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Abstract: Land use conflicts are increasingly widespread and complex, driven by 
overlapping spatial claims, intensifying competition over natural resources, and 
growing socio-environmental vulnerabilities. These conflicts are particularly acute 
in territories where economic, ecological, and social priorities intersect, and where 
planning systems often lack the spatial sensitivity and participatory mechanisms 
necessary to mediate competing interests. This study focus on spatially-explicit 
scenario planning as a key approach for anticipating, identifying, and managing 
land use conflicts. Grounded in geospatial analysis, participatory foresight, and 
sustainability science, this approach enables the co-production of spatially 
grounded narratives of possible futures, while enhancing territorial governance, 
stakeholder engagement, and transparency in decision-making processes. Emphasis 
is placed on the dual role of spatial scenarios: both as technical tools for mapping 
conflict dynamics and as platforms for dialogue among actors with divergent 
claims. This study advocates a paradigm shift in land use planning that is forward-
looking, spatially informed, and socially inclusive. Such a shift is essential to 
support sustainability transitions and promote more resilient, and negotiated 
territorial futures. 

 Keywords: land use conflicts; spatially-explicit scenario planning; participatory 
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1. Introduction 

Land use conflicts are not new, but their scale, complexity, and intensity are increasing in the context of rapid 
urbanization, climate change, and socio-political transformations [1–4]. From agricultural expansion into forest 
frontiers, to urban sprawl encroaching upon peri-urban farmland, and the siting of renewable energy infrastructure in 
conservation areas, the spatial footprint of human activity is expanding [5,6]. Recent studies indicate that land use 
conflicts have intensified significantly. For example, between 2001 and 2020 approximately 86 million hectares of 
forest were converted to agriculture globally, with Brazil, Indonesia, and the Democratic Republic of Congo accounting 
for over 50 percent of this transformation, often associated with conflicts between agribusiness, smallholder 
farmers, and indigeneous people [7]. In Europe, more than 28 percent of documented territorial disputes recorded 
between 1990 and 2019 have been linked to urban expansion pressures over agricultural land, particularly in Spain, 
Italy, and Portugal [8–10]. Additionally, the expansion of renewable energy infrastructure has generated new territorial 
tensions, with around 65 percent of planned wind energy projects in Latin America between 2010 and 2022 encountering 
opposition from local communities over land rights and cultural impacts [11,12]. These quantitative indicators illustrate 
both the severity and growing spatial incidence of land-use conflicts across different regions. These expansions 
increasingly overlap in ways that provoke disputes. These conflicts often reflect deeper structural inequalities and 
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competing visions for the future of land [13–15]. Understanding the nature of land use conflicts requires looking beyond 
isolated disputes and considering the broader systemic drivers that shape them, including unequal access to resources, 
weak territorial governance, and divergent socio-environmental values. Conflicts are not merely technical or spatial 
mismatches, but manifestations of political and institutional tensions that are spatially expressed. 

Conventional land use planning tools, rooted in regulatory zoning or economic forecasting, are ill-equipped to 
address these challenges. They tend to be reactive, linear, and politically constrained, failing to capture the dynamics 
of land systems or the diversity of stakeholders involved [16,17]. In this context, scenario planning emerges as a 
compelling alternative. By exploring multiple plausible futures, it allows decision-makers and communities to 
navigate uncertainty and complexity. The value of this method, however, increases significantly when it becomes 
spatially explicit, grounding narratives of change in tangible geographies and enabling direct engagement with the 
territorial dimension of conflict. Spatially-explicit scenario planning (SESP) offers a forward-looking, integrative 
methodology that explicitly maps trade-offs and enables dialogue among competing interests [18,19]. More than a 
forecasting tool, SESP is a participatory and anticipatory practice that creates space for negotiation, shared learning, 
and the reimagining of land futures. This study argues that SESP should be at the heart of any effort to understand and 
mitigate land use conflicts, particularly in contexts where multiple actors claim overlapping rights and where decisions 
have long-term territorial consequences. The discussion unfolds in four parts: first, by deepening the understanding of 
what land use conflicts are and what drives them; second, by presenting the rationale for scenario planning in this 
context; third, by clarifying what makes a scenario planning process spatially-explicit; and finally, by reflecting on 
how SESP contributes to conflict resolution and the co-creation of more just and sustainable territorial futures. 

