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Conservation efforts for terrestrial bird species assemblages in the Central Indian Landscape
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ABSTRACT

	Aims: The aim of this study is to examine the factors affecting avian conservation in the Central Indian Landscape (CIL).
Study design: Cross-sectional online survey using structured, closed-category elicitation of predefined conservation effort categories, combined with open-ended questions on gaps, future priorities, and organizations involved.
Place and Duration of Study: The online survey was administered through Google Forms between 1 and 30 April 2022.
Methodology: This study used a structured survey to document the type, timing, and geographic focus of avian conservation efforts in the CIL, identifying perceived gaps and future priorities. The survey, distributed through snowball sampling, recorded responses across 17 predefined conservation effort categories, five time intervals, priority species, and priority districts (n = 37 respondents). Analysis was restricted to descriptive frequencies and percentages.  
Results: Respondents reported 718 discrete instances of conservation activity, dominated by monitoring (58 instances, 78% of respondents), conservation action (55, 81%), and law enforcement (53, 73%), with reported activity peaking at 29% of instances in 2011 to 2015, overlapping the institutional response to the Gyps vulture crisis. Awareness creation headed the perceived gap list (27%), and habitat management headed the future priority list (38%). Checklist selections were dominated by vultures, led by Gyps indicus (70%), Gyps bengalensis (68%), and Sarcogyps calvus (65%), while the unprompted naming of Athene blewitti by four respondents constituted the strongest independent signal of concern. District priority closely tracked existing protected area coverage. 
Conclusion: These findings indicate that conservation attention in the landscape has been shaped substantially by institutional visibility and checklist composition.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Systematic conservation planning proceeds through a defined sequence of stages, from scoping and stakeholder identification through data compilation, target setting, and prioritization, to implementation and monitoring (Margules & Pressey, 2000). This study addresses the data compilation stage of this process for the terrestrial bird assemblages of the Central Indian Landscape (CIL), establishing what conservation efforts have already been directed toward them and identifying gaps and future priorities.

Conservation effort in India is not uniform across assemblages. Vultures, following the diclofenac crisis (Green et al., 2004), drew a coordinated national response (Prakash et al., 2012), while habitat specialists dependent on grasslands, though showing long-term declines (SoIB, 2023), have attracted comparatively little documented intervention (Pillar & Overbeck, 2025). This asymmetry is spatial as well as taxonomic; conservation investment concentrated in protected areas has measurably benefited vultures in central India (Jha et al., 2021), but protected area coverage is not a uniformly reliable predictor of conservation attention or species occurrence across the landscape. Effort is therefore uneven both across taxa and across the landscape, and protected area coverage alone is not a reliable proxy for where conservation attention has been directed.

This unevenness is documented at the level of individual crises and reserves, but it stops short of the terrestrial bird assemblage of the CIL. What has been implemented across the full assemblage, when it occurred, and which districts and species stakeholders consider priorities now, remains unassembled at the landscape scale. This absence is a gap in the data compilation stage of systematic conservation planning for the region, and without it, prioritization exercises risk duplicating effort in well documented taxa and areas while overlooking those that have received comparatively little attention.

The objective of this study is to examine the factors affecting avian conservation in the CIL, and the guiding research question is what conservation efforts have been implemented in the landscape over the last decades. This was recorded through a structured elicitation of practitioners, researchers, and other stakeholders, with professional exposure to the landscape, capturing the type and timing of conservation activity across the full assemblage of terrestrial birds, the species and districts considered highest priority, and the gaps respondents identify between past effort and current need.

2. methodology

The landscape spans approximately 315,000 km² across 47 districts in Chhattisgarh, Madhya Pradesh, and Maharashtra, encompassing a mosaic of plateaus, hills, and river valleys traversed by the Satpura and Vindhya ranges, and drained by the Narmada, Tapi, Mahanadi, Godavari, and headwater Ganga river basins. The landscape is dominated by tropical dry and moist deciduous forest, with 95% of the landscape falling within the Deccan Peninsula biogeographic zone, and supports a protected area network of tiger reserves, national parks, and wildlife sanctuaries, alongside biosphere reserves, RAMSAR sites, and Important Bird Areas.

