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Note:  These are notes taken by Mike Britten (except for several sessions when the notes were taken by Intermountain Region Natural Resource staff) during the August 13-16 2002 meeting of the I&M networks at the Westin Hotel in downtown Denver, CO.  I attempted to capture most of what each speaker said but concentrated on material NOT in their PowerPoint slides or in handouts since those are available on the NPS Monitoring website.  I recommend you refer to those as the primary source of information on the meeting.  Any errors in these notes are mine responsibility.

August 13, 2000

Steve Fancy – introduction

130 participants from 6 agencies and a number of universities

Exciting time in NPS – parks for science and science for parks – science in decision making

Exciting interest from other agencies, academia, and even other countries – what are you doing, how can we participate, collaborate?

Communication and collaboration key to the program

Encourage meeting participants to meet new people and share and compare ideas

Introductions (stand as a group)

Regional coordinators

Network coordinators

Data managers

Network staff and park staff assisting networks

Washington (NRPC staff)

CESU representatives

Fire program

USGS

Other agencies

NatureServe and TNC

Sarah Wesser – Chair of morning session

Welcome to second meeting of networks

Purpose of AM session – hear from WASO staff and technical folks about guidance and technical expertise they have to offer

Mike Soukup – Associate Director for Natural Resources Stewardship and Science

· Expansion on Steve’s comments

· One of the strongest aspects of the Natural Resource Challenge is the network-based monitoring program

· We will be able to carry this out and complete the networks

· Sub-theme for NRC – Science for Parks and Parks for Science

· 1916 Organic Act a very difficult mandate and challenge, especially today

· Can’t look only within the boundary

· Need science to meet our Organic Act mandate

· Participants in this meeting are a cadre of scientists to meet this need and challenge

· NPS very visitor service oriented

· Public doesn’t know what is going on relative to the Organic Act

· “Wild life” (two words in Organic Act)  (Robin Weeks paper on this)

· We aren’t meeting our mandate to manage parks for long-term preservation

· At least 6 years to implement NRC (especially with budget challenges today)

· You are part of a Performance Management System (not just Washington speak)

· These performance management systems we are using benefit us in trying to meet natural resource stewardship and science needs

· Great support now from OMB

· Review board now for new development in parks

· Abby will be here later and is very involved in GPRA

· We can use these to give a good idea of the state of the parks and how managers are performing in meeting our Organic Act mandate

· As Chief Scientist in Boston, he remembers studies by grad student (Bill Newmark) who did an analysis that suggested the western parks had lost 14 species of mammals

· It really struck a chord in Washington, was NPS meeting it’s mandate?

· NPS cobbled together a response to study – press release – NPS said study is flawed because he used NPS data

· This program will help us avoid this problem – good scientific information for parks

· Last week in Tucson – E. O. Wilson spoke and cited the Newmark paper.

· We need to define the role parks play in biodiversity protection

· Make NPS world’s authority on how natural systems work

· Things to think about

· Rolling up data (and responding to requests from WASO)

· Galvin asked parks for information on park housing needs – only got two responses, even though it was a critical need in parks, almost no response from field

· Parks don’t understand always that WASO plays a critical role in getting money for park needs

· WASO is really the central nervous system on NPS

· If we don’t take the information we have forward (to Congress and the wide array of interest groups) the money will dry up.

· When you get a request for information, it is important to respond.

· I fear we will collect data but not analyze it

· Report due soon to the President – he wants to know state of parks

· He may be thinking about the maintenance backlog or visitor service needs but it may also be about resources needs

· Think about what you collect and how it can add to the information the NPS has about the whole NPS system

· Story – hiking in Acadia with Chief of Resources, came on an exclosure set up to study a 1950s exclosure set up to determine effects of 1950 fire.  One deer had gotten in, eaten all the vegetation and starved to death.  Went back to HQ and dug up the experimental design (this was news to many in park).  The point is that park resource management work goes proceeds in “fits and starts” – no continuity, no accumulation.

· As federal government we will be here (not the same staff but the NPS and the park), we can develop models that we build on over time that are cumulative and integrated that provide a functional understanding the Superintendents can use in the arenas they need the information for.

· Probably go into a 6th year to fully fund NRC.

· Next step, how do we go past the information collection process and develop an understanding and long-term use of information to make NPS a leader in understanding ecological systems.

Gary Williams

· Welcome, I know it is a busy time and it is a sacrifice for you all to be here.

· This is an important meeting and you all are key players.

· We are in an exciting time for NPS for I&M and RM throughout agency

· We enjoy unprecedented support in Congress.

· This year’s program budget is 21.7 million

· FY 03 looks good and positive.

· We may add another 7 million next year to add another 5 networks to bring total to 120-130 parks with monitoring.

· Working on partnerships (eg with Fire Program)

· We are also in a difficult and challenging time because we have a great responsibility because if we don’t get it right we may never get another chance.

· This meeting and others are vital for us to get things right.

· Need to make sure superintendents understand and support us and that we provide what they need.

· We need to build partnerships dedicated to I&M and RM. 

· Take our time and do it right.

· Recent call for “number of trees” in NPS (they meant number of species).

· Critical time for us.

· Information needs assessment and business needs analysis.  Dave Schaffer leading a workshop next month that will take this to the next step.  Make sure information gathered meets needs of managers and policy makers.

· Good WASO I&M staff in Fort Collins, dedicated, call us for help anytime.

Steve Fancy

Presentation is targeted at new people but this will also help us make sure we are working together in an integrated way.

See Fancy PowerPoint presentation

Add world class resource management capability to our world class visitor services capability.

Idea behind networks, a compromise, can’t do it with techs following a cookbook, need professional level people to do data analysis and interpretation and management, not all parks can have these.  Therefore we must share capabilities – networks.

Prototype monitoring parks.  More money and staff, centers of excellence, places where we test and research I&M.  They are nested within the networks and several prototypes are fully integrating into networks.

Prairie cluster prototype success story.  All parks and park managers are happy with the program and this sharing of resources.  Parks are adding resources to program because it is working for them.

Example of how the Prairie prototype is using the veg monitoring data in management (GMP, restoration, etc.).  Example from Effigy Mounds, the monitoring data indicated areas of high plant diversity which resulted in rerouting planned trail through park.  Example on how monitoring data helped determine when and where to burn to help slow exotic plant invasions.

Goals of Vital Signs Monitoring slide

See slide.  Steve is concerned (looking at 12 network presentations) about networks making sure they have thought these through and understand what (and why) they are doing – networks must start with the Servicewide goals and then decide what they will emphasize.  We will talk about this later in the week.

The goals do not include saying something about the status of the NPS system (or a regional system).  Other programs have that as a goal (eg EPA’s EMAP, EMAN in Canada, etc.).  That goal requires a very different top down approach with a study design at a national or continental level (in order to make valid inferences).

Key features of new park/network monitoring program slide.

· Integrated monitoring program (ecological approach)

· Integrate information with other park programs

· Emphasize data management 

Things to keep in mind slide.

Money doesn’t go far if split among all parks.  This is a core program that will leverage additional funds and resources.  If you demonstrate that data are useful, program will gain additional support and will grow.  Partnerships are key.

Park vital signs monitoring slide

Funding won’t allow comprehensive monitoring

What are vital signs slide

Gary Davis began using term in 1980s

Medical analogy of vital signs that indicate health.  If a problem, must do additional tests (research in our program)

Term helps us explain our program

Scientists are uncomfortable because it is a simplification 

Ecological indicator slide

Noon – key challenge is selecting the indicators/vital signs

Current guidance slide

· Data useful to management

· First determine who needs the data and why

· Use or modify existing protocols whenever possible

· Standardize core indicators whenever possible

· Servicewide program – develop guidance.  Most I&M funds go to field, WASO I&M develops guidance, finds good examples, develop templates for doing work (eg GIS Theme Manager), this is not a top down system, staff is the network folks.  Accountability is key WASO I&M function.  Example of USFS species database, they had 42 people developing their database; we had 1.5 FTE working on NPSpecies

What to monitor slide

Indicator Selection Slide

Get away from thinking in terms of species only (we will monitor processes too).

Select process indicators, select focal resource indicators, select system health indicators

Develop a conceptual model

Conceptual model slide

Primary benefit is communication among various groups (managers, scientists from different disciplines)

(This is an area we can all learn from each other during this meeting and in the future).

(Models help us get away from our traditional thinking and biases (eg using only the species approach).

The case for standardization slide

Talk about it this week, rolling up data into a servicewide report

Standardization is sign of maturity, allows data roll ups, etc.

EMAN example in Canada slide

Looked at need for standardization

Started with 1700 indicators

Came up with ~20 core indicators

We are not taking that approach

USFS “Wedding cake” slide

National layer (smallest (fewest indicators that work at national level))

Ecosystem layer (intermediate)

Park layer (broadest (more indicators))

Example is amphibians, USGS lead, they are developing a program at national level (Amphibian Research and Monitoring Initiative)

We can participate by using roll ups of data with qualitative variables (increasing, staying the same, declining)

Examples of standardization slide

· Air monitoring

· Water monitoring

· Fire monitoring

Monitoring themes slide

(eg coastal theme, cave theme, etc.)

Current approach slide

(eg North Coast and Cascades working with NW forest partners, eg S. Florida partners w/ Corps of Engineers and others; different indicators are relevant in different systems; partnership and leveraging opportunities require a flexible program)

This week we need to identify common ground, where can we use the same approaches, themes, indicators, etc.

Tasks to complete before field monitoring begins slide

Think everything through before we gather data.

Natural Resource Challenge slide

Data management emphasis

Data management framework slide

· Allows us to link all monitoring data together

· Allows us to integrate and link with external databases (eg ITIS, NatureServe, etc.)

Monitoring protocols slide

(important to get these right before collecting data)

Web-based protocol clearinghouse slide

(a way to share information on what we are doing to promote integration and cost savings, etc.)

Monitoring website (Internet – publicly accessible)  http://www.nature.nps.gov/im/monitor/

Lots of information and links to other agencies, changing every week, keep an eye on it

Intranet has information on dollars, not available to public.

A way to share the information – important even if it isn’t final

Monitoring Handbook slide

Chapter on air monitoring, much more, not as far along as we hoped on the handbook, but hoping networks will contribute heavily

7 – step approach slide

Still applies and integrates with the newer 3-phase approach for developing VSM plan

First big scoping workshop is a peer review

Don’t ask a big group of experts “what should we monitor?”  Rather ask them to review what you have come up with so far.

3 – phase monitoring design slide

Phase 2 satisfies GPRA goal for parks to have identified vital signs

Timeline for phased approach slide

Phase I report slide

Outline for vital signs monitoring slide

This is how VSM plans should be structured

Reporting results of I&M efforts slide

Important to report to many audiences (scientists, managers, public, etc,).  Accountability critical function of reporting

Annual Administrative Report and Workplan slide – new MSAccess based budget database this year.

“Live” example of budget data in MSAccess

· Can enter as if in Excel

· Standard reporting function

· Helps roll up data

· Report of budget for past year and workplan for next year in same budget format

Can get this from Intranet site if you don’t have it already:  http://www1.nrintra.nps.gov/im/monitor/

Questions and discussion

Question for Mike Soukup – What are you thinking in terms of the need for taxonomists in NPS and how do networks fit into this idea?

E.O. Wilson spoke of this at Discovery 2000, fewer and fewer taxonomists, no support for them at universities, NPS can play a role, we need them for inventories.

Funding for remaining monitoring networks

One more year of challenge, 12.6 million requested for monitoring for all networks.  How will that go in budget process?  We will have to see, may have to try for a year six for the NRC

One issue that clouds total support for I&M program – some think more information = more restrictions on visitors using parks.  Suspicion that NPS doesn’t like people.  Look in USA Today, letter to editor person was at a interpretive talk where NPS person said one thing you can do for parks is to stay away – not a good message.  A bigger issue is appropriate use of parks (PWCs, snowmobiles, etc).  We can make better decisions and plans with better information.  We need to make sure we use this information for planning documents.  If we get this information into planning efforts we will be helping very much.  Another thing afoot is discussion of impairment – for superintendents to sign document that says their actions do or do not result in impairment is a important issue – need to help them with information.

Current emphasis on homeland security.  How will it affect our efforts?  Mike S.  The 03 budget is probably in good shape, 04 will be a fight and homeland security will compete, state of economy will affect this.  Radio frequency program for NPS is expensive, will compete.

Question – org codes problems, what is being done to address problems?  How does AARWP program relate to other administrative processes (eg AFS 3)? Gary Williams – Abby is the one to ask, but Gary believes (from most regions and networks) that most problems have been resolved.   Org codes are in AFS 3 right now.  Fancy – we still need to work on integrating what we are doing with other administrative systems.

Data analysis question – what is the vision for the amount of data analysis the I&M program will do versus what will be done by cooperators?  Fancy – it depends on network and data.  Important thing is to recognize how important this is (including data management) and to spend funds on data management.  But data management and data analysis are different right?  Yes.  Mike S.  This gets to who has institutional memory.  EVER example and Bill Robertson and sawgrass dieoff.  Bill said this happens cyclically and pointed Mike to paper he did on it.  Important that NPS has in-house ability to do data analysis and integration.  Maybe part of NRC II should include investment in institutional memory and capability in this area.

What is our strategy relative to outsourcing emphasis?  Mike S.  Why is 401 series in the “crosshairs?”  Had to do with firefighting – many people.  Outsiders said NPS was “clever” by distributing resource managers across service (in parks).  Mike feels we are so small and distributed that this won’t be a threat to us trying to develop institutional memory and capability.

Question on working with states.  IAFWA opposed NRC based on monitoring programs not involving the states.  Is this more a perception or reality.  Steve Fancy – I think this is more a perception than reality since we are working at the local and state scale – many networks are working with states.  Mike S. – maybe we should emphasize this in this meeting.  This may be happening more since states are in financial difficulties right now.  Mike feels the international association would not be opposed if they knew what the NRC was about and how we are implementing it.  Gary W. – is this a funding issue or coordination issue?  More coordination issue.

