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Abstract
[bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]The National Ocean Service (NOS) proposes a revision and extension to an approved information collection to collect data on the opinions, values, attitudes, and behaviors of visitors and residents local to National Estuarine Research Reserves (NERRs). The revisions to the collection were informed by the pre-tests and also include updates to ensure compliance with current Administration directives.  No substantive changes have been made.  There are two surveys within this request: the "York River Outdoor Recreation Survey" and the "Public Perceptions of Prescribed Fires." The first survey targets communities (45 counties and independent cities) within a one-hour drive of the York River in Virginia, which is where the Chesapeake Bay- Virginia NERR (CBNERR-VA) is located. The second survey targets communities in Alabama and Mississippi’s three coastal counties, which is where the Grand Bay NERR (GNDNERR) and Weeks Bay NERR (WBNERR) are located.
Up-to-date socio-economic data is needed to support the individual NERR sites’ conservation and management goals. The initial surveys will be conducted for the Chesapeake Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve in Virginia (CBNERR-VA), Weeks Bay NERR (WBNERR), and Grand Bay NERR (GNDNERR), and the survey will be repeated regularly in other NERRs based on information needs and budget. This information will be used by NOAA and others to:
· understand who visits the NERRs,
· identify impacts of management decisions,
· inform management decisions, and
· extend education and outreach efforts.
NOAA has a vested interest in this research as it supports comprehensive ocean and coastal planning and management. The data collected and resulting products are beneficial for NOAA, resource managers, and policy-makers.
Justification
1. Explain the circumstances that make the collection of information necessary. Identify any legal or administrative requirements that necessitate the collection. Attach a copy of the appropriate section of each statute and regulation mandating or authorizing the collection of information.
NOAA’s mission is to provide science, service, and stewardship for, among other activities, the management of the nation’s oceans and coasts. NOAA supports “comprehensive ocean and coastal planning and management” to facilitate the use of oceans and coasts, ensuring “continued access to coastal areas, sustained ecosystems, maintained cultural heritage, and limited cumulative impacts.” NOAA is subject to and supports mandates of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) (16 U.S.C. § 1452 (303)(2)(D)), which encourages the wise use of coastal resources, including activities associated with energy generation. The CZMA also encourages the inclusion and participation of the public in carrying out the tenets of the act (16 U.S.C. § 1452 (303)(4)). The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(A) mandates Federal agencies use social science data to assess the impacts of Federal actions on the human environment.
The National Estuarine Research Reserve System (NERRS) is a federal-state partnership program for the stewardship, education, and research of unique estuarine sites. This data collection supports the NERRS’ vision of establishing healthy estuaries and coastal watersheds where human and ecological communities thrive. The NERRS has identified five priority research areas, including a focus on social science and economic processes within each NERR site. However, limited data exists characterizing stakeholder opinions, values, attitudes, and behaviors, including their spatial aspects. 
To support these efforts, there is a need for the agency to collect socioeconomic data to:
· [bookmark: _heading=h.30j0zll]understand who visits the NERRs,
· [bookmark: _heading=h.1fob9te]identify impacts of management decisions,
· [bookmark: _heading=h.3znysh7]inform management decisions, and
· [bookmark: _heading=h.2et92p0]extend education and outreach efforts.
2. Indicate how, by whom, and for what purpose the information is to be used. Except for a new collection, indicate the actual use the agency has made of the information received from the current collection.
Survey respondents will be recruited by mail and offered the option to complete the survey via paper (mail-back) or online via a URL or QR code. Online surveys can be accessed with a computer, laptop, tablet, or mobile device. Information collections will be intermittent depending on NERR locations and management information needs. Respondents in any specific location will not be contacted for more than one survey. 
There are two surveys within this request: the "York River Outdoor Recreation Survey" and the "Public Perceptions of Prescribed Fires." The first survey targets communities (45 counties and independent cities) within a one-hour drive of the York River in Virginia, which is where the Chesapeake Bay- Virginia NERR (CBNERR-VA) is located. The second survey targets communities in Alabama and Mississippi’s three coastal counties, which is where the Grand Bay NERR (GNDNERR) and Weeks Bay NERR (WBNERR) are located.
Information collected during the pretests of these surveys was used to ensure the quality of the data and to test protocol for workflow needed in the full-scale information collection. Information collected from the full implementation of these surveys will provide insights into the opinions, values, attitudes, and behaviors of residents local to NERRs. Natural resource managers at NERRs, including Coastal Training, Education, Stewardship, and Research Coordinators, are primary users of this information, with regional and local natural resource managers, policy-makers, and NOAA benefiting from the resulting data and products.
Overall, this information will be used to inform management decisions, such as management plans or programs, outreach/education activities, or policies related to the management of the NERR sites and other managed areas within the study areas. Specifically, data from “York River Outdoor Recreation Survey” will be used to create visitor profiles, helping managers understand visitor demographics, experiences, spending patterns, and park usage. This information will guide decisions on infrastructure planning and resource allocation based on visitor dynamics and seasonal visitation patterns. Additionally, the data will aid in estimating recreation values and directing decisions to enhance park infrastructure and amenities. 
Data from “Public Perceptions of Prescribed Fires” can be used by managers to gauge public perceptions and identify gaps in understanding. Understanding public values and priorities will guide the prioritization of management strategies that align with community expectations. This insight will inform targeted education and outreach initiatives aimed at addressing community concerns, improving transparency, and enhancing public understanding and engagement regarding prescribed fire management. Ultimately, these efforts aim to improve community acceptance of prescribed fires.
Specific justification for both surveys are included below (see Enclosure 5 for the full list of survey questions):