2.1 Survey design and implementation  

The questionnaire was designed to capture seven core themes: existing conservation efforts, timeframes of implementation, conservation gaps, future priorities, species of conservation concern, organizations engaged in conservation, and priority districts for intervention. It was administered through Google Forms. Respondent metadata, including name, email, occupation, and address, were also recorded to characterize the respondent pool and assess representativeness across stakeholder groups. Question types included multiple choice for high conservation value areas and species prioritization, and open-ended questions on organizations involved, gaps, and future actions. For each of 17 predefined conservation effort categories, respondents were presented with a multi-select matrix question and asked to indicate all applicable time periods (2000 to 2005, 2006 to 2010, 2011 to 2015, 2016 to 2020, after 2020, none, or don't know) during which that effort had been implemented in the CIL, permitting multiple, non-exclusive temporal responses per category. The instrument was pilot tested with two respondents prior to distribution and refined accordingly.

The survey was distributed online through mailing lists, discussion forums, birding groups on WhatsApp, and direct email invitations, with recipients encouraged to forward it within their professional networks through snowball sampling technique. It was open for one month, from 1 to 30 April 2022. Because distribution relied on snowball sampling, the total number of individuals reached could not be determined, and a response rate could not be calculated.

Participation was voluntary, and provision of personal information was optional. Name and email were collected but not published or shared beyond the research team, and responses were anonymized prior to analysis. 

2.2 Data analysis

Respondent’s address was coded as either within or outside the CIL. Occupation responses were coded into three categories by a single coder: conservation (respondents mentioning conservation, biodiversity, or related fields, including faculty and Indian Forest Service officers), students, and non-conservation (all other respondents, including software professionals, salaried employees, entrepreneurs, and development professionals). Responses to each multiple-choice item were coded as binary variables, with a value of one assigned when a respondent selected a given category and zero otherwise. For conservation efforts, this produced a matrix of activity type by time intervals, allowing calculation of the frequency with which each activity was reported within each interval and overall. Open-ended responses on conservation gaps, future actions required, and organizations involved were transcribed and grouped into discrete categories based on recurring themes, then coded as binary variables in the same manner and summed to obtain response frequencies. Priority bird species were restricted to terrestrial species of CIL and tabulated as frequency counts of selection across respondents, distinguishing IUCN-listed species (IUCN, 2026) from additional species volunteered under the open response option. District-level conservation priority was summarized as the frequency with which each district was selected across respondents and mapped to represent relative selection frequency. All analyses were descriptive, based on frequency counts and percentages, and performed in Microsoft Excel.

Inferential statistical tests were not applied. Snowball sampling precludes a defined sampling frame and a known probability of selection, so significance estimates would not generalize beyond the surveyed respondents. Retrospective reporting of conservation activity by time intervals is also subject to recall bias, with more recent activity likely to be recalled and reported more readily than earlier activity, which would confound any test of temporal trend. Analysis was therefore restricted to descriptive frequencies and percentages.


3. results

All analyses were descriptive, based on frequency counts and percentages of the respondents (n = 37). Of the 37 respondents, 14 (38%) were conservation practitioners (including faculty, researchers and Indian Forest Service officers), 13 (35%) were students, and 10 (27%) worked outside the conservation sector (software professionals, salaried employees, development professionals, entrepreneurs). Respondent addresses corresponded to only 7 of the 47 districts comprising the CIL (Anuppur, Betul, Bhopal, Bilaspur, Damoh, Sagar and Surguja), and only 14 (38%) were residents of the study area.

3.1 Conservation efforts and temporal trends  

Across the 17 effort categories (Table 1) and five time-intervals (Fig 1), respondents reported 718 discrete instances of conservation activity. Monitoring was the most frequently reported activity (58 instances, 8% of all reports; selected by 29 respondents, 78%, in at least one interval), followed by conservation actions (55, 8%; 30 respondents, 81%), law enforcement (53, 7%; 27 respondents, 73%), habitat restoration (49, 7%; 28 respondents, 76%), and land and water management (47, 7%; 26 respondents, 70%). Awareness creation (45, 6%), livelihood interventions (44, 6%), and research (44, 6%) followed closely. Captive breeding (36, 5%), institutional development (31, 4%), and strengthening local administration (24, 3%) were the least frequently reported. The temporal distribution of reported activity was uneven (Fig 1). The proportion of total reports rose from 14% in 2000 to 2005 to a peak of 29% in 2011 to 2015, then declined to 19% after 2020, remaining above the levels reported for the two earliest intervals. Although an "other" option was provided for identifying conservation efforts, none of the respondents specified any unique additional activity beyond the predefined categories.

