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Executive Summary

This report summarizes the training needs and preferences of land managers in California as determined by an extensive web survey. For the purposes of this report, “land managers” is defined as individuals actively managing land for various organizations - state organizations such as California Department of Parks and Recreation, federal organizations such as The National Park Service, non-profit organizations like The Nature Conservancy, land trusts, major city and county park departments, open space districts, universities, water agencies, private nurseries, ranches, and lumber companies.

Web respondents had clear preferences. For workshop scheduling and format, respondents preferred:

· Mid-week workshops

· Winter month workshops

· Workshops that occur during the day

· Workshops that include both a field component and classroom component

· Workshops held in Oakland or San Jose

· Workshops that cost between $30-$180

The three most pressing issues for land managers fall into the categories “invasive species control”, “human issues”, and “regulatory issues.” The most popular ecology topic was ecosystem based management/adaptive management. The most popular project planning topic was developing restoration objectives and monitoring baselines, while the most popular regulatory compliance and permitting topic was permitting across multiple agencies effectively. In addition, the most popular species topic was prioritizing amongst invasive species for targeted control. 

Land managers also agree on the most effective sources of information and additional resources.

· Most frequent sources of information are co-workers and websites

· “Other experts with experience in your line of work” are the most attractive presenters

· Most useful additional resources to complement workshops are copies of speaker’s presentations and contact information of other attendees

· Most useful complementary resource outside of workshops is videos and presentations archived online

The best incentive to attending a workshop is that their job pays them while attending

· Project Background
The National Estuarine Research Reserve System has adopted guidelines requiring individual Reserves’ Coastal Training Programs to conduct periodic audience needs assessments. The Coastal Training Program of the Elkhorn Slough National Estuarine Research Reserve (ESNERR) and the Coastal Training Program of the San Francisco Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve (SFBNERR) have previously been targeting biological consultants and regulatory agency personnel over a range of topics including habitat restoration, recovering endangered species, sustainable human systems, among others. However, land managers have been a significantly increasing audience. ESNERR and SFBNERR felt it was necessary to better understand these land managers’ educational needs. The aim of this project is for land managers working in California: 1) to formulate appropriate educational program content; 2) to better target the delivery of those programs; 3) to understand the significant barriers of application of the educational content, and; 4) to create the educational format desired.

Previous needs assessments performed by ESNERR and SFBNERR Coastal Training Programs have helped to better design educational programs as evidenced by post-program evaluations. This report maintains the Programs’ tradition of continuously improving their educational programs.

Methodology

ESNERR and SFBNERR partnered to design a web-based survey through SurveyMonkey that served as the primary method of data collection. Some questions were gleaned from previous successful needs assessments and others were designed specifically for the land managers.

To target potential survey respondents, ESNERR and SFBNERR first identified organizations where land managers work. This included state organizations such California Department of Parks and Recreation, federal organizations such as The National Park Service, non-profit organizations like The Nature Conservancy, land trusts, major city and county park departments, open space districts, universities, water agencies, private nurseries, ranches, and lumber companies. Possible survey respondents were gathered from a database maintained by ESNERR, from extensive online research of the target organizations, and from contact people at the target organizations. The ESNERR database contained the contact information for 189 land managers. Through online research and help from contacts at the target organizations, another 226 potential survey respondents were identified. These 415 land managers were emailed a letter explaining the purpose of the survey and provided the web address for the survey. The confidential survey took approximately 15 minutes, and the respondents could stop and continue at a later date until the survey collection was complete. A total of 130 land managers completed the survey for a response rate of 31%.

ESNERR and SFBNERR then analyzed the data through SurveyMonkey. Where applicable, cross-tabulations were run to compare specific groups of respondents. The findings from the survey are presented in this report.

Respondent Demographics

Type of Organization
Web survey respondents were asked several organizational and demographic questions to provide a profile of the group of land managers who responded to the survey. When asked about the type of organization they work for, respondents reported being from a wide array of organizations. The largest proportion of respondents, 25%, chose ‘other’ when asked about organization. Of those ‘other’ responses, 38% indicated they were from non-profits, 22% indicated they were from universities, 19% indicated they were from private companies, and the rest were single responses for organizations like forestry, watershed group, water district, and conservation. There was also a substantial number of individuals from federal agencies (15%), state agencies (14%), utility or water management agencies (13%), land trusts (12%), and regional, county or city parks (12%).
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Job Role
When asked what type of job role they perform, respondents gave a number of different responses, with 13 % indicating they were a division/unit manager, 27 % indicating they were a program/project manager, 4% indicating they were part of the maintenance staff, 19% indicating they were a land steward, and 26% indicating they were a scientist/ecologist. As with type of organization, there were a number of responses in the ‘other’ category. 12% of responses came in the ‘other category’, and people who responded with ‘other’ named a number of different job roles, including restorationist, executive director, resident director, refuge manager, owner of a business, park ranger, professional forester, streamkeeper, planner, conservation easement manager, educator, program coordinator, and office chief. 
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Acreage Under Management
As with organization type and job role, there was a wide array of responses when asked about acreage under management. Though zero respondents listed 1-5 acres, 6% listed 5-50 acres, 22% listed 50-1,000 acres, 23% listed 1,000-5,000 acres, 8% listed 5,000-10,000 acres, 18% listed 10,000-30,000 acres, and 8% listed more than 30,000 acres under their management. Another 15% of respondents noted that they did not directly manage land.
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Geographic Location of Work
Finally, the majority of respondents work in the 9 county San Francisco Bay Area. 59% of respondents work in these 9 counties, proving that this report provides a good indication of the interests of individuals working in the Bay Area. Another 29 % of respondents came from Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Luis Obispo and San Benito counties. The ‘other’ category comprised 13% of responses. Of these ‘other’ responses, 65% stated that they work only partly in the Bay Area because they work in multiple counties throughout California, 18% work in Northern California counties, 12% work in Southern California counties, and 6% work in Eastern California counties. Throughout this report, responses are cross tabulated using location of work to show the different preferences for training subject matter and workshop format based on location where the respondent works.
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Preferred Workshop Scheduling and Format
Workshop Month
When asked to rate their preference of month for training workshops, respondents favor winter months (with the exception of December), summer months, and fall months over spring months with the highest marks coming for the months of January and February and the lowest marks coming for the months of May and June. Forty-two percent of respondents rated January as the preferred month while only 15% rated May as the preferred month. Comparatively, 35% of respondents rated May as “bad” while only 12% rated January as “bad”. May and June coincide with field season for many land managers and may be a scheduling conflict for them. 
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Workshop Day of Week

When asked to rate their preference of days for training workshops, respondents reported that they favor mid-week; high percentages of respondents rated Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday as “good” or “acceptable.” Comparatively, high percentages of respondents rated Saturday and Sunday as “bad.” The two best days for training appear to be Wednesday and Thursday.
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Workshop Time of Day

When asked to rate their preference for time of day for training workshops, respondents favored morning, midday, and afternoon workshops over evening workshops. Ninety-eight percent of respondents rated morning workshops as “good” or acceptable, 98% of respondents rated midday as “good” or “acceptable”, 92% of respondents rated afternoon as good or acceptable, and only 30% of respondents rated evening as “good” or “acceptable.” The highest marks came for morning and midday workshops.
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Workshop Location

Web respondents were asked the question, “Which areas would you be willing to travel in order to attend workshops?” The number one favored destination was Oakland, in which 82% of respondents stated that it was a “preferred” or “acceptable” destination for a workshop. San Jose was the second most favored location with 80% of respondents deeming it “preferred” or “acceptable”, followed by Santa Cruz (78%), Downtown San Francisco (77%), Moss Landing (76%), Santa Rosa (73%), Watsonville (68%), Davis (65%) and Gilroy (61%). However, when analyzing the results with just “preferred” and excluding “acceptable”, the most preferred destination was Santa Cruz for which 37% of respondents deemed it “preferred.” Santa Cruz was followed by Moss Landing (34%), Watsonville (32%), Downtown San Francisco (31%), Oakland (25%), San Jose (20%), Santa Rosa (19%), Gilroy (17%), and Davis (8%). Thus, the most widely acceptable locations to hold a workshop are Santa Cruz, Oakland, Moss Landing, and San Francisco while Santa Rosa, Gilroy, and Davis are the least popular places to hold a workshop. 

