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Abstract: Insects, the most diverse and abundant animal species on the planet, are critical in providing
numerous ecosystem services which are significant to the United Nation’s Sustainable Development
Goals (UN-SDGs). In addition to the UN-SDGs, the UN has declared the period 2021–2030 as
the “Decade on Ecosystem Restoration”. Insects, because of the ecosystem services they provide,
are critical indicators of restoration success. While the importance of insects in providing ecosystem
services and their role in helping fulfil the UN-SDGs is recognized, traditional techniques to monitor
insects may result in observer bias, high rates of type-I and type-II statistical error, and, perhaps most
alarmingly, are often lethal. Since insects are critical in maintaining global food security, contribute
to biological control and are a key food source for higher trophic levels, lethal sampling techniques
which may harm insect populations are undesirable. In this study, we propose a method to visually
sample insects which involves non-lethal 3-dimensional video cameras and virtual reality headsets.
A total of eight observers viewed video captured insects visiting floral resources in a landscaped area
on a university campus. While interobserver variability existed among individuals who partook in
this study, the findings are similar to previous visual sampling studies. We demonstrate a combination
of 3D video and virtual reality technology with a traditional insect count methodology, report
monitoring results, and discuss benefits and future directions to improve insect sampling using these
technologies. While improving quantitative monitoring techniques to study insects and other forms
of life should always be strived for, it is a fitting time to introduce non-lethal sampling techniques
as preservation and restoration of biodiversity are essential components of the UN-SDGs and the
“Decade on Ecosystem Restoration”.

Keywords: 360-degree data capture; biodiversity; conservation; ecological restoration; environmental
monitoring; pollinators; UN Sustainable Development Goals; virtual reality; virtual reality display
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1. Introduction

Multiple global environmental threats have recently led the United Nations to declare the
period 2021–2030 as the ‘Decade on Ecosystem Restoration’ [1] (www.decadeonrestoration.org).
These threats are wide ranging and include issues associated with climate change, food security,
water quality, and decreases in biodiversity [2]. The UN Sustainable Development Goals (UN-SDGs)
(www.sustainabledevelopment.un.org) aim to reduce anthropogenic factors which may contribute
to these threats. Insects provide basic ecosystem services which may help achieve UN-SDGs [3].
They are the most diverse and abundant animals on Earth and provide multiple ecosystem services
such as serving as a source of food for higher trophic levels [4] and humans [5], inspiring art and
culture [6], nutrient cycling [7], maintenance of genetic diversity of plants through pollination [8],
biological control [9], and pollination services for crops [10]. While maintaining these ecosystem
services is important for overall environmental well-being, pollinator decline is perhaps the most
widely publicized issue facing insects worldwide [2]. Healthy pollinator populations are crucial in
maintaining global food security, as many crops rely on pollination events to produce a harvestable
crop [2]. Though less studied, pollinators play key roles in wild plant reproduction [11] and therefore
are also critical to sustaining healthy vegetation communities in non-crop ecosystems.

The United Nations’ Global Assessment Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services reported
that nearly one million plant and animal species are at risk of extinction, the majority of these
being insects [1]. While the importance of restoring habitat for insects, especially endangered or
threatened species, is well recognized in crop systems, less attention has been focused on the role
of ecosystem restoration to increase pollinator habitat in non-crop ecosystems [12,13]. Enhancing
pollinator habitat has benefits to overall ecosystem services within a given landscape [14]. Similarly,
quantitative studies have shown how restoration efforts can improve pollinator habitat, diversity,
and abundance in ecosystems including tropical forests [15], temperate grasslands and prairies [13,16],
heathlands [17], and a variety of other non-crop ecosystems including urban and suburban flower
gardens [18]. Additionally, research has documented and quantified increases to pollinating insect
populations in crop ecosystems [19]; however, less work has been focused in wild ecosystems [11,12].

