DI-4010 (Rev. 03/2021) OMB Control. No. 1040-0001
U.S. Department of the Interior Expiration Date 09/30/2024
JUSTIFICATION FOR SUBMISSION UNDER THE
“DOI PROGRAMMATIC CLEARANCE FOR
CUSTOMER SATISFACTION SURVEYS”

See Page 5 for Instructions on Completing This Form

1. Bureau/Office 2. Date Submitted
US Geological Survey 11-27-2023
3. Survey Title

Partner Engagement in National Early Detection and Rapid Response Framework Projects
4. Abstract (Not to exceed 150 words)

National Early Detection Rapid Response (EDRR) Framework efforts to address biological invasions require coordinated effort across
agencies and other partners to produce innovative scientific tools and technologies. For the National EDRR Framework's USGS
projects to be successful and impactful, partners involved in EDRR and invested in the tools currently under development to advance
their EDRR work must be appropriately engaged. USGS EDRR projects are engaging partners through a variety of activities, such as
subject matter expert groups, working groups, one-on-one meetings with end-users, and group discussions. A customer satisfaction
survey is needed to assess these efforts and identify opportunities to improve engagement. The survey will measure satisfaction
across several indicators, including interaction with the project team, preference for the frequency of different engagement activities,
the level of involvement the partner perceives they have participated in, and the level of functionality the partner perceives the tool will
have for invasive species work.

5. Bureau/Office Point-of-Contact Information

First Name Last Name

Rudy Schuster

Title Bureau/Office

Branch Chief - Supervisory Social Scientist US Geological Survey/Fort Collins Science Center

Mailing Address City State Zip Code
Fort Collins Science Center2150 Centre Ave, Bldg. C Fort Collins cO 80526
Phone [ work | Fax Email

970-226-9165 O cen schusterr@usgs.gov
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6. Principal Investigation (PIl) Point-of-Contact Information

First Name Last Name

Kaylin Clements

Title Bureau/Office

Research Social Scientist (Fellow) US Geological Survey/Fort Collins Science Center
Mailing Address City State Zip Code
Fort Collins Science Center2150 Centre Ave, Bldg. C Fort Collins CcoO 80526
Phone 0 work | Fax Email

3055460151 1 Cell kclements@usgs.gov

7. Name of Program or Office Conducting Survey
USGS Fort Collins Science Center

8. Description of Customers and Services Provided

Customers include 390 partners of nine USGS projects producing scientific tools and resources to support early detection and rapid
response for invasive species. These partners include individuals from federal and state agencies, non-governmental organizations,
universities, tribes, territories, or organizations representing tribes and territories, as well as private industry. Each partner has been
engaged in at least one of a suite of USGS projects funded by the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) to support the National Early
Detection and Rapid Response Framework (hereafter “Framework”). Projects include various types of tools, including: 1. Horizon
Scans, which will produce prioritized lists of potential invasive species to include in watch lists, 2. Hotspot Analysis at regional and
national scales to identify habitats of the conterminous United States at the highest risk of invasion; 3. Point of Use Detection, which is
developing genetic diagnostics for priority invasive species at points of entry; 4. Genetic Material Repository and Sharing Network,
which involves creating a genetic material repository to support eDNA detection efforts; 5. eDNA Toolbox, a web-based tool for
resource managers and eDNA practitioners for all species targeted for environmental DNA detection; 6. READI-Net (Rapid
environmental (¢)DNA Assessment and Deployment Initiative & Network), which is developing a network of automated eDNA
collection devices, operational protocols, and a lab management information system; 7. INHABIT, which is a terrestrial invasive plant
habitat suitability modeling tool; 8. Siren: a National EDRR Information System, a one-stop-shop for invasive species data,
standardization, collection, integration and long-term data storage for researchers, managers and decision-makers; and 9. Genetic
Marker Development, which will develop markers for priority watchlist species to enable hotspot surveillance using eDNA technology.

9. Survey Dates

(mm/dd/yyyy) (mm/dd/yyyy)

03/01/2024 to 03/01/2025
10. Type of Information Collection Instrument (Check ALL that Apply)
] Intercept [] Telephone 1 Mail W Web-based [] Comment Cards
] Focus Groups [] Other: (Explain)

11. Survey Development (Who assisted in survey content development statistics? Was the survey pretested? How did you
integrate improvements? Which of the six topic areas did you address?)

The email survey was developed by a social scientist who also serves as the partner engagement coordinator and co-chair for the
National EDRR Framework and is therefore familiar with projects and their engagement activities (though is not typically involved in
direct engagement). The social scientist has expertise in statistical analysis and survey design.

The survey addresses topic area one (“delivery, quality, and value of products, information, and services”). The survey was developed
based on existing research on coproduction and stakeholder engagement to produce actionable science (Bamzai-Dodson and
McPherson, 2022; Bamzai-Dodson et al., 2022; Meadow and Owen, 2023; Wall et al., 2017). Each question measures a specific
indicator identified in the research on coproduction of actionable science (Wall et al., 2017). The indicators identified in Wall et al.
(2017) chosen to be measured by the survey include:

* Frequency and medium of communication between project and partners

« Partners perceive they had equitable opportunities to participate in project meetings, workshops, etc.

« Partners are satisfied with the level of engagement.

* Findings/outputs meet the standard the partners apply to “usable” information for action.

* Partners perceive the science as salient to their needs/problems.

« Partners perceive that the process of producing the science was legitimate (i.e., all participants had opportunities to contribute).

Dr. Bamzai-Dodson, who has conducted similar survey research and applied the Wall et al. (2017) framework to evaluate
coproduction, was consulted on development of this survey tool. Her suggestions were incorporated into the wording of questions and
plans for statistical analysis of the survey data.
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12. Survey Methodology (Use as much space as needed; if necessary, include additional explanation on separate page.)
12A. Respondent Universe

The respondent universe includes 390 partners of a suite of nine National EDRR Framework BIL-funded USGS projects. These
partners are individuals representing federal, state, tribe, territory, private, non-governmental, and academic organizations who are
invested in the final outcomes of projects. They are typically involved in invasive species management and/or early detection and
rapid response for invasive species. Their involvement is essential for the Framework to be effective in advancing EDRR at a national
level.

