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July 2010
Peer Review Form for Use With
NPS “Natural Resource Condition Assessment” Project Reports
 
Note:  The disclaimer at the foot of each page is required by OMB Final Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review (70 FR 2664-2677).

Thank you for agreeing to provide your experience and expertise in evaluating this Natural Resource Condition Assessment (NRCA) report.  Your efforts help enhance the quality of this scientific/scholarly product and its usefulness to National Park Service (NPS) park unit managers for a variety of resource stewardship planning and decision making purposes.  This document will also assist park reporting to government “resource condition status” accountability measures.  This form can be completed electronically or printed and filled-in by hand.

This form is consistent with report format and content as presented in the Standard NRCA Report Outline (version 3.1).  Please read Chapter 1 of the report for important background information and context regarding this project.  If needed, additional information on NRCAs can be found at:  http://www.nature.nps.gov/water/NRCondition_Assessment_Program/Index.cfm     


REPORT TITLE: ________________________________________________________________

YOUR NAME: _____________________________________ 


Please indicate the scope and nature of your review: 
(double click all boxes that apply; select ‘checked’ as the default value)

	Read/reviewed most or all report sections
	|_|
	Focused on one or a few report sections
	|_|

	Provided a general content review from a management perspective and/or a broader scientific perspective  
	|_|
	Provided an expert (subject matter specialist) review for one or more study resources/indicators
	|_|




If you checked one or both boxes on the right hand side, please indicate (as applicable) which report sections you focused on or which resources/indicators you provided expert review for: 

____________________________________________________________________________




This information is distributed solely for the purpose of pre-dissemination peer review under applicable information quality guidelines.  It has not been formally disseminated by the National Park Service.  It does not represent and should not be construed to represent National Park Service determination or policy.

Introduction to Park Setting, Natural Resources and Resource Issues (primarily Chapter 2)


					        Strongly Disagree ↔ Strongly Agree
	1.  Provides a useful introduction and overview for:

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	a)  park setting and important park natural resources

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	b)  park resource issues (threat and stressor concerns)

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|


Comments:





    							 Strongly Disagree ↔ Strongly Agree
	2.  Provides a helpful orientation (in Sect 2.3) to high-priority natural resources and indicators:

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	a)  as identified in park management directives and planning guidance

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	b)  as established through park/NPS science efforts (e.g., park “vital signs” monitoring indicators)

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|


Comments:





Project Scoping and Design (primarily Chapter 3; see Chapter 1 for background information and context)

    						             Strongly Disagree ↔ Strongly Agree
	3.  Descriptions and documentation are sufficient:

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	a)  to communicate important details related to project scoping (process, participants, outcomes)

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	b)  to introduce study framework(s) used, and focal study resources and indicators

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	c)  to identify park areas (and possibly, topics of mgmt interest) for use in summarizing overall condition findings

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	d)  to introduce the study approach/methods used in the project                                                     
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|


Comments:





Condition Reporting for Resources and Indicators (primarily Chapter 4)

    						             Strongly Disagree ↔ Strongly Agree
	4.  For the resources and indicators you reviewed:

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	a)  relevance and context (what it means or tells us, why it is important to include in the study) are summarized in a concise manner

	|_|
	|_|
	[bookmark: Check63]|_|
	[bookmark: Check64]|_|
	[bookmark: Check65]|_|

	b)   data and study methods used are appropriate for this type of project and adequately documented; reference conditions are logical, appropriate to the situation, and adequately documented

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	c)  condition and trend (if reported) are clearly and concisely communicated; critical data gaps are identified; level of confidence is described in at least qualitative terms; as appropriate, potential threats and stressors are briefly discussed

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	d)  primary sources of expertise for determining condition are identified (offices, programs, or individuals); literature and datasets used in the work are properly cited

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	e)  in summary, condition findings reported for the study resources and indicators can be characterized as credible and defensible
 
	[bookmark: Check76]|_|
	[bookmark: Check77]|_|
	[bookmark: Check78]|_|
	[bookmark: Check79]|_|
	[bookmark: Check80]|_|


Comments:





Condition Summaries by Park Areas and Broader Topics (primarily Chapter 5, though some projects may report ‘overall condition’ scores for park areas as part of Chapter 4)

    						             Strongly Disagree ↔ Strongly Agree
	5.  Provides useful “system level” summaries of overall findings for the park areas identified in Chapter 3 and/or the park as a whole, including:

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	a)  helpful bigger-picture discussion of notable conditions and trend trajectories
 
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	b)  helpful bigger-picture discussion of existing, emerging, or cross-cutting threat and stressor concerns 
 
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	c)  identification of some pressing scientific questions or study needs at those system scales    

	[bookmark: Check66]|_|
	[bookmark: Check67]|_|
	[bookmark: Check68]|_|
	[bookmark: Check69]|_|
	[bookmark: Check70]|_|

	d)  (if included) helpful wrap-up discussion for other topics of interest to managers—highlighting new information, insights, or questions the project helped deliver on those topics

	[bookmark: Check71]|_|
	[bookmark: Check72]|_|
	[bookmark: Check73]|_|
	[bookmark: Check74]|_|
	[bookmark: Check75]|_|


Comments:



    						             Strongly Disagree ↔ Strongly Agree
	6.  (If included) Report suggests practical next-step activities the park might consider, as a means to help protect or improve conditions for important park natural resources

	1
|_|
	2
|_|
	3
|_|
	4
|_|
	5
|_|


Comments:





Spatial Emphasis (entire report)

						             Strongly Disagree ↔ Strongly Agree
	7.  Geospatial analyses and products:
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	a)  are incorporated in the project work as appropriate and possible 

	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	b)  include adequate metadata documentation
 
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|


Comments:





General (entire report)

8.   Any comments on the strength or limitations of the overall product and its potential usefulness to park managers and others?





9.  Other comments, suggestions, or concerns?