Insects are an attractive animal group to study to gauge success of restoration projects due to their
ecological importance and because large quantities (i.e., statistically valid) of insects can be obtained in
a relatively small amount of time [20]. While ecosystem restoration activities are necessary to improve
pollinator habitat in both agriculture and wild ecosystems worldwide, current insect quantification
methodologies fail to wholly preserve existing habitats and populations. Common methods to quantify
insects in field studies include visually counting floral visits by insects, sweep netting, pit-fall trapping,
vacuum netting, sticky trapping, pan or cup trapping by bright colored containers with drowning
solution, and flight intercept traps such as Malaise traps [21,22]. Visual counts are subject to high levels
of observer bias [23], which may reduce ability for land managers and policy makers to rely on those
data. Standard visualized sampling methods also require an observer to be present at a location which
may attract or repel insects on plants of interest (e.g., observer height and movement, bright clothing
or certain scents may attract or repel insects to or from the study area) and result in high type-I or
type-II statistical errors. Additionally, human visualization methods are limited to insect movement
in the observer’s limited range of view (e.g., an individual flower or small patch of flowers) for a
fixed time window. Traditional sweep net techniques, aside from also being subject to high type-I or
type-II statistical errors, may not be appropriate for quantifying insects with the goal of conserving or
restoring their populations as they require insects to be killed for later classification in a laboratory and
often result in the destruction of vegetation encountered along the sweep netting path. Sticky traps and
pan traps are typically brightly colored, which may attract insects which may not be typical visitors to
the area that they are located in and result in high type-I error rates, and both methods are lethal to
the insects collected by them and require special authorization in many countries and protected areas.
Other issues associated with all methods are their inability to gain a solid understanding of insect
movement patterns, floral preference (e.g., it is impossible to determine whether an insect captured
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by a sweep net, sticky trap, or bee cup was visiting a specific plant or portion of a plant when it was
caught), and all rely on multiple visits to field sites by individuals involved in this study. Aside from
these techniques being time consuming (and therefore labor-intensive and expensive), insects have
wide-ranging changes to behavior and location at hourly, daily, and seasonal time scales, resulting in a
wide variation in collection results based on sample time and phenology differences [24]. In addition
to, or as a result of, the aforementioned issues with each technique, highly variable results are obtained
with each method [25,26]. Development of a non-lethal (to insects) and non-destructive (to plants),
passive, repeatable sample method, other than visual human observers, would likely be beneficial to
properly sample endangered or threatened pollinators and other insects.

Here, we use a 3-dimensional (3D), 360-degree camera to perform data capture of a wildflower
garden area. This allowed for a one-minute 360-degree video to be captured of the area. The 360-degree
video was then experienced by eight observers with a virtual reality (VR) headset. The use of 3D
technology has shown to be an effective and non-destructive way to sample a variety of ecosystem
services [27,28], but it is seldom used to monitor insects outside of studies to track honeybees at beehive
entrances [29]. We sought to examine interobserver variability when the same video was played with
eight observers looking into a VR headset at four different angles (rotating 90 degrees from start point
to obtain each angle). We also aimed to determine whether differences occurred in insect counts
when the video was viewed at different angles of view (i.e., were there differences in insect counts
on different flower types?). We discuss our results, highlight advantages of using 3D video cameras
over traditional techniques to monitor pollinators and insects for conservation or restoration purposes,
and highlight future possibilities of using 3D cameras to examine insect and pollinator populations.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Study Area

Our video collection took place in a wildflower garden outside of the University of Wyoming’s
Energy Innovation Center (Laramie, WY, USA, 41.3149◦ N, 105.5666◦ W). Elevation at the study site
is ~2200 m above sea level. This study took place on 16 August 2018 at 14:00 (Mountain Standard
Time). This study was conducted with minimal wind speed (<5 kph), in sunshine conditions, at 19 ◦C.
The video observation portion of our study took place inside the Shell 3D Visualization Center, located
in the Energy Innovation Center at University of Wyoming, Laramie, WY, USA.

2.2. Use of 3D Camera

The camera used in this study was an Insta360 Pro (Shenzhen Arashi Vision Co., Ltd., Guangdong,
China). The camera was mounted on a tripod at 1 m above ground level, placed in the center of a diverse
floral section of the garden and leveled on the tripod. After camera placement, observers moved outside
of the study area and waited ten minutes before recording a video to avoid any insect ‘flushing’ effects
caused by human motion within the garden plot itself. Total recording time spanned approximately ten
minutes with different settings, from which one minute of video was selected for this study.

2.3. Video Processing

The video was composited from six individual 6k lenses, producing a stereoscopic 8k video.
The stitching software is provided by the manufacturer of the Insta360 Pro (Insta360 Pro STITCHER,
Shenzhen Arashi Vision Co., Ltd., Shenzhen, China).