12B. Sampling Plan/Procedure

EDRR projects have engaged partners in specific activities, including subject matter expert groups, one-on-one meetings to test tools
and websites that are under development, communities of practice, and working groups. As such, the project teams have existing
relationships they have built with these partners with open, two-way communication, and therefore have contact information for
individual partners. The survey will be sent to all of these partners, with the exception of USGS staff or staff of universities or research
institutions who are paid to work directly on the project as part of a project team. The survey will be sent via email using the survey
software Qualtrics. The survey will be sent to respondents twice, first as a formative evaluation and second as a summative
evaluation to measure progress.

12C. Instrument Administration

The survey will be sent via email using the survey software Qualtrics. A modified Dillman method that has been shown to maximize
response rates will be followed (Dillman et al., 2014). All potential respondents will receive multiple emails and more than one
opportunity to complete the survey. Once a respondent completes the survey, or requests to be taken off the email list, they will be
removed from the list and sent no further emails. The sequence of emails, conducted over a four-week period, is as follows:

1. An initial email will be sent out with a description of the effort and a link to the survey.

2. Two weeks later, an email will be sent with a reminder to those who have not yet responded.

3. After another two weeks (four weeks after the first email), we will send another reminder email to those who have not yet
responded, indicating that it is their final opportunity.

Information about the purpose of the survey will be provided in the email, with a link to take the survey. Once a respondent clicks the
link, they will land on the first page of the survey, which explains that their responses will be anonymous and only seen by the
researchers conducting the survey (Rudy Schuster and Kaylin Clements) and that they can opt out at any time after starting the
survey. The instructions will invite them to advance to the next page if they consent to these details.

For respondents who do not respond, they will be sent a nonresponse survey after the dissemination period ends.

The first administration of the survey will serve as a formative evaluation for project teams to learn from and improve their
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12D. Expected Response Rate and Confidence Levels

Because the survey is short, and the sample population includes partners who are already engaged in USGS EDRR projects and the
survey requests feedback on these projects, we expect to have a high response rate. Our expected response rate is based on similar
survey research on team science, transdisciplinary collaboration, and stakeholder groups (Bamzai-Dodson & McPherson, 2022;
Masse et al., 2008; Singletary et al., 2022; Walter et al., 2007).

Bamzai-Dodson and McPherson (2022) conducted a similar evaluation of stakeholders’ engagement in the production of actionable
climate science for the South Central and North Central Climate Adaptation Science Centers (CASCs). The response rate for the
South Central CASC was 12.9% and for the North Central CASC was 13.3%. These response rates were low for several reasons.
First, survey dissemination began December 7, 2018 with a 90-day dissemination window, during which the government shutdown
(December 22, 2018 to January 25, 2019) hampered data collection. Federal contacts were invited again in July of 2019. In addition,
Dr. Bamzai-Dodson has shared that the survey was very long and she believes this impacted the response rates as well.

Mass et al. (2008) administered an online survey via email measuring collaboration and transdisciplinary integration in team science
as part of a program evaluation. The respondents included 234 principal investigators, co-investigators, project directors, research
associates, scientists, research staff, and trainees participating in the Transdisciplinary Tobacco Use Research Centers Initiative. 216
completed the survey, for an overall 92% response rate.

Sinaletarv et al (2022) administered an online survev via email to 33 stakeholders whao had previouslv been interviewed bv the
12E. Strategies for dealing with potential non-response bias

A second, non-response survey will be sent using Qualtrics to those who do not respond for each iteration of the survey (2/year). This
survey will consist of two questions, one asking the type of organization they work for and one asking their overall satisfaction with
working with the project team. We will compare these respondents’ type of organization and their overall satisfaction to the
respondents who answered the entire survey to identify any significant differences.

For the non-response survey, we expect a 5% response rate from the remaining sample of 196, which adds 98 respondents to the
burden calculation for the non-response survey. The time it takes to read the email and answer the nonresponse survey is 3 minutes.
Therefore, this results in an additional 4.9 hours for each administration of the survey. The survey will be administered twice in one
year, resulting in a total of 9.8 burden hours for the nonresponse survey in a year.

12F. Description of any pre-testing and peer review of the methods and/or instrument (recommended)

Per question 11: Dr. Bamzai-Dodson, who has conducted similar survey research and applied the same Wall et al. (2017) framework
to evaluate coproduction, was consulted on development of this survey tool. Her suggestions were incorporated into the wording of
questions and plans for statistical analysis of the survey data.

In addition, project teams were consulted on what types of questions would provide most useful information to them. This resulted in
the inclusion of a question asking partners how functional they believe the projects’ deliverables will be for their invasive species work
as well as what level of engagement they perceive to be involved in.

The survey was pretested and reviewed by 18 people. It was pretested using Qualtrics survey software with eight individuals who are
knowledgeable about the EDRR projects and/or have expertise in stakeholder engagement or coproduction research. These
individuals included:

» The USGS Aquatic Invasive Species Program Manager within the Biological Threats and Invasive Species Research Program in the
Ecosystems Mission Area, familiar with the National EDRR Framework

» The USGS Terrestrial Invasive Species Program Manager within the Biological Threats and Invasive Species Program of the
Ecosystems Mission Area, familiar with the National EDRR Framework

» The DOI Senior Advisor for Invasive Species, Office of Policy Analysis, and lead on the National EDRR Framework

» The Branch Chief of Fish and Aquatic Conservation, Aquatic Invasive Species for USFWS and co-chair of the National EDRR
Framework
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13. Burden Hours Calculations

Number of Annual Number of Total Annual Time per Total Burden
Category of Respondent Respondents Responses Each Responses Response Hours
Initial Contact
Completion of Survey Instrument 194 2 388 7 minutes 45.27 hours