2. Reframing Land Use Conflicts through Scenario Thinking 

Land use conflicts occur when different stakeholders pursue incompatible objectives for the same geographical 
area [20]. These conflicts may take various forms: they can be material, such as disputes between mining operations 
and agricultural land uses [21]; symbolic, as in the tension between protecting cultural heritage and accommodating 
urban development [22]; or procedural, arising from the absence of transparency or inclusive participation in decision-
making processes [23,24]. At the root of these conflicts are a range of driving forces, including pressures linked to 
economic development, such as infrastructure expansion [25], real estate speculation [26], and agribusiness 
interests [27,28], as well as goals associated with environmental protection, including biodiversity conservation, 
rewilding, and climate change mitigation [29,30]. In parallel, social justice claims, especially those connected to 
indigenous rights, food sovereignty, and the distribution of urban resources, add further complexity [2,31]. Although 
these tensions often play out within specific spatial boundaries, their origins and consequences typically extend 
beyond administrative jurisdictions. More than just disputes over land as a physical resource, these conflicts are 
deeply entangled with power relations, cultural identities, and competing visions for the future. Successful 
applications of scenario-based spatial analysis demonstrate the potential to anticipate and mitigate such conflicts in a 
variety of contexts worldwide. For example, scenario modelling in a Latvian biosphere reserve compared business-
as-usual, sustainable development and conservation-oriented futures and identified pathways that improve 
biodiversity outcomes while reducing pressure on vulnerable land parcels, providing concrete guidance to managers 
on how to reduce land-use tensions [32]. In the Gaoligong Mountain Region a spatially explicit model under different 
development scenarios showed that the ecological-protection scenario generated the lowest extent and severity of 
conflict zones [33]. In North America, spatially explicit scenario exercises have been used to generate alternative 
futures for northwestern Virginia that directly informed conservation planning and helped reconcile development 
pressures with biodiversity objectives, a process that reduced disagreement by making trade-offs spatially explicit 
and policy-relevant [34]. In South America, comparative scenario work for the Quillota/Valparaíso region (Chile) 
contrasted urban regional growth pathways and identified spatial-planning scenarios that lower the risk of urban 
encroachment into agricultural and high-value natural areas, giving planners concrete options to prevent future 
conflicts [35]. In African frontier contexts (e.g., Mozambique) strategic spatial planning and stakeholder-driven 
scenario processes have been shown to create negotiating spaces that reconcile large-scale investment with community 
livelihoods and ecological protection, thereby reducing the incidence and intensity of land-use disputes [36]. However, 
it should be acknowledged that scenario-based analysis may not fully resolve land-use conflicts but rather shift them 
elsewhere. For example, the establishment of protected areas or strict conservation measures in one location may lead 
to displacement of agricultural, forestry, or development pressures to adjacent or distant regions, a phenomenon often 
referred to as leakage. This can result in unintended consequences such as carbon emissions increases, habitat loss, 
or biodiversity decline in areas not directly managed under the scenario [37,38]. Furthermore, the influence of 
international trade and life-cycle impacts should also be considered in scenario-based land-use analyses. For instance, 
events such as the U.S.-China soybean trade war have contributed to farmland expansion and carbon stock losses in 
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the Amazon, illustrating how global market dynamics can amplify or redistribute local land-use pressures. Therefore, 
while scenario-based approaches can inform decision-making and reduce conflicts locally, their broader socio-
ecological impacts must be carefully considered, and complementary policies may be needed to prevent the 
externalization of pressures. Taken together, these cases show that scenario thinking (when paired with spatial 
modelling and inclusive participation) does not merely map possible futures but can shape trajectories toward less 
conflictual land-use outcomes [39,40]. 