“York River Outdoor Recreation Survey” Question Justifications

	Section/Question
	Justification/Data use
	Literature (if relevant)

	Section 1
The purpose of this section is to gather information on trip details such as group size, visit frequency, and time spent in the park. These details are important for creating a visitor profile for the York River and its surrounding areas.

	Q1. Looking at the map above, did you take any trips to the York River or any surrounding park or natural area for outdoor recreation within the last 12 months?
	This question determines whether this survey respondent has visited the study site within the past year to be sufficient for the recreation questions.
	

	Q2. Approximately, how many trips did you take to the York River or any surrounding park or natural area for outdoor recreation within the last 12 months?
	Prior visits are an important metric in understanding visitor behavior, attitudes, and preferences. This information will help managers build their visitor profile. Additionally, trip frequency data supports economic valuation efforts using the travel cost method, which considers trip expenditures and visitor demographics.
	

	Q3. When was the last time you took a trip to the York River or any surrounding park or natural area for outdoor recreation?
	Knowing when respondents last visited the area provides context for subsequent survey questions. This information helps determine the recency and seasonal aspects of their visit, which are important for interpreting their responses.
	



	Q4. Including yourself, how many people were in your personal group on this trip? 
	Visitor group size and member ages are used to estimate overall visitation to a recreation site and helps managers plan for infrastructure needs based on travel party dynamics. The definition of the “personal group” helps differentiate between the travel party and personal group.
	

	Q5. Including yourself, how many of these people were at least 18 years old?
	
	Research indicates that adults and youths prefer park amenities differently (Baran et al., 2014)

	Q6. How many of these people were at least 65 years old?
	
	

	Q7. If there were any children in your personal group, how many were under 5 years old?
	
	

	Q8. Approximately, how much time did you spend specifically within the York River or any surrounding park or natural area during this trip?
	This information is important to understand the overall trip
characteristics of park visitors and helps estimate and characterize overall visitation to the study area.
	

	Section 2
The purpose of this section is to identify the specific locations visited by respondents around the York River, activity participation, technology use, and transportation methods. This information supports managers in planning infrastructure improvements, adding new activities, and monitoring trends over time.

	Q9. Referring to the map on page 2, Did you or your personal group visit any of the following locations on this trip?
	This information will help park managers determine the most popular locations around the York River. Subsequent questions ask for details about this trip, because it's important to know where respondents visited to interpret their answers correctly.
	

	Q10. Did you participate in any of the following activities within the York River or any surrounding park or natural area during this trip?
	This information will help park managers understand the most popular activities to improve the visitor experience and to ensure
visitors are aware of all available activities. This information is also useful for park managers to prioritize their budget for amenities that are important for their visitors.
	Recreation visitors could participate in various activities, and activities they participate in could determine how much time they spend in outdoor recreation activities (Grooms et al., 2020). 


	Q11. When participating in water-based activities, such as swimming, kayaking, or boating, did you bring a mobile device, such as a smartphone, tablet, or smartwatch, with you?
	This information will be used to assess visitor use of and reliance on technology in natural settings. Park managers can use this data to determine if they need to improve technological connectivity within their park.
	According to the 2017 Virginia Outdoor Demand Survey, 81.5% of respondents used a smartphone during outdoor recreation activities (Ellis et al., 2017).

	Q12. When participating in land-based activities, did you bring a mobile device, such as a smartphone, tablet, or smartwatch, with you?
	
	

	Q13. If you brought a mobile device and kept it on, did you use it for any of the following reasons?
	