2.4. Observer Trials with Virtual Reality Headset

A total of eight observers participated in this study. All observers were professors, academic
research professionals, or graduate students at University of Wyoming. Four of the observers
have extensive (three PhD and one MS level) training in entomology, while the remaining four all
have conducted environmental surveys at least at the MS level in other ecological-related fields
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(two working to obtain an MS in Ecosystem Science and Management, one with an MS in Geography
related to environmental studies, and one working to obtain a PhD in Ecology). The VR headset
used for video analysis was the HTC Vive Pro (HTC Corporation, New Taipei, Taiwan). A quiet,
temperature-controlled room was available to each observer and video technician during their
individual trial period, with others waiting in a separate room. Prior to beginning insect VR counts,
each observer received a basic VR headset tutorial and was given a chance to gain comfort using the
system by exploring an indoor 3D environment. Each observer received instructions to record each time
they saw an insect visit a flower in their field of view using a handheld manual counter. All observers
started at a fixed view and watched the video for one minute. Afterwards, the video technician
recorded the number of counts, reset the counter, and instructed the observer to turn 90 degrees
to their right to obtain the second field of view. The VR headset has a 110◦ field of view, so some
overlap between views was expected when observers rotated 90◦ between each view. The process was
completed a total of four times for each observer to obtain a 360-degree view of the video (Figure 1).
Mean counts for each view were estimated using Poisson regression.
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Figure 1. Orientation of VR headsets on observers during each one-minute view within the VR display
room. Note the field of view from the headset is 110◦, so some overlap between views was expected at
each view point.

3. Results

3.1. Variability among Observers

There was high variation among observers (Figure 2). All observers counted the most insects in view
2 and the least insects in view 1, with views 3 and 4 being the second and third highest counts per observer,
respectively. Differences in counts among observers could be due to various comfort levels using VR
headsets or various experience counting insects. Observer 1 almost always had the highest count per
view, whereas observers 3, 6, and 7 were always lower than other observers in insect counts per view.

Land 2020, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW 4 of 10 

working to obtain an MS in Ecosystem Science and Management, one with an MS in Geography 
related to environmental studies, and one working to obtain a PhD in Ecology). The VR headset used 
for video analysis was the HTC Vive Pro (HTC Corporation, New Taipei, Taiwan). A quiet, 
temperature-controlled room was available to each observer and video technician during their 
individual trial period, with others waiting in a separate room. Prior to beginning insect VR counts, 
each observer received a basic VR headset tutorial and was given a chance to gain comfort using the 
system by exploring an indoor 3D environment. Each observer received instructions to record each 
time they saw an insect visit a flower in their field of view using a handheld manual counter. All 
observers started at a fixed view and watched the video for one minute. Afterwards, the video 
technician recorded the number of counts, reset the counter, and instructed the observer to turn 90 
degrees to their right to obtain the second field of view. The VR headset has a 110° field of view, so 
some overlap between views was expected when observers rotated 90° between each view. The 
process was completed a total of four times for each observer to obtain a 360-degree view of the video 
(Figure 1). Mean counts for each view were estimated using Poisson regression. 

 
Figure 1. Orientation of VR headsets on observers during each one-minute view within the VR display 
room. Note the field of view from the headset is 110°, so some overlap between views was expected 
at each view point. 

3. Results 

3.1. Variability among Observers 

There was high variation among observers (Figure 2). All observers counted the most insects in 
view 2 and the least insects in view 1, with views 3 and 4 being the second and third highest counts 
per observer, respectively. Differences in counts among observers could be due to various comfort 
levels using VR headsets or various experience counting insects. Observer 1 almost always had the 
highest count per view, whereas observers 3, 6, and 7 were always lower than other observers in 
insect counts per view. 

 
Figure 2. Number of insect visits to vegetation binned by each one-minute view for each observer. 
Note, all observers counted the most insects in view 2, followed by view 3, then view 4, with view 1 
always being the lowest count per observer. 

Figure 2. Number of insect visits to vegetation binned by each one-minute view for each observer.
Note, all observers counted the most insects in view 2, followed by view 3, then view 4, with view 1
always being the lowest count per observer.
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3.2. Difference among Views

The estimated mean count, standard deviation of counts, and coefficients of relative variation for
each of the views are presented in Table 1. Note that all views had significantly different mean counts
as evidenced by the non-overlapping confidence intervals on the mean counts in row 1 of Table 1.
Although interobserver variability was high, individual observer counts were consistent for views
2–4 when comparing the coefficient of variations (i.e., σi/n, with σi denoting the standard deviation in
counts across observers in group i = 1, . . . , 4 and n = 8 observers) (p = 0.2924) using the Feltz–Miller
test for equivalencies of coefficient of variation across observers [30]. The Feltz–Miller test was done
using the cvequality package in Program R [31]. Note from Table 1 that the coefficient of variation for
view 1 was substantially higher than the coefficients of variation in the other three views. Figure 3
shows the distribution of counts for each of the four views.