As one might expect, when cross-tabulating geographic location of work with preferred destination for workshops, people largely prefer to stay close to their location of work. Respondents working in the 9 county San Francisco Bay Area “prefer” to attend workshops in Downtown San Francisco (42%), Oakland (34%), and Santa Rosa (31%) while those working in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito County “prefer” to attend workshops in Moss Landing (79%), Watsonville (78%), and Santa Cruz (75%).
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Workshop Format

Respondents seemed in favor of “full day workshops with indoor and field components” and “half-day workshops with indoor and field components” with 64% of respondents indicating they preferred “full day workshops with indoor and field components” and 50% of respondents indicating they preferred “half-day workshops with indoor and field components.” Many respondents also liked the idea of “half-day field-based meetings” and “full day field-based meetings” (40% and 34%, respectively). However, people did not like the idea of “half-day indoor meetings” (15%), “full day indoor meetings” (10%), or “two hour indoor meetings (10%). Therefore, workshops with field components are much more popular, and those that combine field components with classroom components are the most popular. 
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Workshop Fees
Web survey respondents prefer to pay in the lower to middle range when asked about how much they would be willing to pay for a one-day workshop. Forty-one percent of respondents said they would pay “$70 to $120”, 22% were willing to pay “$120 to $180”, and 23% were only willing to pay “$30 to $70.” Only 7% of respondents were willing to pay more than $180 for a one-day workshop. Comparatively, 8% of respondents were only willing to attend if the cost was less than $30. 
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Training Subject Matter

Most Pressing Issues

Web respondents were asked the open ended question, “What are the three most pressing issues that you deal with in your work for which you think you might benefit from additional training, technical assistance, or knowledge transfer?” Though the responses were many and varied, patterns emerged and each response was coded to a common category. The 330 responses were grouped into 26 common categories. Nine of those categories, invasive species control, human issues, regulatory issues, restoration, project planning, endangered species, collaboration, funding, and habitat management, received a large number of responses.

	Issue Category
	# of Responses
	Brief Description

	Invasive Species Control
	38
	Control of invasive plant, animal, and aquatic species

	Human Issues
	28
	Public use, volunteers, education, community outreach, stakeholders

	Regulatory Issues
	26
	Permitting, federal & state laws, regulatory compliance

	Restoration
	24
	Restoration of native plants, shorelines, wetland, general habitat restoration

	Project Planning
	24
	Management plan development, stewardship goals, conservation modeling, program evaluation

	Endangered Species
	20
	Management, training, habitat requirements, conservation

	Collaboration
	20
	Coordination between projects, communication between organizations

	Funding
	18
	Grant funding, private funding, fundraising, long-term funding

	Habitat Management
	17
	Grassland management, urban/wildland interface, Coastal ecosystems

	Water Issues
	15
	Water quality, water rights, conservation, storm water, fish passage

	Monitoring
	13
	Protocols, tools and techniques, cost-effective monitoring, 

	Climate Change
	12
	Effects, adaptation, strategies, assessing impacts

	Grazing
	10
	Rangeland management, RDM calculation, grazing vs. ecosystem health

	Technology
	8
	GIS, LiDAR, devices for field data collection

	Soil
	8
	Erosion Control, healthy soils, sediment runoff

	Wetlands
	7
	Wetland delineation, current management practices

	Fire
	6
	Fire management, prescribed burns

	Specific Species
	4
	San Francisco garter snake, pinnipeds, salmonids, pheasants

	Ecosystem Services
	3
	Measuring values, processes, functions

	Wildlife Corridors
	3
	Habitat linkages

	Road Issues
	3
	Road impacts, management, abandonment

	Sudden Oak Death
	3
	Disease and management

	Plant Identification
	3
	Identification of plant species

	Surveying
	3
	Surveying for specific plant & animal species

	Adaptive Management
	3
	Consistent use, goals, monitoring

	Miscellaneous
	11
	Irrigation, conservation genetics, lead ammunition impacts, timber operations, pesticides, life cycles


The number one pressing issue for survey respondents was invasive species control. 12% of respondents indicated that, the only category with a greater than 10% response rate. With the open-ended question, many people simply stated “invasive species” as a pressing issue. Other respondents were more detailed with answers but indicated the same thing, such as “invasive plant monitoring and removal”, “controlling invasive species without fire”, or “Effects and control of exotic wildlife: pigs, turkeys, bullfrogs, bluegill, argentine ants, honeybees.”

Next, respondents were asked to rate their level of interest in learning more about topics in four areas - ecology, project planning, regulatory compliance and permitting, and species. The overall rating average of the ecology topic was 2.83, compared to 2.60 for project planning, 2.83 for regulatory compliance and permitting, and 2.85 for species. Thus, respondents were most interested in learning more about species topics, followed closely by their desire to learn more about ecology and regulatory compliance and permitting.

Interest in Ecology Topics

For ecology, the most highly rated topic of interest was “ecosystem-based management/adaptive management” with 83% of respondents indicating that topic was their “top priority” or they were “very interested.” “Advanced conservation biology” also rated highly with 76% or respondents indicating “top priority” or “very interested”, as did “endangered species protection/restoration” with 71% and “potential climate change impacts on natural systems” with 70%. By far the lowest rated topic was “basic ecology” for which only 43% of respondents indicated a high level of interest. Respondents were also less interested in “endangered species identification”, “basic hydrology”, and “advanced hydrology”, which were highly rated by 55%, 59%, and 59% of respondents, respectively. 
When cross-tabulating the level of interest in ecological topics with location of work, most responses showed no difference of interest based on location. Ecosystem based management/adaptive management rated highly by people who worked in the nine county San Francisco Bay Area, in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito county, or outside of these counties, while basic ecology rated very low by all 3 geographic delineations. Only 2 of the 8 topics of interest showed any significant difference in interest based on location of work. Endangered species identification rated much higher outside of the Bay Area. 49% of respondents in the Bay Area indicated “top priority” or “very interested”, while 64% of respondents in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito county indicated high interest, and 59% of respondents outside of these counties indicated high interest. In addition, endangered species protection/restoration rated much higher outside of the Bay Area as well. In the Bay Area, 65% of respondents indicated at least “very interested”, while 79% in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito counties indicated at least “very interested” and 76% indicated at least “very interested” outside of these counties. Thus, it seems topics related to endangered species are lower priority to people working in the Bay Area than they are to people working outside the Bay Area. As an interesting note, people working in “other counties” consistently had the highest rating average of the 3 geographic locations for topics in this category, indicated that people outside of the Bay Area and Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito are highly interested in ecology topics.
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Interest in Project Planning Topics

