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SUMMARIES (CONT’D)

Visual images promote eff ective science 
communication

DENNISON ET AL. (2007) PROVIDES a new process for inte-
grating, interpreting, and communicating science—namely moni-
toring results—to varied stakeholders. This approach combines 
synthesis of key fi ndings with information-rich visual elements 
(e.g., conceptual diagrams, maps, graphs, tables, and photographs). 
Investigators used the process in a case study of fi ve National Park 
System units in the mid-Atlantic region, Antietam National Battle-
fi eld (Maryland), Assateague Island National Seashore (Maryland), 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park (Maryland), 
Prince William Forest Park (Virginia), and Rock Creek Park (Wash-
ington, D.C.), which cover four physiographic provinces: Atlantic 
Coastal Plain, Piedmont Plateau, Blue Ridge Mountains, and Ridge 
and Valley. The conceptual diagrams are a means to present ideas, 
further develop ideas, and transcend jargon. These diagrams can 
also serve as models to explore specifi c hypotheses related to 
management actions. The authors stress the importance of synthe-
sis and context, which “allows people to understand why you are 
measuring what you are measuring, or why you care about a certain 
issue.” Hence, unlike Nisbet and Mooney (2007) (see previous sum-
mary) these authors do not propose “framing” an issue, but rather 
presenting “the facts” in a visually interesting and informative way. 
The conceptual diagrams assist scientists in helping an audience to 
see and interpret the data for themselves. The authors contend that 
the audience needs to know that the data exist. Though creating 
eff ective graphics can be time-consuming, according to the authors, 
the benefi t is dramatically improved communication of science. 
They conclude that “only when eff ective science communication 
is achieved will the relevance of science to society in general be 
recognized.”
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

The economic value of insects

IN THE ECONOMIC VALUE OF INSECTS Losey and Vaughan 
(2006) calculate the annual economic value of insects at an im-
pressive $57 billion in the United States alone. Furthermore, this 

estimate is conservative; of the many services that insects provide, 
this amount factors in only four, dung burial ($0.38 billion), pol-
lination ($3.07 billion), pest control ($4.49 billion), and recreation 
such as birdwatching ($49.96 billion), as a result of availability 
of data. Although the examples provided in the article may not 
illustrate services that would be of high concern for resource 
managers (e.g., decomposition of cattle dung and pollination of 
crops), the authors conclude that $57 billion justifi es increased 
investment in the conservation of these often undervalued insect-
provided services.
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

A resource manager’s guide to working 
with people

YOU ARE ABOUT TO ADDRESS a potentially hostile audience 
at a public meeting. Are you ready? Do you “know” your 
audience?

You get out of your vehicle, about to start a day’s work in the 
fi eld, and see an angry person approaching. Do you have a plan to 
defuse the situation?

A program you are passionate about needs resources. Do you 
know the “tricks of the trade” to get your program funded?

You need access through private land to repair a fl ood-damaged 
bridge and trail. Will you be able to negotiate with the landowner?

Your duties include working with the public, managing a budget, 
and supervising a fi eld area the size of Vermont. How can you 
most eff ectively manage your time?

You need to fi ll an important GS-5/7/9 position. How can you 
plan for hiring the best person? How will you know whether a 
candidate will work well with your staff ?

You are the project leader for inventorying thousands of acres of 
prairie, using numerous crews and many volunteers. Will you be 
able to set the right tone in the fi eld? How will you motivate your 
crews to get the job done by the end of the fi eld season?
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The Conservation Professional’s Guide to Working with People, by 
Scott A. Bonar, provides communication tools to address all of these 
situations. Bonar presents practical tips for working with colleagues, 
funders, supervisors, and the public. As stated in the preface, “This 
book should be on the shelf of environmental professionals who 
want to improve their ‘people skills.’ Those who are already good 
at working with others will learn new tips. Those who are petrifi ed 
of conducting public meetings, requesting funding, or working 
with constituents will fi nd easy common-sense advice about how 
to begin.” The book includes examples from history and current 
events as well as real-life scenarios that resource managers are likely 
to face, which illustrate how to apply the techniques described.