	

	Q14. Did you or your personal group use any of the following forms of transportation to reach your primary destination on this trip?
	The purpose of this question is to help estimate visitor access and transportation preferences within the park. Park managers are particularly interested in the use of public transportation options.
	

	Section 3
The purpose of this section is to identify visitor spending habits and visitor experiences around the York River. This information is important for estimating recreation values and informing management decisions aimed at enhancing visitor experiences and park infrastructure.

	Q15. Did you purchase a Virginia State Park annual pass in the last 12 months?
	This information will help managers understand the types of passes visitors use. Monitoring pass usage can help managers understand if specific passes are more commonly used than others and whether patterns change over time.

This information will be used to develop a travel cost model to understand the recreation value of the area.
	

	Q16. How much did you spend on your Virginia State Park annual pass in the last 12 months?
	
	

	Q17. Did you purchase a Virginia hunting or fishing license in the last 12 months?
	
	

	Q18. How much did you spend on your Virginia hunting or fishing license(s) in the last 12 months?
	
	

	Q19. Please estimate how much your personal group spent on the following items during this trip. If no money was spent on an item, please mark it as $0.
	This information will be used to develop a travel cost model to understand the recreation value of the area.
	

	Q20. How important to you were the following features when deciding to take this trip?
	This information can be used to inform management decisions by identifying both strengths and areas for improvement. Managers can leverage this data to plan effectively for the future.
	The features provided in the survey were modified from motivations provided in various State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans (SCORP) (e.g., Rushing et al., 2021; Strickler et al., 2018).

	Q21. Looking at this same list of features, how satisfied were you with the quality of each of the following features on this trip?
	
	

	Section 4
The purpose of this section is to estimate future visitation and identify potential barriers that may affect visitation to the York River and surrounding areas for outdoor recreation. This information will enable managers to develop targeted strategies to attract visitors and enhance site offerings effectively.

	Q22. Do you intend to visit the York River or any surrounding parks or natural areas for outdoor recreation in the future?
	This information can be used to understand visitation expectations and identify factors that may deter visitation. Managers can leverage this data to better attract and customize their sites to meet the preferences of visitors.

	The potential barriers provided in the survey were modified from those provided in various State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans (SCORP) (e.g., Rushing et al., 2021; Strickler et al., 2018).

	Q23. Regardless of how you answered the question above, which of the following are reasons why you may not visit the York River or surrounding areas for outdoor recreation in the next 12 months?
	
	

	Section 5 
The purpose of this section is to characterize the demographic profile of respondents. This data will be used for weighting to ensure representativeness within the target population and for developing subgroup analyses. Understanding the park user community is essential for effective management and planning.

	Q24 - 36
	These are demographic questions. See section 5 justification above.
	

	Q27. When visiting an area for outdoor recreation, what language do you prefer information to be in?
	This information can be used to assess whether current park infrastructure meets visitors' language needs. Managers can use this information to make decisions about translating signage and other materials, as well as training or hiring staff proficient in specific languages to enhance communication with park visitors.
	




“Public Perceptions of Prescribed Fires” Question Justifications
	Section/Question
	Justification/Data use
	Literature (if relevant)

	Section 1
The purpose of this section is to understand baseline awareness, direct experiences, and self-perceived knowledge of prescribed fires. This information will be used to understand how these factors influence public perceptions and support levels for prescribed fire practices.

	Q1. Before today, had you heard about prescribed fires within the Gulf Coast region of Alabama and Mississippi?
	The information will be used to assess baseline awareness of prescribed fires, which may influence perceptions and support levels. Managers can use this information to tailor outreach and educational efforts to enhance public understanding.
	Research suggests that awareness and experience with prescribed fires are associated with respondents' positive attitudes and support of prescribed fires (Wu et al., 2022; Jacobson et al., 2001).

	Q2. Have you had any of the following experiences with prescribed fires within the Gulf Coast region of Alabama and Mississippi within the last five years?
	This information will be used to assess how direct experiences with prescribed fires shape respondents' perceptions and support levels. Managers can use this information to gauge public perception and refine prescribed fire management strategies accordingly.
	

	Q5. In general, how knowledgeable do you feel about prescribed fires?
	This information will be used to assess how self-perceived knowledge levels with prescribed fires shape respondents' perceptions and support levels. Managers can use this information to identify gaps in understanding and inform strategies for public education and outreach. 
	Research indicates that knowledge plays a crucial role in shaping public support for prescribed burning (Blanchard and Ryan, 2003; McCaffrey, 2009). Individuals with understandings of prescribed burning are less likely to express concerns about its impact on aesthetics, air quality, and wildlife (McCaffrey, 2009). Public perceptions and acceptance of prescribed fires vary widely across regions (Fried et al., 2006), between urban and rural residents (Rosen et al., 2022), and among local residents versus visitors (Jacobson et al., 2001; Thapa et al., 2008).



