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Abstract

While advisory councils have been used in different contexts and in different ways for
many years, the degree to which these councils promote communication and
collaboration between public agencies and non-agency groups varies considerably and
the factors promoting their effectiveness are not well understood. In a time of increasing
interest in promoting collaboration between federal resource management agencies and
other groups and individuals, the Sanctuary Advisory Councils that advise the National
Marine Sanctuary Program (NMSP) provide an instructive set of experiences to examine.

A comprehensive survey of all council participants and sanctuary staff, combined with
three detailed case studies, found that Sanctuary Advisory Councils are working well.
Members find their experiences worthwhile, both personally and for the participant
groups they represent. Staff believe the advisory councils make critical contributions to
their ability to manage the sanctuaries. Councils are involved in substantive aspects of
sanctuary management. Several factors were found to facilitate their success: members
are dedicated, committed, and motivated to help the sanctuary; staff take their council
roles seriously and show high levels of commitment. Effective meetings are characterized
by open and respectful atmospheres, strong staff leadership, and solid working
relationships between staff and council members. The adaptability and flexibility of the
process has enabled councils to adapt to evolving circumstances. Finally, commitment
and support from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) was
found to be essential.

Sanctuary Advisory Councils have achieved a wide range of accomplishments, both
procedural and substantive. Procedural accomplishments include creating a legitimate
forum for discussion, increasing public support of sanctuary decisions, increasing trust
among participant groups, and developing relationships. Substantive accomplishments
include assisting with resource protection, marine reserves, educational programs,
sanctuary management, sanctuary designation, and management plans. Councils have
also faced challenges including: the time commitment involved, difficulties inherent in
working with a government agency, managing the inevitable conflicts associated with
collaboration among diverse individuals, and lack of public awareness of the sanctuaries.
Despite these challenges, Sanctuary Advisory Councils have successfully promoted
collaboration across diverse participant groups, enhanced management of sanctuary
resources, and provided broad benefits to NOAA’s National Marine Sanctuary Program.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

For over a decade, federal agencies have been encouraged to adopt more collaborative
approaches in the management of public resources. Most recently, in late November
2005, the Directors of the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) issued a joint “Memorandum on Environmental
Conflict Resolution,” directing federal agencies "to increase the effective use of
environmental conflict resolution and build institutional capacity for collaborative
problem-solving."! For the past two decades, agencies, communities, interest groups, and
individuals have been experimenting with collaborative processes. Much has been
learned from their efforts about the promise of collaborative processes and the role they
can play in advancing knowledge, promoting understanding, and enhancing more
effective resource management.

Advisory councils are one long-established mechanism for facilitating communication
between agencies and non-agency groups and individuals. The potential of formal
advisory council structures to promote meaningful and productive collaboration,
however, has never been assessed. The purpose of this study is to examine the
experiences of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's (NOAA) National
Marine Sanctuary Advisory Councils to discover what lessons and insights can be drawn
from their fifteen year history. How do they function? What have they accomplished?
What does their experience suggest about the potential of advisory councils to enable
collaboration between federal agencies and the communities and groups that care about
the resources managed by these agencies?

Background

NOAA was established within the Department of Commerce in 1970 to “understand and
predict changes in the earth’s environment and to conserve and manage coastal and
marine resources to meet the nation’s economic, social, and environmental needs.” As
part of this responsibility, NOAA manages the National Marine Sanctuary Program
(NMSP), which was created to protect and enhance biodiversity, ecological integrity, and
the cultural legacy of the country’s delicate and unique marine areas.? Since 1972, one
freshwater and twelve saltwater National Marine Sanctuaries have been designated
protecting 14,000 square nautical miles of ocean and lake habitat.? The diverse and
competing local, regional, and national pressure on marine resources has made sanctuary
management increasingly complex. Recognizing this challenge, the National Marine
Sanctuaries Act authorizes the creation of Sanctuary Advisory Councils to advise and

! OMB and CEQ Joint Memorandum on ERC. November 2005. U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict
Resolution. 28 March 28 2006 <http://www.ecr.gov/n_p0s200512.htm>.

’About Your National Marine Sanctuaries. 16 November 2005. National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration. 29 March 2006 <http://sanctuaries.noaa.gov/about/welcome.html>.

¥ About Your National Marine Sanctuaries, 15 March 2006.




make recommendations to sanctuary staff and administration regarding the designation
and management of National Marine Sanctuaries.*

Sanctuary Advisory Councils are community-based advisory groups consisting of
representatives from various user groups, government agencies, and the public at large.”
Each advisory council is individually chartered and unique to its sanctuary. Members on
the thirteen Sanctuary Advisory Councils represent interests such as conservation,
education, research, and fishing along with local, regional, state, tribal, and federal
government entities.® Unlike more traditional advisory councils that are often established
to fulfill a “public participation” requirement, Sanctuary Advisory Councils were
established with the explicit objective to enhance public involvement and develop a
stronger stewardship ethic among sanctuary communities.’

Why Study Sanctuary Advisory Councils?

Sanctuary Advisory Councils are interesting to examine for several reasons. First, they
have been in existence for fifteen years and while some studies have looked at
dimensions of individual Sanctuary Advisory Councils, no comprehensive assessment
has been undertaken.® Second, Sanctuary Advisory Councils are exempt from the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (FACA) and thus fall under a different legal framework than
most formal advisory councils at the federal level.® Consequently, Sanctuary Advisory
Councils can reveal useful insights about the potential for achieving FACA’s core
objectives without its limiting constraints. Third, NOAA’s National Marine Sanctuary
Program expressed interest in understanding the range of experiences, accomplishments,
challenges, and the factors facilitating the effectiveness of its advisory councils.

Advisory Councils

Advisory councils are groups established to provide advice and recommendations to a
decision-making body; they lack any authority to make final management decisions.
These groups, also often called committees or advisory groups, are increasingly being
employed in natural resource management.*® Resource Advisory Councils, for example,
were established by the Bureau of Land Management to “improve the health and
productivity of public lands across the West.”*! The National Park System Advisory
Board advises the Director of the National Park Service, “on matters relating to the

* National Marine Sanctuaries Act, Title 16, Chapter 32, Section 1431, USC (2000).

® Sanctuary Advisory Council Overview. 24 February 2006. National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration. 30 March 2006 <http://sanctuaries.nos.noaa.gov/management/ac/welcome.html>.

® Sanctuary Advisory Council Overview. 30 March 2006.

" Sanctuary Advisory Council Overview. 30 March 2006.

®Tracey Morin, “Sanctuary Advisory Councils: Involving the public in the NMSP,” Coastal Management
29 (2001).

° Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5 U.S.C. App. §§ 1-16 (1997).

19 Tomas M. Koontz and Katrina Smith Korfmacher. “Community collaboration in farmland preservation:
how local advisory groups plan.” Paper delivered at the association for public policy analysis and
management annual research conference. Seattle, WA: November 2000.

1 BLM Resource Advisory Councils, U.S. Bureau of Land Management Office of Public Affairs. 2 April
2006 <http://www.blm.gov/rac/>.




National Park Service, National Park System, and programs administered by the National
Park Service.”* There are also advisory councils used throughout the Environmental
Protection Agency, such as the American Indian Advisory Council, which serves as “an
advisory group to the Administrator of EPA to recommend actions that address concerns
of American Indians in the EPA workforce and of the Indian tribes.”*?