Scenario planning is a structured method for exploring multiple plausible futures, especially useful in contexts 
marked by uncertainty and complexity [41,42]. Originally developed for military and corporate strategic planning, 
this approach has increasingly found relevance in environmental governance, spatial planning, and sustainability 
science [43,44]. At its core, scenario planning helps actors move beyond linear projections and instead consider a 
range of alternative trajectories based on varying assumptions, drivers, and decisions [45]. However, traditional 
scenario planning often remains abstract, dominated by qualitative narratives and generalised visions [41,46]. While 
these narratives are important for framing uncertainties and stimulating strategic thinking, they frequently lack spatial 
specificity. This absence of geographical detail can make scenarios less actionable in territorial governance processes, 
where land use decisions require concrete, place-based information. Without a spatial dimension, it becomes difficult 
to identify where change is likely to occur, which stakeholders will be affected, or how trade-offs between land uses 
might materialise in specific locations [47,48]. SESP addresses this limitation by integrating scenario thinking with 
spatial analysis techniques. By leveraging Geographic Information Systems (GIS), remote sensing, land change 
modelling, and participatory mapping, SESP translates narratives into visual, geographically grounded 
representations of alternative futures [49,50]. This approach not only enhances the credibility and usability of scenario 
outputs but also provides a bridge between storytelling and evidence-based territorial planning. Through maps, and 
spatial simulations stakeholders can visualise the distribution of land use change, identify potential conflict areas, and 
co-design strategies that are more resilient, inclusive, and context-sensitive [51,52]. 

SESP is defined by its combination of qualitative foresight methods with quantitative spatial data and 
modelling [46]. The process typically begins with the identification of key drivers of change, such as shifts in 
policy, economic trends, demographic dynamics, or climate variability [53,54]. These drivers, often articulated 
through stakeholder consultations or expert workshops, are used to construct contrasting scenario storylines, such 
as business-as-usual, sustainable transformation, or high-growth development [55,56]. The novelty of SESP lies 
in its capacity to transform these storylines into spatial outputs [57,58]. To achieve this, several components are 
integrated, namely: (i) land use and land cover data, often derived from remote sensing technologies, satellite 
imagery, or cadastral and administrative land databases, provide the foundational spatial layer within the SESP 
framework. These datasets represent the current configuration of the landscape in terms of both how land is used 
(e.g., urban development, agriculture, conservation) and how it is covered (e.g., vegetation, built-up surfaces, water 
bodies) [59,60]; (ii) stakeholder-defined drivers play a central role in the SESP framework by ensuring that 
scenario development is socially grounded, locally relevant, and responsive to context-specific priorities and 
perceptions. These drivers refer to the economic, political, environmental, or cultural forces identified directly by 
stakeholders, such as local governments, community groups, landowners, NGOs, or planning authorities, as being 
influential in shaping land use trajectories [61,62]; (iii) spatial modelling tools, such as CLUE-S (Conversion of 
Land Use and its Effects at Small regional extent), Dinamica EGO, GAMA (GIS Agent-based Modeling 
Architecture), or CORMAS (COmmon-pool Resources and Multi-Agent Simulations) are integral components of 
the SESP framework, as they allow for the simulation of land use dynamics under different scenarios. These tools 
enable the translation of qualitative narratives and stakeholder-defined drivers into quantitative, spatially explicit 
projections. Each of these models brings specific capabilities, but within the SESP, they are used with a common 
purpose: to simulate how, where, and under what conditions land use change may occur, given a set of assumptions 
and boundary conditions [15,61,63]; and (iv) participatory methods are a cornerstone of the SESP framework, 
ensuring that the modelling process is deeply rooted in local knowledge, values, and priorities. Rather than treating 
land use change as a purely technical or expert-driven process, SESP emphasizes the importance of co-producing 
knowledge through inclusive engagement with stakeholders [44,47,61]. 

