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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
In response to the many existing and emerging demands on coastal and ocean resources,
President Obama established by Executive Order the National Ocean Policy (NOP) in 2010,
identifying marine spatial planning (MSP) as a mechanism to reduce conflicts and improve
management. On the west coast, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) was designated as a federal co-‐lead for implementation. NOAA’s Western Regional
Collaboration Team (NOAA West), a cross-‐cutting line office team, and the west coast Sea
Grant programs initiated assessment of NOAA’s knowledge, capacity, and needs related to
MSP through focus groups and a survey. Through nine focus-‐group meetings held in
California, Oregon, and Washington from April to June 2012, 90 NOAA Line Office and
Extended Family (defined as entities that receive base funding from NOAA) employees
discussed key elements of successful stakeholder engagement, and voiced challenges posed
by MSP. The subsequent Web-‐based survey conducted April 2013 more broadly evaluated
the west coast NOAA work force (N=238) and provided insights into employees’ knowledge
of and involvement in MSP, existing and preferred methods for receiving information, and
gaps and challenges associated with stakeholder engagement, data sharing, and tools. 

Key findings 
 Study participants reported spending very little time on MSP, and most are not very

knowledgeable on this issue. 
 Most NOAA employees surveyed interact frequently with stakeholders, and the

groups most engaged are federal and state governments, researchers, and
nongovernmental organizations. It was reported that local-‐level stakeholders could
be engaged more. 

 NOAA primarily engages stakeholders by attending and hosting meetings,
workshops, and formal working groups. With more resources, employees reported
that they would attend meetings and workshops more frequently. 

 NOAA employees surveyed reported that it is challenging to engage stakeholders on
MSP because: (1) roles are unclear, (2) support and commitment from NOAA
leaders are lacking, and (3) understanding of MSP is low. 

 Less than a quarter of participants reported that they have the time, resources, or
ability to be involved in an MSP process. This could be improved through: (1)
education and training, and (2) clear direction and support from supervisors and
leadership. 

 The majority of study participants who have data reported that they share some or
all of it with their NOAA colleagues, other federal and state agencies, stakeholders,
and nongovernmental organizations. Data sharing would be easier with improved
policies, protocols, and standards. 

 Study participants believe they could better communicate with stakeholders if they
had examples or case studies about MSP that show the value and utility of MSP and
that articulate how people can participate and contribute data. 

Knowledge, Capacity, and Needs for Effective Stakeholder Engagement in Marine Planning 1 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
    

           
        

    
         

    
            

            
             

    
           

          
        

         
            

         
          

           
           

           

            

Recommendations 
Improve NOAA’s MSP process 

 Build on existing structures and efforts in the region by considering successful
engagement strategies, and utilizing established stakeholder networks and existing
internal skills and expertise. 

 Provide clear direction, objectives, commitment, and support from supervisors and
NOAA leadership on MSP. 

 Clearly identify roles in MSP for individuals and for national, regional, state, and
local levels. Identify who is involved, how they are involved, and how their
involvement ties in with existing work; and identify gaps and needs, and options for
mitigating or addressing needs. 

 Improve coordination across NOAA Line Offices. If the agency is assigned leadership
roles in the regional implementation of national policy, these added responsibilities
should be adequately resourced to achieve successful outcomes. 

Improve understanding of MSP and capacity to engage stakeholders 
 Provide education and training for NOAA staff on MSP science, practice, and policy.

This should also be available to NOAA’s Extended Family. 
 Utilize NOAA’s Extended Family to fill gaps in stakeholder engagement. 
 Support NOAA employee attendance at, and hosting of, meetings and workshops. 
 Prepare MSP case studies and success stories, for internal and external engagement,

highlighting why ocean planning is important and how to be involved. 

Knowledge, Capacity, and Needs for Effective Stakeholder Engagement in Marine Planning 2 



 
 

 

  
              

           
             

          
              
             

            
       

               
               

              
           

               
             

         
          

            
            

           
              
           

            
           
              

      
          

           
            

           
              

         
           

             
          

            
            

    

           

INTRODUCTION 

Background and purpose
In July 2010, the Obama Administration issued a new National Policy for the Stewardship of
Our Oceans, Coasts, and Great Lakes based on recommendations from the Interagency
Ocean Policy Task Force. Central to this policy is a framework for effective MSP—a
comprehensive, transparent, and nonregulatory process that enables each region of the
United States to manage its ocean resources in ways that ensure lasting benefits for human
health, the economy, and the environment. The MSP process is designed to reduce human-‐
use conflicts by considering the diverse, and sometimes incompatible, needs of all ocean
users in an open and transparent way. 

Steps are underway to advance MSP as part of the National Ocean Policy at the national,
regional, and state level, and NOAA is tasked with important roles in this process. In the
west coast planning area, NOAA is the federal co-‐lead for the MSP Regional Planning Body
(RPB), which is responsible for establishing an agreed-‐upon work plan. Stakeholder and
broader public engagement is identified as a key element of this process. As co-‐lead for the
RPB on the west coast, NOAA intends to build upon its existing partnerships, federal
consultation responsibilities, and stakeholder engagement processes to develop a draft
framework for stakeholder engagement through the future west coast RPB. 

NOAA West recognized the need to evaluate the agency’s diverse science, policy, and
management work force prior to reaching out to partners and stakeholders. In partnership
with the west coast Sea Grant programs (California, University of Southern California-‐USC,
Oregon, and Washington), led by Oregon Sea Grant, they collaborated on a project aimed at
forming the basis of an MSP stakeholder engagement framework. This project’s evaluation
of existing mechanisms and structures that NOAA has in place for engaging stakeholders
and assessment of its knowledge, capacity, and needs resulted in recommendations for
how NOAA can improve its efforts to engage stakeholders in the context of MSP. 

Project alignment with NOAA priorities and goals
This collaborative NOAA West and regional Sea Grant project directly supports
implementation of NOAA’s Next Generation Strategic Plan objective of comprehensive ocean 
and coastal planning and management as it facilitated NOAA’s internal and external 
coordination and collaboration on MSP efforts. Project results will ultimately contribute to
NOAA’s strategy of having an engaged and educated public with an improved capacity to 
make scientifically informed environmental decisions. This project also strengthens linkages
and coordination among project partners and provides new insights related to engagement
needs for MSP on the west coast. NOAA’s vast coastal and oceanic scientific knowledge,
observation and monitoring networks, data collections and derivative products and tools,
along with Sea Grant’s expertise in extension, education, and outreach, will contribute to
the success of preparing NOAA and its partners for planning for, implementing, and
engaging stakeholders on MSP. 

Knowledge, Capacity, and Needs for Effective Stakeholder Engagement in Marine Planning 3 



 

 

 
 
 

  
	             

            
 

	            
	          
	             

 

 
           
             

           
         

         
  

         
           

           
           

    
           

           
          
           
              
    

    
           

               
          

     

 
            

             
           

          
             
             

              
              

            

Research questions 
•	 How knowledgeable about and involved in MSP are NOAA Line Office and Extended

Family employees? How would they like to be informed about MSP policies and
activities? 

•	 Who is NOAA engaging on MSP and how? Are there gaps? 
•	 What are NOAA’s data and tool needs for MSP? 
•	 What is NOAA’s current capacity for engaging stakeholders, and how could it be

improved? 