Agencies form advisory councils for several reasons. Councils typically offer
recommendations on the ongoing management of specific local or regional natural
resources. Council participants are chosen because of their relevant expertise or their
ability to represent community interests or groups. Brought together, these individuals
have the potential to create common ground, develop a sense of ownership in the natural
resource, avoid future problems, and broaden both the agency and communities
understanding of public concerns.**

Although advisory councils have become a common tool in natural resource
management, they have not been extensively studied.'®> Some researchers have used
surveys, interviews, and observations to gain an understanding of individual councils.*®
Research that looks across a group of councils, such as this study, is less common. Past
studies have gained insight into council processes and documented the importance of
several factors including: the council’s relationship with the associated agency, council
members’ perception of their purpose and role, the natural resource being managed, what
interests are represented, and whether leadership exists.’ In general, research has found
that advisory councils vary widely in both participant satisfaction and ability to fulfill
their missions. Despite the studies to date, the factors that lead to these variations are
unclear.

Collaboration in Natural Resource and Environmental Management

The number of land management agencies, community leaders, interest groups, and
private citizens using collaborative approaches has proliferated as natural resource

12 National Park System Advisory Board. U.S. Department of the Interior. 5 April 2006
<http://www.nps.gov/policy/advisory/advboard.htm>.

3 EPA NE: Tribal Program. Environmental Protection Agency. 9 April 2006
<http://www.epa.gov/regionl/govt/tribes/progstructure.htmi>.

! Tamara Laninga. Collaborative Planning in BLM Field Offices: Where it’s happening and what it looks
like: Analysis and Recommendations. University of Colorado, Boulder, CO: 2004.

> Tomas Koontz and Katrina Korfmacher. November 2000.

18 Brett Ingles. In-Depth Interviews with Forest Service Officials, RAC members, and County Officials.
Boise State University: Environmental Science and Public Policy Research Institute. November 2004.
Jim Burchfield. Reconciling Multiple Levels of Authority in Collaborative Decisions: The Case of the
Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument. University of Montana, Missoula, MT: November
2002. Dirk Manskopf. A Systematic Assessment of Collaborative Resource Management Partnership:
Northwest Resource Advisory Council. University of Michigan, Master’s thesis. April 1999.

"Brett Ingles. 2004, Tomas Koontz and Katrina Korfmacher. November 2000, and Manskopf, Dirk. April
1999.




professionals and the public recognize that public participation is vital to resolving many
resource management issues.'®

A Growing Trend

The rise in collaboration has been a response to the changing social, ecological, and
political contexts of natural resource management.* The initiation of collaboration can
occur for a wide range of reasons, both reactive and proactive. Often, collaborative
projects begin when traditional methods of decision-making fail to resolve a management
issue.?’ This situation is becoming more common as pressures on natural resources
diversify and laws, such as the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), are created
that allow individuals outside of agencies to influence, and at times halt, the decision-
making process.?! Collaborative groups may also form when the natural resource issue
being addressed is larger than any one organization or agency can solve alone.? As
understanding of natural systems grows, it has become clear that many resources fall in
this category, often spanning geographical and political boundaries.”® Use of
collaboration has also increased as government agencies recognize the benefits of
learning from and engaging communities to gain a greater understanding of the area’s
resource issues.?* This has prompted many agencies and community groups to promote
collaborative efforts as a way to take advantage of the opportunity to create inclusive,
flexible, and legitimate decisions that can be implemented.?

The Challenges of Collaboration

Collaboration often involves organizational and interpersonal challenge. Both
government agencies and non-government groups can face organizational challenges. At
the most fundamental level, institutional barriers, such as conflict managing procedures,
can be a significant barrier to a group’s ability to work together.? In addition to
connecting and creating working relationships, groups in a collaborative effort must also
define clear and shared goals; this can be difficult when organizations’ missions, which

8 p D. Smith, M.H. McDonough, and M.T. Mang. “Ecosystem management and public participation
lessons from the field.” Journal of Forestry. 97 (1999): 32-38.

B. Cestro. Beyond the hundredth meeting. A field guide to collaborative conservation on the West’s public
lands. 1999. Sonoran Institute, Tuscon, Arizona.

19 Julia M. Wondolleck and Steven L. Yaffee. Making Collaboration Work: Lessons from Innovation in
Natural Resource Management. Washington D.C. Island Press, 2000.

% R. B Reich. “Regulation by confrontation or negotiation.” Harvard Business Review 59 (1981): 82-93.
2 Jay O’Laughlin, Wyatt R. Hundrup, and Philip Cook. “History and Analysis of Federally Administered
Lands in Idaho; Report no. 16.”ldaho Forest, Wildlife, and Range Policy Analysis Group. June 1998.
University of Idaho. 12 April 2006 <http://www.uidaho.edu/cfwr/pag/pag26es.htmi>.

22 H. Aldrich. “Resource dependence and interorganizational relations.” Administration and Society. 74
(1976): 419-454,

% Franklin E. Dukes and Karen Firehock. Collaboration: A Guide for Environmental Advocates. 2001. The
University of Virginia Press.

2 Barbara Gray. “Conditions facilitating interorganizational collaboration.” Human Relations 38 (1985):
911-936.

% Franklin E. Dukes and Karen Firehock. 2001.

%paul Lachapelle, Stephen F. McCool, Michael E. Patterson. “Barriers to Effective Natural Resource
Planning in a ‘messy” world.” Society and Natural Resources. 16 (2003): 473-490.




are often inflexible, differ.?” Bringing together multiple parties also brings inevitable
interpersonal challenges. Two interrelated problems that block effective communication
and coongeration are a lack of trust between groups and detrimental stereotypes held by
groups.

Factors Facilitating Collaboration

When collaborative processes succeed, they have several traits in common. Many
successful groups build on a shared sense of place, or relationship with their
environment, which can connect people despite differing positions or negative
stereotypes.”® No matter what strategy is used, key ingredients for successful
collaboration include strong working relationships, willingness to work together,
ownership of the problem and the collaborative process, and a commitment to finding a
solution.™ It is difficult to create this group dynamic when attention is not paid to the
process of collaboration. Along with recognizing interpersonal dynamics, productive
collaborative processes include deciding who is at the table and what will be discussed.>:
To have legitimacy, a collaborative group must be representative of the range of interests
concerning a resource or issue.

The attitudes and personalities of the individuals involved can also assist groups in
overcoming challenges. The idea and experience of collaboration is new to many
participants; successful participants are those who are open to trying new approaches to
natural resource management, able to look past traditional roles of agencies and groups to
create innovative solutions, and engage in forward thinking that enables them to find and
take advantage of existing opportunities.® In addition to having this mental framework to
approaching issues, participants of successful groups are often dedicated, energetic, and
deeply committed to the group’s mission.*

Benefits of Successful Collaboration

Not only is collaboration often necessary for effective natural resource management, it
also provides broad benefits for all parties involved. Collaboration can bridge seemingly
insurmountable differences to build working relationships, craft agreements that are
creative and stable, and develop on-the-ground improvements for the environment.*

27 Julia M. Wondolleck and Steven L. Yaffee. 2000.

28 Julia M. Wondolleck and Steven L. Yaffee. 2000.

2 Antony Cheng, Linda Kruger, and Steven Daniels. “’Place as an integrating concept in natural resource
politics: Propositions for a social science research agenda.” Society and Natural Resources. 16 (2003): 87-
104.

% Michael Schuett, Steve Selin and Debroah Carr. “Making it work: Keys to successful collaboration in
natural resource management.” Environmental Management. 27 (2001): 587-593.

*! Barbara Gray. 1985.

%2 Julia M. Wondolleck and Steven L. Yaffee. 2000.

% Julia M. Wondolleck and Steven L. Yaffee. 2000.

* Franklin E. Dukes and Karen Firehock. 2001.




