between UHI Inverness, the RBGE and 
Natural England (NE) acting on behalf of the ESRT. At the end of 2025 an initial ‘scoping study’ 
was designed by the partners to conduct a preliminary assessment of the feasibility, 
desirability, potential risks and opportunities, and practical considerations of establishing such 
a CT Information Hub. A formal memorandum of agreement between the three partners was 
finalised on 16 January 2026, with a report submission date set for 31 March 2026. The intention 
was to involve specialists with national and international experience working in the policy, 
practice and science of conservation translocations, together with other key stakeholders 
influenced by and/or with lived experience of such projects. This report is the output of the 
scoping study. The expectation is that it will be used to help inform whether and how an online 
CT Information Hub can be established.  



9 
 

 

2 Aims and objectives 
The overall aim of the project was to carry out an initial scoping exercise to examine the issues 
surrounding the development of a new, UK-wide online hub of conservation translocation 
guidance and information. Any future hub would be designed to help practitioners, policy 
makers, decision-makers, communities and other key stakeholders consider and, if judged 
appropriate, run conservation translocation projects in such a way that they contribute to the 
restoration of nature and provide benefits to people. 

Within the short timescale available for the study, the objectives were: 

- To undertake a preliminary survey of experienced or affected stakeholders to gain an 
understanding of their experience, aspirations, concerns and requirements in relation 
to conservation translocations 

- To identify some of the practical challenges associated with the production and longer-
term management of an online CT Information Hub 

- To set out several potential options for a CT Information Hub, with associated pros and 
cons 

- To provide recommendations for a way forward, with associated timelines and resource 
considerations 

In addition, consideration was given to the role an online hub could play in raising public 
awareness of the science and practice around conservation translocations through public 
engagement, thereby addressing Scottish Biodiversity Strategy and other UK biodiversity 
targets. 
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3 Methods 
Although the project developed from initiatives involving parties based in Scotland and England, 
it was decided that the scope should be the whole of the UK.  Any further phases of work will, 
and should, involve a range of other lead organisations, including those in other parts of the UK. 

All types of conservation translocation (as defined in the IUCN Guidelines on Reintroductions 
and Other Conservation Translocations and the associated Scottish and English Codes) were 
considered relevant to this project. Other types of translocation, for example those wholly 
motivated by commercial purposes, management, welfare etc., were excluded. 

The scoping study was run as a desk-based exercise, with the core work led by UHI Inverness 
and RBGE. The members of the project team have extensive experience in the research, policy, 
and practice surrounding conservation translocations, and in wider biological, environmental 
and social research. The project began with an initial start-up meeting between all three 
partners, with regular contact throughout the process. 

Engagement with practitioners, policy makers, and other affected and interested stakeholders 
was judged to be an essential requirement for the scoping study, and indeed any future phase 
of project development. This was based particularly on the experience gained from Scotland 
over recent decades, and the complexities of partnership working, human-wildlife conflict 
scenarios and community and stakeholder engagement associated with conservation 
translocation. There is increasing recognition of the significance of the human dimension to 
conservation translocations, and the value of ensuring proper engagement (not just simple 
consultation) to conservation outcomes and social justice (Marino et al. 2025)  

Information was collated through three main approaches, described below. 

 

3.1 The online survey 

3.1.1 Ethical framework and approval 
As stated above, stakeholder engagement was judged to be the most important element in 
considering and developing any CT Information Hub. Ultimately this will require a range of 
approaches in any future phases of work. However, given the short project timescale project 
(ten weeks) it was decided the most efficient and effective means of getting a good sample of 
views from stakeholders across a range of sectors and throughout the UK was through an 
online survey.  Therefore an online survey was designed to address the primary project 
objectives and to gather stakeholder views on the development and production of a CT 
Information Hub.  A particular focus was placed on determining whether a hub was needed, 
what type of product would be of most value, and the type of information that it could most 
usefully hold.  

Initial preparations for this started in late 2025, including gaining ethical approval for an 
appropriately designed project. The two UHI Inverness team members had both received 
research ethics training, and the UHI Research Ethics Framework was applied.  The framework 
has been designed to promote a fair balance between a researcher’s right to unrestricted 
academic enquiry whilst ensuring adherence to appropriate and robust ethical standards to 
protect those participating in research studies. The process included a requirement that certain 
material to be shared with survey participants was first assessed and approved, including: 

- A participant information sheet (Appendix 1) 
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- A questionnaire designed for the online survey, including questions relating to consent 
(see Appendix 2) 

The participant information sheet was designed to make the purpose and use of the research 
clear so that participants could decide if they were willing to provide informed consent prior to 
taking part. All participants were given the option of having the information they submitted 
anonymised.  The UHI Animal Welfare and Environment Committee granted ethics approval on 
5 January 2026. 

 

3.1.2 Participant selection 
The sampling was purposive.  The project team was able to draw together a mailing list of 534 
key stakeholders involved in the policy and/or practice of conservation translocation based 
across the UK or working for UK organisations.  Stakeholders and stakeholder groups that 
would have experience of both undertaking and being affected by conservation translocations 
were identified.  The team set out to give no specific consideration to whether the experiences 
and effects were positive or negative, hoping this information would develop organically from 
the survey responses.  The final list included participants identified from the following groups: 

- Members of Scotland’s National Species Reintroduction Forum 
- Members of the England Species Reintroduction Taskforce 
- UK-based members of the IUCN SSC CTSG and the IUCN NCUK Species Survival 

Working Group  
- Known specialists based at the Statutory Nature Conservation Organisations (SNCOs) 

and other public environmental bodies 
- Known specialists/leads based at environmental NGOs (eNGOs) and other membership 

organisations 
- Members of the People and Conservation Translocations Network (PaCT) 
- Individuals known by the members of the project team in the conservation, 

environmental, land and freshwater management sectors and involved with, or 
influenced by, conservation translocations  

Members of the project team did not take part in the online survey. 

The team used a snowball sampling technique (where survey respondents were asked to 
recommend additional individuals they felt should be involved) in an attempt to reach as many 
relevant stakeholders as possible.  Due to the short timescale of the project only three of these 
recommendations could be added to the list of survey participants.  However, the 
recommendations made will be used to inform future phases of the project. 

 

3.1.3 Survey design 
The survey was carried out using Jisc Online Surveys. This online survey tool is approved by UHI 
for projects of this type as it is recognised as a secure platform for collecting and storing 
individuals’ data.  

The online survey was launched on 20 January 2026. A cover email (Appendix 3) was sent to the 
534 invited participants together with a weblink to the questionnaire.  The project participant 
information sheet and consent forms were embedded in the survey, and participants could not 
proceed to the questions without completing them.  A deadline of 2 February 2026 was set, 
meaning it was open for two weeks (ten standard working days). A reminder was sent to all 
invited participants on 28 January 2026.  Initially, there were plans to extend the deadline by a 

https://onlinesurveys.jisc.ac.uk/
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further week, but 123 participants responded during the short survey period, sufficiently high 
that it was decided that an extension was not required. This decision accounted for the need to 
ensure there was sufficient project team capacity to properly analyse the survey results and 
report back by 31 March 2026.  

The online survey questionnaire involved 28 questions (see Appendix 2 for the full list of 
questions): 

- Type 1:  Questions 1-6 (six questions) were about consent. The answers given have been 
used to ensure the participants’ wishes regarding anonymity, and the sharing of their 
responses in this report, are applied. 

- Type 2: Questions 20, 26-28 (four questions) gathered basic information on the names 
of participants’ organisations, email addresses, willingness to be engaged in future 
phases of work, and recommendations of other individuals and organisations who 
should also be involved in future phases. 

- Type 3: Questions 7, 11, 21-25 (seven questions) involved requesting background 
information on the roles and expertise of participants, their general involvement in 
conservation translocations and how easy/difficult they found sourcing information. 
These questions involved selecting an option or options from a drop-down menu. 

- Type 4: Questions 8-10, 12-19 (eleven questions) sought to gather free text responses 
from the participants to describe their experiences, views, concerns, aspirations etc. of 
conservation translocation information and guidance. 

In all cases, care was taken over the wording to try to avoid leading questions and ensure 
objectivity. 

 

3.1.4 Survey analyses 
The Type 3 and 4 questions were designed to help us learn more about the participants’ views 
and experiences with conservation translocation information and on a potential future online 
hub. The Type 3 questions requested simpler background information, were based on fixed 
categories, and analysed using simple quantitative approaches. In contrast, the responses to 
the Type 4 questions involved the use of free-text answers and were qualitative. The Type 4 
questions were the core element of the survey, and a qualitative approach was judged 
appropriate to enable more in-depth, nuanced insights into the experiences, motivations, and 
behaviours of the participants. Qualitative approaches tend to be more effective at dealing with 
more sensitive topics and producing rich data, often surpassing quantitative surveys in 
understanding "why" and "how".  

The qualitative nature of the key Type 4 questions required careful and appropriate analyses of 
the answers. The eleven questions were answered by 123 participants, meaning there were 
1,353 free-text answers to collate and analyse.  Broadly, the data were analysed using a team 
thematic analysis – the project team members read through the responses and identified 
themes individually, before coming together to discuss and agree on the themes for inclusion in 
this final report.  Two main, interrelated methods were employed by team members in 
determining their initial themes.  

The first method involved the use of AI. The data from the Type 4 questions were fed into 
ChatGPT and Co-Pilot, which were then asked to collate and analyse the responses and draw 
out themes to address three questions: 

• What key themes can be identified for each of the eleven free-text questions? 
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• What overarching themes can be identified from a collation of all eleven free-text 
questions? 

• Do the survey participants think there a “need” for a CT Information Hub? 

The AI tools were only given access to the free-text responses and not to any of the other survey 
responses, such as those including the personal information provided by participants. Chat 
GPT was also asked to provide recommendations arising from the analyses, which helped to 
inform the recommendations section of this report. Specific, non-leading questions were used 
for the AI exercises. A key benefit in using such AI tools is that, if directed appropriately, they 
remove human and potentially biased (including unconsciously biased) interpretations of the 
responses, therefore potentially providing a more objective analysis. 

The pros and cons of using AI are discussed in Section 5.2. It was recognised that there are 
potential risks using AI for such exercises, including the possible inclusion of inaccuracies and 
AI “hallucinations”.  To avoid this, a second method was employed whereby two members of 
the project team manually went through all 1,353 free-text answers independently to identify 
themes.  At the end of the exercise, the results of the two team members were compared to 
each other and the results of the AI exercise, and the consistency of all three sets of themes 
identified was checked.  Broadly, the themes of the team members and the AI were found to be 
consistent.  The final results presented in Section 4.1.2 are a combination of the AI responses 
and the team member responses, with the AI responses forming the broad structure and the 
team member analyses providing a human overview and quality assessment of the details. 

As part of the analysis, participant quotes were identified by project team members and/or AI 
tools that illustrated particular themes.  These have been included in anonymised form in the 
results section below. 

 

3.2 Interviews with managers of conservation information hubs 
There are several existing, or planned, online information and data hubs that deal with a range 
of conservation topics, some of them specifically on the topic of conservation translocation. It 
was felt important that any future CT Information Hub avoids inefficiencies, duplication and the 
reinvention of tools or resources already available on authoritative online websites. 
Opportunities to highlight and provide links to such resources were also examined. 

A number of initial, unstructured online interviews were held with the managers of such online 
hubs to discuss opportunities and risks, and to learn from their experiences managing them. 
For this scoping study, the focus was on certain online hubs based in the UK.  In addition, an 
interview was also held with the chair of the IUCN SSC CTSG since it has high relevance.  

Managers of the following online hubs were interviewed, and summary information was 
recorded and is provided in Section 4.2 of this report: 

• Applied Ecology Resources - Trinity King and Philip Dooner, British Ecological Society 
• BSBI Distribution Database - Matt Harding, BSBI Scotland 
• Conservation Evidence - Rebecca Smith, University of Cambridge 
• UK Conservation Translocations Database (in development) - David Roy, UKCEH 

Wallingford 
• Restoration Hub (in development) - Morag McCracken, UKCEH Wallingford 
• IUCN SSC CTSG website - Axel Moehrenschlager and Pritpal Soorae, CTSG  

 

https://www.britishecologicalsociety.org/applied-ecology-resources/
https://database.bsbi.org/
https://www.conservationevidence.com/
https://live-brc-srp.pantheonsite.io/
https://iucn-ctsg.org/
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3.3 Technical considerations associated with the building and management 
of an online hub 
The design, construction and ongoing maintenance of an online hub requires technical 
expertise and resources. A short sub-project was therefore organised with specialist website 
construction and AI consultants based at Yellow Cherry Digital Limited.  This was organised 
after the initial analyses of the online survey so that some of the key issues and themes 
highlighted by the survey participants could be used within the sub-project. 

The overall aim of the sub-project was to provide succinct, preliminary information on some of 
the key considerations associated with setting up any future online, web-based conservation 
translocation hub. More specifically the objectives were: 

• To describe what type of key issues need to be considered when designing, setting up 
and maintaining an online CT Information Hub 

• To set out some options for how such an online CT Information Hub could be designed, 
set up and maintained, with associated advantages and disadvantages 

• To provide an approximate indication of costs associated with the options and different 
stages of designing, setting up and maintaining an online CT Information Hub 
 

The desk-based project began with an initial start-up meeting between Yellow Cherry Digital 
Limited and the project team.  At this stage, it is uncertain what design features may be 
included in any future CT Information Hub, but the initial recommendations that arose from the 
online survey were shared, including issues such as accessibility, ease of use for readers and 
web managers, and long-term hub management. The types of potential information and 
facilities that could be made available through such an online hub were also shared. The 
specialist consultants were also asked to provide an assessment of possible roles and options 
for using AI tools in an online hub.  

