Boundary Spanning Data Extraction Table
	[bookmark: _Hlk197510310]Study
	Discipline
	Boundary spanned
	Context
	How Initiated
	Who initiated it
	How it sustained
	How It Operates (Practical Aspects)
	Barriers
	Enablers / Success Factors

	(Dobbins, Traynor et al. 2018)
	Public Health
	Science ↔ Practice (researchers ↔ public health professionals)
	Knowledge translation (KT) intervention using knowledge brokers in three Canadian public health departments to support evidence-informed decision making (EIDM)
	Funded case study by CIHR under the Partnerships for Health System Improvement (PHSI) initiative; co-designed by researchers and health departments
	Health Evidence research team in collaboration with three public health departments
	Ongoing tailored mentorship by Knowledge Brokers (KBs) for 22 months; support from senior management; internal champions; designated onsite presence
	KBs delivered in-person and remote training, mentored teams and individuals, facilitated workshops, provided direct EIDM coaching; tailored support per health department needs
	Limited time, resources, and skilled staff; weak internal communication; lack of critical appraisal skills and research communication infrastructure
	Strategic prioritisation of EIDM, leadership commitment, organisational readiness, use of internal champions, strong face-to-face engagement, tailored intervention, trust and credibility of KBs

	(Dobbins, Greco et al. 2019)
	Public Health
	Research ↔ Practice (Knowledge Brokers linking evidence and local health departments)
	Tailored knowledge translation intervention across three Canadian public health departments to build EIDM capacity
	Collaborative case study funded by Canadian Institutes of Health Research; each site co-developed its own KT intervention
	Dobbins and team (Health Evidence research group), in partnership with local public health departments
	Regular team meetings, embedded presence of KBs (up to 2 days/week), iterative tailoring of intervention with local champions and senior management
	KBs mentored individuals/teams in rapid evidence reviews, ran workshops, advised senior management, supported EIDM policy development and tools
	Lack of leadership modelling, limited time and resources, weak infrastructure, inconsistent understanding of EIDM, resistance to change, staff workload pressures
	Leadership commitment, EIDM champions, infrastructure (library services, tools), regular KB-staff interaction, relevance of topics, voluntary training opportunities

	(Edwards, Kneale et al. 2024)
	Public Health
	Research ↔ Policy/Practice (Embedded researchers linking academic evidence with local government public health)
	Embedded researcher roles (PHLARPs) in English local government to improve research activity and evidence-informed decision making in public health
	Funded by NIHR Clinical Research Network; posts co-developed by academic partners and local authorities through a national scheme
	NIHR CRN with collaboration from local authorities and academic institutions
	Joint affiliation and supervision, role flexibility, mentorship, extensions of originally short-term contracts, integration into existing teams
	PHLARPs supported research engagement via training, networking, co-production, identifying opportunities, capacity building; tailored to LA contexts
	Time constraints, limited funding and infrastructure, lack of clear research culture, misalignment with academia, trust issues, vague definitions of 'research'
	Strong communication and research skills, local knowledge, senior leadership support, research appetite, interpersonal trust, co-production practices

	(Langeveld, Stronks et al. 2016)
	Public Health
	Research ↔ Local Policy (Knowledge Broker between university, public health service, and local government)
	Knowledge broker pilot project in an Amsterdam city district aiming to establish healthy public policies via agenda-setting and evidence-informed alternatives
	Initiated by the Academic Collaborative Centre (ACC) for Public Health in Amsterdam; agreement secured from stakeholders in public health and city district
	ACC in collaboration with the municipal public health service and universities in Amsterdam
	Broker had a dual role (half-time at university and city district), strong local partnerships, long-term commitment, iterative adaptation through action research
	Knowledge broker used participant observation, relationship building, one-on-one and group meetings; customized advice; aligned with policy cycles; contributed to formal agenda-setting
	Sector-specific silos; unclear role boundaries; lack of management support; academic language misalignment; time and capacity constraints
	Dual-positioned broker; trust-building; alignment with thematic policy documents; ACC’s long-standing partnerships; adaptive strategy; ripple effect from internal champions

