Cape Cod National Seashore LTEM Project Prioritization:  Project Evaluations

The Project Evaluations that follow are intended to serve as tools for participants in the Prioritization Workshop scheduled for February 26, 2003.  Each Evaluation contains two parts: a summary of logistical information for the project, and an evaluation of each project according to criteria developed during the CACO LTEM Program Review (November 2002) and by Workshop participants.  The evaluations were prepared by CACO LTEM Staff Scientists.  

Additional materials that might be useful include:

Roman, C. and N. Barrett.  1999.  Conceptual Framework for the Development of Long-term Monitoring Protocols at Cape Cod National Seashore. 

This document includes the conceptual models (matrices) used to develop initial monitoring priorities.

Boland, et. al. 2002.  Update of the Conceptual Framework for the Development of Long-term Monitoring Protocols at Cape Cod National Seashore. 

This document provides brief descriptions and current status information for each of the projects addressed by the Project Evaluations.

Both of these documents can be down-loaded from: 




http://www.nature.nps.gov/im/monitor/caco.htm
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Project: Estuarine Nutrient Enrichment

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
Spring to Autumn
A

Annual frequency 
Yearly
B

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
1 Tech, (AQ EC Tech) 

1 SCA
B

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
NO
B

Could this project be farmed out?

No, this project needs to be done yearly on the long term. It would not be feasible, due to cost, to farm this work out.
Project: Estuarine Nutrient Enrichment

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: Nutrient loading in the estuaries managed by the CCNS is of great concern to Park managers. The estuaries of the CCNS are one of the Park’s greatest treasures, and monitoring the flow, ecosystem utilization and fate of nutrients in the estuaries of the CCNS is vital. This monitoring effort will provide baseline information on possible estuarine eutrofication, and the cascade of effects of nutrient loading on the ecology, recreation and commercial activities within these marshes.
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:


Salt Marsh Vegetation, Estuarine Benthic Macrofauna, Estuarine Nekton, Waterbirds-Migrating

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:

Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely

C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?

best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project: Salt Marsh Sediment Rate Response to Sea Level Rise

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
Two, 2 week sampling periods 
B

Annual frequency 
Bi-Annually
B

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
Four workers to collect data in field, one worker to work data
B

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
Need ~$110 of N2 each sampling period, and about $100 for upkeep of equipment and sites annually.
C

Could this project be farmed out?
Yes, researchers from the USGS, or other agency could conduct this work, however CACO has an interest in seeing this project done internally; for project continuity, insuring the continuation of the program due to the importance of sea-level rise on other monitoring efforts and management issues.

Project: Salt Marsh Sediment Rate Response to Sea Level Rise 


EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: Threat to all estuarine natural resources from global climate change, expressed through and increase in sea-level rise.

2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:


Estuarine Nutrient Enrichment, Salt Marsh Vegetation, Estuarine Benthic Macrofauna, Estuarine Nekton, Migrating Waterbirds, Park-wide Hydrology (saltwater intrusion into aquifer)


are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:

Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely

B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?

qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Salt Marsh Vegetation

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
3 months
A

Annual frequency 
once every 5 yrs
A

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
2
A

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc



Could this project be farmed out?  No

Project: Salt Marsh Vegetation

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  sea level rise, estuarine enrichment, salt marsh restoration
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:  estuarine nekton

would benefit by the context provided by this project:  herps, wildlife

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:  atmospheric monitoring, estuarine nutrient enrichment

are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:

Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

>90% probability of detecting significant change (significance defined by Euclidean distance similarity index)
If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project: Estuarine Benthic Macrofauna

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
May-October 2003
B (from proposal)

Annual frequency 
UNKNOWN
UNKNOWN

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
UNKNOWN, possibly three workers, (from proposal)
C (from proposal)

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
No
C (from proposal budget)

Could this project be farmed out?  No
Project: Estuarine Benthic Macrofauna 


EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: Conducting an initial inventory, and producing a monitoring protocol for estuarine benthic macroinvertebrate will provide invaluable baseline data in case of oil spills or other environmental catastrophes. Monitoring estuarine benthic macrofauna community structure, and response to natural processes and human induced stressors will provide insight into estuarine ecosystem stability that is well documented in the literature. 