Table 1. Distribution of reported conservation effort by category and proportion of respondents
	Conservation effort category
	Share of reported instances, % (n = 718)
	Respondents reporting activity, % (n = 37)

	Status & monitoring
	8
	78

	Conservation actions
	8
	81

	Law enforcement
	7
	73

	Habitat restoration
	7
	76

	Land & water management
	7
	70

	Awareness creation
	6
	76

	Livelihood opportunities
	6
	70

	Research
	6
	76

	Communication & capacity building
	6
	68

	Planning
	6
	65

	Legal & policy frameworks
	6
	60

	Education
	6
	73

	Captive breeding
	5
	54

	Traditional practices 
	5
	54

	Collaboration with local communities
	5
	68

	Institutional development
	4
	54

	Strengthen local administration
	3
	51


Percentages do not sum to 100 due to rounding. Categories are ranked by share of reported instances.
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Fig. 1. Temporal distribution of reported conservation activity instances in the Central Indian Landscape, by five 5-year intervals from 2000 to 2020, plus a post-2020 category (n = 718 total instances).

3.2 Priority bird species

Respondents identified 22 species and 2 additional bird groups for conservation priorities. Vultures dominated the response pattern (Table 2): Indian Vulture (Gyps indicus, Critically Endangered) was selected by 26 respondents (70%), followed by White-rumped Vulture (Gyps bengalensis, Critically Endangered, 68%), Red-headed Vulture (Sarcogyps calvus, Critically Endangered, 65%), and Egyptian Vulture (Neophron percnopterus, Endangered, 54%). Sarus Crane (Antigone antigone, Vulnerable, 43%) was the highest-ranked non-vulture species, followed by Cinereous Vulture (Aegypius monachus, Near Threatened, 35%). Among volunteered species outside the listed options (Table 3), Forest Owlet (Athene blewitti) was named most often (n = 4).

Table 2. Bird species prioritized for conservation by respondents, listed by proportion of respondents selecting each species from the fixed checklist (n = 37)
	Common name
	Scientific name
	Group
	IUCN status
	Respondents, %

	Indian Vulture
	Gyps indicus
	Raptor (vulture)
	CR
	70

	White-rumped Vulture
	Gyps bengalensis
	Raptor (vulture)
	CR
	68

	Red-headed Vulture
	Sarcogyps calvus
	Raptor (vulture)
	CR
	65

	Egyptian Vulture
	Neophron percnopterus
	Raptor (vulture)
	EN
	54

	Sarus Crane
	Antigone antigone
	Non-raptor
	VU
	43

	Cinereous Vulture
	Aegypius monachus
	Raptor (vulture)
	NT
	35

	Alexandrine Parakeet
	Psittacula eupatria
	Non-raptor
	LC
	32

	Imperial Eagle
	Aquila heliaca
	Raptor (non-vulture)
	VU
	22

	Indian Spotted Eagle
	Clanga hastata
	Raptor (non-vulture)
	NT
	22

	Malabar Pied-Hornbill
	Anthracoceros coronatus
	Non-raptor
	NT
	22

	Red-necked Falcon
	Falco chicquera
	Raptor (non-vulture)
	NT
	22

	Greater Spotted Eagle
	Clanga clanga
	Raptor (non-vulture)
	VU
	19

	Steppe Eagle
	Aquila nipalensis
	Raptor (non-vulture)
	EN
	14

	Tawny Eagle
	Aquila rapax
	Raptor (non-vulture)
	VU
	14

	Bristled Grassbird
	Schoenicola striatus
	Non-raptor
	VU
	11

	Pallid Harrier
	Circus macrourus
	Raptor (non-vulture)
	NT
	11


IUCN status follows (IUCN, 2026).