The Sanctuary Advisory Council Experience

This study sought to understand the Sanctuary Advisory Council experience, both
practically for NMSP and more generally for those interested in advancing collaborative
approaches to public natural resource management. In particular, this study asked the
following questions:

e What have been the range of experiences and accomplishments of the Sanctuary
Advisory Councils?

e What challenges have they encountered and how have they been overcome?

e What have been the benefits to individual participants, the NMSP, and individual
sanctuaries?

e What factors facilitate the effectiveness of an advisory council process?

e What potential do Sanctuary Advisory Councils have to promote collaboration,
communication, and cooperation in resource management?

e What advice can be offered to the NMSP to improve Sanctuary Advisory Council
effectiveness?

e What lessons from the Sanctuary Advisory Council experience can be extended to
advisory council processes in other agencies?

To answer these questions, this study distributed two comprehensive surveys. One survey
probing Sanctuary Advisory Council members’ experiences was sent to all current
council participants. The second survey asked for NOAA staff’s perceptions and
experiences and was sent to sanctuary staff who work most closely with the advisory
councils. Each survey asked questions about the roles of advisory councils, meeting
dynamics, the relationship between staff and council, council accomplishments, council
challenges, and factors that promote their effectiveness. In addition, case studies were
conducted on the councils of Channel Islands, Monterey Bay, and Stellwagen Bank to
develop a more in-depth understanding of the inner workings of an advisory council
process, the types of issues and challenges they confront, and the ways in which they
vary.

As detailed in the following report, Sanctuary Advisory Councils have demonstrated
considerable value both to NOAA and to its council members. There has been across-the-
board satisfaction with council processes and a growing list of notable accomplishments.
Within Sanctuary Advisory Council experiences are many lessons for the NMSP, NOAA,
and other agencies considering an advisory council approach to promoting collaboration
in the management of natural resources.



Organization of Report

Chapters 2 gives background information on the National Marine Sanctuary Program.
Chapter 3 discusses the results and analysis from the advisory council survey, followed
by the results and analysis for the sanctuary staff survey in Chapter 4.

Chapter 5 is comprised of three advisory council case studies for Channel Islands,
Monterey Bay, and Stellwagen Bank as well as vignettes on the nine other sanctuaries
and their councils. Finally, Chapter 6 contains conclusions from the study and gives
several recommendations to other agencies seeking to utilize advisory councils.






Chapter 2
Background

THE NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY PROGRAM AND THE
SANCTUARY ADVISORY COUNCILS

Ovrmeic CoasT THunDER Bay

Conpell Bang

STeLLwAGEN Bank

Gray's REer

CHanneL Isianps
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NORTHWESTERN
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Figure 2.1: The National Marine Sanctuaries®

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) is a federal agency
within the Department of Commerce. Its mission is to “understand and predict changes in
the Earth’s environment and conserve and manage coastal and marine resources to meet
our nation’s economic, social and environmental needs."? According to the agency’s
FY2005-2010 strategic plan, one of its primary goals is to "protect, restore, and manage
the use of coastal and ocean resources through an ecosystem approach to management."
This NOAA objective recognizes that "the transition to an ecosystem approach must be
incremental and collaborative."* While several performance objectives refer to the need
to increase fish populations and protected species, one objective in particular is to

! The National Marine Sanctuaries. 27 December 2005. National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration. 12 April 2006 <http:// www.sanctuaries.nos.noaa.gov/visit/welcome.html >.

2 About NOAA. 21 December 2005. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 12 April 2006
<http://www.noaa.gov/about-noaa.html>.

® New Priorities for the 21 Century: NOAA Strategic Plan FY2005-FY2010. (2004). 26 October 2005.
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association. 12 April 2006 <.http://www.spo.noaa.gov>.
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enhance ocean literacy in the general public as well as a sense of stewardship about
coastal and marine resource issues. The National Marine Sanctuary Program and
Sanctuary Advisory Councils play a key role in this objective. The Sanctuary Program
and most advisory councils were created through the passage of the National Marine
Sanctuaries Act.

National Marine Sanctuaries Act

The National Marine Sanctuaries Act (NMSA) of 1972 sought to protect marine areas of
special significance. The Act "authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to designate and
manage areas of the marine environment with special national significance due to their
conservation, recreational, ecological, historical, scientific, cultural, archeological,
educational or aesthetic qualities as National Marine Sanctuaries.* The NMSA defines
"marine environment"” as “those areas of coastal and ocean waters, the Great Lakes and
their connecting waters, and submerged lands over which the United States exercises
jurisdiction, including the exclusive economic zone, consistent with international law.
The purpose of the system is to:

nb

e Improve the conservation, understanding, management, and wise and sustainable
use of marine resources;

e Enhance public awareness, understanding, and appreciation of the marine
environment; and

e Maintain for future generations the habitat and ecological services of the natural
assemblage of living resources that inhabit these areas.®

The 1992 reauthorization added a provision for councils limiting them to 15 members.
Since its inception in 1972, the NMSA has been reauthorized by Congress several times
with the last reauthorization occurring in 2000.

National Marine Sanctuary Program

The National Marine Sanctuary Program (NMSP) is a federal program administered by
the National Ocean Service (NOS), one of five line offices within NOAA. Thirteen
sanctuaries have been designated under this Act (Figure 2.1). Two sanctuaries have been
designated with the primary purpose of protecting cultural resources, such as shipwrecks,
and others have been established to manage both cultural and natural resources.’

Site-specific guidelines form a sanctuary's management plan, a formal document that
summarizes programs and regulations, guides annual operating plans, articulates goals,
guides future planning, and ensures public involvement in the designation process and

* National Marine Sanctuaries Act and Legislation. 4 January 2006. National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration. 12 April 2006 <http://www.sanctuaries.noaa.gov/about/legislation>.

> Section 302. [16 U.S.C. 1432] Definitions. National Marine Sanctuaries Act.

® Section 301. [16 U.S.C. 1431] Findings, Purposes, and Policies; Establishment of the System. National
Marine Sanctuaries Act.

" National Marine Sanctuary Program. 10 April 2006. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.
12 April 2006 <http://www.sanctuaries.nos.noaa.gov/welcome.html>.
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future management. According to the National Marine Sanctuaries Act, management
plans are required to be reviewed periodically. Most management plans are over 10 years
old and are thus currently being reviewed.

The Sanctuaries
To date, thirteen sanctuaries around the country have been formally designated as
National Marine Sanctuaries. A fourteenth site, the Northwestern Hawai’ian Islands

Coral Reef Ecosystem Reserve, was established through Executive Order in 2000 and is
in the process of formal sanctuary designation (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1: The National Marine Sanctuaries

Designation Size _(squar_e Location
Sanctuary nautical miles)
Monitor 1975 0.75 North Carolina
Channel Islands 1980 1,252 California
Gray’s Reef 1981 17 Georgia
Gulf of the Farallones 1981 948 California
Fagatele Bay 1986 0.19 American Samoa
Cordell Bank 1989 397 California
Florida Keys 1990 2,800 Florida
Hawai’ian Islands Humpback
Whale 1992 1,057 Hawai’i
Monterey Bay 1992 4,019 California
Stellwagen Bank 1992 638 Massachusetts
Flower Garden Banks 1992 42 Gulf of Mexico
Olympic Coast 1994 2,499 Washington
Thunder Bay 2000 448 Michigan
Northwestern Hawai’ian Islands
Coral Reef Ecosystem Reserve* | 2000 101,941 Hawai’i

*Executive Order, in designation process

The National Marine Sanctuaries vary in size from one quarter to over 4,000 square
nautical miles. Monitor National Marine Sanctuary, located off the coast of North
Carolina, was the first sanctuary designated for federal protection in 1975. The most
recent sanctuary designation was Thunder Bay in 2000, located in northern Michigan in
Lake Huron. Both of these sanctuaries are dedicated solely to the preservation,
management, and education of historic shipwrecks. Most of the other marine sanctuaries,
located off the Atlantic and Pacific coasts and the Gulf of Mexico, are tasked to protect
marine wildlife, fragile habitat, and shipwreck sites as well. The sanctuaries are each
unique and face a variety of challenges respective to their special qualities. For example,
Stellwagen Bank and Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuaries face the challenge of
reducing marine mammal entanglements in fishing gear and vessel strike incidents.