Tonnie Maniero – see presentation on website

ARD is hiring her replacement in Denver.  Tonnie spends a significant amount of her time to networks in NE.  They are folks in other NRPC divisions who are providing assistance to networks in developing programs.

People tend to think about monitoring air quality without thinking about effects

Two pieces – ambient air quality and effects monitoring

She will talk about what she has been doing to help networks.

Pollutants of concern slide.

New area includes Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs) and others like heavy metals.

Visibility at GRSM slide

Effects of ozone slide (includes synergist effect of increased susceptibility of other stressors) 

POPs and heavy metals slide

Ambient monitoring slide

Tonnie has been preparing AQ monitoring summaries for parks

Ambient monitoring info. slide

See handout on website that has information on AQ monitoring databases

Air inventory slide

I&M program funded the air inventory

Visibility map for US slide

Nitrate deposition map slide

Ozone map slide

Ozone related to vegetation slide

Lookup table slide – access to park information on AQ

See John Ray handout on AQ information access

Examples of DSS maps

Resource monitoring information

Tonnie is comparing AQ information and using NPSpecies and other sources of information to try to assess whether there are air pollution sensitive resources in the parks

Process slide

Tonnie will give network recommendations and suggestions for AQ and effects monitoring

Questions

Who does this work for the networks in the west?  The replacement in Denver this will be their primary job.

What management actions might this information lead to?  Many Class I parks have not been looked at for effects.  Eg permit for powerplant near Pinnacles NM, we tell them we have concerns about ozone damage to resources, with this information we can comment and influence the process.

Chris Shaver – we are supplying all the information to EPA for regulatory and other use.  We need to explore use of information for managing local pollution sources.  An area ARD is working on.

Gary Davis – how do we discover the effects of ozone on intertidal algae?  (concern over focusing only on known effects)  Tonnie – agrees this is a problem but what she was looking for when she developed the approach was inexpensive and therefore based on known information.  How much can we spend on exploratory research?  This is in the research arena and ARD now has money for research – someone should develop this as a research proposal.

Bob Higgins, GRD, Guidance for integrated monitoring

Question to audience – how many have a degree in geoscience (quite a few)

You all have an opportunity to do something in NPS that will change how NPS manages parks over the next 50 years.  We in NRPC are excited for you and want to support you.

Vital Signs analogy slide

Ecosystems include abiotic components

Inventory

Geomapping

· Surficial (recent geo processes)

· Bedrock (history of change in system and info on hazards)

Scoping in all 270 parks

Map and report

Status

19 parks complete

benefits slide

Soils mapping inventory

· Scoping all parks

· Survey and report

· Digital map

152 parks complete

soils is in-between geo mapping and veg mapping

Geologic features inventory (caves, arches, fossils, etc.)

Slide of Capitol Rock NNL (they have much information on this formation and changes over time)

GPRA will address geo monitoring of features starting in 03

Monitoring (how GRD can help networks)

· Geo monitoring (in Monitoring Handbook on website)

· VS scoping

· Human influences

· Existing monitoring

GRD wants to focus on helping on funded networks

Recommend geology focus groups of geologist who have worked in network or area

Sometimes geoindicators provide early warning of change in ecosystem

Geo indicators are a habitat assessment tool

Geo indicators can help determine thresholds

Human influences on geo processes

· Conducting scoping meeting in parks (seven things they look at in scoping)

· Scoping meeting agenda slide

Final product slide – reports of scoping meetings

Existing partnerships for geo monitoring (GRD will help id these)

Eg USGS work on glacier monitoring

Eg work on seismic monitoring

Eg USGS gauging sessions 

Partnership monitoring benefits slide

Call GRD, we will help

Questions

Brian Carey – In planning scoping workshops, what has driven your choice of parks to scope?  They will try in FY 03 to do all the parks that are getting funding for VSM.  At first they were looking for diversity of parks and likely geoindicators.

Gary Davis – good work and great that you are including submerged lands.  Rebecca Beavers (coastal geomorphologist) helping in that area.

Pete Penoyer, WRD, Servicewide WQ Monitoring and Core Parameters (see presentation on meeting website)

Nov. 2001 meeting of networks and WRD to look at developing core parameters

Two workgroups formed

· Freshwater group chaired by Gary Rosenlieb and Pete – white paper available on website

· Marine group chaired by Roy and Gary Davis

Workgroup questions slide

Both groups felt a core set of parameters needed

Four freshwater parameters

· Temp 

· Conductivity

· PH

· Dissolved O2

· Discharge (needed to make sense of others) (at least qualitative)

· For non-flowing water, depth of water column needed

Other required information

· Metadata to support STORET and NPS needs

· Photo documentation

Marine parameters

· Same four as freshwater

· specific conductivity which takes temp into account

· PAR or photosynthesis penetration depth

· Metadata on tide stage and other tide information, time of day, etc.

Freshwater group also mentioned other topics (slide)

· Ultimate goal is a useable WQ information system

· Regulatory needs (Clean Water Act, CERCLA, RCRA, etc.)

· Other significant waterbodies (other than for regulatory needs)

· Protocol and protocol development

· Networks responsible/must do this in their detailed WQ monitoring plan

· Selected NAWQUA as default protocol when state protocols not available or used

· Slide of available protocols and programs

· Monitoring frequency – generally should monitor at least monthly

· Continuous monitoring – consider this

Considerations for sample sites slide

Biologic monitoring slide

· Look for state protocols and programs first

· NPS may be an unimpaired reference site – good leverage for working with states and other programs

Network staff and training needs slide

Analytical lab selection slide

· Workgroup recommended against establishing network labs to do WQ work

Sound science and role of QA/QC slide

Other parameters to include slide

· Rejected lots (turbidity, nutrients, etc.) because of site specific needs and costs

· Networks should build on the core set (and choose the parameters beyond the core set of 5)

Improving WRD guidance

· Guidance will remain draft for now

· Continually updating of guidance

Key recommendations slide

WRD tech guidance slide

Questions

Rebecca Beavers – why no recommendations for flow parameter in marine environment?   Roy Irwin, did add some “flow” recommendations (related to tides).  They are preparing a white paper to describe their recommendations.

Steve Ralph – Did the groups define the questions and define the statistic?  No we did not do that.  They group felt, based on input from others doing this already that these were “no-brainers” (basic needed information).  They did not want to try and define questions to be answered.  Roy – questions are very important, come up with the questions so you can develop your detailed study plan.

Janet Eckhoff, Heartland Network.  Two cases where states are monitoring 303-d waters in network.  Does WRD want this information included in the monitoring reporting by the network?  Pete – yes, WRD wants to see the information included.  Gary Rosenlieb – concur with that.

Afternoon session

Ellen Gray facilitating

Bill Schmidt – Sound monitoring

Showed video of Bernie Krause, musician with Ph.D. in bioacoustics

Large archive of natural sounds

Worked in Glacier Bay

Collection has NPS sounds and sounds from all over the world

¼ of the collection is from now extinct habitats

Excited the NPS designated natural soundscapes as a resource – brilliant

Sound of desert tortoise

Sound of a tree

Biophony and niche hypothesis (graph of natural sounds showing little overlap)

Bill – niche hypothesis.  Using Bernie’s approach at parks (like SEKI)

Paul Geissler – role of USGS in monitoring design and protocol development

Office physically in Pautuxent but he is in HQ office

See Geissler presentation on website 

Work with individual scientists and science centers.

Other projects slide

· GAP

· ARMI

· ITIS

· BBS

· NBII clearinghouse

NRPP – short term tactical research joint NPS/BRD funding

LTEM/prototypes slide

· 11 prototypes selected in 93

· Conceptual model is an initial step

· Who is interested in the data and why

· ID indicators – USGS peer review, test protocols

· Once monitoring is operational, NPS takes over and USGS funds roll over to new prototype

· Review process (just finished review of Virgin Islands prototype)

LTEM operational programs slide

LTEMs under development slide

Other tasks supported by USGS

· Workshop to suggest statistical methods to detect change (John Sauer at Pautuxent is the lead)

· Statistical support for park monitoring 

· Pautuxent is hiring a post-doc to help with statistical support for park monitoring (a pilot effort, see how this works)

· Developing a website on discussion on development of monitoring protocols

· Complement NPS Monitoring site

· Development of improved methods to estimate detectability

· Eg Ted Simmons at NCState working on bird song detectability

· Chronic Wasting Disease, USGS is reprogramming funds and requested 3.7 million for this effort in FY 03 but Congress suggests using existing funds, may impact ability to help with monitoring

· Protocol development projects

· Mountain lion

· Native bees

· Vegetation

· Intertidal, seabirds, and landbirds

· Calling amphibians

· Cryptogams

There is never enough funding

USGS would like to be able to compete for NPS I&M funds

Kathy Tonnessen, RM CESU coordinator, how to work with CESUs (see presentation on website)

Introduced other CESU reps in attendance

Overview of CESUs then focus on RM CESU

Evolving program that can help you

Around since 1999

Some are coming on board as we speak (Gulf Coast and Great Lakes Northern Forests CESUs most recent)

National CESU Council

June 1999 MOA established CESU network

Pilot CESUs (four)

RFP process to select CESUs

Competition is closed for final five CESUs

NPS will staff 10 of the CESUs

How to work with a CESU

1. Go to web site see who the potential partners

2. Define your needs

3. Find and investigator (through researcher director or calling CESU rep)

4. Figure out how to do the paperwork

5. Focus on your SOW and what you are doing as far as substantial involvement (this is not a contract therefore you must demonstrate substantial involvement)

Overhead is 15%

Must obligate money in given FY but then the PI can use the money over the next 5 years

RM CESU

· Four federal partners

· 8 academic partners (including UCO Denver and Boulder)

· one of the four pilot CESUs

· Executive and Managers Committees meet annually

· They found they needed a RM CESU coordinator to represent all the federal and academic partners

· Review of CA occurs in 2004

· Go to the websites

· Includes all the project summaries

What happens if we don’t receive a satisfactory product from cooperator through CESU?  You must be tracking project regularly to prevent problems.  You can stop the task agreement if you are working as partners with university.  Get on top of project, work closely with cooperator before you have problems.

Janet Eckhoff (for Paul Geissler) – What is the primary source for statistical advice for networks (you said most of your work goes to prototypes)?  Networks can also ask for direct help from BRD or for referrals to academic community.  They are also developing examples that networks can use for help.

Tonnie Maniero – ARD tried to use a CESU partner who complained (about the set overhead) and wanted to get more.  Mike Soukup – once they agree to the agreement it is not an issue.  The group Tonnie refers to decided to withdraw from CESU

Can you get universities to compete for projects.?  Kathy – NRPC did this for a project – it worked fine.

Network presentations

North Coast and Cascades Network – Steve Ralph (see presentation on website)

Three large wilderness parks and four small history focused parks.

Park level VS workshops (already complete) five parks (prototype parks are in the process now)

Unique network because they have two prototype parks included (but they did not get funding until recently)

Working groups for subject matter areas – physical sciences groups underrepresented – try to remedy that with outside partners

Network objectives (planning objectives) slide

Subject Workshops

· Statistics and design

· Remote sensing

· Etc.

One defining characteristic in NW is elevation gradients

Slide with drivers/stressors/ecosystem effects

PNW landscapes are relatively young and processes and patterns ore also young

Table he put together showing what conceptual models should have (from literature), must explicitly state assumptions.

Slide of Atmospheric/climatic conceptual model (stressors/agents of change/ecosystem effects

Lotic model slide

In their models, the important components are not the boxes but the arrows (connections between the boxes)

Lentic model slide

Terrestrial model (split into vegetation and wildlife models) slide

Criteria for selection of monitoring questions and indicators slide

Management issues slide (from workshops)

Opportunities slide

· Engage park staffs (timing important)

· Reconcile budget accounting issues

· Address natural dynamics, not just stressors

· Thoughtful planning acoid rush to identify indicators

Successes slide

· Park level VS workshops

· Small parks getting much information in the process

· Increased funds from parks and other partners

· Good joint venture with NPS

Questions

Brian Carey – why park level VS workshops instead of network workshops?  Before Steve came on.  Advantages coalesce base of park support.  But as a coordinator coming on after the fact he had a poor understanding of the indicators and why they were selected.  Cat Hoffman, individual workshops gave small parks especially a chance to focus on their needs and partners.  In Jan or Feb they will do a network-wide workshop.  Steve – products of workshop would have been better with a better given framework (ahead of time).

How are you addressing range of variability?  Yet to be determined.

Bryan Milstead – NE Coastal and Barrier Network (see presentation and handout on website)

Just recently moved to network from ORPI.  Large urban interface in network but also many wild areas in network.

Beth Johnson and others developed network to date.

Map of eight parks

Cape Cod prototype has been key for developing network plan to date.

