http://www.nature.nps.gov/im/units/nw31/monitoring/plan/survey-puhe.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:
Puukohola Heiau National Historic Site

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.)

· Ophioglossum (pololei fern):  additional info about federal status, recommendations for management

· Pili grass:  restoration projects, Pili restoration/plantings (Curt Daehler study) in road corridor; possible extension to other areas.

· Native plants (uhaloa, ilima, etc.):  recommendations for restoration, reintroduction methods, water or no water . . .etc.; how to monitor growth; historical accounts of vegetation there to aid in restoration efforts

· landscape
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,)

· Marine resources (turtle, fish, etc.):  finding sources of fish mortality; how to reduce sedimentation in the bay

· Pili:  e.g. Determining best restoration techniques for broad scale plantings

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.)

· Primarily cultural sites (2 heiau and John Young Homestead)

· Marine animals (turtles)

· Ohai ula (Sesbania tomentosa) – endangered plants that kupuna asserts was at Spencer park a long time ago.

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.)

· Kiawe (growing into beaches) – also public health concern

· Puncture vine – also public health concern (grows fast)

· Merremia aegiptica – growing on walls and ground

· Fire

· Erosion

· Pickleweed – successfully removed

· Fountain grass – on-going removal

· Also: Koa haole, Chinese banyan, date palm (and recommendations in Linda Pratt’s report)

· NPS development
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.).

· Development of liquid fuel storage facility adjacent to Park at Kawaihae Harbor (in Harbor Plan)

· Recreational harbor already built (about 400 yds from the Park):  Concerns: fuel spill, increased visitation, access, marine related threats.

· Dirt biking (along coral flats and stream, etc.)

· Other activities that could threaten viewscapes

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.)

· Pili grass restoration

· Wetland area – maintenance of connection to ocean

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.)

· Learning Center

· Interactive media center on site (via computer online); link info collected by Clif Smith and others.

· Enhance relationship with key community partners

1. Hawaiian Charter School that has adopted the Park as part of their classroom, offer educational opportunities)

2. Mauna Kea Soils and Conservation District

3. Royal Court Assembly 

· I&m on web
· Publish grey literature
· PCSU publications on web
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.)

· Pololei monitoring (monitoring the plants or where they come up after a rain, clearing weeds, etc.)

· Shark monitoring in the bay

· Pili grass monitoring

· Native plant monitoring in watered areas.

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?)

· Need to establish monitoring protocols for effects of sediment in the bay.

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).

· Hawaiian Charter School

· Mauna Kea Soils and Conservation District

· Royal Court Assembly (important caretakers, source of volunteers)

2

