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ABSTRACT 
 
 

Oregon is currently in the process of establishing Marine Reserves (MRs) and Marine Protected Areas 
(MPAs) within Oregon’s Territorial Sea. To assure that residents are aware of impending policy and the 
science behind it, science educators must formulate education tools that define terms and identify issues, 
but do not alienate sectors of the public that have alternative viewpoints. Because general ocean literacy 
is low, there is a need to raise awareness and interest about MRs and MPAs and their current status in 
Oregon.  
 
The goals of this project were to design an effective museum exhibit, and raise the public’s awareness 
about MRs and MPAs in Oregon. The specific learning outcomes were to: 1) Recognize that a) Oregon 
has Marine Reserves, b) Marine Reserves are different from Marine Protected Areas, and c) Marine 
Reserves are in different locations along the Oregon coast; 2) Describe the Oregon process of 
establishing Marine Reserves by acknowledging that there are many people involved with a variety of 
backgrounds, and the visitor can get involved; and 3) Articulate the scientific and potential ecological 
benefits of Marine Protected Areas and Marine Reserves. 
 
The exhibit was displayed at Hatfield Marine Science Center (HMSC) Visitor Center in Newport, OR. 
The center is a key site for public education on marine issues important to Oregonians, and supports 
free-choice learning. A survey was administered at SeaFest 2008 held on the HMSC campus to assess 
the current baseline knowledge and needs of the HMSC audience. This led to the development of two 
main prototypes which were evaluated for attractiveness, clarity and messaging. Results from exhibit 
Prototype II indicated that the messages were clear, but that the text and stakeholder videos were too 
long, and more interactive elements needed to be added. I conclude with some specific suggestions for 
the next iteration of the exhibit, and future directions to broaden the impact of the materials developed. 

 
 

Key words: Marine Reserves, Marine Protected Areas, Oregon, exhibit development, free-choice 
learning, Hatfield Marine Science Center, interpretive text 

 
 



 

iv 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 

INTRODUCTION ...........................................................................................................................1 

Organization of Report .................................................................................................................3 

BACKGROUND .............................................................................................................................4 

Topic Selection .............................................................................................................................4 

Hatfield Marine Science Center – a Free-Choice Learning Facility ............................................6 

Qualities of a Good Exhibit ..........................................................................................................7 

Goals and Learning Outcomes .....................................................................................................8 

EXHIBIT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS .......................................................................................10 

Sea Fest 2008 .............................................................................................................................10 

MR Exhibit Prototype I ..............................................................................................................12 

HMSC’s Visitor Center Exhibit .................................................................................................14 

Initial Discussion ........................................................................................................................14 

MR Exhibit Prototype II .............................................................................................................16 

Budget ........................................................................................................................................21 

Formal Evaluation ......................................................................................................................22 

RESULTS ......................................................................................................................................24 

Survey Evaluation ......................................................................................................................24 

Demographics .............................................................................................................................32 

SUGGESTIONS FOR THE FUTURE ..........................................................................................34 

FEEDBACK AND POTENTIAL USES .......................................................................................37 

DISCUSSION ................................................................................................................................39 

REFERENCES ..............................................................................................................................41 

APPENDIX A: Select Environ. Interpretation Class Feedback on MR Prototype II Mockups ....44 

APPENDIX B: Final Interpretive Text from MR Prototype II .....................................................55 

APPENDIX C: Video Clip Transcription ......................................................................................57 

APPENDIX D: HMSC Exhibit Pre and Post Test Survey ............................................................61 

APPENDIX E: Exhibit Survey Take-home Messages ..................................................................66 

APPENDIX F: Sea Grant Extension Agents and Others’ Feedback on MR Prototype II .............67 



 

v 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 

 

Figure 1. Flipcharts at SeaFest 2008 ..............................................................................................11 

Figure 2. Marine Reserve exhibit Prototype I ................................................................................13 

Figure 3. HMSC Visitor Center floor plan ....................................................................................14 

Figure 4. Example mockup of MR exhibit ....................................................................................15 

Figure 5. Marine Reserve exhibit Prototype II ..............................................................................16 

Figure 6. MR Prototype II touchscreen interface...........................................................................20 

Figure 7. Survey participant demographics – education, race, age and home zip code ................32 

Figure 8. Survey participant demographics – profession...............................................................33 

Figure 9. Early mockup MR exhibit shown for evaluation ...........................................................44 

 
 

 

LIST OF TABLES 
 

 

Table 1. SeaFest 2008 visitor opinions on Marine Reserves .........................................................11 

Table 2. Expense detail for Holt Education Fund grant .................................................................22 

Table 3. Results for survey questions #1-6 ....................................................................................24 

Table 4. Results for survey questions #7-10 ..................................................................................25 

Table 5. Results for survey questions #11-16 ................................................................................26 

Table 6. Participants’ attitudes about Marine Reserves and ocean conservation in general .........27 

Table 7. Usability of the Marine Reserves in Oregon exhibit .......................................................28 

Table 8. Methods of learning more about Marine Reserves in Oregon .........................................28 

Table 9. Use of videos on touch screen monitor ............................................................................29 

Table 10. Sample of take-home messages from the exhibit survey ...............................................66 

 
 

 



 

1 
 

Development of an Interpretive Exhibit on Marine Reserves  
and Marine Protected Areas in Oregon 

 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 
Conserving our natural marine resources has become more important as the world’s population grows. 

Competition for increasingly scarce resources can often cause controversy and contention. Part of the 

controversy stems from the fact that everyone has a different world view, reflecting different values. Our 

individual values, which are largely influenced by different cultural beliefs and life experiences, provide 

structure for the way we think. Issues arise when there are conflicting value orientations of preservation 

(biocentric) versus use (anthropocentric) (Stern & Dietz, 1994). Biocentric and anthropocentric value 

orientations are not mutually exclusive and in fact can be arranged along a continuum, with the two 

extremes at each end and the middle representing a mixture of ideals (Shindler, List, & Steel, 1993; 

Steel, List, & Shindler, 1994). In the ocean, people with a predominantly preservation ethic tend to 

support areas that are completely untouched, while those with a resource conservation ethic support 

more areas of sustainable marine resource exploitation (Callicot, 1991; Jones, 2002). 

 

Regardless of their worldview, the ocean is a publicly managed area that is important to everyone in 

terms of natural resources, climate regulation, and the economy. However, generally ocean literacy of 

American residents is low (Steel, Smith, Opsommer, Curiel, & Warner-Steel, 2005) and the public is not 

aware of U.S. and state policies that are designed to protect and enhance ocean resources. Within the last 

decade, two national policy reports (Pew Ocean Commission, 2003; U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy, 

2004) and one regional report (The Office of the Governors, West Coast Governor’s Agreement on 

Ocean Health, 2008) have emphasized the great need for a more ocean literate public, including 

knowledge about ocean management issues and policies. 

 

Studies have shown that people who are more knowledgeable about environmental issues tend to have 

positive environmental attitudes (Arcury, 1990), and that an informed, engaged public is essential to 

achieving effective environmental policies (Steel et al., 2005). To assure that Oregon residents are aware 

of impending policy and the science behind it, science educators must formulate education tools that 
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define terms and identify issues, but do not alienate sectors of the public that have alternative 

viewpoints. In Oregon, one of the current marine environmental issues is the establishment of Marine 

Reserves (MRs) and Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) within Oregon’s Territorial Sea, which extends 

from the ocean shore to approximately 3 nautical miles offshore.  

 

Kelleher and Recchia (1998), and Milton (1991), among others, have argued that in order for MPAs to 

be successful, it is necessary to recognize the values, concerns, and knowledge of all stakeholders 

through active participation in the establishment process from the beginning. Jacobson (2009) also states 

that, “Conservation goals focus on biological problems, but solutions lie with people.”  The Oregon 

Ocean Policy Advisory Council (OPAC), who was tasked by the governor of Oregon in 2007 to guide 

the MR/MPA designation process, recognized this and produced guidelines that strongly recommended 

public involvement (OPAC, 2008, Kulongoski, 2008, & H.B. 3013, 2009). Stakeholders directly 

involved in the Oregon process have become very familiar with the details of marine managed areas, but 

outreach to the general public has mainly been confined to websites. However, conflicting information 

that exists on the internet or other sources concerning the state of the oceans can cause confusion and 

misconceptions.  

 

There is a need to further engage the public, and Oregonians in particular, and educate them about MRs 

and MPAs and their current status. This will help them to better understand the issues, and make 

informed decisions. The purpose of this project is to fill in gaps by presenting information on the basic 

definitions of MRs and MPAs, the process of establishing them in Oregon, and which stakeholder 

groups are involved. I chose to develop a science center museum exhibit at Hatfield Marine Science 

Center (HMSC) Visitor Center in Newport, Oregon. There were two intermediary steps that led to the 

current display in the Visitor Center, including: 1) a survey taken at a community outreach event called 

SeaFest to gauge the public’s attitudes, interest and knowledge about MRs; and 2) a first low-budget 

prototype display for an Environmental Interpretation class on the Oregon State University campus. 
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Organization of Report 

This document is primarily written for future students who are interested in developing an effective 

table-top display in an informal education-type center, such as a science museum, aquarium or zoo. My 

secondary target audience is informal educators or exhibit developers, especially those working with 

controversial subject matter.  

 

This report details the multiple phases undertaken in the development of the exhibit. The first section 

provides background information on the topic and location selection, general qualities of a good exhibit 

(according to Ham, 1992), and the exhibit goals and desired learning outcomes. The second section 

discusses the details of the formative evaluation process and the development of exhibit materials, 

including a needs assessment that was completed to prepare for the front-end work in prototyping the 

exhibit. The description of the exhibit curriculum pieces is organized according to three desired learning 

outcomes. The third section discusses results from the survey evaluations performed before and after 

seeing the exhibit. The closed-ended survey question responses are grouped by learning outcome. The 

open-ended responses are grouped according to emerging themes, with example responses given for 

illustration. The report concludes with suggestions for the next iteration of the exhibit based on the 

survey results. Feedback solicited from Sea Grant Extension agents and others involved in the Oregon 

process of establishing MRs are also summarized. Finally, some thoughts are offered on the possibility 

of remaining neutral on a controversial topic, the difficulties of representing a dynamic process with a 

static display, and the value of the overall museum experience. 
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BACKGROUND 
 

Topic Selection 

The topic of Marine Reserves (MRs) and Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) in Oregon was selected for 

this project because it is an important current issue in Oregon. The International Union for Conservation 

of Nature (IUCN, 1994) defines MPAs as:  

“any area of intertidal or sub-tidal terrain, together with its overlying water and associated 

flora, fauna, historical and cultural features, which has been reserved by law or other effective 

means to protect part or all of the enclosed environment.”  

According to the Oregon Marine Reserve Policy Recommendations (OPAC, 2008), an MR is:  

“an area … that is protected from all extractive activities, including the removal or disturbance 

of living and non-living marine resources, except as necessary for monitoring or research to 

evaluate reserve condition, effectiveness, or impact of stressors such as climate change.” 

 

The state of Oregon is in the process of establishing a network of MRs and MPAs within Oregon's 

Territorial Sea, which extends from the shoreline to approximately three nautical miles offshore. In 

2008, Oregon Governor Ted Kulongoski issued Executive Order No. 08-07 that directed state agencies 

to guide the process of community-driven marine reserve designation. To enact this order, the Oregon 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) has worked with Oregon’s Ocean Policy Advisory Council 

(OPAC) on the MR recommendation process to identify less than ten marine reserve study areas. The 

sites should “individually or collectively, [be] large enough to allow scientific evaluation of ecological 

benefits, but small enough to avoid significant economic or social impacts.” (Kulongoski, 2008). 

 

Marine Reserves exist around the world and have been established for different purposes, such as 

research, protection of habitats and species, to promote the rebuilding of fish stocks, as a safeguard 

against future biological and physical fluctuations or disasters, and recreation. In Oregon, following 

Executive Order 08-07, the main MR goals are “to conserve marine habitats and biodiversity, provide a 

framework for scientific research and effectiveness monitoring, and avoid significant adverse social and 

economic impacts” on stakeholders to the extent possible (OPAC, 2008).  
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In the fall of 2008, the public was asked to submit nominations for MR/MPA site proposals along the 

Oregon coast within the 3 mile territorial sea boundary. Twenty proposals were submitted for further 

consideration by OPAC and ODFW. Out of the 20 proposals, OPAC recommended 6 areas to move 

forward in the process, which was legalized by Oregon’s legislature with House Bill 3013 (2009) 

relating to the study, establishment and management of marine reserves. Two of the site proposals were 

more fully developed, and were designated as “pilot marine reserves” – Otter Rock near Newport, OR 

and Redfish Rocks south of Port Orford, OR. Three multi-use areas were proposed along the north half 

of the Oregon coast – (from north to south) Cape Falcon, Cascade Head and Cape Perpetua. Finally, one 

larger site at Cape Arago-Seven Devils was put forward as an “area under consideration” that needed 

more development and discussion. The areas are fairly spread out along the Oregon coast. Although 

seven small intertidal areas on the Oregon coast, called Marine Gardens, have mostly been protected 

from extractive activities since the 1990s, no currently preserved area is as large as the pilot MRs and 

proposed MRs/MPAs. 

 

Community teams were formed with the purpose of making final recommendations to ODFW for 

potential uses within the Cape Falcon, Cascade Head, Cape Perpetua and Cape Arago sites. The local 

teams were comprised of two members from each of the following groups: local government, 

recreational fishing industry, commercial fishing industry, nonfishing industry, recreationalists, 

conservation, coastal watershed councils, and relevant marine/avian scientists (HB 3013, 2009). The 

process was open to the public and the public was encouraged to be involved. The teams met from 

January to November 2010 and gave their recommendations in December 2010. As noted previously, it 

is important for everyone to feel as though their opinions and concerns are being heard and considered. 

Some people feel that MRs and MPAs are unnecessary due to existing fishing regulations. Others 

believe that they can be used as an ecosystem-based management tool, although admitting that they are 

not the ultimate solution for all situations.  

 

There has been a tremendous effort to engage the public in the Oregon process in the hopes of garnering 

more support for these ocean conservation policies. Studies have shown a strong positive correlation of 

education to both knowledge about the environment and attitude about the environment, i.e. more 

education would lead to more knowledge and more positive attitudes about the environment (Arcury, 

1990). An informed, engaged public is essential to achieving effective environmental policies that are 
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accepted by a majority of people (Steel et al., 2005). There is existing data that demonstrates the effects 

of designating MRs and MPAs in other temperate (cold water) ecosystems similar to Oregon (for 

examples see Castilla & Bustamante, 1989, and Claudet, Pelletier, Jouvenel, Bachet, & Galzin, 2006), 

but none currently has been documented in Oregon. This lack of information can lead to speculation and 

misconceptions. In addition, people want to know if and how they will be affected by this policy 

implementation. 

 

There are currently several ways that people in Oregon can find out more information about MRs and 

MPAs. On the internet, two websites in particular have very specific policy, science and other 

information pertinent to the Oregon process: www.oregonocean.info/marinereserves, and 

http://www.oregonmarinereserves.net/ (Reiff, 2010). In addition, many steps in the Oregon process have 

meetings that are open to the public, and provide an opportunity to submit comments. However, if you 

do not know that these resources are available, or are unaware that MRs and MPAs exist in Oregon, they 

may be difficult to find. Also, without at least a basic understanding of science and ocean conservation 

issues, these resources may be difficult to understand. 