11



The Sanctuary Advisory Councils

The NMSA authorizes the creation of Advisory Councils to provide advice to NOAA on
designation and management of the sanctuary (Table 2.2). All 13 National Marine
Sanctuaries currently have advisory councils; Northwestern Hawai’ian Islands Coral
Ecosystem Reserve has a Reserve Advisory Council. These councils offer comment and
advice to sanctuary staff on managing the sanctuary, protecting resources, and identifying
issues and ways to resolve conflict.

Table 2.2: The Sanctuary Advisory Councils

Year Total
Sanctuary Council Members

Established
Florida Keys 1991 19
HI Humpback Whale 1992 31
Stellwagen Bank 1992 21
Monterey Bay 1994 24
Olympic Coast 1995 20
Thunder Bay 1997 16
Channel Islands 1998 24
Gray’s Reef 1999 11
Gulf of the Farallones 2001 8
Cordell Bank 2001 11
Northwestern HI Coral Reef
Ecosystem Reserve* 2001 25
Fagatele Bay 2005 19
Flower Garden Banks 2005 N/A
Monitor 2006 11
*Executive Order, in designation
process

Each council maintains a charter which is the legal document that sanctions the existence
and responsibility of the council. Charters vary in language but they all detail the
objectives, membership, and operational procedures of the council.® Refer to Appendix E
to view a sample charter. Membership depends on what seats are on the council and may
include government agency staff.

Councils are composed of member representatives of several specific groups including
tourism, recreation, fishing, conservation, citizen-at-large, education, and research. The
councils vary in their membership type. Olympic Coast has tribal government
representatives and Hawai’ian Islands Humpback Whale and Stellwagen Bank have
whale-watching seats. Monterey Bay has an agriculture seat in its council. Alternates are
also chosen and substitute for the member if the member cannot attend a meeting. Having
alternates also enables broader participation and outreach to constituents that council
participants represent.

8 Sanctuary Advisory Council Implementation Handbook. National Marine Sanctuary Program. May 2003.
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While advisory councils are exempt from the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA),
guidelines in the NMSA ensure that the process is open to the public. Specifically,
council meetings are open to the public and announced beforehand in local media. The
public is also granted an opportunity to provide written or verbal comment during
meetings. Council meetings are typically held three to four times per year. Meeting
frequency and duration varies among the councils. If a council is helping to advise
sanctuary management on a long term project such as the site's management plan, for
example, meetings may be held more often, and working groups and subcommittees may
be established so that members can focus on specific tasks.

Prior Research on the Advisory Councils

An assessment of the advisory councils conducted by the National Academy of Public
Administration in 1998 was fairly critical of the councils.? While the NMSP’s advisory
councils are exempt from FACA, authors concluded that the council charters are too
restrictive and hinder progress in collaboration between agency and council members.
This study focused heavily on the shortcomings of certain councils such as poorly
facilitated meetings. The authors also suggested that the basic structure of the councils in
representing diverse user groups invites conflict. Final recommendations included
enhancing grassroots efforts in fundraising and congressional support.

A 2001 University of Massachusetts research study examined public participation in four
advisory council processes. Results were more favorable than the former study, showing
that council members felt they had been given adequate opportunity to participate in the
management process.™® Most council members also responded favorably when asked
about the nature of the relationships between members and the level of NOAA support.

A site-specific research effort yielded apparent differences in experience between
representative participant groups at the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary.* In
1995, a research team from the University of Miami conducted several surveys of
constituent groups to shed light on social and economic attributes of these groups and the
challenges involved in establishing marine reserves. The area's community of fishermen,
divers, and environmentalists were surveyed about their views on a proposed zoning plan.
Findings suggested that fishermen respondents did not feel that the process of workshops
and meetings to develop sanctuary regulations was fair and open to all groups as much as
did dive operators and environmental groups. The authors recommended that the agency
consider alternative tactics to engaging and gaining support of the broader public such as
providing bilingual documents that would be understood by the non-English speaking
community that made up a significant portion of some sanctuary user groups.

® Protecting our National Marine Sanctuaries. Center for the Economy and the Environment, National
Academy of Public Administration. February 2000.

1% Morin, Tracy. "Sanctuary Advisory Councils: Involving the Public in the National Marine Sanctuary
Program.” Coastal Management 29 (2001): 327-339.

1 Syman D., Shivlani, M., and Milon, J. "Perceptions and attitudes regarding marine reserves: a
comparison of stakeholder groups in the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary.” Ocean and Coastal
Management 42 (1999): 1019-1040.
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Chapter 3
Advisory Council Member Survey
Results and Analysis

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

A web-based survey was used to collect current data on the Sanctuary Advisory Council
experience. An online survey was chosen over a paper survey because of its higher
response rates, increased convenience for respondents, and ability to streamline the data
collection and management process. However, respondents could request a paper copy if
they preferred that format, and seven individuals did so. A complete copy of the survey
can be found in Appendix A.

The survey was e-mailed to the advisory council participants from 12 sanctuaries:
Channel Islands, Cordell Bank, Fagatele Bay, Florida Keys, Gray’s Reef, Gulf of the
Farallones, Hawai’ian Islands Humpback Whale, Northwestern Hawai’ian Island Coral
Reef Ecosystem Reserve, Monterey Bay, Olympic Coast, Stellwagen Bank, and Thunder
Bay. Flower Garden Banks and Monitor Sanctuaries did not receive the survey because
Sanctuary staff were still in the process of recruiting council participants.

The survey was e-mailed to the entire population of 315 advisory council participants,
including both members and alternates. It was sent to the population as opposed to a
sample in order to include all viewpoints and gather the most data and information from
the broadest range of experiences.

Survey Timeline

The first survey draft was pretested in order to gain feedback and uncover any
irregularities or unclear terminology. Twelve individuals pretested the first draft
including five graduate students and three faculty at the University of Michigan’s School
of Natural Resources and Environment. Pretesters were chosen based on their knowledge
of collaborative processes. Ellen Brody, the NMSP Great Lakes and Northeast Regional
Coordinator, and Karen Brubeck, the National Advisory Council Coordinator, also
reviewed and provided feedback on the survey draft. The survey was revised to
incorporate this feedback and a second draft was sent to 12 former Sanctuary Advisory
Council members, seven of whom provided comments.

After another round of revisions, the final survey link was e-mailed to all Sanctuary
Advisory Council members on October 26, 2005. Respondents were asked to respond by
November 18, 2005. Those who had not responded by November 9 were sent a reminder
e-mail. However, the survey was not taken off-line until January 1, 2006 to accommodate
responses delayed by the holidays and Hurricane Wilma in the Florida Keys.
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Survey Organization

The online survey contained 10 pages and 28 questions. The questions were a mix of
multiple choice, open-ended, and Likert-scale questions. Respondents could fill out the
survey in stages by saving their responses and returning to the partially completed survey
at a later date. The first two pages provided an introduction to the survey, the purpose of
the study, and instructions on how to answer the questions.

In order to capture the broad range of advisory council experiences, understand the
decision-making process, determine whether the processes are effective, and discover
what would further assist councils, the questions were grouped under eight sections:

Background information;

Roles and functions of the advisory council;

Meeting dynamics and management;

Relationship between sanctuary staff and advisory council,
Advisory council accomplishments;

Advisory council challenges;

Factors that promote advisory council progress; and

Final thoughts and advice to NMSP.

The first four questions (Table 3.1) inquired about background information including
sanctuary affiliation, membership type, length of membership, and participant group.
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Table 3.1: Background survey questions

Question #1:  In which Sanctuary Advisory Council are you involved?
(All twelve sanctuaries were offered in a drop-down menu)

Question #2: Are you a:

Member

Alternate

Question #3:  How many years have you served on the Advisory Council?