2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence

C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


Contaminants

would benefit by the context provided by this project:


Salt Marsh Vegetation, Estuarine Nekton, Waterbirds- Migrating Waterbirds, Estuarine Nutrient Enrichment

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project: Salt marsh sedimentation rate response to sea-level rise
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible

D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?

other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project: Estuarine Nekton

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
Early Summer to Late Summer
A

Annual frequency 
1-3 yr interval
A

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
Two workers
A

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
Costs less than $1000
A

Could this project be farmed out? Not currently. It could be possibly farmed out after the proper sampling interval was determined. However, I feel contracting this work would incur more expenses than hiring a seasonal tech to conduct the work

Project: Estuarine Nekton 


EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: The estuaries of the Lower Cape are one of the greatest treasures of the  CCNS. They are also one of the most threatened and vulnerable; highly used for recreation and commerce, and also vulnerable to sea-level rise and catastrophic disasters such as oil and chemical spills. Monitoring Nekton is an efficient and accurate way of understanding estuarine ecosystem response to change, from top down and bottom up. 

2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function

D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:


Estuarine Nutrient Enrichment, Salt Marsh Sedimentaion Rate Response to Sea-Level rise, Salt Marsh Vegetation, Estuarine Benthic Macrofauna, Waterbirds-Migrating Waterbirds

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

With n>15 the power of .9 there is a 90% chance to detect change when a difference actually exists
If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Migrating Waterbirds

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field work in each year data is collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
mid-July to end of October, full time, every week
A

Annual frequency 
Two consecutive years in a six year cysle
A

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
I bio tech and 1 SCA
A

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
no
A

Could this project be farmed out?  May be possible but not desirable

Project: Migrating Waterbirds

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:

Estuarine habitats / environmental change:  Nutrient enrichment, Shoreline change,  Sea level rise

Global declines in shorebirds

Aquaculture

Visitor Use
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat persistence

C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:  shoreline change, sea level rise/salt marsh sedimentation, estuarine nutrients, estuarine benthic macrofauna, estuarine nekton

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:  shoreline change, sea level rise/salt marsh sedimentation, estuarine nutrients, estuarine benthic macrofauna, estuarine nekton
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N 

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)  

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in target species, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project: Geomorphic Shoreline Change

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
SEE 1 BELOW
B

Annual frequency 
SEE 1 BELOW
B

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
SEE 2 BELOW
B

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
Yes, the LIDAR and advanced GIS data analysis
B

Could this project be farmed out? Parts of this protocol MUST be farmed out, i.e the LIDAR and the LIDAR data interpretation. The GIS data generated by the beach drives and the real-time photography could be done in-house, but because of the amount of time and knowledge needed for analysis, it may need to be sent off-site, to the URI-EDC of similar facility for analysis
1)
The protocol draft suggests monitoring mean high water variation by traversing the outer beach with a vehicle mounted GPS receiver at least once a year, preferably four times a year, and following any “major” storm events.

It also suggests LIDAR measurements of the shoreline twice a year and after major storm events

It also indicates the use of digital remote cameras continuously capturing data to measure real-time change to the beaches. This would involve two already established sites at CCNS.

2)
This protocol would involve highly trained (MS level) GIS workers, (at least two) for data analysis and interpretation. The amount of data generated by this protocol would require a serious investment of time for these workers (at least a full FTE). A well trained and motivated biotech could undertake the beach drive surveys, but for the LIDAR data and analysis of the real time data could only be done by MS level or higher workers
Project: Geomorphic Shoreline Change 


EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: Monitoring the natural shoreline dynamics, and retreat of the land in the face of rising sea-level is basic to the understanding the driving forces behind many of the CCNS ecosystems. The loss of valuable cultural/historic (Outermost House and the Coast Guard Beach archeological site) and natural resources (endangered plover and tern breeding habitat) is of paramount concern to Park managers, and the understanding of shoreline dynamics will assist with management decisions in the future.
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:


Beach Macroinvertebrates, Waterbirds-colonial, Waterbirds-Piping Plover, Waterbirds-Marshbirds, Lichens, Dune Grassland Vegetation, Coastal Heathlands, Visitor Use and Resource Impact

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely

B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project: Beach Macroinvertebrate

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades

-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring
Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
Spring thru Summer
B

Annual frequency 
UNKNOWN (yearly until calibrated)
C

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
Two workers, one biotech and an SCA/volunteer
C

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
UNKNOWN, but probably not
C

Could this project be farmed out?

