Protocol Development Summaries

Protocol development often requires a multi-year research effort to determine the appropriate spatial and temporal scale for sampling and to test monitoring procedures before they are implemented for long-term monitoring.  For some vital signs identified by a network, it may be possible to modify existing (peer reviewed and tested) protocols to bring them up to the NPS standards (Oakley et al. 2003) and to implement them as soon as the monitoring plan has been peer reviewed, revised, and approved.  For other vital signs, however, one or more years of protocol development work by collaborators or NPS staff will be required before the protocol is ready for peer review.  In these cases, the draft monitoring plan (due December 15, 2004 for the first 12 networks) should contain “placeholders” in the form of a 1- or 2-page “Protocol Development Summary” for those protocols that the network plans to implement or fund protocol development work on during the next 3-5 years.

A Protocol Development Summary is required for any protocol that the network plans to develop, test, or implement within 3-5 years using I&M funds, and for which the full protocol is not included with the monitoring plan.  If a full protocol is included in the monitoring plan, it must be written to NPS standards and be ready for peer review.  The definition of “using I&M funds” includes personnel time for any positions funded wholly or in part by the I&M program, as well as contracts, cooperative agreements, etc.  Regardless of whether the protocol is developed in-house or by a cooperator, networks should develop a study plan or scope of work prior to protocol development that describes why the protocol is needed, the specific issues and questions being addressed, the specific measurable objectives, the proposed methodological approach, and other details.  A Protocol Development Summary is essentially a 1- or 2-page executive summary of these more detailed study plans or scopes of work, with the following content and format:
Protocol Development Summary
[In a footnote or header, give the date of the protocol development summary]
Protocol:
[give the title of the protocol and a shortened name that will be used in budget documents and databases]
Parks Where Protocol will be Implemented: [name or 4-character code for the parks where the protocol is likely to be implemented over the next 5 years]
Justification/Issues being addressed:  [a paragraph or two justifying why this protocol needs to be developed.  List the vital signs being addressed and their rank(s) by the network]
Specific Monitoring Questions and Objectives to be Addressed by the Protocol:  [be as specific as possible!  A set of specific, measurable objectives is required; questions optional.]
Basic Approach: [briefly describe any existing protocols or methods that will be incorporated into the protocol; what is the basic methodological approach and sampling design?]
Principal Investigators and NPS Lead:  [give the name and contact information for the Principal Investigators and for whoever in the NPS is responsible for working with the P.I.s to ensure that the protocol meets network needs.
Development Schedule, Budget, and Expected Interim Products:  [briefly describe what it will cost and how long it will take to develop the protocol.  What interim products (annual reports, sampling designs, etc.) are expected, and when?
[Note: Some of the text, dates, and dollar amounts included here were fabricated to develop an example of a protocol placeholder]

Protocol Development Summary – Example 1 (absolute minimum!)
Protocol:
Ozark Hellbender (Cryptobranchus alleganiensis bishopi)


[shortened name: Hellbender]

Parks Where Protocol will be Implemented: Ozark NSR (OZAR)
Justification/Issues being addressed:


The Ozark Hellbender (Cryptobranchus alleganiensis bishopi), an exclusively aquatic giant salamander, was recently listed as a new federal candidate endangered species under the Endangered Species Act.  Endemic to the Black and White River drainages in Arkansas and Missouri (including the Ozark National Scenic Riverways), this species is believed to be declining throughout its range, and no populations appear to be stable (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2001).  Park managers at OZAR are required to monitor the distribution and abundance of hellbenders within waters managed by the park. Ultimately, a predictive assessment of the potential impacts of external and internal activities on this species’ continued existence is needed.

Specific Monitoring Questions and Objectives to be Addressed by the Protocol:

1. Determine long-term changes in the distribution of hellbenders in Ozark NSR.

2. Determine long-term trends in the number of hellbenders in selected study areas in OZAR.

3. In selected study areas in OZAR, determine long-term trends in the sex and age structure and rates of reproduction and survival of hellbenders.

Basic Approach:


To determine park-wide trends in distribution of hellbenders, a sampling design that allows park-wide inferences will be used to select stream segments which will then be searched using timed snorkeling or scuba surveys or other established techniques to search for hellbenders.  The percent area occupied (PAO) approach will be used to adjust for changes in detectibility.  A subset of stream segments will be selected as intensive study sites where more intensive searches and capture and marking of hellbenders will be made to determine abundance and demographic parameters.  All work will be done in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Missouri Department of Conservation to develop data sets that are comparable to data collected elsewhere.

Principal Investigators and NPS Lead:


The P.I. for protocol development will be Dr. Chris Phillips of the University of Illinois.  The NPS contact person is Mike DeBacker at WICR, 417-732-6438 ext. 269. 

Development Schedule, Budget, and Expected Interim Products:


A status report on protocol development accomplishments is due Oct. 15, 2004.  A draft final report and draft protocol is due August 1, 2005.  The network data manager will assist the P.I. in developing a relational Access database that follows the database template scheme.  $20,000 has been transferred through the CESU in FY 2004 for this 2-year project.
[Note: Some of the text, dates, and dollar amounts included here were fabricated to develop an example of a protocol placeholder]

Protocol Development Summary – Example 2 (much better!)
Protocol:
Landbird population dynamics  [short name: land birds]
Parks Where Protocol will be Implemented: PORE, GOGA, PINN, and JOMU

Justification/Issues being addressed:


Landbirds were ranked 17th among all of the potential vital signs evaluated by the SFAN.  Key reasons for monitoring landbirds in network parks are that landbirds (1) come under the legal mandate related to the Endangered Species Act (1973) and Migratory Bird Treaty Act; (2)  are specifically identified in the management objectives of the parks; (3) are considered good indicators of the condition of park ecosystems because they respond quickly to changes in resource conditions; and (4) comparable regional and national datasets exist and there is a long history of monitoring landbirds at PORE, PINN and GOGA.