	Section 2
The purpose of this section is to understand public opinions and perceptions regarding prescribed fires. This information, analyzed alongside variables like awareness, beliefs, and concerns, will help researchers understand complex relationships influencing community perceptions of prescribed fire practices. Managers can use this information to refine communication strategies and educational outreach to enhance community awareness and acceptance of prescribed fires in the region, informing site management decisions.

	Q6. Given what you currently know about prescribed fires, what best describes your opinion about prescribed fires within the Gulf Coast region of Alabama and Mississippi?
	This information will be used to understand current opinions towards prescribed fires and to examine the relationships between other variables and support level. Managers can use this information to tailor communication strategies and educational outreach efforts aimed at improving community awareness and acceptance of prescribed fires.
	

	Q7. Even if you have not made up your mind, which way are you leaning?
	
	

	Q8. Prescribed fires are one strategy to achieve management outcomes on public lands. How important are the following management outcomes to you?
	This information will be used to assess the importance respondents place on various management outcomes achievable through prescribed fires. Managers can use this information to prioritize management strategies that align with public values and priorities, thereby enhancing community support.
	Prescribed burning is a well-established forest management tool used to achieve various goals such as fuel reduction, wildlife habitat improvement, and enhancing forest aesthetics and accessibility (USDA Forest Service, 2018). However, it carries risks such as fire escape and potential impacts on air quality (Rosen et al., 2022). Public support for prescribed burning largely hinges on perceptions of its benefits and risks (Ascher et al., 2012). For example, a study in Texas highlighted that those who perceived prescribed fire as beneficial for wildlife habitat were more supportive of its use (Rideout et al., 2003). Additionally, rural residents often express concerns about fire control, whereas urban residents are more sensitive to smoke exposure (Rosen et al., 2022).

	Q9. Thinking about the same list and given what you currently know about prescribed fires, how effective do you think prescribed fires are at achieving these management outcomes?
	This information will be used to understand respondents' perceptions of the effectiveness of prescribed fires in achieving specific management outcomes. Managers can use this information to tailor communication strategies and demonstrate the efficacy of prescribed fire as a management tool, addressing public perceptions and enhancing support for its implementation.
	

	Q11. Given what you currently know about prescribed fires, how would you rate your concern about the following potential effects?
	This information will be used to assess respondents' concerns about various potential effects of prescribed fires. Managers can use this information to understand public apprehensions and develop strategies to mitigate perceived risks, thereby fostering greater community acceptance and support for prescribed fire programs.
	

	Section 3
The purpose of this section is to understand public perceptions of information provision and trust in management efforts related to prescribed fires. This information will inform strategies to enhance communication effectiveness, improve transparency, and build community trust, ultimately fostering greater understanding, acceptance, and support for prescribed fire practices in the region.

	Q3. Do you believe enough information is provided to residents about prescribed fires within the Gulf Coast region of Alabama and Mississippi?
	This information will be used to assess public perceptions regarding the adequacy of information dissemination about prescribed fires. Managers can use this information to improve communication efforts and ensure residents are well-informed, thereby fostering greater community understanding and acceptance of prescribed fires.
	Trust in the land management agency, including trust in information timeliness and accuracy, is often as important as knowledge, beliefs, and concerns in shaping public acceptance and support for prescribed fires (McCaffrey, 2009; Nelson et al., 2004; Dupéy and Smith, 2018; Vaske et al., 2007; Wu et al., 2022). For example, homeowners in Minnesota and Florida viewed prescribed fires favorably when conducted by knowledgeable professionals familiar with local ecology and fire behavior (Nelson et al., 2004). Similarly, Colorado residents in the wildland-urban interface showed more positive attitudes towards prescribed fires when they trusted the public land agency to provide accurate information (Vaske et al., 2007).

	Q4. How timely do you believe information is provided to residents about prescribed fires within the Gulf Coast region of Alabama and Mississippi?
	This information will be used to assess public perceptions regarding the timeliness of information dissemination about prescribed fires. Managers can use this feedback to enhance the timeliness of communication efforts, ensuring residents receive timely updates and information about prescribed fires, which can build trust and support among the community.
	

	Q10. Thinking about the same list again, how much do you trust that managers within the Gulf Coast region of Alabama and Mississippi are doing their best to achieve these management outcomes?
	This information will be used to assess public trust in managers' efforts to achieve prescribed fire management outcomes. Managers can use this insight to strengthen transparency, accountability, and engagement with the community, thereby building trust and enhancing support for prescribed fire initiatives.
	