 

While websites can certainly reach a larger audience, the learning experience is not comparable to the 

one that occurs in informal learning locations, such as museums and science centers. Falk and Dierking 

(1992) describe three contexts that makeup an individual’s museum experience: personal, physical and 

social. The personal context includes a person’s prior knowledge, interests and expectations. The 

physical context includes aspects such as the museum design, exhibit layout and labels. The social 

context involves the interaction with others in the museum, and can play an important part in increased 

learning and “meaning making,” especially between adults and children (Diamond, Smith, & Bond, 

1988). I chose this type of setting to increase communication on this complicated issue by developing a 

museum exhibit on MRs and MPAs in Oregon. 

 

Hatfield Marine Science Center – a Free-Choice Learning Facility  

Hatfield Marine Science Center (HMSC) is located in Newport, Oregon and was developed in the 1960s 

as a marine laboratory for Oregon State University (OSU), but has since expanded to include 

collaborative efforts with a large group of partners. The HMSC has an attached Visitor Center which is a 

key site for public education on marine issues important to Oregonians, and supports what is called free-

http://www.oregonocean.info/marinereserves
http://www.oregonmarinereserves.net/
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choice learning. Free-choice learning is defined as learning that is self-directed, voluntary, and guided 

by the individual’s needs and interests (Falk & Dierking, 2002). This is the type of life-long learning 

that occurs outside of the formal classroom setting. Thus, the Visitor Center serves as a social science 

laboratory to study how visitors learn in informal science centers. Several exhibits have been developed 

and evaluated by students in the relatively new free-choice learning program at OSU. 

 

The Visitor Center hosts approximately 150,000 visitors every year, with attendance being the highest in 

March, June, July and August as indicated by daily counts. Studies have shown that visitors to the center 

are much more educated than the general population, with the majority of adults having at least a 

Bachelor’s degree, and more women than men, at least indicated by those completing the surveys 

(Hodak, 2008; Nickels, 2008). About three-quarters of the visitors are from Oregon, while about one-

quarter have travelled from outside the state (Nickels, 2008). Therefore, it is a good location for an 

exhibit designed to enhance the knowledge of Oregonians on the MR and MPA processes affecting our 

state. 

 

The exhibits at the HMSC’s Visitor Center help to explain current research at the center, and what it 

tells us about the natural world. An extensive amount of research has been done on MRs, but prior to 

this project, there was only a temporary poster in the Visitor Center describing the science behind MRs. 

Since general ocean literacy is low, there is a need to start with basic definitions and descriptions so that 

visitors can have a conceptual base on which to build. The purpose of this project is to fill that need by 

designing an exhibit that focuses on the definitions of MRs and MPAs, the establishment process in 

Oregon and how the public can get involved. Concurrent with this exhibit development was another 

project by an OSU graduate student (Mileham, 2011) that sought to educate HMSC’s Visitor Center 

volunteers about addressing controversial issues in general, and MRs and MPAs specifically. Her work 

complements this project because she specifically aimed to help volunteers communicate to visitors in a 

non-threatening way. 

 

Qualities of a Good Exhibit 

Museum exhibits are a specialized medium for conveying information. They need to be attractive 

enough to get a visitor’s attention, and brief and dynamic enough to hold a visitor’s attention and convey 
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a couple of short take-home messages. Ham (1992) has given several practical suggestions for effective 

exhibit design. 

 A,B,Cs: Attractive, Brief, Clear (from Fazio & Gilbert, 1986) 

 8-10 second rule – many museum visitors do not spend more than 8 - 10 seconds at an exhibit, so 

the main messages should be clear in that amount of time. 

 Thematic and not topical, state in title – an exhibit should be based on one theme with a few 

supporting ideas. The theme and ideas should be clear from the main header, subtitle and text 

box sub headers. This also makes the text more attention-grabbing. 

 Have learning outcomes in mind – this will focus the exhibit and is useful for evaluation. 

 5 or fewer main ideas – studies show that visitors cannot retain more than 4 - 5 main ideas from 

an exhibit. The visitor mainly controls the order in which the text is read. 

 Tell story with mostly graphics, then fill in with text – this goes along with the 8 - 10 second 

rule. People tend to understand and retain images better than a large amount of text. 

 Large fonts, but not all capital letters – text should be large enough to read easily from a 

distance, but not everything should be emphasized, or nothing will be. 

 225-300 words maximum with active, simple language – aim for about 7th or 8th grade level, use 

short sentences and avoid or explain jargon. 

 Interactive (touch, look, listen, remember) – visitors retain more information if they are asked to 

participate in an activity because hands-on leads to minds-on. 

 

Goals and Learning Outcomes 

The main goals of this project were to design an effective museum exhibit, and to raise the public’s 

awareness of MRs and MPAs in Oregon. These general goals led to the formation of 3 desired learning 

outcomes, honed during the exhibit development process: 

1) Recognize that a) Oregon has Marine Reserves, b) Marine Reserves are different from Marine 

Protected Areas, and c) Marine Reserves are in different locations along the Oregon coast.   

2) Describe the Oregon process of establishing Marine Reserves by acknowledging that there are 

many people involved with a variety of backgrounds, and the visitor can get involved.  

3) Articulate the scientific and potential ecological benefits of Marine Protected Areas and Marine 

Reserves. 
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The achievement of these goals was documented through the use of surveys administered before and 

after viewing the exhibit. Due to the subject matter, it was very difficult to avoid a conservation bias in 

the word choice for the titles and text. By definition, MRs and MPAs are implemented to protect and 

conserve our marine resources. Presenting both sides of the issue, by describing why MRs and MPAs 

should not be implemented, would further cloud the issue, and increase the amount of information 

presented. This is in direct contrast to the qualities that I strive to have in my exhibit (see list in the 

previous section). However, feedback from visitors to the HMSC’s Visitor Center, and peer-reviews 

from multiple stakeholder groups helped to evaluate the effectiveness of the text messages and suggest 

improvements for future versions of the display. 
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EXHIBIT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
 

SeaFest 2008 

The first step in the exhibit development process was to perform a front-end evaluation to learn more 

about the intended audience at HMSC and incorporate that into the exhibit design (Diamond, Luke, & 

Uttal, 2009). This baseline needs assessment took the form of an initial survey that was conducted at 

SeaFest in 2008 to assess the public’s knowledge about MRs and gauge support for their establishment. 

SeaFest is an annual science outreach event with hands-on activities, displays and tours held on the 

HMSC campus that draws approximately 5,000 participants. 

 

Approximately 100 SeaFest visitors participated in the survey and were rewarded with a small bag of 

gummy fish, closed with a tag that pointed them to a website that had more information about MRs in 

Oregon. The results are discussed here to provide an idea of the exhibit starting point and the 

development of the desired learning outcomes. The first four questions were open-ended, with the 

participant giving multiple answers for each question.  

 

Q1: Who uses our Oregon coastal waters? 

Fishermen (commercial and sport) and tourists/recreationists were the top two answers given, with 76% 

and 68%, respectively. About 50% answered the general public, and one-quarter said either boaters or 

animals/fish. Scientists and research was the answer given by 16%, but only 1 person said reserves. 

 

Q2) Do you know what a Marine Reserve is? (if so,) How did you learn about this? 

More than three-fourths of the participants said yes, with many people elaborating by giving short 

definitions such as, “protects all marine life” or “area set aside in the ocean.” Of the 23% that didn’t 

know, they made an easy connection to MRs when they were described as similar to wildlife preserves 

on land, but located in the ocean. People learned about MRs through various methods, including the 

newspaper and internet (16%), their job (10%) and at school (10%). 

 

Q3) What do you think Marine Reserves would protect? 

The majority of those surveyed said that MRs would protect animals in general (57%), as well as fish 

specifically and the long-term sustainability of fishing (47%). Other popular answers were the 
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ecosystem in general (30%) and underwater habitat (29%) and plants (21%). Some said that water 

quality would improve from decreased pollution (14%), while two people pointed out that there is not 

sufficient research yet to know. 

 

Q4) If you are interested in more information about ocean conservation off Oregon, where would you go 

to look for it? 

The internet would be a good source for more information according to 63%, while more than one-third 

answered HMSC and events like SeaFest. 

 

The other part of the survey was administered on flipcharts. The participants were asked to choose an 

answer from “Yes, Maybe, No, or I don’t know” that most closely describes their response to the 

statements in Table 1. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Oregon's coastal resources and ocean habitats are in 
jeopardy/impacted by current practices. [N=111] Number Percent

Yes 84 76
Maybe 20 18

No 2 2
I don't know 5 5

Marine Reserves could potentially impact my 
recreational/commercial activities on the Oregon coast. 
[N=111] Number Percent

Yes 66 59
Maybe 26 23

No 14 13
I don't know 5 5

Marine Reserves will increase the environmental health 
of Oregon's ocean. [N=113] Number Percent

Yes 91 81
Maybe 19 17

No 1 1
I don't know 2 2

I support the creation of marine reserves in Oregon's 
coastal ocean waters. [N=112] Number Percent

Yes 98 88
Maybe 11 10

No 2 2
I don't know 1 1

Figure 1: Flipcharts at SeaFest 2008 with 
stickers marking participants’ level of 
agreement with the statements in Table 1. 

Table 1. SeaFest 2008 visitor opinions on Marine Reserves. 
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Survey participants were overwhelmingly concerned that Oregon’s marine resources were being 

impacted by current practices (76%) and supported the creation of MRs in Oregon (88%), believing they 

will increase the environmental health off the coast (81%). Along with the oral survey question, this 

reflects a high level of environmental concern, with a general idea of the definition of MRs. However, 

many people did not really know what MRs would protect or if they would be impacted by their 

creation. 

 

MR Exhibit Prototype I 

The SeaFest survey results were considered in the formative evaluation of the MR exhibit. Formative 

evaluation provides information about how well a product communicates its intended messages, usually 

taking the form of multiple mockups or prototypes (Diamond, et al., 2009). It is typically done during 

the development phase with small groups of people to “test run” various aspects of the instructional 

materials, and allows for improvements and changes to be made before the final product is displayed. 

For this project, I developed and evaluated two main MR exhibit prototypes for messaging and 

attractiveness. The first prototype was developed for a class at OSU in Environmental Interpretation and 

was displayed in Peavy Hall on the OSU campus. This display focused on the recommendations from 

Ham (1992) which gives specific suggestions on exhibit design. As mentioned earlier, a good exhibit is 

attractive, brief and clear. Ham suggests telling a story mostly with graphics and visuals, using minimal 

thematic text, large fonts and including an interactive component. 

 

In the MR exhibit Prototype I (Figure 2), I attempted to address more specifically what MRs would  

protect, and how residents could be affected – informational gaps that were revealed in my SeaFest 

survey results. The display case measures 7’ wide x 3’ high x 2’ deep. The interpretive text explains how 

MRs protect habitat, encourage biodiversity and allow scientists to study the impact humans have on the 

world’s oceans. It states which activities are allowed and prohibited within a reserve, and offers some 

challenges to enforcement as well as competing interests. A sign encouraging readers to find the hidden 

rockfish provides an element of interactivity. 
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Many of the qualities of a good exhibit were met with Prototype I (e.g. A, B, C’s - Attractive, Brief and 

Clear), as mentioned previously, but there were certain elements that needed to be addressed and 

changed for Prototype II. This prototype focuses on MRs in general and does not include information 

specific to Oregon. The text describes the benefits of fish within a reserve seeding the surrounding 

waters, which is not one of the stated goals for MRs in Oregon. As we were developing the desired 

learning outcomes, we realized that we wanted to continue providing basic information on MRs, but also 

map locations of MRs and MPAs along the Oregon coast, and personalize the process by showing who 

is involved. 

 
 

Figure 2: Marine Reserve exhibit Prototype I displayed in Peavy Hall during March 2010 on the 
OSU campus. 
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HMSC’s Visitor Center Exhibit 

 

Initial Discussion 

In April 2010, a meeting was held 

with Ms. Vandehey, her advisor, 

and HMSC staff. The purpose was 

to discuss a potential MR exhibit’s 

message, design and placement. 

Because of the controversy 

surrounding MRs in Oregon, the 

overall exhibit goal was to only 

present information. This is in line 

with the HMSC’s Visitor Center 

mission of “improv[ing] scientific 

understanding of marine systems, 

coastal processes and resources, 

and appli[ng] this knowledge to social, economic, and environmental issues (Oregon State University, 

2006).”  

 

The left-hand loop around the auditorium at the HMSC Visitor Center (Figure 3) features exhibits that 

range from global to microscopic scales. This organizes the exhibits and the center around patterns that 

occur naturally in the world. We decided to put the new exhibit in this section of the center since MRs 

fall within the bird’s eye scale, and there was space available in the “Pet Projects” section, an area 

designed to house prototype exhibits under development. 

 

The initial proposed exhibit design was very similar to Prototype I, adding multiple dynamic 

components. The main part of the exhibit was essentially the same, with text on the top part and the 3-D 

underwater scene below encased in a Plexiglas box. Two monitors would frame the main panel: one that 

would loop short video clips of stakeholders describing their role in the Oregon MR process, and the 

other showing a PowerPoint slide loop giving current information about the process, including current 

community meetings. The exhibit was designed to appeal to young children with the underwater scene, 

Figure 3. HMSC Visitor Center floor plan. Marine 
Reserve exhibit is in the “bird’s eye scale” section. 
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and to older children and adults with the text and video clips, who have different learning styles and 

levels of knowledge. Multiple people would be able to view, access and interact with the exhibit at one 

time. This type of arrangement has been shown to enhance visitor learning, especially among family 

groups (Borun & Dritsas, 1997). An individual’s learning experience is enhanced by sharing information 

and their experience with others in their group while interacting with the exhibit (Borun, Chambers, & 

Cleghorn, 1996).  

 

As the exhibit developed (see Figure 4 for an 

early design), several discussions with HMSC 

staff resulted in significant changes to the 

prototype. It proved to be difficult to make 

realistic molded Oregon animals for the 3-D 

underwater scene, and the exhibit would 

eventually be located near several competing 

live fish tanks. The two monitors were reduced 

to one and turned into a touch screen monitor 

in order to provide more interaction. To better 

and more quickly visually represent the Oregon 

process, we incorporated a map of the Oregon 

coastline with locations of pilot and proposed 

MRs and MPAs. We decided not to include a 

timeline of the process, which would be 

difficult to present clearly, and instead point to 

a website for up-to-date information. The next 

section describes more fully the final elements 

of Prototype II. 
Figure 4: Example of a design mockup for exhibit 
Prototype II.  This one incorporates elements not seen in 
the final design such as a curvilinear background and a 
game on the bottom. 
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MR Exhibit Prototype II 

Exhibit Prototype II (Figure 5) was developed and compiled over the course of a year (June 2010-May 

2011). The exhibit has three main panels (6’ wide x ~4’ high) consisting of the following: 

 Left panel 

 Map of the Oregon coastline, showing the 3 mile territorial line (the boundary of 

Oregon’s jurisdiction). Pilot MRs are shown in green, and the proposed areas/areas under 

consideration are in yellow, with no distinction between MRs and MPAs. 

 Two text boxes about the Oregon process of establishing MRs, overlaid on the map. 

 Middle panel  

 Titles and two text boxes describing MRs and their goals and benefits in Oregon, 

surrounded by the underwater scene of native Oregon species. 

 Touch screen monitor showing videos of stakeholders involved in the Oregon process of 

establishing MRs. 

 Right panel 

 Four text boxes with additional information and the underwater background scene. 

 
 Figure 5: Exhibit on Marine Reserves in Oregon (Prototype II) put on display in the HMSC Visitor 

Center in February 2011. 
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There are three main desired learning outcomes and each section of the exhibit will be described as an 

attempt to achieve those objectives. 

 

Learning Outcome #1 (LO1):  Recognize that a) Oregon has Marine Reserves, b) Marine Reserves are 

different from Marine Protected Areas, and c) Marine Reserves are in different locations along the OR 

coast.  