Totals: 194 45.27 hours

14. Federal Enterprise Architecture (FEA) Business Reference Model (Check only one “Line of Business” and one
“Subfunction.” Refer to OMB guidance “FEA Consolidated Reference Model Document Version 2.3”)

Line of Business Subfunction Line of Business Subfunction
L] Community and ] Correctional
Social Services (Select One) Activities (Select One)
[1 Defense and [ 1 Disaster
National Security (Select One) Management (Select One)
[ g(ex\)/g?orzlr(r:;ent (Select One) ] Education (Select One)
[ 1 Environmental
] Energy (Select One) Management (Select One)
1 General Science g4t One) O Health (Select One)
[0 Homeland Security | (Select One) 1 Income Security (Select One)
[ Intelligence [0 International Affairs
Operations (Select One) and Commerce (Select One)
] Litigation and
[l Law Enforcement | (Select One) Judicial Adtivities | (Select One)
W] Natural Resources | Conservation, Marine and Land Manag| [] Transportation (Select One)
Workforce
[ Management (Select One)

15. Reporting Plan

USGS Series Publication (Scientific Investigation Report) and peer-reviewed publications to
scientific journals are desired outlets for reporting this information. Results will be summarized for
individual projects as well as overall engagement efforts to learn insights into what to improve and
what to continue doing that is working well based on partners’ experiences and perceptions. This will
be compiled in a report to the USGS EDRR projects.

16. Justification, Purpose, and Use
16A. Survey Justification and Purpose

For National EDRR Framework and other USGS projects to be successful and impactful, the tools,
information, and resources they produce must be useful to end-users. Effective processes for
coproduction and engagement in development of these products are necessary to ensure they are
useful. This survey will assess customer satisfaction with coproduction and engagement in National
EDRR Framework projects, which are engaging partners through a variety of activities. Therefore,
this survey will provide important feedback to 1. evaluate project teams' partner engagement efforts,
2. identify opportunities to improve engagement activities and processes among National EDRR
Framework projects and 3. provide key findings that will inform similar efforts to engage end-users in
the development of actionable science. An important outcome of this survey is that USGS and other
scientists can learn insights into best practices for end-user engagement and coproduction.
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16B. Survey Goals

Findings of this customer satisfaction survey instrument will

1. Inform projects’ partner engagement efforts by identifying:
a. what types of engagement activities or interactions should occur more or less
b. how much partners feel they have been provided with sufficient opportunities to provide feedback
c. how much partners trust that their feedback has been considered
d. whether the project has sufficiently engaged diverse perspectives and expertise
e. the level of involvement partners perceive they've been engaged in
f. how functional partners believe the projects’ deliverables will be to support their invasive species work
g. how responses vary based on partners’ profession (science, land management, technician, etc.) or type of organization (federal, state, private, etc.)
h. what engagement activities are going well and what could be improved.

2. Provide insights into best practices for coproduction and stakeholder engagement for development of scientific tools.

3. Provide a model for future USGS projects’ evaluations of stakeholder engagement and coproduction.

16C. Utility to Managers

Survey results will be used by the projects’ principal investigators and their teams to modify their engagement activities to improve collaboration and
consultation with partners and to improve their project deliverables, which are reliant on stakeholder input and use. The results will also be integrated into a
guidance document on stakeholder engagement in coproduction of scientific tools, which will guide future principal investigators’ stakeholder engagement
efforts. Current project teams will learn:

a. what types of engagement activities or interactions should occur more or less

b. how much partners feel they have been provided with sufficient opportunities to provide feedback

c¢. how much partners trust that their feedback has been considered

d. whether the project has sufficiently engaged diverse perspectives and expertise

e. the level of involvement partners perceive they've been engaged in

f. how functional partners believe the projects’ deliverables will be to support their invasive species work

g. how satisfaction varies based on partners’ profession (science, land management, technician, etc.) or type of organization (federal, state, private, etc.)
h. what engagement activities are going well and what could be improved.

16D. How will the results of the survey be analyzed and used?

The results of the survey will be analyzed using frequencies, cross tabulations and multiple linear
regression. Results will be used to improve partner engagement activities across USGS EDRR
projects and to inform guidance on stakeholder engagement in coproduction of scientific tools. The
point of contact for this study will report results and summaries directly to EDRR project teams as
well as in a report about findings highlighting the projects as case studies and detailing lessons
learned.

16E. How will the data be tabulated? How What Statistical Techniques will be used to generalize the results to the entire
customer population? How will limitations on use of data be handled? If the survey results in a lower than anticipated
response rate, how will you address this when reporting the results? (Use as much space as needed; if necessary, include
additional explanation on separate page.)

The data will be analyzed using the R programming language. Data analysis will first consist of counts and frequency distributions of each question on the survey (e.g.,
frequency distributions of how participants respond to each Likert-type question overall and separated by project, organization type, and organizational role). In
addition, cross tabulations will be conducted to determine differences between types of partners (federal, state, university, tribe, etc.). Finally, multiple linear regression
will be used to identify significant predictors (such as level of involvement, trust in project team, and preference for frequency of interactions) of overall satisfaction with
engagement as well as perceived functionality of the scientific tool. Responses to the two open-ended questions will be coded by the lead researcher using thematic
analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2008). The results will be reported using graphs, tables and statistical summaries both at the individual project level, so that project teams
can learn specific opportunities for improvement for partner engagement. Results will also be reported as a whole, so that the National EDRR Framework team can
understand trends in partners’ experiences and perceptions and so that USGS and other scientists can learn insights into best practices for stakeholder engagement
and coproduction. For example, finding that partners who are satisfied with the frequency of engagement are more likely to believe the project deliverables are usable
shows that frequency of interaction is an important factor in ensuring the perceived utility of the project’s deliverables. On a smaller scope, finding that one project’s
partners repeatedly note the need for more interactive activities in group meetings demonstrates to that project’s team that they should adjust the way they facilitate
their meetings.

16F. Is this survey intended to measure a Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) performance measure? If yes,
please include an excerpt from the appropriate document. (Use as much space as needed; if necessary, include additional
explanation on separate page.)

