
June 17, 2026 Translation Working Group Call 
 
Attendees: Abby Keller, Ayanna St. Rose, Charlotte Malmborg, Manuel-Angel Duenas, Kira 
Sullivan-Wiley, Jody Peters, Yishen Li, Amy Kendig, Alison Gerken, Collin VanBuren 
Regrets: Janet Nackoney, Alexis O’Callahan  
 
Agenda: 
 

1.​ Request for input about sharing updates about the Translation working group for the EFI 
Conference in August 

a.​ Abby, Collin could co-share info 
b.​ Activities to highlight: RFP, tutorials, and lit review 
c.​ Working group at the conference - will open it up as hybrid for others in this group 

to participate if they are available on August 4 
d.​  

 
2.​ Check-in about the engaged science tutorials 

a.​ How tutorial - this is on Alexis’ to do list 
b.​ Barriers - very close. Charlotte working on paper submission this week, 

dissertation submission next week and then will have some time. Think it will take 
a few hours. Will try to get that done next week to send out to the group for 
review. 

 
3.​ Decision support literature review 

a.​ Updated abstract screening selection criteria (also found in Project Summary) 
i.​ Description: The study provides a description or case study of a decision 

support framework or tool developed for a conservation or natural 
resource management problem. 

ii.​ Action: The study develops a framework or tool designed to guide a 
management action. (e.g. IUCN redlists or geospatial databases not 
included, definition taken from Schwartz et al)  

iii.​ Domain: The study describes a decision is being made about a 
renewable natural resource with respect to impacts on a renewable biotic 
natural resource (e.g. a decision is being made about flow management 
at a dam, and “minimize impact on fish passage” is a decision objective) 

1.​ Examples of renewable biotic natural resources (Jain et al.): 
Forests and their products, birds, animals, fish, and other marine 
life 

a.​ Excludes: coal, oil, petroleum 
2.​ Examples of renewable abiotic natural resources (Jain et al.): Soil, 

water, air, energy (wind energy, tidal energy, hydropower, solar 
energy, biomass energy) 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1mbXbWuR2_vv7SoMJlGuu_Z4RVC0_rjH8fRDMDdJrH0c/edit?tab=t.bwhiagnrz8va#heading=h.r5wtectv4hz5
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12385


a.​ Excludes: minerals like iron, copper, gold, and silver 
iv.​ Article type: The study is not a review article, synthesis, letters or 

comments, conference or seminar abstracts 
v.​ Evaluation: The study is not an evaluation of a decision support 

framework or tool 
vi.​ Agriculture: The study does not describe a decision support tools 

developed for agricultural systems (terrestrial and aquaculture) 
vii.​ Forest: If the study describes a decision support system built for 

managing forest resources, the is not built solely for the exploitation of 
forest resources 

b.​ Colandr: Abstract screening 
i.​ Website 
ii.​ Video tutorial 
iii.​ Nice for collaboration - can all be part of a shared project, nice user 

interface. Nothing is automatically excluded/included. As we make 
decision about articles, it will continue to train on that information 

iv.​ Designed for conservation/natural resource management.  
v.​ Will need to request to make an account and should get that within ~day 

vi.​ There is no cost 
vii.​ Abby walked through how to use colandr to do the reviews and 

include/exclude. If you exclude an abstract you have to note why it was 
excluded. 

c.​ Suggested workflow for screening abstracts 
i.​ Refresh, sort by relevance, and work through abstracts as time allows 
ii.​ If exclude, indicate reason based on above selection criteria (can choose 

multiple reasons) 
iii.​ If uncertain about an abstract, click “skip”, and add title to spreadsheet of 

Maybes 
1.​ Do we want to separate by “Maybe type”: 1) Vague abstract (i.e., 

need full-text evaluation), 2) Unclear selection criteria 
2.​ Would Tagging the abstracts as Maybe be a different way to 

collect the maybes? 
3.​ Could have two tags: Maybe - vague; Maybe - unclear 

iv.​ The plan is to have each abstract reviewed at least 2 times 
v.​ Selection criteria - want to have the list of criteria in front of us on a 

separate doc as we get started 
vi.​ Maybe start with 50 a week or 10 a day 
vii.​ On the next sub-meeting go through the maybes and check in to see how 

people are doing 
viii.​ Have next submeeting in 3 weeks 
ix.​ Might be able to have the screening done by the EFI Conference 
x.​ When we get done with the initial screening - what is the plan for the next 

step and full text review 

https://www.colandrcommunity.com/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3pkFyV__lP8
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1jtvNVP_IpTHulbzTHJcgXLXqMM5cF81zk3mQNxabWiQ/edit?gid=0#gid=0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1jtvNVP_IpTHulbzTHJcgXLXqMM5cF81zk3mQNxabWiQ/edit?gid=0#gid=0


xi.​ While everyone screens the abstracts, add notes of ideas to the Project 
Summary document 

d.​ Abstract screening coworking time? 
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