Needs for Tool Training for Coastal-Marine
Ecosystem-Based Management:

Results of a Practitioner

Needs Assessment

September 2007
Prepared by Intelligent Marine Planning and NatureServe 
for the Coastal-Marine Ecosystem-Based Management Tools Network (EBM Tools Network)
For additional information, contact:
Dan Dorfman

Senior Marine Planner/President

Intelligent Marine Planning

1298 Cordova Blvd NE

St. Petersburg, FL 33704, USA
E-mail: DanDorfman@intelligentmarineplanning.org
Phone: (727) 823-4764

Report citation:  EBM Tools Network (2007).  Needs for Tool Training for Coastal-Marine Ecosystem-Based Management: Results of a Practitioner Needs Assessment. Arlington, Virginia.

Acknowledgements:  The EBM Tools Network thanks the David & Lucile Packard Foundation for providing funding for this report and for all the support and guidance that they have provided for the new EBM Tools Training Program.  We also thank Robert McGuinn, Nancy Cofer-Shabica, and Bob Pressey for their thoughtful review of previous drafts of this report.  Finally, we would like to thank all the Ecosystem-Based Management practitioners who gave of their incredibly valuable time to participate in the web and phone surveys described in this report.
Needs for Tool Training for Coastal-Marine Ecosystem-Based Management: Results of a Practitioner Needs Assessment 
Background
The Coastal-Marine Ecosystem-Based Management Tools Network (EBM Tools Network) conducted two surveys of EBM practitioners in April-June, 2007.  The survey objectives were to learn what sectors, processes, and tools EBM practitioners were most interested in developing capacity in (and therefore the best topics for EBM tools trainings) and to determine the best venues for reaching EBM practitioners with tools trainings.  The first survey was a broad-based web survey of EBM practitioners, and the second survey was a targeted phone survey of twelve EBM practitioners who represented a broad spectrum of EBM project types and locations.
The web survey utilized the on-line tool SurveyMonkey and was designed to answer four critical questions:

· Who is implementing EBM? 

· What are the major obstacles for EBM planning and implementation? 

· What types of tools and tools training do EBM practitioners need? 

· How can the EBM Tools Network best meet the needs of EBM practitioners?

The survey was distributed on April 26-27 to over 300 practitioners in natural resource management and conservation-related fields, including the www.ebmtools.org mailing list and personal contacts of Intelligent Marine Planning, NatureServe, the Packard Foundation, the Moore Foundation, and other EBM Tools Network members known to be doing EBM tools-related work.  The survey remained open until May 11 and received 91 responses.  The vast majority of web survey participants responded that they were considering or were involved in EBM planning and implementation.  They were working in 39 countries and regions and in a wide variety of ecosystems.  They represented a variety of organizations but primarily NGOs, federal governments, state or regional governments, and academic institutions.  Their primary roles in EBM planning and implementation were biodiversity conservation, coastal zone management, protected area management, fisheries management, research, and education and outreach.  Approximately 70 percent of respondents had some or extensive experience using GIS or other technology tools.
The objectives of the phone survey were to:

· Identify priority sectors and processes for which to develop trainings
· Identify which sectors EBM practitioners are most interested in integrating in their planning and management processes
· Clarify the audiences that should be receiving EBM tool trainings
· Better understand the need for and best way to provide technical support after tools training to facilitate tool use.

The phone survey was conducted from May 22 to June 1 by the Training Curriculum Coordinator, Dan Dorfman from Intelligent Marine Planning.  Survey participants were selected from the roster of web survey participants; Packard EBM Regional Initiative grantees; and personal contacts of Intelligent Marine Planning, NatureServe, and the Packard Foundation.  Phone survey participants were EBM practitioners from federal, state, and local agencies and regional fisheries management councils in the United States; federal agencies in Australia and Europe; a government-academic partnership in the United States; and international conservation NGOs.  Calls lasted approximately one hour each.
Findings
Major findings from the surveys are below.  Results are in order of severity/interest (most severe/greatest interest at top) unless otherwise noted.
· Web survey participants found the following factors to be the most severe problems for implementing EBM:
· Lack of money, time, or people to do EBM
· Lack of established methods for implementing EBM
· Different sectors or agencies resist working together
· Lack of understanding or information on ecosystem
· Lack of understanding of EBM or clear objectives for project
· Lack of information about human uses of ecosystem.
· Web survey participants had a strong interest in developing capacity in all of the coastal-marine EBM sectors presented.  There was strongest interest in the following:

· Biodiversity conservation

· Stakeholder and/or community engagement

· Marine protected area management

· Marine zoning

· Fisheries management.
· Web survey participants had a strong interest in developing capacity in all of the coastal-marine EBM processes presented.  There was strongest interest in the following:
· Engaging stakeholders in decision making
· Visualizing possible development and resource use scenarios
· Analyzing economic and social impacts of management actions
· Using decision support tools to help with specific types of decisions
· Communicating management processes to stakeholders
· Analyzing or modeling ecosystem processes
· Conducting monitoring and assessment
· Developing conceptual models of ecosystem processes or human communities
· Collecting ecosystem data
· Managing data
· Collecting information on human communities.
· Phone survey participants cited the following needs as the most critical needs for planning for and implementing EBM (not in order): 

· Engaging community and stakeholder groups in decision making

· Methods for establishing multiple use marine zones
· Methods for implementing ecosystem approaches to fisheries management, including a need to develop fisheries information such as ocean utilization patterns

· Advancing coastal land use practices by accounting for land-sea interactions in land use decisions

· Managing marine protected areas

· Conserving marine biodiversity.
· Phone survey participants indicated that demonstrating tool capabilities to managers and decision makers who direct critical planning processes through successful tool use case studies is one of the most critical needs for advancing the use of tools to implement EBM.
· Phone survey participants also indicated that increasing awareness of available EBM tools is another critical need for advancing the use of tools to implement EBM.  They indicated that policymakers and upper-level managers need to be made aware of the availability of tools and processes that can facilitate a more integrated approach to management, while program managers need to be made aware of tools to meet their specific needs and the programmatic investment and technical capacity needed to use those tools effectively.
· Web survey participants were very interested in attending EBM tool training workshops in their community or region and moderately-very interested in attending EBM tools trainings through the following venues:

· Workshops at their job site
· Web-based trainings

· Workshops at professional conferences

· Workshops at a centralized training facility.
· The majority of web survey participants said they can spend 2-3 days or longer at an EBM tools training, and nearly all could travel within their country to receive training.  Approximately half could travel internationally to receive training while the other half could not.
· Web survey participants cited very high interest in ongoing technical support for EBM tools.  To get a better understanding of what types of technical assistance EBM practitioners need to use tools, we asked phone survey participants to describe the types of technical support they needed or knew was needed by other projects.  They cited the following:

· Live, post-training consulting to reiterate training materials, help EBM practitioners understand the material in the context of their own projects, and help EBM practitioners select tools for their projects

· Assistance locating and integrating information to be used in tools

· Assistance tailoring or adapting tools and methods to specific areas and projects

· A for-hire technical service provider for projects that are too small or otherwise capacity-limited to use the tools themselves.
Conclusions
The results of the surveys have been and will continue to be used to determine the types of tools training that the EBM Tools Training Program will develop and venues for delivering those trainings.  Some results that have particularly important implications for the EBM Tools Training Program are:

· The lack of established methods for implementing EBM is one of the most severe obstacles for implementing EBM.  The EBM Tools Training Program can help overcome this obstacle by serving as a means for transferring emerging tool-enabled EBM methodologies for multi-sector planning from research and development communities to practitioner communities.
· Increasing awareness of existing EBM tool capabilities and demonstrating those tool capabilities to managers and decision makers who direct critical planning processes is one of the most critical needs for advancing the use of tools to implement EBM.  The EBM Tools Training Program can address this need by focusing on case studies of how tools and methods have worked in the field in trainings delivered to that audience.  There are still relatively few completed EBM tool use case studies, therefore developing case studies should be a focal area for future EBM tools funding and work.
· Since there is strong interest in developing capacity in almost all EBM sectors and processes, the EBM Tools Training Program should concentrate its initial training material development in the sectors and processes for which tools and methods are best established.
· EBM tools that address many of the areas in which survey participants were interested in developing capacity in already exist.  This suggests that general EBM tool awareness trainings which increase awareness of the existence of these tools and their capabilities and lead to tool adoption could help increase the capacity of EBM practitioners in these areas.
· Survey participants were relatively flexible in the types of venues they would attend for EBM tools trainings.  While the EBM Tools Training Program will endeavor to provide a variety of tools trainings to suit different time and funding constraints, initial trainings and training materials will be provided via the web, training workshops at professional conferences, and an EBM tools training event at a centralized facility, all of which provide tremendous leveraging of limited trainer capacity.