UNKNOWN, but I suspect not

Project: Beach Macroinvertebrate 


EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: The long term impact of ORV traffic on macroinvertebrate communities inhabiting the high energy outer beaches of the CCNS is unknown. This monitoring effort seeks to characterize this macroinvertebrate community and impact of ORV traffic. Additionally, the piping plover, a federally protected species forages on this macroinvertebrate community, and a decline in these forage species may have a negative impact on the CCNS breeding plover population.
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence

C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood


B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:


Waterbirds-Piping Plovers

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project: Geomorphic Shoreline Change, Piping Plovers 
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N
If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

· to address specific questions about the effects of ORV traffic on the beach ecosystem in general and on piping plover food sources specifically

· to potentially link marine processes (wave energy, shoreline change, productivity as reflected by wrack abundance) with terrestrial processes (foredune dynamics, dune vegetation)

· to provide baseline information in the event of an oil spill or similar event

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible

D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?

best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N (ASIS and FIIS)
Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Colonial Waterbirds

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
May-July, collected in conjunction with Piping Plover
A

Annual frequency 
annually
A

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
same staff as Piping Plover
A

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
no
A

Could this project be farmed out?

Already implemented by NRM and R&VP staff

Project: Colonial Waterbirds

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  Federal and State listed species recovery, visitor impacts/ORV use, subsidized predators, shoreline dynamics
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:  shoreline dynamics, visitor use/ORV use, meso-mammals, estuarine nekton

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:

Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely

C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project: Piping Plover Monitoring

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field work in each year data is collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
Early April thru August
A

Annual frequency 
annually
A

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
4 seasonals plus 2 SCA’s at a minimum to cover park
A

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
no
A

Could this project be farmed out?

Already implemented by NRM and R&VP staff
Project: Piping Plover Monitoring

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  Federally Threatened Species Recovery, Visitor Impacts/ORV Use, Subsidized Predators
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:


are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:  Shoreline Dynamics,  ORV Impacts to wrack/Invertebrates, Meos-mammals, Visitor Use
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N  

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely

B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?

similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in target species, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project: Kettle Pond Water Quality

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
April to October, but lab work can continue into the winter
A

Annual frequency 
Annually
A

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
Two, AQECO Tech and a volunteer, Park Chemist to assist with water analysis
A

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
No
A

Could this project be farmed out?

No, due to the long time nature of the monitoring effort.

Project: Kettle Pond Water Quality 


EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: Nutrient loading in the Kettle ponds, and atmospheric deposition of acids and metals
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation: Kettle Pond Vegetation, Freshwater Aquatic Invertebrates, Freshwater fish, Pond Breeding Amphibians, Waterbirds-Marshbirds (those that utilize the kettle ponds), Visitor Use and Impact, Dune Slack Vernal Wetlands, Provinceland Ponds

would benefit by the context provided by this project: Meteorologic and Atmospheric Monitoring, Hydrology, Ground Water Quality.


are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project: Ground Water Quality.
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely

B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Kettle Pond Vegetation

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
3 months
C

Annual frequency 
once every 5 years
C

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
2
C

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc



Could this project be farmed out?  No

Project: Kettle Pond Vegetation

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  eutrophication, groundwater wathdrawals
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence

C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood


B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:  kettle pond water quality

would benefit by the context provided by this project:  herps/wildlife

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:  kettle pond water quality, ground water quality, hydrologic monitoring, atmospheric monitoring

are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:  coastal forest monitoring
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely

C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N
Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N
Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Dune Slack Wetlands

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system
-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades

-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
6 months
B

Annual frequency 
for next 2 years
B

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
2
B

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc



Could this project be farmed out?  No

Project:  Dune Slack Wetlands

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  ground water withdrawals, rare species protection
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence

C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood


B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:  herps/wildlife

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:  hydrologic monitoring, atmospheric monitoring

are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:  dune grassland monitoring
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y*/N

*Framework called for monitoring freshwater wetlands
If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess
Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Province Lands Pond Vegetation

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
4 months
C

Annual frequency 
once every 5 years
C

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
2
C

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc



Could this project be farmed out?  No

Project: Province Lands Pond Vegetation

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  water quality/hydrologic impacts, rare species 

2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence

C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood


B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:  herp monitoring

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:  kettle pond water quality, dune slack wetlands study
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y*/N

*Framework called for monitoring freshwater wetlands
If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess
Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Woodland Vernal Pool Vegetation

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
3 months
B

Annual frequency 
once every 5 years
B

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
2
B

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc



Could this project be farmed out?  No

Project: Woodland Vernal Pool Vegetation

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  ground water withdrawals
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence

C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood


B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:  herps

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:  ground water quality, hydrologic monitoring, atmospheric monitoring

are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:  coastal forest monitoring
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y*/N

*Framework called for monitoring freshwater wetlands
If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely

C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?  based on 1997/1999 study

qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project: Freshwater Aquatic Invertebrates