	Q12. Thinking about the same list, how much do you trust that managers within the Gulf Coast region of Alabama and Mississippi are doing their best to minimize the potential effects of prescribed fires?
	This information will be used to assess public trust in managers' efforts to mitigate the potential effects of prescribed fires. Managers can use this feedback to improve communication on mitigation strategies, demonstrate proactive efforts, and build confidence in their ability to minimize adverse impacts, thereby fostering greater public acceptance and support for prescribed fire practices.
	

	Section 4
The purpose of this section is to characterize the demographic profile of respondents. This data will be used for weighting to ensure representativeness within the target population and for developing subgroup analyses. Understanding how different populations perceive prescribed fires is crucial for effective planning and decision-making.

	Q13 - 25
	These are demographic questions. See section 4 justification above.
	

	Q16. When visiting an area for outdoor recreation, what language do you prefer information to be in?
	This information can be used to assess whether current park infrastructure meets visitors' language needs. Managers can use this information to make decisions about translating signage and other materials, as well as training or hiring staff proficient in specific languages to enhance communication with park visitors.
	



3. Describe whether, and to what extent, the collection of information involves the use of automated, electronic, mechanical, or other technological collection techniques or other forms of information technology, e.g., permitting electronic submission of responses, and the basis for the decision for adopting this means of collection. Also, describe any consideration of using information technology to reduce burden.
Survey respondents will be recruited by mail and offered the options to complete the survey via paper (mail-back) or online via a URL or QR code. In the pretest, a substantial number of respondents (18%) responded by mailing back a paper survey and 82% responded online. A similar response pattern is expected for the full survey implementation. The pretest report is submitted as a supplementary document.
Advantages of an online survey for the federal government include ease of data collection, lower costs, and automation in data input and handling. Disadvantages include the absence of an interviewer and inability to reach select populations. According to the 2021 ACS[footnoteRef:2], an estimated 91.4% (±1.5%) of the households in York County, Virginia, 84.6% (±1.5%) of the households in Mobile County, Alabama, 88.2% (±1.0%) of the households in Baldwin County, Alabama, 78.0% (±0.4%) of the households in Jackson County, Mississippi, and 86.3% (±0.9%) of the households in Escambia County, Florida had a broadband internet subscription (US Census Bureau, 2021). Based on the pretest data, around 80% of responses are expected to come from online survey administration (see Part B, Section 3 for more information on maximizing response rates and dealing with nonresponse).  [2:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2017-2021 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates] 

The survey administration tool was developed to minimize burden for respondents and to minimize response bias, while maximizing response rate and data quality, based on best practices for online survey research. 
4. Describe efforts to identify duplication. Show specifically why any similar information already available cannot be used or modified for use for the purposes described in Question 2
Researchers reviewed scholarly works and consulted with local partners to identify any duplication of effort. There have been very few recreation studies based in the Chesapeake Bay region within the last 20 years. For example, Cottrell (2002) and Lipton (2004) conducted surveys of boaters in the Chesapeake Bay to understand responsible environmental behaviors and to value water quality improvements, respectively. Recently, Kane et al. (2021) used webcam and unmanned aerial vehicle imagery to analyze spatial and temporal beachgoer behaviors in Virginia Beach, examining the impacts of COVID-19. In another study, Usher (2021) conducted an online survey of surfers in Virginia and North Carolina to investigate perceptions of beach nourishment. Likewise, there are limited studies based on the public perceptions of fire around the Gulf Coast. For example, Jacobson et al. (2001) surveyed rural and suburban Florida residents; Rideout et al. (2003) surveyed recreational area visitors in eastern Texas; Fried et al. (2006) surveyed residents from California, Michigan, and Florida; Thapa et al. (2008) surveyed Florida tourists; and Jarrett et al. (2009) surveyed non-industrial private forest land owners from various states in the Southern United States.
Therefore, according to our literature review and discussions with local partners, our survey is not a duplication. However, each of the above studies have been used to inform the development of the proposed survey instrument, including ecosystem service selection and scenario development. We have also formed partnerships with ongoing and planned research efforts so that we can leverage resources and provide complementary information.
5. If the collection of information impacts small businesses or other small entities, describe any methods used to minimize burden.
This collection involves residents. It does not involve small businesses or other small entities.
6. Describe the consequence to Federal program or policy activities if the collection is not conducted or is conducted less frequently, as well as any technical or legal obstacles to reducing burden.
If this data collection is not conducted, NOAA along with state and local government agencies will not have the information required to fulfill evaluation requirements outlined in NEPA and CZMA. Further, the absence of updated socio-economic information would limit the NERR's capacity to assess the social impacts of management proposals and evaluate the effectiveness of existing management actions.
7. Explain any special circumstances that would cause an information collection to be conducted in a manner inconsistent with OMB guidelines.
Data collection will be consistent with OMB guidelines.
· This collection will not require respondents to report information to the agency more often than quarterly.
· It will not require respondents to prepare a written response to a collection of information in fewer than 30 days after receipt of it.
· It will not require respondents to submit more than an original and two copies of any document.
· The collection will not require respondents to retain records, other than health, medical, government contract, grant-in- aid, or tax records for more than three years;
· The collection is designed to produce valid and reliable results that can be generalized to the universe of study.
· It will not require the use of a statistical data classification that has not been reviewed and approved by OMB.
· The collection does not include a pledge of confidentiality that is not supported by authority established in statute or regulation, that is not supported by disclosure and data security policies that are consistent with the pledge, or which unnecessarily impedes sharing of data with other agencies for compatible confidential use.
· The collection does not require respondents to submit proprietary trade secrets, or other confidential information.