Working with USGS and Charlie Roman to develop Cape Cod prototype (and network plans)

Using conceptual models developed by Roman

Map of NA from space showing population center in NE (Air quality slide showed the same pattern based on population)

Marine process also important

Five key management issues

· Shoreline change

· Resource extraction

· Water quality

· Recreation and visitor use

· Species and habitats of concern

Formed workgroups outside of VS scoping process with tasks (slide):

· Review CACO work

· Prioritize monitoring questions

· Etc

No report from 4 of 7 workgroups, undaunted they form groups to work on eight projects

They were to develop monitoring approaches

Now they are moving into a three phase approach

1. Funding groups to come up with VS

2. Develop protocols

3. Implementation

Projects

1. Vegetation mapping (an inventory but very important) in phase 2 or 3

2. Shoreline change well developed

3. Salt marsh monitoring well developed

4. Others are in phase 1

Veg class and mapping (Chris Leigh from ASIS), already seeing applications (eg invasive species management and nutria, veg map allowed them to id areas where nutria likely occurred)

Mark Duffy from ASIS is leading shoreline change monitoring, long history working on shoreline change (Jim Allen from USGS, recently passed away, loss for network and NPS)

Map showing rapid shoreline movement, used it to help locate a new NPS facility

LIDAR for mapping shoreline change slide (Light Detection and Ranging), laser/GPS method based on small aircraft for mapping, example of data and use, just hired a graduate student to do data management and analysis for LIDAR shoreline data

Water quality in salt marshes, working with Charlie Roman and another scientist on this

Salt marsh conceptual model, agents of change on top, stressors on middle row, habitat changes and responses on bottom row

This has already been developed for CACO and other areas on east coast (eg 7 NW Refuges have adopted these)

Salt marsh monitoring will look at veg change, nekton, and water tables and soil salinity

Also working with USGS on monitoring estuarine eutrophication

Is eutrophication increasing, are resources responding, what are the causes

Conceptual model for salt marsh slide (nutrient loading is key, simple model)

Candidate vital signs slide

Wetlands and WQ slide

NE coastal visitor impacts monitoring, academic partners, in phase I right now, gathering infrormation

Environmental contaminant monitoring slide

· Review exist data

· Conduct site visits

· Product  is site-specific GIS map of contaminant issue for each park

Species and habitat of concern slide, doing data mining, focus on vertebrates at this point, looking at existing protocols

They need to reexamine after each phase how what they are doing relates back to management and whether they need to include new issues

What are gaps in monitoring program slide

Much work in estuaries, salt marsh and on the beach, they are missing a functional groups, what about terrestrial systems

Things to consider slide

· Define management uses

· Large groups can id range of issues

· Small groups more effective in detailed work

· Give groups specific tasks and direction

· Personality of group leader is critical in keeping workgroups moving

· Best success with USGS scientists leading workgroups

· Written reports needed from workgroups

· Reconvene workgroups to evaluate products

· Define products well ahead of work (give database structure for example, their data manager works with each cooperator on this)

Question – are park staff key members of workgroups and have you had to pay USGS participants in workgroups?  Yes park staff are on workgroups and they are leading some, and the network is paying USGS participants in workgroups.

Question – why aren’t you monitoring aquatic veg (in estuaries for example) as part of veg mapping program, why aren’t you monitoring fisheries give global collapse of fisheries?  Historic reasons for both.

Question – How are you integrating among the different project areas?  How do the workgroups work together in a cohesive sampling design?  That is the goal of the network coordinator, we will try and do that.  Each workgroup is working alone now though there is some overlap in membership. 

Heartland network, Janet Eckhoff  (see presentation on website)

Network includes Prairie Cluster prototype

Network org slide

Challenge because no one superintendent lead on BOD so she must go to each of four superintendents on BOD

Many of the parks don’t have a resource manager

Tech committee has had turnover already, problem

Network staff, Janet came on a year ago last May

Data Manager is on board

Inventory specialist is part of the staff right now

Other positions proposed (where to locate them and long term outlook (term positions))

Janet and Data Manager are located at Wilson’s Creek (and will remain)

Office space is an issue (modular home office space)

Network staff slide, pros and cons, missing opportunities with smaller network staff

Phase I model slide, full of park information needs, great variability among parks on quality of phase I information inputs

Heartland parks GPRA goals slide – much commonality across network

Park natural resource issue slide

Phase I development slide

Heartland park issues/themes slide (first four are common to many or all network parks)

1. Plant communities

2. Exotic plants

3. Aquatic

4. Land use change (stream inputs, exotic species for example)

5. Wildlife, soils, air pollution (only a few parks for each)

Workgroups for each of the four major themes, slide, there are park people, network, region, and outside scientists on each, Janet is lead on three of the workgroups, a problem because she needs more time and lacks expertise in those areas

Communication is critical

Workgroups strengths

· Easier to get a small group together

· Small groups more productive

· Concentration of interest and expertise

· Spreads out workload

· Involves outside expertise

Workgroup weaknesses

· Communication

· Increases network workload

Data mining slide

Parks wanted Network to pay someone on park staff or hired by park staff to do data mining, pros and cons, Brent had to work with 15 data techs

Bibliographic references by park and monitoring theme slide

Conceptual model slide

Contracting this out, working to integrate this with workgroup work

It has been hard for parks to develop questions

Wetlands model with driver/stressor/effect/indicator/measurement levels slide (they like the EVER conceptual model)

Workshops, aquatic and terrestrial slide

They have held these two large workshops

Successes

· Good place to integrate among parks

· Good to bring together experts

· Brainstorming

Failed

· Identify individual park management needs

· Keeping people’s interest if it wasn’t something they were interested in

Came back to smaller scoping sessions in parks to focus on their needs

Andy Hubbard, Sonoran Desert Network, see presentation on website

11 parks from 46 acres to 300K acres ( Saguaro)

Organ Pipe ranger murdered last Friday

Halvorson and USGS and U Arizona key in inventory

Andy hired August 01

Data manager on staff

Inventory approach

Data mining comments

Can do this with techs but they don’t have ability to analyze data

Field biologists working on the project didn’t want to do data mining so network has to continue to do this

Inventory a great success, slide of report (on their website in the next month or so)

Organization (projected) slide

Wanted to hire a term data miner and botanist but could not

Ologists – they are looking for the best person available, good ecologist, strong quantitative skills, good taxonomic skills available at U AZ (in contrast to some other areas)

Want to hire a technical writer, interface with data manager, ologists, and others to bring the information together, take the lead on website too 

Organization of BOD slide, BOD has worked very well, good interest and good critical questions, much work by e-mail

Tech committee slide, take advantage of Southern Arizona Parks group of resource managers (SAPS), outside experts invited as needed, voting body for BOD (a change that Andy is proposing, instead of parks doing the voting)

Their approach to plan

1. Lay basic foundation (and look for gaps (veg and geo maps))

2. Develop conceptual model (all models are wrong but some are useful, their first effort is a process model) (he thought this would be a good group project among parks but that approach did not work).  Partnership with park staffs not working when getting too technical, this technical work is not their job.

Conceptual model slide (thinking in terms of scale and processes)

Move from broad to finer scale

Thinking of developing smaller models based on agents of change (eg exotic plants)

Stressors and methods questionnaire to parks very successful (five years ago these would have been different)

· Altered fire regimes

· Urban park interface

· Recreation impacts (eg Saguaro, first mountain bike trail in a park, shut down because we don’t have data to show no impact)

· Exotic plants

· Undocumented alien impacts

National Capitol Network – Marcus Koenen (missed this presentation)

(Gillian Bowser – abstracts for next GWS meeting are due October 11)

Phyllis Adams, facilitator of AM session

Theresa Liebfried – Cumberland Piedmont network (see presentation on website)

14 mostly small parks, with few NR specialists, 6 physiographic regions)

series of workshops to gather park information, three so far, sub-groups of parks

Mammoth Cave largest park and a prototype for cave and karst

Theresa came on August 2001(?)

Began with electronic surveys to the parks (pre-workshop), tough because of internet shut down

Data sources – NPSpecies, ARD for ozone sensitive plants, park enabling legislation, GPRA, RPRS, NatureBib, etc.

Contacted subject matter experts (eg Tonnie Maniero came to all workshops, Joe Rodgers from GRSM working on NRPP exotic plant project, FWS cooperators for birds of concern, NatureServe folks to identify species and communities of concern)

Produced GIS products for workshops (parks really like those)

Survey for management issues slide

· Used 22 standard management issues for consistency (and allowed them to add others)

· Example of Shiloh NHP, small park but lots of issues

· Sent them out three weeks before workshop

Large format poster made for each park example slide

· Included proposed WQ monitoring sites

· Included inventory sampling sites

· Lots of other information on posters

Workshops had about 20 people at each (10 from parks, 10 from outside)

Day one of workshop on significant natural resources, filled out a worksheet on these, slide

· Enabling legislation

· Other legal mandates

· GPRA goals

· And a catch all “other” category

Second day focused on management issues, did a worksheet of parks by management issues and questions (slides)

· Brainstormed potential indicators for each management issue/ question

· Brainstormed potential management actions for each too

Summary slide (workshop summary)

Fourth workshop in combination with App. Highlands network (slide shows draft model for aquatic system)

· GRSM

· Two day workshop

· Focus on conceptual models

· Models followed structure of Biscayne Bay and EVER model with some differences

Intergration with other program slide

· Workshops

· Sharing of staff with MACA and parks and App. Highland networks (new coordinators partner with other networks on same timeline)

· Cooperative agreements (UT, UGA, and NatureServe)

· They are working with states (NHPs)

Mammoth Cave water lab (slide)

· They are doing this in house (contrary to recommend from WRD yesterday)

· Lab is seeking EPA certification

· This decision made before network staff hired

Phase I partners

· Universities

· SERO

· ARD

· Fire effects monitoring team

· Many others

Staff slide

· Theresa at MACA

· Two data managers (KIMO and RUCA)

· Tech at MACA (half time)

· GIS assistance, SCA associate for 6 months

· Permanent data manager is vacant (duty station at MACA eventually)

Tech committee slide

Joint committee with App. Highland  net.

BOD slide

Summary slide

· Recommend using a coop agreement and outside partner to do conceptual model

· Challenge is pulling everything together on the timeline

Phyllis – rest of networks had benefit of start up funding before full funding

Robert Emmott with Appalachian Highlands network

Network map slide

Parks nicely divided into three physiographic provinces

· River gorge parks (WQ issues)

· Ridge and valley province (mountain top parks)

· GRSM is a prototype park, undergoing review of monitoring program, they have been participating in the network planning process to help their program)

Organization slide

· Charter signed in spring

· BOD is 5 members and includes SER I&M coord

· Tech committee NR person (chiefs) from each park plus coordinator and Norm Murdoch who is network ecologist and CESU rep)

· Network staff

· Coordinator

· Ecologist

Data management working with standard databases (partner with Data Management group at Va. Tech.)

Propose hiring a term data manager because it is important to get someone with ideal fit of skills and abilities (data, ecology, GIS), term will help them do this carefully

Approach slide (similar to Theresa’s approach)

Held network workshop for all parks

Prior to workshop sent a questionnaire asking for input, good input from all divisions in parks, two parks held squad meetings to address the survey

Summary sheets from workshop the same as those for the Cumberland Piedmont network (slide)

Workshop results slide BISO

· Sig resources and Management issues: 6 endangered mussels, one endangered fish, lots of rockshelters, more oil and gas wells than any other park unit, lots of mine openings, water withdrawal, acid mine drainage

Workshop results slide, BLRI

· Sig resources and Management issues: high elevation communities, 9 listed species, breeding birds of concern, migratory bird pathway, high visitation, AQ, insects (hemlock wooly adelgid for example), and poaching (including for rare plants)

Workshop results slide, App. Trail

· Sig resources and Management issues: AQ including ozone, 8 listed species, high elevation communities, WQ concern especially for drinking water at springs, invasive species (impacts to rare plants

Workshop results slide, GRSM

· Sig resources and Management issues: biodiversity, old growth forests, high elevation communities, AQ, forest insects and diseases (hemlock wooly adelgid), WQ

Workshop results slide, Obed Wild and Scenic River (three years ago discovered a huge oil field in park (photo of fire from oil field))

· Sig resources and Management issues: ONRW, T&E species, exemplary natural communities, WQ, water quantity

Many of management issues in common

· WQ

· AQ

· Forest insects and diseases

· Visitor impacts

· T&E species

Joint conceptual modeling workshop with Cumberland Piedmont network just a few weeks ago (half and half NPS and non-NPS participants)

· Developed draft aquatic and draft terrestrial models

· Developed first list of potential indicators

· Writing workshop report right now

Next step

· Integrate park workshop results with model workshop results

Integration with other programs

· WQ assessment and analysis  (USGS helping), in next several months will work with park managers to look at all park waterbodies and significance

· Work with Tonnie on AQ 

· Work with fire ecologist in planning

Successes and stumbling blocks

· Superintendents very interested, he has learned to keep them regularly informed of progress (monthly written reports and will work on website

· Will have a joint Tech Comm and BOD meeting this fall

· Heavy workload and farm out work if you can, help with partners to do conceptual models if possible

· They are located at Blue Ridge parkway, good to keep link with NPS management

Maggie MacCluskie and the Central Alaska Network (see handout and presentation on website)

She will hit the highlights in this presentation

Orientation to network, network progress, goals and approach, and a few lessons learned

AK map slide, only three parks but they are huge parks, 21.7 million acres

DENA, YUCH, and WRST

Organization slide

· Parks began thinking as a network

· Similar enabling legislation among the three

· BOD is the three supts.

· Tech comm of 15 people (three reps per park plus others)

· Workgroups under the tech comm

1. Physical

2. Aquatic

3. Flora

4. Terrestrial fauna

DENA is a prototype, very helpful

· They are reevaluating their program

· Formal integration between DENA and the network, they remain a prototype and center of excellence, etc but the prototype will be guided by the BOD

Tech comm, time commitment is considerable, lots of meetings and travel, conference calls monthly, plus workgroup meetings

Focused workgroups developed a draft strategy as a straw man

Held an April 02 workshop

Goals of network (tied to GPRA) slide

Servicewide goal three

Network goal is a holistic view of resource change

Draft approaches showed a commonality of scale (and potential problems)

Some intensive and some extensive, need to keep this in mind

Our end is in sight slide

Good things, awareness of scale, ecoregion approach to conceptual model development (handout has example of model for boreal forest), helps lead to common probabilistic sampling design across network

Integration with WQ slide

Example of probabilistic sample design (DENA botanist and West Inc. work)

Park resources on three scales (broad, eg glaciation, meso scale, and micro scale)

Utilize a two stage grid design

Allows random sampling a broad and narrow scale

Map showing an example of the two-scale sample points (an example)

Present and future efforts

· April workshop report

· Phase I products due in October

· Make sure workgroup approach stay integrated through and inter disciplinary team (est in September)

· Establish and ideal annual schedule (help to integrate with park operations

Take home messages

· Occurs simultaneously on several fronts

· Find the experts

· Stay flexible (eg couldn’t fill data manager position when they wanted)

Monitoring mantra slide (“to infinity and beyond”)

Questions/comments for all

Will the work West Inc. is doing for Central Alaska Network apply to other networks?  Maggie – I think it will.

