NOTES FROM LAKE MICHIGAN WILDLIFE MONITORING WORKGROUP 

CONFERENCE CALL

The Wildlife Monitoring Workgroup is a technical subcommittee of the Lake Michigan Monitoring Coordination Council 

February 1, 2002

Participants:

Laurie Rounds, Indiana DNR, workgroup co-chair

Rich Greenwood, US FWS/GLNPO, workgroup co-chair

Ric Lawson, Great Lakes Commission, workgroup coordinator

Cloyce Hedge, Indiana DNR, Natural Heritage Program

John Castrale, Indiana DNR

David Thomas, Illinois Natural History Survey

Betty Les, Wisconsin Natural Heritage Inventory

Max Holden, Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lakeshore

Ralph Grundel, USGS, Lake Michigan Field Station

Sue Reinecke, Nicolet National Forest

Bob Kavetsky, US FWS

Jan Smith, US FWS, Green Bay Field Office

Note: A number of documents were distributed prior to the call.  All documents, including a contact list, can be found on the workgroup’s website at http://wi.water.usgs.gov/lmmcc/workgroups/wildlife/wildlife.html.

Action items are in bold.

Lawson – introduced purpose of the workgroup:  to determine steps that could be taken to better coordinate wildlife and habitat monitoring.  He also listed the goals of the conference call: 1) to determine other individuals or organizations that need to be invited to join the workgroup; 2) discuss species lists and determine longer-term goals/objectives of the workgroup; and 3) identify the immediate next steps.

Various participants listed people/organizations that should be added.  These included:

· Grand Traverse Band

· Great Lakes Fish and Wildlife Commission

· Chippewa-Ottawa Reources Authority

· Little Traverse Band

· Chicago Dept of Environment

· Chicago Wilderness

· John Pericone, US EPA

· Steve Lewis, US FWS

· Francine Pepper, U-Mn Duluth

· North American Amphibian Monitoring Program

Participants agreed to forward contact information to Lawson for follow-up and inclusion with the contact list.

Rounds - other coordination efforts that participants are aware of?  She also asked if data could be shared through Natural Heritage programs.

Thomas – need a mechanism for communication, especially on invasive species.

Hedge – there is a need for more resources in the field – more inventory work.

Les agreed.  Biggest gap is with invertebrates.

Kavetsky – Funding is important for any large scale efforts in this area.  Someone from EPA should be included for this reason.  They also have a Bald Eagle program.

Greenwood – need participation from USGS gap analysis programs.  Will send notes from the last GAP meeting.  That is another possible repository for information.

Rounds – what are the needs for managed areas?

Holden – mostly endangered species.  We are engaged in efforts to better document in the field.

Grundel – the Park Service is compiling an inventory of vertebrates and vascular plants.  Part of a Great Lakes network.  Will send links to this work.  Functioning databases and monitoring planning is on the horizon.

Reinecke – Forest Service is doing some planning as well.  The data goes into the natural heritage programs.

Kavetsky – what is this group to do with the species lists that have been compiled?

Greeenwood, Rounds – look over for corrections.  What is the best approach to coordinating work in these areas?  Maybe find an issue that cuts across all interests.

Kavetsky – Jim Hudgins has thoughts about sharing GIS resources.  GIS support systems.  A DSS is being developed for Great Lakes Islands.  What is the role of this group?  US FWS is working to spatially represent these lists.

Lawson – GLC has done quite a bit of this work as well as part of spill contingency planning.  We have quite a bit of data from heritage programs with geographic locations.  For public use it is only displayed generally (i.e. no specific sites).

Rounds – Maybe we should reduce the list to priority species for the Lake Michigan basin and identify which groups are responsible for some amount of data collection.

Thomas – an inventory of restoration projects would be helpful.  Habitats or species suites.

Greenwood – GLNPO is doing this for projects they have funded.  We need to find a focus and look at ownership, then analyze gaps.

– information is better on habitat or systems.  Maybe we could focus on invasive species?

Lawson – there is another workgroup looking at aquatic nuisance species.

Greenwood – can we look at various inventory options?

Rounds – what about reporting?

Greenwood – SOLEC is the primary reporting vehicle for the Great Lakes.

Thomas – there are bulletins on various groups of species.

Reinecke – USFS publishes monitoring reports covering 5-10 year spans.  Not all species and communities are covered, but we are moving that way.

Holden – monitoring is fairly new for us.  We are now doing bird/nesting surveys.  No reports yet.

Thomas – Illinois is stratifying sampling by critical habitat.

Smith – wetlands reports and status assessments for endangered species are generated by US FWS.

Kavetsky – information on programs is scattered.

Smith – spatial record of restorations is also missing.  HABITS database is a start.

Greenwood – we have a new accomplishments and reporting system.  NRCS should also be invited as they have some wetland restoration covered in the Natural Resources Inventory.

Rounds – Could we bring together the restoration information with the habitat/species information?

Thomas – we need a focal point for sharing findings.

Next Steps

Greenwood, Rounds and Lawson summarized and confirmed with participants the next steps for the workgroup:

· Identify any additional invitees to this group and send contact information to Lawson.
· Identify priority species within the Lake Michigan basin for each of your organizations.  This will be organized through agencies:
· Greenwood will consolidate for US FWS
· Rounds – Indiana agencies
· Les – Wisconsin agencies
· Thomas – Illinois agencies
· Michigan?
· Reinecke will get back to the group on USFS contact
· Lawson will talk to Donna Myers about USGS representation
· Greenwood will deliver a map of the Lake Michigan basin boundary.
It was agreed that the review and response would be completed and forwarded to Lawson by March 27.