 

 

https://yellowcherry.uk/
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4 Results 
 

4.1 Online Survey 
A total of 123 survey responses were received following invitations to 534 individuals (23% 
response rate).  Further analysis showed that 113 responses were from 534 invitees (21% 
response rate), with a further ten responses from others who had been sent links to the survey 
by their colleagues.  This was felt to be a good sample size, taking into account the very short 
survey window of ten working days. 

 

4.1.1 Quantitative analyses 
Figures 1 – 7 show graphical breakdowns of the answers given by the participants to the Type 3 
questions. These provide a picture of the expertise and backgrounds of the participants, and 
their roles in conservation translocation. 

 

 

Figure 1. Breakdown of results for online survey question 7: “How would you describe your 
general, main involvement in conservation translocations?” 

Fig. 1 shows the large majority of participants (86%) had a role in advising, researching or 
carrying out conservation translocations (e.g. practice, policy, research etc.). Participants 
impacted by, or representing people impacted by, such interventions also contributed to the 
survey but were a minority (8%). 
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Figure 2. Breakdown of results for online survey question 21: “Which country do you work in?” 

Scotland provided the bulk of participant responses for the survey (Fig. 2, 55%) with England 
second (17%). Out of the 21 respondents from England, eight were members of the ESRT 
(including two NE secretariat members). The rest of the UK was poorly represented with one 
participant from Wales and none from Northern Ireland, plus two participants from the Isle of 
Man (not part of the UK). 
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Figure 3. Breakdown of results for online survey question 22: “What type of organisation do you 
work for?” 

There was a reasonable mix of backgrounds across the participants, with a small majority 
coming from NGOs and membership organisations (Fig. 3, 35%). 

 

Figure 4. Breakdown of results for online survey question 23: “What is your own expertise/field 
of work?” Multiple answers were possible for each participant.   

Fig. 4 shows a majority (73%) of respondents with biological and ecological specialisms, with a 
high number (44%) highlighting their involvement in monitoring – more than those involved in 
conservation translocation practice (34%) and policy/legislation (28%).  Over a quarter of 
respondents highlighted their involvement in land/aquatic management (28%).  A wide range of 
other specialisms were also represented. 
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Figure 5. Breakdown of results for online survey question 24: “What is your taxonomic expertise 
if applicable?” Multiple answers were possible for each participant.   

Only 11% of respondents noted that they had no particular taxonomic specialism (Fig. 5), 
reflecting those who are not directly involved in specific or general species issues. However 
large numbers are involved with vertebrates such as mammals (44%) and birds (26%).  Plants 
represented the second biggest category with almost a third of respondents with this 
specialism (29%). 

 

 

Figure 6. Breakdown of results for online survey question 25: “What is your habitat expertise, if 
applicable?” Multiple answers were possible for each participant.   
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Expertise in terrestrial habitats was by far the largest category reported by participants (Fig.6, 
76%), but there was a reasonable representation of freshwater expertise (28%) and a small 
number of marine experts (5%). 

These patterns should be borne in mind when interpreting the survey findings; this is discussed 
further in section 5.1. 

 

 

Figure 7. Breakdown of results for online survey question 11: “How easy/difficult do you usually 
find sourcing the necessary information/guidance on conservation translocations that you 
require?” 

The final Type 3 question for which quantitative data was available did not focus on the 
background of the participant but involved a simple assessment of the ease/difficulty 
participants had sourcing information on conservation translocations (Fig.7). The results were 
evenly balanced with 2% finding it difficult or very difficult, 28% easy or very easy, and a middle 
44% noting they found it neither difficult nor easy.  

 

4.1.2 Qualitative analyses 
The eleven free-text ‘Type 4’ questions formed the core part of the survey. The questions were 
answered by 123 participants, meaning there were 1,353 individual free-text answers to collate 
and analyse.  

The following three Sections (4.1.2.1 to 4.1.2.2) provide the results of the independent analyses 
carried out by the two project team members and AI to address the following three project 
questions: 

• What key themes can be identified for each of the eleven free-text questions? 
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• What overarching themes can be identified from a collation of all eleven free-text 
questions? 

• Is there a “need” for a CT Information Hub? 

There was a strong level of agreement between the two project team members regarding the 
key themes they identified, with only occasional differences with less common but potentially 
significant themes.  The same was true when comparing the project team member analyses 
and the ChatGPT analyses. Indeed, the outputs of the AI tool far surpassed the expectations of 
the team members in its comprehensiveness and ability to accurately identify themes and 
summarise results objectively, strongly reflecting the thematic patterns recorded by the two 
team members.  
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4.1.2.1 What key themes can be identified for each of the free-text questions? 
The first thematic analysis was carried out for each of the eleven individual free-text questions. 
The project team member and AI results were combined for the purposes of this study, with the 
AI analysis providing the main framework to reduce potential human bias. The AI analysis was 
produced using the question: “The spreadsheet contains responses from a survey for which we 
had 123 responses. It contains 11 questions for which people had a free text option. Summarise 
the results by a) pulling out key themes and b) use key quotations for the subsequent report to 
illustrate key points.”  

These themes were considered the most important by the AI analysis.  The analysis 
summarised the respondents’ answers and grouped them by commonality.  The summaries 
below show the most common responses to each of the eleven free-text questions.  The AI 
categorised these as key themes because at least 40% of respondents gave equivalent answers 
to the question being asked.  In most cases (10/11 questions), at least one of the themes 
reflects the opinion of more than 50% of the respondents.  Roughly half the questions (7/11) 
resulted in a theme reflecting the opinion of more than 60% of the respondents.  While 
approximately a third (4/11) of the questions resulted in a theme reflecting the opinion of more 
than 70% of the respondents. 

 

Q8. Why have you looked for information on conservation translocations? 
1. To understand and apply best practice – c. 70% 

Most respondents wanted to ensure their work follows established, evidence-based 
practice and relevant codes/guidelines. 

2. To inform specific projects and decisions – c. 60% 
Many were directly involved in planning, licensing, delivering or monitoring CTs and 
needed information for feasibility, methodology, risk assessment or monitoring design. 

3. To learn from past experience (successes and failures) – c. 45% 
People sought case studies and outcome data from other projects (UK and 
international) to avoid repeating mistakes and to understand what worked where, and 
why. 

4. For research and policy work – c. 25% 
Academics, PhD students and policy advisers used CT information to conduct literature 
reviews, frame research questions, and provide advice to governments or NGOs. 

 
Illustrative quotations from participants included: 

• “To gather case studies that inform the advice that I give on CT, to understand best 
practice and what has worked and what has not.”  

• “To understand best practice. To ensuring following proven, evidenced ways of working 
to maximise success.” 

 
 
Q9. What sources of information have you used during your involvement with conservation 
translocations? 

1. Formal guidance and codes – c. 60% 
Very frequent references to IUCN Guidelines, Scottish and English Codes, 
NatureScot/Natural England web pages and taxon-specific codes (e.g. wood ant 
guidance). 

2. Peer-reviewed and grey literature – c. 55% 
Academic journal articles, books, PhD theses, government reports, NGO reports and 
technical guidance were widely used, often via Google Scholar/Web of Science. 
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3. Expert opinion and peer networks – c. 50% 
Species experts, colleagues, statutory agency staff, zoos, NGOs and long-standing 
practitioners were important sources, especially where literature is sparse. 

4. Meetings, conferences and site visits – c. 25% 
Workshops, conferences, specialist groups, field visits and informal conversations were 
cited as valuable for tacit knowledge and lessons not written up. 

 
Illustrative quotations from participants included: 

• “IUCN conservation translocations guidelines, Scottish code for conservation 
translocations, English code for conservation translocations, species experts…”  

• “Published academic literature, grey literature, expert opinion… My own data gathered 
through my research (social science data such as surveys and interviews, mostly).” 

 
 
Q10. Why have you used those sources of information? 

1. Perceived reliability and authority – c. 50% 
Respondents stressed the importance of peer-review, statutory status, or recognised 
expert authorship; codes and guidelines were trusted as “benchmarks”.  

2. Accessibility and relevance to their role – c. 35% 
Many chose sources that were easiest to access (open access journals, internal 
documents, colleagues) and directly relevant to their species, system or jurisdiction. 

3. Depth and practicality – c. 25% 
People valued sources that combine high-level principles with detailed, practical 
methods and real-world experiences (including welfare, social and legal aspects). 

 
Illustrative quotations from participants included: 

• “Trusted sources and best practice guidance refined over several iterations with input 
from experienced practitioners.”  

• “They draw on real life experience from people who have previously pioneered these 
translocations.” 

 
 
Q12. Can you provide an example of information/guidance you found easy AND an 
example you found difficult to locate? 

1. Easy to find – c. 70% 
o Generic CT guidance (IUCN Guidelines, Scottish/English Codes). 
o Basic species ecology and high-level policy/strategy (e.g. Beaver Management 

Framework, Scottish Beaver Strategy). 
o Well-known or recent high-profile projects (e.g. beavers, wildcats, eagles, some 

plants and butterflies). 
2. Difficult to find – c. 60% 

o Project-level details and outcomes (especially older or less “charismatic” 
species).  

o Grey literature, unpublished reports, consultancy outputs and internal 
documents. 

o Information on failed or abandoned projects, and on negative impacts. 
o Detailed social data and examples of stakeholder engagement in practice. 
o Plant health/biosecurity and disease risk guidance for plants and invertebrates. 

3. Barriers 
o Paywalls and subscription-only journals for those outside academia. 
o Poor signposting, scattered information across multiple websites. 
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o Inconsistent terminology and keywords, making literature searches harder. 
o Sensitive or “under the radar” projects where locations or details are withheld. 

 
Illustrative quotations from participants included: 

• “IUCN guidelines, Scottish and English codes… easy to find. Some grey literature is 
more difficult to track down.”  

• “Information on outcomes of translocations and definitions of success are harder to 
locate.” 

 
 

Q13. Do you have any general comments on issues you’ve experienced sourcing 
information and guidance on conservation translocations? 

1. Inconsistent documentation and data gaps – c. 50% 
Strong concern about variability in what is recorded across projects, lack of 
standardisation, and scarcity of long term monitoring data. 

2. Under-reporting of failures and negative outcomes – c. 40% 
Many noted a systematic bias toward publishing success stories and positive ecological 
outcomes, with little on failures, conflict or welfare problems. 

3. Fragmentation and inaccessibility – c. 35% 
Information is dispersed across agencies, NGOs, journals and informal networks; grey 
literature and internal reports are often hard to locate or obtain. 

4. Under-representation of some taxa and disciplines – c. 30% 
Plants, invertebrates, lichens, bryophytes; social science and human-dimensions work; 
plant-health risks. 

5. Perceived bias and lack of balance – c. 15–20% 
Some feel pro-translocation/environmental perspectives dominate; 
farmer/land-manager views and critical analysis less visible. 

 
Illustrative quotations from participants included: 

• “The amount of information available between different CT projects varies wildly… there 
is not enough long term data collected/recorded.”  

• “There is also a lack of recording of CTs that did not work out/fail.”  
• “It is easy to find information produced by pro-translocation sources… much more 

difficult to find sources from anti-translocation sources, or neutral/ambivalent.” 
 

 
Q14. What do you think would be the main challenges associated with a conservation 
translocation hub? 

1. Maintenance, resourcing and updating – c. 60% 
The most commonly raised challenge: a hub will require dedicated staff time and 
secure funding to keep information current and relevant. 

2. Populating the hub and data quality – c. 30% 
Getting busy practitioners and organisations to submit robust, standardised 
information (including from failed or controversial projects) is seen as difficult. 

3. Governance, bias and representativeness – c. 25% 
Concerns that the hub could be perceived as owned by or biased toward particular 
interests (e.g. pro-rewilding NGOs) unless governance is broad and transparent. 

4. Scope, complexity and usability – c. 20% 
Covering different taxa, habitats, jurisdictions and disciplines (ecology, social science, 
welfare, law) without becoming unwieldy or confusing is recognised as a major design 
challenge. 
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5. Sensitive information and confidentiality – c. 15 
Need to manage sensitive location data (e.g. raptors, rare plants), commercial 
confidentiality, and ethical issues around social data and unpublished work. 

 
Illustrative quotations from participants included: 

• “Maintaining it as up to date as possible would be a lot of work.”  
• “Awareness and keeping it up to date… someone would need a committed portion of 

their time to be focussed on updating/managing the hub.”  
 

 
Q15. What do you think would be the main opportunities associated with a conservation 
translocation hub? 

1. Centralised, accessible information (“one-stop shop”) – c. 70% 
A single, well-organised entry point for CT guidance, case studies and data is widely 
viewed as the main opportunity. 

2. Knowledge exchange and learning (including failures) – c. 55% 
The hub is seen as a way to share lessons learned across taxa and regions, particularly 
on what has not worked, to avoid repeating mistakes. 

3. Raising standards and consistency – c. 40% 
By making good practice visible and accessible, respondents hope a hub could improve 
the design, monitoring and reporting of CTs and make poor practice less excusable. 

4. Networking and community of practice – c. 30% 
Potential to connect practitioners, researchers, regulators and stakeholders; support 
mentoring; and break down silos between projects, sectors and countries. 

5. Transparency, trust and public understanding – c. 25% 
Having accessible, authoritative information could help counter misinformation, 
support more constructive dialogue, and improve understanding of CT rationales and 
trade-offs. 
 