METHODS 
This project targeted employees of west coast (California, Oregon, and Washington) NOAA
Line Offices and NOAA’s Extended Family. The Extended Family was defined as entities that
receive base funding from NOAA and included: state Sea Grant programs, National
Estuarine Research Reserves, Integrated Ocean Observing Systems, state Coastal Zone
Management Agencies, the Pacific Fisheries Management Council, and Cooperative and
Joint Institutes. 

Specific project components included: (1) gathering and synthesizing existing information
on NOAA and their partners’ stakeholder engagement mechanisms and structures; and (2)
assessment of NOAA’s familiarity with MSP concepts and principles, and its knowledge,
capacity, and needs relevant to engaging in a regional MSP process. 

Gathering and synthesizing existing information
The project team gathered existing information on west coast NOAA structures and
mechanisms for stakeholder engagement, and on NOAA partners relevant to MSP. This
project component involved brief interviews with key NOAA personnel, and content
analysis of relevant documents, websites, and other existing sources they provide. Insights
gleaned from the synthesis helped guide the next steps of the project and avoid duplicating
existing mechanisms or structures. 

Knowledge, capacity, and needs assessment
The project team assessed current familiarity with MSP concepts and principles across
NOAA Line Offices and its Extended Family, and their capacity and needs for engaging in a
regional MSP process. This assessment was performed through a two-‐pronged approach:
focus groups, and a survey. 

Focus-‐group meetings
Focus groups are commonly used to qualitatively assess needs. The interaction that occurs
in focus groups affords insights that are not generally gained by interacting with an
individual (Morgan 1988). Focus-‐group meetings were held at west coast locations with
high levels of NOAA activity, including: Portland and Newport, Oregon; Seattle,
Washington; and Oakland and La Jolla, California. Each focus-‐group meeting had 8 to 12
participants, who were selected to represent (1) the breadth of NOAA Line Office and
Extended Family groups in the region, (2) a range of position levels from directors to
managers to program staff, and (3) individuals whose work has some connection to MSP. 

Knowledge, Capacity, and Needs for Effective Stakeholder Engagement in Marine Planning 4 



 
 

            
         

             
              

              
             

             
               
             

              
             

           
             

              
            

            
              

          
               

           
    

  
           
          

            
          

            
           

            
            

             
            

  

 
               

              
               

              

 
 

           

Information gathered from the focus groups was used for generating and refining survey
questions, a common practice for creating questionnaires (Krueger 1994). 

Survey
The value of conducting a survey in addition to holding focus-‐group meetings is that
surveys allow for a broader audience to be reached and are good for gathering quantitative
information (Salant and Dillman 1994). The intention of the project team was to focus on
NOAA Line Office and Extended Family personnel in the region who have existing or
potential involvement in MSP. Although this was difficult to directly select for, the project
team came up with two steps to help identify the target audience: (1) only individuals who
work in a coastal area of California, Oregon, or Washington were invited; and (2)
participants were asked to stop taking the survey after the first two questions if they
reported that they neither work nor foresee working on MSP in any capacity. 

An estimated 2,988 employees and contractors from NOAA’s Line Offices and Extended
Family work in coastal areas of California, Oregon, and Washington. A survey was created
in SurveyMonkey and was e-‐mailed to a subset of 876 personnel from this group. A
stratified random-‐sampling method was used to select those personnel to help ensure that
those who participated in the survey (the sample) were representative of the target
population (Scheaffer et al. 1996). Of the 876 survey invitations, 726 were sent to Line
Office employees and 150 to Extended Family employees. Focus-‐group participants were
not invited to take the survey, to avoid potential bias based on their participation in those
meetings (e.g., increased knowledge about MSP due to an introductory presentation given
during the focus-‐group meetings). 

FOCUS-‐GROUP RESULTS 
Through nine focus-‐group meetings, 90 NOAA Line Office and Extended Family employees
discussed knowledge and involvement in MSP, key elements of successful stakeholder
engagement, and challenges posed by MSP. Several themes recurred in all meetings: (1)
understanding of MSP science and policy varied greatly among participants; (2)
participants had an abundance of experience engaging a wide range of stakeholder groups;
however, MSP posed challenges moving forward; and (3) creating and utilizing technology
and tools for sharing data and interacting with stakeholders on MSP posed both
opportunities and challenges. These themes formed the basis of the survey by informing
the project team about questions left unanswered and areas that would be beneficial to
understand more broadly across the NOAA Line Office and Extended Family workforce. 

SURVEY RESULTS 

Response rate
A total of 238 out of the 876 NOAA Line Office and Extended Family employees who
received the survey participated, resulting in a total response rate of 27 percent. As they
were instructed to do, 53 of the 238 participants ended the survey after answering the first
two questions because they neither work nor foresee working on MSP in any capacity 

Data limitations
 
Knowledge, Capacity, and Needs for Effective Stakeholder Engagement in Marine Planning 5 



 

              
              
            

            
              

            
             

             
               
         

 
    

          
            

             
            
              

              
            

            
          

          

   
               
              
            
            

           
          

 

      

            
              

           
               

               
              

              

 
               

                 
               

            

The survey response rate of 27 percent is relatively low when compared to other surveys
(a 2008 study by Baruch and Holtman reported an average response rate of 35.7 percent
for studies that spanned 100,000 organizations). While this can indicate that a high
nonresponse bias may exist (where responses from those who took the survey differ
significantly from those who did not take the survey), this is not necessarily a survey
weakness since the project’s focus was on those who have existing or potential
involvement in MSP. This potential bias was not tested for due to project funding
limitations. It should also be noted that there was survey attrition, where questions asked
later in the survey had fewer responses than those that came earlier in the survey; and
there were fewer responses to write-‐in questions than multiple-‐choice. 

Demographics 
NOAA branch and location 
Participants represented NOAA Line Office and Extended Family employees in California,
Oregon, and Washington. The sample population aligned well with the target population in
terms of state and NOAA branch or affiliated program. Most participants reported that they
are located in Washington (56 percent), followed by California (27 percent) and Oregon
(17 percent). The majority of participants work for a NOAA Line Office (82 percent), with
75 percent of the Line Office group working for National Marine Fisheries Service. The top
Extended Family respondent group was Sea Grant (comprised 41 percent of the Extended
Family). Where appropriate, the Line Office group and Extended Family group responses to
survey questions were compared using Mann-‐Whitney U and Independent samples t-‐
statistical tests, and significant differences (p<0.05) are noted where found. 

Job position and expertise
The majority of participants have worked more than 5 years for NOAA or a NOAA partner
(68 percent), with a quarter of participants having more than 15 years of service (N=144).
The predominant area of expertise was biological sciences (25 percent), followed by policy
and management (15 percent) and outreach and engagement (12 percent). Half of the
participants reported that their job function is technical program staff, followed by
coordinator (16 percent), supervisor (8 percent), and nontechnical program staff (6
percent). 

Knowledge of and involvement in MSP 
Knowledge
Most participants reported that they are not very knowledgeable about MSP policy, science,
or practice at the state, regional, or national level; and have the least knowledge about
national level MSP (N=183). The Line Office group reported significantly lower agreement
than the Extended Family group with the statements I am very knowledgeable about MSP in 
my state (20 percent Line Office and 48 percent Extended Family group agreed or strongly 
agreed; t=3.7, p<0.01), for the west coast region (22 percent and 43 percent, respectively; 
t=3.0, p<0.01), and the national level (9 percent and 29 percent, respectively; t=2.6, p<0.05). 