· The training venue of most interest to EBM practitioners is multi-day trainings customized for the specific projects and held in local communities.  This approach is likely to have the greatest success for tool adoption by projects, but it is also the most expensive option and may require that projects cover some of the cost of developing and delivering these trainings.  The EBM Tools Training Program is extremely interested in providing customized local trainings and will work with interested EBM projects to raise funds to support them.
There is very strong interest in ongoing technical support for EBM tools, and this support is likely to be critical to successful tool adoption.  The EBM Tools Training Program will provide a limited amount of post-training consulting for training participants via telephone, desktop sharing, and e-mail and will serve as a mechanism for matching EBM projects with service providers who can provide appropriate in-depth tool use support. 

· Needs for Tool Training for Coastal-Marine Ecosystem-Based Management: Results of a Practitioner Needs Assessment
Detailed Results of the Web Survey
Topic 1: Who is implementing EBM? 

1. Are you or your organization currently involved in EBM planning or implementation activities?
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Fig. 1.1. Percentage of survey participants involved in different levels of EBM planning and implementation.  All but 5 participants were considering or currently involved in EBM planning and implementation.
2. In what country or countries are your current and potential EBM project or projects based?

Web survey participants were working in the following countries and regions (number in parentheses indicates the number of survey participants who are working in this country or region):


· United States (48)
· Canada (13)
· Mexico (7)
· Australia (4)
· Caribbean (3)
· Argentina (2)
· Brazil (2)

· Ecuador (2)

· Germany (2)

· Indonesia (2)
· Panama (2)
· Peru (2)
· Vietnam (2)
· Arctic

· Bahamas

· Baltic
· Bangladesh

· Barbados
· Belgium
· Belize

· British Virgin Islands

· Central America
· Chile
· Columbia
· Cuba
· El Salvador
· Global
· Guatemala
· Honduras
· Jamaica
· Latin America

· Nicaragua
· Northeast Atlantic
· Norway
· Puerto Rico
· South Pacific

· United Kingdom
· Venezuela

3. What ecosystem or ecosystems do your current or potential EBM project or projects focus on?

Responses to this question varied tremendously with some web survey participants focusing on the geographic location of their project and others focusing on the types of ecosystems.  Geographic locations ranged from bays and estuaries (e.g. the Bahia Blanca Estuary in Argentina, Great Bay in New Hampshire, and Puget Sound in Washington) to countries, regions, or seas (e.g. Caribbean, Northwest Atlantic, California Current).  Ecosystems ranged from watersheds, flood plains, coastal forests, and riparian habitats to mangroves, marshes, deltas, and intertidal habitats to sea grass beds, coral reefs, coastal oceans, continental shelves, and offshore fisheries.
4. What type of organization do you work for?
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Fig. 1.4. Percentage of survey participants who work at different types of organizations.
5. Which of the following best describes your role in your organization or EBM project?
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Fig. 1.5. Percentage of survey participants in different EBM roles.
6. What is your technical background?
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Fig. 1.6. Percentage of survey participants with different technical backgrounds.
7. Which of the following best describes your current interest in EBM tools?
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Fig. 1.7. Percentage of survey participants interested in attaining different EBM tool technical skill levels. 
Topic 2: What are the major obstacles for EBM planning and implementation? 

1. If you are planning for or implementing EBM, which of the following obstacles have you encountered?
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Fig. 2.1. Percentage of survey partipants who ranked different factors as a 4 or 5 on a scale of 5 (1- Not a problem, 3- Something of a problem, 5- Severe problem).  Some additional obstacles suggested by several survey participants were mismatch between management jurisdictions and the ecosystems to be managed, dealing with different temporal and spatial scales, and the lack of EBM information in local languages.
Topic 3: What types of tools and tools training do EBM practitioners need? 

1. How interested are you or your organization in developing capacity in the following areas to help plan for or implement EBM? 
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Fig. 3.1. Percentage of survey participants who ranked different factors as a 4 or 5 on a scale of 5 (1- No interest, 3- Moderate interest, 5- Strong interest).
2. How interested are you or your organization in developing capacity in the following areas to help plan for or implement EBM?
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Fig. 3.2. Percentage of survey participants who ranked different factors as a 4 or 5 on a scale of 5 (1- No interest, 3- Moderate interest, 5- Strong interest).
3. Are there other areas where you would be interested in developing additional capacity to help plan for or implement EBM?

Web survey participants cited a number of other areas that they would be interested in developing additional capacity in including:
· Communicating management processes to agencies and administrators

· Understanding and communicating ecosystem services 

· Incorporating traditional ecological knowledge into management
· Risk valuation.
4. Do you or your organization use any specialized software or models for your EBM work?  Examples include MARXAN, CommunityViz, Ecopath with Ecosim, Atlantis, N-SPECT, ISAT, CVAT, C-Plan, NatureServe Vista, Oceanmap, etc.  If yes, please list the specialized software, models, or other technology tools that you use.