Illustrative quotations from participants included: 
• “All info is in one place and access to species specialists.”  
• “It would be great to have a place where case studies can be deposited for easy access 

and evaluation.”  
• “Making poor practice inexcusable by presenting accessible data and best practice 

guidance.” 
 

 
Q16. Who are the ‘essential’ audiences a conservation translocation hub should be 
designed for? 

1. Practitioners and project leads – c. 75% 
Staff in NGOs, conservation charities, community groups, zoos, consultants and land 
managers directly planning and delivering CTs were overwhelmingly seen as core users. 

2. Statutory bodies and regulators – c. 60% 
NatureScot, Natural England, other SNCBs, licensing authorities and relevant 
government departments are considered essential users and contributors. 

3. Landowners and land managers – c. 40% 
Farmers, crofters, foresters, estate managers, infrastructure owners who host or are 
affected by CTs. 

4. Policy-makers and funders – c. 25% 
Government policy teams, funding bodies, strategic programme managers. 
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Illustrative quotations from participants included: 
• “Conservation translocation practitioners… and especially those people who are 

designing a conservation translocation for the first time.”  
• “Given they have the power to authorise or prevent translocations, NE and DEFRA 

staff… universities, NGOs and ultimately the public.”  
• “Practitioners, landowners, managers that require the information to make projects 

successful and consider all relevant angles.” 
 

 
Q17. Who are the ‘desirable’ audiences a conservation translocation hub should be 
designed for? 

1. General public and interested citizens – c. 40% 
Often described as desirable rather than core, but important for transparency, 
education and reducing polarisation. 

2. Affected stakeholders beyond practitioners – c. 35% 
Farmers, crofters, gamekeepers, anglers, local communities and user groups are 
sometimes classed as “desirable” in hub design terms, though many respondents 
argue they are essential to CT practice. 

3. Media and opinion-formers – c. 15–20% 
Journalists, commentators and communications staff were seen as useful secondary 
audiences to improve accuracy of public debate. 

4. Students and early-career professionals – c. 20% 
Schools, university students and trainees were seen as important for capacity-building 
and future practice. 

5. International practitioners and policy-makers – c. 10–15% 
For comparative learning and collaboration. 

 
Illustrative quotations from participants included: 

• “Everyone that is affect[ed] by translocation, leaving out any sector will only alienate 
them.”  

• “Children and other groups for educational purposes.”  
• “Media – to prevent unhelpful stories.” 

 
 
Q18. What do you think would be most beneficial to include in any online hub? 

1. Structured case studies (including failures) – c. 65% 
Standardised short accounts covering rationale, feasibility (ecological and social), 
methods, welfare/biosecurity, monitoring, outcomes (good and bad), lessons learned. 

2. Searchable project register and document library – c. 55%  
o List/map of past, ongoing and planned CTs with basic metadata (species/taxon, 

location, dates, CT type, lead organisation, outcome status).  
o Searchable repository of key reports, guidance and references. 

3. Consolidated guidance and practical tools – c. 50%  
o Signposting to IUCN and national codes, taxon-specific guidance.  
o Step-by-step overviews of feasibility, licensing, implementation, monitoring and 

exit.  
o Templates: DRAs, HRAs, stakeholder engagement plans, monitoring protocols, 

licence checklists, decision trees. 
4. Contacts and networking mechanisms – c. 30–35%  

o Directories of experts and practitioners.  
o Moderated Q&A, webinars, “teach-ins”, practice notes, mentoring. 
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5. Thematic resources beyond ecology – c. 30%  
o Social/human dimensions (conflict, coexistence, engagement, governance).  
o Animal welfare frameworks and species-specific guidance.  
o Plant health and broader biosecurity guidance.  
o Clear legal/policy summaries per jurisdiction. 

 
Illustrative quotations from participants included: 

• “Case studies of what works (and doesn’t work) in conservation translocations.”  
• “A map showing location of translocation efforts/species… a list of all organisations 

involved in translocations.”  
• “Easy to understand information on how to carry out a biosecurity risk assessment for a 

translocation project.” 
• “Guidance on how to design, undertake, report on and monitor.” 

 
 

 
Q19. What would help reassure you that any online hub contained appropriate and trusted 
information/guidance on conservation translocations? 

1. Credible governance and broad endorsement – c. 50% 
Respondents want the hub hosted or clearly endorsed by trusted, plural bodies (e.g. 
SNCOs, IUCN specialist groups, reputable universities and NGOs), with a visible 
multi-organisation steering group. 

2. Transparent quality assurance and peer review – c. 45% 
Clear information on how content is selected, reviewed and updated; labelling of 
content type (peer-reviewed, expert-reviewed, practitioner case report) and full 
referencing/attribution. 

3. Evidence of regular updates and version control – c. 35–40% 
Visible “last updated” dates, scheduled reviews of key materials, and archiving of 
superseded guidance were all mentioned as important for trust. 

4. Balance and inclusion of diverse perspectives – c. 30% 
Trust would be increased by: 

o Including failures and controversial cases.  
o Reflecting views of farmers, land managers, sceptical or critical voices as well 

as advocates.  
o Avoiding “propaganda” or overly positive messaging. 

5. Honesty about uncertainty and gaps – c. 20% 
Respondents emphasised that acknowledging knowledge gaps and contested issues 
would increase, not reduce, trust. 

 
Illustrative quotations from participants included: 

• “Hosted by a reputable organisation… produced by a partnership of highly trusted 
organisations.”  

• “Some form of quality control/validation process is needed to ensure all material on the 
hub has been checked for accuracy.”  

• “Cutting through the propaganda of translocations – real clear data. No political spin.”  
• “An active and updated set of ‘data gaps’, effectively showing what we need to study or 

write up.” 
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4.1.2.2 What overarching themes can be identified from a collation of all free-text questions?  
The second thematic analysis involved an assessment of all responses across the eleven free-
text questions. The project team member’s and AI results were combined for the purposes of 
this study, with the AI analysis providing the main framework to reduce potential human bias. 
The AI analysis was produced using the question: “Pick out broad major, middle, minor themes 
from the overall survey, including critical voices”. 
 
The major themes are those that the team considered to occur across a clear majority of 
responses, almost to the point of ubiquity.  The middle-level themes were those that were 
threaded through the responses but typically reflected fewer than half of the respondents – e.g. 
the responses regarding welfare and/or biosecurity were consistently present across questions 
but reflected the concerns of a fairly clearly defined subset of respondents. 
 
Finally, the minor themes reflect instances where only a few respondents (in some instances, 
just one or two respondents with particularly strongly held views) gave consistent responses 
across questions.  However, the opinions in these responses were felt to be important enough 
that they needed to be recorded – e.g. it is in this category that almost all the negative opinions 
towards conservation translocations and those advocating for them were recorded.  Meaning 
that ignoring these low frequency, but insistent, voices would have lost key information vital to 
making any potential CT Information Hub appealing to these stakeholders, as well as those who 
advocate for conservation translocations as a conservation tool.  
 
Major Themes (strong, recurring across many responses) 
 
1. Need for accessible, centralised, evidence-based information 
Across roles (practitioners, regulators, academics, land managers), people report that CT 
information is: 

• Scattered across guidelines, papers, grey literature, project websites and informal 
networks. 

• Highly variable in depth and quality between projects and taxa. 
• Often hard to find, especially older work, grey literature and project-level details. 

There is broad support for some form of central, searchable hub or “one-stop shop” that: 
• Brings together IUCN and national guidance. 
• Hosts or signposts project case studies and outcomes. 
• Provides practical tools (templates, decision trees, checklists, monitoring protocols). 

This is consistently framed as a way to raise standards, avoid reinventing the wheel, and 
save time. 
 
 
2. Desire to learn from real practice – especially failures 
A very strong theme is frustration with the bias towards success stories: 

• Respondents say failures, difficulties and “what went wrong” are: 
o Rarely written up. 
o Sometimes actively suppressed (e.g. reputational, funding or political 

concerns). 
• Yet these are seen as crucial for: 

o Improving future design. 
o Avoiding repeated mistakes. 
o Being honest with regulators, funders and the public. 
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Many explicitly ask that any hub: 
• Require or at least strongly encourage reporting of negative outcomes, not just 

“flagship” success. 
• Provide worked examples: 

o Failed or mixed projects. 
o CTs that were not approved or did not proceed (and why). 
o Cases where social conflict, welfare issues or biosecurity problems arose. 

This is tied directly to trust: a hub that only shows successes would be seen as biased and 
untrustworthy. 
 
 
3. Consistent standards, but better practical support 
Most respondents are broadly aligned around existing standards: 

• IUCN Guidelines. 
• Scottish and English Codes. 
• Taxon-specific guidance (e.g. wood ants, water voles). 

But they report: 
• Inconsistent application in practice. 
• Variable understanding of: 

o When CT is appropriate vs other interventions. 
o How to do social feasibility and stakeholder engagement properly. 
o What constitutes adequate monitoring and reporting. 

The message is not “write new codes”, but: 
• Clarify and operationalise existing guidance. 
• Provide practical tools that map directly to the steps in IUCN/national codes: 

o Decision trees (should we do CT at all? what type?). 
o Templates (DRA, engagement plans, monitoring). 
o Examples of good and poor practice linked to each step. 

 
 
4. Social licence, conflict and the human dimensions are under-served 
A major cross-cutting theme: CTs are not just technical ecological exercises. 
Respondents emphasise: 

• Social conflict and coexistence (beavers, large carnivores, raptors). 
• Power dynamics and perceived arrogance of some conservation actors. 
• Deep-rooted values, livelihoods and cultural issues for land managers and 

communities. 
• The limits of “more data will fix it” narratives. 

Many say: 
• CT discourse still over-privileges ecological/biological data. 
• Social science is growing but remains harder to find and less integrated into guidance. 
• Many practitioners feel under-equipped on engagement, listening, co-design and 

conflict management. 
Critical voices here include: 

• Farmers and land managers frustrated at being consulted late or feeling talked at, not 
listened to. 

• Social scientists warning against “deficit model” approaches (assuming resistance 
stems from ignorance). 

There is strong demand for a hub to: 
• Give equal weight to social/human-dimensions resources. 
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• Show real examples of engagement and conflict management (including when it went 
badly). 

• Provide practical coexistence and governance tools, not just ecological feasibility 
checklists. 

 

Middle-Level Themes (frequent, but more specific or nuanced) 
 
5. Animal welfare and plant/biosecurity are unevenly treated 
Respondents point to: 

• Animal welfare: 
o Some guidance alludes to welfare, but few projects report on welfare 

outcomes explicitly. 
o Desire for minimum welfare standards and species-specific guidance (e.g. 

handling, release methods, post-release monitoring of stress/mortality). 
• Plant and pathogen risks: 

o Plant health and inadvertent pathogen introduction are often overlooked, even 
in guidance. 

o Plant pathologists stress that poorly considered planting/translocation can 
undermine entire conservation aims by moving diseases. 

This group wants the hub to: 
• Explicitly integrate welfare and biosecurity into standard practice, not as 

afterthoughts. 
• Offer risk-assessment templates, examples and links to plant-health best practice. 

 
 
6. Documentation of small, cryptic or “uncharismatic” taxa is especially poor 
Multiple respondents working on: 

• Plants (trees, arable weeds, montane flora, cryptogams). 
• Invertebrates (insects, freshwater mussels). 
• Lichens, bryophytes and fungi. 

report that: 
• Historical and contemporary translocations are poorly documented. 
• Many actions are experimental or local, sometimes done by individuals or small 

groups with minimal reporting. 
• Guidance and case studies focus on charismatic vertebrates. 

They see a hub as a chance to: 
• Capture small, “niche” translocations. 
• Build a shared evidence base for group-specific methods (plants, inverts, lichens, 

etc.). 
• Avoid “accidental” poor practice by well-meaning practitioners or volunteers. 

Critical nuance: some lichen/bryophyte experts explicitly argue that: 
• For certain species, translocation is physically impossible or ecologically 

inappropriate, and should not be promoted as a default conservation tool. 
 

 
7. Large variance in project quality, monitoring and follow-up 
Respondents describe: 

• Some projects with excellent documentation and long-term monitoring (e.g. some 
beaver, eagle, crane and butterfly projects). 

• Many others with: 
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o Short or non-existent monitoring. 
o Limited or no written outputs. 
o Poorly defined success criteria. 

Concerns include: 
• CT being used as a “quick win” without adequate resourcing for long-term follow-up. 
• Funders and organisations preferring good-news stories, while monitoring is 

under-funded. 
A hub is seen as a way to: 

• Normalise expectations for monitoring duration and quality. 
• Encourage transparent reporting of methods, costs, and outcomes. 

 
 
8. Central role for statutory agencies – but also sources of frustration 
Country agencies (NatureScot, NE and equivalents) are: 

• Seen as essential audiences and partners: they licence CTs and set many 
expectations. 

• Regularly used as information sources (web guidance, policy, licensing advice). 
But several respondents also express frustration: 

• Slow, opaque or inconsistent licensing decisions. 
• Perceived under-resourcing of agencies. 
• Concerns that agencies sometimes: 

o Are too cautious and block needed actions. 
o Or conversely, under-enforce requirements when politically high-profile 

projects are involved. 
There is appetite for: 

• Clearer, more accessible summaries of legal frameworks and licensing routes. 
• More transparent criteria for what is acceptable and proportionate for different taxa 

and contexts. 
 