Table 1. A table depicting results from the Feltz–Miller test. All views had significantly different mean
counts as evidenced by the non-overlapping confidence intervals in row 1. Row 2 represents standard
deviation and row 3 represents the coefficient of variations.

View 1 View 2 View 3 View 4

Mean, 95% C.I. 3.625, [2.3, 4.94] 27.625, [23.98, 31.27] 17.875, [14.95, 20.80] 9.125, [7.03, 11.22]

std. deviation 2.669 6.545 4.568 3.758

CV 0.736 0.237 0.253 0.411
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Figure 3. Number of insect visits to vegetation binned by each one-minute view for all observers.
Note that view 1 had significantly less mean insect counts than all other views.

4. Discussion

Our study found statistical support towards using 3D video cameras with 360◦ view as an
alternative tool for quantifying insect behavior compared to traditional techniques. When the video clips
were viewed by observers separately, there was variability in counts conducted by different individuals.
Our results were similar to previous studies using traditional visual sampling techniques [24]. The larger
interobserver variability in view 1 is likely due to the low abundance of insects in this view and the
fact that all observers began the experiment with view 1 and there could have been different levels
of comfort with the equipment across observers at the beginning of the experiment. However, all
observers noticed the most floral hits in the second view (dominated by Perovskia atriplicifolia ‘Little
Spire’, Figure 4), the least hits in the first view (dominated by Potentilla fruticosa ‘Katherine Dykes’,
Figure 4), and the second and third most hits in views 3 (mixed between Amelanchier grandiflora
‘Autumn Blossom’ and Perovskia atriplicifola ‘Little Spire’) and 4 (mixed between Potentilla fruticosa
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‘Katherine Dykes’ and Perovskia atriplicifolia ‘Little Spire’, Figure 4), respectively. The ability to quantify
insect activity in a 360◦ field of view of simultaneous video is not possible with traditional techniques,
which makes the use of 3D cameras even more attractive for sampling pollinators and other insects.
The 3D view may be especially useful because insect presence and abundance is typically not only
related to floral characteristics in a given area, but also to factors such as sunlight, temperature and
wind [32].
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Figure 4. Actual view from each angle. View 1 (a) was dominated by Potentilla fruticosa ‘Katherine
Dykes’. View 2 (b) was dominated by Perovskia atriplicifolia ‘Little Spire’. View 3 (c) was mixed between
Amelanchier grandiflora ‘Katherine Dykes’ and Perovskia atriplicifolia ‘Little Spire’. View 4 (d) was mixed
between Perovskia atriplicifolia ‘Little Spire’ and Potentilla fruticosa ‘Katherine Dykes.’.

The camera used in this study should not cause insects to be falsely attracted to or repelled from the
sensor as it remains still, is a neutral color (black), is not noticeably taller than surrounding vegetation,
and does not have a reflective lens [33]. The camera can also be placed in a fixed area and controlled
remotely away from the area of interest while capturing simultaneous video in 3D. This makes the use
of 3D cameras an attractive alternative to traditional monitoring techniques, which are usually lethal,
disruptive to insects, baiting insects away from their natural resource, limited to one field of view or a
combination of the negative aspects associated with traditional insect sampling techniques.

Several caveats exist with this study. First, our study was limited to a single location at a fixed point
in time. This study was conducted in near optimal environmental conditions, which likely impacted
insect behavior and the overall outcome of this study. However, insect sampling using traditional
techniques is also highly subject to environmental conditions (e.g., sweep netting the same location on
consecutive days would result in significantly different results if rain or high wind occurred on day one
and sunshine and low wind conditions occurred on day two, or if the technician collecting the sweep
net sample changed between days). The permanent record of the 3D camera may be beneficial to finely
examine environmental conditions at fixed site at multiple times and because the same camera could be
placed in the same exact location with the same settings at multiple times, which is near impossible to
expect from a human insect collection. Second, VR and insect sampling expertise was highly variable
within the observers who participated in this study. Increased training in both areas may have resulted
in a reduction in observer bias. However, it should not be assumed that all technicians in large-scale
field studies will have the same experience in entomological surveys. Additionally, other studies have
shown environmental field surveys are highly subject to observer biases when different technicians are
subject to different environmental factors (e.g., cold, rain, and wind) or personal fatigue [34]. The ability
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to examine video in a quiet, temperature-controlled environment is another factor making 3D cameras
and VR technology appealing for insect sampling.