No
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17. Federal Cost: (Consult your Bureau/Office Information Collection Clearance Officer for assistance, if necessary)

The estimated annual cost to the Federal governmentis $ 15,457.50 , based on: (provide details below)

This estimate includes salaries and benefits. Federal staff performing all tasks associated with this information collection include one Research
Social Scientist (Fellow), who is serving as the project lead. The scientist is Grade/Step 12/1 and their hourly rate is $45.88. We used the Office of
Personnel Management Salary Table 2023 DEN to determine the hourly rate. The actual loaded salary rate including benefits for the employee
provided by their Center is $61.83. We estimate 250 hours annually will be needed for all tasks and phases of the project, including configuring the
survey software, data collection, processing the data, and statistical analysis

Sample Response:

“If we receive 20 submissions and it takes 30 minutes to process and implement each one, then the total burden is $322.40
assuming a GS-7 step 5 is processing the submissions. This custom form is a tool meant to accept submissions in a standard format
rather than through the freeform submissions that would otherwise come in by personal email. The existence of this form actually
saves the government money by standardizing submissions and decreasing the workload of processing each one.”

18. The survey methodology presented in form DI-4010 includes a specific description of:
[m] The respondent universe,
(W] The sampling plan and all sampling procedures, including how respondents will be selected,
[W] How the instrument will be administered,
[W] Expected response rate and confidence levels,
[m] Strategies for dealing with potential non-response bias,
(W] A description of any pre-testing and peer review of the methods and/or the instrument is highly recommended,
[ The burden hours reported in the Justification include the number of burden hours associated with the initial contact of all

individuals in the sample (i.e., including refusals), if applicable, and the number of burden hours associated with individuals
expected to complete the survey instrument, and

[ The package is properly formatted (using MS Word) and submitted to the Office of Policy Analysis (through the Bureau/Office
Information Collection Clearance Officer).

19. The approval package includes:
[m] A completed and signed Form DI-4010, Generic Clearance for Customer Satisfaction Surveys.
[H] A copy of the survey instrument.
[m] Other supporting materials, such as:
Cover letters to accompany mail-back questionnaires,
Introductory scripts for initial contact of respondents,
Necessary Paperwork Reduction Act and Estimated Burden compliance language, and/or
Follow-up letters/reminders sent to respondents.

20. Checklist for Submitting a Request to Use DOI Programmatic Clearance for Customer Satisfaction Surveys

[m] All questions in the survey instrument are within the scope of one of the DOI Programmatic Clearance for Customer
Satisfaction Surveys topic areas.

[m] A qualified statistician has reviewed and approved your request (see question 21A).
W Your Bureau/Office Information Collection Clearance Officer receives your package for review/approval at least 75 days
prior to the first day the Pl wishes to administer the survey to the public.
21. Required Certifications for Submission Under OMB Control Number 1040-0001

Certification is required to submit a collection of information for approval under the DOI Programmatic Clearance for Customer
Satisfaction Surveys. If the collection does not satisfy the requirements of the Programmatic Clearance, you should follow the
regular PRA clearance procedures described in 5 CFR 1320.

21A. Bureau/Office Statistician Signature Date

M Recommend [] Not Recommended KAYLIN CLEMENTS D e e g T 11-27-2023
21B. Bureau/Office Program or Subgroup | Bureau/Office Point-of-Contact

U.S. Geological Survey Rudolph Schuster

Title (Please be specific) Signature Date
Supervisory Social Scientist RUDOLPH SCHUSTER g e o oroo o |11-27-2023

FOR PROGRAM USE ONLY
Required certifications: The information collection requested by this submission meets the requirements of OMB Control No. 1040-0001

Bureau/Office ICCO Signature Date
M Recommend [] Not Recommended BRIAN KIMBRELL D A aERELL 02-06-2024
DOI Office of Policy Analysis Signature Date
M Recommend [] Not Recommended MELISSA BRAYBROOKS D9ty saned by MELISSA SREVBROOKS 1 02/16/2024
DOI PRA Program Lead DOI Tracking No. | Signature Date

W Approved [] Not Approved |2024-USGS-CS17 |JEFFREY PARRILLO D9l sioned by JEFFREY PARRILLO102/27/2024
Page 7 of 9



https://www.doi.gov/ocio/pra_contacts

DI-4010 (Rev. 03/2021) OMB Control. No. 1040-0001
U.S. Department of the Interior Expiration Date 09/30/2024

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Instructions for Completing Form DI-4010,
Justification for Submission Under the
“DOI Programmatic Clearance for Customer Satisfaction Surveys”
OMB Control Number 1040-0001

Bureau/Office: Insert the name of the bureau/office conducting the survey.

Date Submitted: Date you submit the package to the Bureau/Office Information Collection Clearance Officer (ICCO) for review.
Survey Title: Insert title for the proposed survey.

Abstract: Summarize the proposed study with an abstract not to exceed 150 words.

Bureau/Office Point of Contact Information: Complete the bureau/office contact information. PPA will communicate with the
point of contact listed here throughout the entire approval process.

Principal Investigator (Pl) Conducting the Survey: Complete information about the PI who will be conducting the survey, if
different from Point of Contact listed in #4. Otherwise note: Same as #4.

Name of Program Office Conducting Survey: Provide the name of the bureau program, office, or organizational unit conducting
the survey.

Description of Customers and Services Provided: Provide a brief description of the customers you will survey, the services
provided by the program conducting the survey, and customers receive these services.

Survey Dates: List the time-period in which you will conduct the survey, including specific starting and ending dates. The starting
date should be at least 75 days after the date you submit the package to your bureau/office Information Collection Clearance
Officer (ICCO).

Type of Information Collection Instrument: Check the type(s) of information collection instrument(s) you will use. If other,
please explain.

