Citizen Science in Australia

2014 survey of people involved in running
citizen science projects in Australia

105 respondents
77 projects
83,558 citizen scientists involved in these projects

For more information: philip.roetman@unisa.edu.au
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Question:
What are your main fields of expertise?
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Question:
Which State or Territory are you based in?
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Our roles (n=100)

Question:
Which category best describes you?



Who are we?
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Our organisations (n=92)

Question:

What sort of organisation are you primarily affiliated with?



o0 ‘ Who are we?

Dedicated time (days/week) (n = 101)

Question:

Approximately how much of your time is dedicated to citizen science
projects?
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Question:

What results or other benefits do you seek by running citizen science
projects?
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Project Reach (n=75)
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Question:
Which category best describes the geographic coverage of your project?
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Universities T 49%

Community Groups — 49%
State Gvnt 42%

NGOs I — 3)9%
NRM bodies — 30%
Federal Gvnt 21%
Local Gvnt 7=18%
Schools _ 14%
Industry : 13%
Media 10%
Museums h 5%
Peak bodies 3%
TAFEs M 1%

Philanthropic Orgs 1%
Libraries ; 1%

Clubs

Question:

What sort of organisations contributed to the creation and running of the
project?



® o © | Our projects

Project Style (n-69)

Distributed
computing
3%

Question:
Which of these styles of projects best describes this project?

Contributory (citizens collect data for scientists)
Collaborative (scientists involve citizens in creation and running of projects)

Co-created (citizens and scientists work together to create and run projects
— often initiated by citizens)

Distributed computing

Collegiate (citizens running project with no professional scientist
involvement)

Contractual (citizens identify issue and contract scientists to run project)
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® e © | Project research areas
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Water quality I ——— 13
Plant  — 11
Marine m—7
Social Science = s
Climate/Meteorology —mmmm 4
Pollution 7— 4
Phenology -4
Geology/Soils - 3
Primary Industries mmm 3
Aquatic biodiversity - ¢X
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Fungi m1

Question:
What is the broad area of research of the project?

Animal/wildlife — 47
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oo ‘ What's important for projects

1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 35

Community engagement — 3.1

Social impact NG s
Scientist-citizen interactions 2.7
Informal education =2.7
Citizen-citizen interaction _ 2.5

citizen science methods |GGG .5

Research outputs N .4
Links to Policymaking 23

Formal education | 2.0

Question:

Please indicate how important each of the following aspects are to this
citizen science project (5-point scale from Unimportant (1) to Extremely
Important (5))
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Ecology
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Science communication
Citizen Science

ICT

Statistics

Botany

Water quality
Journalism (the media)
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Project evaluation
Phenology

Social Science
Astronomy

Health (human)

Question:

Education
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What were the main areas of expertise of other people? (people who
contributed to running projects)



® o © | Importance of ICTs for projects
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Website: project promotion

25

Website: data collection

23
Website: data visualisation
GIS: storage/analysis GG .0
GIS: data visualisation I 7

See next slide Faceboo 1.2
Smart-phone: location 12

Smart-phone: photography I
Youtube | o

2.0

Twitter I o6
Plug-in devices for smart phones | o3

Question:

How important were various ICTs (Information and Communications
Technologies) to the success of this project?

Not used 0

Of little importance 1
Moderately important 2
Very important 3
Extremely important 4
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Importance of ICTs for projects

Correlations with age of projects (years since commencement)

Correlation Coefficient -.057

Website: project promation Sig._(2-tailed) 635
N 73

Correlation Coefficient 126

VWebsite: data collection Sig. (2-tailed) 288
N 73

Correlation Coefficient -039

Website: data n Sig. (2-tailed) 748
M 72

Correlation Coefficient - 055

Youtube Sig. (2-tailed} 650
N 71

Correlation Coefficient -.299°

Facebook Sig. (2-tailed) 011
N i1

Correlation Coefficient -161

Twitter Sig. (2-tailed) 181
N 71

Correlation Coefficient - 066

GIS: storage/analysis Sig. (2-tailed) 562
N 72

Correlation Cosfficient - 088

GIS: data visualisation Sig. (2-tailed) 463
N 72

Correlation Ceefficient -197

Smart-phone: photography Sig. (2-tailed) 100
N 71

Correlation Coefficient -.208°

Smart-phone: location Sig. (2-tailed) .010
N 73

Correlation Coefficient 080

Plug-in devices for smart phones Sig. (2-tailed) 508
N 71

Some ICTs were ranked lower than expected (on previous slide), particularly
social media and smart-phone technologies. It was suspected that they ranked
lowly because they have only recently become available and popular (i.e. they
would have been of lesser importance to earlier projects). Therefore,
correlations (Spearman’s rho) were run between the time since project
commencement (in years) and each of the ICTs. Statistically significant
correlations were found for Facebook and location services on smart-phones,
meaning they were considered more important in more recent projects.
Therefore, it is expected that these types of ICTs will become more important
in future projects. It is worth noting that most of the correlation coefficients are
negative, suggesting that ICTs are generally becoming more important to
Citizen Science!



® o © | Project outcomes

Research outcomes (n=77) Policy outcomes (n=77)

No
79%

Education outcomes (n=77) Community impact outcomes (n-=77)

Questions:

Please list any research outcomes of this project (including research
papers, reports, conference presentations)

Please list any policy outcomes of this project

Please list any educational outcomes of this project (including
educational impacts in the wider community and in schools)

Please list any other impacts on the community (e.g. attitude or
behaviour change)
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Reports

Papers

Conferences

Theses

Books

Policy outcome

Informal education

Formal education
Attitude/behaviour change
Increased awareness/pride

Scientist-community communication

® e © | Project outcomes (-
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Questions:

Please list any research outcomes of this project (including research

papers, reports, conference presentations)

Please list any policy outcomes of this project

Please list any educational outcomes of this project (including
educational impacts in the wider community and in schools)

Please list any other impacts on the community (e.g. attitude or

behaviour change)
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e o © | Barriers to running projects

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5
Availability of funding — 2.16
Perception of unreliable data — 1.55
Retaining volunteers : 1.45

— ;
Availability of ICT resources — 1.38
School education resources 1.34
Data management "‘=28
Lack of understanding of CS _ 1.24
Recruiting volunteers _ 1.21
Reliability of data _ 1.19
Statistical analysis _ 147
Finding staff _ 1.15
Training volunteers _ 1.14
Informal education resurces h 1.10
Finding collaborators h 1.04

Question:

With regard to your projects please rate each of the following actual or
potential barriers to running citizen science projects:

Not a barrier O
Small barrier 1
Moderate barrier 2
Extreme barrier 3



® o © | |ssues of importance
1.5 2.0 2:5 3.0 3.5
Availability of funding 7' : 3.45
Data management 3.30
Reliability of data 3.25

Statistical analysis 3.01
Training for practitioners I — .05
Training volunteers I 2 00
Availability of ICT resources I .36
Developing collaborations I .72
Online list of projects I .66
Safety issues with volunteers I .4
Resources for volunteer recruitment I .55
Informal education resurces I .55
Practitioner meetings/conferences
School education resources

Links to programs overseas I 2 07
A dedicated journal == 1.70

Question:

With regard to the development of citizen science in Australia (not just
your projects), please rate how important you think the following
activities and resources are:

Unimportant O

Of little importance 1
Moderately important 2
Very important 3
Extremely important 4



