Adaptive Management Overview & Orientation
Questions & Answers Part 2a

>> C. Humphrey: All right. You've heard a lot from our panel and now it's time to clear up any questions. I understand that there might have been a little bit of a glitch with getting the new pass code to the Park Service and the Fish & Wildlife Service, and those numbers are going to go right up on the air. Sorry about that. You can get back on. Remember that we're planning to have two more broadcasts where we're going to provide more detail on how to implement Adaptive Management, how to recognize success. We're going to he will straight those points using case studies and examples that will we'll get into a lot more detail about the nine steps. We'll get into more detail how Adaptive Management works in these different laws. So that should be pretty helpful. So today if you could focus your questions just on the Technical Guide and anything you've heard from the three panel members we would appreciate it. You can call us at 877-862-5346. Send us a fax, 602-906-5701. E-mail us at AM@blm.gov or you can push-to-talk with our panel. Before we get to the push-to-talk, I would like to take these e-mails we got before. This first one is from Peggy in Winnemucca, Nevada. She's with the BLM. She says: due to increasing workloads, appeals, reduced staff and budget cuts, there seems to be a decreasing amount of time to monitor. So how do we reconcile the Adaptive Management need for monitoring with the reduced ability to respond to this need? Ken, do you want to take that one?

>> K. Williams: A couple of ideas. There's really no generic uniform answer to a question like that, but certainly there are some ideas that might be worth considering. First is to recognize that if one is to use Adaptive Management, monitoring simply must be a part of the process of management itself. It's not that monitoring is something that can be done if there's -- if there are additional resources or if time allows or if there are people available after we finish doing all the other administrative work we have to do. Monitoring has to be a fundamental and integral part of the process. It is only in that way that monitoring can be used to learn as we go and improve management as we learn. That's the first point to make. Now, of course, monitoring can either be more efficient or it can be less efficient. My own feeling is that perhaps we have done in the past a lot of monitoring that is not particularly efficient in that this is a point Greg made earlier that the monitoring does not target in on those issues, those parameters, those processes that are most important for us to understand to improve our management. The idea here is that monitoring needs to inherit its focus and its structure and its form and from the enterprise that is a.

>> Participant: Of. It needs -- it is a part of. It needs -- monitoring needs to be focused on the answers to the what, the why, the how questions that come from the management enterprise of which it's a part and which motivate and justify the use of monitoring in the first place. Oftentimes it's possible if we are focused and targeted on the monitoring work that we do in that context, it's possible for us to be much more efficient in the way we do monitoring because it then becomes targeted on the specific issues that need resolution.

>> C. Humphrey: That's great. We have another fax. This is from Bob in California. Let's see. Arcata field office. He says: what steps or process do you need to follow to make Adaptive Management decisions defensible in the planning/NEPA arena?

>> M. Mayer: I'll talk about it fairly generally, like I indicated earlier, really want to get into the meat of this process in the next broadcast of how we integrate with the steps that Greg identified, the NEPA process. But generally, you know, during the planning phase of this up front when you're assessing your problem and designing how you're going to address that problem, is when you begin your NEPA process. You have your internal scoping, working with people from your agency. You engage in agency scoping to bring in some of those other stakeholders we mentioned. Then you work on your purpose, your objectives of management, the alternatives you're going to consider, and then finally you go out to the public in a public scoping format to bring in more stakeholders and see who of those stakeholders will engage in the process. And then -- so you do a lot of that planning up front and it will come down to how well you analyze your impacts based on your proposed alternatives as well as how well you anticipate the information you'll receive from your monitoring program as well as anticipating the effects of the subsequent actions you may take. The idea here is that you need to, as I said, do a check during the adjust phase to make sure that your document adequately addressed all those potential effects to the environment and if so, moving forward to the adjustment under that NEPA document would be fine. It's if those other two criteria that I mentioned earlier where your action hasn't been analyzed, the effects of your action haven't been analyzed or you found some ecological surprises you didn't anticipate that you would need to gauge in the NEPA process again. It's recognizing those check-in points and the up front planning to make your process for defensible.

>> C. Humphrey: This might be for your you. It's from Cheryl from the army in -- doesn't say where it's from. She says: what if stakeholders and agencies agree only conceptually on the objectives but have different and mutually exclusive views of the end point?

>> G. Eckert: The guide definitely encourages that you don't want to start too far into the process unless you can first sit down and agree upon those objectives. Let me look at this question again. But have different and mutually exclusive views of the end point. In a sense you need to tie your objectives to your end point. We've been thinking a lot about what are desired future conditions are for our planning and Ken mentioned some of this earlier, that whole hierarchy of strategic planning. You have goals that are broad statements and then you move down to something that articulates that goal. That's your desired future condition. Then maybe more at the project level you're getting more specific about the objectives that have time frames. I think if you take that strategic thinking approach that may help with that. Great question, though.