	(Pennell, Thompson et al. 2013)
	Environment
	Research ↔ Regulation (Academic researchers ↔ environmental and public health regulators)
	Integration of knowledge brokers in the Brown University Superfund Research Program to influence environmental regulatory processes, with a focus on vapor intrusion
	Mandated by NIEHS SRP funding requirements for research translation and community engagement; formalized through partnerships with state agencies
	Brown University SRP team in partnership with RIDEM and RIDOH; supported by NIEHS funding
	Creation of dedicated State Agency Liaison (SAL) role; embedded partnerships; dual-knowledge roles; continued engagement across agencies and communities
	SALs acted as knowledge brokers bridging researchers and stakeholders; organized training events, built networks, co-developed research agenda, tailored communication, facilitated policy input
	Academic-researcher hesitation; time and incentive limitations; role overload when scientific expert also acts as broker; unfamiliarity with political context; funding and role clarity
	Dedicated broker roles with scientific credentials; strong institutional partnerships; embedded agency leadership; responsiveness to stakeholder needs; trust and sustained relationships

	(Taylor, Pretorius et al. 2021)
	Climate Change
	Science ↔ Policy/Practice (Embedded researchers between academia and municipal governments)
	Embedded researchers in six Southern African cities worked across academic, policy, and practice sectors to support urban climate resilience under the FRACTAL project
	Established through university-government partnerships under the FRACTAL initiative; formalised via tripartite MoUs involving universities, municipalities, and the coordinating institution
	FRACTAL project team (University of Cape Town) in partnership with local universities and municipal governments
	Formal agreements (MoUs), university funding for ERs, ongoing mentoring and peer cohort support, integrated supervision from both university and government supervisors
	ERs co-produced knowledge, facilitated learning labs, supported strategic urban planning, developed tools (e.g. policy briefs, serious games), and maintained cross-institutional networks
	Slow start-up due to bureaucratic processes, staff turnover, ethical tensions, institutional misalignment, dual accountability burden, limited academic recognition
	Strong interpersonal skills, peer support cohort, institutional champions, embedded mentorship, stakeholder engagement, trust-building, and shared learning platforms

	(Traynor, DeCorby et al. 2014)
	Public Health
	Research ↔ Practice (Knowledge Brokers linking evidence and public health departments)
	[bookmark: _Hlk197521587]Two studies (RCT and case study) evaluating Knowledge Broker interventions to support evidence-informed decision making in Canadian public health departments
	CIHR-funded projects; one RCT and one case study co-developed with public health departments
	Health Evidence research team at McMaster University in partnership with Canadian public health departments
	Ongoing in-person and virtual mentoring, tailoring of intervention to departmental context, capacity building, and gradual internalization (e.g., train-the-trainer)
	Knowledge Brokers provided 1:1 support, workshops, policy consulting, tools guidance, ongoing needs assessments, and promoted EIDM culture change; RCT used external KBs; case study explored internal KB potential
	EIDM not prioritized; unclear KB role; insufficient time and workload pressures; limited management engagement early on; resistance to change
	Trust, credibility, KB expertise and soft skills, senior management support, long-term commitment, on-site availability, tailored approaches, participant comfort with KBs


	(Uneke, Ezeoha et al. 2018)
	Public Health
	Research ↔ Policy/Practice (Two-way secondment between university researchers and health ministry policy-makers)
	Pilot secondment model in Nigeria to promote evidence-informed policy-making through mutual capacity building and collaboration
	Memorandum of understanding between Ebonyi State University and Ministry of Health, supported by WHO/TDR funding
	Health Policy & Systems Research Project team, involving senior university researchers and ministry officials
	Six-month rotation with institutional support, capacity-building activities, and establishment of Society for Health Policy Research & KT
	Researchers embedded in MoH supported policy development and staff training; policy-makers integrated into university research teams, courses, and ethics committees
	Short implementation period, organizational unfamiliarity with academic-policy collaboration, resource limitations, role clarity challenges
	Pre-existing relationships, mutual respect, structured MoU, institutional commitment, capacity-building workshops, establishment of sustained collaborative platform