*Note: The interpretive text on the exhibit panels addresses each of the three learning outcomes, but will 

only be fully described here. 

 

There are many aspects of MRs in Oregon, in addition to MRs in general, that are important to explain, 

but visitors can only process 7 +/- 2 separate ideas at one time (Miller, 1956), depending on how well 

they are connected conceptually or thematically. When honing the text, I used the results from the 

SeaFest 2008 survey, in addition to a FAQ document about MRs in Oregon produced by ODFW and Sea 

Grant, and elements from the Oregon Size and Spacing Workshop Report (2008). Each pilot MR and 

proposed MR/MPA area along the coast is unique in its size and restrictions, but I strived to generalize 

this information and present it in a basic and limited way.  

 

Text evaluation was done in an iterative fashion by two main methods. The first method was by e-mail, 

sending the text to peer groups such as ODFW, free-choice learning students, the Environmental 

Interpretation class and instructor (see Appendix A), as well as my advisor and committee members. 

The second method involved preparing and printing a rough mockup poster with the text and example 

fish images to elicit comments from HMSC staff in the office wing of the building. This is commonly 

done before exhibits are placed in the HMSC Visitor Center’s public wing. Both of these methods 

resulted in greatly improved text in terms of messaging, clarity and brevity. All of the final interpretive 

text can be found in Appendix B. 

 

Here are two examples of text that addresses LO1: 

 Example in Oregon at Redfish Rocks: 

Marine Reserve – No living removal of any kind 

MPA – Only crabbing and salmon trolling allowed 
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 Set for implementation in 2011, Otter Rock and Port Orford will be the sites of Oregon’s first 

two managed areas. 

 

There was a general consensus that the best way to show the actual and proposed locations of Oregon’s 

MRs and MPAs was with a map of Oregon’s coastline. However, it was less clear the best way to 

accurately show a constantly changing Oregon process with a static display. As a prototype, it is 

possible to overlay outdated sections with new ones as the need arises, but this will need to be revisited 

when the display becomes more permanent. One suggestion early in the development was to have a 

basic static background map and changeable semi-transparent overlays to show changing managed 

areas. The current map was designed by Dave Leventhal (professional illustrator) and Mark Farley 

(graphic design, HMSC), and then evaluated for accuracy by ODFW. 

 

Learning Outcome #2 (LO2):  Describe the Oregon process of establishing Marine Reserves by 

acknowledging that there are many people involved with a variety of backgrounds, and the visitor can 

get involved.  

 

As described above, the exhibit has interpretive text that addresses LO2. Here are two examples: 

 Local community teams have provided recommendations for additional sites along the coast. 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife coordinates site monitoring and management plans, 

with input from state agencies and community action teams. 

 You still have a chance to attend and provide comments at public meetings. Learn more at: 

http://www.oregonocean.info/marinereserves. 

 

To give a sense of the immense collaborative effort that is underway to establish MRs and MPAs in 

Oregon, I felt it was important to hear directly from the stakeholders involved in the process. I teamed 

up with a Sea Grant videographer, Steve Roberts, to film stakeholders from diverse backgrounds on 

location at the Oregon coast and the OSU campus. Interviewees were notified of the general question 

topics prior to the film date. I conducted semi-structured interviews that started out with general 

questions, and then moved on to asking each person to describe how he or she was involved with the 

process of establishing MRs in Oregon. The questions opened the opportunity for the conversation to 

http://www.oregonocean.info/marinereserves
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take different directions, depending on the answer received. At times the interviewee was asked to 

restate a topic more succinctly, which often resulted in a more natural flow of the conversation. 

 

The initial contact person for this undertaking was Sea Grant Extension Agent Jeff Felder. I asked for 

representatives from various stakeholder groups, and he suggested the following people: 

1) Caroline Bauman – Local Businesses 

2) Ed Bowles – ODFW contact for MRs 

3) Walter Chuck – Recreational Fisherman 

4) Bob Eder – Commercial Fisherman 

5) Gus Gates – Surfrider (Recreational Ocean User) 

6) Selina Heppell – OSU F&W Scientist 

7) Scott McMullen – OPAC Chair 

8) Terry Thompson – Lincoln Co. Commissioner (Government) 

9) Dick Vander Schaaf – The Nature Conservancy (Conservation) 

*Leesa Cobb – POORT (I was unable to interview her due to time and budget constraints) 

 

After filming was finished, Steve and I edited the videos down to 38 seconds to 1 minute and 45 seconds 

for clarity and difference in messaging. The interview for Gus Gates was split into 2 segments, with one 

giving a more general overview of the process, and one being more specific to his stakeholder group. 

The videos were reviewed and evaluated by numerous people including the video participants 

themselves, Sea Grant, ODFW, and HMSC staff. Based on these comments, it was decided not to 

include Caroline Bauman’s interview in Prototype II. Her video was visually attractive, but it was 

difficult to shorten it to a reasonable length, and the material was repeated in other clips. 

 

The design and format of the touch screen monitor’s program has continually evolved (programming by 

Mark Farley), and is now one of the main draws to the exhibit (see Figure 6). An audio loop with ocean 

waves and noisy sea gulls initially attracts visitors’ attention in an area of the Visitor Center that is filled 

with visual competition, such as live fish tanks. The videos are grouped on buttons by a thematic 

question or topic, instead of by stakeholder group, to reduce divisions or perceptions of stereotyping. 

There are multiple videos per topic, allowing for various entry points into watching the videos. After a 

visitor chooses a topic of interest, the first video in the series immediately starts to play.  
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Each interview clip is included in several of the topic button groupings: 

 Who’s in charge of the process? - Scott, Ed, Gus #2 

 Which groups are represented? - Selina, Scott 

 Fishermen and scientists working together. - Bob, Terry, Walter, Dick, Selina 

 Uncertainty and competing interests. - Bob, Walter, Ed 

 Marine Reserve as an experiment in Oregon. - Terry, Ed 

 How can I hear more about Marine Reserves? - Dick, Gus #1-Intro, Gus #2  

 

A full transcription of the video clips, along with their duration, can be found in Appendix C. 

 

Figure 6: The interface for the touchscreen portion of MR Exhibit Prototype II. The display interface can be 
seen on the internet: http://www.freechoicelearninglab.net/marinereserve/Main.html. 

http://www.freechoicelearninglab.net/marinereserve/Main.html
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Learning Outcome #3 (LO3): Articulate the scientific and potential ecological benefits to MPAs and 

MRs. 

 

As described above, the exhibit has interpretive text that addresses LO3. Here are two examples: 

 Marine Reserves preserve habitat and invigorate plant and animal diversity. Reserves are 

outdoor labs where scientists can study the impact humans have on the world’s oceans. 

 The main goal of Marine Reserves in Oregon is to protect key types of marine habitat, such as 

rocky and soft bottoms. 

 

In order to create a visual flow for the MR exhibit and make it exciting and interesting, an eye-catching 

background was necessary. The original idea was to represent an underwater ocean scene inside a 

Plexiglas box with modeled replicas. However, in its present location, the exhibit competes for visual 

space and attention with live fish as well as existing touchable fish on nearby exhibits. A professional 

illustrator, Dan Leventhal, was contracted to produce high quality images of endemic Oregon species for 

the text panel backgrounds. My advisor and I formed a list of several Oregon coastal habitats to display 

(sand, rocks/boulders and kelp forests), as well as the species typically found there, reinforcing the idea 

that one main goal of MRs in Oregon is to protect certain types of habitat. The species list is not 

exhaustive, but more can be added in the future. To round out the current list, sea birds, and 

commercially important invertebrate species, such as shrimp and crab, should be added. 

 

Several overall designs for the display were considered (curvilinear and non-curvilinear) to create a 

sense of ocean movement (see Figure 4). The current design creates the illusion of movement with the 

waving kelp fronds, wavy water lines and bubbles. The graphics and overall design were evaluated by 

HMSC staff, peers in the free-choice learning program, and the Environmental Interpretation class and 

instructor (Appendix A). 

 

Budget 

I wouldn’t have been able to construct this exhibit without a grant from the Curtis and Isabella Holt 

Education Fund, administered through HMSC. Here I include my budget for the $6000 grant (Table 2) 

so that future students can have an idea of what it costs to put together this type of prototype display. I 

researched the materials that I would need to show the videos (with suggestions from Mark Farley), and 
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purchased them on eBay to save money. It is important to note that Dan Leventhal, Mark Farley, and 

Steve Roberts all put in more time than is reflected in the labor line items. HMSC and OR Sea Grant 

contributed matching funds to support the completion of this project. The panel materials were provided 

by HMSC. 

 

 

Formal Evaluation 

A survey of visitors to HMSC Visitor Center was performed to evaluate the exhibit on MRs in Oregon 

Prototype II. Surveys can be a good evaluation instrument because the evaluator does not necessarily 

need to be present. They can also be poor because there is no way to clarify answers, nor validate the 

accuracy of their responses. 

 

One-hundred and twenty surveys were completed before (Phase 1) and 120 surveys were completed 

after (Phase 2) viewing the exhibit (see Appendix D for the complete survey). It was necessary to obtain 

approval from OSU’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) before collecting any survey data. As noted in 

the Background section, the Visitor Center serves about 150,000 people annually. According to Salant 

and Dillman (1994), 96 people is the appropriate sample size in order to generalize results to a 

population between 100,000 and 1,000,000 with a +/- 10% sampling error. The sample size jumps more 

than ten times if the goal is a +/- 3% sampling error, which is more commonly used. We used 120 

surveys to account for incomplete surveys or other unforeseen circumstances. For Phase 1, a table was 

set up near the octopus tank in the entryway of the Visitor Center with a sign inviting visitors over 18 

years old (due to IRB requirements) to take part in a survey that would help improve a new exhibit. All 

visitors that were in close proximity to the table were asked to participate. For Phase 2, the table was 

located in front of the prototype exhibit, and visitors were encouraged to view the display before taking 

the survey. The answers from each survey phase were grouped together, and the participants were 

anonymous. An alternative to this would have been to identify the visitors, and have them complete the 

Expense Detail
Date Budget Line Vendor Purchased Item Amount Purpose

12/17/2010 Materials and Supplies David Caruso 19" Monitor and Touchscreen $385.00 part of exhibit
12/29/2010 Materials and Supplies Teksavers Mac Mini $392.06 part of exhibit
1/23/2011 Labor Steve Roberts services $1,000.00 film marine reserve stakeholders for exhibit
2/9/2011 Materials and Supplies Fred Meyer speakers $21.99 part of exhibit

2/14/2011 Labor Dan Leventhal services $1,500.00 illustrate fish, design layout for exhibit
4/14/2011 Travel $432.48 commute from Corvallis to Newport (8 trips)
5/27/2011 Labor Dan Leventhal services $1,000.00 illustrate fish, design layout for exhibit
5/27/2011 Labor Mark Farley services $1,268.00 exhibit panel and kiosk program design

Table 2: Expense detail for the $6000 Holt Education Fund grant. 
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survey both before and after viewing the exhibit. This would open up the possibility of assessing what 

key points were taken from the exhibit in the long term, but is more difficult and time consuming to 

administer. 

 

The survey for both phases was essentially the same with closed-ended and multiple-choice questions on 

the exhibit content, and visitor’s attitudes and demographics such as age, gender and educational 

background. A section including rating scale and open-ended questions on the exhibit’s usability and 

take-home messaging was completed only during Phase II. The questionnaire was designed to give 

baseline data and document any learning that occurred by interacting with the exhibit.  Combining 

qualitative and quantitative questions in the same survey can be used to uncover general trends while 

gaining insight into individual differences (Diamond, et al., 2009). The surveys took approximately 5-10 

minutes to fill out and participants were given a complimentary HMSC postcard upon completion. 

Coloring sheets of the octopus and quillback rockfish graphics found in the exhibit (designed by Dan 

Leventhal) were provided to amuse children while their parents took the survey so that we could include 

data from young adults with families. 
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RESULTS 
 
Survey Evaluation 

The first 16 survey questions were based on the exhibit text. These survey responses were the only data 

that could be compared between Phase I (pre-test) and Phase II (post-test). Due to time constraints in 

data collection, piloting of the first phase of questions was not done. While this is not ideal, it is in fact 

often the case with evaluations in museums and science centers where there may be small windows of 

time for collecting enough data with a broad enough audience due to seasonal variation in visiting. 

Museums have a field season (or a few during the year) and if you miss one, your whole timeline can 

often be delayed a year or more.  

Table 3. Comparison of results from survey questions #1-6, LO1. [N=118-120 in each phase]1 

Survey Item 1 (pre-test) 2 (post-test) χ2 p-value Cramer's V
1) Most MRs in OR extend from the seashore to: 41.61 <.001 .41

1 mile offshore 13 8
  *3 miles offshore 23 61

5 miles offshore 12 12
I don't know 53 20

2) MRs in OR include beaches, rivers and estuaries. 18.42 <.001 .27
True 68 58

  *False 11 32
I don't know 21 10

3) MRs are more restricted than MPAs. 17.92 <.001 .27
  *True 30 54

False 28 26
I don't know 42 20

4) Scientists with a permit can collect samples in a 
MR for monitoring. 8.92 .012 .19

  *True 63 80
False 4 3
I don't know 33 17

5) I cannot drive my boat through or anchor in a MR. 29.16 <.001 .34
True 39 35

  *False 13 41
I don't know 48 24

6) I can collect non-living souvenirs from the shore of a MR. 39.88 <.001 .39
  *True 15 42

False 49 51
I don't know 36 8

1. Cell entries are percentages of participants giving each response.
* Correct answer to survey question.

Phase 1
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As noted in the MR Exhibit Prototype II section above, I attempted to address all three of the Learning 

Outcomes (LOs) in the interpretive text. Survey questions number 1-6 addressed LO1, 7-10 addressed 

LO2, and 11-16 addressed LO3. Tables 3, 4 and 5 show the results from the questions that were aimed at 

documenting any learning that occurred just by reading the exhibit text. Most of the responses in Tables 

3 and 4 changed significantly (p=.05 or lower) towards the intended answer (8 out of 10 questions), with 

questions 1, 5 and 6 having the largest differences. The effect size (Cramer’s V) ranged from weak to 

mainly typical for those questions. This implies that visitors understood and remembered the exhibit 

messages, at least in the short term.  

 

There were a couple of notable exceptions to this trend of significant change towards the intended 

responses. Question 9 asked who was in charge of MR site monitoring and management plans. The 

change from Phase I to Phase II was significant, but towards the incorrect answer (from “I don’t know” 

to “Oregon’s Ocean Policy Advisory Council”). One way to account for this is that OPAC chair Scott 

Table 4. Comparison of results from survey questions #7-10, LO2. [N=118-120 in each phase]1 

Survey Item 1 (pre-test) 2 (post-test) χ2 p-value Cramer's V
7) OR has passed a law to promote ocean resource 
management. 13.60 .001 .24

  *True 47 70
False 5 3
I don't know 48 27

8) MR site development in OR only considers the 
scientific and ecological benefits. 16.84 <.001 .26

True 8 13
  *False 58 75

I don't know 35 13

9) Who coordinates the site monitoring and 
management plans? 17.81 .001 .27

Oregon’s Ocean Policy Advisory Council 12 30
Science and Technical Advisory Committee 2 6

  *Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 29 26
The Governor of Oregon 1 1
I don’t know 57 38

10) I can go to public meetings on MRs. 7.60 .022 .16
  *True 78 88

False 3 0
I don't know 19 13

1. Cell entries are percentages of participants giving each response.
* Correct answer to survey question.

Phase 1
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McMullen is the first video to appear that plays automatically when a visitor chooses the button marked 

“Who’s in charge of the process?”  Another would be that the text that gives this information is located 

in the text box at the bottom of the Oregon map of sites. This could imply that people did not read all of 

the text boxes completely, or that the location was too low for people to notice. Other responses, to 

questions such as numbers 10 and 11 (Table 5), showed an increase in frequency towards the correct 

answer, but the change was not statistically significant.  

