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Introduction

Methods

Results

Studies of the effectiveness ecological 
restoration techniques focus mainly on whether 
a technique accomplishes the ecological goals 
of the restoration project1. However, volunteer 
restoration programs often have goals that 
relate to engagement and outreach2. 

This research examines the criteria and 
evidence used by volunteer managers when 
selecting ecological restoration techniques for 
the use of the general public. Our survey 
explored how volunteer managers rated the 
importance of ten criteria and eight sources of 
evidence.

Qualtrics was used to administer a 14-question survey. 
Criteria were captured by a Likert item matrix3 asking 
participants to rate the importance of 10 criteria: 
accessibility, cost, ecological effectiveness, educational 
opportunity, visible impact, physical effort required, 
safety, supervision needs, time commitment and 
training required.

The evidence relied upon was captured by a Likert item 
matrix asking participants to rate the importance of 8 
sources of evidence: advice of peers and mentors, 
government documents, history of use, organizational 
policy, peer-reviewed journals, personal experience, 
Traditional Ecological Knowledge. 
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1. Invasive species removal (n = 86)
2. Planting nursery stock (n = 75) 
3. Monitoring (e.g. community science) (n = 62)
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Implications for practitioners

• Ecological effectiveness is not the only 
or most important criteria for most 
volunteer managers.

• Emphasize the safety and supervision 
requirements of ecological restoration 
techniques when they are being 
developed or taught.

• Personal experience overwhelmingly 
counts, so run interactive workshops 
to teach techniques. Peer-reviewed 
literature and government documents
are not relied on as sources of 
evidence. 
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