Table 3. Bird species and groups identified by respondents outside the fixed checklist (n = 37)
	Common name
	Scientific name
	Group
	IUCN status
	Respondents, %

	Forest Owlet
	Athene blewitti
	Raptor 
	EN
	11

	Common Hoopoe
	Upupa epops
	Non-raptor
	LC
	3

	Indian Nuthatch
	Sitta castanea
	Non-raptor
	LC
	3

	Indian Spotted Creeper
	Salpornis spilonota
	Non-raptor
	LC
	3

	Indian Paradise-Flycatcher
	Terpsiphone paradisi
	Non-raptor
	LC
	3

	White-bellied Minivet
	Pericrocotus erythropygius
	Non-raptor
	LC
	3

	Flycatchers
	
	Non-raptor
	
	3

	Sparrows
	
	Non-raptor
	
	3


IUCN status follows (IUCN, 2026).

3.3 Priority districts

The most frequently identified high conservation value districts were Panna (18 respondents, 49%), Balaghat (16, 43%), and four districts tied at 15 respondents each (41%): Bhopal, Jabalpur, Mandla, and Gadchiroli. Amravati followed at 13 respondents (35%). As noted in the earlier section, respondents' own locations covered under 15% of CIL districts, so the concentration of priority selections around Panna and the Balaghat-Jabalpur-Mandla belt cannot be attributed to respondents preferentially naming their home districts. The spatial distribution of district selection frequencies reported by respondents is presented in Fig. 2 and Table A1.
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Fig. 2. Map of the district-level frequency of respondent nomination for conservation priority in the Central Indian Landscape.

3.4 Organizations engaged in conservation

Respondents named 33 distinct organizations (Table 4) active in bird conservation within CIL, spanning government agencies, research institutions, national and international NGOs, universities, and local nature clubs. Worldwide Fund for Nature (n = 9) and the forest departments (n = 7) and were cited most often among the standalone entries, followed by the Bombay Natural History Society (n = 6), the Wildlife Institute of India (n = 6), and the Salim Ali Centre for Ornithology and Natural History (n = 5). Six respondents (16%) could not name any organization. Of the 33 organizations identified, two (BBCS and Udhan) could not be verified due to insufficient available information.

Table 4. Complete list of organizations named by respondents as engaged in avian conservation in the Central Indian Landscape (open-ended response, n = 37).
	Organization 
	Mentions

	Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF)
	9

	State Forest Departments
	7

	Bombay Natural History Society (BNHS)
	6

	Wildlife Institute of India (WII)
	6

	Sálim Ali Centre for Ornithology and Natural History (SACON)
	5

	Crow Foundation
	2

	Network for Conserving Central India (NCCI)
	2

	The Nature Conservancy (TNC)
	2

	Tinsa Ecological Foundation
	2

	Wildlife Conservation Trust (WCT)
	2

	Wildlife Trust of India (WTI)
	2

	Anuppur Nature Club
	1

	Bhopal Birds
	1

	Bilaspur Nature Club
	1

	BirdLife International
	1

	Indian Institute of Forest Management (IIFM)
	1

	International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN)
	1

	Jayant Sarnaik, Melghat
	1

	Kota University
	1

	Madhya Pradesh State Biodiversity Board (MPSBB)
	1

	Nature and Wildlife Conservation and Awareness Society (NWCAS)
	1

	Nature Eye
	1

	RAMSAR Convention
	1

	Satpura Foundation
	1

	State Forest Research Institute (SFRI)
	1

	The Nature Volunteers (TNV)
	1

	Tropical Forest Research Institute (TFRI)
	1

	Wild Warriors
	1

	Wildlife and Nature Conservancy Society (WNCS)
	1

	Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS)
	1

	Wildlife SOS
	1

	BBCS
	1

	Udhan 
	1



3.5 Gaps and future priorities

Lack of awareness was the most frequently cited gap (10 respondents, 27%), followed by insufficient research and habitat management (16% each) and inadequate education and community involvement (14% each); 14% of respondents did not know of any gap and 8% reported none. For future action, habitat management was cited by 14 respondents (38%), followed by awareness creation by 13 respondents (35%), both community involvement and strengthening conservation interventions generally were cited by 10 respondents each (27%), and focus on birds by 8 respondents (22%). Complete respondent-reported conservation gaps and future priority actions are provided in Table 5 and Table 6, respectively.