Survey Development: Explain how the survey was developed. With whom did you consult during the development of the survey
on content? On statistics? Did you pretest the survey? What actions did you take to improve the survey? What suggestions did
you receive for improving the survey? Which of the six topic areas will the collection address? (Note: A description of any pre-
testing and peer review of the methods and/or instrument is highly recommended.)

Survey Methodology: Explain how you will conduct the survey. Provide a description of the survey methodology including:
Question 12A — The respondent universe,

Question 12B — The sampling plan and all sampling procedures;

Question 12C — How the instrument will be administered;

Question 12D — Expected response rate and confidence levels;

Question 12E — Strategies for dealing with potential non-response bias; and,

Question 12A — Description of any pre-testing and peer review of the methods and/or instrument (recommended, but not
required).

Note: Web-based surveys are not an acceptable method of sampling a broad population. Web-based surveys must be limited to
services provided by the web site.

Burden Hours Calculations: Provide an estimated total of the following for each category — initial contact and completion of

survey instrument:

e  Number of annual respondents — Enter the number of unique respondents who will complete the information collection;

e Number of responses per respondent — Enter the total number of responses per unique respondent;

e Total annual responses — Enter the number of unique respondents multiplied by the total number of responses each;

e Time per response — Estimate the time to complete the initial contact and the time to complete the survey instrument (in
minutes), and

e Total burden hours —The total burden hours should account for the amount of time required to instruct the respondents in
completing the survey, and the amount of time required for the respondent to complete the survey.

Federal Enterprise Architecture (FEA) Business Reference Model: Using the drop-down menus provided, select ONE “Line of
Business” and ONE corresponding Subfunction that most accurately describes your information collection.

Reporting Plan: Provide a brief description of the reporting plan for the data you will collect.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Justification, Purpose and Use: For questions 16A through 16F, provide a brief justification for the survey, its purpose, goals,
and utility to managers. Specifically, describe how you will tabulate the data and what the statistical techniques you will use to
generalize the results to the entire customer population. Describe how you will use the data from the survey. Describe how you
will acknowledge any limitations related to the data, particularly in cases where we obtain a lower than anticipated response rate.
Note whether you intend the survey to measure a Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) performance measure.

Federal Cost: Provide the cost estimate for the Federal government to administer the information collection, along with a
description of how you calculated the cost estimate (sample response provided). Contact your bureau/office ICCO for more
information or for assistance.

Survey Methodology Checklist: Carefully review each item and check each box to indicate your submission provides
the required description of each item.

Checklist for Submitting a Request to Use DOI Programmatic Clearance for Customer Satisfaction Surveys: Carefully
review each item and check each box to indicate your understanding and concurrence of each requirement.

Approval Package Content: Carefully review each item and check each box to indicate your package contains each of the
requirement elements listed.

NOTE: Your survey instrument document must show the OMB Control Number 1040-0001 and Expiration Date ##/##/####, and it
MUST include the following Statements somewhere on the instrument document (preferably at the bottom of page 1 or at the end
of the document):

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement: We are collecting this information subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act
(44 U.S.C. 3501) to [insert brief justification for collection of information]. Your response is voluntary and results we
will not share them publicly. We may not conduct or sponsor and you are not required to respond to a collection of
information unless it displays a currently valid OMB Control Number. OMB has reviewed and approved this survey
and assigned OMB Control Number 1040-0001.

Estimated Burden Statement: We estimate the [insert type of instrument] will take you ## minutes to complete,
including time to read instructions, gather information, and complete and submit your response. You may submit
comments on any aspect of this information collection to the Information Collection Clearance Officer, [Insert
Bureau/Office], [Insert mailing address].

Required Certifications: Completion of all information in this section is required before forwarding your approval
package to your bureau/office ICCO for review and processing.

Question 21A — Ensure the bureau/office statistician reviewing your information collection certifies the request satisfies
the requirements of the DOI Programmatic Clearance for Customer Satisfaction Surveys under OMB Control No. 1040-
0001.