Less than 1 year
1-2 years

2-3 years

More than 3 years

Question #4:  Which interest or organization do you represent?

Conservation
Education

Research

Citizen at Large
Recreation
Commercial Fishing
Recreational Fishing
Tourism
Business/Industry
Local Government
State Government
Tribal Government
Scuba Diving
Cultural Resources
Other (Respondents could type in a different response)

Survey Responses

178 of the 315 advisory council participants responded to the survey, indicating a 57%

response rate.

Responses by Sanctuary Advisory Council

Nine out of the 12 councils had over a 50% response rate. Table 3.2 shows how many
surveys were sent, how many were returned, and the response rate for each sanctuary.
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Table 3.2: Responses by Sanctuary Advisory Council

Sanctuary Advisory Number Sent Number Response Rate
Council Returned

Channel Islands 38 17 45%
Cordell Bank 10 6 60%
Fagatele Bay 10 7 70%
Florida Keys 34 20 59%
Gray’s Reef 14 7 50%
Gulf of the Farallones 13 4 31%
Hawai’ian Islands 39 20 54%
Humpback Whale

Northwestern Hawai’ian 23 9 39%
Island Coral Reef Ecosystem

Reserve

Monterey Bay 42 31 50%
Olympic Coast 32 17 53%
Stellwagen Bank 34 18 53%
Thunder Bay 26 16 62%

Responses by Membership Status
e Members: 114
e Alternates: 59

Responses by Tenure on Advisory Council
Less than one year: 37

1-2 years: 31

2-3 years: 31

Over 3 years: 75

Responses by Participant Group
Instead of being restricted to selecting the council seat they represented, respondents had
the option of selecting more than one participant group that best described their interests.
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As a result, the sum of the responses for participant group (n=191) exceed the total

number of respondents (n=178).

Federal Government: 29
Conservation: 23
Citizen at Large: 21
Education: 19
Fishing: 16

State Government: 16
Research: 13
Business/Industry: 12
Local Government: 12
Recreation: 10
Tourism: 10

Cultural Resources: 2
Tribal Government: 1
Other: 7

Because many fishing representatives indicated both commercial and recreational
interests, these two categories were combined. Scuba diving was combined with the
recreation category due to the small number of responses. Several of the “other”
responses were re-categorized. For example, charter fishing was included with fishing,
shipping was included with business/industry, charter boating was included with
business/industry, and whale watching was included with recreation.

Chapter Organization

The remainder of this chapter is organized around the eight overarching themes:

About the council participants;
Roles and program focus;

Meeting dynamics and management;
Relationship between sanctuary staff and advisory council,

Advisory council accomplishments;
Issue and process challenges;

Factors that promote advisory council progress; and
Advisory council members advice to NMSP.

Each section details the survey results and analyzes their implications.
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ABOUT THE COUNCIL PARTICIPANTS

A wide variety of people choose to participate in advisory councils and we were
interested in learning about the SAC members’ characteristics and motivations for
involvement on their SAC. Question #5 sought to determine why respondents chose to
join the advisory council. Question #6 asked how worthwhile their participation has been
from their perspective. Question #27 sought to determine the nature of the individuals
that make up the advisory councils.

. Main Reason for Joining the Sanctuary Advisory Council

Question #5 was an open-ended question that probed the major reasons why advisory
council participants chose to become involved in the council.

Question #5:  What was your main reason for joining the Sanctuary Advisory Council?

This question is commonly asked in studies of collaborative public processes. It was
asked in order to assess participants' motivations for being involved in the process, to
understand the range of objectives at play in the process, and to gain some insight that
might help explain the tone and dynamic observed in the process.

Main Reason for Joining: Results

168 respondents answered this question, some providing more than one reason for their
participation in the council. Consequently, the total number of responses, or reasons why
they joined, is greater than the number of individual respondents. Responses fell into five
major categories:

1. | To make a contribution to the sanctuary 51%, n=86
2. | To advocate on behalf of a particular interest or organization 29%, n=49
3. | To advance an issue or objective 16%, n=27
4. | To fulfill a job responsibility 13%, n=21
5. | To keep informed of sanctuary activities 4%, n=7

1. To Make a Contribution to the Sanctuary

The majority of respondents (51%, n=86) expressed that they joined the council because
they wanted to contribute to the sanctuary and its management. These respondents clearly
care about the sanctuary and the issues involved in its management, and feel a
responsibility or desire to contribute to it. There were slight variations in responses within
this category, representing five subcategories:
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2.

a)

b)

d)

I want to help — 36 responses contained an explicit statement about wanting to
contribute, help, assist, or to give back to the sanctuary. For example:
e "l hoped that I could contribute to a worthwhile effort."”
e "l would like to contribute to the success of the Sanctuary."
e "It was my way of paying back a resource that | have used recreationally
for the past two decades."

I am interested in the issues — 20 respondents implied an interest in sanctuary
issues, suggesting that the respondent not only cares about these issues, but wants
to be involved in addressing them as well. For example:
e "The SAC addresses issues that | care about.”
e "An interest in the issues facing the Sanctuary—at the time, the update of
the Management Plan and the consideration of marine reserves."
e "Interest in conservation and fisheries."

I have something to offer — 18 responses contained an explicit statement about
having something specific to contribute, most often knowledge or expertise. For
example:

e "l can help with oil spill issues."

e "l am a long-term researcher on humpback whales."

e "Asa retired marine and fishery biologist and author | felt that I could use
this area of my expertise and knowledge to enhance the information base
of the Council during deliberations."

e "l wanted to lend my experience and expertise in ocean issues to the
sanctuary."

I care about this sanctuary — 13 responses contained an explicit statement of
personal support for the sanctuary or caring about the sanctuary, implying a desire
to be involved in its management. For example:
e "Fundamentally, | care about what happens to this place."
e "l am a firm believer in supporting our marine sanctuaries."
e "l was involved in creating the legislation and gaining the support to
establish the Sanctuary.”

I was asked and agreed — 6 respondents commented that they were asked and
agreed to serve, suggesting a sense of responsibility and willingness to contribute.
For example:

e "Request of a valued colleague."

e "Strongly encouraged to join by former Sanctuary Manager."

To Advocate on behalf of a Particular Interest or Organization

49 (29%) respondents stated that they joined the council specifically to represent or
advocate on behalf of a particular organization or interest. Some of these responses
implied a level of distrust or wariness about the SAC process and hence a strategic
motive for becoming involved in order to ensure that their interests were attended to.
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Most of these respondents, however, simply indicated a role as a representative of an
organization. The prime motivation in these responses seems to be to influence the
council process, in contrast to contribute to the council process. For example:

e "A desire to make sure needs of tourism industry and tourists are
represented.”

e "l wanted to represent the local communities' interests in the Sanctuary.”

e "To contribute the opinions of the small, but growing tourism population
of non-motorized water craft (paddlers and sailors)."

e "Atthe time I joined I did not feel that my views as a diver were
adequately being represented.”

e "To represent the Marine Industry."

e "l wanted to be sure that the commercial fishing industry would be
represented at the council in a rational manner."

e "To represent the Army Corps of Engineers."

3. To Advance an Issue or Objective

27 (16%) respondents commented that they joined the council to advance a particular
issue or objective that they cared about. While these members did not express a personal
or organizational stake like those who joined explicitly to advocate in the category above,
they were nonetheless similarly interested in influencing the focus of the process. For
example:

e "Interest in bringing shipwrecks and environmental issues into the
classroom.”

e "To help change and improve the way we harvest crawfish. And to try and
get the sanctuary to use artificial habitat to enhance the fisheries and the
economy."

e "To promote educational materials that could be used by Interpretive
Centers, teachers, and the general public that would enhance their
understanding of 'what is out there' in order to promote their interest in
protecting natural resources.”