Approximately half of web survey participants indicated that they use specialized software or models for their EBM work.  The following tools were listed by multiple practitioners:

· MARXAN (19)

· GIS, including ArcGIS (14)

· EcoPath with EcoSim and Ecospace (10)

· Atlantis (4)

· NatureServe Vista (4)

· CommunityViz (2)

· N-SPECT (2)

· Surfer (2).

5. Are there specific processes for which you need tools but have not been able to find appropriate ones?

Web survey participants cited needing tools for the following processes:

· Collaborative proposal development
· Engaging stakeholders in decision making

· Communicating project information to decision makers

· Developing a framework and strategy for EBM

· Integrating diverse governance structures

· Cost-benefit analyses
· Environmental impact assessments
· Real time monitoring of fisheries data which includes economic and social objectives and decision support for fishing cooperatives

· Understanding connectivity in marine environments
· Quantifying human use of fishing areas

· Identifying ecosystem services goals/targets

· Marine zoning
· Integrating real-time ecosystem information

· Understanding land use impacts on marine environments.
6. Are there tools that you know of that you would like to see us develop training for? 

Web survey participants were interested in training for the following tools:
· MARXAN (as well as incorporating resource selection functions in MARXAN)
· MarZone

· Communities of Practice

· CommunityViz

· Stella

· PANDA

· SimCLIM.

Topic 4: How can the EBM Tools Network best meet the needs of EBM practitioners?

1. Would you be interested in attending EBM tools training through the following venues?
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Fig. 4.1. Percentage of survey participants who ranked different training venues as a 4 or 5 on a scale of 5 (1- Not interested, 3- Moderately interested, 5- Very interested).
2. If there are other venues where you would be interested in receiving EBM tools training, please describe them.

Web survey participants also suggested providing trainings on CDs, via video conferencing and other distance learning techniques, and as part of an annual EBM retreat.
3. How much time could you spend at an EBM tools training?
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Fig. 4.3. Percentage of survey participants who could participate in EBM tools trainings of different durations.  Several participants who chose other indicated that they could spend longer than 2-3 days at an EBM tools training.
4. Are you able to travel within your country to receive training?  Are you able to travel internationally to receive training?

The vast majority of web survey participants (88%) indicated that they could travel within their own country to receive training.  Approximately half (48%) could travel internationally to receive training while the remainder could not.
5. Would you be more likely to participate in EBM tools training if you were to receive academic credit or a certificate?

Only 25% of web survey participants replied that they would be more likely to participate in EBM tools training if they received academic credit or a certificate.

6. How interested are you or others from your organization in the following types of training/support?
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Fig. 4.6. Percentages of survey participants who ranked different types of training/support as a 4 or 5 on a scale of 5 (1- Not interested, 3- Moderately interested, 5- Very interested).
7. Is there any other information that you would like to share with us?
Some comments provided by web survey participants include:

· In order to enhance the application of this remarkable useful tool in Latin America and the Caribbean, a bilingual version could be developed (at least Spanish-English) in the near future.

· A Lessons Learned document for EBM tool development would be extremely useful. 

· Outside of North America should be given greater consideration down the road, even though this may require the development of distance learning methods.  Translation of key advice into other languages should be considered.

· A team strategy to EBM tools application is needed.  These tools are only as useful as the expertise provided in related disciplines.

· I see a big need for technical assistance that can produce finished products that can be provided to decision makers to inform their decisions and actions. A regional technical support office or other framework would be very helpful to small and rural cities and counties. 

· The effort people put into training experts would best be used to make the tools easy and transparent to understand - document the uses of each tool, its assumptions, strengths and weaknesses, appropriate uses, inappropriate uses, where its been used before, etc. 

· EBM is not only a matter of scientific information and expertise.  Most important is communication, taking into account that successful management involves long-time negotiations with stakeholders to gain support for site management. 

Detailed Results of the Phone Survey

1. Lack of established methods was indicated as the most significant obstacle to implementing EBM.  We hope to establish which areas of methodology development/demonstration are the most immediate needs.  The following areas were all indicated as high priority in the initial practitioner’s survey:

· Biodiversity conservation

· Stakeholder/community engagement

· MPA management 

· Marine zoning

· Fisheries management

· Habitat restoration

· Watershed management

Can you suggest one or two of these or others as the “primary” need for your program?