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
UNKNOWN, Spring through Fall
C

Annual frequency 
UNKNOWN
C

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
UNKNOWN, maybe two.
C

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
UNKNOWN, probably not
C

Could this project be farmed out? UNKNOWN
Project: Freshwater Aquatic Invertebrates
 
EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: Negative change in macroinvertebrate community structure and composition due to: change in trophic status and physical/chemical characteristics of water column (e.g. light penetration and temperature), invasive species, sedimentation, changes in vegetation and fish communities.
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation: 


would benefit by the context provided by this project: Kettle Pond Water Quality, Kettle Pond Vegetation, Dune Slack Vernal Wetlands, Provinceland Ponds Woodland Vernal Pool Vegetation, Freshwater Fish, Pond-Breeding Amphibians, Waterbirds-Marshbirds 


are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project: Kettle Pond Water Quality,

are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project: Atmospheric and Meteorological Monitoring
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely

C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project: Freshwater Fish

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
Spring to Autumn
B

Annual frequency 
UNKNOWN Five Year?
C

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
UNKNOWN Three? 
B/C

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
Fish stunning equipment
C

Could this project be farmed out?  Perhaps, I am not that familiar with what Mather is proposing
Project: Freshwater Fish
 
EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: The composition and distribution of the CCNS freshwater fish community, the interactions between species and functional groups, and the influence of human activities such as fishing, nutrient loading and introduction of exotic species is unknown. The freshwater fish population of the CCNS is highly valued and this program will give managers the basic knowledge to make informed decisions about this community.
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function

D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood


B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation: 


would benefit by the context provided by this project: Freshwater Aquatic Macroinvertebrates, Pond-Breeding amphibians, Water-birds-Marshbirds, 


are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project: Groundwater quality, Hydrology, Meteorologic and Atmospheric Monitoring, Visitor Use and Impact
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely

C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?

best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:    Pond Breeding Amphibians

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field work in each year data is collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
Late March thru mid-July, full time, weekly sampling
A

Annual frequency 
Annually
A

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
1 Bio Tech and 1 SCA
A

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
No 
A

Could this project be farmed out?  May be possible but not desirable 

Project: Pond Breeding Amphibians

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  Global amphibian decline-multiple issues;  Acid precipitation/Mercury deposition;  Groundwater pollution;  Changes in hydroperiod -Groundwater withdrawal, sea level rise;  Habitat alterations;  Road Kill


2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:  water quality and hydrology, wetland vegetation, 
woodland vegetation, 
ground water quality

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:  water quality at sampling ponds, hydrologic monitoring at sample ponds

are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:  kettle pond and dune slack vegetation, ground water quality
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N 

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)  Power varied by species. Over a 10 year period, power to detect 5% changes ranged from .8 to .96.  Power to detect 10% change was 1.0.
If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in target species, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Marshbirds

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
May - mid-July, full time
A

Annual frequency 
2 consecutive years in a 6 year cycle
A

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
1 BioTech and 1 SCA
A

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
no
A

Could this project be farmed out?  May be possible but not desirable 

Project: Marshbirds

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  State listed species;  changes in wetland vegetation/hydrology due to: ground water withdrawal, tidal flow restoration, sea level rise
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood


B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:  wetland vegetation monitoring, water quality monitoring, salt marsh restoration monitoring

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:  wetland vegetation monitoring, water quality monitoring, salt marsh restoration monitoring

are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:

Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)  Based on initial work, it is low
If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible

D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:  revised protocol will sample at better quality sample points and increase sample size
Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Lichens

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance
-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades

-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
6 months
C

Annual frequency 
one time
C

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
1
C

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc



Could this project be farmed out?  Yes

Project: Lichens

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  biodiversity, air quality indicator
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence

C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:


are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:  atmospheric monitoring, coastal forest monitoring

are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:

Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N
If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess
Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Dune Grassland Vegetation

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
3 months
C

Annual frequency 
once every 5 years
C

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
2
C

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc



Could this project be farmed out?  Yes

Project: Dune Grassland Vegetation

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  dune stabilization, succession
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood


B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:  dune slack wetlands, heathlands, coastal forest, wildlife monitoring



are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:  atmospheric monitoring

are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:

Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess
Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project: Coastal Heathlands

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
Summer to Fall
B

Annual frequency 
Five years
B

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
Two workers
B

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
No
B

Could this project be farmed out?