When asked their level of interest in project planning topics, respondents were most interested in “developing restoration objectives and monitoring baselines”, “monitoring”, “wildlife corridor design and management”, “buffer design and evaluation” and “planning for climate change.” 72% of respondents indicated “top priority” or “very interested” for “developing restoration objectives and monitoring baselines”, 69% indicated “top priority” or “very interested” for “monitoring”, 65% indicated “top priority” or “very interested” for “wildlife corridor design and management”, 63% indicated “top priority” or “very interested” for “buffer design and evaluation”, and 60% indicated “top priority” or “very interested” for “climate change.” Several of the topics received very low levels of interest. Only 31% of respondents indicated “top priority” or “very interested” for “mitigation banks”. In addition, only 32% of respondents indicated “top priority” or “very interested” for “land acquisition strategies”, 40% indicated “top priority” or “very interested” for “basic mapping/GIS”, and 47% indicated “top priority” or “very interested” for “economic valuation of restoration projects.” 
When cross-tabulating level of interest in project planning topics with location of work, half of the topics showed no difference of interest based on location. “Basic mapping/GIS”, “Buffer design and evaluation”, “Wildlife corridor design and management”, “effective public outreach and education about your project”, “mitigation banks”, and “developing restoration objectives and monitoring baselines” all received the same amount of interest regardless of location of work.  On the other hand, people working in the Bay Area were generally more interested in several topics than those that worked in counties outside the Bay Area. For “advanced mapping/GIS and spatial analysis”, 62 % of people who worked in the Bay Area rated this topic a “top priority” or “very interested”, compared to 39% in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito and 47% in other counties. For “conflict management and negotiating stakeholder interests, 63% of people who worked in the Bay Area rated this topic a “top priority” or “very interested”, 59% of people who worked in other counties rated it a “top priority” or “very interested”, while only 48% of people in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito were interested. For “public access issues and visitor management”, 53 % of people who worked in the Bay Area rated this topic a “top priority” or “very interested”, 55% of people in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito rated it a “top priority” or “very interested”, while only 29% of people working in other counties were interested. For “planning for climate change”, 64% of people who worked in the Bay Area rated this topic a “top priority” or “very interested”, 68% of people who worked in other counties rated it a “top priority” or “very interested”, while only 48% of people working in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito counties felt it was a high priority. For “monitoring”, 77 % of people who worked in the Bay Area rated this topic a “top priority” or “very interested”, 71% of people in other counties rated it as such, while only 55% of people in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito were significantly interested. The only topic that ranked significantly lower for people working in the Bay Area than other regions was “land acquisition strategies”, in which 23% of people working in the Bay Area rated it a “top priority” or “very interested” compared to 45% of people working in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito and 41% of people working in other counties.
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Interest in Regulatory Compliance and Permitting Topics

For regulatory compliance and permitting, respondents showed the most parity of interest between the four topic categories. Respondents were most interested in “permitting across multiple agencies effectively”, for which 68% of respondents rated it “top priority” or “very interested”, followed by “US Fish and Wildlife Service compliance” (64%), “Clean Water Act/Regional Water Board Compliance” (61%), “Department of Fish and Game Compliance” (60%), and “CEQA Compliance” (60%). Only two topics received less than 60% response rate for “top priority” or “very interested” – “NEPA compliance” with 51% and “Coastal Commission/BCDC compliance” with 47%. 
Again, level of interest was cross-tabulated with location of work, and almost all topics showed the same level of interest regardless of location of work. The only topic to show any difference was “NEPA compliance”. For people working in the nine county Bay Area, only 45% of people ranked it a “top priority” or “very interested”, and the largest level of response came in the category “somewhat interested”.  Fifty-four percent of people working in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito rated NEPA compliance as “top priority or “very interested” with the largest level of response in the category “very interested”. In “Other counties”, 65% of respondents rated NEPA compliance “top priority” or “very interested” with the largest level of response in the category “top priority”.
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Interest in Regulatory Compliance Topics by Geography
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Interest in Species Topics

When asked their level of interest in species topics, web respondents rated every topic above 50% for “top priority” or “very interested”, making it the only category to rate that highly and the only category without any topics of very little interest. The highest rated topics were “prioritizing amongst invasive species for targeted control” and “plant species restoration and management”, for which 73% of respondents rated them “top priority” or “very interested”. Several other topics rated very highly for “top priority” and “very interested” as well, including “Control of specific invasive species” (72%), “Impacts of specific invasive species” (71%), “Plant species identification” (66%), “Vertebrate species restoration and management” (65%), and “Potential climate change impacts on species” (64%). Only 3 topics failed to reach the 60% plateau for responses in the “top priority” or “very interested” categories, “Invertebrate species restoration and management” with 57%, “Vertebrate species identification” with 55%, and “Invertebrate species identification” with 52%. Thus, respondents are highly interested in invasive species and plant species, but less interested in vertebrate species and invertebrate species. 
Again, most topics did not show any difference of interest based on respondent’s location of work. Only two topics showed any real difference, “Invertebrate species identification” and “Potential climate change impacts on species”. For “Invertebrate species identification”, people who worked in “other” counties were much more interested than people who worked in the Bay Area or Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito, with 65% rating it “top priority” or “very interested” compared to 49% in the Bay Area and 50% in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito. For “Potential climate change impacts on species”, people who worked in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito were far less interested than the other two areas. Sixty-seven percent of people who worked in the Bay Area rated it “top priority” or “very interested”, 76% of people in other counties rated it “top priority” or “very interested”, while only 52% of people in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito were that interested. In addition, 21% of people in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/or western San Benito rated potential climate change impacts on species as “not really interested”, the only topic that received a greater than 20% response for that category.
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Additional Land Management Topics

Finally, web respondents were asked the open-ended question, “Are there any additional land management topics that you are interested in?” Most respondents chose to skip this question, but 30 people did respond. As with the 3 most pressing issues, responses were grouped into common categories. Restoration received the most responses with 5, followed by Human Issues with 3, Project Planning with 3, and Funding with 3, making those four topics the most sought after topics for this question. The issues brought up in each category were largely the same as the issues already brought up when asked about the 3 most pressing issues. For instance, the 3 human issue responses included conflict resolution, outreach, and dealing with the public, all three of which were also addressed in the question about pressing issues. There were no new categories introduced with these additional responses. The only two new topics introduced in the miscellaneous category were permaculture and the mixing of regional genotypes. 

	Issue Category
	# of Responses
	Brief Description

	Restoration
	5
	Landscape-scale restoration, riparian restoration, watershed restoration, training courses

