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Activities 
The goal of this interactive session was to identify actionable ideas for improving and increasing the 
availability of restoration training across topics and regions to improve restoration outcomes. 
Twenty-one individuals participated in this session, primarily from educational institutions and 
non-profit organizations, as well as private industry and tribal and state government entities1. 
Several restoration training programs were highlighted through lightning talks, followed by 1.5 hours 
of guided, small-group discussions (in three groups of 6-8 individuals). Participants were asked to 
discuss and record 1) aspects of training programs they were familiar with (e.g., formats, 
audiences, costs, topics, and ecosystems), 2) their perspectives on gaps in training, the most 
important audiences to train, barriers to providing or participating in training, and what kinds of 
training is most valuable, and 3) priorities and solutions for addressing gaps and barriers. 
 
Outcomes  
Participants were asked to identify the formats, target audiences, costs, topics, and ecosystems of 
existing training offerings they were aware of, then vote as a small group on which of those aspects 
were comparatively “best covered”. All three groups voted for online programming, one group voted 
for “in-person, field-based single-topic” training, and another voted for University/classroom-based 
training. Among ecosystems, all three voted that wetlands are addressed through training 
programs. Most groups voted for trainings costing either >$1,000 or free, with only one group voting 
for training between $100-500. For audiences, all groups voted that training was aimed at students; 
retirees, volunteers, and young professionals each received a vote from one group. For topics, two 
groups thought plant identification and management were best covered by existing training.  
 

Gaps, barriers, audiences, and which are the most valuable types of training were discussed within 
each group. Two of three groups felt there needed to be more free training opportunities, or 
opportunities where participants are paid to learn, and that awareness of training needed to be 
increased through outreach and marketing. They thought some of the most important audiences for 
training were local communities, private landowners, youths, and funders. They also felt that the 
most valuable type of training is immersive, in-person, and relational (e.g., involving 
mentorship/apprenticeship). 
 
Future Plans 
A more thorough report detailing findings from this session will be prepared during the winter of 
2026-2027 for direct distribution to interested restoration training providers.  

 
1 Three participants were from the University of Minnesota (not including the lead facilitator) and three participants were 
from the Land Restoration School. Individuals from the same organizations were spread across the three groups. Three 
participants were the session co-facilitators (Karen Tekverk, Society for Ecological Restoration; Mark Krivchenia, Society 
for Ecological Restoration Midwest-Great Lakes Chapter; Whitney Bowman, EarthCorps). 
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