It would not be cost effective to farm this out. Data collection could be efficiently carried out by summer seasonal techs with a minimum of training. The Park Veg Ecologist would analyze and prepare reports
Project: Coastal Heathlands
 
EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: The coastal heathlands of the CCNS are a recognized globally rare landscape type unique to the North Atlantic United States. These heathlands are the habitat of rare vegetation and wildlife. Additionally, they represent a significant cultural and historic landscape indicative of past land use practices of Native Americans and early European settlers of the Lower Cape. The Coastal heathlands are being lost to natural successional processes, coastal erosion, and in the adjoining community, to development. The Park administers the last large extents of coastal heathland on the Lower Cape. This project would monitor the changes in the heathland vegetation community and quantify the agents of change.
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood


B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation: 


would benefit by the context provided by this project: Lichens, Dune Grassland Vegetation, Coastal Forests, Landbirds, Small Mammals, Visitor Use and Impact

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project: Geomorphic Shoreline Change
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N
If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Coastal Heathlands are mentioned specifically in the NR Management plan 1998. The NRMP recognizes the Coastal heathlands as a habitat of special concern. The coastal heathland monitoring program will provide Park managers with solid science on which to base their decisions.
Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely

C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?

best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N
Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N
Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?

D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Coastal Forests

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
4 months
B

Annual frequency 
once every 10 years
B

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
2
B

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc



Could this project be farmed out?  No

Project: Coastal Forests

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  heathland loss, pine habitat loss
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence

C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood


B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:  heathland, wildlife monitoring

would benefit by the context provided by this project: heathland, wildlife monitoring

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:  atmospheric monitoring

are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:

Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely

C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?

similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:    Reptiles – Pond and Special Concern Turtles

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field work in each year data is collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
Box turtles –incidental

Spotted Turtle – Aug-Sept

Aquatic Turtles –Aug-Sept
B

Annual frequency 
Box Turtles-yearly,

Spotted, Aquatic Turtle-each two consecutive years in a six year cycle. 
B

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
1 biotech and 1 SCA
B

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
no
B

Could this project be farmed out?  May be possible but not desirable

Project:    Reptiles – Pond and Special Concern Turtles
 
EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  State-listed species;  Development;  Habitat Change-terrestrial and aquatic;  Road Kill;  Poaching;  Wetland vegetation change;  Water quality;  Ground water withdrawal
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:



would benefit by the context provided by this project:  Coastal Forest;  Province Land Ponds Vegetation;  Contaminants (provide samples)

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:   Forest Monitoring;  Vegetation Monitoring in general;  Water Quality;  Hydrology;  Wetland Vegetation;  Meso-mammals;  Traffic and visitation;  Province Lands Ponds Vegetation
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N  

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N 

If no to both, why was this project added?  While a specific reptile protocol is not mentioned in the 1999 Conceptual Framework, that documents lists reptile abundance as an ecosystem response in both upland and freshwater wetlands.  Reptiles (i.e. turtles) are long lived species whose populations dynamics are among the least  variable of  the vertebrates. In addition, ease of marking and capture makes abundance estimation  relatively easy.  These two attributes allow for long term monitoring based on periodic (every few years) rather than continual (annual) sampling.  Special concern species such as box turtle and spotted turtle are indicators of intact woodland and vernal pond ecosystems, and reflect not only the quality and quantity of these habitats from a physical, chemical, and biotic perspective, but also  incorporate anthropogenic impacts, such as road kill and poaching/collecting. Aquatic turtles are often the dominant vertebrate biomass of freshwater wetlands at CACO. 

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely

B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other: comparisons of population estimates based on mark-recapture are easily tested statistically
Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in target species, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Landbirds - Avian Point Counts

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
May - August, full time
B

Annual frequency 
2 consecutive years in a 6 year cycle
C

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
2 biotechs or 1 biotech and 1 SCA
B

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
no
B

Could this project be farmed out?  more feasible than with the other wildlife protocols but not necessarily desirable

Project: Landbirds - Avian Point Counts

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  State listed species; changes in land bird abundance/species composition due to:  human presence/conflict, development, habitat changes (succession, fire suppression, restoration activities), landscape changes
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:  all vegetation monitoring, heathlands

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:  heathlands, coastal forest, dune grassland, vegetation, meso-mammals
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N
If no to both, why was this project added? Landbird abundance is specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework, both as a parameter to be monitored and as an ecosystem response in upland habitats.  However, Framework calls for monitoring using the MAPS approach.  While MAPS provides useful data on survival and productivity, because it is very labor intensive, it is limited in sample size and scope within the park.  Avian point counts provide a means of monitoring the presence, abundance, and distribution by habitat type of a greater number of land birds over the entire park uplands rather than at just a handful of sites.  This provides more information on the status and trends of species, particularly changes in species composition, and allows us to track more habitats.
Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely

C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?

best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Landbirds - MAPS (Monitoring Avian Productivity and Survival)

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
June through August, full time
A

Annual frequency 
annually
A

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
2 MAPS interns, plus MAPS professional staff for analysis
A

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
Annual contract ~$25k
A

Could this project be farmed out? Yes - should be implemented by the Institute for Bird Populations out of California

Project: Landbirds - MAPS (Monitoring Avian Productivity and Survival)

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  Changes in land bird abundance/species composition/survival/productivity due to:  Human presence/conflict;  Development;  Habitat changes (succession, fire suppression, restoration activities);  Landscape change
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence

C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:  all vegetation

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:  heathlands, coastal forest, dune grassland vegetation, meso-mammals
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely

B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?

best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Small Mammals

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field work in each year data is collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
 2 sampling periods, mid-July to end of September
A

Annual frequency 
Two consecutive years in a six year cycle
A

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
I biotech and 1 SCA
A

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
no
A

Could this project be farmed out?  May be possible but not desirable

Project:  Small Mammals

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues

1-Management Issue:  Vegetation Change (both as cause and effect);  Trends in mammalian/avian predator populations;  Forest Pests (gypsy moth);  Alien Plants
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function

D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:  Upland Vegetation Monitoring

would benefit by the context provided by this project:  Meso-mammals;  Heathland Restoration Monitoring



are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:  Upland vegetation monitoring;  ,meso-mammals
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N 

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N 
If no to both, why was this project added? Small mammal abundance was identified as an ecosystem response in both coastal barrier and upland systems, but it is not listed as a protocol. Small mammals are a key component of trophic dynamics in terrestrial communities, preying upon plants and insects and serving as prey to many species of mid-sized predators.  Small mammals, by virtue of differences in species abundance and composition, also affect plant community structure through seedling predation. Thus, small mammal communities both respond to changes in the plant community and also drive them. Thus, monitoring of small mammals will help interpreting causes underlying vegetation trends, and possibly also of meso-mammals. 

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)   Power analysis based on a single, late summer replicate at 10 sampling sites was conducted. Power to detect a 3% annual decline in park wide small abundance was 1.0 when sampled annually for 19 years and decreased to 0.97 when sampling occurred every three years over a 21 year period.  Similar results were obtained for sampling every 5 years. Thus, it is anticipated that the sampling replication proposed here would have high power. 

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in target species, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Meso-Mammals/Carnivores

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
probably at least six months, nearly full time
B

Annual frequency 
2 consecutive years in a six year cycle
B

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
1 biotech and 1 SCA
B

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
Possibly, depends on disposition of equipment used in protocol development
B

Could this project be farmed out?  Possible but not desirable

Project:  Meso-Mammals/Carnivores 


EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  Vegetation Change/Ecological Succession;  Development/  T&E Species (subsidized predation on);  Feral Animals (also detectable);  Hunting/Nuisance Species;  Species of local controversy (eg. coyotes)
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue


B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related

C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:  Piping Plover/Colonial Waterbirds;  Reptiles (Turtles)

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:  Upland Vegetation Monitoring;  Small Mammals
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

The 1999 Framework lists protocols targeted at Red Fox/Coyote and White-tailed Deer.  The Meso-Mammal protocol is sensitive to these species, but by bundling together a combination of methods into a sampling array, it is capable of detecting and monitoring a broader range of species.
If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely

C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?

other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project: Meteorologic and Atmospheric Monitoring 

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
All Year
A

Annual frequency 
Daily
A

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
One plus
A

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
Maybe, if other parameters are to be monitored, like mercury deposition or light pollution, more money may need to be spent 
A

Could this project be farmed out?

Much of the analytical work, and some of the data collection (e.g. MA-DEP) is already done by other agencies and groups. The tech function that collects the data could not be farmed out
Project: Meteorologic and Atmospheric Monitoring
 
EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: The amounts and constituency of the precipitation, and other atmospheric processes (e.g. salt spray) is central to nearly all of the other monitoring efforts of the CCNS. Park managers are interested in trends in deposition and effects of precipitation on the aquatic and terrestrial ecological processes at the CCNS 

2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation: Estuarine Nutrient Enrichment, Kettle Pond Water Quality, Dune Slack Vernal Wetlands, Hydrology, Ground Water Quality, Contaminants. 


would benefit by the context provided by this project: Freshwater Macroinvertebrates, Freshwater Fish, Pond-breeding Amphibians, 


are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project: 
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely

B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?

qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?