	(van Eyk, Friel et al. 2020)
	Public Health
	Research ↔ Policy/Practice (Policy Advisory Groups—PAGs—as intermediaries)
	Analysis of four research projects in Australia (local, state, and national levels) that engaged Policy Advisory Groups (PAGs) to support research translation in healthy public policy
	Researchers invited policy actors to PAGs based on prior contacts and relevance to the research projects; co-investigator model used in some cases
	Academic researchers from Flinders University and partner institutions; some projects co-developed with policy-makers as co-investigators
	Regular meetings, trust-building, dedicated PAG coordinators or project managers; adapted engagement strategies (e.g. reducing reporting, more discussion)
	PAGs advised on research design, relevance, dissemination, and contextual shifts; used face-to-face or teleconference meetings, sectoral and cross-sectoral discussions, and provided networks and access
	Membership turnover, agenda misalignment, information overload, time constraints for policy actors, variation in engagement depending on member recruitment method
	Pre-existing relationships, co-investigator involvement, structured agendas, face-to-face meetings, shared learning, embedded trust and flexibility to respond to political context

	(Young, Shearer et al. 2018)
	Public Health
	Research ↔ Policy (health researchers ↔ provincial health policymakers)
	A formal one-to-one “buddying” program linking academic researchers with provincial health policymakers
	Initiated by academic researchers at Stellenbosch University as a planned 2-year project (Policy BUDDIES) designed to evaluate a structured linkage approach
archive.lstmed.ac.uk
. The project was funded by the WHO Alliance for Health Policy and Systems Research
	The research team (Centre for Evidence-based Health Care, Stellenbosch University) in collaboration with Western Cape Department of Health officials. Researchers led the conceptualization and secured funding, and provincial health managers were engaged as partners to identify relevant policy issues for the program
	The buddying program was a time-limited 6-month pilot (within a 2-year project) supported by external grant funding
	Provincial policymakers first identified priority policy questions (e.g. on HIV, nutrition, chronic disease) to work on. They were each matched with a “researcher buddy” selected for relevant content expertise

Each researcher–policymaker pair met and communicated regularly (face-to-face meetings, emails, phone calls) to clarify the policy question and discuss evidence needs.
	Time and capacity constraints were a major barrier
Staff turnover and competing priorities
	Championship and buy-in from policymaker leaders

Trust in the researchers’ neutrality and expertise

Regular communication and relationship-building

	(Safford, Sawyer et al. 2017)
	Environment
	Research ↔ Practice/Policy (Translational ecologists and institutional boundary spanners)
	Discussion and case examples of translational ecology using boundary spanners to improve science–practice–policy integration in addressing complex ecological problems
	Varies by example: e.g., institutional mandates (USFS Region 5), academic outreach programs (UC Cooperative Extension), NGO-driven initiatives (WCS), and grassroots partnerships (LLA)
	Diverse: federal agencies (USFS), universities (UC system), NGOs (WCS), and collaborative non-profit partnerships (LLA)
	Through embedded staffing, dual accountability structures, long-term relationships, flexible funding, mutual trust, performance evaluations by both science and user communities
	Boundary spanners support co-production, stakeholder dialogue, tailored tools, and capacity building; institutions maintain boundary units, develop products (e.g., FRID, ACT framework), and host user-informed training/workshops
	Inconsistent funding, organizational turnover, unclear accountability, burnout, role overload/conflict, undervaluing of translation roles in academic metrics
	Dual credibility (competence + trust), long-term commitment, co-designed tools, legitimacy, social capital, shared language/practices, and embedded roles with mutual respect

	(Foulds, Robison et al. 2024)
	Sustainability
	Research ↔ Policy (between energy-SSH researchers and energy policy communities)
	Perspective paper drawing on two Horizon 2020 projects (SHAPE ENERGY and Energy-SHIFTS) to recommend practices for boundary spanning between energy-SSH and energy policy
	Developed through long-term engagement across EU policy and SSH energy research landscapes; informed by EC-funded projects and interactions with DG RTD and DG ENER
	Authors as boundary spanners (academics and EC official) based on direct coordination and facilitation roles in two EU-funded initiatives
	Monthly meetings over 4.5 years; extensive stakeholder engagement across projects; critical reflection; funding and institutional embedding of boundary spanning roles
	Boundary Spanners used tools like fellowships, workshops, storytelling, inclusive facilitation, early-career engagement, direct policy advising, and consortium-led policy input
	Ambiguous policy signals; undervaluation of SSH; difficulty reaching marginalised communities; epistemic injustice; institutional inertia; lack of recognition for boundary work
	Strong EC engagement; institutional support; diverse strategies across geographies; inclusive co-design methods; sustained collaborations; recognition of boundary work as distinct from co-production