Table 5. Comparison of results from survey questions #11-16, LO3. [N=118-120 in each phase]1 
 

Survey Item 1 (pre-test) 2 (post-test) χ2 p-value Cramer's V
11) MRs are designed to preserve: 9.13 .028 .18

habitat 0 2
plants 0 0
animals 1 1

  *all of the above 92 97
I don’t know 7 1

12) Reserves can be used to study the impact 
humans have on the ocean. 13.47 .001 .23

  *True 85 98
False 3 1
I don't know 13 2

13) What is the main goal of MRs in OR? (circle all 
that apply)

Protect fish to supplement fishing industry 28 38 3.05 .081
  *Protect marine habitat from human impacts 76 93 15.06 <.001 .25

Prevent people from fishing 3 5 1.03 .310
I don’t know 19 4 14.25 <.001 .24

14) Different habitats attract the same types of animals. 5.90 .052
True 24 27

  *False 56 64
I don't know 20 9

15) Animals that benefit most from MRs and MPAs: 
(circle all that apply)

  *travel short distances or don’t move 53 64 3.11 .078
  *are targeted by fishing 40 44 0.54 .464

eat other fish 25 21 0.65 .421
I don’t know 35 21 6.24 .012 .16

16) Cold water MRs outside of OR show: (circle all 
that apply)

  *more fish 17 25 2.34 .126
smaller fish 9 4 1.90 .168

  *positive/negative changes in species and # fish 42 57 5.48 .019 .15
I don’t know 50 28 11.84 .001 .22

1. Cell entries are percentages of participants giving each response.
* Correct answer to survey question.

Phase 1
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Table 5 focused on survey questions that address LO3. The wording of the learning outcome itself is 

broader than the other two, and many of the survey questions were more complex. The phrasing for 

questions 13, 15 and 16 suggested the possibility of choosing more than one answer, which proved 

confusing to the survey participants and produced mixed results. In general, people that filled out the 

survey during Phase II were less likely to respond “I don’t know” and more likely to at least guess an 

answer, perhaps feeling that that should know after seeing the exhibit. 

 

Answers from both Phase I and Phase II Likert scale questions on attitude towards MRs and ocean 

conservation in general were combined to produce the percentages given in Table 6. A strong majority 

of survey participants strongly (1 on the scale) or moderately (2) agreed with statements that were pro-

conservation. Note that question 19 was worded so that a strongly or moderately disagree answer 

denoted a pro-conservation stance. The mean ratings were consistently high on the scale extremes, 

reflecting a prevalent pro-conservation attitude. This is consistent with the data on attitudes that was 

seen in the SeaFest 2008 surveys. 

 

 
The usability questions on the survey were only completed by participants in the Phase II post-test 

survey. Answers from all the surveys received in Phase II were combined to produce the percentages 

given in Table 7, which shows that most survey participants found the exhibit easy to understand, fun to 

use and understood the difference between key terms (slightly to strongly agree). However, the mean 

Survey Question Strongly 
Agree

Moderately 
Agree

Slightly 
Agree

Neutral Slightly 
Disagree

Moderately 
Disagree

Strongly 
Disagree

Mean 
Rating

17) Marine Reserves are important for 
understanding how ocean ecosystems work. 60 29 6 3 2 0 0 1.6

18) Marine Reserves are useful tools for 
conservation of ocean resources. 62 28 5 3 1 1 0 1.6

19) Scientific evaluation of changes in the 
ocean is a poor use of state resources. 0 0 4 8 8 35 44 6

20) My actions can have a significant effect on 
the health of the ocean and coastal areas. 44 31 13 6 3 2 2 2.1

21) The health of the ocean is essential to 
human survival. 68 21 3 3 0 2 3 1.6

2. Variables were rated on a seven point scale, where 1 = Strongly Agree and 7 = Strongly Disagree

1. Cell entries are percentages of participants giving each response.

Table 6. Participants’ attitudes about Marine Reserves and ocean conservation in general [N=237-239]1,2 
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rating was only between slightly agree (3) and moderately agree (2), which was reflected in the open-

ended question comments grouped by theme in the next section. 

 

 

Table 8 lists ways that survey participants would 

obtain more information about MRs in Oregon. 

Answers from all the surveys received were 

combined to produce the percentages given in the 

table. The percentages add up to more than 100% 

due to survey participants circling multiple 

answers per question. The overwhelming majority 

said “search the internet,” followed by “go to the 

HMSC Visitor Center.”  

 

 

 

 

 

Survey Question Strongly 
Agree

Moderately 
Agree

Slightly 
Agree

Neutral Slightly 
Disagree

Moderately 
Disagree

Strongly 
Disagree

Mean 
Rating

24a) “Marine Reserves in Oregon” was easy to 
understand. 35 28 28 5 4 1 0 2.2

25a) “Marine Reserves in Oregon” was fun to 
use. 25 26 27 12 8 2 0 2.6

26) After using “Marine Reserves in Oregon,” I 
understand the difference between Marine 
Reserves and Marine Protected Areas.

24 27 20 22 4 3 1 2.7

27) After using “Marine Reserves in Oregon,” I 
understand the process of establishing Marine 
Reserves in Oregon better.

21 29 32 12 5 2 0 2.6

28) After using “Marine Reserves in Oregon,” I 
understand how scientists study the ocean better. 23 31 26 14 6 1 0 2.5

29) After using “Marine Reserves in Oregon,” I 
understand how I can get involved better. 18 31 30 14 5 2 1 2.7

1. Cell entries are percentages of participants giving each response.

2. Variables were rated on a seven point scale, where 1 = Strongly Agree and 7 = Strongly Disagree

Table 8. Methods of learning more about 
Marine Reserves in Oregon [N=238] 

Survey Question Categories %
Search the internet 86
Go to HMSC Visitor's Center 68
Attend a public meeting 44
Watch the news on TV 41
Read the newspapers 36
I am involved in the OR process 8
Other 3

Table 7. Usability of the Marine Reserves in Oregon exhibit [N=115-119]1,2 
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Of the 119 Phase II post-test survey participants, 72% 

watched at least one video on the monitor, with the mean 

number watched being 2.7 (see Table 9, note: 7 translates to 

answers given as “all.”). Although we did not track the 

amount of time each visitor spent interacting with the 

touchscreen, it is possible to document the overall time 

spent per visitor on this element in general, as well as per 

each video. I suggest adding this functionality to the next 

exhibit iteration as it would serve as a useful evaluation 

tool. 

 

 

In addition to the closed-ended questions above, there were several open-ended qualitative questions that 

elicited some interesting responses. 

 

24b) What, if any, controls or sections were confusing? 

Several themes emerged from these comments, and they have been grouped according to three topics, 

followed by examples of comments received: 

 

1) Too much information, need to focus 

 “too much verbage [sic], not enough pictures (most people don't read)” 

 “Very wide approach, a lot of info up front. I personally would have liked a stronger focus on 

the purpose of these areas.” 

2) Hard to hear/understand videos 

 “hard to hear, a bit too scientific” 

 “The video portions need to be more direct and to the point. Currently the video segments are 

too long and ramble.” 

3) Other suggestions 

 “more bullet points vs. long narrative” 

 “perhaps a "what is a marine reserve" summary as the first thing you see would be a plus...” 

 

Table 9. Use of videos on touch 
screen monitor [N=119] 
 Survey Question %
Watch videos on monitor?

Yes 72
No 28

If so, how many?
1 24
2 30
3 24
4 8
5 3
6 2
7 7



 

30 
 

25b) What would make it [the exhibit] more fun? 

Again, several themes emerged from these comments, and they have been grouped according to three 

topics, followed by examples of comments received: 

 

1) More interaction (including kid-directed), less talking 

 “interactive map showing the types of species possibly encountered at different beaches along 

the Oregon coast” 

 “the touchscreen should be used as an interactive device, rather than just to select a video...add 

a game, quiz, puzzles, etc.” 

2) Need better flow/graphics 

 “Direct our eyes so we have more direction for where to read first.” 

 “photo board attached to questions” 

3) Show data from other reserves, or when data becomes available for MRs in OR 

 “define OPAC (clearly). Show underwater videography and research being undertaken. Show 

research data.” 

 

32) What did you take away from the exhibit? 

There was a vast array of messages that were taken away from the exhibit. This is to be expected since 

the primary driver of what people learn at exhibits is their prior knowledge and experience, which may 

vary extraordinarily even within a group like a family (Falk & Dierking, 1992, and Borun et al., 1996).  

In general, the take-home messages seemed to point towards my three desired learning outcomes. 

Examples under each topic heading are given, with a more extensive list shown in Appendix E, Table 

10. 

 

LO1:  Recognize that a) Oregon has Marine Reserves, b) Marine Reserves are different from Marine 

Protected Areas, and c) Marine Reserves are in different locations along the OR coast.  

 

Many people’s eyes were opened to the fact that there are MRs in OR and were inspired to learn more.  

 “I had never even heard of marine reserves in Oregon, so now I am aware and understand the 

importance.” 
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 “1) importance of marine reserves, 2) marine reserves vs. protected areas, 3) better 

understanding of the need for reserves” 

 

LO2:  Describe the Oregon process of establishing Marine Reserves by acknowledging that there are 

many people involved with a variety of backgrounds, and the visitor can get involved.  

 

Several people picked up on the OR process itself and that multiple stakeholder groups can work 

together. 

 “the importance of studying and preserving the oceans and their flora/fauna, and how to work 

with people across the spectrum.” 

 “trying to involve the community, the fisherman and the academics to provide solutions to limit 

our impacts on the ocean.” 

 

LO3: Articulate the scientific and potential ecological benefits to Marine Protected Areas and Marine 

Reserves. 

 

MRs can be used as a conservation tool. 

 “Establishment of Marine Reserves and MPAs could become a useful scientific and conservation 

tool in Oregon. I question to what extent the fisheries industry can be convinced to cooperate in 

this process, as well as what legislative safeguards would be put into effect by the OR 

legislature.” 

 “better understanding of efforts to better understand/manage our diverse ecosystems and both 

beneficial and non-beneficial areas of impact.” 
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Demographics 

Since the sample population size is not large, I will not attempt to make assumptions about the public in 

general, but to characterize the visitors to HMSC Visitor Center. Of those that responded, the majority 

of the survey participants had at least some college (63%), were white (89%), and were fairly evenly 

spread across the spectrum of ages from 18 to 70 (see Figure 7). Oregon residents represented 75% of 

survey participants while 25% had travelled to the Visitor Center from outside of Oregon. The ratio of 

males to females was about 50:50. These findings are consistent with other demographic surveys 

performed at HMSC Visitor Center, except that those surveys suggested that more females than males 

visit the center. This could perhaps be attributed to more women than men filling out demographic 

surveys rather than actual visitor counts. I ran an analysis to see if survey participants’ attitude towards 

MRs and ocean conservation in general, as inferred from their answers to survey questions # 17-21, 

correlated with their gender. I did not find any significant difference between the answers of men and 

women, suggesting that HMSC Visitor Center visitors have the same positive attitude, regardless of their 

sex. Figure 8 demonstrates the wide variety of visitor’s professions, with a combined group of retirees, 

students, teachers and scientists comprising about one-third of the survey participants.  

19%

15%

18%
19%

17%

11%
1%

HMSC Visitor Age (yrs)

18-20

21-30

31-40

41-50
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15%

24%

24%
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Figure 7. Survey participant demographics – education, race, age and home zip code. 
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In general, the results indicate that many people achieved the desired learning outcomes, as evidenced 

by the significant positive changes to the closed-ended questions, and the stated take-home messages. 

The HMSC Visitor Center audience continues to show high levels of concern for ocean conservation, 

regardless of their responses to the other questions on the survey. The exhibit was found to be visually 

attractive, but elements such as the text and videos were too long to get their message across in the brief 

amount of time that visitors commonly spend at any one exhibit in this type of setting. The survey 

participants’ suggestions also pointed out that more dynamic and interactive elements need to be 

included to attract children and adults for longer periods of time. The internet and the HMSC Visitor 

Center remain high on the list of where people would go to find more information on MRs in Oregon. 

 

Figure 8. Survey participant demographics – profession. 
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SUGGESTIONS FOR THE FUTURE 
 

As described in the Results section, there were several general themes that emerged from the open-

ended survey questions, such as the need to shorten and focus the videos and text, and make the exhibit 

more interactive. This feedback, in addition to my personal observations, resulted in several specific 

suggestions of ways to modify and improve the display for the next iteration. 

 

Interpretive Text 

1) Revise the text again to cut down the amount of words and focus more on the key points, namely: 

 What are MRs and MPAs? 

 What do they protect and what is their purpose? 

 What activities are allowed and prohibited? 

 Where they are in Oregon? 

2) Bold and/or enlarge key words in the text. One survey participant noted that “we have become a 

society of key word searchers” due to the increased use of the internet. In general, the title and text box 

font size should be increased. Several HMSC visitors suggested to add more bullet points and eliminate 

longer paragraph narratives. 

3) Work on the flow of the text and graphics to lead the eye where to look first. This could be done with 

differentiation in text size, as suggested in #2, or by “pointing” in the desired direction with arrows or 

bubble connectors. To emphasize the basic information, “What is a Marine Reserve?” should be the first 

text box to which the visitor is drawn. 

4) Try to tell more of the key points with graphics and then fill in with text where necessary. 

5) After revising text, solicit feedback from as many different perspectives as possible. 

 

Map 

Add the title “Map of Oregon Coast” to the top and a key to the bottom of the map for clarity. Indicate 

more clearly that the red line close to the coast approximately marks the Oregon Territorial Sea 

boundary. 
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Videos on Monitor 

A common visitor comment about the videos was that they were too long, hard to hear and boring. They 

need more dynamic interaction, and more focus on underwater pictures and videos of MR locations. An 

example from a survey participant was, “liked the approach of helping people understand the politics of 

protecting what we have. The message gets a bit bogged down in the “old white guy” interviews. Needs 

more dynamic video.” Here are several ideas for ways to improve upon the videos in the next version. 

 

1) Have a separate adult section: 

Version A - Use a still photo image of the interviewee, or a caricature of the stakeholder groups 

represented with a conversation bubble giving a “reader’s digest” version of up to 4 video segments. 

Add an underwater photo of an MR location next to the image. The current videos could be used in a 

different venue in their current state (e.g., Oregon MR online website), or modified as suggested in 

Version B. 

 

Version B – Choose the best 4 videos, or the most often viewed, and edit them down to 30 seconds 

maximum. Modify the touch screen monitor interface so that each button only goes to one video. 

Change the button to state the stakeholder group instead of the person’s name for greater recognition. 

Add subtitles and try to improve the sound quality to make it more consistent between videos (i.e. same 

volume level). Add more “b-roll” footage of underwater fish and habitats videos and/or pictures of MR 

locations along the Oregon coast. 

 

2) Have a separate kid section: 

Version A – Add an activity such as “Can you find these animals?” with a list of animal images from the 

background underwater scene and their name, with a soundtrack of gurgling bubble noises. This would 

give kids an idea of the types of animals protected by MRs. 