Table 5. Conservation gaps identified by respondents for the terrestrial bird assemblage of the Central Indian Landscape, ranked by proportion of respondents (n = 37).
	Gaps in conservation
	Respondents, %

	Awareness
	27

	Research
	16

	Habitat management
	16

	Education
	14

	Community involvement
	14

	Lack of focus on birds
	11

	Planning
	11

	Data unavailability
	8

	Implementation
	8

	Manpower
	5

	Budget
	5

	Monitoring
	5

	Do not know
	14

	None
	8


Respondents could select more than one gap; percentages do not sum to 100.

Table 6. Future priority actions identified by respondents for the terrestrial bird assemblage of the Central Indian Landscape, ranked by proportion of respondents (n = 37).
	Future actions
	Respondents, %

	Habitat management
	38

	Awareness
	35

	Community involvement
	27

	Strengthen conservation interventions
	27

	Focus on birds
	22

	Antipoaching
	11

	Research
	11

	Monitoring
	8

	Coordination
	5

	Education
	5

	Laws
	5

	Finance
	3

	Planning
	3

	Do not know
	5


Respondents could select more than one future action; percentages do not sum to 100.

4. Discussion

4.1 Conservation efforts, perceived gaps, and future priorities

The conservation efforts profile reported by respondents diverges sharply from the gaps and priorities they identified, and this divergence is the most consequential pattern in the survey data. Monitoring, conservation action, and law enforcement were the three most frequently reported past activities (58, 55, and 53 instances out of 718 total reports, selected by 78%, 81%, and 73% of respondents respectively), yet monitoring was named as a future priority by only 8% of respondents and as a current gap by 5%. Awareness creation showed the inverse pattern, ranking sixth among past activities (45 instances, 76% of respondents) but topping the gap list (27%) and ranking second on the future priority list (35%), three points behind habitat management (38%). Habitat management itself was cited as a gap by 16% of respondents and led the future priority list at 38%, despite habitat restoration and land and water management ranking fourth and fifth among reported past efforts (49 and 47 instances).

This pattern should be interpreted with some caution, since conservation efforts were captured through a predefined multiple-choice matrix, whereas gaps and future priorities were elicited through unprompted open-ended responses. Predefined categories are easier to select from partial knowledge, and institutionally documented activities such as monitoring and law enforcement are easier to recall and attribute to a specific period than diffuse activities such as awareness building or habitat management (Larsen & Rasinski, 2002; Schwarz, 1999). This could inflate the apparent gap for the latter independent of true need. 

Taken together, the results suggest that respondents view the existing conservation efforts profile, weighted toward monitoring and law enforcement, as comparatively well covered, with unmet need concentrated in community involvement and habitat level interventions (Bennett, 2016). The gap and future priority rankings agree closely: awareness and habitat management lead both, monitoring trails both, which indicates a stable perception across the two questions, but this agreement does not distinguish a genuine mismatch from a bias shared by both open-ended items. The data cannot separate these explanations, and all the three rankings are therefore reported here as descriptive lists without adjudicating between them.

4.2 Temporal pattern in reported efforts

Reported conservation activity rose from 14% of all instances in 2000 to 2005 to a peak of 29% in 2011 to 2015, before declining to 21% and 19% in the two subsequent intervals. This trajectory was plausibly aligned with the institutional response to the vulture crisis, namely the diclofenac ban, establishment of vulture safe zones, and associated monitoring and captive breeding programmes (Bowden et al., 2026; Green et al., 2004; Prakash et al., 2024), which mechanically elevate reported activity in the matching interval. Recall bias was considered as a threat to this interpretation in the methods, specifically, a respondent reconstructing activity from memory in 2022 is more likely to recall and correctly place a 2013 event than a 2003 one, which would generate exactly this rise then plateau pattern even in the complete absence of a true trend (Sudman & Bradburn, 1973). This data, therefore, cannot be used to arbitrate between these two explanations, which are not mutually exclusive. This is regarded as a genuine limitation of retrospective self-report as a method for reconstructing conservation history, and a temporal trend is not asserted as fact anywhere outside this discussion.