	(Kass, Milner et al. 2022)
	Environment
	Research ↔ Policy (Geographers and environmental scientists interfacing with UK policy structures)
	Commentary using UK examples and two case studies (select committees and Defra) to explore how geographers and scientists navigate the science–policy borderlands
	Draws from long-standing institutional roles and secondments (e.g., Natural England, POST, Defra); engagement shaped by REF and co-produced initiatives
	Authors themselves as knowledge brokers based on past roles as advisers and scientists within government institutions
	Formal roles, institutional relationships, knowledge synthesis programs, policy fellowships, and continued academic-policy collaboration
	Advisory roles to parliament, production of evidence syntheses, co-production between PhD interns and policy teams, knowledge translation across evidence forms
	Ambiguous SPI definitions, unequal access to engagement, epistemic privilege, lack of formal systems for evidence review, variable political will, structural and cultural constraints
	Trusted advisors, embedded roles, REF incentives, accessible synthesis tools, long-term collaborations, institutional brokerage platforms (e.g., POST, Defra Chief Scientific Adviser’s Office)

	(Bednarek 2016)
	Environment
	Research ↔ Policy/Society (practitioners working across science, policy, and community interfaces)
	Workshop synthesizing two decades of boundary-spanning practice in environmental fields, with 49 participants from nonprofits, foundations, academia, government, and advocacy
	Organized by The Pew Charitable Trusts, Luc Hoffmann Institute, California Ocean Science Trust, and the Science and Resilience Institute at Jamaica Bay to reflect on practice and build a boundary-spanning community
	Workshops convened by leading boundary-spanning practitioners and institutions; supported by environmental and philanthropic organizations
	Maintained through professional development efforts, skill-building networks, shared principles, and capacity-building initiatives; proposed online resource hub and collaborative platforms
	Workshop and community of practice approach; explored diagnostic tools, institutional design, skills mapping, evaluation frameworks; promoted shared learning, co-design, stakeholder engagement, and long-term relationships
	Institutional inertia, lack of formal training, ambiguous roles, insufficient evaluation, funding limitations, conflicting stakeholder values and timelines
	Shared learning, peer mentoring, interdisciplinary frameworks, reflective practice, flexible structures, funding from supportive institutions, emphasis on skills and values

	(Karcher, Cvitanovic et al. 2022)
	Environment
	Marine Science ↔ Policy (Knowledge Exchange across science-policy interface in marine systems)
	Synthesis of 25 international marine science-policy 'bright-spot' case studies to understand enablers, processes, and outcomes of effective knowledge exchange
	Initiated through research, policy demand, and third-party actors (e.g., NGOs, funders, Indigenous groups); self-identified cases based on perceived KE success
	Researchers, policymakers, and third-party institutions depending on the case; analyzed by an academic team led by Karcher et al.
	Through trusted relationships, long-term engagement, institutional support, shared goals, iterative collaboration, and alignment with governance levels
	Diverse KE methods: co-production, boundary work, advisory bodies, stakeholder inclusion, tools (e.g., policy briefs), participatory processes, trust-building, informal relationships
	Institutional disincentives, lack of time/resources, science-policy culture gap, weak funding, undervaluation of KE in academic structures
	Trust, interpersonal skills, pre-existing relationships, timing, policy windows, shared learning, flexible design, local leadership, inclusive knowledge systems

	(Sarkki, Young et al. 2025)
	Sustainability
	Science ↔ Policy (Global and European biodiversity science–policy interface landscape)
	Conceptual overview proposing 'transformative science–policy interfacing' as a new SPI approach in biodiversity and ecosystem services to catalyze societal change
	Authored by experts actively involved in major European SPI initiatives (e.g., Eklipse, BioAgora) and informed by ongoing EU policy developments (e.g., Biodiversity Strategy for 2030)
	Academic SPI experts drawing from engagement with EU-funded SPI projects and assessments (e.g., IPBES, BioAgora)
	Through institutional partnerships, Horizon Europe funding, long-term SPI projects (e.g., Eklipse, BioAgora), and EU-level policy integration
	Focuses on meta-level SPI orchestration: coordinating SPIs, embedding ethical infrastructures, iterating assessments, supporting implementation, policy framing, and solutions-based outputs
	Policy neutrality tensions, institutional inertia, lack of formal coordination mechanisms across SPIs, risks of instrumentalization, limited transformative implementation
	Normative framing for transformative change, embedded roles in SPI landscape, EU-level political momentum, ethical infrastructure, long-term EU funding, and knowledge co-production processes