Minor but Important Themes (less frequent, but significant for design 
and legitimacy) 

9. Scepticism about CT as a conservation tool 
A minority – but important – set of respondents are sceptical of CT itself: 

• Some botanists and ecologists emphasise: 
o Habitat restoration and protection should be the first priority; CT risks 

becoming a distraction or “shortcut”. 
o There is a risk that CT attracts funding and attention that might better go to 

fixing underlying habitat issues. 
• Others highlight: 

o CTs can create “bio-novelty” with unknown ecosystem impacts. 
o There is a danger of romanticised rewilding rhetoric overshadowing careful 

risk assessment. 
They are not necessarily anti-CT in all cases, but want: 

• Stronger tests of necessity (“why CT here, not just habitat recovery?”). 
• The hub to stress context and limits, not promote CT as a panacea. 

 
10. Concern about propaganda, spin and institutional bias 
A clearly articulated critical thread: 

• Some land managers and researchers feel: 
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o CT narratives are often unbalanced, with: 
▪ Over-claiming benefits. 
▪ Downplaying costs, negative impacts and uncertainties. 

o Organisations with vested interests in CT may: 
▪ Control data. 
▪ Suppress uncomfortable evidence (e.g. predation events, local 

damage). 
• This is particularly noted in relation to: 

o Beavers (e.g. impacts on rare epiphytes, flooding). 
o Large carnivores. 
o High-profile reintroductions used as branding or fundraising tools. 

For a hub, they argue: 
• It must “cut through propaganda”, present “real, clear data”. 
• It must not be seen as a marketing platform for any one agenda. 
• It should provide balanced accounts and surface difficult evidence. 

 
 
11. Risk of exclusion and trust breakdown if some voices are missing 
Some respondents warn that: 

• Many land managers, local stakeholders, or sceptical voices: 
o Don’t read academic papers. 
o May still feel shut out even if information is technically “available”. 
o Will not trust a hub unless they see themselves represented in its governance 

and content. 
• There is also a risk that: 

o People most in need of social science insights don’t read that literature. 
o The hub could become “just another site” used mainly by the already-engaged. 

Hence, there is a call for: 
• Inclusive governance (farmers, land managers, communities on steering groups). 
• Accessible formats (plain language, case-study stories, visuals). 
• Opportunities for two-way exchange, not just one-way dissemination. 

 
 
12. Unease about a hub becoming a de facto “licensing” or gatekeeping tool 
A few contributors caution that: 

• A hub should support, not replace or duplicate, formal licensing and statutory roles. 
• It should not become: 

o A hidden gatekeeping mechanism where inclusion/exclusion signals unofficial 
approval. 

o A way to centralise control over CT agendas in a small group. 
They suggest: 

• Clear separation between: 
o Information and tools (hub). 
o Decision-making and regulation (statutory authorities). 

• Transparency about: 
o What the hub does and does not do. 
o That hub inclusion is not equivalent to regulatory approval. 
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Overall 
 

• Broad convergence: There is strong, cross-sector support for a CT Information Hub 
that centralises information, improves transparency, and raises standards – if it is 
well-governed, balanced and resourced. 

• Critical conditions: Trust hinges on: 
o Inclusion of failures and contested cases.  
o Plural governance and visible QA.  
o Serious treatment of social, welfare and biosecurity issues.  
o Space for critical and sceptical voices, not just champions. 

• Underlying tension: Many want CT to be more effective, transparent and 
evidence-based, while a vocal minority warn against CT as a fashionable fix, and 
against information ecosystems that drift toward advocacy and PR rather than 
balanced, critical learning. 
 

Designing the CT Information Hub to hold that tension honestly, rather than smoothing it 
away, is central to its perceived legitimacy. 
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4.1.2.3 Do the survey participants think there is a “need” for a Conservation Translocations 
Information Hub?  
 
The third thematic analysis also involved the assessment of all responses across the eleven 
free-text questions. The project team member and AI results were combined for the purposes of 
this study, with the AI analysis providing the main framework to reduce potential human bias. 
The Chat GPT analysis was produced using the question: “Do you think a CT hub is required 
following these responses?” to which the first sentence of the response from ChatGPT stated 
“On balance, yes”. 
 

 
1. Arguments in favour 
Across respondents there is: 

• Strong perceived benefit  
o ~70% explicitly want a central “one-stop shop” for guidance, case studies and 

project data.  
o ~55% emphasise the value of shared lessons learned, including failures.  
o Many link a hub directly to raising standards, avoiding repeated mistakes, 

and improving consistency across the UK. 
• Clear evidence of current problems the hub could address 

o Information is fragmented and hard to find, especially grey literature, older 
projects and negative outcomes. 

o Documentation and monitoring are inconsistent, with major gaps for many taxa 
and social, welfare and plant-health issues. 

o Stakeholders (including land managers) perceive bias and partial information, 
undermining trust in some CT debates. 

 
Given this, respondents are not just neutral; a majority are actively asking for a well-designed 
hub. 
 

 
2. Are there arguments against or cautions? 
There is very little opposition to the idea of a hub, but there are strong cautions about how it is 
done: 

• Resourcing and maintenance 
Many warn that an under-resourced hub that quickly goes out of date could become 
irrelevant or misleading. A hub is only justified if there is a realistic plan for ongoing 
staffing and funding. 

• Governance and trust 
Several respondents worry about: 

o Perceived bias (e.g. a hub seen as “by and for” pro-rewilding or environmental 
NGOs).  

o A hub being used to justify marginal or poorly designed projects. They 
emphasise the need for multi-party governance and transparent QA. 

• Scope creep and complexity 
Trying to do everything for everyone from day one is seen as a risk; respondents 
implicitly argue for a phased, prioritised approach. 

• “Another website” risk 
A few note that unless the hub adds something beyond existing sites (IUCN, SNCO 
pages, Conservation Evidence, taxon-specific portals), it could simply add noise. 

 
 



34 
 

 
3. Conclusion 
Based on the responses, a CT Information Hub is warranted and wanted, provided that: 

1. It solves real, identified problems  
o Centralises and signposts existing guidance.  
o Provides a project register and honest case studies (including failures).  
o Improves access to under-reported areas (social, welfare, plant health, small 

taxa). 
2. It is governed and curated credibly  

o Led by a broad partnership (SNCOs, IUCN groups, academic and NGO 
partners, land-management interests).  

o Has clear quality control and visible updating. 
3. It is realistically resourced and phased  

o Starts with a focused core (guidance signposting, basic register, small set of 
good case studies).  

o Expands only as data, governance and funding allow. 
 
If those conditions cannot be met, the safer course would be to strengthen and integrate 
existing platforms rather than create a new hub. But if they can, the survey evidence points to 
a hub being a useful and widely supported next step for UK conservation translocations. 
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4.2 Interviews with managers of conservation information hubs 

4.2.1 Applied Ecology Resources 
Applied Ecology Resources (AER) - Trinity King, Assistant Editor and Philip Dooner, Head of 
Development, British Ecological Society 

This resource is managed by the British Ecological Society (BES) and its archived material is 
open to members and non-members. The AER website states that it “makes sharing and 
discovering information on the management of biodiversity and the environment easier for 
everyone in the ecological community – whether you work in research, policy or practice. We 
promote evidence-based decision-making by curating an ever-growing collection of information 
sources such as open access journal articles, research summaries and grey literature that can 
help progress our understanding and management of the natural world.” There are 8907 
documents on AER as of 23 March 2026. 

It complements the Conservation Evidence web resource (see below). AER serves to publish 
material, Conservation Evidence uses published material and provides recommendations. 

At the time of writing the AER archive works through organisations becoming ‘members’ which 
allows them to upload and share their work.  AER membership is open to any organisation or 
group that produces evidence-based information on the management of biological 
resources.  There are four tiers of membership with annual fees, with higher membership fees 
allowing the member organisation concerned to upload more of their documents in any one 
year (up to 200 documents per year for the highest tier of membership). The advantage of this 
system is that all users can access the archived material free. Once material is archived it is 
there permanently. However, the cost of membership fees means that not all organisations, or 
indeed individuals, are willing or able to upload their documents. Fifteen member organisations 
are listed on the AER website. This system is currently under review by BES. 

A keyword search using the following terms pulled up the following numbers of documents in 
the AER archive: 

• Conservation translocation – 57 results 
• Translocation – 82 results 
• Reintroduction – 116 results 
• Reinforcement – 13 results 

A preliminary scan of the 57 conservation translocation documents suggested that a high 
proportion of these were from BES-related journals and other publications.  

There is no quality assurance or editorial checking of uploaded documents by AER, the 
assumption being that the member organisations concerned have performed that role (noting 
that many uploaded documents are from peer-reviewed journals). It is left to the member 
organisations to decide what material they wish to upload.  

AER also has a mailing list with 5,712 subscribers, and runs training and events (‘AER Live’) for 
applied ecologists, practitioners and policy makers. In addition AER includes the following 
resources: 

Evidence in Conservation Teaching – A web page that provides free educational materials to 
teach the core skills required for evidence-based conservation practice. It has been produced 
in collaboration with the Conservation Evidence team (see below). 

https://www.britishecologicalsociety.org/applied-ecology-resources/
https://www.britishecologicalsociety.org/content/join-the-aer-mailing-list/
https://www.britishecologicalsociety.org/topic/aer-live/
https://www.britishecologicalsociety.org/content-type/evidence-in-conservation-teaching/


36 
 

Co-designed research – An online PDF document in the BES ‘Better Science Guides’ series that 
provides advice on how academics and practitioners can co-design projects that enable the 
better application of data to provide conservation and management benefits. This was 
discussed in relation to the topic of case studies. 

Proposals to develop an archive of case studies on the CT Information Hub were discussed, 
and opportunities identified to coordinate activities and resources with AER. 

The curation and day-to-day operations of AER is carried out by a BES staff member working  
half time. AER has an Advisory Board, and the editorial board of the related BES Ecological 
Solutions and Evidence journal also contribute to its development. 

 

4.2.2 BSBI database  
BSBI Distribution Database (DDb) - Matt Harding, BSBI Scotland Officer 
 
The DDb is a long-running, high-resolution botanical recording system containing millions of 
records, supported by automated and expert validation and widely used for mapping and 
research.  The potential synergy between the DDb and a future CT Information Hub was noted 
during the discussion, particularly through sharing conservation translocation case studies and 
integrating vascular plant translocation data so they appear alongside natural distribution 
records.  

It was emphasised that a CT Information Hub should include national guidance, best-practice 
documentation, and clear project flow diagrams showing data and licensing pathways. Public 
visibility of information is important for transparency and engagement.  

Drawing on BSBI’s experience, challenges such as defining user roles and editing permissions 
were highlighted (since most data issues arise from user error). There are also potential 
opportunities to support conservation assessments like Red Listing.  

Managing the DDb requires approximately one full-time staff member equivalent plus volunteer 
validation support. A CT Information Hub was thought likely to require less time, as it would 
handle information (e.g., case studies) rather than very large volumes of data. 

Feedback was also provided on the UK Conservation Translocation Database (see section 
4.2.5) and this was passed to the database developers. 

 

4.2.3 Conservation Evidence 
Conservation Evidence – Rebecca Smith, University of Cambridge 

The purpose-built web platform is managed, created and edited by the Conservation Evidence 
team at the Department of Zoology, University of Cambridge, but with external website 
developers managing the software side. This extensive resource has been in existence for 22 
years and is funded through a range of support.  

Its website states the “…resource is designed to support anyone making decisions about how 
to maintain and restore biodiversity”. It provides a number of tools including: 

Studies – Short summaries of scientific studies testing the effectiveness of conservation 
actions, providing background context, the conservation actions taken and their consequences 

https://www.britishecologicalsociety.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/2026_BES_Codesigned-research_WEB.pdf
https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/journal/26888319
https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/journal/26888319
https://database.bsbi.org/
https://www.conservationevidence.com/
https://www.conservationevidence.com/content/page/82
https://www.conservationevidence.com/content/page/82
https://www.conservationevidence.com/content/page/24#support-conservation-evidence
https://www.conservationevidence.com/data/studies
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(9441 studies listed as of 23 March 2026 – the keyword ‘translocation’ pulls up 494 studies each 
with an associated short summary, and these can be filtered using the ‘Refine’ menu)) 

Actions – A summary of evidence from the scientific literature about the effects of each action 
to conserve species groups and habitats (4099 actions listed as of 23 March 2026, the keyword 
‘translocation’ pulls up 254 actions with associated assessments of effectiveness etc., and 
these can be filtered using the ‘Refine’ menu). 

Synopses – These synopses of evidence provide reviews of the effectiveness of all actions that 
can be taken to conserve a species group or habitat or to tackle a particular issue (29 synopses 
listed as of 23 March 2026 – each synopsis, for example ‘coral conservation’ or ‘bat 
conservation’ is comprised of all actions that could be taken for the subject (which may include 
translocation) with assessments of effectiveness)). Synopses tend to be focussed on broad 
species groups or habitat types, rather than particular conservation methods/tools – although 
there have been some exceptions where specific funding has become available. 

Evidence-to-Decision tool – The web description states “The tool is structured to help you 
consider and combine several forms of evidence (e.g., scientific evidence, tacit knowledge, 
values, costs) to reach a transparent decision, documenting each stage of the process so that 
the logic and reasoning behind decisions can be open and traceable.” 

This evidence-based, objective and authoritative resource provides a range of information and 
tools of relevance to conservation translocation (see also the Evidence Toolkit). The issue of 
case studies was discussed, a topic of high interest amongst respondents of the CT Information 
Hub online survey. Conservation Evidence has started working on and is also interested in 
developing case study-based resources in a ‘Practitioner Insights’ database, in particular those 
which report on experimental/trial tests of actions, using methods described in Ockendon et al. 
(2021) and which could be incorporated in their published evidence-based guidance. There is 
the potential to coordinate this process with any collation of case studies via a CT Information 
Hub. Linkages with the site from any CT Information Hub would be highly recommended.  