Involvement 
Most participants spend less than a quarter of their time on MSP policy, science, or practice
in an average month at work (89 percent), with over half spending no time at all on this
issue (N=183). Some survey participants do not know if they are currently involved in MSP 

Knowledge, Capacity, and Needs for Effective Stakeholder Engagement in Marine Planning 6 



 
 

                 
      

   
              

               
          

           
             
           
             

             
              

             
             

           
            
        

  
  

            
            

            
            

       

    
              
            

            
         

            
            

            
             

          

             
          

              
          

             

    
            

                

           

in any capacity (18 percent); and a substantial portion do not know if they will have a role
as MSP moves forward (45 percent). 

Receiving information about MSP
Participants were provided a list of information sources and were asked to mark all that
apply for how they are currently being informed, and how they would like to be informed,
about MSP (N=166). The most-‐frequently reported current sources of MSP information
included communicating with colleagues (selected by 45 percent of all participants), 
followed by visiting a website (27 percent), and e-‐mail alerts from NOAA headquarters (27
percent). The most-‐preferred information sources were e-‐mail alerts from NOAA regional 
personnel (48 percent), e-‐mail alerts from NOAA headquarters (39 percent), and visiting a 
website (33 percent). The biggest discrepancies in how people would like to be informed
about MSP versus how they are currently informed were e-‐mail alerts from NOAA regional 
personnel (28 percent more participants reported that they would like to be informed by
this method than currently are) and from an MSP listserv (23 percent difference). NOAA
employees are most interested in receiving information about regional level MSP activities
(selected by 21 percent of all participants), followed by state-‐level MSP activities (18
percent), and federal level MSP activities (16 percent). 

Stakeholder engagement 
Frequency of interaction
Most participants reported that they interact frequently with stakeholders as part of their
job (N=172). There was a significant difference in responses between Line Office and
Extended Family groups (t=3.1, p<0.01), with the Extended Family groups having a larger
percent who interact with stakeholders frequently or very frequently than the Line Office
group (81 percent and 55 percent, respectively). 

Stakeholder groups engaged and gaps
Survey participants were provided a list of stakeholder groups and were asked to select all
groups with whom they interact (N=151). The groups that were reported most frequently
were state government (selected by 75 percent of all participants), federal government (71
percent), research (65 percent), and nongovernmental organizations (65 percent). The
largest differences in responses between Line Office and Extended Family groups were for
interacting with local government and local businesses, with 83 percent of the Extended
Family group reporting interacting with local government, compared to 44 percent of the
Line Office group and 50 percent of the Extended Family group interacting with local
businesses, compared to 21 percent of the Line Office group. 

Participants were also asked if there were other stakeholder groups that NOAA should be
engaging, and responses were coded into categories (N=63). The most-‐frequent response
was that there are not any additional groups NOAA should be engaging (24 percent of
write-‐in responses), and this was followed by local-‐level stakeholders (14 percent),
scientists and experts (7 percent), and education and industry (each with 5 percent). 

Venues and methods of engagement
Survey participants were provided a list of venues and methods for engaging stakeholders
and asked to select all that they use (N=151). The venues that most survey participants use 
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to engage with stakeholders include: public meetings and workshops (selected by 73 
percent of all participants), formal working groups or committees (62 percent), and 
individual or small group meetings that you host (61 percent). The methods most frequently 
used included: e-‐mail with individuals or small groups (74 percent), communicate through 
informal conversations (73 percent), and attend a scientific workshop or conference (70
percent). During the focus-‐group meetings, similar methods of engagement were identified
and there were several participants who highlighted the importance of informal
communication and felt that it is often underappreciated as a mechanism to successfully
engage stakeholders. Survey participants are also leading engagement through activities
such as giving presentations (62 percent), hosting meetings and conferences (42 percent),
publishing materials (42 percent), and contributing content to websites (31 percent). 

Challenges and opportunities
Survey participants were asked their level of agreement with statements about why it is
challenging to engage stakeholders on MSP (N=142). The top challenges included: It is not 
clear to me what my role should be (60 percent agreed or strongly agreed); I do not have 
enough financial resources (59 percent) or time (53 percent); I have not heard a clear vision 
(58 percent) or seen a commitment of resources (49 percent) from NOAA leaders; and I 
don’t understand MSP well enough to engage with stakeholders (50 percent). These
challenges were also mentioned frequently during the focus-‐group meetings. Differences
were detected between the Line Office and Extended Family groups, with the Line Office
group being less likely to agree that they do not have exposure to relevant stakeholders
(t=2.7, p<.05), more likely to agree that they do not have incentives from the agency to
engage stakeholders (t=2.2, p<.05); and they did not agree as strongly that stakeholders 
lack motivation to engage (t=2.3, p<.05), and did not agree as strongly that the vast
geographic scope is challenging for engaging stakeholders (t=3.0, p<.01). 

Participants were also asked an open-‐ended question about what they would do differently
if more resources were available. Responses were coded (N=54), and the top categories
included: Increase information sharing (37 percent of write-‐in responses), e.g., attend more 
or host more meetings; improve the planning approach (20 percent), e.g., establish dedicated 
teams and committees, extend the timeline; improve data sharing and tools (11 percent), 
e.g., systematic data gathering; and create ecological resource links (9 percent), e.g., provide 
a perspective on species recovery. 

Data access and sharing 
Accessing and sharing data
Half of the participants (N=137) do not access data on MSP, and a quarter do not know
where to access data on MSP. Among those who do access data on MSP, the top reported
sources were colleagues outside of NOAA, primarily state agencies, and colleagues within
the same NOAA Line Office or Program. Among participants who have data to share
(N=79), 89 percent share some or all of their data. Participants were asked to indicate,
using a provided list, with whom they share their data. The option selected most frequently
was colleagues within the same NOAA Line Office or Program (86 percent selected this
option), with over half of participants also reporting that they share data with all of the
other listed groups, including federal agencies and state agencies (64 percent), NOAA
colleagues in a different Line Office (58 percent), the public or stakeholder groups (58 
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percent), and nongovernmental organizations (57 percent). The methods most frequently
selected for sharing data (N=67) included e-‐mail (61 percent selected this option),
publishing on the Web (34 percent), and posting to FTP sites (30 percent). 

Improving data use and sharing
Participants were asked to write in what would make it easier to share data, and the top
coded responses included (N=38): improved policies, protocols, standards, and guidance
(17 percent), a common place for data (11 percent), and more funds (11 percent). If more
resources became available, participants reported (N=37) that they would improve data
coordination, outreach, and availability (26 percent); and have more staff such as
programmers (11 percent). There was a small number of participants who reported that
they do not share their data (N=9), but the reasons that they selected were interesting and
worth reporting. They included: not having authority from their supervisor to share data
(67 percent), not being able to share because of confidentiality rules (56 percent), and not
knowing who is interested in their data (33 percent).
Participants were asked to “mark all that apply” from a list of items that may assist in
communicating with stakeholders (N=138). The item that most participants reported
would help them was examples or case studies about MSP that articulate how people can 
participate and contribute data (41 percent), followed by information about how data is and 
will be used in the MSP process (39 percent), and better synthesized data products and access 
to these products (38 percent). Case studies also came up during the focus-‐group meetings
as something that would be beneficial to communicate with stakeholders about MSP
successes and about the good work that NOAA does. 