	(Jensen-Ryan and German 2019)
	Environment
	Research ↔ Policy (Meta-synthesis of environmental science-policy case studies)
	Meta-synthesis of 39 peer-reviewed environmental science–policy case studies evaluating features and strategies of boundary organizations and boundary spanning processes linked to policy outcomes
	Academic research initiative using systematic review, grounded theory coding, and structured interviews with case study authors
	Authors (University of Wyoming and University of Georgia)
	Structured multi-phase research protocol; cross-validation through interviews; theoretical coding; synthesis across cases
	Identified 47 science–policy variables; tested statistical correlation between variables (e.g., boundary strategies, features) and policy outcomes (e.g., awareness, legislation, implementation)
	Limitations of publishing venues, reporting gaps in cases, difficulty tracing political outcomes, underreporting due to time lags and publication constraints
	Variables positively correlated with outcomes: national-scale implementation, mass media use, adaptive management, tailored research, transparency, dissemination, social capital building

	(Zeigermann and Ettelt 2023)
	Public Health 
	Policy ↔ Politics ↔ Science (multi-interface via policy pilots, deliberation fora, and policy labs)
	Comparative study of boundary spanning through deliberation fora, policy pilots, and labs in Germany’s health and climate policy to tackle wicked problems
	Initiated by civil society groups (fora), government programs (pilots), and ministries (labs); each reflects different institutional and political settings
	Mixed initiators: civil society (e.g. BürgerBegehren Klimaschutz), Federal Ministry of Interior (labs), and German Joint Federal Committee (pilots)
	Temporarily funded initiatives, often project-based (3–6 months for labs, multi-month fora and pilots); sustainment dependent on institutional uptake
	Fora enabled citizen engagement; pilots tested healthcare reforms; labs applied design-thinking to service innovation; all three used boundary activities like trust building, solution development, and knowledge translation
	Short project duration, limited scalability, exclusivity in labs, insufficient evaluation, weak integration into policymaking structures
	Institutional support, random citizen selection (fora), structured evaluation (pilots), creative facilitation (labs), civil society pressure, ministerial backing

	(Gluckman, Bardsley et al. 2021)
	General/conceptual
	Science ↔ Policy (Theory and practice of institutional knowledge brokerage)
	Conceptual review offering practical guidance for effective knowledge brokerage at the science–policy interface based on global science advisory experience and literature synthesis
	Authored by experienced science advisors and policy scholars drawing on international practice, including INGSA and various national science advisory bodies
	Gluckman, Bardsley & Kaiser, based on long-term work in government science advice and science diplomacy
	Brokerage institutionalization through science advisory systems, long-term relationships with policymakers, continuous knowledge ecosystem development
	Outlines ten actionable principles of brokerage (e.g., aligning policy needs with evidence, communicating uncertainties, offering policy options without prescribing), emphasizes trust, neutrality, and knowledge co-production
	Ambiguity in policy timing, risk of politicization, deficit models, competition among scientists, underdeveloped institutional frameworks, and epistemic tensions
	Institutionalized roles, trust, early access to agenda setting, co-framing, balanced communication, credibility with both science and policy actors, awareness of inferential gaps

	(Shaw, Danese et al. 2013)
	Climate Change
	Climate Science ↔ Coastal Communities (fisheries sector and local governments)
	Two Australian case studies (OceanWatch and NACC) examined for how they function as boundary organisations connecting climate science to fishing communities and coastal governance
	Part of CSIRO-funded project on coastal adaptation; case studies identified through existing practice and potential for boundary spanning analysis
	Curtin University researchers in collaboration with OceanWatch, NACC, and local stakeholders; supported by CSIRO Flagship Cluster
	Workshops, community engagement, technical panels, surveys, participatory design; sustained via existing organisational mandates (OceanWatch, NACC)
	Activities include convening community workshops, translating marine climate science, facilitating trust and dialogue, enabling participatory coastal planning, and co-producing governance tools
	Low perceived salience of climate science, lack of tailored local data, potential loss of credibility for boundary agents, funding precarity, political constraints
	Credibility of boundary agents, face-to-face engagement, community embedding, deliberative methods, inclusion of diverse perspectives, flexible facilitation, relevance to regional goals