Similar to visual field sampling, another limitation of our study was that observers were directed to
count floral visits by insects rather than to identify individual insects to a genera- or species-specific level.
The resolution of the camera used in this study would, however, allow for most insects to be identified
beyond the ‘insect’ level and provides a means to permanently store the visual records without damage
to any live insects. Future studies to test this technology will focus on playing video at different speeds
or allow multiple observers to view the same video angle simultaneously; these changes may result in
reduced observer bias or the ability to identify insects to finer taxonomic levels compared to traditional
field count techniques. Also promising are artificial intelligence and machine learning, which may
allow for the computer software to count and identify insects (similar to facial recognition algorithms
used to detect humans on security cameras). However, this would require sufficient training of the
computer, which would be time consuming, costly and would likely require an ample amount of
collected insects for algorithms to become accurate, since insect identification to the species-specific
level often relies on examining very fine morphological characteristics.

The ability to interact with data in a controlled environment with multiple individuals has also
shown to be a useful educational tool [35], which is another advantage of having a permanent video
record available for viewing by multiple observers in a controlled setting. In this instance, the group
of observers could potentially look at the video together and determine errors (e.g., why observer 1
always seemed to have higher counts than others and observers 3, 6 and 7 seemed to have lower counts
than others). Other studies have shown that the use of cameras recording individuals collecting insects
have been useful to correct observer bias [36] and that images provide permanent records which can
be reviewed by multiple observers and stakeholder groups in vegetation surveys [37]. While our study
was limited to insects, the technique presented could also be used as a non-lethal sampling strategy
to study behavior in other animals (e.g., monitoring migratory bird behavior at stopover grounds).
The camera used in this study performs optimally during daylight hours, but as technology continues
to develop, it is likely 3D video cameras with sensors to capture data in low-light situations could be
useful for monitoring nighttime behavior of insects and other animals.

5. Conclusions and Future Research

Biodiversity and pollinator declines will continue to be global environmental issues for the
foreseeable future [2]. Therefore, implementing non-lethal monitoring techniques will be critical
towards improving our understanding of insects without harming their populations. Additionally,
using new quantification tools in restoration ecology can provide further insight towards selecting
specific seed mixes and vegetation communities that promote pollinator presence and use [38] and
may help promote seed mixes which attract insects desirable to bird and other wildlife species as
forage [39]. This technology may also aid in future monitoring of endangered insects. For example,
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service restricts destructive insect sampling techniques within core
habitat areas of Bombus affinis (Rusty Patched Bumble Bee) [40]. While the need to select seed mixes
and vegetation communities which promote pollinator diversity and insect populations in restoration
projects has been documented [39], techniques to quantify insect activity on specific vegetation and
floral structures should help improve understanding of how pollinators are utilizing areas designated
for restoration and will aid land managers and restorationists with future decision-making.

Although our study was limited to a single spatio-temporal location, we have demonstrated the
ability of a 3D camera and VR technology to provide an adequate way to sample pollinator floral hit
counts in a non-lethal or invasive way. We have demonstrated examples of how 3D cameras may
provide benefits compared to other traditional sampling techniques. The major benefits we have
focused on are the ability of a camera to capture a 360-degree field of view to obtain a non-lethal sample
of insects in a given space over a given time, the ability of a camera to provide permanent video records
which can be observed or re-analyzed by multiple individuals, and the ability of a camera to remain
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still with neutral color to reduce false attraction or repulsion of insects in a study area. As technologies
rapidly advance, there will surely be more utility for 3D cameras and VR technology for future studies.
Currently, the cost of this technology may be limiting, though VR technology is becoming more widely
accessible to a wide range of potential users. Future research to study the economics of this technology
will be useful, and as technology continues to develop, we expect this to become more widely available
and less cost prohibitive.

Exciting areas of future research will be to utilize machine learning algorithms to track insect
movement and behavior, an area which is recognized as important for insect conservation and overall
knowledge of insects [41,42]. The resolution of the camera in this studied coupled with machine-learning
algorithms has potential to allow for individual insects within each video clip to be examined based on
their behavior and choices of floral selection. It may also allow for commonalities and differences of
behavior to be better understood within and among different insect guilds. Many additional interaction
technologies such as immersive 3D Cave environments, augmented reality displays should be explored
as methods to assist in non-invasive insect counts and as ways to train new technicians before they
are tasked with insect count projects. Other studies have shown that the use of 2D video to track
technicians sampling in the field have been useful in correcting common collection mistakes [36]. The
3D cave environment would likely prove useful as an educational tool since it can be used similarly to a
classroom setting, allowing multiple individuals to be involved in interactive training. The VR headsets
in this study limit the ability of users to see the view of other users, though a 3D cave environment may
function more like a classroom setting by allowing all users to see the same view simultaneously [43].