	Human Issues
	3
	Conflict resolution, outreach, dealing with public

	Project Planning
	3
	HCPs, conservation easements

	Funding
	3
	How to get funding, the cost of CTP courses

	Regulatory
	2
	SMARA regulations, permitting

	Endangered Species
	2
	CA Red-legged frog, CA tiger salamander, birds, fishes

	Ecosystem Services
	2
	Economic valuation

	Collaboration
	1
	Regional scale partnerships

	Habitat Management
	1
	Urban land management

	Water Issues
	1
	Wildland hydrology

	Climate Change
	1
	Which species to protect

	Grazing
	1
	Grazing to manage for native grasses

	Fire
	1
	Prescribed burns

	Wildlife Corridors
	1
	Creating Habitat mosaic through linkages

	Adaptive Management
	1
	Adaptive management including monitoring

	Miscellaneous
	2
	Permaculture, mixing regional genotypes


Knowledge Base
Web respondents were asked to rate their knowledge of a number of topical issues. They could respond with “expert”, “working knowledge”, “basic understanding”, or “little or no knowledge.” More than two-thirds of respondents considered themselves to have expert or working knowledge on only a few of the topical issues. “Project planning and management” rated the highest with 82% of respondents indicating they had expert or working knowledge of that subject, followed by “Ecosystem functions” with 77%, and “Plant species restoration and management” with 68%. Only these three issues rated higher than 60%. On the other hand, only 16% of respondents indicated that they had expert or working knowledge of “Livestock management”, 20% said that of “agricultural management”, and 24% said that of “Overseeing leases.” The rest of the topical issues were all rated near 50% for expert or working knowledge (48% for “Regulatory compliance and permitting”, 47% for “Animal species restoration and management”, 60% for “Public education”, 51% for “Urban and stream runoff”, and 47% for “Collaborative research). It is clear that livestock management, agricultural management, and overseeing leases are 3 topical issues where people have not received training in the past. However, it is also clear that trainings would be useful and beneficial on more than just those 3 topical issues as none of the topical issues rated very highly for expert knowledge.
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Sources of Information
Information Sources in the Workplace
When asked how often various sources of information were used in the workplace, high percentages of respondents said co-workers (72%) and web sites (62%) were used “very frequently.” In addition, workshops (55%) and professional conferences (52%) were used “often.” Peer-reviewed literature was also deemed useful source of information with 36% of respondents saying it was used “very frequently” and another 40% saying it was used “often.” Comparatively, 39% of respondents indicated “instructional videos”, 30% indicated “museums or natural area visitor centers”, and 30% indicated “television or radio programs” were “rarely or never used” as a source of information. Multiple people wrote in the ‘other’ section that they often use direct communication with colleagues outside of their job as a source of information.
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Potential Workshop Presenters

Web respondents were asked the question, “How interested are you in hearing from the following types of professionals about land management issues?” At least 89% of respondents responded “highly interested” or “fairly interested” for every type of professional, making any of these professional types suitable as presenters for future workshops. However, the most popular choice was “other experts with experience in your line of work” for which 69% of respondents marked “highly interested.” Second, 57% of respondents were “highly interested” in hearing from “scientists at federal or state agencies.” Third, 55% of respondents were “highly interested” in hearing from “scientists at nonprofit organizations” followed by 51% of respondents marking “highly interested” in regards to “other researchers/scientists working at universities.” Comparatively, only 3 types of professionals received any votes at all for “not at all interested.” Three percent of respondents were “not at all interested” in hearing from tenured faculty working at universities, 1% were not interested in hearing from scientists at federal or state agencies, and 1% were not interested in hearing from regulatory or public trust agency staff. 
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Resources and Incentives
Additional Resources to Complement Workshops

High percentages of respondents indicated that copies of speakers’ presentations (79%), contact information of other attendees (78%), bibliography of additional articles, papers, or emerging research on the subject (76%), and copies of peer-reviewed, published papers on the subject (71%) would be useful as an additional resource to complement training workshops. Twenty-nine percent of respondents felt that web-streamed video of the workshop would be a useful additional resource. Thus, the current CTP practice of posting speakers’ presentations, attendee contact information, peer-reviewed papers, and bibliography information on the website for each workshop is highly useful. Making DVDs of each workshop or web-streaming them is not necessary.
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Incentives for Workshop Attendance

Web survey respondents were asked about incentives for workshop attendance. The number one incentive to attending a workshop for survey respondents is that their job pays them while they attend the workshop (55% stated that this issue was “very important”) followed by their supervisor recommending or supporting the workshop (50%) and the training being low cost (49%). Eight-eight percent of respondents said that transportation being provided was “not very important” or “not at all important” on their decision to attend a workshop. In addition, 70% of respondents indicated that providing lunch was not an important incentive to attend a workshop while another 59% indicated that professional certification or continuing education credits were not an important incentive. Multiple wrote in the ‘other’ section that having a field component in the workshop was an important incentive to attend. As evident from this survey, organizational support and cost of the workshop are the key issues one considers when deciding whether to attend a workshop or not.
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Complementary Resources Outside of Workshops

Finally, when asked about which complementary resources should be made available through CTP events, respondents indicated that their first preference was for videos and presentations archived online (87%). Respondents were also interested in self-paced online modules or courses (58%) and live/streaming content such as the ability to participate through Webex or GoToMeeting (54%). On the other hand, respondents were not interested in social networks or other virtual community tools for professionals (17%) or other distance learning/participation tools (0%).
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Appendix 1: The Invitation Letter

Hello,

My name is Grant Lyon and I work with the Coastal Training Program at the Elkhorn Slough National Estuarine Research Reserve. We organize decision maker training workshops with the goal of providing the best available science, tools, and techniques to those individuals and organization whose actions impact coastal watersheds. You can see more info about our workshops at www.elkhornsloughctp.org.

We are partnering with the San Francisco Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve to conduct a needs assessment for land managers in the Bay Area and Central Coast Region. As priorities are ever shifting and changing, we'd like to make sure our training events are relevant and useful for land managers. As such, we would like to send out a short survey about what topics land managers need more training in. I'd like to send this to biologists, environmental scientists, park managers, and others that are actually on the 
ground doing the managing of land. We are contacting county parks departments, state and federal organizations, land trusts, etc.

I was wondering either:

1) Would you be able to provide a list of contact info for employees of the Conservation and Planning Department (including biologists, environmental scientists, and any other job title that might be relevant) that are actively involved in managing land?

-OR-

2) Be willing to forward a survey on to such relevant employees?

Thank you so much for your help. I hope this survey will help us design future workshops that are useful. I look forward to hearing back from you.
Sincerely,

Grant Lyon

Appendix 2: Overall Survey Results

1. What Type of Organization Do You Work For?

	Response
	Percent
	Count

	Land Trust
	12.3%
	16

	Federal Agency
	14.6%
	19

	State Agency
	13.8%
	18

	Regional, county or city park
	11.5%
	15

	Open Space District
	3.8%
	5

	Tribal Government
	0.0%
	0

	Utility or water management agency
	13.1%
	17

	Farm or Ranch
	6.2%
	8

	Other
	24.6%
	32


Other Responses:

· Private Land Holder and Corporation

· Non-profit

· Non-profit environmental education restoration

· Non-profit conservation organization

· Private non-profit reserve

· UC Natural Reserve Sysytem

· Restoration and conservation of CA habitat

· University

· Sonoma State University

· Forestry

· Private Industry

· Biological field station

· Private company (industry)

· Private Consultant

· Land Conservancy

· Water District

· Local Watershed Group

· 501c3 Contracted to manage Port Land

· California State University system

· Conservation

· NERR

· University of California

· UC Natural Reserve

· NGO

2. How many acres do you directly manage (or oversee the management of)?

	Response
	Percent
	Count

	1-5 acres
	0.0%
	0

	5 - 50 acres
	6.2%
	8

	50 - 1,000 acres
	22.3%
	29

	1,000 - 5,000 acres
	23.1%
	30

	5,000 - 10,000 acres
	7.7%
	10

	10,000 - 30,000 acres
	17.7%
	23

	more than 30,000 acres
	7.7%
	10

	N/A - I don't manage any land
	15.4%
	20


3. Which of the following best describes your role?

	Response
	Percent
	Count

	Division / unit manager
	13.1%
	17

	Program / project manager
	26.9%
	35

	Maintenance staff
	3.8%
	5

	Steward
	18.5%
	24

	Scientist / ecologist
	26.2%
	34

	Other
	11.5%
	15


Other Responses:

· Restorationist

· Executive Director/Scientist

· Resident Director/ Faculty

· Wildlife biologist/refuge manager

· Owner

· Combo of Maintenance, ecologist, ranger, firefighter

· Professional Forester / Land Manager

· Director

· Land Manager

· Streamkeeper

· Planner and policy

· I manage conservation easements; 6,000 acres

· Steward/Educator/Ecologist

· Program coordinator

· Office Chief

4. Where do you work?

	Response
	Percent
	Count

	In the 9 county San Francisco Bay Area
	58.5%
	76

	Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/western San Benito county
	28.5%
	37

	Other
	13.1%
	17


Other Responses:

· San Mateo & Santa Cruz Counties

· Santa Cruz, Alameda, Marin and Lassen Counties

· Throughout CA

· Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, Santa Clara, San Mateo

· San Diego Bay area

· Off the Central California Coast (San Mateo to Sonoma Co)

· South San Fran to Salinas

· Yolo County, near Lake Berryessa

· Merced & Siskiyou Counties

· SF County to Tuolumne County

· Whole state

· Santa Cruz, San Mateo, Santa Clara Counties

· Santa Clara County

· Southern California

· Majority of work in Sierran rivers

· Santa Cruz, Santa Clara, and San Mateo counties

· Yolo, Solano, Napa, Colusa, Imperial Counties

5. How familiar are you with each of these topical areas?

	Response
	Expert
	Working Knowledge
	Basic Understanding
	Little or no knowledge

	Ecosystem functions (ecology, hydrology, etc)
	21.6% (25)
	55.2% 

(64)
	22.4% 

(26)
	0.9% 

(1)

	Regulatory compliance and permitting
	14.7% (17)
	33.6% 

(39)
	39.7% 

(46)
	12.1% 

(14)

	Plant species restoration and management
	14.7% (17)
	53.4% 

(62)
	25.0% 

(29)
	6.9% 

(8)

	Animal species restoration and management
	8.6% (10)
	37.9% 

(44)
	38.8% 

(45)
	14.7% 

(17)

	Project planning and management
	26.7% (31)
	55.2% 

(64)
	14.7% 

(17)
	3.4% 

(4)

	Public education
	6.9% (8)
	53.4% 

(62)
	31.9% 

(37)
	7.8% 

(9)

	Urban and stream runoff
	10.3% (12)
	40.5% 

(47)
	34.5% 

(40)
	14.7% 

(17)

	Collaborative research
	9.5% (11)
	37.1% 

(43)
	32.8% 

(38)
	20.7% 

(24)

	Overseeing leases
	5.2% (6)
	19.0% 

(22)
	33.6% 

(39)
	42.2% 

(49)

	Agricultural management
	0.9% (1)
	19.0% 

(22)
	41.4% 

(48)
	38.8% 

(45)

	Livestock management
	2.6% (3)
	12.9% 

(15)
	40.5% 

(47)
	44.0% 

(51)


6. ECOLOGY: Please rate your level of interest in learning more about the following topics.

	Response
	Top Priority

/Required 

for job
	Very 

interested
	Somewhat interested
	Not really interested
	N/A
	Rating Average

	Basic ecology (food webs, evolution, taxonomy, nutrient cycles)
	10.3% 

(12)
	32.8% (38)
	37.1% 

(43)
	18.1% 

(21)
	1.7% (2)
	2.36

	Advanced conservation biology (reserve design, disturbance ecology, demographics, restoration ecology)
	37.1% 