The Conservation Professional’s Guide to Working with People 
is based on the assumption that applied science and law en-
forcement, by themselves, are insuffi  cient for managing natural 
resources and are greatly enhanced by interpersonal skills and 
fl exibility. Director Duane L. Shroufe (Arizona Game and Fish 
Department) explains in the foreword, “Just as organisms in natu-
ral systems must evolve to survive in changing environments, so 
too must we as professionals responsible for public trust re sources 
evolve to address new challenges and greater expectations.” 
Bon ar’s book provides the tools necessary for helping resource 
managers evolve in this changing world of resource management, 
which most assuredly includes working with people.
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ABSTRACTS

Four-legged friend or foe? Dog 
walking displaces native birds from 
natural areas
Banks, P. B., and J. V. Bryant. 2007. Biology Letters 3(6):611–613.

NEW DATA PROVIDE EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE, previously 
lacking, of the ecological impacts of dog walking in natural areas 
where this activity is allowed or prohibited. On public lands near 
Sydney, Australia, including two national parks, investigators 
monitored the responses of multispecies assemblages of birds to 
(1) walkers (of varying heights) with dogs (or varying breeds and 
ages), (2) walkers (single and multiple) without dogs, and (3) no 

walkers and no dogs (control). Dogs were always on leads. For 10 
minutes after the “treatment” passed, a single observer sur-
veyed the 820-foot (250 m) transect for all birds seen and heard 
within 160 feet (50 m) of the trail segment. These data show that 
dog walking in wooded areas results in a 35% reduction in bird 
diversity and a 41% reduction in bird abundance. Additionally, 
dog walking leads to a 50% reduction in ground-dwelling birds. 
Another signifi cant fi nding is that the eff ects of dogs occur even 
where dog walking is frequent, suggesting that local wildlife does 
not become habituated to continued disturbance. These results 
support the long-term prohibition of dog walking in sensitive 
conservation areas.



Restoration of plant cover in subalpine 
forests disturbed by camping: Success 
of transplanting
Cole, D. N., and D. R. Spildie. 2006. Natural Areas Journal 26(2):168–178.

COLE AND SPILDIE (2006) IDENTIFY THE NEED for eff ective 
techniques to restore vegetation in disturbed subalpine areas—
popular recreation destinations because of their scenic mix of 
forests and meadows, abundant lakes, and mountain views—and 
provide an assessment of transplanting, soil treatments, and 
mulch mats in high-elevation locales, namely six severely im-
pacted campsites (closed in 1995) in the Eagle Cap Wilderness in 
the Wallowa Mountains in northeastern Oregon. This study 
reveals that scarifying soils to break up compaction and then 
transplanting locally established plants is a very successful meth-
od for reestablishing vegetation in subalpine forests. Most trans-
plants (68%) were still alive after seven years, though transplant 
success varied among species. Graminoids (e.g., Juncus parryi 
and Carex rossii) survived most frequently, particularly those with 
fi brous roots and without rhizomes. Most transplanted trees (e.g., 
Pinus contorta and Abies lasiocarpa) survived and grew rapidly. 
Most forbs (e.g., Sibbaldia procumbens and Polemonium pulcherri-
mum) survived and grew, but at a less pronounced rate than trees; 
forb transplants tended to survive better when intermixed with 
shrubs or graminoids. Less than half (45%) of the transplanted 
shrubs (e.g., Vaccinium scoparium and Phyllodoce empetriformis) 
survived. For most species, soil amendments helped to increase 
growth but not survival, except for shrubs on which soil amend-
ments had no eff ect. Mulch mats had no eff ect on any plant types. 
Cole and Spildie (2006) conclude that these results have wide 
application because this plant community is common in subalpine 
areas. Also, more research is needed on soil amendments and 
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