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FWS PROJECT LEADER:  

Melinda Knutson

Biological Monitoring Team

2630 Fanta Reed Road

La Crosse, WI  54603

Phone: 608-781-6339

Fax: 608-783-6066

E-mail: Melinda_Knutson@fws.gov 

USGS PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR:  

Clinton T. Moore 

USGS Patuxent Wildlife Research Center 

Warnell School of Forestry and Natural Resources 

University of Georgia 

Athens, GA 30602-2152

Telephone: 706-542-1609 

Fax: 706-542-1235 

Email: Clinton_Moore@usgs.gov

COOPERATORS:

FWS Regional Refuge Biologists (RRB)
FWS Biological Monitoring Team (BMT)
FWS Land Management & Research Demonstration Biologists

FWS Fire Ecologists

FWS Migratory Birds, Fisheries & Habitat, and Endangered Species staff as appropriate

Selected USGS and other consultants as appropriate to the case study.

PROBLEM STATEMENT:  Adaptive management (AM) is a systematic approach for improving resource management by learning from management outcomes.  The Department of the Interior recently completed an Adaptive Management Technical Guide that supports the use of AM for some natural resource management problems.  However, it is not clear how and when AM should be applied in the field.  Furthermore, although most resource managers and biologists embrace the concept of AM, few have fully implemented it on the ground.  We propose to clarify how and when AM should be applied within the National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS) by providing consultation through focused case studies.   

PROJECT GOAL & DESCRIPTION:  Establish refuge system case studies to demonstrate the full cycle of AM decision-making on the ground.  Show how AM can improve efficiency and effectiveness in the conservation of biological resources. Test the assumption that AM is a self-sustaining process that is practical to implement within the existing resources of the NWRS.  
The case studies will focus on management decisions that refuge, wetland management district, and private land biologists make repeatedly and where proper evaluation of management actions will help to guide future decision-making.  The BMT will work with the RRBs to identify appropriate case studies, and coordinate an on-site visit by a Consult Team, individually selected for their expertise regarding the identified issue.  The Team will consist of FWS or USGS staff, university scientists, or other experts agreed upon by the Refuge, RRB, and BMT.  
The Consult Team will provide assistance with structuring an adaptive management approach to the resource management problem.  The Consult Team and the managers together will sketch out the components of an adaptive decision-making framework, including the identification of management objectives, feasible decision alternatives, models of system response, and appropriate monitoring designs during the on-site visit.  FWS and Refuges will be responsible for all follow-up.  Refuges will take responsibility for implementing the case study on the ground, data management, reporting, and arranging for outside assistance with data analysis and modeling support as needed.  
The case studies will help clarify how, when, and where AM is best applied to natural resource problems.  In addition, we expect that this consultation will improve the use of data by making decision-making more transparent.  In the process, we will build capacity (learning) within the FWS to independently assess, model, and implement AM on refuges.  The case studies will also inform training opportunities at NCTC and help inform the DOI regarding how to implement AM on the ground.
 The case studies will test the following ideas. 

1. The process of AM is an improvement over static use of best management practices because management can be evaluated and improved incrementally over time at a particular location.

2. Refuges have the capacity to make incremental improvements in the management of habitats over time through proper planning, monitoring, and feedback to decision-making.    
3. The AM process can become a routine practice on refuges that improves refuge resource contributions.  The process can be self-sustaining with some initial scientific consultation and without major changes in refuge budgets or staff time for implementation. 
4. Case studies of AM applied to one set of routine management decisions can provide a model for addressing other types of routine management decisions.
METHODS: 

1. Support from all the Regional Refuge Chiefs is solicited through a Service-wide call for refuge case studies.
2. The RRB or other appropriate staff person coordinates a process for soliciting, ranking, and selecting one case from the Region to forward to the BMT.  Case studies should address refuge management action decisions that could be improved via a continual process of evaluation and feedback.  It will be most meaningful if the cases represent problems where standard approaches have failed to clarify the most appropriate management actions or decisions.
3. A case study brief (request) is completed by the field station, laying out the nature of the problem, management objectives and tools available to management, challenges and uncertainties that make decisions difficult, and prospects for monitoring system responses to actions or decisions.  During preparation, the field station should consult:
a. Respective Regional Refuge Biologist (RRB) and Refuge Supervisor 

b. DOI AM Guidebook (draft) 
c. USGS and BMT, as needed 
4. The application is submitted to the RRB.  Each application is checked for completeness by the RRB, notice of receipt is sent to refuge.