(43)
	38.8% (45)
	15.5% 

(18)
	8.6% 

(10)
	0.0% (0)
	3.04

	Basic hydrology (ground and surface water, sediment transport)
	15.5% 

(18)
	43.1% (50)
	31.9% 

(37)
	9.5% 

(11)
	0.0% (0)
	2.65

	Advanced hydrology (fluvial geomorphology, watershed restoration)
	20.0% 

(23)
	39.1% (45)
	33.0% 

(38)
	7.8% 

(9)
	0.0% (0)
	2.71

	Endangered species identification
	22.6% 

(26)
	32.2% (37)
	29.6% 

(34)
	13.9% 

(16)
	1.7% (2)
	2.65

	Endangered species protection / restoration
	37.1% 

(43)
	33.6% (39)
	25.0% 

(29)
	4.3% 

(5)
	0.0% (0)
	3.03

	Ecosystem-based management / adaptive management
	48.7% 

(56)
	33.9% (39)
	13.0% (15)
	4.3% 

(5)
	0.0% (0)
	3.27

	Potential climate change impacts on natural systems
	31.9% 

(37)
	37.9% (44)
	20.7% 

(24)
	9.5% 

(11)
	0.0% (0)
	2.92


7. PROJECT PLANNING: Please rate your level of interest in learning more about the following topics.

	Response
	Top Priority

/Required 

for job
	Very 

interested
	Somewhat interested
	Not really interested
	N/A
	Rating Average

	Land acquisition strategies
	9.6% 

(11)
	22.6% (26)
	36.5% (42)
	27.0% (31)
	4.3% (5)
	2.15

	Developing restoration objectives and monitoring baselines
	29.3% 

(34)
	43.1% (50)
	22.4% (26)
	5.2% 

(6)
	0.0% (0)
	2.97

	Mitigation banks
	9.5% 

(11)
	21.6% (25)
	40.5% (47)
	25.9% (30)
	2.6% (3)
	2.15

	Effective public outreach and education about your project
	23.2% 

(26)
	33.0% (37)
	25.9% (29)
	16.1% (18)
	1.8% (2)
	2.65

	Conflict management and negotiating stakeholder interests
	20.9% 

(24)
	37.4% (43)
	24.3% (28)
	15.7% (18)
	1.7% (2)
	2.65

	Economic valuation of restoration projects
	17.4% 

(20)
	29.6% (34)
	34.8% (40)
	15.7% (18)
	2.6% (3)
	2.50

	Public access issues and visitor management
	18.1% 

(21)
	31.9% (37)
	25.9% (30)
	21.6% (25)
	2.6% (3)
	2.48

	Wildlife corridor design and management
	21.7% 

(25)
	43.5% (50)
	26.1% (30)
	7.8% 

(9)
	0.9% (1)
	2.80

	Buffer design and evaluation
	17.4% 

(20)
	45.2% (52)
	26.1% (30)
	11.3% (13)
	0.0% (0)
	2.69

	Basic mapping / GIS
	14.0% 

(16)
	26.3% (30)
	37.7% (43)
	18.4% (21)
	3.5% (4)
	2.37

	Advanced mapping / GIS and spatial analysis
	21.7% 

(25)
	31.3% (36)
	27.8% (32)
	16.5% (19)
	2.6% (3)
	2.60

	Planning for climate change (adaptation or mitigation)
	26.1% 

(30)
	33.9% (39)
	26.1% (30)
	13.0% (15)
	0.9% (1)
	2.74

	Monitoring (long-term, rapid assessment methods, etc)
	36.8% 

(42)
	32.5% (37)
	22.8% (26)
	7.0% 

(8)
	0.9% (1)
	3.00


8. REGULATORY COMPLIANCE AND PERMITTING: Please rate your level of interest in learning more about the following topics:

	Response
	Top Priority

/Required 

for job
	Very 

interested
	Somewhat interested
	Not really interested
	N/A
	Rating Average

	Department of Fish and Game compliance
	38.8% 

(45)
	21.6% (25)
	28.4% (33)
	8.6% (10)
	2.6% (3)
	2.93

	US Fish and Wildlife Service compliance
	40.5% 

(47)
	23.3% (27)
	26.7% (31)
	7.8% 

(9)
	1.7% (2)
	2.98

	Coastal Commission / BCDC compliance
	24.3% 

(28)
	22.6% (26)
	30.4% (35)
	19.1% (22)
	3.5% (4)
	2.54

	CEQA compliance
	32.8% 

(38)
	27.6% (32)
	25.9% (30)
	10.3% (12)
	3.4% (4)
	2.86

	NEPA compliance
	24.1% 

(28)
	26.7% (31)
	32.8% (38)
	13.8% (16)
	2.6% (3)
	2.63

	Clean Water Act / Regional Water Board compliance
	34.2% 

(39)
	26.3% (30)
	24.6% (28)
	12.3% (14)
	2.6% (3)
	2.85

	Permitting across multiple agencies effectively
	38.8% 

(45)
	29.3% (34)
	20.7% (24)
	8.6% (10)
	2.6% (3)
	3.01


9. SPECIES: Please rate your level of interest in learning more about the following topics:

	Response
	Top Priority

/Required 

for job
	Very 

interested
	Somewhat interested
	Not really interested
	N/A
	Rating Average

	Plant species 

identification
	31.0% 

(36)
	35.3% (41)
	20.7% (24)
	12.1% (14)
	0.9% (1)
	2.86

	Vertebrate species identification
	20.2% 

(23)
	35.1% (40)
	32.5% (37)
	10.5% (12)
	1.8% (2)
	2.66

	Invertebrate species identification
	17.5% 

(20)
	34.2% (39)
	35.1% (40)
	11.4% (13)
	1.8% (2)
	2.59

	Plant species restoration and management
	39.7% 

(46)
	33.6% (39)
	19.8% (23)
	6.9% 

(8)
	0.0% (0)
	3.06

	Vertebrate species restoration and management
	23.3% 

(27)
	41.4% (48)
	26.7% (31)
	7.8% 

(9)
	0.9% (1)
	2.81

	Invertebrate species restoration and management
	20.0% 

(23)
	36.5% (42)
	32.2% (37)
	10.4% (12)
	0.9% (1)
	2.67

	Prioritizing amongst invasive species for targeted control
	42.2% 

(49)
	31.0% (36)
	19.8% (23)
	6.9% 

(8)
	0.0% (0)
	3.09

	Potential climate change impacts on species
	22.4% 

(26)
	41.4% (48)
	23.3% (27)
	12.9% (15)
	0.0% (0)
	2.73

	Impacts of specific invasive species
	36.5% 

(42)
	34.8% (40)
	21.7% (25)
	7.0% 

(8)
	0.0% (0)
	3.01

	Control of specific invasive species
	37.9% 

(44)
	34.5% (40)
	21.6% (25)
	6.0% 

(7)
	0.0% (0)
	3.04


10. Which areas would you be willing to travel to in order to attend workshops or trainings?

	Response
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Bad

	Santa Rosa
	19.2% (20)
	53.8% (56)
	26.9% (28)

	Downtown San Francisco
	31.1% (32)
	45.6% (47)
	23.3% (24)

	Davis
	8.0% (8)
	57.0% (57)
	35.0% (35)

	Oakland
	25.0% (26)
	56.7% (59)
	18.3% (19)

	San Jose
	20.0% (21)
	60.0% (63)
	20.0% (21)

	Santa Cruz
	36.5% (38)
	41.3% (43)
	22.1% (23)

	Watsonville
	32.4% (34)
	35.2% (37)
	32.4% (34)

	Moss Landing
	33.6% (36)
	42.1% (45)
	24.3% (26)

	Gilroy
	17.3% (17)
	43.9% (43)
	38.8% (38)


Other Responses:

· San Rafael

· Salinas/Monterey

· Marin County

· Depends on length of course

· All of the above

· Fairfield

· Marin

· San Luis Obispo

· Sacramento

· Monterey

· Monterey, Marina, Salinas

· North Bay

· Monterey area

· Carmel Valley

· Paso Robles, Atascadero, San Luis Obispo

· Berkeley

11. Which months of the year work best for you to attend events?

	Response
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Bad
	Rating Average

	January
	42.2% (49)
	45.7% (53)
	12.1% (14)
	1.70

	February
	40.5% (47)
	50.0% (58)
	9.5% (11)
	1.69

	March
	24.1% (28)
	55.2% (64)
	20.7% (24)
	1.97

	April
	20.7% (24)
	54.3% (63)
	25.0% (29)
	2.04

	May
	14.7% (17)
	50.0% (58)
	35.3% (41)
	2.21

	June
	17.2% (20)
	59.5% (69)
	23.3% (27)
	2.06

	July
	23.3% (27)
	57.8% (67)
	19.0% (22)
	1.96

	August
	23.3% (27)
	56.0% (65)
	20.7% (24)
	1.97

	September
	26.7% (31)
	47.4% (55)
	25.9% (30)
	1.99

	October
	25.0% (29)
	54.3% (63)
	20.7% (24)
	1.96

	November
	29.3% (34)
	53.4% (62)
	17.2% (20)
	1.88

	December
	24.1% (28)
	48.3% (56)
	27.6% (32)
	2.03


12. Which days of the week work best for you to attend events?

	Response
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Bad
	Rating Average

	Monday
	31.0% (36)
	54.3% (63)
	14.7% (17)
	1.84

	Tuesday
	38.8% (45)
	53.4% (62)
	7.8% (9)
	1.69

	Wednesday
	42.2% (49)
	50.0% (58)
	7.8% (9)
	1.66

	Thursday
	41.4% (48)
	50.9% (59)
	7.8% (9)
	1.66

	Friday
	33.6% (39)
	50.9% (59)
	15.5% (18)
	1.82

	Saturday
	6.0% (7)
	27.6% (32)
	66.4% (77)
	2.60

	Sunday
	5.2% (6)
	19.0% (22)
	75.9% (88)
	2.71


13. Which times of day would be best for you to attend events?

	Response
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Bad

	Morning (9 - noon)
	40.9% (47)
	57.4% (66)
	1.7% (2)

	Midday (10 - 2)
	41.2% (47)
	57.0% (65)
	1.8% (2)

	Afternoon (1 - 5)
	27.8% (32)
	64.3% (74)
	7.8% (9)

	Evening (6 - 8)
	3.6% (4)
	26.8% (30)
	69.6% (78)


Other Responses:

· I think courses this short are not worthwhile

· Depends on where the events are


14. Which workshop formats do you prefer?

	Response
	Preferred
	Acceptable
	Bad
	Rating Average

	2 hour indoor meeting
	9.6% (11)
	67.8% (78)
	22.6% (26)
	2.13

	1/2 day indoor meeting
	14.8% (17)
	77.4% (89)
	7.8% (9)
	1.93

	1/2 day field-based meeting
	40.0% (46)
	60.0% (69)
	0.0% (0)
	1.60

	1/2 day with indoor and field components
	50.4% (58)
	47.0% (54)
	2.6% (3)
	1.52

	Full day indoor meeting
	9.6% (11)
	57.4% (66)
	33.0% (38)
	2.23

	Full day field-based meeting
	33.9% (39)
	55.7% (64)
	10.4% (12)
	1.77

	Full day with indoor and field components
	64.3% (74)
	31.3% (36)
	4.3% (5)
	1.40


15. How much would you be willing to pay for a one-day workshop?

	Response
	Percent
	Count

	$20 - $30
	7.7%
	7

	$30 - $70
	23.1%
	21

	$70 - $120
	40.7%
	37

	$120 - $180
	22.0%
	20

	$180 - $250
	3.3%
	3

	$250 - $400
	3.3%
	3


16. To complement training workshops, which additional resources would you find useful?

	Response
	Percent
	Count

	Contact information of other attendees
	77.5%
	86

	Copies of speakers' presentations
	79.3%
	88

	DVD of the workshop
	45.9%
	51

	Web-streamed video of the workshop
	28.8%
	32

	Written abstracts of presentations
	49.5%
	55

	Copies of peer-reviewed, published papers on the subject
	71.2%
	79

	Bibliography of additional articles, papers, or emerging research on the subject
	75.7%
	84

	Other
	5.4%
	6


Other Responses:

· Printed materials: I use copy of presentation & biblio to take specific notes. Otherwise the DVD of information is awesome.
· Maybe a listserv that participants could pose questions to while trying to put what they've learned to work.