 

4.2.4 Restoration Hub  
Restoration Hub (in development) - Morag McCracken, UKCEH Wallingford 

A two-year project is currently underway to investigate the feasibility and desirability of setting 
up an online hub on nature restoration, and to develop an initial online hub, by March 2027. This 
project has been largely driven by the increasing interest in the rewilding movement, and the 
potential to develop tools that may support those working in that community. Any final hub 
would be designed to serve those involved in restoration and rewilding work. 

To date the work has involved online workshops with about 120 people (one of the authors, MG, 
took part in one of these workshops in November 2025). Establishing the scope of any future 
restoration hub has been a key issue, recognising that definitions of restoration and rewilding 
vary greatly, and can involve activities at a wide range of scales and with an associated wide 
range of information and data that could be made available. At this stage it is anticipated that 
the collation of, and access to, key sources of data will be a core element of the hub. It is 
anticipated the restoration hub will aim to bring in new data (as opposed to using existing data 
held by other UKCEH datasets) and provide tools to use the data. This fits with the expertise and 
experience of the UKCEH managers and provide opportunities to develop appropriate 
geospatial/mapping tools. GIS expertise is included within the UKCEH restoration hub team. 

https://www.conservationevidence.com/data/index
https://www.conservationevidence.com/synopsis/index
https://www.evidence2decisiontool.com/
https://www.conservationevidence.com/content/page/135
https://doi.org/10.1002/2688-8319.12069
https://doi.org/10.1002/2688-8319.12069
https://www.conservationevidence.com/content/page/133
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Discussions included opportunities for coordination of effort and resources. It was agreed that 
efforts should be made to avoid duplication of effort. However, the likelihood that the 
restoration hub will eventually focus on data, and the CT Information Hub on information, 
means that the risk of duplication was limited but opportunities exist to benefit both resources 
through coordination. Liaison is also taking place with the UKCEH leads of the UK Conservation 
Translocation Database (see below), meaning that conservation translocation data will not 
need to be included in the restoration hub datasets. 

The restoration hub work has been resourced through the National Capability for UK Challenges 
(NC-UK) programme enabling nature recovery through robust data and monitoring. A core 
requirement of such funding is that the developed datasets have research value. To date the 
initial feasibility work has involved four UKCEH team members.  

 

4.2.5 UK Conservation Translocations Database 
UK Conservation Translocations Database (in development) - David Roy, Head of the 
Biological Records Centre, UKCEH Wallingford 

In 2024 resources were made available through the ESRT to start initial work on a database for 
conservation translocations. NatureScot subsequently contributed further funds, recognising 
the value of extending this to include the whole of the UK. An initial structure for the database 
was built by March 2025 for the first phase of work. A second phase of work up to the end of 
March 2026 involved user testing, consultations and the refinement of datasets. The 
consultation work started with one-to-one interviews with key potential users. This was 
followed by a wider survey and user testing with about 60 individuals.  At the time of writing it is 
anticipated that some final refinements will be required during a third phase of work, and that a 
working version could be ready to go live in late 2026 subject to resourcing.  

The tool will enable data on conservation translocations to be made accessible in the public 
domain (with limitations for certain types of environmentally sensitive data). Project managers 
will upload the data directly themselves. There will be a small amount of ‘essential’ data that 
managers will be asked to provide, with options to add additional, ‘desirable’ data.  

To date the focus of this work has been on the database design, structure and function. There 
have not yet been substantial discussions or decisions on how the database will be managed, 
where it might be located and how it might be resourced in the longer term. UKCEH have 
significant expertise and experience in database management, although open source software 
was deliberately used in the database design so that it could, theoretically, sit in other 
locations. It is possible the database could sit on the BRC web pages (Biological Records 
Centre, which is managed by UKCEH) and be curated by BRC staff as part of its wider data-
management remit. 

There are currently no plans to quality control the uploaded records e.g. to check whether they 
describe projects that are in line with IUCN and national best practice and adhere to legislation 
etc. but this is also open to further review.  

Any CT Information Hub would need to be designed in close coordination with the UK 
Conservation Translocations Database. Effort to avoids duplication would be needed, but there 
are also good opportunities to link the two resources and for each to promote the presence and 
value of the other. A key issue will be encouraging practitioners to populate the database, and 
the CT Information Hub would be in a good position to highlight the value of data, evidence and 
transparency. In particular there is scope to link a repository of case studies on the CT 
Information Hub to the database. 

https://www.ceh.ac.uk/our-science/projects/national-capability-uk-challenges
https://www.ceh.ac.uk/our-science/projects/national-capability-uk-challenges
https://live-brc-srp.pantheonsite.io/
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4.2.6 The IUCN SSC Conservation Translocation Specialist Group website 
IUCN SSC Conservation Translocation Specialist Group (CTSG) – Axel Moehrenschlager, 
Panthera and Chair of CTSG and Pritpal Soorae, Environment Agency-Abu Dhabi and Co-
Chair of CTSG  [Declaration - the report author who organised this interview (MG) is a member 
of the CTSG]. 

The CTSG has the vision of “A world where courageous action repairs nature’s past damage and 
guards against threats of the future” and the mission “To empower responsible conservation 
translocations that save species, strengthen ecosystems, and benefit humanity”. It has a  
published plan to 2030 available online, which includes the action to “Continually engage 
government agencies, funding organizations, and other conservation groups to support 
capacity building and responsible conservation translocations of motivated practitioners 
locally and globally.”  

Its website includes a number of resources, not least the IUCN Guidelines for Reintroductions 
and Other Conservation Translocations (IUCN/CTSG 2013) which form the framework of the 
Scottish and English Codes. It also provides more specific themed guidelines and training 
videos. 

Case studies - The CTSG and its predecessor group (The Reintroduction Specialist Group) have 
been collating case studies in the “Perspectives” series since 2008. Seven volumes of case 
studies have been published and made available on the CTSG website, the most recent one in 
2025. To date 349 case studies from five of the “Perspectives” series (the 2008, 2010, 2011, 
2013, 2016 and 2018 volumes) have also been added to a database which can be searched by 
the year of publication, broad species taxonomic group, country and keywords. Thirteen case 
studies from the UK are available, plus one from the Channel Islands. 

Much of the discussion surrounded the experience of the CTSG collating and hosting the 
international case studies, and the potential opportunities for coordination and synergy if a 
case study resource is set up for the UK CT Information Hub. A simple, succinct template is 
used for the production of the short CTSG case studies for the “Perspectives” series, thereby 
encouraging wider practitioner involvement.  These case studies are not peer-reviewed and 
each one is limited to listing five references, making the submission process simpler and less 
formal. CTSG case studies can be defined as grey literature and so academic authors of CTSG 
case studies can also publish in the peer-reviewed scientific literature (this would probably not 
be permitted by scientific journals if the CTSG case studies were peer-reviewed). However, 
there is an increased risk of the non-peer reviewed case studies being more vulnerable to 
criticism (e.g. if the project is judged to have involved poor practice) but this situation has only 
arisen with the CTSG occasionally. 

Since the online survey of this scoping study has only just highlighted the substantial interest in 
a case study resource on a UK CT Information Hub, no details have been developed. However, it 
is envisaged that the hub might use a similar and compatible template to the CTSG (potentially 
with a small number of added fields that could provide added value to AER and Conservation 
Evidence resources), with a simple online recording process to make it as simple as possible 
for the user. The hub would host the UK case studies but could also be made available to the 
CTSG for review and possible use in any future “Perspectives” volume. The hub could also alert 
users to calls for contributions of case studies that could be used in future CTSG 
“Perspectives” volumes. The value of case studies that describe unsuccessful projects was 
agreed – although it was also noted that measures of success should be based on individual 

https://iucn-ctsg.org/
https://iucn-ctsg.org/about-us/ctsg-plan/
https://iucn-ctsg.org/policy-guidelines/conservation-translocation-guidelines/
https://iucn-ctsg.org/policy-guidelines/conservation-translocation-guidelines/
https://iucn-ctsg.org/training/
https://iucn-ctsg.org/training/
https://iucn-ctsg.org/resources/ctsg-books/
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project objectives, and therefore the ambition and practical realism of objectives defined by 
project managers at the start will affect how likely they are met. 

In summary, the CTSG representatives saw the potential for alignment and coordination with 
any CT Information Hub, including case studies, and that a UK resource could be a valuable 
“evolution” of such resources at the domestic level. Once established it may also have value in 
encouraging other countries to emulate the development of similar online resources. 
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4.3 Technical considerations associated with the building and management 
of an online Conservation Translocations Information Hub 
The full report produced by the technical advisers (Yellow Cherry Digital Limited) is provided in 
Appendix 4. A summary of the key considerations they identified are provided here. This takes 
into account the steer given by the project team authors that the CT Information Hub should 
serve two types of users: technical users such as practitioners, NGOs, regulators, land/water 
managers, and researchers; and non-technical users such as school students, journalists, and 
the general public. Technical users will rely on detailed guidance, tools, and case studies, while 
non-technical users will need simplified summaries and accessible explanations.   

Platform requirements: A flexible, open-source Content Management System (CMS) such as 
WordPress is recommended to ensure long-term control, scalability, and cost-effectiveness. 
Non-technical staff should be able to create pages, upload resources, manage submissions, 
and use drag-and-drop page builders. Version control, permissions management, and a staging 
environment are desirable to support safe updates and content oversight. Third-party hosted 
platforms (e.g., Wix, Squarespace) are not recommended due to the risks around ownership 
and long-term costs. 

Key functional components: Several core features, identified in discussion with the authors 
following the results of the online survey, are proposed for the CT Information Hub at its launch: 

• Guidance library that signposts authoritative external resources using link-style posts, 
RSS feeds, APIs (Application Programming Interface, e.g., Crossref), or potential 
AI-driven automated curation in later phases.  

• Practitioner directory with user profiles, private messaging capability, and privacy 
controls, but without open public forums due to moderation burdens.   

• Case study library with structured templates, media uploads, tagging, and filtering 
options (such as species, location, habitat). External submissions will need to go 
through a moderated, quality assurance process. 

• Project register offering a searchable, filterable list of UK conservation translocation 
projects, with potential for future integration with the planned UK Conservation 
Translocation Database. Map-based visualisations produced via the UK Conservation 
Translocations Database could be added in later phases.  

• Practitioner tools, such as risk assessments, monitoring templates, welfare and 
biosecurity tools, decision-making aids etc.   

• News and events, contact functionality, and email subscription options to support 
communication, updates, and outreach.   

Accessibility, security and performance: The hub must comply with WCAG 2.2 
AA accessibility standards and include an accessibility statement at launch. Security 
considerations include secure hosting, SSL, authentication, monthly backups, and malware 
scanning. Performance expectations involve fast loading, mobile optimisation, and search 
engine optimisation-readiness. Cookie-consent mechanisms must be GDPR-compliant.   

Phasing and delivery: A phased development approach is recommended (this does not 
include the recommended stakeholder engagement and co-design that will be required first): 

• Phase 1 (Launch): Core site, CMS, resource library, case studies, basic project register, 
public explainer pages, search, analytics, mobile responsiveness, accessibility. 

• Phase 2: User registration, practitioner directory, practice notes, events information 
system, advanced search filters, map-based project register (latter possibly linked to 
the UK Conservation Translocations Database). 
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• Phase 3: Integration with external databases and automated/AI content feeds. 
 

Governance, budget and timeline: Governance should be overseen by a multi-organisation 
steering group responsible for content quality and neutrality, with clear expectations for 
reporting.   
 
The suggested initial technical development time for an online hub would be around four 
months, covering discovery, design, development, testing, and launch. This excludes the time 
required by the CT Information Hub team members to populate the resource and to manage it 
thereafter. 

Costs for full implementation would need to take into account branding, discovery, design, 
development, testing, launch, year-one hosting and security. Costs may vary substantially by 
supplier type.  
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5 Discussion and recommendations 
 

5.1 Methods - Participant representation in the online survey 
The most important element in considering, designing and establishing any CT Information Hub 
is the engagement of the wide range of stakeholders who have an interest in the topic. The ten-
week life of the current scoping project meant that an online survey approach was judged to be 
most feasible, practical and pragmatic approach to use in the time available.  
 
During the same short period, there were also at least two other conservation translocation 
projects running (the Conservation Introductions Framework, the Conservation Translocation 
Database), both linked to the ESRT, NE and NatureScot and involving requests for consultation 
with a proportion of those contacted for the purposes of this project. Some feedback was 
received from a few people asking for clarification over the various consultations and surveys 
that took place during January to March, suggesting there may have been a level of 
‘consultation fatigue’ that affected our survey response numbers, and indeed the contributions 
to the other projects. However, the contribution of 123 participants over just ten working days 
for the online survey was judged a highly successful response.  This might be explained in part 
by the increasingly high interest in conservation translocations, and the view that this was an 
opportunity to try and influence the value and development of a tool to inform such projects.  
 
The project team were able to pull together an extensive UK mailing list drawn from their 
experiences with various working networks. Inevitably, this was weighted towards those 
working in the nature conservation and wider environmental sectors, in particular those 
involved in the practice, policy or research associated with conservation translocation. There 
was a smaller proportion of individuals from sectors that historically have tended to be more 
opposed to conservation translocation, or at least the translocation of certain species, for 
example from some land and water management sectors. Although they formed a smaller 
proportion of the participants, these latter sectors are often missed out in the development of 
conservation policy and guidance, so their perspectives provided a welcome and valuable 
contribution to the process.  Any next phase of work will need to continue to ensure ongoing 
and wide stakeholder involvement.  To that end, participant recommendations of key 
individuals to include were collected and, through a snowball sampling methodology, will be 
added to the participants of any subsequent phases of this project. 
 