8. If applicable, provide a copy and identify the date and page number of publications in the Federal Register of the agency's notice, required by 5 CFR 1320.8 (d), soliciting comments on the information collection prior to submission to OMB. Summarize public comments received in response to that notice and describe actions taken by the agency in response to these comments. Specifically address comments received on cost and hour burden.
Two Federal Register Notices published on August 25, 2023 (87 FR 59781) and February 1, 2024 (89 FR 7377) solicited public comments. No comments were received.
Consultation
As a part of project scoping and development, NOAA consulted with 21 individuals from the following stakeholder groups to obtain their views on the availability of data, frequency of collection, the clarity of instructions and recordkeeping, disclosure, or reporting format (if any), and on the data elements to be recorded, disclosed, or reported. Those stakeholder groups include: 
· Gulf study: WBNERR, GNDNERR, South Alabama Land Trust, Mississippi-Alabama Sea Grant, Alabama Cooperative Extension System, and the Mississippi State University Coastal Marine Extension Program. 
· Coastal Virginia study: CBNERR-VA, Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program, Virginia Institute of Marine Science, Virginia Department of Wildlife Resources, Middle Peninsula Planning Access Authority, PlanRVA, Crater Planning District Commissions, Hampton Roads Planning District Commission, Gloucester County Parks and Rec, York County Parks, Rec, and Tourism, and several local, state, and national parks, including Machicomoco State Park, York River State Park, Colonial National Park, Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail, New Quarter Park, Back Creek Park, and Gloucester Point Beach Park.
From these individuals, we received review relative to: survey length; appropriate mode of survey administration (i.e., mail-back versus online administration); problematic survey items in terms of utility, clarity, etc.; item order on the survey instrument; item format and presentation; and opportunities to leverage this survey with previous or existing research efforts. Feedback from these consultations was used to better understand, anecdotally, public sentiment regarding the issues as well as the type of data already available on relevant topics, along with data needs from the perspective of local and regional agencies. Information from these consultations was used during project scoping and development and to revise and improve the survey instrument.
Following publication of the 30-day Federal Register notice, one public comment was submitted.  The comment contained issues outside the purview of this information collection, and only those pertinent comments are included below.
[image: ]
Response:  Thank you for your comment. While we understand concerns about the federal budget, this survey is a cost-effective way to support coastal economies by informing resource management, tourism, and public access strategies that sustain jobs and protect natural assets. Collecting these data now also helps fulfill federal mandates and ensures local decisions are based on accurate and timely public input, potentially avoiding higher costs in the future.
9. Explain any decision to provide any payment or gift to respondents, other than remuneration of contractors or grantees.
We plan to offer a $2 non-contingent incentive to respondents along with the survey invitation. Based on the results of the pretest, the incentive helped motivate respondents to answer the survey. Based on prior research, the incentive is expected to increase response rates by at least 10%.
Unconditional (prepaid/non-contingent/up-front/token) incentives are received with the survey invitation itself. Unconditional incentives are based on social exchange theory/altruism, and assume that because the recipient as received a gift, they will reciprocate and complete the survey (Dillman et al. 2014). The incentive creates a feeling of goodwill and encourages the respondent to read and consider the request, and ultimately complete the survey.
Multiple meta-analyses suggest that unconditional incentives are more likely to induce participation than are conditional incentives (Church, 1993; Edwards et al., 2009; Young et al., 2015; Robbins et al., 2018; Rao et al., 2020), although the effect may vary and may be confounded across survey modes (Cook et al., 2000; Mercer et al., 2015). For example, in surveys recruited only by web-based or electronic means, it is not possible to give cash up-front to a participant, although digital payment methods may help close this gap (Neman et al., 2022).
Unconditional incentives positively influence response rates, although the magnitude of this effect varies. Porter & Whitcomb’s (2011) suggests that up-front cash (from 50 cents to $5) increases response rate anywhere from 8.7 to 24 percentage points. Dillman et al. (2014) found that $2 incentives may boost response rates by 12 to 31 percentage points. Butler et al. (2017) found that a $2 incentive increased the response rate by 13 percentage points in a survey of family forest owners.
In mail surveys, unconditional incentives had the greatest per-dollar effect on response rate compared to other types of incentives, but the impact of each additional pre-paid dollar is non-linear and quickly asymptotic – the so-called “dose response.” Beyond the first dollar, each additional dollar has a smaller positive effect on response rates (Mercer et al., 2015). Gneezy & Rey-Biel (2014) tested unconditional incentives from $1 to $30 and found that an unconditional incentive greater than $8 does not result in further gains in response rates. Other NOAA surveys (e.g. NOAA’s Fishing Effort Survey) typically include a $2 incentive (Andrews et al. 2014, Anderson et al. 2021, Carter et al. 2024). Additionally, unconditional incentives may reduce non-response bias by increasing the propensity of some respondents to respond, although there is mixed empirical support for this theory (Groves et al. 2006, Oscarsson & Arkhede 2019). Recent work has also explored making unconditional incentives more obvious- this can improve response rate by 1 to 4 percentage points (Debell et al. 2020, Debell 2023, Zhang et al. 2023). Increasing the visibility of the unconditional incentive is presumed to increase the likelihood a respondent will open the initial invitation letter, and thus respond to the survey.
The last question in the pretest survey asked if respondents had any additional comment. Three respondents expressed their gratitude for the incentive. One respondent wrote:
“You might like to know that I completed this survey because of the cash incentive. I appreciate that you were willing to risk even a few dollars per response, and provided the incentive without requiring me to activate cards or submit forms.”
Although anecdotal, this comment illustrates how unconditional incentives function to elicit responses.