 

Version B – Make an interactive Oregon map where you can click on existing and proposed MR sites to 

see images of underwater animals found there or the location above ground. This map can be modified 

and updated as the managed areas change. 
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Interactive component for kids 

The Prototype II exhibit currently is targeted mostly towards adult audiences with interesting visuals, 

but lots of reading and listening. One way to add interactivity and fun to the exhibit to attract younger 

audiences would be to do the suggestions under the kid section for the touch screen monitor detailed in 

the previous section. Another way to accomplish this would be to add a game component by 

constructing a button panel with associated questions in front of the exhibit for kids to push. Pushing the 

button would answer the question by lighting up an animal in the underwater scene. The questions could 

be crafted to give the kids an idea of the types of animals protected by MRs. 

 

Attractors and Touchables 

The current location and lighting is not ideal for this exhibit. It is located around the outside curve of the 

auditorium, near live animal tanks and has inconsistent lighting. Adding some attractors and 

“touchables” may help with these issues. 

 

1) The current noise attractor (sea gulls and waves) needs to be changed to loop (i.e. play more than 

once). 

2) OSU graduate student Laura Dover has had some success with changing visitors’ museum usage 

patterns by putting removable vinyl footprints on the floor leading to a certain section of the museum. It 

may be worth adding vinyl Oregon fish species on the floor to try and direct more visitors towards the 

exhibit. 

3) Add or redirect lighting in the area towards the exhibit. 

4) Add “touchables” to the table in front of the exhibit, such as a sea urchin test or sand dollars. 

5) Make the octopus image from the exhibit into a rubber stamp so that kids can stamp it onto a paper in 

front of the exhibit and take it with them as a souvenir. The paper could be on little notecards with a 

website to learn more about MRs in Oregon such as: http://www.oregonocean.info/marinereserves.  

 

Extensions 

The material from this exhibit could be repurposed to be used in a smaller travelling table-top version, 

with the videos served off of a laptop. This could be used by educators that would like to present 

information about MRs and MPAs in Oregon at local community events. Different exhibit elements 

could also form one part of a larger, more general display on marine spatial planning. 

http://www.oregonocean.info/marinereserves
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FEEDBACK AND POTENTIAL USES 
 

To add a layer of peer-review to the exhibit evaluations and to explore broader application for the 

exhibit pieces, feedback was solicited from 2 main groups: 1) Oregon Sea Grant Extension Agents and 

the two pilot MR community team coordinators, and 2) stakeholders in the Oregon process that were 

interviewed on the exhibit videos. See Appendix F for the full comments from the Sea Grant Extension 

agents and others involved in the Oregon process. 

 

The first group was asked a series of questions to gather their input as to how the MR curriculum pieces 

could be reused or repurposed in their community outreach events. The pieces were broken down into 

the categories of text, videos, map and underwater scene. The following people responded to the request: 

Sea Grant Extension Agents 

 Sam Chan – Portland Metro 

 Jamie Doyle – Myrtle Point 

 Rob Emanuel – Tillamook  

 Jeff Feldner – Newport 

 Kaety Hildenbrand – Newport 

Pilot MR Community Team Coordinator 

 Briana Goodwin – Redfish Rocks  

 Kerry Carlin-Morgan – Otter Rock 

 

Questions asked: 

1) In what ways could you use the Marine Reserve exhibit materials to communicate to the public? An 

example would be a tabletop version of the text panels and a laptop to show the videos. 

2) In what venues would you use the materials (e.g., state fair, public meetings, etc.)? 

3) Are there certain curriculum pieces that you would find more useful than others?  Why? 

4) How might you change the curriculum pieces to make them more useful to you? (e.g., shorten the 

videos and add subtitles) 

5) What curriculum pieces do you think are missing, if any? 

6) Do you have any other suggestions for improving the usability of this education package? (e.g., 

extension to a website) 
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The opinions from the extension agents that responded were split between a general positive feeling that 

the MR curriculum pieces were neutral and could be used in other settings, and a general negative 

feeling that the exhibit comes across as very pro-MR biased, and it would easily become outdated. Some 

people stated that with some changes, the exhibit could be tailored to different sites along the Oregon 

coast, or perhaps in locations where the local community is supportive of MRs. If the community is not 

supportive, then they might find the exhibit offensive and upsetting. One person suggested that the reach 

and understandability of the exhibit could be increased by including a companion piece that describes 

more generally why the oceans are important for human well being. Many mentioned the difficulty of 

presenting information on such a politically charged and controversial issue, and noted some 

inaccuracies that may potentially cause misconceptions. Both of the pilot MR community team 

coordinators commented that they liked the material and the MR curriculum pieces could be modified to 

meet their upcoming outreach needs. Potential uses given were the Port Orford Water Festival and future 

Port Orford Visitor Center, as well as at the Oregon Coast Aquarium, and community meetings and 

trainings. 

 

The second group was also asked several questions to solicit feedback on the exhibit, but the questions 

were more general. The following people responded to the request: 

 Walter Chuck – Recreational Fisherman 

 Scott McMullen – OPAC Chair 

 Terry Thompson – Lincoln Co. Commissioner 

 Dick Vander Schaaf – The Nature Conservancy 

 

Questions asked: 

1) What is your impression of the exhibit? 

2) Do you feel that the exhibit is biased? 

3) What are your suggestions for improvement, if any?  

 

Those that responded generally liked the overall look of the exhibit, and gave some specific suggestions 

to improve the accuracy of the text and map. Many commented that the videos should be shortened and 

have less focus on the people talking and more pictures and videos of the actual MR locations. Dick 

Vander Schaaf hoped to use his video interview clip in multiple other ways.  
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DISCUSSION 
 

Developing an exhibit for a science museum is a multi-step process that is greatly improved by the 

collaboration of many different people and perspectives. In this way, this process is similar to the 

process of establishing MRs in Oregon. People look through different lenses of experiences, education 

and interests and their comments serve to make the exhibit more well-rounded and help avoid 

misconceptions.  

 

It is easier said than done to follow all of the suggestions for a good exhibit. The exhibit did prove to 

meet the goal of raising awareness of the subject and the desired learning outcomes were achieved, as 

evidenced by the results from the surveys, and especially from the take-home messages. However, these 

messages are only conveyed if the visitor’s attention is caught and held long enough. The exhibit was 

effective in some ways, but needs improvement in order to better communicate key concepts in a quick 

and engaging fashion. 

 

As pointed out by the OR Sea Grant Extension agents, this topic is very controversial, and any type of 

educational materials that appear to be biased towards establishing MRs would be rejected by those that 

oppose the idea. There is a competing idea that both sides of the issue should be represented (i.e. more 

text), while simultaneously receiving feedback that the exhibit text needs to be shortened. If the text 

becomes too neutral, then it becomes less interesting for the reader, and less time will be spent at the 

display. I chose to focus on the benefits of MRs to grab visitor’s attention and simplify the message 

presented. 

 

One way to address the dilemma of designing a display that says enough, but not too much, is to develop 

separate displays at various locations along the Oregon coast that are tailored towards each area. The 

exhibit could also be incorporated into a larger future exhibit at HMSC’s Visitor Center on the more 

general topic of marine spatial planning. In addition, since many HMSC visitors look for their 

information on the internet, possibilities exist for extending the MR curriculum materials there.  

 

Representing a dynamic process with a static display is a tricky issue with many inherent difficulties, 

some of which could be addressed by putting the information on the web. However, the amount of 
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information on the internet is so vast, it may be difficult for concerned Oregon residents to find the right 

websites. Informal marine education centers, such as HMSC Visitor Center, are a trusted source of 

knowledge on current marine topics. Learning that occurs there is not just through the passive transfer of 

information through the physical context, but also through the social context of adults and families 

spending time together and interacting. Therefore, there is value in trying to impart information in these 

settings. 

 

Ultimately, does increased information on MRs and MPAs lead to increased environmental knowledge, 

and a change in behavior? Studies have shown that increased environmental knowledge correlates 

positively with environmental attitudes (Arcury, 1990; Bradley, Waliczek & Zajicek, 1999), but the 

connection between attitude and behavior is not as direct (Bamberg, 2003). We know that HMSC 

visitors have a generally pro-conservation attitude, but this may not necessarily translate into action by 

getting involved with current conservation topics. Some researchers have seen that visitor learning, 

when combined with emotional empathy that is elicited from a marine wildlife encounter, can lead to 

longer term intentions to engage in marine conservation actions (Zeppel, 2008). This implies that 

regardless of how informed a person is on a topic, they need to feel a deeper emotional connection or 

reaction in order to spur actions. The goal for this project was to create an effective museum exhibit that 

encourages that crucial first step of raising the public’s awareness, which hopefully will lead to a 

genuine interest and future engagement in ocean conservation issues. 
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APPENDIX A: Select Environmental Interpretation Class Feedback  

on MR Prototype II Mockups 
 

From Dave Stemper – Environmental Interpretation Class instructor, 12-8-10 (see Figure 9 for a 
graphic of the display mockup given for evaluation) 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Feedback on Mockup: 
Title – I really like the question. It’s a nice way to engage visitors from a distance. Make sure that it dominates 
the level 3 text portion (Part A). The drawing seems to indicate they’ll be at a relatively even height, and I think 
that would be a mistake. The title needs to dominate across the horizon.   

Part A – I believe you mentioned this will have associated graphics. I hope that’s the case, as I envision visitors 
avoiding this, or at least not reading through it entirely if small graphics aren’t present.    
 
Part B – Underwater scene with some sort of I-Spy game: How high off the ground are the buttons? Will the 
fish/plant/critter light up, or will it move via holograph or something. It would be outstanding if some type of 
movement was enabled via the buttons.  
 
Part C – To me, the water scene is the most attractive component of the display. If what you’ve shown is in 
proportion, I’d decrease the size of the screen. The water scene will be beautiful, and it’d be a shame to have it 
compete (at times, anyway) with a talking head. The screen will make the display dynamic to be sure, but you 
want the beauty of the Marine Wildlife Preserve depiction to dominate this display. In other words, you wouldn’t 
drape a towel over the Venus de Milo. 
 
Overall, this will look really nice when all is said and done.  
 

Figure 9. Early mockup of 
MR exhibit showing a 
curvilinear design to 
emulate ocean and species 
movement. 
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From Environmental Interpretation Class student, 12-8-10 (see Figure 9) 
 

Hatfield Display Feedback 
 
Comments on the Interpretive Text 
The Level II headings in the interpretive text are logical and answer basic questions the viewer might ask. 
The copy was a bit too "formal" in some places. The tone kept shifting between "formal" and "informal," 
which is primarily why I have provided edits.  
 
I am not clear on the difference between a marine reserve and an MPA, even though an MPA is defined. This 
confusion happens several times in the copy. Can I also do collecting in an MPA? How do I learn who my 
community team members are?  
 
If there is text that goes along with the I-Spy area of the display, this should be included in the Interpretive 
Text document.  
 
The "so what" is a little weak in the proposed text. Why is the marine reserve being established now (rather 
than later)? Is it due to the new law only? Is there a special urgency on the Oregon coast? Are there imperiled 
species that the reserve is hoping to preserve that can’t wait until later?  
 
What kind of involvement is needed from the viewer? Do I need to be voting a particular way? Or if I am a 
scientist, is there something specific I can do? Or as a concerned citizen with a large network of friends, do I 
need to help rally them to support the reserve with money to contribute to a capital campaign?  
 
Comments on the Display Mock-up  
I generally like the idea of the "wave" being used in the display structure, and I am imagining that it will be a 
panel that has some smooth curves once installed. The mock-up, though, makes this look a little "extreme."  
 
I am not clear on the size of this display or the scale relating to human viewers. Will information be as 
accessible for children as it will be for adults, for instance?  
 
Overall, the exhibit looks expensive and high maintenance, due to the video and to the buttons that I assume 
identify fish with some light-up device. Is that what is meant by "I-Spy"? Keeping the video of the 
stakeholders current over time is one issue. More information is needed about the content of this video, since 
the development of this is likely one of the most expensive parts of the display. The other is, if the video is 
on demand, will the buttons to start it be dependable? If the video is running continuously, then 
dependability may not be a problem. The buttons for the I-Spy game carry the same concern.  
It is a little difficult to imagine just how the copy and suggested visuals in the interpretive text relates to the 
copy positioning blocks on the illustration. Also, the title is different on the display than it is in the 
interpretive text document. Which one will be used?  
 
I am not sure who the decision-makers are for this display, but they are likely going to want intimate detail 
about exactly what the monetary allocation is being spent on. Also, they will want a timeframe for 
development, as well as the qualifications of the vendor(s) who will be developing the display. There are 
likely more issues that they will want to have addressed. Perhaps this is included in the project proposal 
already?  
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I hope this feedback is helpful. It looks like a really interesting project, and I wish the Hatfield Marine 
Science Center much luck. Please feel free to keep me in the loop as a reviewer (if you care to) as the project 
develops. 

 
Specific Text Edits 
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From Environmental Interpretation Class student, 12-9-10 (see Figure 9) 
 

Finding Refuge Underwater 
How do Marine Reserves Protect Ecosystems? 

 
 
Wildlife refuges of the oceans (map of OR coast) 
 
If you know what a wildlife refuge is, you’ll understand the function of a marine reserve. What if I don’t 
know what a wildlife refuge is? Also, hunting, fishing, and boating are allowed at the National Wildlife 
Refuge near me. I think this starts some confusion and I’m not sure wildlife refuge even needs 
mentioned. Maybe change the title to “What is a Marine Wildlife Reserve?” Then I would start “Marine 
Wildlife Reserves serve several important functions.” Reserves preserve habitat and encourage plant and 
animal diversity; and I would make a new sentence here.  help scientists study the impact we have on 
the world’s oceans.  
 
In Oregon, marine reserves may extend from the rocky intertidal area at high tide to 3 nautical miles 
offshore. I think “intertidal” is borderline jargon. Maybe something like “from the rocky area 
submerged at high tide to…” However, beaches, sandy intertidal areas, rivers and estuaries are not 
included. In this sentence, I would just leave out “sandy intertidal areas”. There’s a difference, but I 
think beaches covers it for the layman.  
 
 
Oregon’s Marine Reserve process (map of OR coast) 
 
In 2009, Oregon state legislature passed a law that mandated Marine Reserves and MPAs be established, 
monitored, evaluated and funded according to local needs. 2 pilot sites – one at Otter Rock and one in 
Port Orford - will be designated in 2012, and several more along the coast are under consideration by 
local community teams. I wouldn’t start this sentence with a number. The sentence is also too long. 
“Set for designation in 2012, Otter Rock and Port Orford will be sites of Oregon’s first two…” It is 
unclear whether they will be MPAs or MRs. My second sentence would be “Several more locations 
along the coast are under consideration…” Look at the videos for more information on the Oregon 
process. Using a line I should have used in my display, I would change this to “Explore the videos below 
for more information…”  
 
 
Marine Reserves vs. Marine Protected Areas 
 
Marine Protected Areas, or MPAs, is the general term for special areas in the ocean that are managed for 
conservation. Marine sanctuaries, state parks, and estuarine reserves are all types of MPAs in the United 
States. Some types of fishing are generally allowed in MPAs, but prohibited in no-take marine reserves. 
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MPA 
Only crabbing and 
trolling allowed 
MR 
No take of any 
kind 
 
I would like to see more information in the text or on the table about the differences between MPAs 
and MRs. The last sentence of this paragraph seemed a little unclear the first time I read it. Maybe 
something like “While certain types of fishing are allowed in MPAs, no fishing of any kind is allowed in 
MRs. 
 
Can I collect souvenirs from a reserve? (graphic of snorkeler) 
 
You can visit a reserve at any time – you just can’t remove anything living from it. Only scientists – 
carrying a special permit – can monitor reserves by collecting fish, kelp or invertebrates. Transiting 
through or anchoring in a reserve is generally allowed, as is collecting non-living souvenirs from the sea 
shore. If I am snorkeling, am I allowed to take non-living things from the ocean? I think this section 
could be written in an easier to read fashion as well. I think the “Only scientists...” sentence, especially, 
should be reworked, minus the dashes. “Carrying a special permit, scientists monitor the reserves by…” 
Also, I think the sentence about transiting and anchoring is out of place. Maybe this could be another 
fact on the table instead of in this section. 
 
