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Questions and Answers

>> B. Frost: 

Great. So, we've had a chance to hear from our panel members now on the set‑up phase of the Adaptive Management process. We've also had the opportunity to hear how NEPA fits into all these different steps. Now it's time to hear from you. If any of you have comments or questions for the panel, use the push‑to‑talk microphone. We already have several faxes and e‑mails which we'll get to in a minute. Again, the fax number is 1‑877‑884‑6282. And the e‑mail address is broadcast@fws.gov. When you use the push‑to‑talk microphone, make sure you press down on the microphone to talk and release to listen. By staying back away from the microphone 12 to 18 inches, you'll get the best ‑‑ you'll get the best audio quality. As you do that, make sure you identify yourself, but don't ask your question until I call on you. If we have two people that are talking at the same time, I'll give you the time‑out signal and both of you stop and then I will call on you individually. So our instructors are here. They're waiting for your questions. Fire away. Okay, nobody from the push‑to‑talk. We've got a couple here from faxes. Let me start with this one. The question is: this stuff is expensive, Adaptive Management is a nice theoretical approach, but we are all resource limited. Models, monitoring, and stakeholder involvement all cost money. How are we supposed to pay for this?

>> J. Nichols: 

I have a couple things to say about this. I'm sure other folks do as well. The first response to is it absolutely, there's no free lunch. Adaptive Management certainly does cost money, and it would be foolish to say otherwise. On the other hand, I would claim that that's not just a characteristic of Adaptive Management, but a characteristic of management itself. In other words, why is management ‑‑ wise management is going to cost money no matter what. I don't see any way around it. Certainly we have lots of folks in management agencies right now whose job it is to do management. So certainly there's some resources that can be allocated to this process. In my mind, in fact, actually Adaptive Management may be ‑‑ may result or tend to result in an efficient use of money. In other words, by focusing on precisely how it is that we can go about and make good decisions and do things in smart ways, I can actually envision money being more wisely spent under a process of Adaptive Management than under other flavors of management that are perhaps not so focused or well thought out.

>> B. Frost: 

Any other comments?

>> K. Williams: 

I'll say a few things about it. The idea in Adaptive Management is that you spend those resources to identify ‑‑ to engage the stakeholders, to identify what the objectives are, to build the models, to lay out the monitoring framework and all the rest of it. You don't get any of those things for free. Certainly not on the front end. You have to invest resources to do everything I just said. And so it is true that there are resources that are involved, a substantial commitment of resources has to be involved in Adaptive Management, but the payoff in Adaptive Management is downstream from there. The payoff comes as ‑‑ by the understanding that occurs through Adaptive Management that leads to improved resource management. And also leads to an open and engage process that avoids legal challenge downstream that could occur if you don't do a kind of an approach that is open and transparent. It's almost as if you can either pay me now or you can pay me later. You can either spend not very much ‑‑ not very many resources at the front end of this process and thereby suffer costs downstream because your management is not as effective as it could be. Or you're subject to legal challenge. Or you can invest your resources up front and realize all those downstream benefits that come from improved management and an open and engaged process.

>> B. Frost: 

Karen, do you have any thoughts on this?

>> K. Simms: 

Yes, die. On the Sonoita Valley planning process, one of the things we've done with our monitoring program working with nature conservancy is up front to consider this issue about the affordability of the monitoring system, and we've really tried to look at all of our ongoing monitoring and make sure that it is clearly addressing the objectives in our management plan and that any that aren't that we think very carefully about whether we need to continue to do that monitoring. And then we've also looked at each of the protocols and their power to detect the change that we feel is necessary to be able to detect and to try to build efficiencies in that way. We've also explored a lot of options with trained volunteers. If you go onto the website there's a clip that's available to look at there, a discussion between myself and GETA Bodner from the nature conservancy where we answer this question a little bit more in depth as well.

>> B. Frost: 

Great. Thanks.

>> K. Simms: 

It's also on the BLM NTC website.

>> B. Frost: 

I'll walk through that before we stop here. Any push‑to‑talk questions? I know there are lots of people out there, so let's hear from you.

>> Participant: 

Tuning in golden gate in San Francisco. I wonder if anyone has examples of or can point to successful partnerships with stakeholders in regard to monitoring, particularly in controversial situations.

>> B. Frost: 

Comments?