10. Describe any assurance of confidentiality provided to respondents and the basis for the assurance in statute, regulation, or agency policy. If the collection requires a systems of records notice (SORN) or privacy impact assessment (PIA), those should be cited and described here.
A contracted survey vendor will handle the procurement of an address frame and administration of the survey. NOAA will ensure that the vendor implements strict security and privacy measures, including storing Personally Identifiable Information (PII) on secure servers rather than portable devices and protecting local computers with passwords in a locked facility. Mailing addresses will be used exclusively by the vendor for distributing survey materials and will not be linked to individual responses. PII will not be stored with survey data; instead, each sample unit will be assigned a unique PIN. The Privacy Act does not apply since records will not be retrieved by PII. The public will be informed about how their information will be used on the survey instrument. Access to raw, de-identified data will be limited to project managers and lead analysts, and any released datasets will be aggregated to maintain confidentiality. 
11. Provide additional justification for any questions of a sensitive nature, such as sexual behavior or attitudes, religious beliefs, and other matters that are commonly considered private. This justification should include the reasons why the agency considers the questions necessary, the specific uses to be made of the information, the explanation to be given to persons from whom the information is requested, and any steps to be taken to obtain their consent.
No questions of a sensitive nature will be asked during this data collection
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12. Provide estimates of the hour burden of the collection of information.
The table below provides an estimate of burden hours by data collection phase (see Part B.1 for more details.  For the full survey implementation, we estimate 2,229 respondents. Each survey is expected to take approximately 10 minutes, including time for reading instructions, reviewing questions, and completing the survey instrument. These estimates are based on the question types, survey length, and the researchers’ experience with similar surveys.
	Information Collection
	Type of Respondent
	# of Respondents/year
(a)
	Annual # of Responses / Respondent
(b)
	Annual # of Responses
(c) = (a) x (b)
	Burden Hrs / Response
(d)
	Annual Burden Hrs
(e) = (c) x (d)
	Hourly Wage Rate (f)
	Total Annual Wage Burden Costs
(g) = (e) x (f)

	Full Implementation

	York River Outdoor Recreation Survey
	Individuals
	1,716
	1
	1,716
	10 min
	286
	47.20
	13499.20

	Public Perceptions of Prescribed Fires
	Individuals
	513
	1
	513
	10 min
	86
	47.20
	4059.20

	Total
	
	
	