Combining these components, SESP generates visual and analytical outputs that are both scientifically robust 
and socially meaningful. Maps produced under each scenario can reveal hotspots of potential conflict, for example, 
areas where agricultural expansion may encroach on protected ecosystems, as well as areas of opportunity, such as 
brownfield sites suitable for urban regeneration [64,65]. Additionally, spatial scenarios can highlight synergies or 
trade-offs between land use objectives, enabling more informed negotiation between stakeholders [66,67]. 
Ultimately, SESP empowers planners and communities to move beyond vague preferences or generic development 
paths. It supports a deeper engagement with spatial consequences, fostering deliberation on whose interests are 
prioritised, what risks are distributed where, and how different futures might be more or less just, sustainable, or 
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feasible [68,69]. Rather than treating space as a neutral backdrop, SESP acknowledges the political, ecological, and 
social dimensions of land use change, making it a critical tool for navigating complex territorial transformations. 

SESP plays a vital role in both anticipating and addressing land use conflicts by enhancing foresight, 
transparency, inclusiveness, and negotiation capacity in territorial decision-making [70,71]. Unlike traditional 
planning tools that often react to conflicts after they emerge, SESP offers a proactive framework to detect tensions 
early, make underlying assumptions visible, and promote dialogue among competing interests [72]. First, SESP 
contributes to anticipation by identifying areas where land use tensions are likely to escalate [73]. Through spatial 
simulations, planners and stakeholders can visualise where future pressures, such as urban expansion, 
infrastructure development, or conservation initiatives, may overlap or clash with existing land uses [74,75]. These 
spatial insights make it possible to flag “conflict hotspots” in advance and consider alternative strategies before 
tensions become entrenched or irreversible [76]. Second, SESP enhances transparency by making the assumptions, 
trade-offs, and value judgments behind planning decisions explicit. Scenario maps and spatial models reveal how 
choices about land use allocation affect different sectors or communities. For example, stakeholders can clearly 
see how one scenario might prioritise economic development at the expense of ecological integrity, while another 
may promote conservation but limit housing availability [77]. This openness encourages accountability and 
supports evidence-based deliberation. Third, the participatory nature of SESP promotes inclusiveness, ensuring 
that diverse voices are involved in shaping scenarios [78]. By engaging local communities, government actors, 
developers, farmers, and environmental organisations in the co-production of narratives and spatial outputs, SESP 
advances mutual understanding and builds legitimacy [79]. Stakeholders not only express their preferences but 
also learn about the perspectives and constraints of others. This shared learning process helps reduce polarisation 
and creates conditions for more collaborative planning [42]. Fourth, SESP creates a negotiation space by opening 
up a range of future alternatives, rather than locking into a single deterministic path. The visualisation of 
contrasting scenarios allows stakeholders to compare the consequences of different decisions and to identify 
potential synergies or areas of compromise. This capacity to explore “what if” questions spatially stimulate creative 
thinking and encourages more flexible, adaptive, and integrative solutions [79,80]. A concrete illustration of these 
benefits can be found in peri-urban areas, where land use conflicts are often most acute [61]. In such areas, rapid 
urban growth frequently threatens agricultural livelihoods, natural habitats, and cultural landscapes. Using SESP, 
planners can simulate different urban expansion trajectories, such as compact growth versus low-density sprawl, 
and assess their implications for food production, ecosystem services, and access to infrastructure [81,82]. For 
instance, one scenario might reveal that urban densification could accommodate housing needs without consuming 
high-value farmland, while another may show how green infrastructure corridors could act as buffers between 
residential and agricultural areas, reducing land use friction. In this way, SESP helps align urban development 
with broader sustainability goals, while minimising displacement, fragmentation, and conflict. Despite these trade-
offs, SESP does not eliminate land use conflicts, but it equips stakeholders with the tools to understand, negotiate, 
and navigate them more constructively. Through promoting spatial awareness, dialogue, and shared responsibility, 
it contributes to more democratic and durable territorial governance [83,84] (Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1. SESP for anticipating and managing land use conflicts. 
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3. Towards Transformative Land Governance: Policy and Research Pathways 