Question 21B — Ensure the requestor provides the requested contact information needed by the bureau/office and/or
Departmental ICCO to resolve questions or concerns.
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	Cell_2: On
	Email_2: kclements@usgs.gov
	7  Name of Program or Office Conducting Survey: USGS Fort Collins Science Center
	8  Description of Customers and Services Provided: Customers include 390 partners of nine USGS projects producing scientific tools and resources to support early detection and rapid response for invasive species. These partners include individuals from federal and state agencies, non-governmental organizations, universities, tribes, territories, or organizations representing tribes and territories, as well as private industry. Each partner has been engaged in at least one of a suite of USGS projects funded by the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) to support the National Early Detection and Rapid Response Framework (hereafter “Framework”). Projects include various types of tools, including: 1. Horizon Scans, which will produce prioritized lists of potential invasive species to include in watch lists, 2. Hotspot Analysis at regional and national scales to identify habitats of the conterminous United States at the highest risk of invasion; 3. Point of Use Detection, which is developing genetic diagnostics for priority invasive species at points of entry; 4. Genetic Material Repository and Sharing Network, which involves creating a genetic material repository to support eDNA detection efforts; 5. eDNA Toolbox, a web-based tool for resource managers and eDNA practitioners for all species targeted for environmental DNA detection; 6. READI-Net (Rapid environmental (e)DNA Assessment and Deployment Initiative & Network), which is developing a network of automated eDNA collection devices, operational protocols, and a lab management information system; 7. INHABIT, which is a terrestrial invasive plant habitat suitability modeling tool; 8. Siren: a National EDRR Information System, a one-stop-shop for invasive species data, standardization, collection, integration and long-term data storage for researchers, managers and decision-makers; and 9. Genetic Marker Development, which will develop markers for priority watchlist species to enable hotspot surveillance using eDNA technology.
	9  Survey Dates mmddyyyy mmddyyyyRow1: 03/01/2024
	to: 03/01/2025
	Intercept: Off
	Telephone: Off
	Mail: Off
	Webbased: On
	Comment Cards: Off
	Focus Groups: Off
	Other Explain: Off
	11  Survey Development Who assisted in survey content development statistics  Was the survey pretested  How did you integrate improvements  Which of the six topic areas did you address: The email survey was developed by a social scientist who also serves as the partner engagement coordinator and co-chair for the National EDRR Framework and is therefore familiar with projects and their engagement activities (though is not typically involved in direct engagement). The social scientist has expertise in statistical analysis and survey design. 
The survey addresses topic area one (“delivery, quality, and value of products, information, and services”). The survey was developed based on existing research on coproduction and stakeholder engagement to produce actionable science (Bamzai-Dodson and McPherson, 2022; Bamzai-Dodson et al., 2022; Meadow and Owen, 2023; Wall et al., 2017). Each question measures a specific indicator identified in the research on coproduction of actionable science (Wall et al., 2017). The indicators identified in Wall et al. (2017) chosen to be measured by the survey include: 
• Frequency and medium of communication between project and partners
• Partners perceive they had equitable opportunities to participate in project meetings, workshops, etc.
• Partners are satisfied with the level of engagement.
• Findings/outputs meet the standard the partners apply to “usable” information for action.
• Partners perceive the science as salient to their needs/problems.
• Partners perceive that the process of producing the science was legitimate (i.e., all participants had opportunities to contribute).
Dr. Bamzai-Dodson, who has conducted similar survey research and applied the Wall et al. (2017) framework to evaluate coproduction, was consulted on development of this survey tool. Her suggestions were incorporated into the wording of questions and plans for statistical analysis of the survey data.
The indicators that were chosen to be measured using the survey were based on how actionable the results will be for projects’ principal investigators. For example, learning whether partners would like to have less frequent or more frequent virtual group meetings can easily be interpreted and acted upon. In addition, project teams were consulted on what types of questions would provide most useful information to them. This resulted, for example, in the inclusion of a question asking partners how functional they believe the projects’ deliverables will be for their invasive species work as well as what level of engagement they perceive to be involved in.
The survey was pretested using Qualtrics survey software with eight individuals who are knowledgeable about the EDRR projects and/or have expertise in stakeholder engagement or coproduction research. Feedback from this pre-test group, including suggestions and clarifications about wording in the questions, answer choices, and introduction of the survey, were incorporated. This was followed by a review of the questions by the nine principal investigators on the projects whose partners are part of the survey’s sample population as well as the bio surveillance coordinator who oversees the projects. This final review resulted in two minor edits to wording to improve clarity, but otherwise the survey was approved by all principal investigators.

Citations:

Bamzai-Dodson, A. (2022). Engaging with Stakeholders to Produce Actionable Science: Moving from Theory to Practice.

Bamzai-Dodson, A., & McPherson, R. A. (2022). When Do Climate Services Achieve Societal Impact? Evaluations of Actionable Climate Adaptation Science. Sustainability, 14(21), 14026. 

Wall, T. U., Meadow, A. M., & Horganic, A. (2017). Developing evaluation indicators to improve the process of coproducing usable climate science. Weather, Climate, and Society, 9(1), 95-107.

	12  Survey Methodology Use as much space as needed if necessary include additional explanation on separate page 12A  Respondent Universe: The respondent universe includes 390 partners of a suite of nine National EDRR Framework BIL-funded USGS projects. These partners are individuals representing federal, state, tribe, territory, private, non-governmental, and academic organizations who are invested in the final outcomes of projects. They are typically involved in invasive species management and/or early detection and rapid response for invasive species. Their involvement is essential for the Framework to be effective in advancing EDRR at a national level.
	12B  Sampling PlanProcedure: EDRR projects have engaged partners in specific activities, including subject matter expert groups, one-on-one meetings to test tools and websites that are under development, communities of practice, and working groups. As such, the project teams have existing relationships they have built with these partners with open, two-way communication, and therefore have contact information for individual partners. The survey will be sent to all of these partners, with the exception of USGS staff or staff of universities or research institutions who are paid to work directly on the project as part of a project team. The survey will be sent via email using the survey software Qualtrics. The survey will be sent to respondents twice, first as a formative evaluation and second as a summative evaluation to measure progress.
	12C  Instrument Administration: The survey will be sent via email using the survey software Qualtrics. A modified Dillman method that has been shown to maximize response rates will be followed (Dillman et al., 2014). All potential respondents will receive multiple emails and more than one opportunity to complete the survey. Once a respondent completes the survey, or requests to be taken off the email list, they will be removed from the list and sent no further emails. The sequence of emails, conducted over a four-week period, is as follows:

1. An initial email will be sent out with a description of the effort and a link to the survey.
2. Two weeks later, an email will be sent with a reminder to those who have not yet responded.
3. After another two weeks (four weeks after the first email), we will send another reminder email to those who have not yet responded, indicating that it is their final opportunity.

Information about the purpose of the survey will be provided in the email, with a link to take the survey. Once a respondent clicks the link, they will land on the first page of the survey, which explains that their responses will be anonymous and only seen by the researchers conducting the survey (Rudy Schuster and Kaylin Clements) and that they can opt out at any time after starting the survey. The instructions will invite them to advance to the next page if they consent to these details.
For respondents who do not respond, they will be sent a nonresponse survey after the dissemination period ends.
The first administration of the survey will serve as a formative evaluation for project teams to learn from and improve their engagement activities. The full survey will be sent again up to a year later to measure improvement in engagement and, for projects that are ending, as a formative evaluation.

Citation:
Dillman, D. A., Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. M. (2014). Internet, phone, mail, and mixed-mode surveys: the tailored design method. John Wiley & Sons.

	12D  Expected Response Rate and Confidence Levels: Because the survey is short, and the sample population includes partners who are already engaged in USGS EDRR projects and the survey requests feedback on these projects, we expect to have a high response rate. Our expected response rate is based on similar survey research on team science, transdisciplinary collaboration, and stakeholder groups (Bamzai-Dodson & McPherson, 2022; Mâsse et al., 2008; Singletary et al., 2022; Walter et al., 2007). 