Data gaps and challenges
Participants were asked to write in what they believed to be the three biggest data gaps for
MSP (N=54). The top responses were gaps around a specific topical area such as shipping
lane data, seafloor classification, and water quality (44 percent of write-‐in responses),
while other listed data gaps were more general, such as challenges with coordination and
communication and lack of public understanding (19 percent). A small proportion of
participants said they do not know what the biggest data gaps are (16 percent). When
asked to write-‐in the three biggest challenges to utilizing data in MSP (N=54), the top
answers included general issues such as the quantity (too much, too little) or quality of
data (26 percent). 

Tools 
Participants were asked to indicate the functions of tools that they currently use, and what
they would like to see in future tools, for MSP (N=50). (Participants were instructed to
“mark all that apply” from a provided list.) The top current uses of tools are for
visualization (selected by 60 percent of participants), information sharing with
stakeholders (54 percent), and spatial analysis (50 percent). Additional functions that
participants would like to see in future tools (difference in percent that currently use a tool
for a given function from percent that would like to see that function in a future tool)
included: information collection from stakeholders (24 percent), cumulative impact
assessment (22 percent), and tradeoff analysis (18 percent). The tools that were most
frequently listed by participants as ones they find useful (N=42) included: Geographical
Information Systems (GIS, 11 percent), followed by Microsoft Office Products (6 percent). 
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Skills and capacity
Survey participants were asked to list their skills or expertise that would support an MSP
process. The top responses (based on post-‐hoc categorization of open-‐ended responses;
N=70) were: Expertise or knowledge in a topical area, e.g., policy, habitat/ecology,
fisheries, economics (30 percent); experience in outreach, engagement, and education, e.g.,
experience establishing stakeholder networks, ability to translate information for
stakeholders (25 percent); skills in information synthesis, e.g., ability to synthesize
complex information (23 percent); and data involvement, e.g., ArcGIS, data collection and
analysis, data integration (18 percent). 

Less than a quarter of participants replied that they currently have the capacity to be
involved in an MSP process (21 percent), while 57 percent do not know if they have the
capacity (N=141). Participants were asked what would help increase their capacity to
participate in an MSP process (they were instructed to “mark all that apply” from a
provided list; N=111). Top responses included: education and training on MSP science
(selected by 60 percent of participants), practice (58 percent), and policy (50 percent);
clear direction from leadership (50 percent); and support from their supervisor (45
percent). 

Insights and concerns
Participants were asked about their thoughts and insights about NOAA’s involvement in
stakeholder engagement for MSP, and the top responses included (percent of total from
coded write-‐in responses, N=34): improve outreach, communication, coordination, and
management (44 percent); articulate a vision, goals, and plan for MSP (9 percent); and
provide resources to support MSP (9 percent). The top concerns regarding NOAA
involvement in MSP were (percent of total from coded write-‐in responses, N=36):
duplication of efforts or structures (14 percent); lack of support and resources (14
percent); distrust of government (11 percent); lack of communication and awareness (11
percent); and science, data, or management challenges (11 percent). 

DISCUSSION 
This project provided insights into NOAA employees’ knowledge of and involvement in
MSP; existing and preferred methods for receiving information; and gaps and challenges
associated with stakeholder engagement, data sharing, and tools. An overarching goal of
this project was to consider existing capacity, and learn how to build on that to develop an
effective approach for engaging stakeholders on MSP. Many of the key findings from the
focus groups and survey confirm observations and predictions by the project team, and
they also provide new understandings and identify potential solutions to address
challenges. 

The focus groups and survey highlighted that NOAA’s Line Offices and Extended Family
have a wealth of experience and skills that can be applied to MSP processes, including
practice in outreach, engagement, and education; expertise or knowledge in topical areas;
and skills in data analysis and information synthesis. NOAA has had many successes in
engaging stakeholders on complex issues with well-‐established stakeholder networks and
frequent interaction with a long list of stakeholder groups. The Line Offices primarily 
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engage with federal and state government agencies, researchers, and nongovernmental
organizations; and the Extended Family complements this well by having a high level of
engagement with local governments and coastal communities. NOAA should utilize its
extensive network to maximize its stakeholder reach. Employees reported that they
primarily engage stakeholders by attending and hosting meetings and workshops, and they
could increase their interactions with stakeholders if provided more funding to travel. 

As MSP is an emerging concept, the findings that NOAA employees spend little time on it
and that they are not very knowledgeable on this issue were not surprising. But it is
important for this to be addressed, as most NOAA employees reported that low
understanding of MSP makes it challenging to engage with stakeholders on this issue.
Project participants believe that NOAA could improve its employees’ understanding of MSP
and their ability to engage stakeholders by providing education and training on MSP
science, practice, and policy. Before initiating training, it would be beneficial to further
investigate what types of information and skills are needed by NOAA employees in regard
to MSP (i.e., what education and training would build capacity?). 

MSP is a complex social, economic, and ecological process that requires many layers of
data. The ability to practically share data in raw and synthesized form is important for
effectively informing and learning from partners and stakeholders. The survey showed that
a majority of NOAA participants who have data share some or all of it with their NOAA
colleagues, other federal and state agencies, stakeholders, and nongovernmental
organizations. Survey participants report that data sharing would be easier with improved
policies, protocols, and standards. They reported that it would help them in communicating
with stakeholders if they had better information about how data is, and will be, used in the
MSP process, and if they had better synthesized data products. Numerous tools are
available for interpreting, visualizing, and sharing data for MSP, and it may be helpful to
ensure that these tools are widely available and that people are trained to use them. 

The focus groups and survey revealed some institutional barriers that make it difficult for
NOAA employees to plan for and implement MSP. A general challenge that was discussed in
some depth during the focus-‐group meetings, and which also rose to the top of a list of
challenges in the survey, is lack of coordination and communication across NOAA Line
Offices. Breaking down existing silos is no simple task, but it could benefit NOAA as it
moves forward in this multidisciplinary and regional process to continue to support cross-‐
Line Office teams, such as NOAA West. NOAA employees also voiced frustration over lack of
clarity on MSP as an agency priority, and on agency and individual involvement in planning
for and implementing this initiative. In order for NOAA to improve its ability to effectively
work on MSP, it is critical for NOAA leadership to provide clear goals, objectives, and
direction for MSP; to show commitment and support (e.g., by providing financial resources
and encouraging employees to spend time on it); and to define roles and how it ties in with
existing work. 