>> K. Williams: 

You know, the fact of the matter is that Karen was reporting on one earlier, the CIENEGAS example is a very successful example of a potentially very controversial, very contentious management situation with that contention being resolved through this sort of collaborative decision making process that has a strong collaboration component in identifying the monitoring that needs to be done to effectively manage. So that's one for sure. The other, James, you and I have been involved in through the years, is the Fish~&~Wildlife Service's application of adaptive harvest management. Which has a very large scale monitoring program associated with it that is tied directly into this process of learning and management and decision making that is ‑‑ that focuses in on harvest regulations. That monitoring situation used to be much more contentious than it is now as the whole regulations process used to be much more contentious than it is right now, in large part because of the engagement of the states and the public in the process in a real and transparent way that has led to learning as we've gone and has led to the reduction of contentiousness through that learning.

>> B. Frost: 

Karen, do you have some thoughts?

>> K. Simms: 

Well, certainly the Sonoita Valley planning partnership has been a very successful example of stakeholder involvement in monitoring. We have a process that we've been utilizing, and certainly we're still trying to tweak prop zest that's called "biological planning." Our management plan actually has our grazing decision for the major allotment out there as a flexible stocking rate each year, and in order to adjust that stocking rate and determine how many animals the rancher is going to run we've established a very collaborative process where he's able to get input and we as the BLM as the ultimate decision maker is able to get input on that based on the monitoring data and the input from all of our stakeholders.

>> B. Frost: 

Great. Other questions on the push‑to‑talk? Let's take another one from an e‑mail. It says: when Adaptive Management gets challenged, what is usually the basis and what are the pitfalls? Sounds like a question for you, Mike.

>> M. Mayer: 

Sure, I can take this one. Sure. I think ‑‑ thinking through this and having done some of the research looking into these kind of issues, oftentimes you know prior to the DOI Technical Guide and some of the other stuff that's come along, Adaptive Management has been one of those great buzz words that people used quite a bit in management, and for a while it would say, we're going to take this action and then we're going to use Adaptive Management to achieve our goals. And there wasn't any kind of description as to what you're going to do in your Adaptive Management process. You were just going to manage in an adaptive way. That doesn't really fly anymore. From all the things that have come up in the press and plans that haven't been making it, it's been clear that you need to articulate exactly what you're going to do, how you're going to measure success of that, and if it doesn't work, what else you're going to do. That is kind ‑‑ it's basically what we just described here today, the set‑up phase, and then the iterative phase after. I think that even in the most recent plans that I've looked at where they haven't met the challenge, they got all the way up to, we're going to monitor to see what the impacts are or what's happening on the ground, and then we're going to meet and talk about it, and it didn't go that one step further that said, "and then we're going to take these actions." I think if you can get that far to say "if this is the kind of data that's being developed and this is the kind of things that are happening, these are the kind of actions are going to take," and in the NEPA document you would say, "these are the actions we will take," those will get you through the current challenges and Pitt pitfalls people have been experiencing.

>> B. Frost: 

Great. Any more push‑to‑talk?

>> Participant: 

How would you say or discuss about the transition from people who think their current management is fine to going to an adaptive approach? What are the things to encourage people to go that way?

>> K. Williams: 

Can I take a little bit of a run at it. There are conditions in which Adaptive Management applies and is especially useful and there are conditions in which it does not apply. And if you take a look at the Technical Guide, you'll see literally on like the first or second page there's something called a problem‑solving guide ‑‑ or problem‑solving key I think is the way we described it that lays out a series of questions that need to be answered by someone who is considering the application of Adaptive Management, and they have to do with things like objectives and management alternatives and the flexible decision making system and the opportunity to learn and value in that learning and all those kind of things we've been talking about here today. In some cases Adaptive Management is not the way to proceed in resource management. If you already know everything that you need to do ‑‑ you need to know to do Adaptive Management, to do management, you don't need Adaptive Management because it's oriented toward learning so as to improve management. If learning is not needed because everything that needs to be known is known, then you don't do Adaptive Management. So I guess the first question by suggest that you ask is: is Adaptive Management appropriate and useful and valuable to your particular management situation? And I think that the documentation in the guide can help in that process of asking those questions. So that would be the first thing. If it turns out to be the case that there is significant uncertainty and that that uncertainty about resource process is actually limiting the effectiveness of management, then I guess the issue is to focus in on what the benefits of reducing that uncertainty are and then ask those questions about whether the ‑‑ whether and to what degree an adaptive process can be used effectively to increase the value of management to the practitioners. That's at least a first cut at an answer, I think.