Fancy – makes the point that 25%-30% of all NPS lands are in this network and this design will allow them to make inferences to the entire parks; the same approach will work in other networks; good design.

George Dickison – AKRO is developing an ArcView extension to help in the two-stage sample selection.

Matt Patterson – permanent sampling at those sites?  Maybe.  We will still be able to get trends from this design even if we don’t.  Wilderness is a concern for them.

Northern Colorado Plateau Network – Angie Evenden and Mark Miller (new network ecologist)

Mark will do conceptual model part of presentation

Located in Moab in park at SEUG HQ and Canyonlands field station of USGS

16 parks map, 40-300K acres, 1.2 million acres, remote parks, no large urban areas and no nearby universities

Prototype cluster in network, last prototype to be funded, planning for prototype and network will be integrated, no advantage from work of prototype because of this

S. Colorado Plateau network, trying to work with them but the schedules are one year apart

Organization slide

BOD, both prototype and network, 5 supts.

Tech committee network staffs and park reps, two CESU reps (also ex officio on BOD)

Scientific panel (loose knit on as as needed basis to date but developing more formal group now)

Network staff slide (Angie and Mark sharing planning and development for network and prototype)

Recent staff additions, data techs, several bio techs, in Sept USGS will hire ecologist dedicated to prototype development

Program components slide

Problem with meetings – very time consuming (net meetings as well as regional and national)

Administrative workload is very large (1.8 million budget this year)

Internal communication plan done, next year they will do external plan

Professional and personal development a concern

Timeline slide (tasks as rows, time as columns)

Exponential increase of workload so far

Prototype monitoring themes (common management needs among all prototype parks)

1. Ecosystem structure and function

2. Invasive plants

3. T&E and S species

WQ monitoring program

Same timeline as VSM process

Still in phase I data mining and development

Lots of WRD support but poor experience with cooperator has delayed them (WRD products will help other networks)

Veg mapping project slide

More an inventory but critical to developing monitoring

Only one park has a recent quality veg map

15 park project coord by network staff

5 year project

catalyzed the network (everyone could see benefits)

good funding leverage (fee demo, fire, USGS)

Developing invasive plant inventory methods

Cooperators

Working at DINO now

Maps of areas surveyed and weeds found

Methods are available to anyone interested

Data Management, huge task

Input, external and internal

Database of issues, sig resources, etc

Scoping meetings for expert input

Joint N and S Plateau scoping meetings, geoindicators scoping meeting

Database of current and past monitoring in and near parks

Mark – conceptual models

Mark spent last several years as post doc with BLM at Grand Staircase Escalante

Start with data analysis and go from there

Monitoring needs database completed before Mark came on board

Large database, lots of variability among parks, 1293 records

Analysis of issues database resulted in nice groupings (four) (subjective reality)

1. BLCA/CURE

2. SEUG

3. DINO

4. All others

Summarizing the data slide (tabular summary)

Resources of concern varied widely among parks but many fewer stressors of concern

Theoretical framework slides

Ultimate objective is ecosystem sustainability

Recent work from Chapin et al. (soil based model) has controls on ecosystem sustainability

Lots of exposed soil in network, this is a good model for them and other arid lands

Corollary hypothesis (SW systems on thresholds between states)

System resilience is important (ball and cup graphic, how does land management practice effect shape of cup)

Servicewide goals and other network goals

· We embrace them

· Add others for network (see slides, includes defining impairment)

Conceptual model

State and transition model approach, good for management oriented types, see Mark after program)

Angie – thoughts

Network park relations – critical

Park staffs are overloaded

They respond to info requests but haven’t stepped up as leaders

Cost sharing to get park staffs involved

Challenges and suggestions

Hire staff quickly

Data manager and other professional staff

Remote location is a challenge

Data mining and management huge and critical task, we all underestimate

Current program deadlines are a challenge to meet, no end in sight

Lessons learned

Leveraging funds is very possible

Coordination among network parks on funding calls

Network approach to research permits and reporting

Increased visibility for NR in and out of NPS

Fancy – website for this meeting with all handouts and presentations, much more information in these handouts, 

Benchmark PDs for data managers and network coordinators will soon be available (in final stages and will be in Resource Careers), 

WASO I&M is hiring a GS 11/12 ecologist to assist Steve in Monitoring, 

PWR is having a meeting tonight in Blake

Jenny Bjork – San Francisco Bay network

8 parks

many are small

significant resources in Bay area

Org chart slide

BOD are supts with ex officio members

Two new staff, data manager from another network, I&M bio tech (to assist small parks with no resource staff)

Tech comm is driving force for network, pull together projects and make recommendations to BOD

Tech work groups

· Weather

· Data work group

· Geo work group (Judy Rochio in regional office important)

· WQ work group (new hire water person)

Partners

Federal partners, Ca Fish and Game and many NGOs

Planning process, stepwise but there are feedback loops

Inventories involve resources that have not been studied

Inventory completeness slide, showed fish are a big need, they decided that marine invertebrates were keystone species and needed to be inventoried

Inventories include

Night sky

Soil characterization

Nearshore fish

Marine inverts

Multi-species inventory (showing transect that looks for small mammals, herps, medium sized mammals (cameras)) 

Fall workshop to assess multi-species inventory

VS monitoring planning process

October 22-24 this fall VS scoping meeting

From the scoping meeting they will assign workgroups for conceptual model, indicators, protocols, etc

Monitoring objectives slide (graphic showing unaffected ecosystem through destroyed ecosystems, goal is to move park systems toward the unaffected end)

Developing conceptual model slide

Pinnacles model that network will likely adopt (slide)

Vegetation – wildlife habitat

Eco model, use prairie falcon as an example of using the model (slide)

Specific monitoring questions slide (example of developing a VS from sampling design to thresholds to management response)

Criteria for selecting indicators slide

Adaptive management slide

Monitoring trends slide

Increasing reproduction of elephant seals (due to restrictions on visitor disturbance)

Summary slide

Bottlenecks this year

· Late release of funds this year

· I&M is an ancillary duty to very busy staff

· Multiple reviews needed may be difficult to accomplish

Highlights

· Network working as a team (multi disciplinary approach)

· Looking at multiple scales

· New advocates and partners

They want to work with Klammath Network and other neighbors to look at an even broader scale

Lane Cameron – Mediterranean Coast Network

New (3 weeks) to network, was Inventory Coord for Greater Yellowstone Network

Thanks for help from others for putting this together

Channel Islands one of first parks in prototype program

Millions of people in and near network

Santa Monica Mountains, lots of inholdings, lots of agencies with a stake in park

Cabrillo NM, 125 acres with additional acres co managed with the Navy

Monitoring relationships slide

CHIS started as prototype in 1990

SAMO set I&M goals in 1994, major part of RMP

Org chart slide

BOD, tech committee and Science Advisory Comm to be formed in 03

Staff

Coord, bio inventory coord, WQ coord to be hired, database tech

Data mining and inventory ongoing (slide)

June 00 inventory scoping workshop but 

Jan 02 VS workshop for CABR but report not complete

CHIS Sept 00 workshop for Santa Cruz Island, several planing meetings

Network wide workshop planned for 03

Servicewide goals slide, network follows those as basis with some additional goals

CHIS specific goals from Gary Davis slide, consistent with national goals

SAMO monitoring goals in RMP for park

CABR monitoring goals include sewage treatment concerns and need for monitoring

Network objectives for 03, planning process goals

CHIS three step planning process (publication by Davis) slide (good for networks to look at)

CHIS model was developed but never put it together on paper, hopes network can do that and learn from CHIS groundwork

Ecosystem services model from ESA, helpful in developing network conceptual model

Patterning their model on the EVER model

· Drivers and sources

· Stressors

· Ecological effects

· Attributes and measures (being defined, little work to date)

WQ monitoring slide, using a cooperator in planning effort

Hiring a WQ coordinator in 03, still in discussion

Stakeholders slide, lots of them

40 groups that are actively involved with parks and the network

Successes

· Using prototype park experience

· Relationships among parks is great

· Pro development of RM staffs in parks

· Stronger ties with local experts and researchers

Stumbling blocks

· Integration with established programs (eg SAMO is already doing monitoring for fire)

· Balance between long-term and immediate needs

· Data management (few dollars therefore they are using coord as data manager, may not work in long run)

Greater Yellowstone Network – Cathie Jean

Steve suggested to presenters, put yourselves in shoes of brand new coordinator: easy for me since I have only been on board for 3 weeks

Bread making analogy, I have the recipe (guidance from WASO – appreciate it very much), we have the ingredients, end result is variable, gluten is important for this network so far, yeast is the people in the network, in network great opportunity to leverage participants and other resources.

New HQ at N. Rocky Mountain Science Center in Bozeman

Org chart slide

BOD hiring and budget decisions of late, only supt designees now, requires good comm tools with management

Tech comm, very strong and busy, small group but many other experts have contributed, some network employees on the tech comm

Science advisory committee first meeting in September

Network map (three parks)

Network has characteristics of an intact ecosystem

Threats to network parks, many of these bind the parks together as a network

· Grazing (native and domestic species)

· Non-conforming uses (airport in park, grazing, hunting)

· Elk effects on N. range and other areas

· Snowmobiling and winter uses, sound

· Exotic species

· Boundary issues (bison and brucellosis)

Slide of research at YELL (pie chart based on research permit over the last seven years)

Lots of research to choose from, almost overwhelming

Lit review, they already have 13K entries into NPBib, doing the literature review by starting to interview experts, develop and annotated bibliography for monitoring in the network, ongoing process

Working with park units to develop database of all historic monitoring datasets (entering those data into dataset catalogue)

Delphi process as a pre-scoping tool, internet based, to reach many respondents, coop with U Idaho, three rounds, round 1 and 2 are complete, process allows reaching large number of respondents, input unbiased since respondents reply anonymously, slide showing report result of round 2

Important categories from Delphi round 2

· Exotic species

· Community structure

· Riparian communities

· Several others

Round 3 postponed to wait for conceptual model development

Conceptual model example slide, many exist but we are working with Duncan Patton cooperative agreement for models for all three parks, Glen Plumb at Yellowstone also working on this

Patton visiting each park in developing the three models

Good integration of VS planning and WQ planning, because good network staff and park involvement, WQ review completed in 02

Important to realize that even in Yellowstone where much much work has been done, much is to be learned

Gary Rosenlieb – WRD on WQ monitoring

Integrated with VS monitoring by networks

But money is separate under NRC and there are specific accounting and reporting requirements

Fully funded 12 networks in 01 and  02, now even the funding is in sync with VS money

Process

Good cooperation with outside folks

No restrictions on how networks implement this (however you want to do this is fine as long as high quality work)

WRD handles reporting to Congress based on network annual reports

Peer reviewed required for all phases

Peer review not just final plan or manuscript review

Get state regulatory agencies involved early on with review of monitoring plan

Example in the east where Virginia would not accept data for a certification because data were not collected using their protocols

States have good ideas on threats that can help network planning

Example from Greater Yellowstone network where state input highlighted problems with WQ problems in park wastewater treatment plants

Identifying management action trigger points, what can you use to define these

Final (phase 3) report is what WRD will critically and rigorously review, all the details of monitoring must be included

Roy Irwin will want to review QA/QC procedures

AARWP, due through regions on Nov 8, final workplan due Jan 31, more detail than last year (current activities, objs, etc, see Greater Yellowstone plan from last year as a good example)

Data management, STORET, Dean Tucker is working on this

WRD using STORET as central repository of NPS data, major upgrade by EPA underway, high level recommendations from national WQ mon council recommends it as standard database

STORET, cradle to grave data management system, working on template (ready within the next couple of months) that will make data entry seamless with STORET

WRD will participate in any network WQ workshop, tech and admn help, lots of WRD available for help, give us a call

Questions – Scott Urquhart from Co State, what about CWA 305B?  It is on our website, it is a source

Plan to address TMDLs?  Look to section A on guidance, we want NPS to be a player in TMDL process, our plan is to make people aware of process and that NPS should be a player

Follow-up comment, most folks may not realize that EPA has been sued for failure to pursue TMDLs, net result is that EPA accelerated process is “lite” NPS should be involved, Total Max Daily Load (but no legal capacity to force implementation), used to be point source based, no it is all sources, EPA can regulate through permits, MT has done this for Soda Creek mine system (New World mine and toxic metals), another problem, no monitoring req after implementing TMDLs

NatureServe – Mary Kline

Thrilled to be here and have a chance to speak with you

This is abridged talk, much more to say

Power of Natural Heritage network

NatureServe has a unique approach (but now realize NPS is parallel)

NatureServe is relatively new, TNC used to help NH network, those functions rolled into NatureServe (with some old functions of ABI)

Transformative power of information

Protect biodiversity by focusing on decision making process

Current members

· 54 states and territories (state NHPs)

· 11 Canada provinces

· 9 Latin American countries

Power of networks working together

Common goals

Multi-scale

Continuous updating of data

Example, we work on standard taxonomies, ITIS, we manage taxa information, confusion on Arabis perstellata, depending on whose class system you use you have a rare species or a common species, search of NPSpecies, found problem area and correct

Set priorities in NatureServe, we rank almost everything, like conservation status ranks, 1-5 global ranks, rigorous process

Comprehensive lists maintained by NatureServe

NA all vascular plants, lichens and bryophytes, vertebrates, some inverts, all cave obligate species

Distribution and status information for all regular occurring native species

Invasive project (NPS is partner), how to evaluate invasiveness, some species worse than others, Turner Found and NFWF Found funding

NatureServe work on veg classification, example from Voyaguers NP

Trend to ecological systems, mapping eco communities at park level that are very detailed, many communities are mapped, ecosystems approach coarser and better for general and broader mapping work

NHPs are a big part of NatureServe

Element Occurrence

They are moving to data systems so spatial component is integrated

Getting involved in predictive range mapping

Unique niche for NatureServe

Provide larger regional and global views

Rolling up data

Individual member programs incorporate much more data for local applications

Project examples

Smart Growth and Wildlife

Index of watershed integrity

Heritage data management system, new, Oracle based with fully integrated spatial component, want to work with others to integrate data models

Information sharing

NatureServe Explorer website with much data

Journal papers

Project reports

Etc.