While our study was limited to a fixed time, with the goal of analyzing the 3D video with multiple
observers, keeping the camera in a fixed place with a longer recording period or with a programmed
setting to record for short durations at different intervals throughout a longer time period (e.g., a day,
a week, a growing season) would allow for better understanding of insect behavior and activity
over time. This could be critical for future research as one of the most difficult aspects of insect
sampling (compared to vegetation and larger wildlife) is their almost constant spatial transitioning
over time [25]. Additionally, spacing more than one camera out over time and space could be very
influential to future restoration practices as understanding how insect groups utilize different floral
resources at different phenological periods is a critical area of pollinator habitat research in restoration
ecology [41]. Finally, since insects play such important roles in various ecosystem services and
because recent research suggests declines in insects, especially pollinators, lead to limitations in
crop production [44], developing non-lethal sampling strategies to better understand insects will be
beneficial to helping document without destroying these critical ecosystem engineers will likely be
favorable to the UN-SDGs.

Author Contributions: The study concept was developed by M.F.C.; E.-J.A. and K.S. provided technological
expertise and access to facilities. All authors aside from E.-J.A., K.S., and T.J.R. participated in this study as visual
observers. M.F.C. wrote first draft, and all authors contributed edits and participated equally in further drafts.
Specifically, D.I.S., K.V. and S.S. provided entomological expertise. E.-J.A., K.S., S.G.L. and K.V. provided advice
about virtual reality. T.J.R. provided advice on statistical writing and statistical design. M.L.T. and A.R.S. provided
general ecological expertise and grammatical advice. Figure 1 was made by S.G.L., Figures 2 and 3 were made by
T.J.R. and A.R.S., and Figure 4 was made by M.F.C. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Acknowledgments: We thank the School of Energy Resources and the Shell 3D Visualization Center at University
of Wyoming for providing technology to conduct this study. We also thank the Wyoming Reclamation and
Restoration Center at University of Wyoming for providing resources to support research relating to ecological
restoration. We are grateful for Ruben Aleman for participating in this study as an observer.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.



Land 2020, 9, 340 9 of 10

References

1. Brondizio, E.S.; Settele, J.; Díaz, S.; Ngo, H.T. Global Assessment Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services of
the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services; IPBES Secretariat: Bonn,
Germany, 2019.

2. Díaz, S.; Settele, J.; Brondízio, E.S.; Ngo, H.T.; Guèze, M. Summary for Policymakers of the Global Assessment
Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services; IBPES Secretariat: Bonn, Germany, 2020.

3. Dangles, O.; Casas, J. Ecosystem services provided by insects for achieving sustainable development goals.
Ecosyst. Serv. 2019, 35, 109–115. [CrossRef]

4. Tallamy, D. Bringing Nature Home: How Native Plants Sustain Wildlife in Our GARDENS, Updated and Expanded;
Timber Press: Portland, OR, USA, 2009.

5. Shelomi, M. Why we still don’t eat insects: Assessing entomophagy promotion through a diffusion of
innovations framework. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2015, 45, 311–318. [CrossRef]

6. Lockwood, J. The Infested Mind: Why Humans Fear, Loathe, and Love Insects; Oxford University Press: Oxford,
UK, 2013.

7. Belovsky, G.E.; Slade, J.B. Insect herbivory accelerates nutrient cycling and increases plant production.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2000, 97, 14412–14417. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Travers, S.E.; Fauske, G.M.; Fox, K.; Ross, A.A.; Harris, M.O. The hidden benefits of pollinator diversity for
the rangelands of the Great Plains: Western prairie fringed orchids as a case study. Rangelands 2011, 33,
20–26. [CrossRef]

9. Carson, W.P.; Hovick, S.M.; Baumert, A.J.; Bunker, D.E.; Pendergast, T.H. Evaluating the post-release efficacy
of invasive plant biocontrol by insects: A comprehensive approach. Arthropod-Plant Interact. 2008, 2, 77–86.
[CrossRef]

10. McGregor, S.E. Insect Pollination of Cultivated Crop Plants; Agriculture Research Service, US Department of
Agriculture: Tuscon, AZ, USA, 1976; Volume 496.