B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?


C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Contaminants

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades

-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring
Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
unknown
C

Annual frequency 
unknown
C

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
unknown
C

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
unknown
C

Could this project be farmed out?  Initial inventory and assessment is part of an NC&B Network project being implemented by a cooperator (Rutgers) with technical direction from CACO;  any subsequent long-term monitoring may include sample collection or analyses that could be carried out by a cooperator

Project: Contaminants

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  CACO's resources, particularly air and water, are vulnerable to impacts from pollutants.  Some specific contaminant threats have been identified and are being studied through other projects (eg. ozone, nutrients, mercury).  A comprehensive assessment is needed to identify other known or potential contaminants, assess the risk they pose to CACO's ecosystems, and identify monitoring priorities.
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project:  ground-water quality,  kettle pond water quality, estuarine nutrient enrichment, atmospheric monitoring



are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project: ground-water quality, atmospheric monitoring

are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project:  estuarine nutrient enrichment, kettle pond water quality
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y*/N

*The 1999 Framework called for assessing petroleum hydrocarbons in estuarine sediments;  that assessment has been completed
If no to both, why was this project added? 

The current project is part of the NC&B Network's Vital Signs Monitoring and is intended to assess the risk posed to park resources from known or potential contaminants not already under study.  Part of this assessment will include identification of monitoring priorities.  This project has been added to CACO's LTEM Program as a kind of place holder for follow-up in the event that the NC&B Network project identifies contaminant monitoring priorities not covered by other CACO LTEM protocols (eg. atmospheric monitoring, ground water quality, etc).

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely

B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:  We anticipate that any monitoring recommended would address threats that can be measured with a high degree of reliability.
Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project: Hydrology

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
Year-Round
A

Annual frequency 
Monthly
A

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
One worker to collect data and maintain sites and equipment. A MS+ level hydrologist to summarize and analyze data.
A

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
No, although there may be in the future, i.e more wells drilled, more siphon gages installed robowells purchasesd and deployed 
A

Could this project be farmed out?

No. The frequency and diversity of work involved precludes the farming of the data collection. However, the analysis of the data could be done off-site
Project: Hydrology
 
EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: The flow of groundwater from precipitation, to water bodies, streams estuaries and finally into the ocean is of vital importance to many of the CCNS monitoring projects. Any changes in the flow of groundwater (e.g municipal groundwater withdrawal) could result in serious disruptions in a cascade of ecological functions. It is of paramount importance for Park managers to understand the hydrology of the CCNS 

2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function

D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood

B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation: Ground Water Quality, Kettle Pond Water Quality, Dune Slack Vernal Wetlands, Provincelands Ponds, Woodland Vernal Pool Vegetation,  


would benefit by the context provided by this project: Estuarine Nutrient Enrichment, Estuarine Benthic Macrofauna, Waterbirds-Migrating, Kettle Ond Vegetation, Freshwater Aquatic Invertebrates, Freshwater Fish, Pond-Breeding-Amphibians, Waterbirds-Marshbirds, Visitor Use and Resource Impact

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project: 
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N

Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely

B:  likely


C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?

qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:  Ground-Water Quality

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
UNKNOWN Monthly?
B

Annual frequency 
UNKNOWN Monthly
B

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
One Tech, with a MS+ hydrologist and other geochemists to do analysis
B

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
UNKNOWN, perhaps new wells and analytical equipment must be purchased
B

Could this project be farmed out?

It would not be cost effective to farm the data collection. However the analysis of the collected water samples, and the analysis of the data could be farmed to applicable hydrologist, such as those at the USGS-WRD
Project: Ground-Water Quality
 
EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue: The flow of groundwater from precipitation, to water bodies, streams estuaries and finally into the ocean is of vital importance to many of the CCNS monitoring projects. Any changes in groundwater quality (e.g. nutrient input from high density housing) could result in serious disruptions in a cascade of ecological functions. It is of paramount importance for Park managers to understand the hydrology of the CCNS
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence

B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function


D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood


B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.
Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation: Ground Water Quality, Kettle Pond Water Quality, Dune Slack Vernal Wetlands, Provincelands Ponds, Woodland Vernal Pool Vegetation,  


would benefit by the context provided by this project: Estuarine Nutrient Enrichment, Estuarine Benthic Macrofauna, Waterbirds-Migrating, Kettle Ond Vegetation, Freshwater Aquatic Invertebrates, Freshwater Fish, Pond-Breeding-Amphibians, Waterbirds-Marshbirds, Visitor Use and Resource Impact

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project: 
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely

C:  possible


D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?

best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

Project:   Visitor Use and Resource Impact

SCOPE AND LOGISTICS

Which of the following best describes the scope of the project (as described in the Conceptual Framework Update) ?  

