Voucher Mining

(Klamath Network, presented at the DM Meeting, Phoenix, 4/28/03)

Klamath Network (presented by Bob Truitt with some information also from the NE Region)

I.
What is the scope of voucher mining?  How does it relate in the Inventories and Monitoring Program?

A.
Relates to I&M

1.
One of the major emphases of the Inventories was to document 90% of the vascular plants and vertebrates within the parks.  One bird specimen in the hand can be cheaper then two in the bush.

2.
Monitoring; What was historically found in the area?  What was the area like before?  Did this lake historically have this species of fish before a stocking program was started?  Why do we not find this species of salamander anymore?

B. 
The Scope

1.
Here is where you choose "D) all of the above".

2.
Vouchers are the most comprehensive level of evidence record.  What was there and when?

3.
Research

a. Before collecting more vouchers, have they investigated those vouchers already in collections?

b. Research on evolution, systematic, and/or taxonomy of a species.

4.
Just knowing where all the park specimen voucher are housed.

5.
Currency and stewardship were dynamic discussions with in our Network, so I queried out a list of voucher species and the date collected for all the vertebrate inventories.

II.
What have you done within your Network?

A. Queried all the personnel I could for information on collections and/or taxa experts.

1. The NR staff within the Network.

2. The taxa experts that I knew of for collections (I was an aqautic taxonomist at Oregon State U. for 13 years).

3. The two full time curation staff in our Network parks.

4. The outside park taxa experts.

B. Searched the internet for collections.

1. Complied lists of all national herbaria, herpetology, ichthyology, and ornnithology collections lists found.

2. Checked all the western Universities for online collection information.

C. Entered all of the collections information into a database.

D. Those collection I found online I downloaded, as well as contacted the person responsible (phone when possible) to make sure if the full collection was online.

E. The remaining collections that I had information on I tried to contact via email or phone to find out if they were digitized and requested them if they were.

F. All digitized collections that I could not obtain in MS Excel, I imported into the spreadsheet (I received almost all in Excel).

G. ALL INFORMATION EITHER DOWNLOADED OR REQUESTED WAS "ALL OF IT", EVERYTHING YOU HAVE.  I had started by requesting everything from the counties and states from which are parks are contained within.  This didn't work since there still remained voucher from our parks that did not have the county or state attribute filled in on the specimen tag.

H. I queried the information on many levels depending upon the data set I was working with.

1. For example with the Cal Academy data, I was able to start by querying out all the counties that didn't contain our parks.

I. In the end I had three sets of data.

1. Vouchers from our parks.

2. Vouchers maybe from our parks.  "Maybe from our parks" meant that I was not able to ascertain based upon my familiarity with each park, if the voucher was collected from within the park's boundaries.

3. The complete data set received, I kept the full data set in tack with therefore contained both of the above categories but also those vouchers NOT from the parks.

J. I formatted the "maybe from our parks" data sets into easy queries that park personnel could manipulate to search through the data.  And supplied a PowerPoint presentation on how to do the queries.

K. I collected all the data together, formatted it for NPSpecies database and sent that to Simon for batch import.  I sent the full and complete data set to the park curators for the respective park.

III. What are your successes and Problems?

A. Problems

1. Time and Patience: where are the collections and getting the voucher information from the collection.

2. Many collections are not digitized or partially so (always seemed that the part I needed wasn't, so the rest of the Networks should have it better).  Need to periodically re-search, re-query or re-contact these collections.

3. Tracking down the "person" responsible for a collection (story: someone recommended a small collection at Humboldt that was supposed to have a collection of small mammals from REDW.  I tried and tried to locate the collection, but didn't have much to go on.  At one point this came up at LAVO and one of the staff there in NR said they knew the person from school and that that did in fact end up being the collection I was looking for.)

4. May need to contact more then one person: Cal Academy of Science had a large number of voucher for our parks but I had to contact a herp person, mammals, fish, and birds, each collection was independent of the others.

5. Finding collections: Kansas has a large collection of shrews and voles, Michigan had a collection of other small mammals, and Wisconsin had a group of herps.  Those of us in the west have had collectors from all over the US, even before some of the area became states.  The east coast can find vouchers in collections in Europe.  Sometimes a collector will move and take the collection with them, where did they go?  Asia?

6. Place names, the site and location attribute in most of the collection databases.

a. Historical place names for landmarks now within park boundaries.

b. Knowing a park well enough to determine the location collected is with in the park boundaries.

7. Time and Patience: filtering through all the information received for park vouchers.

B. Successes

1. Over 3500 new vouchers for our parks, some of which like Lynx skeleton for WHIS and Buffalo remains for LABE that they didn't even know they had.

2. I contacted the Oregon Heritage Program and they had digitized their observational data, I obtained a large data set of species observations for our Network parks (predominately Oregon but also some for California parks).

3. When I requested the full data from Cal Academy, I received not only vouchers but also observations and references from which I obtained further evidence records for our parks.

PowerPoint Slide Courtesy of Andrew Gilbert (USGS).

[image: image1.png]Results for herbaria and vertebrate collections manually searched in this study.

Search No. Approx. %

Collection searched Size (category) time records  searched

Herbaria

Mary Washington College 5,000 (small) 4 hours 1 100

University of South Carolina 85,000 (medium) 3 days 54 100

University of Minnesota 818,000 (large) 4 days 50 17

Harvard University 5,000,000 (large) 4 days 817 2

University of Maryland 67,000 (medium) 2 days 288 33
Vertebrate

Chicago Acad. Sciences — herp. 20,000 (small) 2 hours 16 25

Northeastern Univ. — vert. 42,000 (medium) 4 hours 148 5

Harvard Univ. — omith. 338,000 (large) 3 days 504 66

London Mus. Nat. Hist. — birds 2,500,000 (large) 3 days 461 90
London Mus. Nat. Hist. — mammals 359,000 (large 1 das 178 100





This was taken from a PowerPoint presentation that Andrew Gilbert (USGS, in conjunction with Allan F. O'Connell, USGS) gave at the George Wright Society Meeting in San Diego in April 2003.  They spent 6 months working on voucher mining for the NE Region.  They have a collections database of over 360 collections information that I have started expanding on for my work in the Klamath Network.
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