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Park Science earns recognition for 
excellence

AWARDS FOR
PUBLICATION EXCELLENCE

2010

WINNER PARK SCIENCE has won an Apex Award of 
Publication Excellence for 2010. The honor was 
given as part of the 22nd annual Apex awards 
competition recognizing excellence in publications 
work by professional communicators. The awards 

program is sponsored by Communications Concepts, Inc., 
publisher of Writing That Works, a bimonthly newsletter covering 
business writing, editing, and publishing for communicators in 
corporate, nonprofi t, agency, and independent settings.

According to the award description, “Contest entries were evalu-
ated based on excellence in editorial content, graphic design, 
and the success of the entry—in the opinion of the judges—in 
achieving overall communications eff ectiveness and excellence.” 
Judges evaluated 3,711 entries in 127 categories (for which they gave 
1,232 awards), and indicated they saw “only the most promising 
publications that professional communicators could enter.”

Park Science was up against 625 entries in the “Magazines and 
Journals” category, of which 198 got honors, and was one of 60 
publications to receive an award in the subcategory “Magazines 
and Journals—Print, More Than 32 Pages.” 

Editor Jeff  Selleck explains that he entered Park Science in the 
contest because of “a very good feeling about the quality of this 
publication since we reinvigorated it in 2008. That project en-
tailed graphic redesign; full-color printing; careful selection and 
production of photographs and other illustrations; doing a better 
job of planning and developing interesting articles in a variety of 
departments, and editing them to a truly professional standard.”

For the competition, Selleck entered the thematic issue on 
soundscapes (Volume 26, Number 3). “I felt this issue exempli-
fi ed the high quality we have been working toward with the recent 
improvements,” he said. “I am proud to share this special recogni-
tion with all participants in the production and growth of Park 
Science over the years: associate, assistant, guest, copy, and the 
former editor; contributors; graphic designers; sponsors; edito-
rial board members; and our readers. We have indeed set the bar 
high.”

SUMMARIES

On the road to recovery, gray wolves 
could be dispatched to balance an 
ecosystem
THE UNMISTAKABLE HOWL OF A GRAY WOLF (CANIS 
lupus) echoing through wilderness is to conservationists the 
clarion call of a healthy ecosystem. Historically populous in 
North America and at one time almost hunted to extinction, the 
gray wolf remains both a powerful symbol of wilderness and a 
sign that both fl ora and fauna in a preserved area are thriving. 
However, bringing wolves to a protected area like a national park 
can have myriad benefi ts beyond simply perpetuating the spe-
cies. Licht et al. (2010) reason that small groups of the gray wolf 
can be introduced as a top-down restoration tool for a declining 
ecosystem in which overabundant herbivores destroy critical 
vegetation. The practice of restoring small predator populations 
to protected areas has been successful in other parts of the world 
with apex predators (e.g., lions and African wild dogs). Licht et al. 
(2010) suggest a shift in how conservationists view the gray wolf. 
No longer struggling to survive, the wolf could now be used for 
purposes of ecological restoration, but not before certain policy 
changes are made, particularly the requirement that restored wolf 
populations be self-sustaining.

Since the gray wolf was classifi ed as endangered with the induc-
tion of the Endangered Species Act in 1973, eff orts to build its 
numbers have focused mainly on protecting large populations in 
large land areas. Licht et al. (2010) suggest that because gray wolf 
numbers have increased in the northern Rocky Mountains and 
Great Lakes regions, leading to those populations being delisted 
as endangered in 2009, the gray wolf recovery eff ort has reached a 
point where experimentation is appropriate.