4.3 Species prioritization

Of the sixteen species offered in the checklist, spanning the IUCN Red List categories, twelve were raptors, five of them vultures. A checklist in which three quarters of the options are birds of prey will mechanically inflate raptor selection frequencies relative to a fully open response format, regardless of underlying respondent belief. This caveat matters because raptors, and vultures in particular, occupy a genuinely disproportionate ecological role (Donázar et al., 2016; O’Bryan et al., 2022) in Central Indian Landscape ecosystems (Jha et al., 2021). Vultures dominated the species priority list, with the Indian Vulture, White rumped Vulture, and Red headed Vulture occupying the top three positions at 70%, 68%, and 65% respectively, consistent with the well documented, subcontinent wide collapse of Gyps populations following veterinary diclofenac poisoning, which reduced G. bengalensis by more than 95% within roughly a decade and pushed all three resident Gyps species to Critically Endangered status  (Green et al., 2004; Prakash et al., 2003). Recovery has been slow and geographically uneven even after the 2006 diclofenac ban (Prakash et al., 2012), so continued respondent concern for vultures is defensible on ecological grounds. However, this result is not an unconstrained expression of expert priority. Therefore, the genuinely informative signal in Table 3 is treated as the species respondents volunteered outside the fixed list: Forest Owlet was identified by four respondents, while Common Hoopoe, Indian Nuthatch, Indian Spotted Creeper, Indian Paradise-Flycatcher, and White-bellied Minivet were identified by one each. The endangered Forest Owlet, endemic to Central India (Chavan et al., 2025; Khan et al., 2023), requires a habitat mosaic of open agricultural lands for foraging alongside mature, cavity-bearing dry deciduous teak forests for nesting and roosting, but its survival is severely threatened by ongoing habitat loss, illegal timber logging, agricultural expansion, and anthropogenic disturbances such as forest fires and tourist vehicles (Khan et al., 2023; Kulkarni et al., 2021; Mehta, 2008). The remaining five species reported by respondents share Least Concern status but face distinct threats, the Common Hoopoe (Mlodinow & Pyle, 2024) is affected by loss of open nesting habitat to agricultural expansion, the White-bellied Minivet (Suryawanshi, 2020) by decline of open savannah and scrub jungle habitat, and the Indian Spotted Creeper (Harrap & Kirwan, 2024) by loss and degradation of large trees required for foraging and nesting. The Indian Nuthatch (Harrap, 2020) remains unassessed, while the Indian Paradise-Flycatcher (Moeliker et al., 2020) shows no serious population decline or significant identified threats. These volunteered taxa largely represent groups absent from the fixed checklist and their unprompted emergence is therefore treated as stronger evidence of independent respondent concern than the frequency derived from the fixed options.

4.4 Priority districts

Panna, Balaghat, Mandla, Bhopal, Jabalpur, and Gadchiroli, the six most frequently nominated districts, host Panna Tiger Reserve in Panna; Kanha Tiger Reserve in Balaghat and Mandla; the Bhoj Wetlands RAMSAR site and Van Vihar National Park in Bhopal; and Bhamragarh Wildlife Sanctuary and Chaprala Wildlife Sanctuary in Gadchiroli (NTCA, 2026; Ramsar Convention Secretariat, 2026; Wildlife Institute of India, 2015). Except for Jabalpur, all top ranked districts contain a nationally designated protected area or RAMSAR site already listed in the study area. This concentration can be attributed to the fact that the respondent pool skews toward conservation practitioners and students (73% combined), whose professional exposure to CIL is mediated substantially through the existing protected area network. It is well established globally (Rodrigues et al., 2004; Watson et al., 2014) that flagship, protected area centered conservation investment does not reliably track independent biodiversity or threat metrics. District nomination frequency in this dataset likely reflects protected area visibility to respondents, consistent with the positive association between protected area coverage and vulture distribution reported for Central India (Jha et al., 2021) and conservation in general for India (Ghosh-Harihar et al., 2019), as much as underlying avian conservation need, a distinction that matters for species such as the Sarus Crane, whose core habitat lies largely outside the protected area network (Archibald et al., 2020). Prioritization exercises in the Central Indian Landscape would therefore benefit from supplementing expert opinion with independent, spatially explicit, landscape level bird species distribution models.