 
 
Protecting watery homes (underwater scene) 
 
The main goal of Marine Reserves in Oregon is to protect key types of marine habitat, such as rocky 
intertidal, rocky subtidal with and without kelp forests, and muddy or sandy soft bottoms. Different 
habitats attract different types of animals. Organisms that will most likely benefit from Marine Reserves 
and MPAs either don’t move around much or are affected by fishing. Check out the underwater scene 
for species found off Oregon. Since the words seem necessary at this point, I think the average reader 
could benefit from having a definition of intertidal and subtidal. Otherwise, I would try to define the 
word in the sentence or rework the sentence without the words. 
 
 
What might Oregon’s Marine Reserves look like? (underwater scene) 
 
Oregon has never had marine reserves, so we don’t know exactly what will happen. Studies in other cold 
water areas show: Instead of the “Studies in…” I would say, Here is what we learned from other cold 
water MRs: 
 They tend to have more and larger fish; 
 They display less evidence of fishing gear impacts; and 
 changes in food webs and communities – species and number of fish and invertebrates in the 

reserve.  In this sentence, I wonder what kind of changes? The whole sentence seems confusing 
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to me. I would like it to explain more clearly how the food web changes (grows?) and how this 
affects (diversity?) the area’s species.  

 
 
Get Involved! (graphic?) 
 
 Contact your local community team members 
 Visit www.oregonocean.info/marinereserves to learn more 

I’m not crazy about the bullets here and I would provide contact information for the local community 
team leaders. Also, I’m not sure if there are sponsors involved, but I would provide the relevant 
contact info or logos as well. The display mockup mentions videos of involving stakeholders. These 
groups could be mentioned here. 
 
Display Mockup Evaluation 
 
I think the display is really cool! The I-Spy game is a neat interactive addition to the display and it’s a 
great lure for the display.  
 
The only thing that stuck out to me was the placement of the screen and the buttons. It might be hard 
to explain in text, but I will do my best. It seems as though the display curves and the screen is set 
inside of the curve. I think that the inward curved part of the display shows the largest area and would 
be better suited for the I-Spy associated graphics. The buttons could be also moved inside the curve. It 
would provide more of the feeling that the water is around you while standing inside the curve. Also, I 
think it would be easier to find things in this manner as opposed to searching on the outward curve 
that is rounded out. I would be interested in knowing the physical dimensions of this display. It’s hard 
to make a judgment without knowing how deep the curve is or how wide the rounded out part is. If the 
rounded out part on the right is big enough, I think it would work just fine.  

http://www.oregonocean.info/marinereserves


 

51 
 

From Environmental Interpretation Class student, 3-18-11 (on Prototype II, see Figure 9) 
 

• When viewing the sign for the first time, where do your eyes move first? What captures 
your attention first? Where do your eyes move next? 
 
The first thing I see when viewing this sign is the bright orange octopus.  My eyes then follow 

the motion of the kelp and octopus to look at the other bright orange fish below the shark.  Next I 
search for the title above to find out what this display is about.   Then I move down to read the text 
box titled “Wildlife Refugees of the Ocean.”  I then move to the left panel to view the reserves on the 
Oregon coast mentioned in the just read text box.  From there I look and read the left panel from top 
to bottom.  The bottom text box says “watch the videos for more information.” Instead I return to the 
middle panel and read the text box “Protecting Water Homes.”  Next I move to the right panel to 
read from top to bottom.  

 
• Is it easy to tell what the sign is about? Is there an obvious theme? If so, how is it conveyed? 

Explain your reaction. 
 

The title, being topical, makes it easy to know what the sign is about, marine reserves in Oregon 
and conservation affiliated with them.  I think the theme is marine preserves - an introduction to 
what they are and why they exist in Oregon.  This is clearly conveyed by the repeated subject of 
marine preserves in every text box and most titles.    

  
• What do you like and/or dislike about the sign? 

 
What I like most about this sign is the color scheme and graphics.  They are easy on the eyes and 

very pleasant to look at.  I also like the graphics because they convey a sense of current in the water; 
everything seems to be moving or flowing around each other in a natural way.  It reminds me of the 
peace and quiet I have experienced when swimming or snorkeling in the ocean.  I also like the left 
panel.  It is simple and clear but could have easily been much more detailed and complex.  Overall, I 
think the amount of level III text is good, not to much and not to little.   

 
What I dislike about this sign is the video monitor.  I think the text and images support the 

theme, and provide enough information on their own.  I do realize that I am looking at this without 
the option to watch the videos; perhaps my reaction would be different if this were not the case.  
With that said, even after reading the text that suggests watching the video for more information, I 
never was inclined to, nor did I wish I could at any point.     

 
• What changes, if any, would you make to the sign, if in charge of its production? 

 
The one major change I would make would be to eliminate the video monitor.  Instead I would 

include more text to provide the same information in condensed form.  After looking at and reading 
such a beautiful sign, standing in one spot staring at a screen seems more like a chore.  

 
Initially the left panel feels separate from the rest of the sign. After reading “Wildlife Refuges 

of the Ocean,” the left panel becomes connected with the other two panels. Once I began to read, I 
felt like the sign is split into two halves.  One half is on the left side of the monitor, the other on the 
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right.  For some reason this works, but I would re-evaluate the intention of flow if the monitor were 
removed.  

 
• Read the interpretive text. What do you like or dislike about it? What improvements would 

you make, if any? 

Overall I like the interpretive text.  I do however have some suggestions for improvement. 
 
First of all, I don’t believe there is a title for this interpretive sign.  Instead, there is a thematic 
connector acting as a title.  My suggestion is to come up with a catchy title, for example: 
Beachfront Property (title), Marine reserves in Oregon account for # miles of protected land along 
the Oregon coast (thematic connector). 
 
Secondly, most of the level II is topical and not especially captivating.  However, I do like the ones 
that pose a question or exclamation.  I suggest exploring thematic sub headings that tie in with the 
thematic title.  
 
 “Protecting Watery Homes… Explore the underwater scene for species found in different habitats 
off the Oregon coast.”  After reading this I got excited to learn about a few species depicted on the 
panels.  After scanning the boards I found there was nothing to support this suggestion.  At the very 
least, inserting names for a few of the species depicted in the underwater scene would be great. 
 
“Marine Reserves More Restricted than Marine Protected Areas.” This title is awkward and doesn’t 
make sense.  If not able to change the title then I would at least put in “are” or a comma after 
Marine Reserves. I also think the supporting text could be a little more extensive in explaining the 
differences.  I do however like the example.  
 
“What might Oregon’s Marine Reserves look like?” Instead of +/- I would suggest writing words 
i.e. positive and negative changes in the fish and animal (or species, inhabitants) populations (if that 
is what is being said, I’m not sure). 
 
“How do Marine Reserves Affect Me?”  This paragraph is very informative.  My one suggestion is 
to share that people can also be observers (unless this isn’t true).  I feel like being told I’m “allowed 
to pass through” means that I should do just that and nothing more.  
 
“Oregon’s Marine Reserve Process,” This is also filled with great information.  One suggestion is to 
expound a little more on “Large enough to allow for evaluation benefits.” I know what this means 
but think it can be improved.  
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From Environmental Interpretation Class student, 3-17-11 (on Prototype II, see Figure 9) 
 
When viewing the sign for the first time, where do your eyes move first? What captures your 
attention first? Where do your eyes move next? 
 
When viewing the sign for the first time, my eyes are immediately drawn to the image of the octopus, 
the shark, and the fish and underwater vegetation near the top of the page.  From there I scan down to 
the touch screen monitor where my attention is mostly captured.  After that, my gaze follows the 
illustrations of sea life to the right side of the display, where the text goes more in depth on the marine 
reserves. 
 
Is it easy to tell what the sign is about? Is there an obvious theme? If so, how is it conveyed? 
Explain your reaction. 
 
It is very easy to determine what the sign is about through the title, level two, and level three text.  
Through the title the theme is directly conveyed; the topic is marine reserves, the theme is the proactive 
conservation of these reserves.  Also through the level two and three text, the sign looks in depth into 
aspects of marine conservation such as: the habitat of the reserves, the importance, the restrictions, the 
characteristics, and the processes and guidelines of marine reserves. 
 
What do you like and/or dislike about the sign? 
 
I like a lot about the sign; there are certain elements that are crucial to the success of a sign like this.  
One of which is the background images of the native marine life that exists in the marine reserves, the 
graphic images catch your eye and draw you into the sign.  Another element of the sign that I 
particularly like is the color scheme; the colors of light blue fading into the ocean scene fit the theme of 
the poster and add to the visual element.  I also like the map on the left side panel of the sign; it is good 
to have a birds eye view of area that is being preserved.  However, I don’t like how small the level two 
and three text is.  The level two text is a little hard to distinguish between the level three, and both 
appear to be hard to clearly read at the regular viewing distance. 
 
What changes, if any, would you make to the sign, if in charge of its production? 
 
If in charge of the production of this sign I would make a few fairly minor changes.  First I would 
change the title, while I think it conveys the theme of the sign it is not an attention grabbing thematic 
title, also it isn’t in an active voice.  At the very least changing it to “Proactive Conservation of Oregon’s 
Marine Reserves” would provide a more active voice, but with more background knowledge even a 
better thematic title with an attention grabber could be formed.  Second I would increase the level two 
font and make it bold to clearly distinguish it from the level three text.  Also I think that if the text boxes 
had the same background color as the text of the title, the dark blue, and the text of the level two and 
three was white; the contrast would bring out the text more than the existing black text with the light 
blue background.  
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Read the interpretive text. What do you like or dislike about it? What improvements would you 
make, if any? 
 
The interpretive text seems to fit the theme well and conveys a clear understandable message.  I 
particularly like the “Wildlife Refuges of the Ocean”, the “Marine Reserves More Restricted than 
Marine Protected Areas”, the “Protecting Watery Homes”, the “How do Marine Reserves affect me?”, 
and the “Get Involved!”  sections of the text.  Without having any background knowledge in the field 
pertaining to the sign I could not offer any suggestions on how to improve those sections.  However the 
sections “What might Oregon’s Marine Reserves look like?” and “Oregon’s Marine Reserve Process” 
need to have the bullets removed and the sentences combined.  The suggestion to remove bullet points 
and create sentences is recommended through the work of Sam Ham in Environmental Interpretation 
(1992) and in the Environmental Interpretation course.  That being said, I think this is a really good 
interpretive sign and it is easy to tell that a lot of time was put into producing it. 
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APPENDIX B: Final Interpretive Text from MR Prototype II 
 
 

Marine Reserves in Oregon 
A Proactive Approach to Conservation 

 
 
(on left panel) 
Oregon’s Marine Reserve Process 
 
In a proactive approach towards conservation, Oregon passed a law in 2009 to promote ocean resource 
management. Set for implementation in 2011, Otter Rock and Port Orford will be the sites of Oregon’s 
first two managed areas. Local community teams have provided recommendations for additional sites 
along the coast (see map of Oregon coast).  
 
 
In Oregon, Marine Reserve site development considers two guidelines:  
 large enough to allow evaluation of benefits,  

 small enough to avoid significant economic or social impacts to coastal communities and ocean 
users.  

Scientists recommend a minimum size of about 3 square miles and to include a variety of different 
habitats, based on data from other Marine Reserves around the world. Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife coordinates site monitoring and management plans, with input from state agencies and 
community action teams. Watch the videos for more information.  
 
 
(on middle panel) 
Wildlife Refuges of the Oceans 
 
Marine Reserves are designed to preserve ocean habitats and invigorate plant and animal life. Reserves 
are outdoor labs where scientists can study the impact humans have on the world’s oceans. 
 
In Oregon, most Marine Reserves extend from the rocky seashore area to 3 miles offshore, the state’s 
Territorial Sea boundary. But they don’t include beaches, rivers and estuaries. 
 
Protecting Watery Homes 
 
The main goal of Marine Reserves in Oregon is to protect key types of marine habitat from different 
human impacts, including fishing and development. Different habitats attract different types of animals.  
 
Animals that benefit most from Marine Reserves and MPAs don’t travel far or are targeted by fishing. 
Explore the underwater scene for species found in different habitats off the Oregon coast. 
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(on right panel) 
How do Marine Reserves affect me? 
 
You can use the waters or border of a Marine Reserve at any time – just don’t remove anything living 
from it. Only scientists carrying a special permit may monitor the site by collecting kelp, fish, or other 
animals.  
 
You are allowed to pass through or anchor in a reserve and you can collect non-living souvenirs such as 
shells from the sea shore. 
 
Marine Reserves More Restricted than Marine Protected Areas 
 
Marine Protected Area (MPA) is the general term for an ocean zone managed especially for 
conservation. Marine sanctuaries, state parks, and estuarine reserves are all types of MPAs in the United 
States. 
 
Example in Oregon at Redfish Rocks: 
 Marine Reserve – No living removal of any kind 
 MPA – Only crabbing and salmon trolling allowed 
 
What might Oregon’s Marine Reserves look like? 
 
As Marine Reserves are new to Oregon, it’s hard to predict what they might look like in the future. 
Other cold water Marine Reserves show: 
 more and larger fish, especially ones that are usually targeted by fishing; 

 less impact from fishing gear; and 

 +/- changes in the species, number of fish and other animals in the reserve. 

Why do you think the changes in species and number of animals could be positive or negative? 
 
Get Involved! 
 
You still have a chance to attend and provide comments at public meetings. Learn more at: 
http://www.oregonocean.info/marinereserves. 
 
 
Funded by the Holt Marine Education Fund. Illustrations by Dan Leventhal. Videos by Stevon Roberts at Oregon 
Sea Grant. 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.oregonocean.info/marinereserves
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APPENDIX C: Video Clip Transcription 
 

 “Perspectives on Marine Reserves in Oregon” 
 
 
Ed Bowles (1:45) ODFW 
 
For these community teams that have been established to help determine recommendations on whether sites move 
forward or not, those recommendations will come to the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. That’s 
established in statute. I am the point person for Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and I am also the point 
person designated through the Governor’s office to shepherd this process. The Governor and the legislature were 
very clear in establishing two key sideboards. The first one is this experiment has to be ecologically meaningful; it 
has to be ecologically rich and big enough that you can actually learn the ecological benefits of it. But in selecting 
those sites, it also has to be small enough that you don’t cause significant socio-economic hardship. That’s a 
tough balance. This is a very controversial topic, and there are a lot of passions all the way around on this, and I 
think the passion is very important because I think when you get to apathy it’s a much more difficult thing to deal 
with these challenges, when people don’t care. We have no lack of passion on the coast, but it has been well 
placed, it’s been constructive and from my standpoint, I’m very proud to be part of a process where individuals 
are investing literally thousands of hours of their own time and their own livelihoods potentially into a 
constructive process and regardless of the outcome, that’s remarkable and I think very Oregon.  
 
Key topics: ODFW as guide in process, uncertainty, 2 sideboards, controversy, passion, a lot of time put in by 
stakeholders 
 
 
Walter Chuck Jr. (1:30) Recreational Fisherman 
 
My contribution as a community team member is my expertise and my experiences in the recreational fishing 
community and also the length of involvement in the process and I have good connections and good relations with 
the charter industry and recreational fishing industry. I give my perspective from that point of view and also a 
little bit of conservation background. When the OPAC recommended my area, they thought it was very strong on 
ecological information, but it didn’t have a lot of information or collaboration from the fishing industry. This 
whole issue of Marine Reserves, Marine Protected Areas and wave energy is being viewed by many in the fishing 
community as kind of a land rush and we’re just looking at how much access and opportunity will be lost by the 3 
of these areas combined. That’s one of the main concerns is there’s never been, we’ve kind of look at it as when 
they started putting fences up on the prairies. There’s no fences up there right now, and everyone’s pretty much 
free access to everything, recreational fishermen, commercial fishermen, sailors, surfers and beach walkers, 
kayakers. But not there’s going to be some zoning of the ocean, and that has everybody a little bit concerned from 
all sectors. 
 