Scotland provided the highest number of contributors, followed by England. This might be 
explained in part by Scottish participants responding to the location of the main project team 
members, but also by the ongoing efforts to develop a culture of stakeholder engagement 
activities in this topic area, for example through the National Species Reintroduction Forum 
since 2009, the co-production of the Scottish Code in 2014 and Scotland’s Beaver Strategy 
(IUCN/CPSG 2022) in 2022. It was not possible to research and identify the national location of 
every invitee on the mailing list, but efforts were made to try to include as many individuals 
across the UK as possible. Scotland is likely to have been the most highly represented nation in 
the mailing list, but almost certainly not as much as it was represented in the received 
responses. It was more difficult to identify a comprehensive list of Wales and Northern Ireland 
invitees, and such gaps will need to be addressed in future phases of engagement. 
 
In terms of specialisms and expertise, it was perhaps unsurprising that the participants 
described themselves as having biological/ecological backgrounds, with taxonomic 
specialisms in vertebrate species and working primarily on terrestrial habitats. That pattern 
broadly reflects a lot of UK conservation activities in general.  However, a wide range of topics 
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(including more specialist biological/ecological topics), taxa and habitat specialisms were also 
represented. In particular, it was noteworthy that 17% of participants described themselves as 
having socio-cultural/socio-economic expertise, reflecting the growing recognition of this 
important component of conservation translocation and wider conservation activities. Marine 
conservation translocations are often missed or given little consideration in this field, so it was 
encouraging that a few marine specialists (and those working in the marine sector as well as 
freshwater and terrestrial sectors) were able to contribute to the survey. 
 

5.2 Methods - The use of AI for collation and synthesis of online survey 
results 
It was important to ensure that the thematic analyses were evidence-based and objective.  The 
development of AI tools is now at such a level that it was decided that these tools could help 
meet our analytical requirements, and so they were employed in the current study.  Both Chat 
GPT and Co-Pilot were used and gave similar results, with Chat GPT providing more detail in the 
analyses of the free-text questions. However, AI served in an assistant role during these 
analyses with all themes checked and, when necessary, revised by members of the project 
team. No access was given to personal identifying information. 
 
The UK Government has published a comparative study of AI-assisted evidence reviews and 
human-led approaches (Department for Science, Innovation and Technology 2025). It 
concluded that the main strength of AI “…is their ability to quickly analyse and synthesize vast 
amounts of information – typically the most time-consuming portions of evidence reviews. They 
are also very effective tutors, in that they can help researchers quickly interrogate the details of 
particular studies, probe their strengths and weaknesses, and clarify points of potential 
misunderstanding.” 
 
The extent to which such tools are used in research, and how they are used, still varies 
considerably. Naddaf (2025) reported a survey of 1043 researchers in which 60% believed that 
AI can perform a better task than humans with the specific task of “Automated processing of 
unstructured data”, the type of exercise run for this project. However, a range of concerns were 
also noted. For example, 51% of respondents saw “Concerns about potential 
inaccuracies/hallucinations” as a barrier or obstacle preventing them from using generative AI 
in their work to the extent they would like. AI hallucination is a phenomenon where, in large 
language models such as generative AI chatbots, it perceives patterns or objects that are non-
existent or imperceptible to human observers, creating outputs that are nonsensical or 
altogether inaccurate (IBM n.d.).  

Our own experience in the use of ChatGPT and Co-Pilot for this project was very positive. There 
was a strong correlation between the AI and human thematic analyses. There were a few 
examples where AI had picked out some minor observations that did not appear to match the 
participant responses received. The human oversight proved important in providing 
reassurance in the quality of the AI outputs, and in identifying any specific inaccuracies. AI was 
also used to provide assessments as to whether the survey suggested there was support for 
establishing a hub, and to provide recommendations on its design. The role of the authors was 
to take this information and frame it within the wider subject context, which was outside the 
remit given to the AI. This reflects the approach the Department for Science, Innovation and 
Technology (2025) highlights and the “…value in the ability of human experts to take the findings 
of [an AI] review and use these to clarify the ‘so what’ – i.e., create localised conclusions which 
take into account the political and operational constraints of a particular policy making 
landscape.” 
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5.3 General discussion  

5.3.1 A resource for practitioners, policy makers, researchers and key stakeholders   
Section 4.1.2 provides a comprehensive analysis of the online survey, and the associated major 
and other significant themes highlighted by participants.  One of the overarching questions that 
this scoping study wanted to address was whether there would be value and support in 
establishing an online CT Information Hub for the UK. Overall, the answer was yes, but with a 
range of caveats. Strong cross-sectoral support was given for a hub, with clear conditions on 
governance, scope and resourcing. 
 
Accessibility and a one-stop shop: A prime reason for establishing an online hub included the 
perceived value having a single, trusted ‘one-stop shop’ for a range of information types. It was 
recognised by many that having such a resource that was relevant to the whole of UK made 
practical and pragmatic sense, although it would need to ensure information on variations in 
policy and legislation across the devolved nations was provided.  Many participants felt 
comfortable accessing certain types of existing information already, in particular 
academics/researchers with ready access to the scientific literature, but conversely others 
noted this was not always available to all (e.g. behind paywalls), and there were other 
information types with less centralised and accessible sources.  
 
Sensitivities and perceptions on the reporting of conservation translocations: The topic of 
conservation translocation is one that creates wide interest and a range of views, often strongly 
held and reflecting wider debates about nature restoration, land and water management and 
conservation interventions in general. Although the survey suggested a tendency for those with 
a conservation background to be more supportive over the use of conservation translocations, 
and those stakeholders affected by translocations to be less supportive, there were variations 
within these broad groups. For example, some specialists of specific taxonomic groups were 
more critical of the role of conservation translocation and perceived an unbalanced lack of 
information on potential negative consequences, reflecting similar views of some land 
managers. In contrast some from the land manager sector also noted a cautious support of 
certain types of conservation translocation under certain circumstances. Such concerns were 
often linked to issues over objectivity, the lack of published information on unsuccessful and 
failed translocations, and trust.  Ultimately it will be essential that a future CT Information Hub 
is designed to try and address such concerns through its governance and the quality control of 
content, and to build a resource that can be used by all sectors to inform policy, decision-
making, practice, research and general knowledge. 
 
The volume of information and gaps: Many survey participants highlighted the considerable 
and fast expanding quantity of information on conservation translocations, in particular within 
the published scientific literature. There is also an increasing volume of practitioner experience 
and expertise as the number of projects continue to rise but much of this is not accessible 
because it is not published. This might be for a number of reasons: A lack of time and resources 
for project personnel (especially when there are no academic partners able to lead on 
publishing); a perception that the project is too small or special interest to be of wider value; 
reticence to publicly share details of a project judged unsuccessful and/or containing negative 
results. There was a level of frustration over how the details of such projects were often 
unavailable, resulting in a loss of learning opportunities.  
 
Clarity of scope, content: The sheer volume of material, and potential material, means that 
any online CT Information Hub would need to be very clear over its scope, aims and purpose, 
the type of information it should hold, and how it can most efficiently and effectively link to 
existing, appropriate sources. Duplication should be avoided and opportunities for synergy 
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encouraged. It should set out the role of conservation translocation within the wider context of 
nature restoration, reflecting the international and national government recognition of the 
interlinked nature and climate crises, and the need for transformative change (highlighted by 
the IPBES 2019), taking into account wider land, water and social policies and action.    
 
Care will be needed over the hub design, ensuring a user friendly, searchable and clear 
approach. Some of the main types of information that the survey participants identified as 
important and useful included: 
 

- National and international overarching guidance 
- Specialist information and guidance on specific topics or taxa 
- Publicly accessible literature, including grey literature 
- Case studies, including those describing unsuccessful or mixed outcome projects, and 

projects with strong social elements and challenges 
- Links and access to specialists to enable direct interactions and sharing of experiences 
- Tools and templates to assist practitioners with stakeholder engagement, decision-

making, planning etc. 
- A register of historical and ongoing projects 

 
Some of the above could be made easily accessible via an online CT Information Hub by storing 
the material online or providing links to other online sources, such as core and specialist 
guidance and some of the key literature. Particular attention could be given to material which 
tends to be harder to find or less accessible for wider audiences. Links could also be made, 
with associated guidance, to other key online resources where curated and quality-assured 
information on conservation translocation is searchable within wider repositories of 
information, for example Conservation Evidence and Applied Ecology Resources. Opportunities 
to share information using video and other media could be explored. 
 
Case studies: A key gap at present is a comprehensive repository of UK case studies. A similar 
resource is currently held for an international audience by the IUCN SSC CTSG, although to 
date it has a limited number of UK examples. The CT Information Hub would therefore include a 
simple online case study template that could be quickly and easily completed by project leads. 
This could be designed in collaboration with Conservation Evidence, SNCO and CTSG parties to 
try and ensure an appropriate standardisation and simplicity of format, with the potential to 
promote it via SNCO Licensing teams. Efforts would be made to encourage practitioners to 
record projects of various types, including those judged unsuccessful or with mixed outcomes, 
and/or with complex human dimensions. As highlighted above, there was a very strong desire 
amongst online survey participants to understand how to navigate the legislation and licensing 
processes as well as what does and does not work in practice through the sharing of reports 
regarding successful, unsuccessful, mixed outcome, and contentious projects.  These will not 
only provide valuable learning opportunities but will also help to ensure the objectivity of the 
hub, and the building of trust in the resource.  Stakeholders felt a form of quality assurance 
process was necessary to ensuring published case studies had genuine values as well as being 
in line with national legislation and codes. 
 
Access to experts: Opportunities to make contact and share experiences with practitioners, 
specialists and other stakeholders was identified as a key wish by many survey participants. 
Various options were proposed such as practitioner registers or discussion fora. GDPR issues 
would need to be considered carefully. Discussion fora would need moderation, and it would 
probably be more appropriate and practical for these to be established external to any CT 
Information Hub, for example on LinkedIn.  The use of the hub to promote conservation 
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translocation-related events, workshops, training and other activities was also highlighted as a 
potentially useful resource, potentially extended to include other ‘news’ reported on the main 
media. Care would be needed with the latter over how such news items, written by external 
parties who may often have a particular strong viewpoint, might be presented on an online hub 
with an objective, evidence-focused remit.   
 
Coordination with the UK Conservation Translocation Database:  A number of participants 
also noted the value in having data available to inform practice, research and other purposes, 
and associated data mapping and analyses. However, this falls squarely within the remit of the 
UK Conservation Translocations Database, which is currently going through development at 
UKCEH, supported by NE, ESRT and NatureScot. The CT Information Hub will instead focus on 
information sources. The database and the information hub should therefore be designed to 
complement each other with clear linkages between the two. For example, case studies 
collated by the CT Information Hub could be linked to records on the database. There is some 
overlap with the suggestion by participants that some form of register of projects would be 
useful – this could be done but would need careful coordination with the database to identify 
opportunities for cross-working and to avoid duplication of effort. 
 
A trusted and authoritative resource: An essential consideration for establishing any CT 
Information Hub is ensuring that the final product is judged authoritative, trustworthy, 
objective, up to date, referenced and accurate. This will first require a clear scope and terms of 
reference. An appropriate governance will need to be designed, involving appropriate 
individuals and organisations, and providing ways by which fora such as the NSRF and ESRT 
can engage. Key stakeholder groups from across sectors need to be involved, not only from the 
conservation and academic organisations. This scoping study is a first step in demonstrating 
the importance the authors see in ensuring that the views and experience of key stakeholders 
are brought into the design of a CT Information Hub, and the need to try and build a wide 
‘ownership’ thereby increasing the likelihood of its wide acceptance and use. This engagement 
will need to continue in the next phase of work – including those key stakeholders who were 
unable to contribute during this short scoping study.  
 
The material on the CT Information Hub therefore needs to be quality assured, up to date and in 
line with the legal and best practice approaches promoted by the SNCOs, NSRF, ESRT and 
relevant international bodies. This approach is in line with Defra’s Environmental Improvement 
Plan 2025 (Commitment 15) which highlights the need for “evidence-led advice and guidance” 
for existing and potential conservation translocations. The CT Information Hub should aim for 
objective reporting of all types of projects, including those which have been unsuccessful or 
with no clear outcome, and where there have been negative as well as positive results.  
 
These findings can be compared to the summary of discussions held at a workshop at the 
Zoological Society of London in February 2025 (Bavin & Bavin 2025). Twenty-nine participants 
from a range of organisations (some of which took part in the online survey of this project) 
discussed barriers and opportunities for conservation translocations. It was focussed on 
England but it was recognised that other UK parties should be involved in future discussions. 
Issues surrounding a potential ‘hub’ were raised – these were listed with no weighting to ensure 
all voices were recorded, rather than analysed to identify over-arching themes. There were 
some elements of the workshop discussions which did not come out as themes or 
recommendations during this scoping study, such as a hub providing a ‘space for debate and 
discussion’, an ‘online database’ and the potential need for a payment to join any hub.  
However overall there were a number of messages listed from the workshop similar to the 
themes identified in this scoping study, including the need for a hub to be a ‘neutral and trusted 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-improvement-plan-2025/environmental-improvement-plan-eip-2025
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-improvement-plan-2025/environmental-improvement-plan-eip-2025
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host’, ‘adequately resourced’, ‘diverse and multi-sectoral’, ‘functional and relevant’, ‘easy to 
use’ and to have ‘shared and inclusive governance’, ‘guiding principles’ and ‘joined up 
objectives’. It also referred to the value of a hub providing access to ‘information on CTs’, ‘case 
study examples’ (including what did not work), and a ‘directory’ of projects and practitioners.  