For SESP to realize its full potential as a tool for conflict anticipation, mitigation, and land governance, it 
must be more than a methodological choice. It needs to be embedded structurally and culturally within the 
institutions, practices, and mindsets that shape territorial development. This requires targeted interventions at 
multiple levels, from education and capacity building to governance reform and research collaboration. A first and 
foundational step is to mainstream SESP in planning education and professional training. Many land use planners, 
public officials, and community leaders still receive limited exposure to scenario planning methods, let alone 
spatially explicit ones [85,86]. Embedding SESP modules into university curricula, vocational courses, and 
continuing education programmes would equip new generations of practitioners with the conceptual understanding 
and technical competencies needed to apply these tools effectively. Such efforts should emphasize not only 
software skills, but also ethical considerations, stakeholder facilitation, and the politics of spatial knowledge 
production [87,88]. Second, governments should incentivize inter-municipal cooperation around scenario 
planning, particularly in conflict-prone or rapidly changing regions. Land use challenges, such as urban sprawl, 
ecosystem degradation, or infrastructure development, rarely respect administrative boundaries. Encouraging 
municipalities to jointly develop and coordinate spatial scenarios can reveal synergies, avoid contradictory 
policies, and promote integrated governance [89]. Regional planning bodies and metropolitan forums could act as 
facilitators, providing methodological guidance, data infrastructure, and platforms for dialogue. At the same time, 
existing policy frameworks often suffer from fragmentation, limited enforcement, or insufficient integration of long-
term future thinking. Highlighting these shortcomings, such as the lack of harmonized data systems, inconsistent 
cross-sector coordination, or the marginalization of local communities in decision-making, helps clarify the 
institutional barriers that currently hinder effective SESP implementation [90,91]. Third, the wider adoption of SESP, 
especially in low-resource settings, requires accessible, user-friendly, and open-source tools [92]. Commercial 
software and data products are often expensive or technically complex. Public investment in open-access platforms 
for spatial scenario building, coupled with community-based training and documentation in multiple languages, 
can dramatically lower barriers to entry. Initiatives such as participatory web mapping tools, or simplified land 
change models hold particular promise for expanding the reach of SESP beyond academic circles [93]. Successful 
experiences, for example, participatory scenario initiatives in regions facing rapid land transformation or 
community-led visioning processes embedded in local development plans demonstrate that SESP can generate 
actionable, socially legitimate outcomes when supported by responsive institutional environments. These 
examples provide concrete models that help strengthen the policy context of SESP and illustrate the conditions 
under which it can thrive [94,95]. Fourth, strategic environmental assessments (SEA) and spatial development 
frameworks should incorporate scenario thinking as a formal requirement. These instruments often guide large-
scale investments, zoning plans, and infrastructure decisions, yet are frequently limited to static snapshots of 
current conditions or linear trend projections. Integrating spatial scenarios into SEA processes allows for more 
dynamic, forward-looking evaluations of environmental impacts under different policy pathways [96,97]. 
Likewise, scenario-informed spatial frameworks can make planning more adaptive, responsive, and inclusive of 
uncertainty and diverse futures. However, many SEAs and planning frameworks continue to underperform due to 
limited data integration, weak public participation, or overly technocratic procedures. Recognizing these 
weaknesses while drawing on positive policy examples such as national or regional frameworks that formally 
embed scenario exploration in land-use decision cycles helps clarify both the gaps and opportunities for 
institutional reform [98,99]. 

Finally, embedding SESP in governance also demands a transdisciplinary research agenda. The challenges 
of land use conflict and future uncertainty cannot be addressed through technical modelling alone. Integrating 
insights from social sciences, environmental justice, conflict studies, and participatory design is essential to ensure 
that scenario processes are not only technically robust but also socially grounded [71,100]. Bridging disciplines 
such as geoinformatics, urban studies, ecology, and public administration enables richer understandings of spatial 
conflict dynamics and more responsive planning practices. Funding bodies and research institutions should support 
collaborative projects that explicitly link these fields and involve both academic and non-academic stakeholders. 
Therefore, institutionalizing SESP as a routine component of land governance requires aligned efforts across 
education, policy, practice, and research. When these dimensions are addressed in concert, SESP can move from 
a project-based innovation to a structural pillar of just and forward-looking territorial planning [101–103]. 