Uses of information

Help with ecoregional planning of TNC, eg Sonoran Desert Ecoregional plan

RMPs

Environmental review, regulatory actions

Working on DSS

Early stages, working prototype in 6 months, NHPs will play key role in local support for users

Boyce Drummond, Co NHP

Fort Collins based program (30 full time staff)

Did bio inventory study plan for Southern Plains network

Work with WASO NPS on T&E species database

Bio inventory of BEOL, FLFO, ROMN (veg map), others

MEVE project on rare milkvetch

Future opportunities

Continue to work with NPS WASO I&M

Help inventories in surrounding states

Mary Kline wrap-up

Met in early July with NPS on T&E species and other opportunities

Data manage

Invasive species

Veg mapping

Data analysis tools

Others

Next steps

Draft CA for data sharing and inventory and monitoring

Position paper on Seamless Network of National Parks

Chris Pague – TNC

TNC created NH network

Very successful

Broader utility than just to TNC

How does this work?  TNC in last 6-7 years of soul-searching, mission of TNC hasn’t changed since the 50s, TNC run by Board of Governors from Business, 1.6 million nature reserve system, small relative to all lands, now TNC doing ecoregional planning globally, defining what success looks like, work with NHP information

Measures of success, how does TNC know they are making progress, working on this, also on how to role up data to assess progress and success, a change in TNC, more seeking out partnerships, NPS leading this in designing networks

Gary Davis question, when will you add the marine system?  Just this year we hired Chris Madden marine ecologist and we are looking at this, especially nearshore stuff, not benthic yet, grants from NOAA and NFWF to bring together folks working on this to establish FGDS standard for nearshore systems

NPSpecies question, genus and species linked in database but no authority, is this true in your database?  In our new database we have an new approach in collaboration with ESA that will include the authority and the entire synonymy, it is easy to use

Panel discussion

Maggie McClusky

Theresa Liebfried

Angie Evenden

Marcus Koenen

Steve Ralph

Including park staff

Steve, tech comm met monthly, after a few months that didn’t work well, muddied items between tech and policy issues, needed techniques from school of facilitation, fallback option was to limit tech comm memberships and give workgroups specific tasks, we have had difficulty getting input into reports and planning because park staff are in the field during the time this is due, try to use a carrots and sticks, have not figured it out but want to tap into their excitement in their field

Brian M.

Initially in planning we had good input, now he has a list of field people he can call for specific input, phone works, e-mail does not, we are going to teleconferencing, first BOD meeting by teleconference, prior sent detailed PowerPoint that they viewed during call, best way for us to get good participation for least funding, now that we are moving into more implementation, we need more involvement, does not want network to be viewed as external, may place network staff in parks, share seasonals

Question for Theresa, Janet and Angie, what are your data managers working on?

Janet, monitoring plan highest prior now, data mining for the plan and data management and standard databases, when she told Brent to do data mining they had a long discussion of what that is and how to implement, now he is training park staff to do their data mining, part of the work is also providing GIS products for the planning process, eg maps for developing sampling design, getting veg maps, soil maps etc,

That is just the mon plan, he is also in charge of a land use change workgroup to develop mon objs and plans for land use change, he wrote plan for conceptual model for land use issues, he is also support for network staff, eg when computers crash and MSAcess help, he will write the network data management plan, ironic that he also participates in Wilson’s Creek park meetings and helps the park when needed, finally he (his choice) is great support to network coordinator, her number one helper

Angie, we demand a lot of Margaret Beer, approach this comprehensively, looked at each park’s capacity up front, we have a framework for the data man plan, lots of work on data mining and developing I&M standard databases, Margaret has developed standards for using NPSpecies, dataset catalog and NPBib, wrote a how to manual for users, she is also helping on inventory data management, helping write spec for cooperators and Pis, she did data entry sheets for each investigator, she is involved in inventory protocol dev, helped on invasive plant protocol, parks support (eg.SEPAS and combined call), she participates in interagency data sharing groups on Co Plateau, she has good connections with NatureServe, she is network and park support for tech data uses

Theresa – two new term data managers started last month, populating databases, just attended the data management training, receive cooperator data and enter it into standard databases, voucher collections important, they will visit some of the off site repositories to data mine, three new data sets coming online next year: WQ (data managers will gather some of this data), herp database and NR data template, providing cooperators with inventory plot location data, seven parks and three cooperators for herp work, GIS, large effort to populate Theme Manager including metadata entry, data managers will also help with new permit system, small parks especially need help, veg maps must have accuracy assessment, we want someone to check classifications in the field

How are you approaching data mining?

Angie, set standards for servicewide databases, we decided to approach this as an internal task (we are remote and coops are not too avail), last year partnered with parks to hire bio techs to do this and thought it would help build better relations with parks, didn’t work well because parks did not have time for QA, now we do that in the network, better

Marcus – realized how busy RMs were because they wouldn’t respond to e-mail, then they went to parks in person to interview and ask about existing data, reviewed lit from DC NHP, very helpful, hired a bio tech and data manager (esp to work on NPSpecies), tried to get parks to work with NPSpecies but they did not

Brian – we are doing this because that is how Beth set it up before he started, parks were offended when the data effort was described as incomplete, they thought it was good in the library, we have a good data manager, good coop agree with URI to do some work, a second rsch assoc is doing an inventory of mon data sets that is uncovering lots of data that goes into NPSpecies, hired a research librarian that is working with park staff to populate NatureBib, we have eight VS projects, the leaders and cooperators have the task of doing data for those areas

Question – how is WQ planning really happening?

Theresa, in Cumb/Pied we have MACA prototype, they have helped getting staff in place, Joe MACA hydrologist is responsible for network WQ plan, very involved and moving along well, using data managers in field is helping, during first year planning of using 12 days of data manager’s time on this (not too much)

Maggie – groundwork for this laid during inventory planning phase, Nancy Deschu worked to allow inventory money for fish be tied to fish inventory, WQ is fully integrated in our network

Steve – we got money starting in 01, we have aquatic work group that took on task of integrating WQ into VS, Barb Samora took charge of that group, successful, some money spent on equip, mostly data mining and including spatial component, also including surveys of nearshore habitats, we will include core params from WRD, some field data

Janet – we did presentations to all park staffs, open give and take format, good feedback and interesting stories (one ranger almost arrested inventory cooperator), herp inventory coverboards, labeling led to questions, what is going on in the parks, better in some parks, goal is to try to check annually to see how relationship is going, she tries to relate to all park staffs, always goes to see superintendent, identifies herself and that she is with the I&M program, connectedness is one of my jobs as coordinator, must check in every once in a while

Question – we have our org codes that should help next year, and administrative challenge, working with USGS BRD, have to obligate the money in same FY, etc  How are you doing budget?

Question – after hearing these network presentations, what would you have changed in what you did and didn’t do?

Janet – I would have hired myself sooner!  I would have hired data manager sooner.  I got a lot of great ideas in the other networks, I want a class in facilitation, maybe we should have a network coord facilitation class, that’s what coordinators do, I hope my staff can take facilitation training too.

Brian – admin challenges – everything is an admin challenge so I will leave that question.  Unclear to me why we haven’t emphasized air or climate work and monitoring, I hope this year to look into our proposal and working with cooperator process, get ahead of this (earlier in FY)

Steve – I am dodging the budget admn question.  Certain things are thrust on the networks, money came very quickly after a long wait, VS workshops held quickly, would have been good to wait on those until coord on board and chance to understand fully what elements of program (guidance) are, also clearer understanding of roles and functions of all partners (staff, BOD, tech, etc)

Maggie – first 6 months admn was touch, biggest challenge has been balance between admn and tech side of developing the plan, easy to let the immediate admn needs take priority and put off tech planning, she had to do lots of stuff like TAs, need to hire folks to keep things moving

Marcus – We don’t have any because Ellen handles those.  We should have integrated other NPS divisions into process, BOD didn’t do this for the network, good to give presentations to other divisions, will do this in future

Angie – admn not a sig challenge, park provides excellent services, biggest challenge is workload of agreements, extra money results in more admn work, one year funding is a challenge, I would like to reexamine inventory priors now that we have more info, could be better spending inventory money, I got a lot of good ideas in this meeting for new approaches

Theresa – admn has been a nightmare, recommend fund an admn asst., as is I feel I am asking for favors, mystery to me why I can’t look at the budget database (region tells me that), all I want to do is see bottom line, lots of things to reconcile, new org codes great but a problem this year because lost of ET work, prop management has been a challenge, she has to do this eg for WQ equipment, cameras, other stuff that you should track, I needed supervisory training, minimal stuff I need to know, our network has no inventory coord, would have helped, Norm Murdoch with App. Network helped very much otherwise it would have been a big problem

Problems and solutions session (breakout with Beth Johnson as facilitator)

Has problem with carrying over money, Gary W. gave Beth a Comptroller General’s decision saying if you have a non-severable product you can carry over funds, but a different authority than economy act, Beth will send this to all the regional I&M coordinators

Anne Cully works with BRD and NAU, they can get money to BRD folks through NAU

Roger Andraskik from MORA – issue of staffing for both network and park staffs, concern about workload at network and park level (safety, job burnout, employee wellness), flexibility on dates for various reports, Steve is the lone ranger and park staffs have not been putting out, lots to deal with in park and in network

Sarah W – curious to hear more, what she hears is that parks feel this is important and a legit part of their job, has anyone had success adjusting workloads so park staff can participate

Devi S at WRST made a conscious effort to avoid new projects because I&M workload was coming, this helped

Angie – recent tech comm meeting, long discussion about deadlines, parks thought deadlines unreasonable, didn’t mesh with other NPS deadlines, network and park folks burning the candle at both ends, in charting their work for planning based on the given schedule, no way to produce the phase II plan on the timeline

Great Lakes Network participant – Oct 1 deadline difficult to get outside input and review by then

Tom, Chief of Res at PINN – in his network, the bigger parks have more going on and less able to participate, PINN in the middle in terms of size, they prioritize and decide what won’t get done, he works closely with superintendent to set priorities and determine what won’t get done, in the end she supports the VS program, without that support it would be impossible, this is the biggest challenge – prioritizing our work, we need training in prioritizing things

Steve R – good point, like triage on the fly, eg OLYM just spent two days of staff time with filmmaker on artificial fog impacts, unplanned for use of RM staff that competes with VS planning needs

Marcus K. – we have 6 people in network and are still swamped, they did a network work priority setting process as a group, helped them get organized and feel more comfortable (let some things drop off), remember  phase I due date is for draft products, don’t sweat it too much

Janet E. – I am sending products (phase I) for review, I don’t want to send them a draft that is not quality and waste their time reviewing it, a caution

Jenny B – important to get park buy in and must keep them in the loop, that said I agree don’t give them too much to review (and do give them quality products), important lesson, go slow and do it right

Carrie P – good if guidance identified key points and products where peer – review is needed, interim products don’t need the same level of review, that will help, another thought, helpful for the networks to know FACA and the guidance on advisory committees, defining peer review process can help avoid this, wording is important (what you call it is important)

Sarah W – we are working on peer review guidance for I&M now, we have a draft (limited circulation at this point), lots of facets to this, eg management buy in and scientific blind peer review important to name two

Angie E – we have problem getting scientific involvement because they are remote from academic institutions, how are others getting involvement?  Honorarium and pay travel (from several networks)

Beth J – I am hearing a major recommendation is to hire people ASAP, backfill behind good park staff so they can help with program too

Roger A – peer review problem, is their an expectation that outside participants/scientists will get work out of this?

Abby M – CESUs may play role in peer review by brokering for reviews, probably not doing the review by NPS CESU reps

Beth J – we are using ASIS employees for technical work by backfilling behind them

Andy H – peer review, formal peer review, we should pay people in my opinion, for phase I we are not too concerned, phase II is a real concern, little time between phase I and II to do this

Dan L – another challenge, we are in inventory phase, one of the last VSM networks, we have me as a coord, and a tech that is leaving soon, I am also the regional Wildl Bio, today he decided he can’t do all this, he is concerned that when they do get money, how can we do a good job?

Abby M – very clear that we need start-up funds, we will try to help with this problem, we will try not to dump it all on the last networks all at once, eg ramp up with 150K planning funds

Beth J – Coastal and Barrier network experience, you can do it, we didn’t have guidance and we got it done, you will be better off because some groundwork is done and more will be available

Tom – I would start getting parks primed before the money comes

Mike B – get the network charter done, helps get them organized and ready for the process

Janet E – important to help them ramp up, early spending is frantic

Devi S – we did that in AK region, with good guidance from Sarah W, we loaned money to another network which helped them get going and helped us spend money

Roger A – suggestion on training end of things, surprised that panelists didn’t have that much NPS and agency experience

Mike B – IMR identified training needs including COR, supervisory training, IPPM, and compliance but difficult for network staffs to participate with the planning schedule, they are busy working on phase I and II products

Devi S – mentor program for network staff, would help and not cost too much

Nicole T – there is the same need (training) for data managers

Nora Murdoch - Consider contracting for some of these services, it worked well for us 

Caution – don’t farm out too much stuff, because you don’t build your network capability

Abby M – training at Albright, New Division Chief training is a very good course, maybe good for network staff, includes mentor aspect

Sarah W – in AKR we will share workload among networks (eg data management plans may be essentially the same)

Roger A – is outsourcing something we need to worry about?