Bamzai-Dodson and McPherson (2022) conducted a similar evaluation of stakeholders’ engagement in the production of actionable climate science for the South Central and North Central Climate Adaptation Science Centers (CASCs). The response rate for the South Central CASC was 12.9% and for the North Central CASC was 13.3%. These response rates were low for several reasons. First, survey dissemination began December 7, 2018 with a 90-day dissemination window, during which the government shutdown (December 22, 2018 to January 25, 2019) hampered data collection. Federal contacts were invited again in July of 2019. In addition, Dr. Bamzai-Dodson has shared that the survey was very long and she believes this impacted the response rates as well.

Mâss et al. (2008) administered an online survey via email measuring collaboration and transdisciplinary integration in team science as part of a program evaluation. The respondents included 234 principal investigators, co-investigators, project directors, research associates, scientists, research staff, and trainees participating in the Transdisciplinary Tobacco Use Research Centers Initiative. 216 completed the survey, for an overall 92% response rate. 

Singletary et al (2022) administered an online survey via email to 33 stakeholders who had previously been interviewed by the research team. They received a 75% response rate. The survey research conducted by Singletary et al (2022) is like ours in that the respondents have had multiple previous interactions with the projects that are the focus of this survey. 

Walter et al. (2007) conducted an evaluation using a survey questionnaire to measure societal effects of transdisciplinary research projects. The focus of the study was a transdisciplinary project in the Swiss canton of Appenzell Ausserrhoden which facilitated a regional project between industries, public authorities, and research institutions involved in sustainable development. 84 out of the 188 stakeholders involved in the project participated in the survey, for an overall response rate of 45%. These stakeholders lived or worked in the area and participated in the project by attending at least one event.

We estimate that for each administration of our survey, the response rate will be 50% (n=195) of the population of partners (N=390). For a population of 390, the number of completed surveys required to generalize to the population with a confidence level of 95% and margin of error of 5% is 194, which is 49.74% of the population of partners. Therefore, an expected response rate of 50% is acceptable.

Citations:

Bamzai-Dodson, A., & McPherson, R. A. (2022). When Do Climate Services Achieve Societal Impact? Evaluations of Actionable Climate Adaptation Science. Sustainability, 14(21), 14026. 

Mâsse, L. C., Moser, R. P., Stokols, D., Taylor, B. K., Marcus, S. E., Morgan, G. D., ... & Trochim, W. M. (2008). Measuring collaboration and transdisciplinary integration in team science. American journal of preventive medicine, 35(2), S151-S160.

Singletary, L., Koebele, E., Evans, W., Copp, C. J., Hockaday, S., & Rego, J. J. (2022). Evaluating stakeholder engagement in collaborative research: co-producing knowledge for climate resilience. Socio-Ecological Practice Research, 4(3), 235-249.

Walter, A. I., Helgenberger, S., Wiek, A., & Scholz, R. W. (2007). Measuring societal effects of transdisciplinary research projects: design and application of an evaluation method. Evaluation and program planning, 30(4), 325-338.

	12E  Strategies for dealing with potential nonresponse bias: A second, non-response survey will be sent using Qualtrics to those who do not respond for each iteration of the survey (2/year). This survey will consist of two questions, one asking the type of organization they work for and one asking their overall satisfaction with working with the project team. We will compare these respondents’ type of organization and their overall satisfaction to the respondents who answered the entire survey to identify any significant differences.

For the non-response survey, we expect a 5% response rate from the remaining sample of 196, which adds 98 respondents to the burden calculation for the non-response survey. The time it takes to read the email and answer the nonresponse survey is 3 minutes. Therefore, this results in an additional 4.9 hours for each administration of the survey. The survey will be administered twice in one year, resulting in a total of 9.8 burden hours for the nonresponse survey in a year. 

	12F  Description of any pretesting and peer review of the methods andor instrument recommended: Per question 11: Dr. Bamzai-Dodson, who has conducted similar survey research and applied the same Wall et al. (2017) framework to evaluate coproduction, was consulted on development of this survey tool. Her suggestions were incorporated into the wording of questions and plans for statistical analysis of the survey data.
In addition, project teams were consulted on what types of questions would provide most useful information to them. This resulted in the inclusion of a question asking partners how functional they believe the projects’ deliverables will be for their invasive species work as well as what level of engagement they perceive to be involved in.
The survey was pretested and reviewed by 18 people. It was pretested using Qualtrics survey software with eight individuals who are knowledgeable about the EDRR projects and/or have expertise in stakeholder engagement or coproduction research. These individuals included:
• The USGS Aquatic Invasive Species Program Manager within the Biological Threats and Invasive Species Research Program in the Ecosystems Mission Area, familiar with the National EDRR Framework
• The USGS Terrestrial Invasive Species Program Manager within the Biological Threats and Invasive Species Program of the Ecosystems Mission Area, familiar with the National EDRR Framework
• The DOI Senior Advisor for Invasive Species, Office of Policy Analysis, and lead on the National EDRR Framework
• The Branch Chief of Fish and Aquatic Conservation, Aquatic Invasive Species for USFWS and co-chair of the National EDRR Framework
• The Executive Secretary, Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force, Fish and Aquatic Conservation, Aquatic Invasive Species, for USFWS, and co-chair of the National EDRR Framework
• The Regional Biological Control Specialist in the Idaho office for BLM; previously a co-chair of the National EDRR Framework
• A USGS ORISE stakeholder engagement fellow working to develop and evaluate engagement plans to facilitate knowledge sharing and support project success for North Central and Northwest Climate Action Science Centers
• A Research Social Scientist Fellow in the Social and Economic Analysis Branch of USGS who has experience researching barriers to coproduction
• The National Invasive Species Council Technical Advisor, who is also a co-chair of the National EDRR Framework.
Feedback from this pre-test group, including suggestions and clarifications about wording in the questions, answer choices, and introduction of the survey, were incorporated. This was followed by a review of the questions by the nine principal investigators on the projects whose partners are part of the survey’s sample population as well as the bio surveillance coordinator who oversees the projects. This final review resulted in two minor edits to wording, but otherwise the survey was approved by all principal investigators.
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	15  Reporting Plan: USGS Series Publication (Scientific Investigation Report) and peer-reviewed publications to scientific journals are desired outlets for reporting this information. Results will be summarized for individual projects as well as overall engagement efforts to learn insights into what to improve and what to continue doing that is working well based on partners’ experiences and perceptions. This will be compiled in a report to the USGS EDRR projects.
	16  Justification Purpose and Use 16A  Survey Justification and Purpose: For National EDRR Framework and other USGS projects to be successful and impactful, the tools, information, and resources they produce must be useful to end-users. Effective processes for coproduction and engagement in development of these products are necessary to ensure they are useful. This survey will assess customer satisfaction with coproduction and engagement in National EDRR Framework projects, which are engaging partners through a variety of activities. Therefore, this survey will provide important feedback to 1. evaluate project teams' partner engagement efforts, 2. identify opportunities to improve engagement activities and processes among National EDRR Framework projects and 3. provide key findings that will inform similar efforts to engage end-users in the development of actionable science. An important outcome of this survey is that USGS and other scientists can learn insights into best practices for end-user engagement and coproduction. 
	16B  Survey Goals: Findings of this customer satisfaction survey instrument will