4.5 Institutional visibility

Citation frequency across the 33 named organizations was steeply skewed, with the great majority of mentions concentrated in five bodies (Table 4) and 28 of the remaining organizations named by at most two respondents each. This long tail of low-recognition organizations, and the 16% of respondents unable to name any organization, is consistent with the awareness gap respondents identified themselves as the leading limitation (27% citing awareness as the top gap).

4.6 Sampling limitations and representativeness

The sampling frame intentionally targeted respondents with relevant knowledge of the landscape. A snowball sampling method was used across birding networks and mailing lists to reach this population. However, as observed in large-scale conservation research (Sandbrook et al., 2019), opportunistic sampling through professional networks often skews the respondent pool toward practitioners already embedded in conservation circles. Two further features of the respondent pool compound this. First, geographic representativeness was weak: addresses covered only 7 of the 47 CIL districts, and just 38% of respondents resided within the landscape itself, meaning most opinions on CIL priorities came from professionals observing the landscape from outside it. Second, the sample was occupationally narrow, with conservation practitioners and students together comprising 73% of respondents and only 27% drawn from outside the sector. Although employed outside the conservation sector, these respondents were involved in voluntary engagement with bird conservation activities in the landscape. This study is therefore treated as a convenience sample of the conservation community's own view of itself, rather than a cross section of local stakeholders whose perspectives on conservation priorities often differ substantially from outside professionals (Sandbrook et al., 2019).

5. Conclusion

Over decades, reported conservation efforts in the Central Indian Landscape have concentrated in monitoring, direct action, and law enforcement, while habitat management, awareness creation, and community involvement dominate both the perceived gaps and future priorities. Reported activity peaked in 2011 to 2015, coincident with the institutional response to the Gyps vulture crisis. Species and district prioritization were both shaped by exposure: vulture dominance reflects both genuine ecological concern and checklist composition, and five of six priority districts tracked existing protected area coverage, with consequences for species like Sarus Crane whose habitat lies largely outside reserves. The unprompted naming of Forest Owlet is the strongest independent signal of respondent concern.
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APPENDIX


Table A1. District-level nomination frequency for conservation priority in the Central Indian Landscape (n = 37 respondents; all 47 CIL districts received at least one nomination).
	District
	Frequency
	Respondents, %

	Panna
	18
	49

	Balaghat
	16
	43

	Bhopal
	15
	41

	Gadchiroli
	15
	41

	Jabalpur
	15
	41

	Mandla
	15
	41

	Amravati
	13
	35

	Balrampur
	12
	32

	Chandrapur
	12
	32

	Surajpur
	12
	32

	Surguja
	12
	32

	Umaria
	12
	32

	Bilaspur
	10
	27

	Gaurela-Pendra-Marwahi
	10
	27

	Narmadapuram
	10
	27

	Mungeli
	10
	27

	Shahdol
	10
	27

	Anuppur
	9
	24

	Betul
	9
	24

	Chhindwara
	9
	24

	Dindori
	9
	24

	Gondia
	9
	24

	Korba
	9
	24

	Kabirdham
	7
	19

	Korea
	7
	19

	Nagpur
	7
	19

	Rajnandgaon
	7
	19

	Sehore
	7
	19

	Seoni
	7
	19

	Raisen
	6
	16

	Rewa
	6
	16

	Satna
	6
	16

	Singrauli
	6
	16

	Akola
	5
	14

	Damoh
	5
	14

	Katni
	5
	14

	Sagar
	5
	14

	Wardha
	5
	14

	Bhandara
	4
	11

	Chhatarpur
	4
	11

	Harda
	4
	11

	Sidhi
	4
	11

	Buldhana
	2
	5

	East Nimar
	2
	5

	Narsinghpur
	2
	5

	Vidisha
	2
	5

	Burhanpur
	1
	3


Respondents could select more than one district; frequencies therefore do not sum to 37. Districts are ranked in descending order of nomination frequency. See Fig. 2 for spatial distribution.
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