However, not everyone views the wolf as recovered: the gray wolf 
was relisted as endangered in August 2010 as a result of a federal 
lawsuit brought by Defenders of Wildlife and other conservation 
groups. The current legal quandary notwithstanding, Licht et al. 
(2010) nonetheless forward the notion that the introduction of 
small, non-self-sustaining populations of wolves to land areas 
smaller than those used in typical recovery eff orts could benefi t 
the ecology of the area. Those benefi ts go beyond reducing deer 
and elk populations and improving their demographics to include 
increased plant biomass, more abundant carrion for scavengers, 
and an overall trophic (or nutrient) cascade in the plant and 
animal communities. On the human side, opportunities for sci-
entifi c research abound and a protected area might see increased 
tourism (Yellowstone National Park saw ecotourism spending 
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increase by $35 million following the introduction of wolves in 
the mid-1990s).

A necessity for any wolf population undertaking is close manage-
ment. The authors suggest a combination of tools be considered, 
all with their particular pros and cons, as a necessary investment 
in species management: real-time animal tracking via satellite 
technology, control by contraceptive, and use of real or virtual 
barriers.

In conclusion, the authors argue that the overall ecological, eco-
nomic, societal, and aesthetic potential of gray wolves is not being 
fully used because of legal and other constraints from the current 
wolf recovery paradigm, and because of a lack of understanding 
by resource managers of the full suite of these benefi ts. Even as 
the political climate surrounding wolves remains tempestuous, 
there seems to be great potential in throwing ecosystem restora-
tion duties, quite literally, to the wolves.
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

Species surrogacy put to the test

AS SOUL MASTER MARVIN GAYE ONCE SANG, “AIN’T 
nothing like the real thing, baby.” Species surrogacy—using the 
dynamic of one species to represent the dynamic of another—
may not be the data mine it is purported to be, though it has been 
used historically and is still prevalent in conservation biology. A 
new study of more than 72,000 bird observations affi  rms that data 
about a particular species should be statistically verifi ed and not 
extrapolated from the behavior and demographics of a diff erent, 
albeit similar, species. The merits of species surrogacy, a little-
tested yet core concept in conservation biology, were called into 
question by Cushman et al. (2010) and the results are both enlight-
ening and not particularly surprising, given the complexity of any 
given ecosystem. Resource managers on a small research budget 
should prepare to be disappointed.

The encompassing question is: Can the abundance of a species be 
inferred from monitoring the abundance of a diff erent species? 

Cushman et al. (2010) say that eff ective species surrogate relation-
ships “appear to be rare.” Across two spatial scales (plot and sub-
basin), neither migratory habits, nor microhabitat association, nor 
functional grouping created a compelling basis for surrogacy. In a 
typical grouping (e.g., birds that dwell in an open-canopy forest), 
the best indicator species explained only 8.8% (range 0.6–35.6%) 
of variances in abundance. For instance, the western bluebird 
(Sialia mexicana) has the “strongest” surrogacy, but still explained 
no more than 18.2% of within-group abundance variance—in this 
case for birds dwelling in open-canopy forests.

Dynamic similarities between indicator species and other species 
within their possible explanatory groups were few and insignifi -
cant, questioning the usefulness of both guild-indicator (species 
grouping) and management-indicator (locality) concepts. With-
out an exact hypothesis and explicit links between a top-down 
and a bottom-up control, the monitoring of any one species can-
not be linked to conclusions about a particular ecosystem, only 
to information about the species itself. As in all things scientifi c, 
Cushman et al. (2010) emphasize that the utility of the surrogacy 
concept must be “demonstrated rather than assumed.”
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Research synthesis: The general 
performance of interhabitat corridors

ANY RESTRICTIONS ON FREE MOVEMENT ACROSS A 
landscape can threaten species survival—both plant and animal. 
Habitat fragmentation, usually a result of habitat loss, can weaken 
a species group by dividing it into isolated subpopulations. While 
the causes of habitat fragmentation are generally outside of a 
resource manager’s sphere of infl uence (urbanization, agricul-
tural development, tectonic movement, rise in sea level via climate 
change), popular conservation practices promote the use of corri-
dors to mitigate the eff ects. Through creation of artifi cial corri-
dors or maintenance of natural ones, dispersal of species between 
habitats can occur and the accompanying gene fl ow between 
subpopulations can extend species viability—supposedly.