4. To Fulfill a Job Responsibility

21 (13%) respondents noted that their participation was part of a job assignment,

suggesting a potentially more neutral involvement. Of these 21 respondents, three added

that they were personally interested in the sanctuary and the issues involved in its

management. For example:

"It was considered part of my position."

"Responsibility was transferred to me when | started my job."

e "Part of official duties as well as interest in what the Channel Islands National
Marine Sanctuary does;"

e "This was a job assignment but | also have a professional interest in Marine
Protected Area policy."
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5. To Keep Informed of Sanctuary Activities

Finally, seven (4%) respondents noted that one reason for their involvement, but not their
primary reason, was to keep themselves and/or their stakeholder groups informed of
council and sanctuary activities. For example:

e "Informs of their agenda.”
e "To keep informed of the activities affecting this vital resource.”

Main Reason for Joining: Analysis

The question of "why did you become involved" is a standard question asked of
participants by researchers. Responses typically fall into categories such as "because |
don't trust the agency or decision maker;" "because | want to make sure my interests are
addressed;" "because | have a stake in the decisions that will be made;" "because | am a
party to the pending lawsuit;" etc.® In other words, most responses tend to be strategic
and often adversarial in nature. In contrast, the responses by council participants were
markedly different, suggesting the potential for a very different dynamic in these
advisory council processes.

It is worth noting that the responses to this question parallel the responses received to
Question #27, discussed later, in which over 90% of respondents answered that they care
about their sanctuary, enjoy solving problems, like to find common ground on issues, and
enjoy working with others.

Taken together, the responses to Questions #5 and #27 would suggest that council
processes contain the key ingredients for a promising collaborative interaction. Those
involved share a common concern regarding the sanctuary, want to contribute to its
management, have a problem-solving orientation, try to find common ground on issues
but, at the same time, are attuned to and represent the interests and concerns of key
groups. Not all collaborative processes have such an auspicious foundation.

1. Perceived Value of Sanctuary Advisory Council Participation

Respondents were asked how worthwhile their participation in the council has been, both
for themselves and the organizations or interest they represent.

Question #6: To what extent has your participation in the Advisory Council been:
e Personally worthwhile.
e Worthwhile for the organization or interest you represent.

! Julia M. Wondolleck and Steven L. Yaffee. Making Collaboration Work: Lessons from Innovation in
Natural Resource Management. Washington D.C. Island Press, 2000.
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Responses to this question were rated on a scale of 1-5 (1 = not at all, 2 = a minimal
amount, 3 = somewhat, 4 = a fair amount, and 5 = a great deal).

Perceived Value: Results and Analysis

The majority of respondents perceive their participation in the advisory council as
worthwhile, both personally as well as for the organization or interest they represent. As a
group of diverse participants with differing goals and expectations, an impressive
percentage of participants perceive that their time on the advisory council is well spent.

The stacked column chart (Figure 3.1) depicts the percentage of responses in strong
agreement with each statement. It places those who responded with “agree,” on top of
those who responded with “strongly agree.” Thus, the chart displays the two highest
choices combined.

Question #6: To what extent has your participation in the Advisory Council been:
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Figure 3.1: How worthwhile the advisory council experience has been

75% (n=126) of respondents perceived the value of their participation as personally
worthwhile as either “a great deal” or “a fair amount” with 41% (n=69) perceiving that
their participation has been “a great deal” worthwhile. The remaining respondents (20%,
n=33) typically chose to describe their participation as “somewhat” worthwhile. Only one
respondent felt that their participation was “not at all” worthwhile.

69% (n=111) of respondents perceive their participation as either “a great deal” or “a fair

amount” worthwhile to the group or organization they represent, with 35% (n=56)
perceiving their participation as “a great deal” worthwhile. 9% (n=15) of respondents felt
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that their participation was “not at all” or “minimally” worthwhile to the group or interest
they represent.

I11.  Advisory Council Participant Interests

Little has been done to discover what kinds of people comprise the Sanctuary Advisory
Councils. What drives individuals to join? What motivates them to stay involved?
Question #27 sought to discover what kind of individuals make up the Sanctuary
Advisory Council system.

Question #27: To what extent do the following statements accurately describe you:
e | care deeply about my National Marine Sanctuary.
I am passionate about protecting the environment in general.
I enjoy working with other people.
I enjoy solving problems.
| feel a personal responsibility to be involved in civic activities like the
Advisory Council.
e | like to try to find common ground on issues.
e | prefer to represent my own interests, not be represented by others.

Respondents were asked to rate the accuracy of each statement on a scale of 1-5 (1 = not
at all, 2 = a minimal amount, 3 = somewhat, 4 = a fair amount, and 5 = a great deal).

Participant Interests: Results and Analysis

Six out of the seven statements garnered very strong support with 85-95% of respondents
agreeing (Figure 3.2). Looking at these six, and the distinction between “a fair amount”
and “a great deal,” the vast majority of responses were “a great deal.” In addition, none of
the respondents chose “not at all” for any of these six statements. The exception is “I
prefer to represent my own interests,” which had the least support with 32% (n=50).
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Question #27: To what extent do the following statements accurately describe you?
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Figure 3.2: Attributes that describe advisory council members

Advisory council participants felt very strongly about their desire to protect the
environment (93%, n=149) and their sanctuary (91%, n=144), with over 70% responding
with “a great deal.” They are problem-solvers (95%, n=149), and especially enjoy
working with others in order find solutions to difficult challenges (91%, n=144). They
like to try to find common ground on issues (90%, n=140). The desire to be a part of the
council appears to be driven by interests along with the feeling that they have a personal
responsibility to be involved in civic activities (87%, n=137).

Only 32% (n=50) of respondents answered positively to the statement that they “prefer to
represent their own interests.” This was the only statement where most of the respondents
(29%, n=45) chose “somewhat.” This was also the only statement where respondents
chose “not at all” (18%, n=28). The low level of support with this statement further
confirms that those involved in councils are not acting in self-interest; they want to work
together for the good of the sanctuary.

Overall, advisory council participants represent the type of personality that would work
well in a team environment. These findings are important because advisory councils are
designed to bring people together for a common purpose and create a collaborative
working atmosphere. The results are also encouraging to the NMSP. At the time of
council system establishment, NMSP sought individuals that wanted to work together
across participant groups and that wanted to help the sanctuary. The NMSP appears to be
attracting and retaining these types of individuals on the advisory councils.
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ROLES AND PROGRAM FOCUS

The National Marine Sanctuary Program has described specific roles and activities for
advisory councils such as serving as a liaison between the community and staff,
providing advice to staff, helping to identify sanctuary issues and conflicts, helping to
review agency plans and proposals, and validating the accuracy of information used in
decision-making.

While these are the stated and initial roles for Sanctuary Advisory Councils, several
questions were asked to determine which roles have been adopted and whether other
roles and functions may have emerged. Consequently, this survey section probed
participants' perceptions of how they are assisting the sanctuary (Question #8), in what
programmatic areas (Question #9), and what they consider to be the most important
functions of their council (Question #10).

. Advisory Council Roles

The NMSP Sanctuary Advisory Council Implementation Handbook provides guidance to
sanctuary staff on delegating advisory council responsibilities.*” Question #8 asks
respondents the degree to which their council carries out the roles from this operational
document.

Question #8:  To what extent do you agree that your Advisory Council:

e Advises the Sanctuary Manager or Superintendent on agency-prepared
plans, proposals or projects.

e Helps to identify Sanctuary issues and conflicts.

e Ensures the accuracy of information used in decision-making.

e Influences the Sanctuary's Management Plan review.

e Provides a forum for voicing concerns, asking questions, and getting
information.

e Informs the public of Sanctuary activities.

