NACCR 2026
Networking Session: Evidence Synthesis for Conservation and Restoration

Wrap-Up Report

Organizers & Facilitators: Natalie Dubois (Collaboration for Environmental Evidence), Sam
Cheng (World Wildlife Fund), Lesley Atwood (The Nature Conservancy)

Activities

Over a 90-minute session, 13 participants, including academics, NGO staff, government
representatives, and practitioners, took part in a facilitated networking conversation. The
session began with a poll on participants' experience and interest in evidence synthesis,
followed by three short lightning talks: Natalie Dubois introduced the Collaboration for
Environmental Evidence and tools and resources to support users and producers of systematic
evidence synthesis. Lesley Atwood shared AgEvidence, an interactive evidence map of the
conservation-agriculture evidence base. Sam Cheng provided an overview of
continuously-updated “living evidence synthesis” approaches WWEF is developing to support
their conservation work.

Three interactive networking rounds followed: Round 1 invited participants to connect and
introduce themselves. Round 2 engaged participants in mapping the landscape of evidence
synthesis activities they were aware of. Round 3 focused on identifying what connections or
support would help participants engage further. The session concluded with a whole-group
reflection and exit-ticket cards capturing offers/needs and interest in follow-up.

Outcomes

An initial poll showed a room evenly split across roles: participants had produced evidence
syntheses, used evidence synthesis to inform their own primary research, and used evidence
synthesis to inform policy, practice, or management decisions. Roughly a third of participants
identified as new or curious about the field. When asked what they hoped to get from the
session, responses clustered around three themes: networking with others in the space,
learning about new tools and approaches, and gaining a clearer, more practical understanding
of how to use evidence synthesis in their own work.

The networking rounds took the form of small group discussions, with participants intentionally
regrouped between rounds. In the first round, participants shared what drew them to the session
and how synthesis currently shows up (or doesn't) in their work. Common threads included:
wanting to put individual research into the context of a broader evidence base, needing practical
ways to integrate evidence into decision-making, and communicating the value of synthesis
internally in their organizations. Several participants came to the session with less familiarity
with evidence synthesis as a family of established, standardized methodologies distinct from
literature review and data synthesis. They were interested in learning more about evidence
synthesis, when to use it, and how it differs from these other approaches.



In Round 2, participants used wall charts organized by region to note synthesis-related activity
they were aware of. Activity was most frequently reported in the West/Pacific and Northeast,
including producers, funders, and intermediaries connecting synthesis producers and users.
However, with only 13 participants, the regional picture was limited.

In Round 3, participants were asked to reflect on the kind of connection or support that would
help them engage with evidence synthesis. While many needs were specific to a participant's
own organization, several trends emerged including interest in more efficient synthesis methods
paired with training and workshops and interest in sharing and testing protocols for using large
language models (LLMs) in synthesis work. A recurring cross-cutting theme was distinguishing
when data synthesis versus evidence synthesis is the right tool, along with the practical
challenge of choosing methods fit for purpose.

In the closing reflection, participants noted the diversity of academics, NGOs, and government
representatives in the room, spanning both producers and users of synthesis. They pointed to a
shared challenge of synthesizing evidence well, quickly, and in ways that are relevant to
decisions. There was also growing interest in Al-supported approaches alongside a recognized
need for continued dialogue about appropriate use. Exit tickets asked respondents what they
could offer and what they were seeking across five areas: evidence synthesis expertise,
research collaboration, policy/practice perspective, funding or commissioning connections, and
training or mentorship.

Next Steps for Organizers

Organizers will distribute the report-out to all participants summarizing the session's activities
and will share the exit-ticket information with participants to encourage continued networking
and information sharing. This networking session illustrated that there is interest and unmet
demand for opportunities to learn about evidence synthesis methods and their application.
Organizers will explore opportunities to work with CEE or other interested organizations to
develop additional outreach activities aimed at building understanding and awareness of the
application of evidence synthesis in conservation and restoration.