The development and provision of case studies was suggested during the focus-‐group
meetings and the survey, as a mechanism to address a number of challenges that NOAA
employees face with engaging stakeholders and partners on MSP. Participants believe it
would be easier to engage stakeholders with examples of MSP that articulate how people 
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can participate and contribute data. They could also better communicate the benefits of
MSP internally to NOAA and externally to partners and stakeholders with success stories. It
was noted that this could also help NOAA more broadly with professional relations by
informing people about the vast and important services the agency provides. 
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APPENDIX A—List of Acronyms
 

AGO—Acquisition and Grants
AOOS—Alaska Ocean Observing System
CDIP—Coastal Data Information Program
CI—Cooperative Institute
CZMA—Coastal Zone Management Agencies
CMSP—Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning
DMAC—Data Management and Communications (a system being developed by regional
IOOS partners)
EFH—Essential Fish Habitat 
ERDDAP—Environmental Research Division’s Data Access Program
FTP—File Transfer Protocol 
GIS—Geographic Information System
IOOS—Integrated Ocean Observing System
JI—Joint Institute 
LME—Large Marine Ecosystem
MSP—Marine Spatial Planning
NANOOS—Northwest Association of Networked Ocean Observing Systems
NERRS—National Estuarine Research Reserves System
NESDIS—National Environmental Satellite, Data, and Information Service
NMFS—National Marine Fisheries Service 
NMS—National Marine Sanctuaries 
NOAA—National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NOAA West—NOAA’s Western Regional Collaboration Team
NOS—National Ocean Service 
NOS OR&R—NOS Office of Response and Restoration
NWS—National Weather Service 
OAR—Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research
OMAO—Office of Marine and Aviation Operations
PACOOS—Pacific Coast Ocean Observing System
PFMC—Pacific Fisheries Management Council
SG—Sea Grant 
USGS—United States Geological Survey 
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APPENDIX 8-Tables and Figures of Survey Results 

1. 	 State in which participants are located (N=142). 

California Oregon Washington 

2. 	 Branch of NOAA for which participants work in the Line Office and Extended Family groups, in 
descending order. 

NOAA Line Office % ofLine Office 

NMFS 75% 


NOS 17% 


OAR 3% 

OMAO 2% 


NWS 2% 


AGO 2% 


NESDIS 0% 


N 	 103 

NOAA Extended % ofExtended 
Family 	 Family 
SG 41% 


NERR 27% 


IOOS 9% 


PFMC 9% 


CZMA 9% 


CILJI 5% 


N 22 


3. 	 The number of years participants have worked for NOAA or a NOAA partner (N=144). 

Less than 1-5 years 6-10 11-15 More 
1 year years years than 15 

years 
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4. 	 The percent ofparticipants who selected each area of expertise from a provided list. They were 
instructed to "select up to three categories." 

Area of Expertise % oftotal 

Biological sciences 25% 
Policy and management 15% 

Outreach and engagement 12% 
Interdisciplinary sciences 11% 

Marine sciences 	 10% 
Physical sciences 	 8% 

Computer/IT sciences 6% 
Communications 	 5% 

Social sciences 	 4% 
Engineering 	 2% 

Acquisition/Budget 1% 
Other 	 1% 
N 	 141 

5. 	 Percent of participants who selected each job function from a provided list They were instructed to 
"select the category that best fits your role." 

Job Function 	 % oftotal 

Technical program staff 50% 

Coordinator 	 16% 

Supervisor 	 8% 
Non-technical program staff 6% 

Senior manager 	 4% 
Contractor 	 3% 

Administrator 	 2% 
Executive 	 2% 
Extension agent 	 1% 
Other (please specify) 	 1% 
Scientist/Specialist 	 1% 
Educator 	 1% 
Librarian 	 1% 
Manager 	 1% 
Officer 	 1% 
Policy 	 1% 
Professor 	 1% 
N 	 140 
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6. 	 Percent of participants who agreed or strongly agreed that they are very knowledgeable about MSP 
policy, science, or practice at the national, regional, and state levels. 

% ofLine Office % ofExtended 
who Agree or Family who Agree 

1 am very knowledgeable about CMSP Strongly agree2.3 or Strongly 
olicy, science, or ractice...1 agree2.3 

at the national level 9% 29% 

for the west coast region 	 22% 43% 


in my state 20% 48% 


N 	 100 21 
1 Statements were rated on a five-point scale from 1 =Strongly disagree to S=Strongly agree. 
2 Percent Agree and Strongly agree were combined. 
3 Results are shown separately for Line Office and Extended Family groups because significant differences 
were detected (p<.05). 

7. Portion oftime participants spend on MSP policy, science, and/or practice in an average month at work. 

Time spent on CMSP in an average month % oftotal 

None 	 56% 

1/4 or less of my time 	 33% 

More than 1/4, but less than 1/2 of my time 5% 

About 1/2 ofmy time 	 4% 

More than 1/2, but less than 3 / 4 of my time 1% 

At least 3 / 4 of my time 	 2% 

N 	 183 
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8. 	 Percent of participants who selected each method ofhow they are currently informed about MSP, how 
they would like to be informed, and the difference in how people would like to be informed versus how 
they are currently informed. They were instructed to "mark all that apply" from a provided list. Results 
are shown in descending order of percent difference. 

%who 
%whoare would like 
currently to be % 

Methods ofbeing informed about MSP informed informed differencei 
E-mail alerts from NOAA regional personnel 20% 48% 28% 

CMSP listserv 	 4% 27% 23% 

Conferences or workshops that are dedicated to 10% 25% 14% 
CMSP 

Viewing a webinar 13% 27% 13% 

E-mail alerts from NOAA headquarters 27% 39% 12% 

Receive information from state-level entities 20% 30% 10% 

Conferences or workshops that have a session on 21% 28% 7% 
CMSP 

Visiting a website 	 27% 33% 5% 

Other listservs 	 11% 12% 1% 

I do not receive any information about CMSP 20% 12% -8% 

Communicating with colleagues 	 45% 26% -19% 
i Percent difference was calculated as percent who reported they would like to be informed by the listed method minus 
the percent who reported they are currently informed by that method. 

9. Reported frequency of interaction with stakeholders. 

How often do you interact with % of Line % ofExtended 

stakeholders as part ofyour job? Officei FamiJy1 


Frequently/Very frequently 55% 81% 


Rarely /Occasionally 30% 
 14% 


Very rarely/Never 15% 5% 


N 	 102 21 
iResults are shown separately for Line Office and Extended Family groups because 

significant differences were detected {p<.05). 
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10. Percent of participants who reported they interact with stakeholder groups from a provided list. They 
were instructed to "mark all that apply." Results are shown for all survey participants combined, and 
for each the Line Office and Extended Family group; in descending order for percent of total. 

Ofthe stakeholders that you interact with, what % of % ofLine % of 
groups do they represent? totaJi Office1 Extended 

FamiJy1 
Government- federal (other than NOAA) 71% 68% 58% 

Government-stat e 75% 67% 88% 

Research 66% 64% 67% 

Nongovernmental organizations 65% 57% 75% 

Government- regional (e.g .. PSMFC) 56% 54% 50% 

Natural resource management 56% 53% 67% 

Fishing- commercial 57% 52% 50% 

Conservation 55% 50% 58% 

Coastal residents or communities 55% 49% 67% 

Government-tribal and other tribal entities 51% 48% 50% 

Government- local 56% 44% 83% 

Education- formal 46% 43% 54% 

Fishing- recreational 43% 37% 46% 

Education- informal 40% 34% 46% 

Recreation and tourism (e.g .. boaters, sailors, divers, 38% 34% 50% 
surfers) 


Marine transportation system (incl. harbor 34% 33% 33% 

infrastructureJ 

Aquaculture 30% 28% 38% 

Property owners 33% 28% 38% 


Energy industry 25% 25% 21% 


Local businesses 27% 21% 50% 

Spill management 21% 21% 17% 

Watershed councils 27% 21% 38% 

Fishing- subsistence 23% 20% 13% 

Geospatial services 22% 20% 29% 


Water districts 26% 18% 33% 


Forestry 15% 14% 8% 


Agriculture 11% 8% 4% 


Other 2% 2% 4% 

Not applicable 3% 1% 8% 

Government-international 1% 1% 0% 

N 151 103 24 

1Results are shown for all participants combined, and for Line Office and Extended Family groups separately to 
highlight differences in responses. 