5. The RRB will rank the submissions, in consultation with other appropriate Regional staff (Refuge Supervisors, Regional Chief) and select one case to submit to the Biological Monitoring Team (BMT) by the due date.   BMT and USGS staffs are available for consultation, as needed, during this process. 

6. The BMT and Clint Moore will review the case studies (Is an AM approach likely to be successful in this case?), and any difficulties will be worked out with the respective RRB and/or the refuge.  If the difficulties can’t be worked out, the RRB will select another case from that Region.  The goal is to obtain one case from each Region that is likely to benefit from AM consultation.

7. Successful refuge applicants are notified.  Unsuccessful applications are retained by the respective RRB to provide assistance to the refuge in addressing their need.  (Cases deemed inappropriate for AM may still benefit from a structured decision-making approach; FWS is working to develop a ‘Community of Practice’ in structured decision-making and resources may be available from this group.)  
8. The BMT will work with Clint Moore, the RRB, and the Refuge to identify the appropriate expertise required to establish a Consult Team for the case.  The Consult Team will include at least one AM expert from USGS, one member of the BMT, the RRB, a modeler, and 2-3 persons with expertise in the ecosystem, taxa, or problem being addressed.  USGS staffs are available as their schedules permit; we can only work with willing scientists.  Experts within the FWS should be included whenever possible.  The BMT will cover travel costs for FWS staff and selected university/NGO staff; USGS staff travel is covered under a cooperative agreement.   

9. The BMT schedules a preliminary conference call for the Consult Team and the refuge to verify that AM is likely to be a useful approach for the problem.  At the end of the call, all parties need to agree to continue the process by scheduling a date for the on-site consultation.  If there is disagreement, the process ends here and the RRB works individually with the Refuge to address their need.  Another AM case is solicited from that Region.  This preliminary step will insure against a large investment of time and travel for a problem that is best handled with another approach (not AM).  

10. If the problem can be addressed with an AM process, schedule an on-site workshop with FWS/USGS staff.
11. At the workshop, develop a conceptual model of the problem and define a process and appropriate tools for addressing the problem using an AM framework.  Report/notes of the Consult Workshop are prepared by the BMT.
12. The refuge completes an AM Plan that defines the follow-up and management actions planned as a result of the Consult Workshop. The Refuge System is responsible for all follow-up, including conference calls, workshops, and/or on-site visits to work out the details of implementing the case study.  Through separate arrangements, members of the Consult Team may choose to be involved in follow-up activities; scientists outside FWS may or may not be available for follow-up. 
13. The Consult Team reviews the AM plan and the refuge develops a final AM Plan.  The plan is approved by the Refuge Manager, Refuge Supervisor, and the RRB.

14. Resources are allocated to implementation of the plan by the Refuge and/or Region; the Refuge implements the Plan.

15. The BMT, in consultation with the RRB & USGS, prepares a case study summary based on the original case study application and the outcomes of the workshop.  The BMT summary focuses on the application of AM to the specific case and the process (what worked, what didn’t work), not on the details of implementation.      
16. Each participating refuge submits a 1-year follow-up report on progress in implementing the AM plan to the BMT and RRB. 

17. The BMT, in cooperation with the RRB’s & USGS, prepares a National AM Progress Report and associated Fact Sheet(s) each year, based on reports from all participating refuges and the case study summaries.  The report will address how AM was applied in a variety of cases, what worked, what didn’t work, and what the obstacles are to implementation of AM on refuges, with suggestions for how to address these obstacles. 

18.  The BMT and RRB’s will work with NCTC to incorporate lessons learned from this process into future training opportunities. 
EXPECTED PRODUCTS:  

1. Improved resource contributions and/or efficiencies at participating refuges.

2. Improved use of data within the decision-making process;  transparent decision-making  that reduces refuge controversy.

3. Improved capacity (learning) within the FWS to independently assess, model, and implement AM on refuges.

4. Fact sheets reporting the highlights of the case studies.

5. System models, sample designs,  protocols, and data management tools used in the case studies.

6. The case studies will inform training opportunities at NCTC.  
7. Workshops to disseminate the outcomes of the case studies or to train other FWS staff (time and resources permitting).
8. Handbook on implementing AM for routine refuge management actions or contributions to a planned DOI implementation handbook (time and resources permitting).    
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