11. Harmon, J.P.; Ganguli, A.C.; Solga, M.A. An overview of pollination in rangelands: Who, why, and how.
Rangelands 2011, 33, 4–9. [CrossRef]

12. Menz, M.M.H.; Phillips, R.D.; Winfree, R.; Kremen, C.; Aizen, M.A.; Johnson, S.D.; Dixon, K.W. Reconnecting
plants and pollinators: Challenges in the restoration of pollination mutualisms. Trends Plant Sci. 2011, 16,
4–12. [CrossRef]

13. Cusser, S.; Goodell, K. Diversity and distribution of floral resources influence the restoration of plant-pollinator
networks on a reclaimed strip mine. Restor. Ecol. 2013, 21, 713–721. [CrossRef]

14. Wratten, S.D.; Gillespie, M.; Decourtye, A.; Mader, E.; Desneux, N. Pollinator habitat enhancement: Benefits
to other ecosystem services. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2012, 159, 112–122. [CrossRef]

15. Kaiser-Bunbury, C.N.; Mougal, J.; Whittington, A.E.; Valentin, T.; Gabriel, R.; Olesen, J.M.; Bluthgen, N.
Ecosystem restoration strengthens pollination network resilience and function. Nature 2017, 542, 223–227.
[CrossRef]

16. Harmon-Threatt, A.N.; Hendrix, S.D. Prairie restoration and bees: The potential ability of seed mixes to
foster native bee communities. Basic Appl. Ecol. 2015, 16, 64–72. [CrossRef]

17. Forup, M.L.; Henson, K.S.; Craze, P.G.; Memmott, J. The restoration of ecological interactions: Plant-pollinators
networks on ancient and restored heathlands. J. Appl. Ecol. 2008, 3, 742–752. [CrossRef]

18. Cutting, B.T.; Tallamy, D.W. An evaluation of butterfly gardens for restoration habitat for the monarch
butterfly (Lepidoptera: Danaidae). Environ. Entomol. 2015, 44, 1328–1335. [CrossRef]

19. Westphal, C.; Steffan-Dewenter, I.; Tscharntke, T. Mass flowering crops enhance pollinator densities at
landscape scales. Ecol. Lett. 2003, 6, 961–965. [CrossRef]

20. Longcore, T. Terrestrial arthropods as indicators of ecological restoration success in coastal sage scrub
(California, USA). Restor. Ecol. 2003, 11, 397–409. [CrossRef]

21. Kearns, C.A.; Inouye, D.W. Techniques for Pollination Biologists; University Press of Colorado: Niwot, CO,
USA, 1993.

22. Droege, S.; Engler, J.; Sellers, E.; O’Brien, L. National Protocol Framework for the Inventory and Monitoring of Bees;
US Fish and Wildlife Service: Fort Collins, CO, USA, 2016.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2015.06.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.250483797
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11106378
http://dx.doi.org/10.2111/1551-501X-33.3.20
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11829-008-9036-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.2111/1551-501X-33.3.4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tplants.2010.09.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/rec.12003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2012.06.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature21071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2014.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2007.01390.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ee/nvv111
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1461-0248.2003.00523.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1526-100X.2003.rec0221.x


Land 2020, 9, 340 10 of 10

23. Legg, D.E.; Lockwood, J.A.; Brewer, M.J. Variability in rangeland grasshopper (Orthoptera: Acrididae) counts
when using the standard, visualized-sampling method. J. Econ. Entomol. 1996, 89, 1143–1150. [CrossRef]

24. Solga, M.J.; Harmon, J.P.; Ganguli, A.C. Timing is everything: An overview of phenological changes to plants
and their pollinators. Nat. Areas J. 2014, 34, 227–235. [CrossRef]

25. Bechinski, E.J.; Pedigo, L.P. Evaluation of Methods for Sampling Predatory Arthropods in Soybeans.
Environ. Entomol. 1982, 3, 756–761. [CrossRef]

26. Spafford, R.D.; Lortie, C.J. Sweeping beauty: Is grassland arthropod community composition effectively
estimated by sweep netting? Ecol. Evol. 2013, 3, 3347–3358. [CrossRef]

27. Dell, A.I.; Bender, J.A.; Branson, K.; Couzin, J.D.; de Polavieja, G.G.; Noldus, L.P.; Perez-Escudero, A.;
Perona, P.; Straw, A.D.; Wikelski, M.; et al. Automated image-based tracking and its application in ecology.
Trends Ecol. Evol. 2014, 29, 417–428. [CrossRef]

28. Wallace, L.; Hillman, S.; Reinke, K.; Hally, B. Non-destructive estimation of above-ground surface and
near-surface biomass using 3D terrestrial remote sensing techniques. Methods Ecol. Evol. 2017, 8, 1607–1616.
[CrossRef]

29. Chiron, G.; Gomez-Kramer, P.; Menard, M. Detecting and tracking honeybees in 3D at the beehive entrance
using stereo vision. J. Image Video Process. 2013. [CrossRef]

30. Feltz, C.J.; Miller, G.E. An asymptotic test for the equality of coefficients of variation from k population.
Stat. Med. 1996, 15, 647–658. [CrossRef]

31. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing; R Foundation for Statistical Computing:
Vienna, Austria, 2019. Available online: https://www.R-project.org/ (accessed on 20 July 2020).