18 IKnowledge, Capacity, and Needs for Effective Stakeholder Engagement in Marine Planning 



 
 

                
           

            
  

  

   
   

   
     

   
   

   

   

    
  

  
   

   
     

     
  

 
   

   
   

   
    

        
    

   
     

   

           

11. Percent of responses coded into each category from an open-‐ended question that asked what additional
stakeholder groups they would engage if more resources became available (N=63). 

Coded Categories (number of response for a given code) % of total 
None 24% 

Local-‐level engagement 

Local government (5) 

14%
Local volunteers (1) 
Community groups (2) 
Local residents and homeowners (2) 
Resource-‐dependent communities (1) 

Not applicable 11% 
Don’t know 8% 

Scientists and experts 

Public outreach and communication 
experts (1) 

7%Academia (1) 
Social scientists (2) 
Scientific experts (1) 

Education (K–12, free-‐choice learning) 5% 
Industry (fishing, energy, shipping) 5% 
Other 5% 

Agencies State agencies (2) 4%Federal agencies (1) 
Advocacy groups/NGOs 3% 
General public 3% 
Users (e.g., recreation) 3% 

Funders (e.g., conservation banking groups, private funders) 3% 
Integrated mapping services 1% 
Regional groups 1% 
Strengthen current engagement efforts 1% 
Water management 1% 
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12. Percent of participants who selected venues to engage with stakeholders from a provided list. They 
were instructed to "mark all that apply." 

In what venue( s) do you currently engage with % oftotal 
stakeholders? 
Public meetings or workshops 73% 


Formal working groups or committees 62% 


Individual or small group meetings you host (e.g., at 61% 

office) 

Online communication with individuals 58% 


Online communication with groups 45% 


Community-based events 42% 


In the field/On the job 5% 


Other 4% 

Not applicable 7% 

Telephone 1% 

Schools 1% 

N 151 
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13. Percent of participants who selected each method that they use to engage with stakeholders from a 
provided list. They were instructed to "mark all that apply." 

What method(s) do you use to engage with % oftotal 
stakeholders? 
E-mail with individuals or small groups 74% 

Communicate through informal conversations 73% 

Attend a scientific workshop or conference 70% 

Give a presentation at a meeting or conference 62% 

Attend a public meeting 58% 

Formal communications Oetters/memos) 48% 

Host a meeting or conference 42% 

Publish materials 42% 

Regional coordination groups 40% 

Present information using visual thinking tools, such as 35% 
maps 

Contribute content to a website 31% 

E-mail "blasts" or "broadcasts" to larger groups 23% 

Communicate via a listserv 20% 

Give a webinar presentation 17% 

Host a webinar 11% 

Manage a listserv 8% 

Not applicable 6% 

Other 5% 

Post information to social media 3% 

Collaborate on projects 3% 

Telephone conversations 2% 

N 151 
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14. Percent of participants who agree or strongly agree with statements about why it is challenging to 
engage stakeholders on MSP. 

% oftotal who 
Agree or 
Strongly 

It is challenging to engage stakeholders on CMSP because ...1 agreez 
It is not clear to me what my role should be 60% 

I do not have enough financial resources 59% 


I have not heard a clear vision for CMSP from my NOAA leaders 58% 


I do not have enough time 
 53% 


I do not understand CMSP well enough to engage with stakeholders 
 50% 


I have not seen a commitment of resources to CMSP from my NOAA 
 49% 
leaders 
The geographic scope of CMSP is vast* 45% 

I do not have any incentives from my agency for engaging stakeholders* 34% 

Stakeholders a re distrustful of NOAA 36% 

Stakeholders a re burnt out due to other recent and ongoing processes 34% 

Stakeholders lack adequate resources (time or money) to engage 33% 

Stakeholders a re distrustful/leery of CMSP (as a concept and/or 32% 

process) 


NOAA does not have a plan fo r engaging stakeholders 20% 


It is difficult to identify relevant stakeholders 19% 


I do not have exposure to relevant stakeholders* 18% 


Stakeholders lack the motivation to engage* 
 19% 


I do not have any challenges with engaging stakeholders on CMSP 6% 


N 135 
1 Statements were rated on a five-point scale from 1 =Strongly disagree to S=Strongly agree. 
2 Percent Agree and Strongly agree were combined. 
*At-test revealed that responses to these statements were significantly different between the NOAA Line 
Office and Extended Family groups (p<0.05). The Line Office group reported having more exposure to relevant 
stakeholders, less incentives from the agency to engage stakeholders, did not agree as strongly that 
stakeholders lack motivation to engage, and did not agree as strongly that the vast geographic scope is 
challenging for engaging stakeholders. 
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15. Percent of responses coded into each category from an open-‐ended question that asked what
participants would do differently in terms of stakeholder engagement related to MSP if more resources
became available. They were instructed to “list up to three items” (N=53, total statements=102). 

Coded Categories (number of response for a given code) % of total 

Increase information sharing 

Meetings and workshops: Attend
more/Provide travel support (5) 

37% 

Host a workshop (4) 
Conduct more public
meetings/presentations (4) 
Share information more broadly via
websites/social media/listserv/webinar
(3) 
Improve advertising/messaging (e.g.,
through hiring a professional science
communicator) (3) 
Host an event about lessons learned 
elsewhere (1) 

Planning/Approaches 

Align our engagement with CMSP (1) 

20% 

Longer timeline (1) 

Define specific goals for state CMSP (1) 
Expand the dialogue beyond MSP (1) 
Conduct a stakeholder needs 
assessment (1) 
Establish dedicated teams, committees,
personnel, or partnerships (4) 
Professional development/training (2) 

Data and tools: Develop, improve,
collect, or utilize 

Improve data sharing capabilities (e.g.,
develop a spatial catalog of existing data
for internal use, Web portals) (2) 

11%
Database of CMSP projects to facilitate
stakeholder knowledge (1) 
Develop tools (1) 
Focus map making and seafloor surveys
as needed by MSP (1) 
Systematic data gathering (1) 

Don’t know/Not applicable 11% 

Create ecological/resource links 

Provide a perspective on species
recovery (2) 

9%Make ocean science and resources more 
accessible to stakeholders (2) 
More interaction with NMS (1) 

Develop new/improve stakeholder
relationships 

Reach new stakeholders (2) 
5%Improve the commercial fishery trust in

data gathering (1) 

Other (3) 5% 
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16. Percent of participants who reported they access data on MSP and related issues from a list of provided 
sources. They were instructed to "mark all that apply." 

Where do you go to access data on CMSP and related issues? % oftotal 

I do not access data on CMSP 50% 

I do not know where to access data on CMSP 24% 

Colleagues outside of NOAA 23% 

Colleagues at state agencies 23% 

Colleagues in my NOAA Line Office or program 22% 

I do not know if the data that I access is related to CMSP 21% 

Colleagues in NOAA outside of my Line Office or program 18% 

Colleagues at other federal agencies 15% 

Nongovernmental organizations 15% 

State or federal agency geoportals 12% 

Colleagues in NOAA outside of my Line Office or program 10% 

The public or stakeholder groups 8% 

Other 1% 

N 137 


17. Among participants who reported they have data to share, the percent who share all, some, or none of 
it. 

Do you currently share your 
data? 

% oftotal 

Yes, I share all ofmy data 38% 

Yes, I share some of my data 51% 

No, I don't share my data 11% 

N 79 
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18. Percent of participants who reported they share their data with groups from a provided list They were 
instructed to "mark all that apply." 