1. Inform projects’ partner engagement efforts by identifying: 
     a. what types of engagement activities or interactions should occur more or less
     b. how much partners feel they have been provided with sufficient opportunities to provide feedback
     c. how much partners trust that their feedback has been considered
     d. whether the project has sufficiently engaged diverse perspectives and expertise
     e. the level of involvement partners perceive they’ve been engaged in
     f. how functional partners believe the projects’ deliverables will be to support their invasive species work
     g. how responses vary based on partners’ profession (science, land management, technician, etc.) or type of   organization (federal, state, private, etc.)
     h. what engagement activities are going well and what could be improved.

2. Provide insights into best practices for coproduction and stakeholder engagement for development of scientific tools.

3. Provide a model for future USGS projects’ evaluations of stakeholder engagement and coproduction.
	16C  Utility to Managers: Survey results will be used by the projects’ principal investigators and their teams to modify their engagement activities to improve collaboration and consultation with partners and to improve their project deliverables, which are reliant on stakeholder input and use. The results will also be integrated into a guidance document on stakeholder engagement in coproduction of scientific tools, which will guide future principal investigators’ stakeholder engagement efforts. Current project teams will learn:
a. what types of engagement activities or interactions should occur more or less
b. how much partners feel they have been provided with sufficient opportunities to provide feedback
c. how much partners trust that their feedback has been considered
d. whether the project has sufficiently engaged diverse perspectives and expertise
e. the level of involvement partners perceive they’ve been engaged in
f. how functional partners believe the projects’ deliverables will be to support their invasive species work
g. how satisfaction varies based on partners’ profession (science, land management, technician, etc.) or type of organization (federal, state, private, etc.)
h. what engagement activities are going well and what could be improved.
	16D  How will the results of the survey be analyzed and used: The results of the survey will be analyzed using frequencies, cross tabulations and multiple linear regression. Results will be used to improve partner engagement activities across USGS EDRR projects and to inform guidance on stakeholder engagement in coproduction of scientific tools. The point of contact for this study will report results and summaries directly to EDRR project teams as well as in a report about findings highlighting the projects as case studies and detailing lessons learned.
	16E  How will the data be tabulated  How What Statistical Techniques will be used to generalize the results to the entire customer population  How will limitations on use of data be handled  If the survey results in a lower than anticipated response rate how will you address this when reporting the results Use as much space as needed if necessary include additional explanation on separate page: The data will be analyzed using the R programming language. Data analysis will first consist of counts and frequency distributions of each question on the survey (e.g., frequency distributions of how participants respond to each Likert-type question overall and separated by project, organization type, and organizational role). In addition, cross tabulations will be conducted to determine differences between types of partners (federal, state, university, tribe, etc.). Finally, multiple linear regression will be used to identify significant predictors (such as level of involvement, trust in project team, and preference for frequency of interactions) of overall satisfaction with engagement as well as perceived functionality of the scientific tool.    Responses to the two open-ended questions will be coded by the lead researcher using thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2008). The results will be reported using graphs, tables and statistical summaries both at the individual project level, so that project teams can learn specific opportunities for improvement for partner engagement. Results will also be reported as a whole, so that the National EDRR Framework team can understand trends in partners’ experiences and perceptions and so that USGS and other scientists can learn insights into best practices for stakeholder engagement and coproduction. For example, finding that partners who are satisfied with the frequency of engagement are more likely to believe the project deliverables are usable shows that frequency of interaction is an important factor in ensuring the perceived utility of the project’s deliverables. On a smaller scope, finding that one project’s partners repeatedly note the need for more interactive activities in group meetings demonstrates to that project’s team that they should adjust the way they facilitate their meetings.
	16F  Is this survey intended to measure a Government Performance and Results Act GPRA performance measure  If yes please include an excerpt from the appropriate document Use as much space as needed if necessary include additional explanation on separate page: No
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	1  BureauOffice: US Geological Survey
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	3  Survey Title: Partner Engagement in National Early Detection and Rapid Response Framework Projects
	4  Abstract Not to exceed 150 words: National Early Detection Rapid Response (EDRR) Framework efforts to address biological invasions require coordinated effort across agencies and other partners to produce innovative scientific tools and technologies. For the National EDRR Framework's USGS projects to be successful and impactful, partners involved in EDRR and invested in the tools currently under development to advance their EDRR work must be appropriately engaged. USGS EDRR projects are engaging partners through a variety of activities, such as subject matter expert groups, working groups, one-on-one meetings with end-users, and group discussions. A customer satisfaction survey is needed to assess these efforts and identify opportunities to improve engagement. The survey will measure satisfaction across several indicators, including interaction with the project team, preference for the frequency of different engagement activities, the level of involvement the partner perceives they have participated in, and the level of functionality the partner perceives the tool will have for invasive species work.
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