	2,229
	
	372
	
	17,558.40


*The mean average for Civilian Workers on the BLS 2024 National Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates was used in order to encompass the broad range of occupations in the respondent pool. https://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/ecec.pdf 
13. [bookmark: _heading=h.tyjcwt]Provide an estimate for the total annual cost burden to respondents or record keepers resulting from the collection of information. (Do not include the cost of any hour burden already reflected on the burden worksheet).
There are no capital costs or operating and maintenance costs associated with this information collection.  No additional cost burden will be incurred by respondents beyond response time.
14. Provide estimates of annualized cost to the Federal government. Also, provide a description of the method used to estimate cost, which should include quantification of hours, operational expenses (such as equipment, overhead, printing, and support staff), and any other expense that would not have been incurred without this collection of information.
The Commerce Alternative Personnel System (CAPS) pay tables for the Rest of U.S. locality were used to determine the base salary.  (https://www.commerce.gov/sites/default/files/2024-01/CAPS_rpStandard_2024.pdf)  The Rest of U.S. locality was used since NOAA employees are geographically dispersed.  A multiplier of 1.5 was used to calculate the loaded salary.  The pay tables have not been updated since the last submission for this collection.
	Cost Descriptions
	Grade/
Step
	Loaded Salary /Cost
	% of Effort
	Fringe (if Applicable)
	Total Cost to Government

	Federal Positions
	ZA–IV
	$238,290
	25%
	
	$59,572.50

	Contractor Cost
	
	
	
	
	

	Survey Vendor Cost breakdown
	Printing
	
	$38,000
	
	
	

	
	Postage
	
	$15,000
	
	
	

	
	Address Frame purchase
	
	$10,000
	
	
	

	
	Incentive
	
	$25,524
	
	
	

	
	Labor and overheads
	
	311,476
	
	
	

	Total Survey Vendor Costs 
	
	$400,000
	
	
	$400,000
($133,333 annualized)

	 Contractor Positions
	
	 $75,000
	
	
	 $75,000

	Travel
	
	
	
	
	

	Other Costs: 
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	
	
	
	
	$267,905.50



15. Explain the reasons for any program changes or adjustments reported in ROCIS.
The York River pretest survey was already conducted and has been removed from this submission. We have added the full implementation of the Outdoor Recreation and the York River Surveys.
	Information Collection
	Respondents
	Responses
	Burden Hours
	Reason for change or adjustment

	
	Current Renewal / Revision
	Previous Renewal / Revision
	Current Renewal / Revision
	Previous Renewal / Revision
	Current Renewal / Revision
	Previous Renewal / Revision
	

	Pretests
	0
	305
	0
	305
	0
	51
	 Pretests have been concluded and are being removed from this control number.

	York River Outdoor Recreational Survey - Full Implementation
	1716
	0
	1716
	0
	286
	0
	Full Implementation Survey added.

	 Public perceptions of prescribed fires
	 513
	0
	 513
	0
	86
	0
	 Full implementation survey added

	Total for Collection
	2229 
	 305
	2229 
	 305
	 372
	51 
	 

	Difference
	 1924
	 1924
	 321
	 



16. For collections of information whose results will be published, outline plans for tabulation and publication. Address any complex analytical techniques that will be used. Provide the time schedule for the entire project, including beginning and ending dates of the collection of information, completion of report, publication dates, and other actions.
It is anticipated that the information collected will be disseminated to the public or used in support of otherwise publicly disseminated information. NOAA National Ocean Service, National Centers for Coastal Ocean Science will retain control over the information and safeguard it from improper access, modification, and destruction, consistent with NOAA standards for confidentiality, privacy, and electronic information. See response to Question 10 of this Supporting Statement for more information on confidentiality and privacy. The information collection is designed to yield data that meet all applicable information quality guidelines. Prior to dissemination, the information will be subjected to quality control measures and a pre-dissemination review pursuant to Section 515 of Public Law 106-554.Personal Characteristics
Q18-23, Q30-34
Personal Use
Q3

Data will be collected by a contract vendor and analyzed by the NOAA research team. Final products will be determined based on partner and stakeholder needs. Findings may be presented at professional conferences and published in peer reviewed journals.
17. If seeking approval to not display the expiration date for OMB approval of the information collection, explain the reasons that display would be inappropriate.
The agency plans to display the expiration date for OMB approval of the information collection on all instruments.
18. Explain each exception to the certification statement identified in “Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions."
The agency certifies compliance with 5 CFR 1320.9 and the related provisions of 5 CFR 1320.8(b)(3).
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i am writing today to say this survey is not necessary at this time. the economy is in high deficit situation. i would thinkk
yoiu would put off some of these for a year o two to let our deficit become somewhat manageable again. we dont need
to survey. this is not life threatenennig at all