The need to establish for planning for and implementing EBM was strongly reinforced by web survey participants.  Phone survey participants cited the following needs as the most critical needs for planning for and implementing EBM: 

· Engaging community and stakeholder groups in decision making

· Methods for establishing multiple use marine zones

· Methods for implementing ecosystem approaches to fisheries management, including a need to develop fisheries information such as ocean utilization patterns

· Advance coastal land use practices by accounting for land-sea interactions in land use decisions

· Managing marine protected areas

· Conserving marine biodiversity.
2. What are the best ways to provide established methods?

· Demonstration projects

· Reports in peer reviewed journals

· Success stories reported in public press

· Written descriptions of the methods

· Legislative mandate

· Other?

The responses to this question were closely related to the responses to Question 8 because the phone survey participants believed that the best way to communicate EBM methods varied depending on the audience.  Phone survey participants believed that:

· Managers and decision makers are the most critical audience to reach, and the best way to communicate EBM methods to them is through demonstration projects.
· The general public and local stakeholder groups are another critical audience, and the best way to communicate EBM methods to them is through success stories reported by the popular press.
· Legislators are a third critical audience because generating legislative mandates is critical for advancing EBM.

3. Using decision support tools was indicated as one of the subjects EBM practitioners were most interested in developing capacity in.  Do you have specific decision support training needs?  Please describe them.

Phone survey participants cited the following tool and tool use capacity needs:

· Basic technical capacity for GIS and information management
· Tools for collecting ecosystem and resource distribution information including fisheries information such as stock distribution and ocean utilization

· Tools to visualize coastal land use development and integrated coastal zone management scenarios 

· Tools/methods to implement ecosystem approaches to fisheries management
· Tools/methods dealing with water quality and watershed planning.
4. Engaging stakeholders and communities in decision making was also indicated as a priority area for developing capacity.  Is this an important need for your program?  If so, is it the public at large or particular stakeholder groups which you seek to engage?  Are there specific ways that you are interesting in engaging them (e.g. via the web, in live meetings) or specific processes that you want them to be a part of?

Phone survey participants confirmed that communicating with the public and engaging local communities in decision making processes was critical for their programs.  In fact, the focus of several of their programs was communicating EBM principles to local communities.  The key stakeholder groups cited were fishing communities, NGOs, the transportation industry, the sustainable energy development industry, extractive energy development industries (such as oil and gas), resource managers, municipalities, regulatory authorities, and recreation resource users.  It was recognized that educating and engaging the public at large is critical to the successful implementation of EBM and that engaging stakeholder groups is an effective means of engaging the public in decision making processes.
5. Analyzing economic and social impacts was also identified as an area in need of capacity development.  Can you cite specific needs in this area?

Three main areas were cited:

· Economic and social analyses of fisheries
· Economic and social value of natural resource conservation

· Economic and social impacts of coastal land use and development.
6. Several web survey participants indicated that their needs for advancing EBM included an ability to integrate the planning processes of different sectors.  Are there particular sectors or planning processes which you would like to see integrated in order to implement EBM in your region?

The primary sector integration needs cited by phone survey participants were:

· Fisheries and biodiversity conservation

· Coastal land use and resource management

· An integrated coastal zone management approach which incorporates all ocean utilization interests in a cohesive manner.

7. Regional or local community specific workshops were chosen as the preferred mechanism for receiving EBM tools training.  Do you think a regional EBM tools workshop would benefit your project or EBM efforts?  If so, what would you recommend as the primary focus for the event?

Phone survey participants consistently stated that the most critical next step for advancing EBM tools applications is communicating tool functionality and utility to the managers and decision makers who authorize tool use and development.  Additionally, participants cited the need for additional technical skill development to support tools applications.  Participants also cited the need to tailor tools applications to particular settings.
8. Which of the following best describes the audience in need of EBM training based on your experience?

· Technical practitioners in need of hands-on tools application training

· Managers and decision makers in need of a greater understanding of tools and tools capabilities in support of EBM planning

· Stakeholders group(s)

· Local communities

See Question 2.
9. Most of the web survey participants indicated that they would like on-going technical support for using EBM tools.  What type of technical support would most help your organization or project actually use tools?  Are there specific tools, applications, or areas of interest for which you would want technical support?

Phone survey participants cited the need for the following types of technical support:

· Live, post-training consulting to reiterate training materials, help EBM practitioners understand the material in the context of their own projects, and help EBM practitioners select tools for their projects

· Assistance locating and integrating information to be used in tools

· Assistance tailoring or adapting tools and methods to specific areas and projects

· A for-hire technical service provider for projects that are too small or otherwise capacity-limited to use the tools themselves.
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