· Binder material for reference at office

· Making papers & presentations available electronically, rather than hard copies

· Relevant permits, biological opinions or incidental harassment authorizations that illustrate potential issues.

· Link to articles or published papers without having to pay for it

17. When deciding whether or not to attend a workshop, how important are the following incentives?

	Response
	Very important
	Somewhat important
	Not very important
	Not at all important
	Rating Average

	Lunch is provided
	4.4% 

(5)
	25.4% (29)
	47.4% (54)
	22.8% (26)
	2.89

	Training is low-cost
	49.1% (56)
	40.4% (46)
	9.6% (11)
	0.9% 

(1)
	1.62

	Transportation is provided
	0.9% 

(1)
	11.5% (13)
	54.9% (62)
	32.7% (37)
	3.19

	Your job pays you while attending training
	54.8% (63)
	30.4% (35)
	9.6% (11)
	5.2% 

(6)
	1.65

	Supervisor recommends / supports attendance
	50.0% (56)
	25.0% (28)
	17.0% (19)
	8.0% 

(9)
	1.83

	Professional certification or continuing education credits are offered
	9.7% (11)
	31.0% (35)
	39.8% (45)
	19.5% (22)
	2.69


Other Responses:

· Field coupled w/lecture - most interesting format

· Expert in the field of training is providing the training

· Topic relevance, quality of instructors

· Having a field component is very important

18. Which of the following resources would you like to see made available through Coastal Training Program events?

	Response
	Percent
	Count

	Live / streaming content (i.e., ability to participate through Webex, GoToMeeting, or other online option)
	53.7%
	51

	Videos and presentations archived online (for you to view at your convenience)
	87.4%
	83

	Self-paced online modules or courses
	57.9%
	55

	Social networks or other 'virtual community' tools for professionals (such as Nings, Wikis, Facebook groups, etc)
	16.8%
	16

	Other distance learning / participation tools
	0.0%
	0


19. In your work, how often do you use information from the following sources?

	Response
	Use very frequently
	Use often
	Use infrequently
	Rarely/never use

	Co-workers
	72.2% 

(83)
	24.3% 

(28)
	2.6% 

(3)
	0.9% 

(1)

	Professional conferences
	23.5% 

(27)
	52.2% 

(60)
	21.7% 

(25)
	2.6% 

(3)

	Web sites
	61.7% 

(71)
	32.2% 

(37)
	5.2% 

(6)
	0.9% 

(1)

	Instructional videos
	1.8% 

(2)
	7.1% 

(8)
	51.8% 

(58)
	39.3% 

(44)

	Workshops
	21.1% 

(24)
	55.3% 

(63)
	22.8% 

(26)
	0.9% 

(1)

	Museums or natural area visitor centers
	2.7% 

(3)
	10.7% 

(12)
	56.3% 

(63)
	30.4% 

(34)

	Television or radio programs
	0.0% 

(0)
	15.8% 

(18)
	54.4% 

(62)
	29.8% 

(34)

	Peer-reviewed literature
	36.0% 

(41)
	40.4% 

(46)
	20.2% 

(23)
	3.5% 

(4)

	Environmental impact reports, assessments
	20.2% 

(23)
	18.4% 

(21)
	44.7% 

(51)
	16.7% 

(19)


Other Responses:

· Direct communication with peers at other orgs

· DVD PowerPoint Presentations

· Working Groups/Advisory Committees

· Webinars

· Gray Literature, professional association publications, vendors/manuafacturer material--all very frequently.

· Colleagues in other agencies, consulting firms, and academia

· Local Universities, white papers

· Field Research

· Information shared via email listserves

· Professional colleagues outside of my job

20. How interested are you in hearing from the following types of professionals about land management issues?

	Response
	Highly interested
	Fairly interested
	Not very interested
	Not at all interested

	Tenured faculty working at universities
	42.1% 

(48)
	47.4% 

(54)
	7.9% 

(9)
	2.6% 

(3)

	Other researchers / scientists working at universities
	51.3% 

(58)
	42.5% 

(48)
	6.2% 

(7)
	0.0% 

(0)

	Scientists at federal or state agencies
	56.5% 

(65)
	40.9% 

(47)
	1.7% 

(2)
	0.9% 

(1)

	Scientists at nonprofit organizations
	54.5% 

(61)
	40.2% 

(45)
	5.4% 

(6)
	0.0% 

(0)

	Scientists working at environmental firms
	41.2% 

(47)
	48.2% 

(55)
	10.5% (12)
	0.0% 

(0)

	Other experts with experience in your line of work
	68.7% 

(79)
	29.6% 

(34)
	1.7% 

(2)
	0.0% 

(0)

	Regulatory or public trust agency staff
	42.1% 

(48)
	47.4% 

(54)
	9.6% 

(11)
	0.9% 

(1)


Appendix 3: Cross-Tabulation Results

1. Employer Type By Ability to Afford

	Employer Type
	Land Trust
	Federal Agency
	State Agency
	Regional, County, City Park
	Open Space District
	Tribal

Govt
	Utility Agency
	Farm or Ranch
	Other

	$20-30
	33.3%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	33.3%
	5.3%

	$30-70
	0%
	50%
	40%
	18.2%
	40%
	0%
	13.3%
	16.7%
	21.1%

	$70-120
	41.7%
	33.3%
	40%
	63.6%
	60%
	0%
	20%
	16.7%
	52.6%

	$120-180
	25%
	8.3%
	10%
	18.2%
	0%
	0%
	40%
	33.3%
	15.8%

	$180-250
	0%
	8.3%
	10%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	13.3%
	0%
	0%

	$250-400
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	13.3%
	0%
	5.3%


By far, Utility Agency personnel noted that they are able to afford more expensive workshops. Utility Agency was the only organizational type in which over 50% of respondents said they could afford one of the 3 most expensive workshop fees. Regional, County, City Park organizations and Other organizations could generally afford a bit more expensive workshops as well. Farm or Ranch, Land Trust, and Open Space District organizations had the smallest ability to afford workshops of any of the employer types.

2. Employer Type By “Highly Interested” in Hearing from X Type of Expert

	Employer Type
	Land Trust
	Federal Agency
	State Agency
	Regional, County, City Park
	Open Space District
	Tribal

Govt
	Utility Agency
	Farm or Ranch
	Other

	Tenured faculty at universities
	40%
	35.3%
	60%
	27.3%
	60%
	0%
	33.5%
	28.6%
	48.3%

	Other 

scientists at universities
	46.7%
	35.3%
	66.7%
	40%
	80%
	0%
	60%
	28.6%
	55.2%



	Scientists at federal or state agencies
	60%
	52.9%
	80%
	36.4%
	100%
	0%
	56.3%
	28.6%
	51.7%

	Scientists at nonprofit organizations
	60%
	50%
	73.3%
	30%
	100%
	0%
	37.5%
	42.9%
	57.1%

	Scientists at environmental firms
	33.3%
	47.1%
	53.3%
	30%
	100%
	0%
	18.8%
	42.9%
	41.4%

	Other experts w/ experience in your line of work
	60%
	64.7%
	93.3%
	45.5%
	100%
	0%
	56.3%
	57.1%
	75.9%

	Regulatory or public agency staff
	40%
	35.3%
	73.3%
	50%
	80%
	0%
	37.5%
	14.3%
	31.0%


When grouping the responses “highly interested” and “fairly interested” together, all employer types rate each expert fairly similarly – they all receive marks above 85%. However, when displaying only “highly interested” as the table above does, there are differences between employer types. Open Space District employees are highly interested in most experts while farm or ranch employees are generally not highly interested in any expert. The expert type generating the most interest across the board was “other experts with experience in your line of work.”