With whom do you share your data? % oftotal 

Colleagues in my NOAA Line Office or program 86% 

Other federal agencies 64% 

State agencies 64% 

Colleagues in NOAA outside of my Line Office or program 58% 

The public or stakeholder groups 58% 

Nongovernmental organizations 57% 

Othff 3% 

Trib9 3% 

Researchers 3% 

Students 3% 

N 69 

19. Percent of participants who selected methods they use to share their data from a provided list. They 
were instructed to "mark all that apply." 

How do you share your data? % oftotal 

E-mail 61% 


Publish to the Web as Web or catalog 
 34% 

services 

FTP sites 30% 


State or federal geoportals 24% 


Listed specific URL 13% 

Produce summaries, reports, and 9% 
publications 

Other 6% 


By request 3% 


Shared databases 3% 


Mail CD, DVD, or hard drive 3% 


Post to website 3% 


N 67 
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20. Percent of responses coded into each category from an open-ended question that asked what would 
make it easier to share data. They were instructed to "list up to three items" (N=38, total 
statements=58). 

Coded Categories % oftotal 
Improve policies, protocols, standards, guidance 17% 

A common place for dataLportals (e.g., dedicated NOAA portal for data) 13% 
More funds 11% 
More staff and support (data managers, programmers, analysts, 11% 
processors) 
Better infrastructure (servers, FTP site, etc.) 9% 

Better t ools to support management and sharing ofdata 6% 

Improved understanding/communication between data consumer and 6% 
producer 
More time 6% 
Better data coordination/management 4% 
I don't know/Not applicable 4% 
A clearer need for data 2% 
Better metadata/data descriptions 2% 

Better support fo r data collection 2% 

Consolidation with similar data 2% 
Develop data products that are easier to share 2% 
Easier reporting 2% 
More training 2% 
No problems exist 2% 

21. Percent of responses coded into each category from an open-ended question that asked what 
participants would do differently in terms ofdata sharing if more resources became available. They 
were instructed to "list up to three items" (N=37, total statements=53). 

Coded Categories % of total 
Improve coordination on data/outreach/availability (e.g., 
coordinate with OOS/WCGA portals; work with state and federal 
partners) 
More staff (e.g., programmers, coordinator, DMAC) 

33% 

15% 

Develop new tools/maps 11% 
Increase efficiency 7% 
Nothing 7% 
Improve data management/database 4% 
Improve metadata 4% 
Hold more meetings/stakeholder engagement 4% 
Provide training 4% 
Develo more Web services and BOrtals 4% 
Other 7% 
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22. Among participants who reported they do not share their data, the percent who selected various 
reasons for not sharing from a provided list. They were instructed to "mark all that apply." 

Ifyou don't share all ofyour data, why? % oftotal 

I do not have the authority from my supervisor to share 67% 
my data 

I cannot sha re my data due to confidentiality rules 56% 

I do not know who is int erested in my data 33% 

I do not want to share my data before I have published 22% 
results 
I do not trust that others will use my data correctly 22% 

Other 22% 

I do not have an easy way to share my data 11% 

My data are not in a compatible format for sharing 11% 

I do not think my data a re useful to others 0% 

I do not think my data a re applicable to other topics 0% 

N 9 

23. Percent of participants who reported that items from a provided list would assist in communicating 
with stakeholders about MSP. They were instructed to "mark all that apply." 

Which of the following would assist you in communicating with % of total 
stakeholders about CMSP? 
Examples or case studies about CMSP that articulate how people can 41 % 

participate and contribute data 


Information about how data is and will be used in the CMSP process 39% 


Better access to synthesized data products 38% 


Better synthesized data products (such as data summaries or maps) 38% 


Not applicable 33% 


Better interactive decision-making tools fsuch as interactive mapping 30% 

software) 

Better access_to interactive decision-making tools 28% 


Better access to raw data 25% 


Training on how to use data 23% 


Training on how to access data 22% 


More/better raw data 15% 


Better understand the direction ofCMSP and how it connects with 1% 

existing riorities 

It is not about data and maps; it is about process 1% 


Other 1% 


N 138 
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24. Percent of responses coded into each category from an open-‐ended question that asked what the three
biggest data gaps are for MSP (N=54, total statements=104). 

Coded Categories (number of response for a given code) 
% of 
total 

Data Source 

NOAA scientists (1) 
3%published studies (1) 

small vessel trip info (1) 
I don’t know 16% 

General data 
challenges 

coordination/communication/engagement (e.g.,
need to engage the OOS network) (4) 

19% 

lack of knowledge and awareness; and lack of
public understanding (4) 
bad data/distrust/lack of transparency (2) 
lack of access (2) 
capability (1) 
data (1) 
ease of use (1) 
interactive Web and data (1) 
the need to support data synthesis (1) 
uncertainty (1) 
understanding trade-‐offs (1) 

Process 
challenges 

funds (4) 

9% 

lack of clarity on goals and objectives/directive (2) 
flawed process (1) 
interest (1) 
time (1) 

Spatial/temporal 

scale of data (2) 

8% 

year-‐round data (2) 
data resolution (1) 
spatial coverage (1) 
temporally sparse data (1) 
time series measurements (1) 

Topical area 

AIS shipping lane data/ship traffic (4) 

44% 

pollution/atmospheric pollutants/effects of
development/water quality (5) 
bathymetry/benthic habitat/seafloor habitat
classification (5) 
climate and weather impacts on nearshore
environment/oceanographic and climatological
interactions (4) 
oceanographic, wind, waves, currents (3) 
biological and physical data (2) 
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economic data/business cost data (3) 
fish distribution/life history data/ESA fish
nearshore use (2) 
social-‐ and human-‐use data (2) 
consumer preferences (1) 
fishery data—impacts to user (1) 
green sturgeon (1) 
carbon data (1) 
invasive species (1) 
land-‐use data (1) 
LIDAR (1) 
non-‐commercially important data (1) 
species abundance data (1) 
species distribution (1) 
species habitat use (1) 
state lease boundaries (1) 
vegetation (1) 
wave effects structures on marine mammals (1) 
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25. Percent of responses coded into each category from an open-ended question that asked the three 
biggest challenges for utilizing data in MSP (N=54, total statements=112). 

Coded Categories 
General data issues (too much, too little, quality, metadata, management, 
etc.) 
I don't know 

% oftotal 
26% 

12% 
Lack of infrastructure (server, mapping software, models, database 
network, capacity, lackofWeb services) 

Lack of capacity of staff and stakeholders 

9% 

6% 
Lack of tools (decision support tools) 5% 
Lack of time 4% 
Lack of synthesized products (for ease of use, and relevant to 4% 
stakeholders) 

Jurisdiction/politics 3% 

Lack of appropriate spatial scale/scope 3% 


Lack of funds 3% 
Lack of management support, leadership, and clear directives 3% 
Climate-change im acts 2% 
Complexity and magnitude of issue 2% 
Hard to conduct MSP in a dynamic ocean 2% 
Lack of ability to identify impacts to resources, conduct analysis 2% 
Lack of outreach 2% 
Lack of training 2% 
Knowing when enough data is enough 1% 
Lack of common terminology 1% 
Lack of consensus 1% 
Lack of legislation 1% 

Lack of trust 1% 

Lack of understanding of MSP 1% 
Lack of understanding trade-offs 1% 
Transparency with model outputs 1% 
Lack of access 1% 
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26. Percent of participants who currently use tools for certain functions, and percent who would like to see 
those functions in future tools. They were instructed to "mark all that apply" from a provided list of 
functions (N=50). 