Kathy J – their acting RD says outsourcing is on hold for now, the studies that were to analyze positions are on hold, Mike S advised NR to think about outsourcing early on, we should still think this as an alternative before we hire permanents, makes sense for effective use of limited funds

Susan B – I suggest you keep your outsourcing justifications on hand, it could change and you may need them

Beth J – this is a region by region thing (outsourcing)

Janet E – I don’t know how to write justifications, we may have to do these in MWR, can I get copies of some DENA justifications

MaryBeth K – interested in admn challenges, in our network, network staff is having to deal with lots of admn issues such as budget, contracting, etc.  What are your creative solutions?  Centralized sources of help?

Susan B – a huge issue and concern, in DENA LTEM this was a problem so we hired a admn assistant, solved the problem, concerned about current administration too

Jan W – I am astounded that you are having this problem, she is the chief of RM and visitor services, she and her division provide the admn support, not a problem

Angie E – we are paying some for admn support to SEUG for most admn work, advantages to working in a park with capability, SEUG has good admn folks and capability

Anne C – we don’t have any park support, we rely on IMR staff, they are overworked, we are looking into getting admn help in the network, no space however, we need to address this problem

Beth J – I am at URI, has to resist pressure to hire admn person, inventories will be over soon, temp workload, don’t go too far in this direction based on inventory workload

Andy H – We are at a university, we get good admn support from SOAR NPS office, getting office space has been a problem, we worked through CESU to do this, don’t work with GSA if you can help it, we will get space with Sonoran Institute as a CESU partner 

Beth J – hire admn experienced folks, hire someone with admn experience 

Another participant - We are looking at hiring admn person (with other skills for I&M too)

Jan W – don’t get caught thinking an admn person will do contracting for you, very different

Tom – get to be friends with admn people who are helping you, develop a good relationship

Roger A – when I was in Great Lakes, parks split up admn workload, some money went to parks for this in some cases

Susan B – I suggest training is important for network folks, bring training to network and to park, saves time and travel

Angie E – are there any networks here that are comfortable with the timeline and deadlines

Susan B – I hear that more are comfortable with phase I and phase II is the real problem

Steve R – AARWP also due and a workload, timing important (phase I due near same time AARWP due)

Angie E – if we think about a new timeline, we should make sure it fits with other deadlines, Oct 1 is a bad time

Mike B – AARWP driven by need for report to DOI and Congress on NRC, can’t change it

Tom – WASO can’t find deadlines that work for everyone, no time is good

Beth J – phase II is not the entire plan, only the no-brainer things

Angie E – we don’t have the time to do a workshop by April 1

Sarah W – what is a good alternative timeline

Angie E – Nov 1 following April 1 (current deadline)

Carrie P – scientific reality check, Andy said it, prototypes will say this too, everything will change, don’t think your phase II report and final VSM plan won’t change

Angie E – quality issue too, we want good products

Beth J – regional coords need to take this up with WASO I&M folks

Reports from Breakout Groups

Steve – Strengths of the Program:

-      Sound Science with Peer Review:

· Good balance of top-down vs. bottom up, theoretical vs. practical applicability to mgmt concerns

· Long-term funding commitment and program commitment

· Emphasis on developing partnerships

· Emphasis on data management and building institutional memory

· Small parks are included

· Good guidance for planning and design

· Lessons learned from prototypes are being used to design a better monitoring program servicewide

· Collaboration among networks; each park not on its own as in the past

· Accountability

· Optimistic, positive direction; not just a lot of whining

Challenges:

· Statistical expertise and data analysis

· Data mgmt

· Year 2 spending problem, too much money for some networks

· Communication of findings, hard to find

· Education and outreach – science communication

· Adequate QA/QC

Gary D. – What Works?

· Matrix of networks with common interests

· Sharing little things across networks (repeated fix photographs)

Adjustments:

· Access to AFS-3 for Net. Coordinators

· Next round of inventories needs to include invertebrates , lichens, etc.

· Reporting deadlines for phases I & II

· Mixed messages re: data roll-up vs. local uses

· Sensitive data policy

Explore:

· How to create and sustain program flexibility to take advantages

· How to be flexible with inv. and contracting to adapt annual variations

· Appropriate meteorological monitoring (air resource division)

· NEPA documents

Mike B. – Challenges and Solutions:

1.  Administrative:

· Many new to NPS processes

· Budgeting, hiring

2.  Solutions:

· Training in Intro. To Park Program Mgmt. (IPPM [Abby Miller mentioned that the Albright course for New Division Chiefs would be very good for net coords)

· Supv. Training

· CTRO Training

Timelines:

1.  Planning:

· How long?  Is the current phase I, II, and III timeline appropriate for the first 12 networks?  Much debate, conclusion that it is definitely ambitious and may be too ambitious for some networks (even those that have already made good progress)

2.  Solutions:

· Try to stick to timeline but need some flexibility

Advisory Committees:

· FACA Rules important to find out about and make sure to comply with

· Partners not connected to Universities may be important

· Need peer review at in (input along the process)

Steve - Goals:

A certain % will implement Vital Signs

· Phase I shows you are making progress

· Phase II get ready for peer review, etc. difficult (Mike B.)

Bill Schmidt – Sound Monitoring

Basic Ideas

Soundscape is totality of sound

Noise Measurement:

Fundamentals:

Frequency:

              Weighting Networks (dB)  only goes up to the rate of human hearing

Sound Levels: Decibels 0 – 140

               Decibel – dB in water not the same as it is in air

Sound Metrics:

Noise Environments:

Acoustic Summation

Library of Sounds:

Useful Facts and Rules of Thumb:

Organic act says protect natural resource

Directors Order 48

Directors Order 47

· Get discussion revolving around your concepts and issues rather than those of proponents

· Don’t let proponent choose

· Most studies of effect of noise on wildlife are ad hoc

· Most studies of wildlife are for trophies

· NPS is keeper of some of the quietest places

· Park-wide acoustics is new

· Soundscape is dynamic

www,wbschmidt.cin/httpdocs

   The Draft Zion Report

How:

-Consultants (5 on website)

-Rotate teams

-Define goals and plan

-Be simple

Measurement:

-Radio Shack 33-2055 fine

-Meter takes pressure level data

-Monitor in area of concern

Issues:

-Microphone height, acoustic zoning, etc. (FAA ignored results in vegetation area at EVER)

Tools:

-Metadata

-Will be issuing a Call for all data

What type of formats would you like?

Bill-Depends on exactly what you are doing.

Are you managing WASO databases?

Bill-No (will be done in field/Ft. Collins).

Do we have ability to keep under water data?

Bill-May be a subset database because measurements/Decibels are different.

We are working on our own protocol but there are others out there.

Fire Program – Ed Delaney

Fire Program Analysis (FPA) and Fire Ecology Assess Tools

Met many of you at the Las Vegas data managers meeting

FPA driven by congress mandate for all agencies to work together to monitor effects of their actions

NPS only agency with quantitative mon system in place

YOSE and SEKI pioneer NPS effort

1990s Fire Effects mon handbook put out (NPS)

Handbook great, software not user friendly

All NPS using this

Since Jan he has been working on update of program move from DOS Foxpro into Arcview system

Originally dev by NPS employee, as it evolved, problems 

Working to interface with I&M datasets and comm apps

Features of FPA boil down to considering preparedness, looks beyond board feet view

Fire effects analysis tool FEAT to develop an analysis tool for landscape level effects (fuel loading and fire prepared ness)

Classes from program will drive funding for fire

Short term and long term capability

Move from less fire prone conditions in fuels

FEAT intended to integrate with other databases (eg I&M) for data sharing both ways

Public will have input 

Diagram on screen from a Business Needs Analysis, Fire is trying to partner with other NPS and outside agencies

Business flow process slide (bus needs analysis), shows whole process, an adaptive management system with feedback

Internal data flow slide (internal flows (links with RM, with plans, etc)), two way flow of data

Links with veg mapping and other I&M products and databases

External data flows to public, congress, other fed and state agencies, NGOs, not a closed system (also two way flows externally)

FEAT is MSAccess database linked with Arcview front end, modular (tool modules, monitoring modules, etc)

Why is FEAT important to I&M, need to link with I&M data and tools, mutual benefit, sharing of data and workload

Program update will bring it into Windows environment to make it accessible and user friendly

FEAT and FPA long terms tools and implementation

Long term want to tie to remote sensed data (satellite imagery)

Timeline, system development is on fast track

FEAT prototype out by fall, contract soon, may slip to late fall by at least by early next year, rolling deployment of system and new features added as it is developed

Provide access to data that are already avail

Want to do landscape scale assessments incorporate state and other local data

Questions

Matt P – Currently purchasing imagery, what are you doing and can we get it (for free)?  No, not now, want to do this by 2005.  Joe G is working on this

Roy I – We know there are spikes of mercury and other heavy metals in waters after fire, any aquatic aspect to what you are doing?  Not now, this is a good point, soils are the next aspect we are hoping to include.  I will make note and follow up with development team

MaryBeth K – Great new tools, plug for fire ecologists, new people being hired, incorporate them in your planning efforts, they have good lessons learned to share, list of 23 fire ecologists in NPS on NIFC website

Fancy – second that, I am on steering comm so I will try to help make the link

Gary D – strong potential bond is fire event records, is part of database the fire event record?  Yes, now it is difficult to get the data back, we hope to make it easier soon.  There will also be information in the database on intensity, a key component

Ron Hiebert – Co Plateau CESU rep and research coord – guidelines for I&M of invasive plants

Impressed by meeting and I&M program, lots of new people and talent into NPS, new ideas and brainpower for NPS

Report on June 02 workshop on dev guidelines for I&M of invasive plants

Linda Drees has a second draft of workshop, 20 copies avail here, assume it will be posted on I&M website

Background, invasives a major threat to biodiversity, critical to NPS, invasives also includes invasive animals, pathogens, etc

Many networks have id invasives as threat and need

To avoid dup and dev consistency we held this workshop

To develop conceptual framework and guidance

Make existing protocol and guides available

Format, key experts in and out of NPS, facilitated workshop, draft report during meeting

Participants slide

Assumed that protocols exist; probably not a good assumption. Measuring and Monitoring plants book was designed for rare plant for example

Purpose to give networks choice of existing protocols that meet their needs

Key goals for I&M

1. Determine distribution and abundance in and near parks

2. Prevent and treat new invasions

3. Evaluate effects of management on systems and recovery of system after treatment

4. Det status and trends of invasives over time and space and dev predictive ability (to guide management and prevent efforts)

Guides for inventory and mapping – we have spec recommends and guidance

IMR workshop on mapping guides about a year ago, group said those were good so lets adopt servicewide (adopted NAWMA standards)

Slide flowchart of process for inventory of invasive plants

Invasive plant ranking systems avail (one that Ron has dev, and he is working with others from TNC and elsewhere, developing this for NA and beyond)

Address the size of the area of concern and implications

Sampling strategy is scale dependent for instance

Org of report by the four goals above with specific objs under each goal

Must keep abreast of problems in and near parks and in region so you must partner

Tie monitoring to management and quick management response

Realized the research needed for better protocols to look for rare events

Hobbs and Humphries graphic put your effort in before invasive pop explodes

Monitoring should address desired future conditions

Tie to GPRA and strategic goals

Scientifically sound methods and data critical

Collect data for predictive modeling, id corridors, vectors, sensitive plant communities, etc

Other issues

· Tie to goals

· Need to work beyond boundaries

· Prioritizing species and locations is important (eg New Zealand assessment that takes into account spp, site, and feasibility)

This doc is a good place to start for guidelines and literature avail and tools

This doesn’t give site or area specific protocols nor dictate consistency among networks

Questions

Ron – Linda Drees was key participant and leader in workshop

Roy I – what about animals?  Invasive snake head fish for example.

Ron – Lloyd Loop encouraged looking at non-plants in the workshop so yes we are thinking about it

Linda D – Florida USGS Science Center has an invasive database and a risk assessment model that we can use, also this workshop was very good, invasion biology is a very new field, now we look at fragmentation, global climate change, so this is changing, with plants the monitoring protocols around for a long time, issue is where to look (roads, wilderness, etc), I think NPS will be writing the book on where and how we mon invasive plants

Tom PINN – at a 24K park with little invasive our efforts much diff than other parks, good approach.  Has there been discussion about integrating monitoring with control efforts, funding for example?  Ron – there was emphasis on this in workshop from park RMs

Lane C – glad this is emphasis here.  Protocols, lot of people need this guidance, eg  Greater Yell net, maybe we should get network folks together to do this.

Skip L – glad to see the emphasis beyond boundaries, I know USDA is doing this to, very heavily, what collaboration is going on with them?  Ron, USFS and BLM have both dev protocols for mapping and some monitoring.  USFS participated in workshop, BLM is working with NPS in NW

Ron – negative data is important, need to know where things are not

Roger A – in ND two leafy spurge projects 

Janet E – as a network we have an invasive plant workgroup with 15 months to work on plan, who do you recommend we put on the workgroup?  Should networks work together on this?

Ron – good idea for networks to work together on taking this to the next step

Linda D – Chad Prosser on the Leafy spurge project is now and EPMT team lead, good for Heartland workgroup, we need to link EPMTs with networks and I&M

Ron – we need to give EPMTs tools (predictive models) to do their work

Steve – workshop on aquatic invasives would be valuable, other partners are avail

Gary D – marine and aquatic invasive are important too, eg an aggressive algae, marine plants from Japan

Monitoring Biodiversity – Mark Wotawa

Biological Inventory Web Page

www.nature.nps.gov/im/inventory/biology
Monitoring Biodiversity 

NPSpecies  ANCS+

Integration F&WS working with NPS

WASO Data Mining

NPSpecies evaluation/Certification

Perm addition to master internet based NPSecies

-Accountability

-Qualify data for users

-Analysis into future

Qualifying Fields:  Date, Park, Taxa Group, Evaluators, Checkoff Significant changes

Prototype Workshop – Klamath Network

(worked well)

How you monitor Biodiversity:

Issues:

Is it meaningful?  Variables

Monitor  Parameters/

I vs. M over time

Certify parts of data base (NPSecies Snapshots)

Standard Classification System (can apply anytime)

Ann C. How do you propose certification?