The increasing volatility of land systems, driven by climate change, economic uncertainty, demographic 
shifts, and political instability, demands a fundamental rethinking of how we plan, govern, and inhabit land. In this 
context, SESP emerges not only as a technical innovation, but as a powerful framework for reimagining the very 
purpose and process of land use planning [104,105]. SESP encourages a paradigmatic shift in planning logic: from 
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a paradigm of control to one of co-creation; from linear prediction to reflexive anticipation; and from top-down 
technocratic models to more deliberative, participatory, and adaptive approaches [106,107]. It resonates with 
broader calls for planning systems that are more inclusive, future-oriented, and responsive to complexity. By 
visualizing multiple plausible futures in concrete spatial terms, SESP helps planners and communities move 
beyond reactive decision-making and toward proactive engagement with uncertainty and transformation [108]. 
Crucially, this shift is not merely methodological. It is deeply political and normative. At its core, SESP challenges 
narrow conceptions of land as a passive resource or mere commodity. Instead, it invites us to see land as a living 
space imbued with meaning, contested values, and overlapping rights. Practicing SESP with integrity means 
confronting power asymmetries, redistributing voice in decision-making processes, and recognizing the legitimacy 
of diverse knowledge systems, from scientific to experiential. Beyond methodological perspectives, SESP also 
encourages the adoption of multifunctional land-use practices, such as agroforestry systems or integrated crop–
livestock systems, which can actively contribute to mitigating land-use conflicts while enhancing ecological, 
social, and economic benefits. In this sense, SESP is more than a toolbox for future planning. It is a mode of 
engagement, a way of collectively imagining, negotiating, and shaping shared futures through space [57,109]. It 
calls for institutions that are open to experimentation, for planners who are facilitators rather than gatekeepers, and 
for processes that honor both data and dialogue. As land use conflicts grow more complex and urgent, SESP 
provides not only a method, but one that is grounded in collaboration, oriented toward justice, and animated by 
the possibility of more sustainable territorial futures [18,110,111]. 

4. Limitations and Challenges 

While SESP holds significant promise for navigating complex land use conflicts and planning for uncertain 
futures, it is important to recognize that it is not a panacea. Like any planning approach, SESP operates within 
political, institutional, and technical constraints that may limit its effectiveness or even generate unintended 
consequences if not carefully addressed [112,113]. Scenario-based analysis may also shift rather than eliminate 
land-use conflicts, particularly when interventions displace pressures to other regions or sectors. 

One of the most persistent challenges lies in the limited availability of high-quality, up-to-date spatial data. 
Although satellite imagery is increasingly accessible, it often lacks the level of classification required for 
meaningful local planning [114]. Similarly, cadastral or socio-economic datasets are frequently incomplete, 
outdated, or fragmented across agencies. Such data gaps constrain the development of credible, evidence-based 
scenarios and risk skewing planning outcomes toward sectors or territories that are better documented [115,116]. 
Moreover, the incomplete understanding of international supply chains and trade-related spillovers adds another 
layer of complexity, underscoring the need for more integrated and interoperable datasets. 