Respondents rated their agreement with each statement on a scale from 1-5 (1 = strongly
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree).

Advisory Council Roles: Results and Analysis

Survey responses suggest that advisory councils are fulfilling multiple roles (Figure 3.3).
The vast majority of respondents (93%, n=155) “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that their
advisory council provides a forum for voicing concerns, asking questions, and getting
information. 61% (n=101) “strongly agreed” with this statement. The results are

" "Sanctuary Advisory Council Implementation Handbook™ prepared by National Marine Sanctuary
Program, NOAA, May 2003.
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encouraging in that having the opportunity to communicate openly enables other essential
council roles to be played out.

Question#8: To what extent do you agree that your Advisory Council:
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Figure 3.3: Advisory council roles

Respondents indicated that their council often identifies issues and conflicts relating to
the sanctuary (88%, n=147). It appears that the diversity of the group is not only
introducing different perspectives, but is also able to identify issues that may have been
otherwise overlooked.

79% (n=132) of respondents agreed that the advisory council advises the Sanctuary
Manager or Superintendent on agency-prepared plans, proposals, or projects. 71%
(n=118) of respondents agreed that the council influences the sanctuary's management
plan review.

63% (n=104) of respondents believe that the advisory council informs the public of
sanctuary activities. One of the roles of each council member is to represent a specific
participant group and bring their viewpoints to the table. However, this finding indicates
that councils are also increasing public awareness of sanctuary programs and decisions.

58% (n=97) of respondents agreed that the council ensures the accuracy of information
used in decision-making. 25% (n=41) of respondents answered with “neutral.”

1. Advisory Council Discussion of Program Areas

The Sanctuary Advisory Councils provide advice on in order to assist sanctuary
management in identifying issues, building partnerships, and planning future initiatives in
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agency program areas. Question #9 sought to determine the amount of time the council
spends on five NMSP program areas.

Question #9: To what extent does your Advisory Council discuss issues in the following
Sanctuary program areas?

e Education

e Research

e Resource Protection

e Enforcement

e Management Plan Review

Respondents rated each statement on a scale from 1-5 (1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 =
sometimes, 4 = often, and 5 = very often).

Education involves increasing public awareness of the existence of the sanctuary and
enhancing marine science knowledge in the community through channels such as
classrooms and interpretive facilities.*® Research activities include gathering data and
recommending ways to monitor the condition and health of the sanctuary. Resource
protection concerns developing ways to assess and maintain the integrity of the
sanctuary’s geologic, ecological, and cultural resources.*®

Several sanctuaries are currently revising their management plans, thus enforcement may
be a topic area that has been and may be discussed with greater frequency in the future
within the councils. Management plan review (MPR) is an intensive process for both the
sanctuary and advisory council. It involves updating a sanctuary’s site-specific planning
and management document. While the plan is typically revised every five years, the
actual timing of the update may vary between sanctuaries and thus may or may not be a
current area of focus.

Program Areas: Results and Analysis

Issues related to resource protection and research are most discussed, followed closely by
management plan review and education. Issues related to enforcement were discussed the
least (Figure 3.4).

*8 National Marine Sanctuary Education Plan. August 2000. National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration. 12 April 2006 <http://www.sanctuaries.nos.noaa.gov/education/ref/program.html>.
*° Research. 28 December 2005. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 12 April 2006
<http://www.sanctuaries.nos.noaa.gov/science/research/welcome.htmi>.
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Question #9: To what extent does your advisory council discuss issues in the following
sanctuary program areas?
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Figure 3.4: Advisory council involvement in sanctuary program areas

88% (n=147) of respondents “often” or “very often” spend time discussing issues related
to resource protection. 87% (n=146) of respondents indicated that they frequently discuss
research-related issues.

76% (n=127) of respondents indicated that issues related to management plan review are
frequently discussed. 20% (n=33) of respondents answered “sometimes.” The high
percentages affirm the significance of this task for council members.

74% (n=124) of respondents indicated that issues related to education were a frequently
discussed. 51% (n=85) of respondents answered that they frequently discussed
enforcement issues. 10% (n=17) indicated that their council “almost never” talks about
enforcement issues.

I11.  Advisory Council’s Most Important Function

Question #10 was an open-ended question that asked participants about what they
thought was the council’s most important function.

Question #10: What would you say is the most important function of the Advisory
Council?
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Most Important Function: Results

156 respondents answered this question. Respondents sometimes offered more than one
function, thus the total number of responses was 162. Responses fell into six major
categories:

1. | Support sanctuary management and staff 34%, n=55
2. | Connect the sanctuary to the community 22%, n=37
3. | Provide a forum for discussion 21%, n=34
4. | Ensure proper management and protection of sanctuary resources | 11%, n=18
5. | Educate the public 7%, n=12
6. | No important function 4%, n=6
1. Support Sanctuary Management and Staff

55 (34%) respondents indicated that the most important function of the council is to
support the staff. There were three types of support mentioned:

A. Advise sanctuary management and staff — 44 respondents commented about
providing management advice and recommendations to sanctuary staff. For
example:

e “Advising sanctuary manager on all issues.”
e “Advise sanctuary officials of the opinions, desires and intentions of the
represented groups, agencies and populations.”

B. Provide a wide range of expertise and interests — 6 respondents discussed how
members provide input to the staff based on multiple points of view. For example:
e “Provide a wide range of input by diverse stakeholders to the management
of the sanctuary.”
e “Provide sanctuary decision makers with thoughts/issues/input from the
various user groups.”
e "Providing multiple views to allow manager to make a well-informed
decision.”

C. Assist in management plan review — 5 respondents commented on the council’s
assistance with the sanctuary’s management plan. For example:
e “Guiding management plan review process.”
e “Making recommendations to sanctuary staff with regard to management
plan revisions.”

2. Connect the Sanctuary to the Community
37 (23%) respondents indicated that the most important function of the council is to serve

as a connection between the sanctuary and the community. There were two subgroups in
this category:
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A. Serve as a liaison — 22 respondents commented on the council’s role as an
intermediary between the community, participant groups, and sanctuary staff. For
example:

e “Provides connections between sanctuary management and stakeholders.”

e “Serving as a liaison between the sanctuary and the community.”

e “To maintain community relations with the general public and the local
units of government. Also, to provide community feedback to the staff of
the sanctuary.”

B. Represent public interests — 15 respondents stated that the council ensures
representation of the public and constituent groups. Examples include:
e “Representing diverse constituencies.”
e “Ensuring all concerns/interests are allowed a voice. So that the sanctuary
is better served.”
e "Represent the various groups that provide input to the management team
and provide education and outreach."

3. Provide a Forum for Discussion

34 (21%) respondents indicated that the council enables the public and participant groups
to come together and communicate on various issues, express opinions, offer and receive
information, and try to resolve conflict. For example:
e “Give all stakeholders an opportunity to participate and have a voice in
management decisions.”
e “Forum for input from broad cross-section of stakeholders.”
e “We serve as a sounding board for both the sanctuary staff and the public on
issues that affect the sanctuary and on ideas for change.”

4. Ensure Proper Management and Protection of Resources

18 (11%) respondents indicated that the council assists in proper sanctuary management
and resource protection. For example:
e “| believe the SAC is responsible for ensuring the proper use and management
of the sanctuary now and for generations to come.”
e “Keep our islands and coastline clean and safe for the enjoyment of future
generations.”
e “The most important function should be to make sure the sanctuary does what
it was created to do: resource protection.”

5. Educate the Public
12 (7%) respondents indicated that educating and involving the public on sanctuary

activities was an important function. Responses often indicated how the councils increase
public awareness of the sanctuary. For example:
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e “Public awareness, support, community connection.”

e “| believe the SAC is responsible for educating the public about the sanctuary
and how they impact the environment.”

e “Provide outreach to the surrounding communities.”