32. Mazerolle, M.J.; Villard, M. Patch characteristics and landscape context as predictors of species presence and
abundance: A review. Ecoscience 1999, 6, 117–124. [CrossRef]

33. Wenninger, E.J.; Inouye, R.S. Insect community response to plant diversity and productivity in a
sagebrush-steppe ecosystem. J. Arid Environ. 2008, 72, 24–33. [CrossRef]

34. Morrison, L.W. Observer bias in vegetation surveys: A review. J. Plant Ecol. 2015, 9, 367–379. [CrossRef]
35. Vaughan, K.L.; Vaughan, R.E.; Seeley, J.M. Experiential learning in soil science: Use of an augmented reality

sandbox. Nat. Sci. Educ. 2017, 46, 1–5. [CrossRef]
36. Hagler, J.R.; Thompson, A.L.; Stefanek, M.A.; Machtley, S.A. Use of body-mounted cameras to enchance

data collection: An evaluation of two arthropod sampling techniques. J. Insect Sci. 2018, 18, 1–8. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

37. Curran, M.F.; Cox, S.E.; Robinson, T.J.; Robertson, B.L.; Rogers, K.J.; Sherman, Z.A.; Adams, T.A.; Strom, C.F.;
Stahl, P.D. Spatially balanced sampling and ground-level imagery for vegetation monitoring on reclaimed
well pads. Restor. Ecol. 2019, 27, 974–980. [CrossRef]

38. Havens, K.; Vitt, P. The importance of phenological diversity in seed mixes for pollinator restoration. Nat.
Areas J. 2016, 36, 531–537. [CrossRef]

39. Curran, M.F.; Crow, T.M.; Hufford, K.M.; Stahl, P.D. Forbs and greater sage-grouse habitat restoration efforts:
Suggestions for improving commercial seed availability and restoration practices. Rangelands 2015, 37,
211–216. [CrossRef]

40. United States Fish and Wildlife Service. Survey Protocols for the Rusty Patched Bumble Bee (Bombus Affinis);
US Fish and Wildlife Service: Bloomington, MN, USA, 2019.

41. Hagler, J.R.; Jackson, C.G. Methods for marking insects: Current techniques and future prospects.
Annu. Rev. Entomol. 2001, 46, 511–543. [CrossRef]

42. Boyle, N.K.; Tripodi, A.D.; Machtley, S.A.; Strange, J.P.; Pitts-singer, T.L.; Hagler, J.R. A nonlethal method to
examine Non-Apis bees for mark-capture research. J. Insect Sci. 2018, 18, 1–6. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Coburn, J.Q.; Freeman, I.; Salmon, J.L. A review of the capabilities of current low cost virtual reality technology
and its potential to enhance the design process. J. Comput. Inf. Sci. Eng. 2017, 17, 031013. [CrossRef]

44. Reilly, J.R.; Artz, D.R.; Biddinger, D.; Bobiwash, K.; Boyle, N.K.; Brittain, C.; Brokaw, J.; Campbell, J.W.;
Daniels, J.; Elle, E.; et al. Crop production in the USA is frequently limited by a lack of pollinators. Proc. R.
Soc. B 2020, 287. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jee/89.5.1143
http://dx.doi.org/10.3375/043.034.0213
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ee/11.3.756
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ece3.688
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2014.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12759
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1687-5281-2013-59
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0258(19960330)15:6&lt;647::AID-SIM184&gt;3.0.CO;2-P
https://www.R-project.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/11956860.1999.11952204
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2007.04.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jpe/rtv077
http://dx.doi.org/10.4195/nse2016.11.0031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jisesa/iey033
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29718502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/rec.12956
http://dx.doi.org/10.3375/043.036.0418
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rala.2015.10.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ento.46.1.511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jisesa/iey043
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29873755
http://dx.doi.org/10.1115/1.4036921
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2020.0922
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Area 
	Use of 3D Camera 
	Video Processing 
	Observer Trials with Virtual Reality Headset 

	Results 
	Variability among Observers 
	Difference among Views 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions and Future Research 
	References