-Inventory:  a one-time assessment of distribution and/or abundance

-Ecological Characterization:  a discrete (eg. 1-3 yr) study focusing on describing the ecological components and processes associated with a specific habitat or system

-Monitoring:  a long-term project intended to detect change across years or decades
-Primarily inventory or ecological characterization but includes an element intended to develop into long-term monitoring

Logistical considerations as best you know them ("unknown" is fine):

For the last column, please indicate the certainty of the information by choosing the most appropriate qualifier:

A-as written in a final or near-final protocol or study plan

B-reasonable estimate based on early draft protocol or ongoing field work

C-your best guess



Qualifier A/B/C

Duration of field and lab work in each year data are collected (eg. X months, X weeks, X days/month year round, etc)
3 months
C

Annual frequency 
every 3-5 yrs
C

Seasonal staff required for data collection, data entry, QA/QC, and preliminary data management
1 biotech or SCA
C

Any major recurring or 1-time costs?  eg. big equipment we've yet to purchase, sending samples out for chemical or taxonomic analysis, etc
no


Could this project be farmed out?  Probably not

Project:  Visitor Use and Resource Impact

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Relevance to management issues
1-Management Issue:  visitor impacts to natural resources (excluding ORVs on the beaches)
2-Issue Priority (pick one): 



A: known threat to species or habitat function or persistence


B: suspected threat to species or habitat function or persistence


C: known or likely to degrade population vigor or habitat function

D: suspected impact but intensity and immediacy unknown   

3-Relationship between monitoring questions and management issue (pick one):



A:  synonymous:  project monitors the specific parameters at issue

B:  directly related:  project monitors parameters that are indicators of the issue; or project is critical to interpreting results from other protocols that are also directly related


C:  indirectly related:  project monitors parameters that may help us understand a secondary cause or effect of the issue


D:   contextual:  project will help describe the physical and ecological setting of the issue in a more complete way

Contribution to understanding ecosystem integrity
Relationship between monitoring questions and understanding the target ecosystem (pick one):



A:  monitoring questions address known ecosystem drivers or indicators of system integrity - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is well understood


B:  monitoring questions address suspected drivers or indicators - the functional relationship between system integrity and the driver or indicator is logical but has not been demonstrated 


C:  project will help describe a poorly understood aspect of the target system.

Relationship to other protocols (list attached)

List monitoring projects that:


depend on this project for analysis and interpretation:


would benefit by the context provided by this project: kettle pond veg, kettle pond WQ, migrating waterbirds, piping plovers, colonial waterbirds, geomorphic shoreline change

are necessary for analysis and interpretation of the results of this project:


are not necessary for interpretation but will provide a more complete context for the results of this project: kettle pond veg, kettle pond WQ, migrating waterbirds, piping plovers, colonial waterbirds, geomorphic shoreline change
Relationship to program objectives as articulated in the original proposal and Conceptual Framework

Was this project specifically identified in the original proposal? Y/N
Was this project specifically identified in the 1999 Conceptual Framework? Y/N

If no to both, why was this project added? 

(Please be brief - like 100 words or less;  bullets are fine)

Likelihood of detecting change over time

If different components of the project have different likelihood of detecting change, complete the following section for each component (or set of components) as necessary to reflect fully the project's potential.

If power analysis has been done, what were the results?  (eg. X% chance of detecting X magnitude of change in X parameter over X years)

If no power analysis yet, which of the following best reflects your sense of the likelihood that this project will be able to detect change over time?


A:  highly likely


B:  likely


C:  possible

D:  unlikely


X:  too early to guess

Is this based on:


quantitative data analysis other than a power analysis?


qualitative assessment of the data?


similar studies?


best guess?


other:

Applicability to the NCB Network and the Atlantic and Gulf Coast biogeographic region

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks in the Network? Y/N

Does this protocol address an issue common among most parks along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts? Y/N

Is the protocol (or will the protocol be):


A: directly exportable to other parks with only specific sites requiring local adaptation?


B:  exportable but requiring minor changes to account for differences in environmental stressors, biota, habitat characteristics, etc?

C:  useful to other parks but requiring significant local adaptation?


D:  not applicable to other parks