Key topics: fishermen involvement in process, collaboration to find solutions, indirectly marine spatial planning, 
contentious issue, concern 
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Bob Eder (1:38) Commercial Fisherman 
 
I feel it’s important to participate in this process. Now I’m at a stage in my career where I can carve out the time 
to do it and give something back to an industry, a vocation that I’ve discovered and really benefitted from. Keep 
in mind that there’s a whole herd of competing interests that want to take space. I think fishing is an important 
industry, I think it’s very important culturally. Part of our conversation in the community teams is that we can 
consider Marine Protected Areas and an MPA is an area that allows some activities and not others. Fishermen 
already come with a lot of knowledge. I think we can add a lot at very low cost compared to conventional research 
by working in these Marine Protected Areas that we may create. We are moving, all the time, toward having what 
I would call successful fisheries. By successful, I don’t mean economically successful. A successful fishery is one 
that is proven to be sustainable, where we’re harvesting a sustainable amount, and where we are able to do that 
without having a negative impact on the habitat. It’s okay for us to accept that we are part of the ecosystem. We 
can fit in, we can have a working landscape and preserve that. 
 
Key topics: competing interests, definition of MPA, collaboration between scientists and fishermen, definition of 
successful fisheries, humans as part of ecosystem 
 
 
Gus Gates #1 (1:26) Introduction 
 
The Department of Fish and Wildlife has been kind of the lead agency for convening these community teams and 
I think that working with the agency staff has been really beneficial in providing them feedback on what different 
types of information the community team needs to make informed decisions, as well as feedback on generally 
how the meeting was being run and facilitated. They are really open to that and I have seen them make a number 
of slight modifications in between meetings to change things to keep going in the right direction. They are really 
receptive of that and I think they have generally done a good job. People have an opportunity to comment, 
whether it’s the public through public comment, or individual community team members. That’s really important, 
making sure that everyone’s voice is heard. It’s been pretty interesting just to see the interactions of various 
perspectives and different people at the table, and how much we have in common versus how much we differ. I 
think we share a lot of values in common and ultimately I think it’s that that going to help us come forward with 
something that is ideally close to consensus as we move forward in the process to establish other areas.  
 
Key topics: ODFW as leading process, interaction among groups/feedback, public involvement, listening to all 
perspectives, common ground/values 
 
 
Gus Gates #2 (1:10) Recreational Ocean User 
 
As a recreational user who’s swam and surfed and dove in these areas, I have somewhat of a different perspective 
from some of the other people in relation to this area. I’ve been involved in the Marine Reserves issue for a few 
years now, and my role in that is to represent recreational ocean users, non-fishing. So in that role, one of the 
things that I typically do is outreach and education with other recreational users, getting them up to speed on the 
issue, as well as letting them know various opportunities to engage on the issue, sometimes giving presentations 
to high school kids, and then we have worked on developing some of the site proposals. A lot of it is just personal 
communication, one on one, but also passing out information on the science of Marines Reserves, some of the 
policy information, like the policy guidance that we’ve drafted with the Ocean Policy Advisory Council. 
 
Key topics: personal relationship with ocean, how public can become engaged/involved in process, recreational 
user perspective 
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Selina Heppell (1:10) STAC/Scientist 
 
The Science and Technical Advisory Committee is composed of scientists who are biologists like myself, 
oceanographers and social scientists who know something about economics and the social impacts that reserves 
and other activities in Oregon’s coastal areas may have. So with that group of people with those diverse 
backgrounds we’re actually able to review and evaluate the plans that are coming forth from the communities and 
offer advice on how to improve them. So what the Science and Technical Advisory Committee can do is bring in 
information from published studies, but also marine ecology and local community information and we can help 
the different groups put that information together into their plans so they can consider how to set their boundaries, 
or to create the reserve versus the protected area and to do the best job they can that minimizes economic impact 
but also benefits the marine organisms and the habitats that we’re concerned about. 
 
Key topics: who is on STAC, what they do, combine scientific data with community knowledge, sideboards 
 
 
Scott McMullen (1:44) OPAC Chair 
 
Oregon’s Ocean Policy Advisory Council is a group that’s set up through the Governor’s office of the state. The 
purpose of it is to advise state agencies and the governor on policy decisions that affect the state of Oregon. When 
the legislature reconstituted OPAC with new legislation, they changed the makeup of it. The idea was they wanted 
to have strong coastal input in the policy decisions that affect the coast of Oregon. So OPAC is comprised of 
representatives representing local coastal governments, commercial fishing industry, which is a position I hold on 
OPAC, the North Coast Coastal Fishing representative for OPAC, comprised of recreational fishermen, non-
fishing recreational interests, such as surfers, kayakers and other non-consumptive uses. It’s comprised of 
conservation interests and public at large. Marine Reserves is probably the topic that is most concerning to 
Oregonians at this time. A lot of people are for Marine Reserves in the state, a lot of people are opposing Marine 
Reserves, and then there is probably an even bigger group that says we want to learn more about them, we want to 
have some input. They might be a good experiment if we do it in the right way. So OPAC is trying to weigh all 
sides and come up with a policy advice to give to the Governor and to the legislature that will try to have a good 
balance on the needs of all the various stakeholders that are represented.  
 
Key topics: what is OPAC, who is on it, what do they do, policy decisions, diverse stakeholder groups, concern, 
MRs as experiments, weigh all perspectives 
 
 
Terry Thompson (0:38) Government (Lincoln Co. Commissioner – and fisherman) 
 
I’ve done a lot of different research projects for a lot of scientists over the years with trawl gear and all kinds of 
different fishing techniques. So I have a pretty broad background of what actually lives in these areas. I want to 
give credit to a lot of our marine biologists and our fisheries scientists actually over the years. We’ve taken a 
really conservative approach on fisheries management on the West coast. One of the things we want to learn from 
a Marine Reserve is how the ecosystem changes. I mean we are talking about ocean acidification, we’re talking 
about global warming. If you don’t have good baseline work, you can’t tell how it changes.  
 
Key topics: collaboration between fishermen and scientists, conservative approach to fisheries management, 
ecosystem changes, baseline data 
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Dick Vander Schaaf (1:28) Conservation 
 
My role actually began a number of years ago, the Nature Conservancy in Oregon really started ramping up our 
activities with Marine Reserves and basically conservation in the nearshore ocean. So we actually started a 
process to look at the whole NW coast ecoregion and especially the nearshore ocean, and to evaluate where there 
would be priority conservation areas in the ocean from Northern CA all the way up to the tip of WA. As we were 
going through this process and beginning this long-term study of this ecoregion, the OR Marine Reserve process 
began ramping up. So we basically doubled our effort to offer up the information we have been collecting and 
evaluating to the Marine Reserve process. Some of the specific information that I bring to the panel is that I have 
a background in science and conservation biology, and while we have scientists on many of our panels as well, or 
on these community teams, I have a little different flavor or experience in this. I have a perspective of looking at 
these sites as, basically as reserves, much as the Nature Conservancy manages nature reserves and have an 
understanding of what that may mean to manage these reserves over the long term, to put scientific studies and 
monitoring into these reserves as well, and then to bring those results out into the broader community and to assist 
with basically adaptive management and other aspects of the nearshore oceans.  
 
Key topics: conservation in the nearshore ocean, scientific studies of NW coast, offered to help process, meaning 
of managing reserves long term, share results with public 
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APPENDIX D: HMSC Exhibit Pre and Post Test Survey 
 
 

SURVEY 
 
Project Title:   Formative Evaluation of a Marine Reserve Exhibit at HMSC 
Principal Investigator: Dr. Shawn Rowe 
Student Researcher:  Amy Vandehey 
Version Date:    February 15, 2011 
 

Circle one unless directed otherwise. 
Content: 
1) Most Marine Reserves in Oregon extend from the seashore to: 
1 mile offshore 
3 miles offshore 
5 miles offshore 
I don’t know 
 
2) Marine Reserves in Oregon include beaches, rivers and estuaries. 
True  False  I don’t know 
 
3) Marine Reserves are more restricted than Marine Protected Areas. 
True  False  I don’t know 
 
4) Scientists with a permit can collect samples in a Marine Reserve for monitoring. 
True  False  I don’t know 
 
5) I cannot drive my boat through and anchor in a Marine Reserve. 
True  False  I don’t know 
 
6) I can collect non-living souvenirs from the shore of a Marine Reserve. 
True  False  I don’t know 
 
7) Oregon has passed a law to promote ocean resource management. 
True  False  I don’t know 
 
8) Marine Reserve site development in Oregon only considers the scientific and ecological benefits. 
True  False  I don’t know 
 
9) Who coordinates the site monitoring and management plans? 
Oregon’s Ocean Policy Advisory Council 
Science and Technical Advisory Committee 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
The Governor of Oregon 
I don’t know 
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10) I can go to public meetings on Marine Reserves. 
True  False  I don’t know 
 
11) Marine Reserves are designed to preserve: 
habitat 
plants 
animals 
all of the above 
I don’t know 
 
12) Reserves can be used to study the impact humans have on the ocean. 
True  False  I don’t know 
 
13) What is the main goal of Marine Reserves in Oregon? (circle all that apply) 
Protect fish so they can grow larger and help supplement the fishing industry 
Protect key types of marine habitat from various human impacts 
Prevent people from fishing in their favorite locations 
I don’t know 
 
14) Different habitats attract the same types of animals. 
True  False  I don’t know 
 
15) Animals that benefit most from Marine Reserves and Marine Protected Areas: (circle all that 
apply) 
travel short distances or don’t move 
are targeted by fishing 
eat other fish 
I don’t know 
 
16) Cold water Marine Reserves outside of Oregon show: (circle all that apply) 
more fish 
smaller fish 
positive and negative changes in the species and number of fish 
I don’t know 
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Attitude: 
17) Marine Reserves are important for  
understanding how ocean ecosystems 
work.  
 
18) Marine Reserves are useful tools for 
conservation of ocean resources. 
 
19) Scientific evaluation of changes in 
the ocean is a poor use of state resources. 
 
20) My actions can have a significant 
effect on the health of the ocean and 
coastal areas. 
 
21) The health of the ocean is essential to 
human survival.  
 
22) How would you learn more about Marine Reserves in Oregon? (circle all that apply) 
Search the internet     Attend a public meeting 
Read the newspapers     Watch the news on TV 
I am involved in the OR process   Go to HMSC Visitor Center 
Other ___________________________ 
 
23) Have you seen the exhibit at HMSC Visitor Center on Marine Reserves in Oregon? 
Yes*     No** 
 
*If you answered ‘yes’ to question #23, please answer the questions in the ‘Usability’ and 
‘Demographics’ sections. 
**If you answered ‘no’ to question #23, please skip to the ‘Demographics’ section. 
 
 
Usability: 
24a) “Marine Reserves in Oregon” was 
easy to understand.  
 
24b) What, if any, controls or sections 
were confusing? 
 
25a) “Marine Reserves in Oregon” was 
fun to use. 
 
25b) What would make it more fun? 
 
 
 

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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26) After using “Marine Reserves in 
Oregon,” I understand the difference 
between Marine Reserves and Marine 
Protected Areas. 
 
27) After using “Marine Reserves in 
Oregon,” I understand the process of 
establishing Marine Reserves in Oregon 
better. 
 
28) After using “Marine Reserves in 
Oregon,” I understand how scientists 
study the ocean better. 
 
29) After using “Marine Reserves in 
Oregon,” I understand how I can get 
involved better. 
 
30) Did you watch the videos on the monitor? 
Yes       No 
 
31) If so, how many? 
1 
2 
3 
Other ____ 
Not applicable 
 
32) What did you take away from the exhibit? 
 
Demographic Information 
 
Male   or   Female   What is your age?  __________ 
What is your profession?  ___________________________________ 
What is your home zip code (or country if not USA)?  _________________ 
 
What is your educational background? 
Some high school    Some college 
High school diploma    Undergraduate degree (B.A. or B.S.) 
Technical training/associate degree  Graduate degree 
 

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7



 

65 
 

 
White      Black, African American or Negro 
American Indian or Alaska Native  Asian Indian 
Chinese     Filipino 
Japanese     Korean 
Vietnamese     Other Asian 
Native Hawaiian    Guamanian or Chamorro 
Samoan     Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin 
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APPENDIX E: Exhibit Survey Take-home Messages 
 
 

Table 10. Sample of take-home messages from the exhibit survey 

 

Learning Outcome #1: Marine Reserves exist in Oregon and are in different locations, MRs vs MPAs
1) importance of marine reserves, 2) marine reserves vs. protected areas, 3) better understanding of the need for reserves
a better understanding of marine reserves
before I didn't know there were marine reserves
I have a lot to learn about the marine reserves.
I would like to know more.
I am interested in learning more, both policy and current research results.
I didn't know about marine reserves before.
I had never even heard of marine reserves in Oregon, so now I am aware and understand the importance.
I learned that this is really a big issue and conflict for locals and visitors. I did enjoy knowing more of the difference. I didn't know that it was a difference. Thank you.
that I didn't understand much about MPAs and MRs and should learn more
Marine reserves exist / they are cooperative with fishery industry, they are evolving.
that a request is being made by "someone" to observe and do research on areas of the ocean related to the shore interactions. These areas are spaced along the 
coast.
that there were active efforts to study coastal ecosystems
that there were reserves
that they're working on making sure we don't damage the fine balance in the ecosystem in the ocean.
that there ARE marine reserves - who runs them - who they benefit
where and what MR and MPA are
that a lot of work is being done to protect the oceans
that we are finally doing more detailed study of habitat and changes taking place there
learned about the different protected zones
the need for better disemination of Oregon marine policy

Learning Outcome #2: Oregon process, many stakeholders, visitor can get involved
a lot of groups work together
A sense of different protective programs, and a stronger desire to be active in ocean protection.
the importance of studying and preserving the oceans and their flora/fauna, and how to work with people across the spectrum.
trying to involve the community, the fisherman and the academics to provide solutions to limit our impacts on the ocean.
Oregon is involving all groups. Oregon knows our resources are stressed and we need knowledge.
Better understanding of the process and who is involved. Only negative is the videos are repetitive in some sections. Nice poster.
we need to get organized as a team to protect marine life - both scientists and fishermen
That we need to be involved and do our share.
the importance of everyone working together to maintain healthy oceans.
we have to work together and trust each other!
why it is important to get involved with marine reserves

Learning Outcome #3: Scientific and ecological benefits 
better understanding of efforts to better understand/manage our diverse ecosystems and both beneficial and non-beneficial areas of impact.
Establishment of Marine Reserves and MPAs could become a useful scientific and conservation tool in Oregon. I question to what extent the fisheries industry can be 
convinced to cooperate in this process, as well as what legislative safeguards would be put into effect by the OR legislature.
do more research at home on how it can affect me and my family economically and ecologically
Marine reserves are important tools for scientists to use in evaluating the health of the near-shore ecosystem in Oregon.
marine reserves are valuable to establish; MPAs are useful to the local organizations to maintain life styles.
importance of preserving and studying the ocean habitats
importance of reserves for research and ongoing health of ocean
MRs are being established to protect and (primarily) study human effects on the marine ecosystem in certain areas.
need to protect areas of ocean before we destroy it in time (both environmentally and for habitat of ocean life)
that marine reserves are an important way to help our ocean ecosystem recover and to better understand it
that the government and people are trying to do more to learn/save the ocean and study the animals/life in it.
Everything impacts all around it. So, any small change can lead to bigger changes.
wondered if the research would negatively (further) impact the commercial fishing industry?
The importance of studying and preserving the ocean's abundant life.
that there could be more marine reserves, which is important to keeping the fish/plants thriving on the Oregon coast...a healthy ecosystem.