Provided list oftool functions 
Data collection 

Data management 

Data sharing 

Decision support 

Cumulative impact assessment 

Tradeoff analysis 

Information sharing with stakeholders 

Information collection from 
stakeholders 
Spatial analysis 

Visualization 

% who currently use 
a tool(s) for the 

provided function 

30% 

42% 

36% 

44% 

22% 

18% 

54% 

18% 

50% 

60% 

% who would like 
to seethe 

function in a 
future tool 

26% 

28% 

40% 

40% 

44% 

36% 

38% 

42% 

50% 

44% 

27. Percent of responses coded into each category from an open ended question that asked participants to 
list up to three tools that they find useful (N=42, total statements=80). 

Coded Category % of total 
ArcGIS/GIS 11 % 

Microsoft Products lAccess, Excel, PowerPoint, WordJ 6% 
I don't know 5% 
General (e-mail, FTP, hardware) 5% 
IOOS websites/viewer (AOOS, NANOOS, PACOOS, etc.) 5% 
R statistical software 5% 
ERMA (Environmental Response Management Application) 4% 

Google Earth/Google Earth Pro 4% 
MarineMap (http://marinemap.org) 4% 
Oracle/Oracle SJ?at ialjSQL developer 4% 
CDIP (Coastal Data Information Program) 3% 
Ichthyoplankton information data 3% 
(http://access.afsc.noaa.gov/ichthyo/index.cfm and ICHBASE) 

NOAA ERDDAP Coastwatch 3% 
Protected SBecies habitat modeling/risk assessment 3% 
SeaSketch (http://mcclintockmsi.ucsb.edu/projects/seasketch) 3% 
Spatially explicit, high-resolution ecosystem models 3% 
ADMB statistical software 1% 
California state geoportal viewer/ coastal viewer (under 1% 
development) 
Coastal Observing Research and Development Center 1% 
(http://cordc.ucsd.edu/projects/mapping/maps/) 
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Coastal observing websites 1 % 
Feist et al. 2011. Landscape ecotoxicology ofsalmon spawner 1 % 
mortality in urban streams. Public Library ofScience ONE. 
GeoCommons 1 % 
Image Pro Plus Image Analysis system for measuring fish 1 % 
morphological characters 
JAGS 1% 

Layer tools 1 % 
Live Access Server 1 % 
Marine Sanctuaries data 1 % 
Multibeam sonar data 1 % 
Multipurpose MarineCadastre.gov 1 % 

Navigation charts/seamless charts 1 % 
NOAA Coastal Service Center's (CSC) digital coast tools 1 % 

NOS Office of Response and Restoration lOR&RJ blogs 1 % 
NOS OR&R query manager 1 % 
Observer Data 1 % 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Water Quality 1 % 
Assessment Database 
(http://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/assessment/rpt0406/search.asp) 

Raw data collectors 1 % 
SAS 1% 
Scenario planning 1 % 
Statistical analyses related to random forest techniques to 1 % 
determine threshold responses ofspecies to environmental 
variables 

Tools showing ocean activities and socio-economic information 1 % 
USGS and related mapping 1 % 

Washington coast MSP tool (developed in house by the state) 1 % 

28. Percent of responses coded into each category from an open-ended question that asked what skills and 
expertise participants have to support an MSP process (N=70). 

Coded Cat~oriesinumber ofre~onse for agiven code}_ 
Policy, management, and regulation knowledge and 
e~erience1111 
Habitat/ecology: coastal. marine, and freshwater 
habitat knowledge and planning, ecological 
processes, kelp forest ecology, landscape ecology 

Expertise/ 171 
knowledge in Fish: catch distribution, EFH, salmon recovery, stock 
a topical area assessments, migration patterns in the Puget Sound 

151 
Economics_L_microeconomics131 
Meteorology and weather121 
A_g_uaculture_Qroduction 111 
Climate coastal im_E_acts111 

% of total 

30% 
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Disaster response (1) 
Invasive species (1) 
Land management, research, and monitoring (1) 
Marine renewable energy projects, impacts,
planning processes (1) 
Oceanographic data (IOOS) (1) 
Species distributions (1) 

Information 
synthesis and
analysis 

Synthesize complex information (11) 

23% 

Lead planning efforts (5) 
Model ecosystems, coastal and estuarine waters,
fishery stocks, satellite data (4) 
Risk assessment; tradeoff analyses (2) 
Tool development and use in a LME/CMSP planning
process (2) 
Applied statistics (1) 
NOAA diver (1) 
Observational experience (1) 

Data 

Data visualization/Spatial analysis (e.g., ArcGIS) (8) 

18% 

Data collection and analysis (3) 
Data management and standards (4) 
Data synthesis for satellite and ecosystem models
(3) 
Data integration (2) 
Knowledge of data sets (e.g., surface currents) (1) 
Knowledge of west coast data issues (1) 

Outreach, 
engagement,
and 
education 

Outreach, engagement, and education—general
experience (14) 

25% 

Establishing stakeholder networks (8) 
Translating science/information for stakeholders
(2) 
Coordinating information with state and local
government stakeholders (1) 
Coordinating stakeholders (1) 
Facilitation and training (1) 
Local knowledge (1) 
Meeting planning (1) 
Partner engagement (1) 

I don’t know 3% 
Miscellaneous 1% 
Not applicable 1% 
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29. Percent of participants who have the capacity to be involved in an MSP process. 

Do you have the capacity to be involved in a % oftotal 
CMSP J!rocess? 
Yes 21% 

No 21% 

Unknown 57% 

N 141 

30. Percent of participants who reported that items from a provided list would help increase their capacity 
to participate in an MSP process. They were instructed to "mark all that apply." 

What would help increase your capacity to participate in a CMSP % oftotal 
J!rocess? 
Education and training on CMSP science 60% 

Education and training on CMSP practice 58% 

Education and training on CMSP policy 50% 

Clear direction from leadership that CMSP is a priority 50% 

Support from my supervisor to work on CMSP 45% 

Better coordination ofCMSP tools (e.g., consolidate databases and 36% 
websites) 
Education and training on effective stakeholder engagement 29% 

More fine-scale information that supports a CMSP process 27% 

Resources- time and money 5% 

Other 3% 

Not applicable 3% 

Clear relevance to my work 3% 

Direction to work on CMSP 2% 

N 111 

31. Percent of responses coded into each category from an open-ended question that asked participants to 
provide any thoughts or insights that they have about NOAA involvement in stakeholder engagement 
for MSP (N=34). 

Coded Categories % oftotal 
Improve outreach, communication, coordination, and 44% 
management 

Other 28% 
Articulate vision, goals, and plan 9% 

I don't know 9% 

Provide resources to support MSP 9% 
Work with partners 6% 
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32. Percent of responses coded into each category from an open-ended question that asked participants to 
provide any concerns that they have regarding NOAA involvement in stakeholder engagement for MSP 
(N=36). 

Coded Categories 
Duplication ofefforts or structures 
Lack of supJ?ort and resources 
Distrust of government 

Lack of communication and awareness 
Science, data, or management issue 

Inconsistencies 
Lack of outreach and engagement 

None 
I don't know 

Other 

% oftotal 

14% 

14% 


11% 

11% 


11% 


9% 


9% 

9% 

6% 


6% 
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