>> C. Humphrey: We have one more fax from our first session, and then we'll go to the push-to-talk. This one is from Rachel at the USGS in rest ton, Virginia and she asks: can Adaptive Management be used in public/private partnerships that strive to be science based. An example she provides would be identifying priority conservation areas for the national fish habitat initiative. Partners may not agree on every objective but there's a shared of set of objectives that all partners do agree on. I don't know if you two want to take that.

>> K. Williams: Can I say a few words about it. For starters, I will say that the answer in general is yes, yes, that Adaptive Management can be used in public-private partnerships and most of the applications that are large scale will involve public-private partnerships which is one of the reasons why it is that we need to be fairly careful to ensure that the regulations and the statutory requirements and all the rest of it that Mike talked about earlier are considered on the front end of this process. I also think that it's to recognize that in many fairly complicated applications of Adaptive Management there is not a single objective. Often oftentimes there are multiple objectives, and what that really means is that all of those objectives -- those objectives in many cases being proffered put forward by different stakeholders in the process need to be included in the mix as we consider how to do business in the future, and trade-offs among those objectives need to be fleshed out. And it is in that way as we think about a multi-objective situation with trade-offs among objectives that we can collectively come to agreement about what is the most appropriate thing for us to do to learn as we go.

>> G. Eckert: What came to mind immediately for me are the examples of the nature conservancy's learning networks and they had them for fire, wetlands, other resource types, and they were -- most of them included federal agencies, state agencies, private partners, and I think it was really telling there was an Adaptive Management approach to that but they put the term learning network on it as the theme. So, yeah.

>> C. Humphrey: Good example. Before we take any other e-mails we have a couple more, but does anybody have a push-to-talk question so that we don't just get e-mails?

>> Participant: This is Scott with the BLM in Winnemucca.

>> C. Humphrey: Hi, Scott.

>> Participant: Yeah, my question is an example handling uncertainties in modeling in NEPA analysis. For example, is Adaptive Management a series of if-then, else-if type analysis? For example, if this result, then this management, else-if a different result, then a different type of management and so forth?

>> C. Humphrey: That's how we've done it in the BLM up to this point.

>> K. Williams: Well, Scott, if I understand your question correctly, you're asking if I consider a particular management scenario and I make a prediction, a projection, about what that management scenario will yield in terms of impact on the resource, do I then consider what those potential impacts are in deciding which management action to take? Have I got it write?

>> C. Humphrey: Is that what you mean? Or is it a condition if this condition, then that action. If this condition, then that action?

>> Participant: Yes, it's the difference in modeling, when you have long-term modeling looking out a number of years in advance, we don't always know what the result is going to be. So if it's result 1, then this type of management. If result 2, then a different kind of management, and so on.

>> K. Williams: I think in many cases, in many applications of Adaptive Management, that kind of a strategic result is the end point of this. In other words, you go through a comparison of the different hypotheses, different models, the projections that come from them, you go through an analysis of what the potential consequences of different activities are, and through a -- through an analysis of those consequences and in the face of that uncertainty, you end up making a -- making a decision about what is the most effective management action to take under certain conditions, and that strategic framework, decision making framework, in the face of uncertainty, is, in fact, the end point of a carefully articulated Adaptive Management approach. So, Scott, I think you do have it about right, if I understand the question.

>> G. Eckert: But hopefully it is one of the objectives so that if it's this result, and this is one you had anticipated, then you go forward. If it's something completely out of the blue, then you need to go back and revisit that model of your system or your resource.

>> M. Mayer: Some of the plans we do we would characterize as a threshold for taking a subsequent action. If you're modeling data your initial action resulted in a certain condition, that met a threshold for subsequent action. That's the Adaptive Management process.

>> K. Williams: Scott, you'll see if you have access to the Adaptive Management Technical Guide, you'll see that we describe this kind of strategic decision making situation in terms of thresholds, and we define it, we define it in terms of thresholds with the idea that one -- a threshold is that point less than which one action is take Inc., greater then some other action is taken. It gives you certain key points that tell you when to change a particular management situation depending upon what the response to the resource is.

>> C. Humphrey: Were those illustrated with any of those case examples in the guide?

>> K. Williams: They are certainly illustrated, I think, very clearly and with a fair amount of articulation in the adaptive harvest management example. So that might be a pretty good place, Scott, for you to take a look.