 

67 
 

  
APPENDIX F: Sea Grant Extension Agents and Others’ Feedback  

on MR Prototype II 
 
 
Sea Grant Extension Agents and Pilot MR Community Team Coordinators 
 
Samuel Chan – Portland Metro 
I think this can be a valuable product, but not as a stand alone if you want to reach an audience 
that may not know much about oceans.  I think its reach can substantially broaden if the display 
had a "buddy" that introduces a broader public to what oceans can mean for their lives. 
 
1) In what ways could you use the Marine Reserve exhibit materials to communicate to the 
public?  
An example would be a tabletop version of the text panels and a laptop to show the videos. 
 
In conjunction with a display that introduces the value and attributes of oceans.  Like the Thank 
You Ocean’s campaign.   
 
2) In what venues would you use the materials (e.g., state fair, public meetings, etc.)? 
A campaign for non-coastal  inland venues –Portland metro, central Oregon and even eastern 
Oregon. A display at the state capital.  A traveling display with a school district.  In conjunction 
with the Oregon Zoo. 
 
3) Are there certain curriculum pieces that you would find more useful than others?  Why? 
 
Yes, a companion piece introducing the diversity, attributes and the role of oceans for human 
well being. 
 
How little we know about oceans compared to space. 
 
4) How might you change the curriculum pieces to make them more useful to you? (e.g., 
shorten the videos and add subtitles) 
 
The title : a proactive approach to conservation conveys a rather academic theme.  This should 
be a conclusion, but as a title, might limit appeal to an uninitiated audience.  People should first 
understand that a marine reserve is actually a current part of our ocean landscape and something 
special enough that we want to conserve for future generations.  It's a reservoir of knowledge and 
nature yet, untapped 
 
5) What curriculum pieces do you think are missing, if any? 
 
That marine reserves can and will change.  They are not static.  Dynamics is healthy. 



 

68 
 

 
Jamie Doyle – Myrtle Point 
(Note: some of the comments were addressed in a separate e-mail to Jamie) 
 
1) In what ways could you use the Marine Reserve exhibit materials to communicate to the 
public? An example would be a tabletop version of the text panels and a laptop to show the 
videos. 
I would not use this exhibit.  It comes across as biased toward a Marine Reserve, and does not 
help answer questions well.  It combines the process in Oregon and MR science, which are both 
confusing.  The interviews have good information, but they are confusing and their context is not 
well described—perhaps they could be used in the future.  They are too long.  
 
The “a proactive approach to MR’s” instantly makes it sound like any opposition to it is in the 
dark ages.  That is one opinion.  It would be better if the exhibit had showed more broadly in the 
text/signage the diversity of opinions—that or focused ONLY on the process or ONLY on the 
concepts of MR.  
Marine Reserves is too controversial a topic to cover lightly, and I would not use something that 
appeared biased for or against a MR.  This piece is all too pro-reserve for Sea Grant extension 
uses. 
 
2) In what venues would you use the materials (e.g., state fair, public meetings, etc.)? 
I would not use the exhibit in Coos County, not with a Sea Grant logo on it. 
 
3) Are there certain curriculum pieces that you would find more useful than others?  Why? 
The graphics/illustrations of the fish are nice, though the background colors makes it feel too 
tropical from a distance.   The map could be helpful, but has limitations. 
 
4) How might you change the curriculum pieces to make them more useful to you? (e.g., 
shorten the videos and add subtitles) 
Shorten the videos, include text that explains OPAC, community teams, etc etc.  Explain what 
the process was. 
 
5) What curriculum pieces do you think are missing, if any? 
Lots of content.  The map does not show the MPAs associated.  I think the map might be useful, 
but will be outdated soon, and has the text on it about the process (which is inaccurate and 
biased), which would not be helpful when using the map. 
 
6) Do you have any other suggestions for improving the usability of this education 
package? (e.g., extension to a website) 
Nope.  I think it’s got limited uses, and will be dated quickly, since the process continues to 
move forward. 
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Rob Emanuel – Tillamook  
 I like the neutral tone of the exhibit and appreciate its boiling down of a complex issue from 

a science perspective (why a reserve is important for sea life, what does it do). 
 I am really reluctant to use it in Tillamook County, especially as we get closer to 

implementing two reserves in the County. Fisherfolk up here are exceptionally upset and will 
probably find this offending, even if it’s not.  It makes me nervous to even get into a 
discussion of the science, as most of the fishing community are using the apparent ambiguity 
of the conservation biology to poke rhetorical holes in the process.   

 I think the obvious application would be at a county fair or science expo, possibly with ways 
to attract young people to view it and explore. This will drag their parents along.  

 
 
Jeff Feldner – Newport 
I like the materials, and actually wish we could have had them available about two years ago in 
Oregon's MR process to use at our many coastwide meetings and workshops. 
 
I don't have any immediate ideas about future venues, but I'll surely keep in mind the potential 
for asking your help in showing these materials at appropriate Sea Grant Extension events. 
 
 
Kaety Hildenbrand – Newport 
(Note: some of the comments were addressed in a separate e-mail to Kaety) 
 
1) I probably would not use this exhibit to communicate to the public. Marine Reserves are a 
super tricky, intensely political and ever evolving issue and Oregon Sea Grant extension people 
are to be neutral. Placing a display out on this topic, would most likely peg me as being biased. I 
do feel like it could have some benefit with other agencies/groups like perhaps placing it at the 
Depoe Bay city Hall or Whale Watch Center, where there is going to be a marine reserve and 
where the community is very supportive of that. 
 
2) The map section is more helpful, because it is not up for interpretation or argumentation as to 
“why we are doing this” it is simply showing where. Though, some of the slights look slightly 
out of proportion to me. Also, you missed a proposed site outside of Coos Bay. There were 2 
pilot sites, three community teams, and one other site being looked at by the Port of Coos Bay at 
OPAC’s direction.  
 
3) As stated in number one, this issue is very political and changes frequently. I would digitize 
the whole thing so that it can change according to what is happening. That would make it more 
useful altogether. The other issue is sort of difficult to explain, this is both too charged a display 
yet too benign at the same time. It skates over a lot of the issues that people would be upset about 
NOT seeing on it. For instance under the how does this affect me section it doesn’t say that 
people WILL be affected, and some WILL BE affected. Saying that would make it a bit more 
charged, but a bit more realistic too, and validate how some people feel. Another example is 
under what might Oregon’s MR look like: not all of these areas had fishing gear being used in 
them that would create bottom issues. I do like the get involved section, that should be digital 
and have the upcoming meetings listed and be updated. And also content wise you can’t have 
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anything touch the bottom in MR’s and generally speaking MPA’s, so now energy extraction 
(even renewable) and no cable laying, I think that should be mentioned. 
 
6) Like I said, I think it almost needs to get into some of the meat of this issue, rather than 
glossing over the hard stuff, but at the same time that can make it harder to use too. I think the 
key to this is that you want to make it so that it can be used by groups/people who are “for” it 
and against “it”, have no dog in the fight, and have a whole pack of dogs. Right now, I feel like it 
just sort of hangs there and doesn’t really jump in at all. This stuff is just really hard to deal with 
and educate about, I do commend you for attempting to bite this off, and please recognize that I 
am not coming down on you, like I said it is just a real hard issue. Call me/email me if you want 
to chat about it. The other option, would be to not do a general one, but tailor them for each 
community/group that is wanting one. You could do one just for Depoe Bay, Port Orford, etc. 
Keeping much of the same content, just showing more in depth stuff about that site, and the 
community members involved and when those groups meet, just a thought. 
 
 
Briana Goodwin – Redfish Rocks Community Team Coordinator 
(Note: some of the comments were addressed in a separate e-mail to Briana) 
 
1) In what ways could you use the Marine Reserve exhibit materials to communicate to the 
public? An example would be a tabletop version of the text panels and a laptop to show the 
videos. 
This exhibit is a great idea. The design will draw people in and the interactive touch screen will 
keep them engaged.  
 
To be used in Port Orford, this exhibit would need to be tailored to our local community. It is 
great to have an overview of the Statewide process, but in Port Orford, we have a Reserve and 
MPA and want material that focuses on it. Our commercial fishermen have contributed a 
significant amount of time to working with researchers and that would need to be recognized in 
an exhibit housed in our community. Further, the video clips seem to be very focused on the sites 
for further evaluation and not on the pilot sites. 
 
With some changes (local people on the video, the right side panel about Port Orford, accurate 
information), we could use this material. 
 
2) In what venues would you use the materials (e.g., state fair, public meetings, etc.)? 
With the above changes, this exhibit could be used in conjunction with the Redfish Rocks 
Community Team exhibit for events such as the Port Orford Water Festival. It could potentially 
be housed in the Port Orford Visitor Center. 
 
3) Are there certain curriculum pieces that you would find more useful than others?  Why? 
The video (if it were tailored to Port Orford) is very useful because it is engaging and has the 
potential to represent diverse stakeholders that can’t necessarily be at every event.  
 
4) How might you change the curriculum pieces to make them more useful to you? (e.g., 
shorten the videos and add subtitles) 
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I think the uncertainty and competing interests section should be changed to something more 
positive and should focus more on how diverse stakeholders have come together under a 
common goal. I am not suggesting that the contentious past of marine reserves should be 
ignored, but I do feel that we need to move forward with a sense of optimism and open 
mindedness. Gus Gates 1 would be a great clip for that section 
 
Some of the videos are used under multiple topics. It would be nice to not repeat videos – and 
there are certainly many more people that could be interviewed for the sections. 
 
I do not understand the point of the “How can I hear more about Marine Reserves?” section. It 
seems like the clips should focus more on websites and locations of information. 
 
5) What curriculum pieces do you think are missing, if any? 
 
6) Do you have any other suggestions for improving the usability of this education 
package? (e.g., extension to a website) 
*** On the right panel, the material incorrectly states that people can collect non-living 
souvenirs from the beach. Every reserve has a different eastern boundary. At Otter Rock, 
nothing can be taken from the beach (see the OR Parks and Rec Regulations). At Redfish Rocks, 
our eastern boundary is the extreme low tide line, so things can be taken from the beach. 
 
 
Kerry Carlin-Morgan – Otter Rock Community Team Coordinator 
There are several ways that we can potentially use the information you have gathered both for 
the community group as well as the Aquarium. We will be designing interpretive signs for the 
community around otter rock and at the Aquarium. We will also be organizing 
trainings/meetings for volunteers and this information can be used for that as well. 
 
 
Stakeholder Video Interviewees 
 
Walter Chuck – Recreational Fisherman 
I just got back from the HMSC Visitors Center and spent a little time at the exhibit. I thought the 
exhibit looked pretty good, visually. The room was a little dark and the graphics did not show up 
as well as they could have but this helped the video portion. It was hard to hear the presentations 
with the speaker behind the exhibit, maybe put them in the display itself next to the screen. I find 
it hard to determine bias due to my involvement in the process. I believe that those who feel 
strongly either way will see bias in any attempt to explain the process. I think that your display 
did a good job of trying to begin to educate on the subject of MRs. There were a few school 
groups there today and I noticed that the children(elementary school age) did not spend much 
time looking at the people talking but the adults did take a few minutes to look when I was going 
through the different parts. It is hard to look at yourself on a screen in public and not feel a little 
self conscious. I would like to see this panel be part of a series on Marine Spatial Planning. This 
is going to be a hot topic in the coming years and any advance education would be of great 
benefit. I hope my comments have been of help. 
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Scott McMullen – OPAC Chair (from phone conversation) 
 Scott generally like the way the exhibit looked. 
 
 On the map, Newport and Otter Rock should be moved up one estuary. It is currently located 

at Waldport. The Otter Rock MR box should start below the 3 wavy bumps north of the 
Siletz estuary. 

 
 In the “Wildlife Refuges of the Oceans” section, Scott suggests rewording to convey that 

MRs are a control to show the natural ocean conditions without human disturbance. 
 
 In the same section, need to add the word “about” before “3 miles offshore” to be more 

accurate. 
 
 In the “What might Oregon’s Marine Reserves look like?” section, Scott thinks that saying 

“less impact from fishing gear” gives the wrong impression. Even though it states what is 
happening in other locations, it implies that this is what is going on in OR. From the coast to 
the 3 mile line is almost all sand, and it would be hard to document this change/impact.  

 
 In the “Oregon’s Marine Reserve Process” section, in the second paragraph, add the word 

“general” before guidelines. There were many other factors that were considered and not just 
the ones mentioned in the text. 

 
 Scott suggested adding crab to the background scene. 
 
 Videos – Scott says that his interview was the most “boring” in terms of background and 

length. The videos in general need to be shortened, could add a video of boats in harbor. 
Scott did say that he was willing to be reinterviewed if necessary in the future. 

 
 
Terry Thompson – Lincoln Co. Commissioner (Government) (from phone conversation) 
 In the “Wildlife Refuges of the Oceans” section, Terry thinks that using “invigorate” when 

referring to plant life (only) would give misconceptions. Suggests that we choose a more 
appropriate word. Maybe people are unaware of the current state of coastal ocean 
management off Oregon. Plant growth is affected by nutrients and sunlight, and not by MRs. 

 
 In this same section, Terry does not feel that saying the MRs extend to the 3 mile line is 

accurate. None of the MRs actually go to this line, although some will touch it. This is 
because the 3 mile line is mostly curved, and the MR boundaries are straight, as deemed 
necessary by the people that will enforce the MR restrictions. In addition, this avoids conflict 
or forced cooperation with the federal government for the ocean from 3-200 miles offshore. 

 
 Terry thought the “Protecting Watery Homes” section was unclear and suggested that we 

take another look at rewording it. 
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 In the “What might Oregon’s Marine Reserves look like?” section, Terry suggested adding 
the word “experiment” to the first sentence. It would then read, “As Marine Reserves are an 
experiment in Oregon, it’s hard to predict what they might look like in the future.” 

 
 In the “How do Marine Reserves affect me?” section, Terry felt it was not clear where you 

could and could not remove non-living souvenirs, i.e. rocky intertidal vs beaches. Talk to 
ODFW for clarification.  

 
 Terry like the idea of having the videos, which he hadn’t seen done before, but he suggested 

shortening them and being more concise. We should also be more specific about who is 
talking in the videos. Less images of the faces, and more pictures/video of the actual 
locations. 

 
 
Dick Vander Schaaf – The Nature Conservancy (Conservation) 
Everyone on our communications staff liked what they saw with the only possible 
recommendation or query was about the sideways map of Oregon.  Having suffered from a long, 
skinny coastline for years with mapping issues there is really no way around it, I know. 
 
One thing our Communication folks did ask for was a clip of my interview with you and Steve, if 
possible.  They liked the footage and they could use it in several ways.  Let me know.  They 
would certainly cite you for the work. 
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	When viewing the sign for the first time, where do your eyes move first? What captures your attention first? Where do your eyes move next?
	Is it easy to tell what the sign is about? Is there an obvious theme? If so, how is it conveyed? Explain your reaction.
	What do you like and/or dislike about the sign?
	What changes, if any, would you make to the sign, if in charge of its production?
	Read the interpretive text. What do you like or dislike about it? What improvements would you make, if any?