>> B. Frost: 

Jim or Karen, do you have any comments? Like to add to that?

>> K. Simms: 

Just in terms of stakeholder involvement that even if we as an agency think that our management's going fine, you know, we need to have our stakeholders on the radar screen, and if something is becoming or is controversial, usually that controversy relates to the uncertainty by the system. So I would just emphasize that we make sure we kind of do a check with our stakeholders to see whether in fact there should be some more stakeholder involvement in the management that's going on.

>> B. Frost: 

Okay. We just got an e‑mail from Heather from the Fish~&~Wildlife Service. It says: what other things should you consider when alternative management actions can have potentially irreversible effects on the system in question?

>> J. Nichols: 

Maybe I'm not answering this directly, but the first thing I think of when you talk about other actions and irreversible consequences of those actions is I think about, again, you want to make sure you have your objectives straight. So if your objectives include something about those irreversible actions being negative things, then that's right into the ‑‑ it's built right into the process already. The other thing to note is that the models themselves, the whole idea is that you should have a suite of models that incorporate the degree of uncertainty that you have about your system, and so those models should, thus, incorporate the possibility that, yes, indeed, if we impose this one action, something bad may happen from which the system may never recover. As long as that uncertainty is incorporated within the model structure there, it seems to me that you still have a framework here for making smart decisions in the face of the ‑‑ your current degree of knowledge as reflected by your suite of models and the certainty associated with them. So I guess my ‑‑ it seems to me that that kind of an issue can be dealt with fairly handily or readily within the Adaptive Management framework.

>> K. Williams: 

If I were dealing with a system that had management actions leading to irreversible negative consequences, what I would do is make really certain that those irreversible negative consequences are heavily weighted in my objective function, heavily weighted negatively, so that the system will recognize the potential for this thing to occur and guide me to management actions away from those consequences. And Adaptive Management, of course, by incorporating those kinds of values and the negative consequences, incorporating negative consequences of that sort in the value system and the objectives in the Adaptive Management system gives you a framework for recognizing that those things can occur and gives you a way to account for the fact that they can occur and make sure that you manage away from those consequences.

>> And it also could provide a safety net for you so as you do management actions and you start to see negative consequences, you can change back away ‑‑ back away.

>> M. Mayer: 

Also just from a NEPA perspective, if you're going to have irreversible impacts or unachievable commitment of resources you need to explain that in your NEPA talk document and explain it so that the actions you're proposing are going to have these types of irreversible effects on the environment so there is full disclosure of that before you take any action.

>> B. Frost: 

Great. Another push‑to‑talk question?

>> Participant: 

Hi, this is Cape Hatteras. The question is, is there a possibility for technical assistance through a technical assistance request to help work projects that are already under way so that they can develop the Adaptive Management structure?

>> B. Frost: 

Maybe I can say that goes along with another question I've head that I'll read now that dovetails this nicely, and that is what kind of technical support is available for Adaptive Management. The follow‑up question was as the DOI science agencies USGS going to be providing this assistance?

>> K. Williams: 

Well, the good news is that USGS does have considerable expertise in this area and technical capabilities to provide support. And that that technical capability is growing. The bad news is that the need out there is much larger than the capability that the agency currently has. So I think that the answer to the question is, yes, there is the ‑‑ there is the potential to get some technical assistance in this, but I think that we, all of us, the management agencies in DOI, and USGS as a science agency in DOI, need to recognize that we are not sufficiently resourced, and we don't have sufficient capacity to do all the things that really need to be done in Adaptive Management with the people that we have now available to provide support and to actually apply Adaptive Management in the field. I think one of the commitments that all the resource agencies and the science agency of USGS will need to be to do in the future will be to recognize that disconnect between the need and opportunity and demand on the one side and the capacity to meet that demand on the other side. The Fish~&~Wildlife Service and USGS now are working together to develop training programs, to develop technical consultation activities. That process is beginning at this time. It's growing at this time. There's a need for it to grow considerably more at a considerably more rapid pace in the future.

>> B. Frost: 

We have time for one last question. Do we have anybody on the push‑to‑talk? Okay. Well, we appreciate you all for attending this broadcast and for participating with the questions.