3. Location of Work By “Preferred” Location of Workshops

	Location of Work
	9 County San Francisco Bay Area
	Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Luis Obispo, San Benito Counties
	Other

	Santa Rosa
	31.1%
	0%
	6.7%

	Downtown San Francisco
	41.9%
	3.6%
	38.5%

	Davis
	8.6%
	0%
	21.4%

	Oakland
	34.4%
	6.9%
	21.4%

	San Jose
	21.3%
	17.2%
	20%

	Santa Cruz
	15.8%
	75%
	33.3%

	Watsonville
	6.9%
	78.1%
	33.3%

	Moss Landing
	6.9%
	78.8%
	37.5%

	Gilroy
	9.3%
	36.7%%
	7.1%


It is clear that people prefer to go to workshops close to their location of work. For instance, people in Santa Cruz/Monterey/San Luis Obispo/San Benito prefer to go to workshops in Santa Cruz, Watsonville, or Moss Landing and do not like the idea of traveling to Santa Rosa, San Francisco, Davis, or Oakland for workshops. On the other hand, people working in the Bay Area prefer to do their workshops in San Francisco or Oakland.

4. Interest in Ecology Topics By Willingness to Pay

	Willingness to Pay
	$20-30
	$30-70
	$70-120
	$120-180
	$180-250
	$250-400

	Basic 

Ecology
	14.3%
	52.4%
	29.7%
	55%
	66.7%
	66.6%

	Advanced Conservation Biology
	71.5%
	80.9%
	54%
	90%
	100%
	100%

	Basic 

Hydrology
	57.2%
	38.1%
	43.2%
	80%
	100%
	66.7%

	Advanced Hydrology
	42.9%
	57.1%
	44.5%
	75%
	100%
	66.7%

	Endangered Species Identification
	57.2%
	52.4%
	40.5%
	65%
	33.3%
	100%

	Endangered species protection, restoration
	57.2%
	76.2%
	56.7%
	80%
	66.6%
	100%

	Ecosystem based management/ adaptive management
	42.9%
	95.3%
	75.6%
	89.5%
	100%
	100%

	Potential climate change impacts
	71.5%
	66.7%
	70.3%
	65%
	66.6%
	100%


The percentages reflect respondents choosing either “top priority” or “very interested”. Those who cannot afford expensive workshops were most interested in advanced conservation biology, potential climate change impacts, and endangered species protection/restoration. Those that could afford expensive workshops were most interested in advanced conservation biology, ecosystem based management, and basic and advanced hydrology.

5. Interest in Project Planning Topics By Willingness to Pay

	Willingness to Pay
	$20-30
	$30-70
	$70-120
	$120-180
	$180-250
	$250-400

	Land acquisition strategies
	28.6%
	23.8%
	30.6%
	35%
	0%
	100%

	Developing restoration objectives and monitoring baselines
	57.1%
	71.5%
	64.8%
	70%
	100%
	100%

	Mitigation banks
	28.6%
	33.3%
	32.4%
	30%
	66.7%
	100%

	Effective public outreach and education about your project
	57.2%
	65%
	51.4%
	50%
	66.7%
	100%

	Conflict management and negotiating stakeholder interests
	42.9%
	80%
	54%
	45%
	100%
	66.7%

	Economic valuation of restoration projects
	71.5%
	47.6%
	54%
	42.1%
	33.3%
	66.7%

	Public access issues and visitor management
	85.7%
	61.9%
	37.8%
	45%
	33.3%
	66.7%

	Wildlife corridor design and management
	42.9%
	75%
	54%
	70%
	33.3%
	100%

	Buffer design and evaluation
	42.9%
	55%
	62.1%
	65%
	33.3%
	66.7%

	Basic mapping / GIS
	14.3%
	35%
	36.1%
	45%
	33.3%
	66.7%

	Advanced mapping / GIS and spatial analysis
	28.6%
	65%
	45.9%
	40%
	66.7%
	100%

	Planning for climate change (adaptation or mitigation)
	71.4%
	50%
	54%
	55%
	66.7%
	100%

	Monitoring (long-term, rapid assessment methods, etc)
	42.9%
	55%
	66.7%
	75%
	100%
	100%


The percentages reflect respondents choosing either “top priority” or “very interested”. Those that can’t afford expensive workshops are most interested in public access issues and developing restoration objectives and monitoring baselines, and they are least interested in Basic mapping/GIS, land acquisition strategies, and mitigation banks. Those that can afford expensive workshops are most interested in developing restoration objectives and monitoring baselines and monitoring, and they are least interested in economic valuation of restoration projects, public access issues and visitor management, and Basic mapping/GIS.

6. Interest in Regulatory Compliance and Permitting Topics By Willingness to Pay

	Willingness to Pay
	$20-30
	$30-70
	$70-120
	$120-180
	$180-250
	$250-400

	Department of Fish and Game compliance
	28.6%
	57.2%
	59.4%
	65%
	100%
	100%

	US Fish and Wildlife Service compliance
	28.6%
	66.6%
	62.1%
	65%
	100%
	100%

	Coastal Commission / BCDC compliance
	28.6%
	38.1%
	51.3%
	42.1%
	33.3%
	66.7%

	CEQA compliance
	28.6%
	61.9%
	59.4%
	65%
	100%
	100%

	NEPA compliance
	14.3%
	57.1%
	51.3%
	50%
	66.7%
	100%

	Clean Water Act / Regional Water Board compliance
	42.9%
	57.1%
	55.5%
	75%
	66.7%
	66.7%

	Permitting across multiple agencies effectively
	71.5%
	57.2%
	70.2%
	75%
	100%
	66.7%


The percentages reflect respondents choosing either “top priority” or “very interested”.

Those that cannot afford expensive workshops are most interested in permitting across multiple agencies effectively and least interested in Coastal Commission/BCDC compliance and NEPA compliance. Those that are willing to pay more for workshops are most interested in CEQA compliance, US Fish and Wildlife Service compliance, and Department of Fish and Game compliance, and they are least interested in Coastal Commission/BCDC compliance.

7. Interest in Species Topics By Willingness to Pay

	Willingness to Pay
	$20-30
	$30-70
	$70-120
	$120-180
	$180-250
	$250-400

	Plant species 

identification
	57.1%
	57.1%
	59.4%
	70%
	33.3%
	100%

	Vertebrate species identification
	42.9%
	61.9%
	45.9%
	52.6%
	66.7%
	100%

	Invertebrate species identification
	57.1%
	55%
	56.7%
	45%
	0%
	100%

	Plant species restoration and management
	71.5%
	71.4%
	64.8%
	85%
	33.3%
	100%

	Vertebrate species restoration and management
	71.4%
	61.9%
	48.6%
	65%
	100%
	100%

	Invertebrate species restoration and management
	71.4%
	61.9%
	43.2%
	60%
	33.3%
	100%

	Prioritizing amongst invasive species for targeted control
	71.4%
	71.4%
	64.8%
	85%
	66.7%
	100%

	Potential climate change impacts on species
	71.4%
	66.6%
	62.1%
	60%
	33.3%
	100%

	Impacts of specific invasive species
	71.4%
	66.7%
	70.2%
	80%
	100%
	100%

	Control of specific invasive species
	71.4%
	66.7%
	70.2%
	80%
	66.7%
	100%


The percentages reflect respondents choosing either “top priority” or “very interested”.

Those that can’t afford expensive workshops are most interested in prioritizing amongst invasive species for targeted control and plant species restoration and management, and they are least interested in vertebrate species identification and invertebrate species identification. Those that can afford more expensive workshops are most interested in impacts of specific invasive species, prioritizing amongst invasive species for targeted control, and control of specific invasive species while they are least interested in invertebrate species identification.
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