6. Council Has No Important Function

Six (4%) respondents suggested that the council does not have a significant function or
has no purpose. For example:

e “| think that its most important function--to provide information to
management for informed decision making and action--is almost never carried
out because management provides only token attention to our input and
recommendations while focusing on empire building.”

Most Important Function: Analysis

According to respondents, advisory councils play many different roles in addition to
advising sanctuary management. Councils bridge communications between the public,
constituent groups, and sanctuary staff. In addition, they serve as a forum for groups and
staff to discuss and learn about sanctuary issues.
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MEETING DYNAMICS AND MANAGEMENT

The goal of advisory councils to serve as a forum for discussion is particularly sensitive
to meeting dynamics. Creating a space where all individuals feel free to contribute
requires a dynamic that supports open communication. Important factors range from the
general atmosphere of a meeting to whether participants feel respected. When there is a
dynamic that allows for successful communication, creative solutions and greater insights
are often produced.

Questions #11 and #12 asked members about their personal feelings and impressions
about meetings and their management. Question #13 addressed respondents’ impressions
about meeting outcomes and what factors lead to the outcomes. Question #14 asked how
decisions are made and Question #15 asked about communication between meetings.

Responses to questions in this section will aid in understanding the potential of advisory
council meetings to act as places for productive discussion and what meeting
management factors are needed to realize this potential.

. Meeting Dynamics

Question #11 asked respondents about their perceptions of meetings and meeting
outcomes. The 10 statements can be divided into two categories. The first seven
statements sought to understand how council participants perceive group meeting
dynamics. The last three statements address how council participants view the decisions
of the council.

Question #11: To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding
Advisory Council meetings?

| feel free to ask questions and make suggestions.

| feel free to express disagreement.

My ideas are respected.

My concerns are understood by others.

| feel Advisory Council members work as a team toward a shared goal.

| feel Advisory Council members try to achieve consensus.

| feel Advisory Council members trust one another.

| feel satisfied with how the Advisory Council makes decisions and

recommendations.

o | feel satisfied with the substance of the Advisory Council’s final
decisions and recommendations.

e | feel that Advisory Council final decisions and recommendations are
fair.

Respondents rated their agreement with each statement on a scale from 1-5 (1 = strongly
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree).
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Meeting Dynamics: Results and Analysis

The responses to these statements were generally positive with more than 70% of
respondents “agreeing” or “strongly agreeing” with all but two statements (Figure 3.5).

Question #11: To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding meetings?

|

Ask questions Express My ideas are  Concerns are  Try toachieve  Final decisions ~ Satisfied with ~Satisfied with the Work as a team Trust one another
and make disagreement respected  understoodby  consensus and decisions making  substance of toward a shared
suggestions others recommendations  process decisions goal
are fair

-
o
S

©
S

=5}
S

-~
=)

1

[S -
S oS

[}
S

N
>

Percentage of Respondents
=
o

=
o

o

Statements

@ Strongly Agree @ Agree

Figure 3.5: Respondents’ impressions of meeting dynamics

It appears that advisory councils are successfully creating environments that promote
open discussions and cooperation. In addition, these environments are able to produce
decisions that more than 70% of respondents are satisfied with and feel are fair.

The most agreed upon statements relate to interpersonal dynamics. The majority of
respondents agreed that they feel free to ask questions (94%, n=156) and express
disagreement (87%, n=144). Over 65% of respondents “strongly agreed” with these two
statements, and only 1-2% “strongly disagreed.” Respondents also agreed that their ideas
are respected (83%, n=137), that their concerns are understood by others (82%, n=135),
and that council members try to achieve consensus (81%, n=134).

A safe space for people to communicate and interact is one of the first steps to creating a
successful collaborative group. Without respectful and open meeting dynamics, effective
discussions and solutions are difficult to achieve. Along with being a basic component of
collaboration, this open and communicative environment is also one of the more easily
influenced aspects of meeting dynamics. Looking at the first grouping of four statements,
it is clear that council members and sanctuary staff have successfully created productive
atmosphere; more than 80% of respondents agreed that their councils have the open and
respectful environment described in these statements.
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The second group of statements involves the decisions of advisory councils, both the
process of reaching decisions and the substance of decisions. Although these statements
garnered less support than the first group, the percentage of respondents in agreement is
still high. A large majority of respondents (71%, n=117) agreed that they felt satisfied
with how the council makes decisions and the final substance of those decisions (70%,
n=111). 78% (n=117) of respondents “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that council decisions
and recommendations were fair. If the analysis of these three statements is expanded to
include respondents who were “neutral,” the rates jump to 90%.

Considering the wide array of participant groups and the varied interests represented in
advisory councils, it is impressive that such a high percentage of members are satisfied
with the decision-making process and subsequent outcomes. Having participants who are
able to agree that decisions are satisfactory and fair, even if those decisions run counter to
their interests, can be an indicator of successful collaboration. These results imply that
participants have had the chance to add their input into the process and are at least
satisfied that their interests have been understood, discussed, and fairly weighed during
the decision-making process. Not only does this sentiment reflect on the open and
respectful communication vital to collaboration, it also increases the legitimacy of the
council’s final decisions.

The last grouping of statements with which respondents had the lowest level of
agreement were that council members work as a team toward a shared goal (64%, n=107)
and that council members trust one another (58%, n=97). If the analysis is expanded to
include respondents who were “neutral,” the percentage increases to about 80% for both
statements. Despite these mostly positive results, it is worth noting that unlike the other
statements which had less than 1% of respondents who “disagreed” or “strongly
disagreed,” these statements about trust and shared goals had more detractors. 15%
(n=25) of respondents either “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that advisory council
members trust one another and 13% (n=22) “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that
advisory council members work toward a shared goal.

One interesting observation is that feelings of trust between advisory council members do
not appear to be required in order to have positive interpersonal meeting dynamic or be
satisfied with decisions.

1. Meeting Characteristics

In order to obtain a thorough impression of council members’ perceptions of meetings, it
is important to understand their experiences during meetings and how they perceive the
dynamics at play. Some of the statements in Question #12 probed more objective
measures of a meeting experience, such as meeting logistics, while others inquired about
more emotional and interpersonal aspects.
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Question #12: To what extent do you agree a typical Advisory Council meeting is:
e Well managed

Held often enough

A sufficient length

Informative

Productive

Satisfying

Frustrating

Emotional

Cooperative

Respondents rated their agreement with each statement on a scale from 1-5 (1 = strongly
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree).

Meeting Characteristics: Results and Analysis

Responses to Question #12 varied widely (Figure 3.6). Results ranged from 94% (n=153)
of respondents “agreeing” or “strongly agreeing” that meetings are informative to 24%
(n=38) of respondents agreeing that meetings are emotional.

Question #12: To what extent do you agree a typical Advisory Council meeting is:
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Figure 3.6: Meeting characteristics and atmosphere

In general, respondents expressed very positive attitudes about advisory council
meetings. Most perceive meetings as informative (94%, n=153), well-managed (89%,
n=146), a sufficient length (86%, n=139), and held often enough (77%, n=127).
Furthermore, most respondents agreed that meetings are cooperative (80%, n=129),
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productive (63%, n=104), and satisfying (59%, n=94). Few respondents agreed that
meetings were frustrating (28%, n=45) or emotional (24%, n=38). In fact, 43% (n=69) of
respondents “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that meetings were frustrating and 35%
(n=58) that they were emotional. Only 10% (n=16) of respondents “disagreed” or
“strongly disagreed” that meetings are productive and only 11% (n=18) that they were
satisfying.

There are many factors that affect the productivity and accomplishments of an advisory
council and the structure and dynamic of the actual meeting is fo