Mark- Set up at local level and we will track nationally

Already started process so when will database be available?

Mark – Next week.

Steve F. – The NPSpecies database is very important.  Will bring a lot of good press and publicity.

Mike Story – Remote Sensing

Entire workshops deal with this.  Please look at power point presentation for background.

You are already considering this and probably already have ideas.

Examples:

· Glaciers

             Glacier movement blocked Russell Fyord and is happening again

· Land Cover

              GAP (state by state process), MRLC (use also thematic map data to see changes of land cover and     land use-development, change in habitat, etc.)  Joe Gregson will have info on this program

· Land Cover

· Invasive Species – THRO good example by using AVIRIS imagery to map detail (1-Leafy Spurge is monocultural 2- not good for any invasive)

· Coastal Changes- ASIS using Airborne Scanning Altimeter combined with kinematics GPS (ATM)  available on east coast and west coast

· Processes and Functions

· Global Change Monitoring – Gross Primary Production can put park in much larger perspective

Options:

· Planning (monitoring goals, features, functions, the unknown (tap into archives), catastrophic events (want to know extend, recovery)

Image selection:

· Scale (resolution, footprint)

· Frequency (historic archive – don’t rely on one of a kind (satellite imagery, etc., aerial photography)

Cost:

· Comparison –adds up in cost so define needs well

Derived Products:

· Use existing products

Analysis Options:

· in house

· other agencies

· CESUs

· MGOs

· Private contractors

Resources:

· MRLC allows access and already paid for, multi-date

· SPOT 

· Global Friducials (Leslie Armstrong) 46 sites being monitoring

· NHAPP aerial photography

· USFS flies areas every five years

· GIS Website – catalog 

Data acquisition:

· MRLC check this out

· GAP

· NOAA Coastal Change

· NASA RESACs (worked with social services for future dev.) (Runoff, % coverage)

· Others (work with Univ., partners)

Newer systems with higher resolutions (Quickbird)

Intro to Remote Sensing class is last weekend in October at F&WS Training Sensing

Where are we in using chlorophyll?

Mike - carbon cycling, photosynthesis activity may not make sense.

Sonoran Network – is doing a lot in IKONOS (cheaper)

Does veg mapping stop at waterline?

Mike – Yes typically is does but Fire Island and ACAD starting to do this.

What about dust storms and desertification?

Mike – looking at lack of veg. over time is available but dust storms is hard to catch during event.

Mike – If you know features you may not need same platform every time unless you are monitoring changes, cost is big consideration.

ASIS has been using single return sensor and their cost is minimal.  Lots of systems available for bare earth, structures, etc.

Joe – LIDAR will be available as line item with partner USGS.

ATM now called EARL (will do canopy cover and water cover)

We are giving back to partners.

Afternoon Thursday- Mike Britten – facilitator

1:15  Tim Goddard Research Permit Requirements

Scientific research and collection permits - standards implemented in Jan 2001.  Standard permit creation began in 1994 to meet OMB and resource management needs.  

Permit application package:

· Application procedures and re’s for scientific research and collecting permits

· Guidelines to researchers for study proposals- make applications aware of permit conditions before they apply (ex. Boat length for Everglades study)

· Application for research and collecting permit

· General conditions for scientific research and collecting permit

· RPRS instructions for researchers (how to apply via the internet)- able to use internet-based system because of the standardization

RPRS site :  http://science.nature.nps.gov/research
· can review permit req’s and application procedures

· search previous research accomplishment reports (IARs)- does not necessarily mean the parks have $ to support it- i.e. gives idea of what parks might support/prefer  that kind of research

· review permit conditions (general and park-specific)

· complete and submit permit application and IAR

Web page screenshot- what public sees- can look at research needs, submit IAR, look at old IARs

NPS side of the system- https://science.nature.nps.gov/research – NOTE difference in website https

· can search applications  and permits, IARs, can login as park/site research coordinator

Admin guidelines-

1-  Park staff-


Must park staff obtain a permit?  Discretion of superintendent, many of larger parks require permit.  Other permits and guidelines, such as USFWS permits, are still necessary for all employees where applicable

2- Can a single permit cover work at multiple parks?  

YES BUT old process limited to 4 parks working collaboratively.  Possible only where close coordination and communication is possible.  Permits are issued at a lead park, using their numbering system.  Notation is made on the permit under “locations authorized” as to the parks covered by the permit.  The lead park is responsible for keeping the other parks informed.

3- What should the scientific research/ collecting permit cover?

Natural resources, not cultural or archaeological resources or commercial activities.

4- Can researchers apply to multiple parks?

Yes, software will allow/prompt that; copies over all information from permit except location.

Permit conditions:

1- General conditions (18)- things like removing plots after study, doing IAR.

2- Park specific- i.e. boat length in Everglades

3- Study specific- in addition to other conditions but specific to research in question

IAR:

1- Required as condition of permit; consistent reporting process and format; usually b/w Dec and Apr

Some parks allow only 12month permits to force researcher to submit IAR and meet requirements

2- Calendar year accomplishments- objectives, findings, status, budget, citations, contact info

3- Missing reports may be questioned by public – may happen when resource personnel changes at parks, maybe IARs are not collected etc.  

Potential Improvements to RPRS relevant to I&M:

1- Auto-notify appropriate staff when someone applies to multiple parks to conduct same study

2- Multi-park permits- improve application, permit, and IAR process

3- Help make researchers aware of Networks, CESUs, and other NPS programs related to science- suggests one portal with information/links to all research/science 

4- Integrate IAR/Bibliography with NatureBib

Question regarding integration of timelines.

Angie offered their network’s procedure/guidelines for multi-park permits- email her.

1:50 Steve Fancy- Reporting monitoring results
Reporting done at local, network, and national level.

Several types of reports- making information available to many audiences

1- Annual admin report and work plan

To account for funds and FTEs expended; describe objectives, tasks, accomplishments, products for next year; should improve communication at all levels

2- Annual reports for specific protocols or projects

To archive annual data and document mon. activities for the year; describe current condition of the resource in relation to a baseline or the previous sampling year; document changes in mon. protocols; communication within the park or network

3- Inventory project reports

To document results from inventory projects and describe current status or distribution of resource

4- Analysis and synthesis reports- Trends- periodically

Determine patterns and trends in condition of resources being monitored; discover new characteristics of resources; analyze data to determine amount of change and adequate sampling size; put data from park in a larger context; recommend changes to resource management (adaptive management)

5- Program and protocol reviews

Periodic formal reviews of operations and results (5yr intervals); review protocol design and products to see if changes needed; part of peer review / QA

6- Scientific journal articles and book chapters

Document and communicate advances in knowledge; also peer review / QA

7- Symposia, workshops, and conferences

To review and summarize information; generate/share ideas

8- National Report: “ Status and Trends of Natural Resources in our National Parks”- working title

To describe current conditions of park resources; report highlights and interesting trends; highlight areas of concern; explore future issues and directions

Main audience is Congress, budget office, NPS leadership, superintendents, general public.

Short, simple.  Integrated over all resources- air, water, marine, geo.  Lots of graphics, bullets, trend arrows/qualitative measures, section for trends and highlights, selected issues of widespread interest to intended audience.  


Parks will submit data via web-based database.  

Three approaches for national status report-

1- Top-Down-  Determine information needs of Congress, partners, and public that require system-wide consistency.  Establish GPRA performance measures and technical guidelines for data collection.  

2- Local Needs-Driven-  parks/networks ID their most critical data needs for park management; ID core variables that can be rolled up to national level.  All other information available to parks via web.

3- Hybrid- Parks/networks ID critical data needs.  ID core variables that every park must report on.  Add an expert panel approach.  Example- species composition and conditions- ranking system.

Breakout session- Mike Britten- VS evaluating, ranking, prioritizing

Mark Miller- Delphi process


Targeted questions to >100 experts, as progress through rounds you narrow down questions; will go through 2 rounds of Delphi and have post- workshop with 15-20 people (Tech. comm. or SAC).  Conceptual models and questions developed.  Mike- 1st Yell. Survey was long list but facilitator then grouped questions/narrowed for second round.  Mark- will try to narrow criteria and try to be as focused.   Components and processes as basis of 1st round; 2nd round was ranking.  Conceptual model development will include what came out of Delphi.  Roy Irwin- uncertainty in relationship between what is important and what you are trying to monitor.  Mark- drawbacks- timeframe; trying to integrate WQM but that will lag by many months so won’t be in Delphi process.  ? – are experts qualified in answering each question- place to ID expertise.  

How will final decision VSM be decided?  Discussion on difficulty of deciding final VSM.    Mike- that is intent of workshop to follow Delphi, other narrowing processes.  Suggestion of having smaller group after workshop- i.e. to define procedures and analysis.  What is measurement uncertainty of different vital signs?  Ranking VSM will be multivariate, not clearly defined.

Brian M. – Barrier Islands-

Worked at Organ Pipe for a year; lessons learned from “doing it wrong” because non-biologists set up the program.- wasn’t designed for specific objectives.  Have about 12 different habitats- weather station, mammal grids. 2 plant grids, several lizard lines.  Went in one at a time over a period of years.  Been very successful in maintaining consistent protocols.  Had trouble b/c picked by available experts.  Another problem is no replicates and non-random sampling.  Good news is have time-series –state of the park through time, 12-13yrs,  although no replication in space.  Putting some $ into statisticians good idea.  For all VS, not a single one shows decline or increase due to UDI increase “disaster”.  Andy- hard to get changes when institutional “buy-in” on protocols, even if they are not appropriate protocols.  ? – why no changes- Brian- working with perennials, not annuals.  ?- would remote sensing help-  Brian- return to cattle ranching except for narrow regions of immigration.  No change in 12 plots over 30,000 acres is not surprising given the vital signs originally chosen.  Other indicators later chosen (ie. Trail usage) showing change.  Water holes (tenajas?) – bat decline in human-affected water holes, also pygmy owls, other T&E species and critical habitats.  Comment- one strength of the Delphi process is that have strong, defensible choices into the future.   Comment Jerry Freilich- how to make current research mesh with past and future studies.  Hydro study at Olympic- reset watershed- continue monitoring or not as a vital sign? Mike- in YELL, Anne Rodman trying to link data together.   Steve Ralph- On other hand, hard to extrapolate data from extreme event to general conditions even if the study is excellent.  Roger A- Is point of I&M to replace or to augment current research in the parks- have to be careful to improve but not destroy existing programs.  Cat- Still all comes back to “what are your questions” for each park, curious to know how others are defining the questions that lead to choice of vital signs. Questions remain very broad.  Roy- suggestion- small group of experts after Delphi, after workshop, to evaluate criteria and choice of indicators in context of other things- ie. USGS already doing that, uncertainty too high for this, etc.  Relationship between thing trying to protect and thing you are measuring is an unknown.  

Ellen Gray- National Capital 

Taken workgroup approach at SAC meetings and at workshop.  First developed conceptual model in tabular form.  Prioritization exercise to narrow list – took threats from each work group and ranked 1-5-  threat to whole region or just part, to all parks or just some, intensity, urgency, feasibility of monitoring that threat, cost of monitoring.  Each criteria ranked 1-5 for each threat, summed for total score.  Difficult from outside but valuable afterward.  Looked at vital signs for those top-ranked threats.  Have about 40 threats or vital signs, still need to further prioritize.  

Mike- big issue of cost – especially without study design- which comes first?  Brian M. requires cost effectiveness for each vital sign based on expert opinion.  Andy- some data is out there on costs.  Figuring out per sample cost.  Andy also used matrix- threat, resource(s) effective, potential VS for each threat.  DOD study on all biotic parameters- to get at issue – might be really important to ecosystem but impossible or too expensive to monitor.  Comment- how to pick indicator of overall ecosystem health that will encompass future threats- ex. HWE.  How to pick indicator rather than just effect of stressor?  Carrie- value of this program is 20 years from now; how to pick VS that are valuable in the future as well without being able to anticipate these?  Comment re: cost- from general list, experts can use judgement as to which are more or less expensive; then when list is shorter, can be more specific.  Comment- how to select the experts who make the final choices as to what VS to monitor?  Iterative process, documentation is critical for processes and reviews so decisions can be understood and learned from.  Jenny B.- in past, monitoring is species-driven, may need to step back and look at broader picture- habitats, whole guilds, limiting factors; need some help in designing this.  One issue is breaking into separate disciplines, not getting synergistic view of entire system.  Andrea- How to monitor for things we can’t forsee- system drivers may be the answer- human use, climate, process-level things.  Carrie- Cape Cod did process-driven model, ecosystem function in view of stressors.  Then adding on specific issues/species/vital sign of current interest.  Lane?  - combination of vital signs, not just individual vital signs, is necessary to evaluate whole system- results are more sensitive when looking at whole rather than just single vital sign.  Mark- suites of complimentary indicators, want “toolbox” to encompass those which can answer specific questions.  Cat- Cost issue-  different approach- if you had $50K, what would you do with it for monitoring?  Different way of looking at $ instead of ranking each threat/potential indicator by cost.  Roger- another idea is to come up with range of solutions, not just most expensive option.  Comment-  re: how to make final decision on vital signs- matrix/priorities critical to even begin discussion and prioritize.  Janet- back to Cat’s early comment- how to define questions- that is what fall meetings will be about.  What questions do parks want answer to?  Mike- spectrum- park-driven needs vs whole biome approach.  Janet- plant communities- parks have articulated questions regarding forest health, spend time working on the questions to determine which indicators are viable.  Comment – at Denali, if indicator meets both ends of the spectrum, is assigned a higher priority. Comment- really important to pick the right people to choose the VS, need to pick new/good people, may be outside the usual people who work with the parks.  Have to be careful because “the usual” researchers will drive VSM.  

Steve’s website- several papers very good.  Also JARWA Lesilie M. Reid 8/01- “The Epidemiology of Monitoring”.