5.3.2 A resource for the public 
 
The Scottish Biodiversity Delivery Plan 2024-2030 (Scottish Government 2024) has a broad 
action to “Develop effective species reintroduction and reinforcement programmes”. This 
includes Action 21.5 that sets out the need to “Raise public awareness of science and practice 
around conservation translocations through public engagement” by 2030. This is as an 
“overarching action” with NatureScot identified as a lead.   The project team recognised that 
the creation of a CT Information Hub would be an opportunity to address this and the related 
Scottish Biodiversity actions, and be of wider public value throughout the UK. About 11% of 
participants referred to the general public or “all” people as an “essential” audience, and about 
40% referring to them as a “desirable” audience. In Scotland it can be argued that the inclusion 
of action 21.5 means that the general public should be defined as an essential audience for any 
tool designed to increase awareness on the topic, and the relatively low figure from the survey 
may reflect the high numbers of practitioners, researchers and others amongst the participants 
who have a need for more specialist information to inform decision-making and action. 
Participants may also be unaware of the Scottish Biodiversity Plan requirements. 
 
A public audience will require an appropriate and different approach to presenting information. 
This would include the use of non-technical, plain English, succinct and summarised 
information, with the creative use of graphics, visual aids and other tools. This might involve, for  
example, a separate part of the online hub designed specifically for the public audience, but 
with options and links to the more specialist parts of the hub for those who wish to investigate 
the subject in more detail. Opportunities for involvement in projects could be promoted, such 
as volunteering, citizen science or consultation and engagement exercises inviting public 
feedback, together with news on public events. This public part of a CT Information Hub would 
also be designed to be trusted and evidence-based, in line with the more specialist parts of the 
hub. It would not be a platform for campaigning or opposing conservation translocations but 
will focus on explanation and awareness, with sign-posting to engagement and consultation 
processes for projects. 
 
 

5.4 Options for next phase of development 
The following sets out some of the broad options to consider for providing information on 
conservation translocations. 

1. Do nothing 
No further work is carried out to develop a central online hub of information. Key 
stakeholders continue to use a range of existing resources if and when required. The 
advantages are that no further costs are involved setting up and managing any hub, and 
no associated resources required to set up governance systems etc. The disadvantages 
include that the limitations, lack of accessibility and transparency for conservation 
translocation information will remain, especially for some audience types.  
 

2. Alternatives to an online resource 
This would be the same as option 1 but with the provision of other opportunities that 
would enable key stakeholders, and/or the wider public, to share and exchange 
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information on conservation translocations. This might include dedicated in-person and 
online conferences held at different UK venues on a regular basis. The advantages are 
that it would not require the continual ongoing management required for an online hub, 
and might be seen as more accessible and engaging by some stakeholders, with better 
opportunities to network in person. The disadvantages are that organisation of such 
events still requires a level of dedicated staff and funding support, and event dates and 
locations may not always be accessible or attractive to some stakeholders. It would be 
a more immediate learning resource rather than enabling long-term archiving of 
conservation translocation information. [Note, this option could also be additional to 
any online hub option]. 
 

3. Light touch approach - Encourage a range of conservation organisations to include 
more information on CTs on their own websites 
Rather than having a single online repository of information, this would involve trying to 
promote the inclusion of overarching best practice and other ‘core’ information on the 
websites of various conservation, land and water management and other stakeholder 
organisations.  Attempts would be made to try and agree the associated messaging 
used on the websites of the various stakeholders.  The advantages would be that it 
would be relatively lower cost, use existing websites which are already visible to the 
members/users, and would help to promote best practice approaches within these 
audiences. The disadvantages are that this would still require a level of coordination 
and support, could only realistically be done for certain types of information, and a 
likelihood that there would be a range of mixed messaging that could result in 
confusion. 
 

4. Use an existing conservation online resource as a central repository for more 
information on conservation translocations 
A number of online resources exist, nationally and internationally, that cover a wide 
range of conservation and nature restoration issues. These include websites on 
conservation science and applications (e.g. Conservation Evidence), websites owned 
by eNGOs and other organisations, and database sites (e.g. UK Conservation 
Translocation Database currently under development or BSBI). This option would 
require the identification of such a resource that would be able to and willing to host 
additional information on conservation translocations in particular on a dedicated part 
of the website. This might work best for certain types of information, for example 
overarching guidance and key literature. The advantages would be that such a resource 
could build onto an existing platform and utilise some of the staffing that already exists, 
and it may involve a platform which has existing high visibility. The disadvantages would 
be that there would still be a need for some dedicated and specialist staff with 
associated costs, less flexibility and opportunities for creativity to design a resource 
with a conservation translocation focus, and more difficulty addressing the image, 
broad governance and working principles that survey participants have identified as 
important to ensure trust, transparency and objectivity in any CT Information Hub. 
 

5. Establish new stand-alone online hubs for each of the devolved nations 
This would involve each of the devolved nations establishing their own CT Information 
Hub from scratch, or potentially using one of the options set out above. The advantages 
of this are that the design and governance of any hub could be done in a way that better 
suits the specific domestic legal frameworks, conservation policies and priorities, and 
probably less complicated to set up and manage than a UK hub. For example, Scotland 
would probably also prioritise the inclusion of a public-facing resource to address the 
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requirements of the Scottish Biodiversity Delivery Plan. The disadvantages are that it 
would result in duplication and the potential for confusion for users accessing different 
national hubs, overall inefficiency of resourcing, a loss of expert input from across the 
UK and a loss of opportunity promoting joined up working and practice. More widely, 
there would be higher start-up and ongoing management costs than options 1-4 and 
option 6 overall. 
 

6. Establish a new stand-alone online CT Information Hub for all of the UK 
This would be the same approach as option 5, but with one central UK or British Islands 
online hub. The advantages are that this could be designed and managed in such a way 
that it allows flexibility and creativity, and addresses the concerns and aspirations of 
stakeholders relating to content, governance, trust, ownership, transparency etc.  The 
advantage over option 5 would be greater overall efficiency of resourcing, coordination 
of effort and opportunities for synergy. The disadvantages would be the challenges 
associated with establishing a suitable agreed governance and management of the hub, 
and the higher start-up and ongoing management costs compared to options 1-4 
(although cheaper than option 5 overall). 

 
Overall Recommendation – The authors recommend that option 6 is progressed, taking into 
account the responses provided by the participants for the online survey, and the information 
derived from the one-to-one interviews and the technical considerations sub-project. This 
option will result in a comprehensive, adaptable, searchable, trusted and objective online hub 
with consistent messaging for key audiences across the different parts of the UK.  
Further recommendations based on option 6, and a proposed way forward, are set out in the 
following section. 
 

5.5 Recommendations and next steps 
 
The following recommendations for a CT Information Hub have been developed based on 
project team and AI analyses of the online survey free text responses, together with the 
feedback received from the one-to-one interviews and the technical consultants. The AI 
analysis provided a partial framework of recommendations and were then heavily developed to 
take into account the wider context of the scoping study.  
 
The recommendations, taken together, propose that the value of a CT Information Hub will lie 
less in generating new rules and approaches, and more in bringing existing knowledge, 
standards and experiences together in a usable, trustworthy and jointly owned platform that 
supports better decisions across the UK. The extent to which recommendations are taken 
forward will depend on the resourcing available. Potential timelines for the key tasks are set out 
in the final ‘proposed next steps’ section below. 
 
Recommendation 1  
Carry out a further phase of stakeholder engagement to finalise the co-design of the CT 
Information Hub. Stakeholders engaged with this scoping study, plus new primary 
stakeholders (i.e. primary stakeholders who did not have the opportunity to contribute to this 
scoping study), to be invited to take part in further engagement exercises to discuss and refine 
the proposals developed to date subject to resources being identified. This to cover topics and 
current recommendations raised in the scoping study, and with a view to informing the next 
phase of work involving the construction of an online CT Information Hub. All parts of the UK 
should be represented to ensure an agreed approach across nations. Timeframe: 2026/27. 
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Recommendation 2 
Clarify the scope of the CT Information Hub and audiences - Adopt a “two-layer” model: 

• A practitioner/regulator/key stakeholder core (more technical content and tools) 
• A public-facing front end (plain-language information, FAQs, basic case-study 

summaries) 
 
Recommendation 3 
Plan for sustainability and phased delivery - Align the scope of the CT Information Hub with 
realistic funding and staffing, prioritising a few high-value functions at launch, then building out. 

• Secure dedicated staff time (and/or a small secretariat) for: 
o Liaison with the selected governance/steering group  
o Content management and updates.  
o User support and engagement.  
o Monitoring use and impact. 

• Use a phased development approach, for example in line with the technical details set 
out in section 4.3: 

o Final stakeholder engagement exercise (Recommendation 1), 2026/27. 
o Phase 1: Core guidance signposting, small initial case-study set, basic register, 

2027/28. 
o Phase 2: Expanded register and case studies; tools/templates; thematic 

sections (e.g., social, welfare, biosecurity), 2027/28 – ongoing. 
o Phase 3: Networking features; integration with external databases (e.g., UK 

Conservation Translocation Database, Conservation Evidence); formal 
gap-analysis, 2027/28 - ongoing. 

 
Recommendation 4 
Establish robust governance and quality assurance approaches visibly and early - 
Formalise governance and QA before launch and make both processes visible on the site (e.g. 
“About the hub” and “How content is reviewed”). To be developed through the stakeholder 
engagement exercise, 2026/27. 

• Create some form of UK-relevant steering group that might include representatives 
from: 

o SNCOs  
o NSRF, ESRT etc.  
o Key NGOs and land/water management interests. 
o Relevant specialist groups.  
o Relevant academic partners with CT expertise.  

• Publish: 
o Content selection and review criteria.  
o Labelling for different content types.  
o Review cycles for core pages. 

 
Recommendation 5 
Curate guidance and provide practical tools - Position the CT Information Hub as the primary 
orientation and implementation support tool for existing guidance, not as a new “code” or 
policy in its own right. 

• Curate, don’t duplicate: Summarise and link to IUCN guidance, the Scottish and English 
Codes and other national guidance, clarifying how they fit together for different project 
types. 
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• Link to, and if necessary store, other key, quality assured conservation translocations 
material 

• Provide practitioner-ready tools, for example: 
o Template DRAs, HRAs, welfare assessments etc. 
o Stakeholder engagement and communication plans. 
o Monitoring protocols (with minimum data standards). 
o Decision trees indicating when CT is appropriate, what CT category applies, and 

which licences/consents and consultations are needed. 
 
Recommendation 6 
Begin with a small cohort of high-quality, illustrative case studies across taxa and expand 
iteratively, plus establish a modest register (linked to the UK Conservation Translocation 
Database).  Put case studies and a national project register at the centre. 

• Develop a simple and standard case-study template aligned with the IUCN CTSG case 
studies and national codes, in collaboration with other case study resources (AER, 
Conservation Evidence). Share case studies with successful, unsuccessful and mixed 
outcomes – there is a particularly strong desire to be able to learn from unsuccessful 
projects that are not usually reported. These to be published online after appropriate 
QA. 

• Establish an associated national register of CT projects, with a minimal but consistent 
dataset and filters for species/taxon, geography, CT type and outcome status which 
should be closely linked to any UK Conservation Translocation Database (thereby 
encouraging and promoting the submission of data to the latter). 

 
Recommendation 7 
Embed key specialist biological, social and legal considerations as core components. 
Ensure these topics have equal status in navigation and design to other guidance, signalling 
that they are integral to good CT practice and licence applications. For example, develop 
dedicated sections for: 

• Social/human dimensions – including case examples of conflict and coexistence, and 
guidance on engagement and governance.  

• Animal welfare – minimum standards and species-specific issues, particularly for 
high-profile vertebrates. 

• Plant health and biosecurity – assessment and mitigation of pathogen and invasive 
species risks, across taxa. 

• Legal and policy overviews – for all the individual components of the UK/British Islands.  
These are not exclusive, but reflect some of the gaps identified by stakeholders to date. 
 
Recommendation 8 
Support networking and a community of practice.  Frame the CT Information Hub as a UK 
community of practice, with NSRF, ESRT, the SNCOs and others jointly encouraging 
contributions and use. 

• Provide an opt-in directory of experts and practitioners, searchable by species/taxon, 
habitat, role (e.g. project lead, welfare specialist, social scientist, land manager etc.) 
etc. 

• Offer light-touch networking.  
o Webinars and short “teach-ins” on specialist topics.  
o A space for short “practice notes” from under-documented taxa and projects, 

subject to quality assurance. 
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• It is not recommended that public fora are set up as this would require a heavy 
moderation burden, but users could be directed to purpose-built fora on other 
platforms e.g. LinkedIn.  

 
Recommendation 9 
Commit to transparency on evidence gaps and contested issues. Make it part of the hub’s 
remit to highlight uncertainty and controversy constructively, rather than present an artificially 
neat picture of CT practice. 

• Maintain an “evidence gaps and priorities” section, updated periodically, to guide 
research and funding. 

• Where views diverge (e.g. assisted colonisation, some beaver and large carnivore 
contexts), provide balanced summaries of different positions with references. 
 