Another major limitation concerns the technical demands of SESP. Sophisticated spatial modelling tools, or 
even basic GIS operations require skills and software access that are not always available within local 
governments, especially in smaller municipalities or under-resourced institutions [117]. This creates a reliance on 
external consultants or academic partners, which, while sometimes necessary, can reduce local ownership of the 
process and limit long-term sustainability. In some cases, technical complexity can even obscure the planning 
process from non-experts, reducing transparency and stakeholder engagement. Moreover, SESP does not 
inherently overcome power asymmetries in territorial governance. Even when participatory methods are employed, 
decision-making can remain dominated by some actors, such as developers, landowners, or politically connected 
stakeholders, while marginalised groups, including low-income residents, or informal land users, may be excluded. 
Without explicit attention to who is included, whose knowledge counts, and who ultimately benefits from scenario 
outcomes, SESP risks reproducing existing inequalities under the guise of inclusive planning [70,118]. A more 
subtle but no less important risk is what has been termed “scenario fatigue”. In many settings, stakeholders have 
participated in multiple rounds of planning workshops, visioning exercises, or consultative processes, often with 
little tangible follow-up or policy impact. When scenario planning becomes a routine exercise without clear links 
to implementation or political commitment, it can foster frustration, disengagement, and scepticism [119]. This is 
particularly problematic when SESP is framed as a tool for empowerment but fails to produce meaningful change. 
Addressing these limitations requires a multi-pronged approach. Capacity building must be seen not as a one-off 
training event but as a continuous process of strengthening local technical expertise, analytical literacy, and critical 
engagement with spatial tools. This includes investing in staff, infrastructure, and collaborative networks between 
local governments, universities, and civil society [62]. Simultaneously, there is a need for data democratization: 
ensuring that key spatial and socio-economic datasets are made publicly available, interoperable, and usable by 
non-experts. Open data platforms, transparent metadata standards, and citizen-generated data can all contribute to 
this goal. Equally important is the institutional embedding of scenario planning. For SESP to move beyond isolated 
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projects, it must be integrated into the formal planning cycle, budget allocations, and legal frameworks. This means 
aligning scenario outputs with regulatory instruments such as municipal master plans, environmental licensing, or 
land use zoning [120,121]. It also requires political will and long-term funding to ensure continuity across electoral 
cycles and administrative changes. Ultimately, recognising the limitations of SESP is not a reason to abandon it, 
but rather a call to strengthen the conditions under which it can fulfil its transformative potential. When grounded 
in robust data, driven by inclusive processes, and supported by sustained institutional commitment, SESP can serve 
as a powerful mechanism for anticipating conflicts, negotiating alternatives, and shaping more just territorial 
futures [122,123]. 

5. Conclusions 

Land use conflicts are an intrinsic feature of contemporary societies. In a world marked by finite resources, 
overlapping claims, and competing visions of development, such conflicts are not only inevitable, but they are also 
a reflection of pluralism, diversity, and change. However, inevitability does not imply ungovernability. These 
conflicts, while complex, are not beyond management or resolution. What they demand is a planning ethos that 
moves beyond rigid zoning or reactive regulation and toward a more nuanced, forward-looking, and participatory 
form of governance. SESP offers such a framework. SESP links spatial analysis with participatory foresight to 
provide planners, stakeholders, and communities with the tools to anticipate where and how land use tensions 
might arise, understand the interests and values involved, and collaboratively design practical and balanced 
pathways. Its strength lies not only in visualizing what the future might look like, but also in structuring the 
dialogue, deliberation, and negotiation required to shape that future collectively. In an era where land systems are 
increasingly shaped by global forces, climate instability, market volatility, migration, technological disruption, 
traditional planning instruments are proving insufficient. The challenges are too complex, the uncertainties too 
profound, and the stakes too high to rely solely on incremental or siloed approaches. We need tools that bridge 
knowledge domains, facilitate cross-sector dialogue, and center inclusive spatial governanc as a core planning 
principle. SESP is not a universal solution, but it is a crucial part of the response. It enables a more grounded and 
transparent understanding of territorial dynamics, highlights potential points of convergence and conflict, and 
supports the formulation of integrated strategies that reflect diverse perspectives and long-term visions. As land 
systems become more contested and fragile, the demand for such integrative and anticipatory approaches has never 
been more critical. For researchers, planners, and policymakers embracing SESP should no longer be seen as an 
added benefit reserved for academia or experimental labs. It must become a normative and operational pillar of 
territorial governance. Investing in the capacities, technologies, and institutional frameworks that make SESP 
possible is not only desirable but is also essential for ensuring that land use planning contributes meaningfully to 
a more sustainable future. 
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