http://www.nature.nps.gov/im/units/nw31/monitoring/plan/survey-npsa.doc


April 2002


Pacific Islands Network Vital Signs Monitoring Survey:  Results Compilation
This survey is a first step in the Vital Signs monitoring planning process that is outlined in the attached document (”Outline For Vital Signs Monitoring Plan, Pacific Islands Network”).  Our purposes are to ask what you consider to be the most significant resource issues in your park and what the primary threats to those resources might be (considering both known and potential threats).  The “resources/threats” lists will be further refined and prioritized, allowing for additional opportunities for input and review.  To help us assemble background information, we also ask what monitoring is or has been conducted in your park.  For all questions, we give a few examples of issues where the vital signs monitoring program might be helpful.  Because the objective of this survey is to get as many ideas expressed as possible, we encourage you to treat this as a “brain-storming” exercise and not to spend a great deal of time trying to refine your ideas.  Please circulate this to your staff.

Park Name:
National Park of American Samoa
1.  What are the park’s most significant resources for which information about status and trends is needed?  (E.g., Native koa and ohia forest distribution and health at HAVO, water quality at KAHO, harvested marine fish species at WAPA.)

1) High Priority
a) Terrestrial resources

i) rainforest ecosystem health (partnership opportunities)

(1) fruit bats

(2) rainforest birds

(3) coconut crabs

(4) native insects 
(5) land snails
(6) general forest health

ii) rare species

(1) Tahitian petrels (abundance, effects of predation)

(2) plants (distribution, abundance)

b) Marine resources

i) coral reef ecosystems

ii) harvested fish

iii) sea turtles (“rapidly approaching extinction” according to US Recovery Team)

iv) marine and freshwater water quality

2) Moderate Priority

a) ethnobotanically important plants (effects of use and disuse over time, study already initiated)

b) rare species:  sheath tailed bat (status, use of park resources)

c) other species of interest

d) seabirds

2.  What park resources have regional, or even national significance due to their unique nature, or because they may serve as indicators of regional trends?  (e.g. coral reefs at NPSA, wetland at AMME, endemic forest birds at HALE,)

· paleotropical flora and fauna as a whole, plus special significance of:  lowland rainforests (very limited distribution), fruit bats (limited distribution)

· Tahitian petrels and other seabirds on Mt. Lata 

· Indo-Pacific coral reefs 

· South Pacific sea turtle stocks

· General park biodiversity 
· streams
· invasive aliens
3.  Are there particular resources that the park has special mandates, or commitments to protect either by park legislation, in a general management plan, or in other laws or planning documents? (e.g. Federally listed species, water rights, viewsheds, etc.)

· coral reefs

· fruit bats

· tropical rainforests

· T & E species (sea turtles, humpback whales)

4.  What, in your opinion, are the greatest current threats to significant park resources? (E.g. trail impacts, subsistence take, illegal harvest, impacts from established alien pests, aircraft noise, etc.)

High Priority:

· invasive plants and animals (feral pigs, rats, ants, disease, plants, etc.)

· expanding agriculture into primary forest in the park

· sand-mining on turtle nesting beaches

· fishing pressure

· illegal fishing

· harvest of local turtles in foreign waters, and mortality as bycatch in offshore fisheries

· coconut crab subsistence harvest
· other loss of biodiversity
5.  What are the greatest potential threats to significant park resources? (e.g. incipient alien invaders, anticipated air or water quality changes, climate change, landscape-level changes on adjacent lands, etc.).

1) High priority

a) invasive species nearby, but not here yet (eg, brown tree snake, Miconia etc.)

b) climate change (droughts, etc that affect distribution and abundance of species)

c) coral bleaching, mortality and disease due to warming sea surface temperatures

d) natural causes (eg, hurricanes- baseline monitoring data is essential for understanding impacts of natural disturbances and potentially unnatural responses due to human induced influences such as invasive species)

e) human population growth (eg, loss of habitat buffer or reservoirs, degradation of air quality, water quality etc.) 

f) crown-of-thorns starfish invasion

2) Moderate priority

a) development of incompatible tourist facilities adjacent to park lands

3) Not prioritized

a) further loss of biodiversity due to other than above-listed causes

b) marine harvest

c) 
subsistence farming
6.  Are there significant current or planned community or ecosystem restoration projects in the park for which long-term monitoring information is needed? (E.g., prescribed fire restoration activities at HAVO and KAHO, fishpond restoration at KAHO.)