 
Proposed next steps 
The results and recommendations of this scoping study will be shared with key stakeholders. 
This will include all those invited to take part in the online survey (including all members of the 
ESRT and NSRF) and in the one-to-one interviews. Feedback will be invited and collated.  
 
Opportunities to progress option 6 and the above recommendations, through the further 
involvement of the relevant partners and key stakeholders, will be identified.  A key element of 
this will be setting out the cost options and resources required, both in the short-term to 
support the initial, one-off development and construction of the CT Information Hub, and its 
longer term management and hosting. The latter would require some form of dedicated, part-
time project officer (supervised by suitably qualified staff and working within the agreed 
governance structure and principles) hosted by a suitable organisation. 
 
The suitability of the organisation that hosts/manages the CT Information Hub on behalf of the 
stakeholders should be assessed taking into account the following: 
 

• Its long-term security and viability (financial and otherwise). 
• Its links with a wide range of government and non-government organisations, 

member and volunteer organisations, academia, the NSRF/ESRT, the IUCN and its 
specialist groups etc. 

• Its domestic and international reputation as an evidence-led organisation trusted to 
manage/provide objective information. 

• Its experience and expertise in conservation across a wide range of scientific, 
policy, technical, practical (in situ, ex situ), communication and other fields – and 
more specifically conservation translocation. 

• Its experience and expertise in working with a wide range of relevant stakeholder 
groups, and multi-partner projects. 

• Its location in the UK, taking into account how new tools/resources being developed 
for UK audiences are being established elsewhere. 

• Its professional reputation that would help attract funding. 
 
Following interviews with managers of other online resources, it is clear that dedicated staff 
time will be required to manage any CT Information Hub if it is to provide the resources, and 
remain current and updated in the ways highlighted by the online survey participants. The 
following key elements would require resources that would ensure the recommendations 
above could be progressed and a working hub realised: 
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One-off development and construction elements: 
• Management and resourcing of a further stakeholder engagement and co-design 

exercise (one-off element, 2026/27) 
• Project conservation translocation specialists/supervisors:  

o to finalise design of CT Information Hub using results of final stakeholder 
engagement exercise (2026/27) 

o to manage initial phase 1 development including supervising the population 
of the hub (2027/28) 

• Project officer, working half-time, from period after the final stakeholder 
engagement exercise - to populate the hub (2027/28) 

• Web technical specialists - initial phase 1 development (2027/28)  
 
Long-term, ongoing management and hosting elements: 

• Project conservation translocation specialists/supervisors - ongoing supervision of 
project officer plus potential new phases of development if resources available 
(ongoing from 2027/28) 

• Project officer, working half-time, from period after the final stakeholder 
engagement exercise - ongoing management (ongoing from 2027/28) 

• Web technical specialists - ongoing routine web maintenance (ongoing from 
2027/28) 

 
There are therefore one-off costs associated with the stakeholder engagement exercise and co-
design, and the phase 1 development of the hub leading to the launch. Thereafter there will be 
ongoing costs associated with the management of the hub. There are a range of potential 
funding options for both the one-off and ongoing elements which will require assessment and 
discussion. 
 
It is anticipated there would be additional input of individuals from appropriate organisations 
involved in the governance structure and to help steer activities. Opportunities to involve 
supervised postgraduate students/placements in populating the CT Information Hub could be 
investigated.  
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Appendix 1. Online Survey - Participant Information  
 
Conservation Translocations Hub for the UK: Scoping Study 
 
 
We would like to invite you to take part in this scoping study. 
 

What is the project about? 
Conservation translocation involves moving species for conservation purposes to restore 
individual species or help restore whole ecosystems. The number of proposals is increasing 
rapidly, and can involve different types of species, in terrestrial and/or aquatic habitats, led by a 
diverse range of people with different motivations, levels of expertise and resources. The 
projects are often complex and resource-intensive. Most are biologically challenging, some are 
particularly challenging socio-economically. 

Information and guidance are currently scattered, often confusing and sometimes misleading. 
The project seeks to investigate how a new online hub of trusted resources could be developed, 
in line with international and national policy and legislation, to help people make good 
decisions and design projects that succeed for nature and people.  

This is a collaborative project, involving UHI Inverness, the Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh 
(RBGE) and Natural England (acting on behalf of the England Species Reintroduction Taskforce 
(ESRT)) as partners.  It will be a preliminary assessment of the feasibility and desirability of 
establishing a hub, the potential risks and opportunities, and the practical considerations. It 
will involve engaging with specialists who have national and international experience of working 
with the policy, practice, and science around conservation translocations, stakeholders who 
represent those living with translocated species, and a range of other key participants. This 
includes yourself. 

What are the aims of this project 
The overall aim is to carry out a scoping exercise examining the issues surrounding the 
development of a new, online hub of conservation translocation guidance and information. Part 
of this exercise involves carrying out a preliminary survey of specific stakeholders to gain an 
understanding of their aspirations, reasons, and requirements for undertaking conservation 
translocations.  We would wish any conservation translocation hub to be designed with the 
help of practitioners, decision-makers, and communities to inform good practice, explain 
approaches to conservation translocation, and thereby contribute to the restoration of our 
biodiversity and thereby provide benefits to people. 
There is also the option that a hub could include a public-facing, outreach elements to help 
explain the importance of conservation translocations, including the practical issues of how 
and why they are done. 

Finally, we also intend to identify some of the practical challenges associated with the 
production and longer-term management of such a hub. 

How you can help? 
We would be grateful if you could complete our online survey.  We will send you a link. It’s 
simple and shouldn’t take much more than 10 minutes to do. 

We may also approach some stakeholders for one-to-one interviews or meetings.  
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Are there any risks in taking part? 
Not really.  We will anonymise all the information and data we share in our final report. You are 
under no obligation to take part or share any information or take part in any activities you are 
not comfortable with. You are free to withdraw at any time without giving any reason until the 
final analysis of results has been completed on 10 March 2026.   

What is going to happen with the information you share? 
We will write a report which we intend to make available publicly. The final version is due for 
submission on 31 March 2026, although wide publication may be a bit after this date to allow 
final copy editing etc. We will then look at developing a further phase of work that will involve 
further stakeholder input, and the actual hub development.   

Any information you share through the online surveys will be kept anonymous and it will not be 
possible to identify you as an individual in anything created as part of the project. 

For those of you asked to do one-to-one interviews or meetings, you will be given the option as 
to how we report the information you provide. You can opt for your statements to be 
anonymous, or for your statements to be attributed to the type of organization you work for (i.e. 
a public body, an environmental NGO/membership organization, a land/water management 
NGO/membership organization, an academic body, a manager/developer of an information 
hub, other) or for you to be named. 

What are benefits of participating? 
You will help influence the development of the conservation translocation hub including the 
type of information and guidance it will hold and how it will operate. Ultimately, you will be 
helping provide effective tools to help people work towards addressing the nature and climate 
crises.  

Further information 
We hope this information sheet was helpful for you to understand what the project is about and 
what the implications of participation are. However, we would be very happy   to answer any 
questions regarding the project, or the approaches involved, or anything   related to the project. 
Please feel free to get in touch with us (contact information below).  

We will send you a link to our online survey in the near future. However, if you do not wish to 
take part then please let us know.  The research activities will be conducted between 
December 2025 and March 2026. 

Contact details 
If you have any questions/concerns, during or after the research project please contact a 
member of the project team:  
 
Main Project Contact:  
Dr Matthew Curran, Institute of Biodiversity and Freshwater Conservation, UHI Inverness 
Email: Matthew.Curran.ic@uhi.ac.uk 
Tel: 01463 273305 
 
Project Managers: 
Martin Gaywood, Institute of Biodiversity and Freshwater Conservation, UHI Inverness 
(Martin.Gaywood.ic@uhi.ac.uk) 
Aline Finger, Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh (afinger@rbge.org.uk) 
 

mailto:Matthew.Curran.ic@uhi.ac.uk
mailto:Martin.Gaywood.ic@uhi.ac.uk
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This collaborative project is funded through Natural England working on behalf of the England 
Species Reintroduction Taskforce with additional contributions from UHI Inverness and the 
Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh.  
 
This project was granted ethical approval by the University of Highlands and Islands Research   
Ethics Committee on 5 January 2026. 
 

Data protection 
 
Identity of the Data Controller and Data Protection Officer 
The data controller is the University of the Highlands and Islands, UHI House, Old Perth Road, 
Inverness, IV2 3J. The Data Protection Officer can be contacted at: 
dataprotectionofficer@uhi.ac.uk.  

Lawful basis for processing personal data 
The lawful basis for processing personal data is use is necessary for the performance a task in 
the public interest (with a basis in law) or under official authority vested in us (public task). In 
this case the undertaking of education or research by the University or its students in keeping 
with the University’s public task. This public task including the planning, delivery, and 
communication of research. Research includes conducting the research and the taking all 
required steps to ensure the safety, validity and academic integrity of the research. It may also 
include re-use of the research data for further research, storage for later inspection, auditing 
and archiving.    

 

mailto:dataprotectionofficer@uhi.ac.uk
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Appendix 2. Online Survey - Questionnaire 
 

CONSENT 

1. I confirm that I have read the information on the previous pages and have had the opportunity 
to consider the information before agreeing to continue. 

• Agree 
• Disagree 

2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time 
without giving any reason until the final analysis of results has been completed on 10 March 
2026 prior to publication. 

• Agree 
• Disagree 

3. I understand that the information collected about me will be used to support possible future 
phases of work to develop a conservation translocation hub and shared anonymously with the 
lead partners managing the study (UHI Inverness and the Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh). 
 

• Agree 
• Disagree 

4. I consent to my data, including textualised quotes and excerpts, being used (in anonymised 
form) for the specific research outlined under the Project Aims and for any possible future 
phases of work to develop a conservation translocation hub. 

• Agree 
• Disagree 

5. I understand that I have the option as to how any quotes and excerpts will be attributed in the 
final report. I request that the option that should apply to my quotes and excerpts be as follows 
(please select one of these three options): 

• I should be anonymised 
• The type of organisation I work for can be identified but I should not be named (i.e. a 

public body, an environmental NGO/membership organisation, a land/water 
management NGO/membership organisation, an academic body, a manager/developer 
of an information hub, other) 

• I, and my organisation, can be named 

6. I waive any rights to intellectual property over the data generated through my participation 
and understand that I will not benefit commercially or financially. 

• Agree 
• Disagree 
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MAIN SURVEY QUESTIONS 

7. How would you describe your general, main involvement in conservation translocations 
(select one): 

• I, or the people I represent, influence and have a direct role in advising, researching or 
carrying out conservation translocations (e.g. practice, policy, research etc.) 

• I, or the people I represent, am impacted by conservation translocations led by others 
(e.g. as a land or water manager/owner or representative, community representative 
etc.) 

• I, or the people I represent, neither influence nor am impacted by conservation 
translocations directly but am interested in the topic 

8. Why have you looked for information on conservation translocations? 

9. What sources of information have you used during your involvement with conservation 
translocations? 

10. Why have you used those sources of information? 

11. How easy/difficult do you usually find sourcing the necessary information/guidance on 
conservation translocations that you require? 

• NA - Never looked 
• Very difficult 
• Difficult 
• Neither difficult nor easy 
• Easy 
• Very easy 

12. Can you provide an example of information/guidance you found easy AND an example you 
found difficult to locate? 

13. Do you have any general comments on issues you’ve experienced sourcing information and 
guidance on conservation translocations? 

14. What do you think would be the main challenges associated with a conservation 
translocation hub? 

15. What do you think would be the main opportunities associated with a conservation 
translocation hub? 

16. Who are the ‘essential’ audiences a conservation translocation hub should be designed for? 

17. Who are the ‘desirable’ audiences a conservation translocation hub should be designed 
for? 

18. What do you think would be most beneficial to include in any online hub? 

19. What would help reassure you that any online hub contained appropriate and trusted 
information/guidance on conservation translocations? 
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20. Name of your organisation if applicable (this will be anonymised in project outputs unless 
you request otherwise) 

21. Which country do you work in (select one)? 

• England 
• International 
• Northern Ireland 
• Scotland 
• UK 
• Wales 
• Other (please specify) 

22. What type of organisation do you work for (select one)? 

• Academic body 
• NGO/Membership organisation 
• Private individual 
• Public body 
• Other (please specify) 

23. What is your own expertise/field of work (you can select more than one)? 

• Communications  
• General Biology/Ecology (species and habitats) 
• General Interest 
• Genetics/Genomics  
• Health/Biosecurity 
• In situ/Ex situ practice 
• Land/Aquatic management 
• Monitoring 
• Physical processes  
• Policy/Legislation  
• Socio-economic/Socio-cultural  
• Welfare 
• Other (please specify) 

24. What is your taxonomic expertise if applicable (you can select more than one)? 

• Amphibians and reptiles 
• Birds 
• Fish 
• Fungi 
• General 
• Invertebrates 
• Mammals 
• Plants 
• N/A 

25. What is your habitat expertise if applicable (you can select more than one)? 

• Freshwater 
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• General 
• Marine 
• Terrestrial 
• N/A 

 

26. Can you please provide the names and organisations of anyone based in the UK you believe 
has important views on the development of a conservation translocation hub we should 
consider. 

27. Would you be willing to contribute to future phases of research aimed at the development of 
a conservation translocation hub, or for us to contact you to seek further clarification of your 
answers in this survey? Please provide an email address to allow us to include or exclude you 
from future contact lists. 

• Yes 
• No 

28. Email address: 
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Appendix 3. Online Survey - Cover email sent 20 January 2026 
 

 



 
 

 

Appendix 4. Development of an online Conservation Translocations 
Information Hub: An assessment of key technical issues 
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