4:-00 Mike Soukup


Presentation of Director’s Award for Professional Excellence in Natural Resources.  Reiterates “heroic work” needed for I&M responsibilities; recommends reading Dick Sellar’s book.  Award highlights exceptional work in natural resources.  This year for the first time goes to a technical advisor- Steve Fancy.  Cash award $2K and bronze sculpture by Chris Schiller.

Results of Breakout Sessions

A.  Data Managers- 


Reporting on Las Vegas data managers meeting- not a whole lot was done to follow up on meeting recommendations because Servicewide I&M program has had the Data Manager position vacant for a year and a half!  Need to capture knowledge so future groups don’t need to reinvent it.


Communication- most important item.  Continued confusion as to what is role of data manager.  Need to be able to work with customers.  One idea is development of standardized fact sheets for things like NatureBib.  Internet- web presence of I&M “needs fixing” – coherent single portal to I&M content with one person at the head of it. 

Need data management lead in Ft Collins.  Maybe have someone who is acting to own problems.

Workgroups- to take advantage of distributed knowledge.  Need to more effectively create workgroups.

Training- existing training on I&M software good in general but more specialized training for data managers.

Standardization- in light of sharing information with other I&M folks and other agencies.

B. Vital Signs- processes used to evaluate, rank, and prioritize

[Comment from Steve Fancy on ranking and prioritizing vital signs (added while editing meeting notes): Networks should use a structured approach to prioritizing vital signs; Analytic Heirarchy Process or similar type of structured ranking approach with specific criteria is recommended.  Delphi process is NOT recommended.  Having a large group of experts vote on their favorite indicators is NOT recommended.  No matter what you choose, there will be critics who say you should have done something else.  Follow a structured, well-documented approach.  Better guidance will be developed for this step.]
Mark Miller- No. Co. – Delphi process, email, >100 people, 2 rounds.  TC or SAC will review it, ~15 people.  Used small group to develop questions for Delphi; similarly, small group for final review.  Short time frame is issue; WQM will not be addressed.  Dealing with how to determine final vital signs.

Brian M. Barrier Islands- when with Organ Pipe, chose 12 habitats based on expert advice, not on random sampling.  Now have no replicates but do have time-series of 13y.  These sites have not picked up most drastic stressor, UDIs.  Monitoring not rigorously designed.  Issue of longevity vs. continuance of sampling. 

Ellen Gray- Nat’l Cap.  Recently held workshop, tabular format for conceptual models and threats.  Used ranking criteria to rank threats. This method was found useful despite early resistance.  Still have about 40 vital signs.    Issue of costs vs study design?

Other topics:

How to build in ability to monitor future/unknown stressors?

How to evaluate cost?

How to choose people to serve in small group to determine final set of vital signs?

Need to document process and peer review to withstand future scrutiny.

Understanding that vital sign choices may be changed in future.

Need to move beyond individual species to larger ecosystem.

Better to look at system drivers or disturbance regimes??

Document range of alternatives- use approach of “what would you do with $XX?”

Issue driven monitoring with park input VS larger questions and regions.

Steve’s website- papers.

C. National report and data-rollups

Consensus of group- yes need for national report.  Keep it simple, lots of color etc.

Park, network, and national level reporting needed- 3 types.

National report will require coordinated design.  Need to ID some common themes-

Ex. Desert parks, coastal parks, etc for national report.

GPRA goals- certain information like T&E is already being collected.  

Suggestion- for first few years, combine with year-in-review, add additional section.  Then as future GPRA goals defined, have separate national report.

Suggestion- with NRC, need to be able to report back interesting results and progress.  Possible separate NRC-related report.

General discussion


Janet Eckhoff Heartland- Those networks who are up and running for a while – valuable lesson is critical need to have certain personnel in place- coordinator, data manager, and inventory specialist.  Speaking on behalf of others, wanted to pass that advice along.


For Friday- ideas for open discussion.


Specimen collections and specimen issues.


VERP- Visitor resource and resource protection- interaction with them?


Compliance- region-specific but need to discuss it Service-wide.



Cat X and cumulative effects,

Wilderness.


Analysis- what to do with all the data?


Training and recruitment needs.  (Steve- will be addressed on Friday- admin needs at national level.


Reporting to general public, integration with interpretation folks.


ATBI effort and how it relates to networks.


Good salesmen to parks to get them involved and excited- need to communicate with resources people in parks.

Friday August. 16th

See the meeting website for all the presentations and handout, all the updated material is there http://www.nature.nps.gov/im/monitor/denver.htm

Directors Order coming out soon that will put all this I&M guidance in one place, nothing new, based on the official memos from AD Soukup to RDs on the I&M and monitoring guidance on the monitoring website

Website is means for integrating among 32 networks, eg goals for monitoring, continually check website

Sideboards are critical, there is flexibility within those, there are some things you have to do (eg peer-review)

Things you must do

· Hire a permanent data manager and coordinator as soon as you have startup monitoring funds

PDs available (benchmark PDs in final stages of development)

Data manager, interdisciplinary (computer skills and ecological skills and abilities) 7/9/11/12

Network coordinator at GS 11/12 will be available

Other positions

Common sense says that until you know what you’re going to monitor (and whether it will be done in-house or through other agencies and cooperators) and where to locate people you are not in a position to hire permanent people.  Will the network need 2 botanists or 1?  Hire a hydrologist or not? Networks are allowed to hire other permanent positions early (esp. in the second year) but they should be generalist type positions that you know you will need long-term.  Term positions, positions through USGS or other agencies or universities, and other temp arrangements are encouraged.

Annual transfer of funds: new process, some budget and contracting people still uncomfortable with spending money before official notice that money is being transferred.   For many networks this is not a problem: This is a matter of educating your budget people and BOD and tech comms that this is permanent base funding that is in the I&M program; the budget office will not physically transfer the funds from one NPS base account to another until Jan. or Feb., but this is the normal way of doing business every year.  We must be able to hire people, sign contracts and cooperative agreements in Oct, Nov, and Dec, can’t wait till funds are physically transferred.  Networks all over the country are able to charge against accounts before money is transferred, so need to get the word out that this is okay.  These are BASE FUNDS.

Monitoring plan must be reviewed and approved before field data collection is implemented.

Discussion topics

Clarification on phase III – If a protocol does not exist, indicate in monitoring plan that you will do R&D work to develop a protocol to monitor and show who will do it and funding and schedule for the work; the final monitoring plan may include areas where further work is needed (place holders).

Discussion on guidance: how much emphasis on management-specific “adaptive management” monitoring versus monitoring of general ecosystem health and resource condition?

Steve R – what does network want to be when it grows up, depends on monitoring status and trends vs. project type monitoring, once you know that it is much easier

Jenny B – this is one of our few opportunities to do general ecosystem health, other programs in NPS address projects and applied needs, I think 50% on general ecosystem health would be very helpful to know status and trends

Lane C – we can’t predict all problems, monitoring should be able to pick those up

Mark M – we must define “general ecosystem health” e.g. BLM calls it rangeland health, if we define it we may have an easier time of it.

Janet E – Heartland ask parks what their management issues to get the applied end, but her job is to get the outside experts to help with broader ecosystem monitoring, e.g. parks interested in E. coli, so they will monitor that and other broader attributes that relate to ecosystem health

Mike D – network is still an experiment; need to keep management input in process

Matt P – some of our parks are GMP planning that will outline DFCs, networks should look at those and make sure the mon can address those

Andy H – this must be a mix depending on network, net staff focus on ecosystem function but park staffs won’t buy in unless there is application to what they do

Steve F – not much money, hopefully parks will contribute esp for the applied park specific needs

Phyllis – as we focus on gen ecosystem health, this is broader scale, good opportunity for network partnerships

Monitoring goals

Steve F – make sure everyone agrees on goals and objectives, all must have 5 national goals, networks can add others, I’ve only seen one addl goal that seems valid, Pac Islands with tie between cultural and natural resources,  when you get the statisticians together, they want to see your goals and objectives, it is very important from the very beginning to know your goals and objs, from the start we will diverge if the goals are different, comments?

One network commented that developing network goals gave them more buy in from parks

Matt P – if you are interested in partnerships for regional mon, you may want to integrate with goals of your partners

Marcus K – If a network had completely different goals, I would be concerned, but if they are aligned with national goals I don’t see a problem, in NCR the buy in aspect was important

Informal poll:

One set of goals – everyone agrees this is important

Separate goals – no one wants these (each network with different goals) but they want ability to add network specific goals; you can do this, if they are really different than the five servicewide goals

Peer review – what are you looking for on phase I?  Phase I is more local at network and regional level, document the process

Once you have funding can you contract for data gathering with a partner before you have an approved plan?  Only for things you already have going on, not new work

Data management integration issue

Gillian Bowser – in Mojave Net, important to have same data structure, we shared data sheets, eg how weather data was collected and stored, was important

George D – I am not sure what your question is Steve, important to standardize, good database design is critical to allow data sharing, wherever possible standardize, he calls it stealth standards, when a database is designed for an mon application others will use is as path of least resistance

Steve – that is the idea behind the database template and posting the databases for others to use (along with protocols), part of the strategy is the laziness factor, people will use a good product that  is available

Penny Latham – even if we use a standard protocol and database design, there is much flexibility, eg combining genus and species field not good, separate as much as possible, more powerful eg for searches, also important to think of null fields or null data

Dorothy for SWAN – in AK FWS got together for MS Access training, people with diff bio backgrounds, idea was that they would bring their own data to work with, they found even with disparate groups, data structures were very similar

Steve F – in breakout on a national report yesterday we agreed on the importance of a national report to Congress.  NPSpecies database is going to be critical, I see the press releases that will really have an impact, it will look very good and will very much help our program

Mike D – in Las Vegas good discussion on the template and scaling the database, what about modifying the database and will you ask for a small assessment to do this work?

Steve F – yes there are plans to do this, a matter of staffing at this point

Mark W – Inventory meeting, recently Keith L at GRSM has an annual ATBI meeting in first week of Dec, idea of a joint meeting with I&M, during this week lots of discussion for other bio inventories (non-vascular plants e.g.), are people interested?  About ½ people felt they would be interested, others felt timing was a problem

George D – a second set of meetings would not help, suggest at this meeting in the future, we could have a second track or parallel track in the meeting

Steve F – in planning this meeting, we didn’t have time to do this, yet we are overloaded with meetings

Vote – strong support for next network meeting to be I AND M – that is what we will do next year

Lane C – drop intro stuff for new people from the meeting, we don’t all need that every time

Marianne Tucker – define your field names in databases; critical to document them

Angie – when are we going to upgrade to Windows 2000?  Steve – I don’t know, that is a servicewide standard (George D agrees)

Linda M – revisit the inventory meeting idea with ATBI meeting in GRSM in Dec, I went to ATBI session in June in GRSM, really beneficial to see what GRSM has been able to do in terms of partnering for funding, our programs are underfunded, this could help networks very much, many inventories are winding down, might be nice to meet about this phase out

Mark W – ATBI stand for All Taxa Biodiversity Inventory, much diff than vert and non-vascular inventories, I recommend you try to get to the Dec meeting if you are considering non-vasc and non-vert inventories

Steve F – ATBI is a huge undertaking for any park; network staff and network money cannot be used for this!
Gillian B – we have chased funding for this, the ATBI is a partnership with academia and NGOs, parks can’t do this in-house

Mark W – GRSM meeting in June there was a lepidoptera blitz where they found 52 new species to science

Sarah W – think about the bio inventories we need to finish

Lane C – specimen and curation issue, when bio inventory complete does monitoring program take over that responsibility?  Gary W – no, monitoring networks won’t have to do this, also inventory money won’t go away, we need to consider with inventory money how to take care of this, discussions ongoing

Bill R – if money from WASO (eg inventory) continues, use it to blend I with M, not very different things really, my time is part for inventory and part for monitoring

Steve – monitoring funds from many sources (eg WQ) and we need to report to congress separately, accountability requirements, we cant throw it all into the same pot

Gary W – I can see the advantages to integrate, I was saying it is not fair for networks to spend their money on curation, we can use national funds to do this, there won’t be an assessment on the mon funds

Steve F - Wilderness monitoring, other agencies addressing this, others looking at Wilderness GPRA goals, conclusions you don’ monitor diff things, methods may be diff (minimum tool methods), wilderness character monitoring is different, USFS is the lead on this, other agencies want to agree on one set of methods

Angie – Jayne Belnap is doing resources assessment, we should consider

Matt P – Dry Tortugas is going through this, they wanted money, too fluffy

Data Analysis –

Paul Geissler, BRD will devote one and ¼ FTE to support data analysis and stat support for prototypes and networks, I know it is a huge task and we cant solve all the probs, feel free to go to local university, this will evolve

Steve F – networks will hire good people too and you should use them, and cooperators

Andy H – ESA doesn’t know about this program, recruit them to help, make sure you go to ESA, Wildl Soc, etc meetings and talk about your network and efforts

Steve F – Inside NPS poll said only 1/3 of NPS folks knew anything about NRC; 1/3 never heard of it.

MaryBeth K – comment – we have learned NPS is good at collecting data, we need to spend more time on planning, design, getting the word out including analyzing the data, figure out how to get this done

Gillian B – getting the word out, websites, park profiles project, any effort by networks to get I&M info onto the park profiles page

Mark W – to my knowledge, some I&M info, like NPSpecies will be nested into park profiles, working on triangle of NPSPecies providing info to park profiles then to N Wildl Fed database

Janet E – we need help with sampling design too, not just data analysis afterwards

Steve F – I went to stats breakout in Wild Soc meeting, huge interest in NPS program, many folks want to be involved

Paul G – sampling design is a critical aspect, workshop material on website, we will continue on this and further guidance using NPS examples

Mike D is planning a session at next GWS meeting on design – talk with him if you are interested

Training – we will discuss ideas on admn training, and try to make plans to address the needs

Steve R – Issue about 6 mo (short time line between phase I and II) to be discussed 