· reforestation projects (invasive species, fallow agriculture plots)

· invasive species control (eg, Clidemia and thrips in Manu’a, feral pigs, rat control on Mt. Lata)

· native ecosystem restoration 
· fences*, snares* 
· forest birds 
· other pig, goat, rat monitoring
7.  We want information produced by the I&M program to be widely interpreted.  What is the best way to make this information available to interpretive staff and the public? (E.g., establish a web site; conduct periodic written or oral briefings, liaison with Learning Center.)

· The development of public-friendly summaries of I&M activities would be great.  They could be posted to an I&M website that would be linked to our park websites, or they could be pages added to the park websites individually, or they could simply be distributed electronically.  We wouldn’t want to see a tremendous amount of resources spent on a complex website.  

· learning center

· publish grey lit, PCSU publications on web

· researchers write popular articles

8.  What natural resource monitoring projects or relevant research have been undertaken in the past or are ongoing now?  Please indicate approximate time spans of the projects and project leaders or principle investigators, if known.  (E.g., rare plant and endangered bird monitoring at HAVO; water quality and waterbird monitoring at KAHO, fruitbat monitoring at NPSA, etc.)

· many miscellaneous coral & reef fish reports for territory, some within NPSA

· fishery survey in Ofu and Olosega islands by NPSA: 1 year, in progress.

· Seabird study on Mt. Lata: 3 years, in final year.  Setbacks due to staffing issues.  PCSU.

· DMWR bird and fruit bat surveys: ongoing territory-wide with some stations located within the park, conducted by the local government Dept. of Marine and Wildlife Resources.  (are there other fruit bat surveys that have occurred in past?—ask Bryan.)

· Whistler’s vegetation plots, permanent plots established for park floristic survey, 1994.

· Travis Heggie: revisited some of Whistler’s plots, data are forthcoming.

· NTBG ethnobotanical survey (plots, oral interviews): 2-3 year project in its second year.

· Feral pig control efforts: ongoing snaring and activity transect data collection, in-house.

· Laufuti Stream Bioassessment by NPSA.

· Stream Bioassessment, funded but not started yet, 1 year, PCSU.

· Disturbed lands delineation (agroforestry within the park), funded, planned for this summer, NPSA/PCSU.

9.  Are there other issues you would like considered?  For example, interdisciplinary topics, landscape-level changes, or topics about which you think we need more information to help us further identify important monitoring needs? (E.g., identifying the role of air quality in coral reef health; is ohia forest cover changing above 5,000ft?)

· climate change impacts (and we need weather stations in all 3 park units)

· coral bleaching

· nearshore water current patterns (that affect egg and larval dispersal, etc)

· subsistence farms and take
10.  Identify any opportunities for monitoring partnerships with other agencies, neighboring landowners, universities, etc. that will allow the parks to leverage personnel and funding available for monitoring.  (We want to describe any widely-accepted monitoring efforts used by other agencies in the general region.  We are particularly interested in monitoring that provides the network with opportunities to compare data, put the network’s data in context, and assist in interpretation of data collected in parks).

· Local Dept. Marine and Wildlife Resources: bird/bat monitoring

· A. Samoa Selected Invasive Species Taskforce (ASSIST): cooperative invasive species work

· Coral Reef Advisory Group (CRAG): cooperation on many marine issues 

· Univ. Hawaii: 3-year PhD study of corals in Ofu lagoon

· DOC (territory-wide GIS database of benthic marine habitats)

· USDA: Forest Health Inventory Plots may be established in the park

· NOAA (coral reef initiative), etc.

· more could probably be added with a bit more thought on this

Contributors:  PC, SS, CC, BH

1
3