Specific Monitoring Questions and Objectives to be Addressed by the Protocol:

Some of the specific monitoring questions that will be addressed by this protocol include:

· What are the long-term trends in species composition and abundance of the landbird guild? 

· What is the natural level of variation in population distribution and abundance of the landbird guild?

· What is the productivity of selected landbird species in the parks relative to other reference areas?

· How do management activities that affect plant communities affect the composition and abundance of landbirds?

· Climate change/altered disturbance regimes: is there a correlation between climate change and the distribution and productivity of landbirds?  [Note: a research study with a different experimental design would be needed to answer these last two questions; monitoring may provide some insights, but cannot answer these research questions]

1. Determine annual changes in species composition and abundance of landbirds in riparian and coastal scrub / chaparral habitats.  (Coastal scrub / chaparral and riparian areas are priority habitats for all four parks (in JOMU, riparian only) and riparian habitat in particular was ranked as a high priority for SFAN monitoring).

2. Investigate bird – habitat relationships and how they potentially relate to riparian and coastal scrub / chaparral plant community changes either by natural or human-induced processes.  Justification.  The abundance and species composition of bird populations respond to habitat features.  Understanding and predicting how management activities that alter plant communities modify bird abundance and species composition is desirable to weigh the costs and benefits of management activities.

3. Estimate reproductive success for landbirds in riparian and coastal scrub / chaparral habitats.  Justification.  Reproductive success is a primary demographic parameter that provides critical information for understanding patterns of population change.  Hence, these data can be used to understand trends, focus conservation action and money, and identify hypotheses for further evaluation. Additionally, riparian habitat was ranked as a high priority for SFAN monitoring.
4. Estimate annual survival for landbirds in riparian and coastal scrub / chaparral habitats.  Justification.  Monitoring annual adult survival is also an important demographic parameter in understanding population change; population trends can thus be better understood from monitoring the interaction of these demographic parameters.  
5. Evaluate the influence of local and global climate cycles on reproductive success, survival, and phenology of migration and reproduction.  Justification.  The SFAN has prioritized the need to monitor the potential of global climate change and climate patterns to influence species and ecosystems within the parks.  The existing long-term dataset at the Palomarin Field Station gives the SFAN a head start toward meeting this objective and replication will strengthen the results.    

Basic Approach:


Sampling will involve point count surveys (VCP distance sampling), mist-netting and banding (MAPS protocol), nest searching and monitoring (BBIRD protocol), and periodic vegetation sampling.  Sampling will be primarily on a Network-level spatial scale (within and among parks) in order to inform Park Managers of park-specific changes.  Local changes may occur due to changes in habitat quality or quantity, for example.  However, effective and efficient management actions must have knowledge of larger-scale patterns.  We believe our sampling will provide adequate precision at the local and regional network scales, in addition to benefiting from being part of, and informed by, larger-scale monitoring efforts (e.g., MAPS, BBIRD, Breeding Bird Survey, Christmas Bird Count).  We plan to continue current levels of monitoring with the addition of establishing replicate plots in PORE, GOGA, PINN, and JOMU (these can include the survey areas established during the inventory phase).

Regional- and national-level protocols already exist for the MAPS and BBIRD programs and for distance sampling using variable circular plot counts.  Therefore, protocol development will not require field research and will consist primarily of writing a protocol that meets NPS standards (Oakley et al. 2003) and incorporates existing standard protocols.  We will need to write new sections in the protocol narrative and SOPs to make the standard protocols specific to SFAN parks, such as describing sampling locations and documenting how data will be entered into NPS computers, analyzed, and reported.  

PORE and GOGA: (1) Continue mist-netting at all previously established / currently monitored mist-netting study sites (Table 1) year-round at Palomarin, Muddy Hollow, and Pine Gulch and only during the breeding season at Lagunitas Creek and Redwood Creek. (2) Continue nest monitoring at Palomarin and Redwood Creek. (3) Conduct point count surveys annually at all previously established / currently monitored stations in coastal scrub / chaparral and riparian habitats. (4) Establish mist netting at one new coastal scrub site (likely the same as one of the proposed point count plots). (5) Establish point count surveys at two new coastal scrub sites (likely one site will be the same as the proposed mist-netting station). (6) Conduct vegetation sampling at all point count survey sites once every five years.


PINN and JOMU: (1) Conduct point count surveys annually at all previously established stations. (2) Conduct vegetation sampling at all point count survey sites once every five years. (3) Establish two (1 riparian and 1 chaparral) constant effort mist-netting stations in PINN operated during the breeding season only.

Principal Investigators and NPS Lead:


Protocol development will be done through a cooperative agreement with the Point Reyes Bird Observatory, Conservation Science department (4990 Shoreline Highway, Stinson Beach, CA 94970, 415-868-1221).  Principal Investigators will be Thomas Gardali, Grant Ballard, Geoffrey R. Geupel, and Sarah Allen.  NPS Lead: Sarah Allen at PORE, 415-464-5187.
Development Schedule, Budget, and Expected Interim Products:


The P.I.’s will produce a draft landbird protocol ready for external peer review by December 1, 2004.  After peer review, revision and approval, we hope to implement the protocol in Spring 2005.  We have budgeted $20,000 for PRBO in FY 2004 for protocol development and testing.
