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/ Scientists Iinstruct volunteers In the\
Coastal Master Naturalist Program

Volunteers and
docents are
integral to public
science education

The coastal master naturalist program (CMNP) teaches participants about the natural
history of Oregon’s coast and develops a corps of knowledgeable, skilled and
dedicated volunteers. Local scientists are recruited as both workshop developers and
Instructors to provide participants with current, accurate and research-based ocean
science content, while promoting scientist engagement in marine education and
outreach activities (COSEE PP, 2010). Evaluation of the pilot program took place

\\between 2010 and 2011. /

/ Benefits of CMNP \

Volunteers and docents In informal science
education settings, such as parks,
aguariums and science centers, are “front
line” communicators of science to the
visiting public. Often a significant
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