	(Evans, Colberg et al. 2024)
	Climate Change
	Research ↔ Practice (scientists and natural resource managers via NE RISCC)
	Evaluation of the Northeast Regional Invasive Species and Climate Change (NE RISCC) Network’s boundary-spanning activities and their impact on practitioners' knowledge and actions
	Founded in 2016 by researchers and government partners in response to stakeholder demand for climate-relevant invasive species information; supported by USGS and UMass Amherst
	University of Massachusetts, US Geological Survey (NE CASC), and New York Invasive Species Research Institute
	Ongoing researcher-practitioner co-leadership, funding through USGS and DOE, continuous workshops, webinars, synthesis products, listserv engagement, annual symposia
	Produces short-format research syntheses, management challenges, and webinars; runs stakeholder-informed surveys; evaluates knowledge/action change via survey analysis and engagement duration
	Attribution challenges; persistent barriers like funding/staffing; time lag for practice change; institutional constraints on proactive action
	Long-term membership, practical research products, manager co-leadership, responsive formats, repeated practitioner input, regional tailoring

	(Cvitanovic, Löf et al. 2018)
	Environment
	Environmental Science ↔ Policy/Practice (university-based boundary organization)
	Evaluation of the Baltic Eye Project at Stockholm University — a boundary team of researchers, communicators, and policy analysts designed to influence Baltic Sea environmental policy
	Established in 2013 by Stockholm University’s Baltic Sea Centre to support evidence-informed marine policy through integrated science-policy-practice activities
	Stockholm University Baltic Sea Centre
	Secure long-term funding; embedded structure; interdisciplinary team; frequent interaction with policymakers; synthesis of existing evidence into policy briefs and media products
	Co-location of diverse expertise (e.g. policy analysts, journalists); direct interactions with politicians; production of timely policy briefs; social media use; iterative goal-setting and internal reflection
	Lack of direction in early stages; misalignment with academic reward structures; novelty of approach; broad workload; lack of policy expertise initially; institutional resistance
	Credibility through honest brokerage; skilled leadership; integration of policy analysts; strong team culture; clear, strategic goals; secure funding; tailored communication; trust with stakeholders

	(Cvitanovic, Cunningham et al. 2017)
	Environment
	Environmental Science ↔ Policy/Practice (CSIRO Climate Adaptation Flagship Knowledge Broker)
	Longitudinal study using social network analysis to evaluate a knowledge broker’s role in improving evidence uptake and stakeholder connectivity in Australia's climate adaptation context
	Role created within CSIRO Climate Adaptation Flagship; broker embedded in the team to improve research–policy connections
	CSIRO Climate Adaptation Flagship, led by research team from CSIRO and University of Tasmania
	12-month SNA study; strong leadership support; researcher survey; informal and formal feedback; tracking relationship strength over time
	Broker built a network of 192 actors across 30 organizations; supported stakeholder engagement, translated science, improved internal understanding of policy context, provided training and relationship facilitation
	Perception gap between broker and stakeholders; low external survey response rate; institutional disincentives; funding insecurity; high transaction costs
	Trust-building, internal legitimacy, understanding policy context, personalized engagement, social network mapping, long-term strategy orientation

	(Bednarek, Wyborn et al. 2018)
	Environment 
	Science ↔ Policy/Society (Perspectives from experienced boundary practitioners)
	Reflection paper based on a workshop of practitioners across 11 countries focusing on boundary spanning for sustainability and environmental decision-making
	Convened by The Pew Charitable Trusts with funding from Margaret A. Cargill Philanthropies; aimed at defining boundary spanning, identifying challenges, and building a practitioner-informed value proposition
	A group of senior boundary practitioners and researchers with experience in science–policy interface activities
	Built from collective experience and ongoing practice; supported by long-term engagement in organizations like COMPASS, Mitchell Center, Lenfest Ocean Program, etc.
	Outlined distinct functions of boundary spanners (not communication, advocacy or applied science); emphasized co-production, policy scanning, iteration, trust building, capacity building, and honest brokerage
	Conflation with other roles; undervaluation of boundary roles; lack of training and career paths; structural resistance in academia and institutions
	Recognition as distinct practice; institutional restructuring; tailored training; inclusive approaches to knowledge systems; focus on trust, legitimacy, and relevance
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