
From: Mike Murray
To: basicpatrick@aol.com
Cc: Cyndy Holda
Bcc: pfield@cbuilding.org; Thayer Broili; Britta Muiznieks
Subject: Fw: Waterbirds, vol 31(3) September 2008: Winter Ecology of Piping Plovers at Oregon Inlet, North Carolina,

pp472-479
Date: 01/13/2009 09:13 AM
Attachments: 502_3 - Fundamental Science Practices Peer Review.mht

Hi Patrick,

We are not aware of a current NPS policy requiring peer review.   Could you be
thinking of the USGS policy (attached) that we distributed to the Committee when
the questions about the USGS protocols came up?  It basically means that peer
review is required of any scientific "information product" prepared by USGS.  (As an
aside, I hear there is a draft NPS policy on peer review in the works, but have not
seen it.)

With regard to the Oregon Inlet study, it was funded by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and conducted on NPS, FWS and State jurisdiction lands (i.e., on both
sides of the inlet and on the nearby spoil islands).  According to one of the principal
investigators for the research, Dr. Jim Fraser at Virginia Tech:

The project was carried out by employees of Virginia Tech (I understand
that Mr. Doherty was one of the employees who conducted the field work). 

The study was reviewed and approved by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, and involved one of their scientists (I understand it was the
Richard Fischer identified in the header of the article).  
The study was conducted under research permits from the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, NPS and "the State agency" (which I assume is WRC). The
permitting agencies reviewed the proposal prior to issuing permits. 
The journal article cited was subjected to the normal peer review process
of  the journal, which involves sending the manuscript to 2 or 3 referees
qualified to judge the quality of the science, and reviewed by the journal's
editor and/or an associate editor.

I hope this helps.  I don't have any more information than that about the specifics of
the peer review by the journal.

Mike Murray
Superintendent
Cape Hatteras NS/ Wright Brothers NMem/ Ft. Raleigh NHS
(w)  252-473-2111, ext. 148
(c)  252-216-5520
fax 252-473-2595

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This message is intended exclusively for the individual or entity to which it is
addressed.  This communication may contain information that is proprietary,
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05/24/06



OPR: Geospatial Information Office



Instructions: This is a new Survey Manual (SM) chapter. It is an accompanying 
chapter to SM 502.1 - Fundamental Science Practices: Foundation 
Policy.




1. Purpose and Scope. Peer review, as a cornerstone of 
scientific practice, validates and ensures the quality of published USGS 
science. This policy establishes the requirements for peer review of USGS 
information products and applies to all USGS scientific and technical 
information, whether it is published by the USGS or an outside entity. 



2. Authority. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and 
Department of the Interior (DOI) guidelines address means to safeguard both 
excellence and objectivity of science through peer review.



A. OMB, Guidelines for 
Ensuring and Maximizing the Quality, Objectivity, Utility, and Integrity of 
Information Disseminated by Federal Agencies (February 22, 2002)
B. OMB, 
Final 
Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review (December 16, 2004)
C. DOI, 
Information Quality 
Guidelines Pursuant to Section 515 of the Treasury and General Government 
Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (October 2, 2002)



3. References.



A. SM 502.1 - 
Fundamental Science Practices: Foundation Policy
B. SM 502.2 - Fundamental 
Science Practices: Planning and Conducting Data Collection and Research
C. SM 502.4 - Fundamental 
Science Practices: Review, Approval, and Release of Information Products
D. 
SM 205.18 - 
Authority to Approve Information Products
E. SM 1100.6 - Use of 
Copyrighted Material in USGS Information Products
F. 432-1.S1 
- USGS General Records Disposition Schedule
G. USGS, Guidelines for Ensuring the Quality of 
Information Disseminated to the Public



4. Definitions.



A. Information Product. An information product is the compilation of 
scientific communication or knowledge such as facts, data, or interpretations in 
any medium (for example, print, digital, or audiovisual) or form (including 
textual, numerical, graphical, and cartographic) to be disseminated to a defined 
audience or customer, scientific or nonscientific, internal or external (see SM 1100.1 and SM 1100.3).



B. Peer Review. Also referred to as refereeing, technical peer 
review, or scientific peer review, peer review is scrutiny of work or ideas by 
one or more others (peers) who are sufficiently well qualified, who are without 
conflict of interest, and who are not associated with the work being performed. 
A peer is defined as one who is of equal standing with another; in science, the 
implication is that education and/or experience qualify one to comment on the 
work of others in a particular field of expertise. These persons may be internal 
or external to the organizational entity in which the review is conducted. 



5. Policy. Peer review is required for all information 
products, whether published and disseminated by the USGS or by an outside 
entity, and regardless of media (print, digital, audiovisual, or Web), if the 
work was funded, whole or in part, by the USGS or if USGS affiliation is 
identified with the authorship. In keeping with practices in the broader 
scientific community, directives from Government authorities, and USGS 
Fundamental Science Practices, the following is policy:



A. Peer reviews must include at least two qualified scientists who have no 
stake in the outcome of the review, who are not associated with the work being 
performed, and who are without conflict of interest. 



B. Only peer-reviewed information products may be forwarded to an Approving 
Official for Bureau Approval for official release (see SM 502.4 and SM 205.18). 
Information products sent to an Approving Official must include a reconciliation 
document indicating how review comments were addressed. 



C. Articles for publication in a scientific journal must have first gone 
through the USGS peer review process, as outlined in this policy, and receive 
Bureau Approval for release prior to being submitted to the journal.



D. Involvement of non-USGS authors does not allow USGS authors to bypass the 
USGS review and approval process. Conversely, USGS scientists who are authors in 
publications by outside entities, or where a non-USGS author is the lead, must 
comply with USGS review and approval processes first or the USGS scientist may 
not be listed as an author. 



E. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) requirements for peer review must be 
met (Final 
Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review).



6. Responsibilities. Adherence to and accountability for 
this policy are the responsibility of employees at various organizational 
levels. The USGS recognizes the primary responsibility of scientists and their 
supervisors in developing information products that adhere to this policy. 
Specific responsibilities are as follows:



A. Associate Directors. Associate Directors set policy for USGS peer 
review practices. They collaborate with Regional Directors regarding the content 
and application of consistent USGS peer review practices. 



B. Regional Directors. Regional Directors execute the policies and 
practices governing peer review and are accountable for compliance by those in 
their lines of authority. They collaborate with Associate Directors regarding 
the content and application of consistent USGS peer review practices.



C. Science Center Managers. Science Center (Cost Center) Mangers or 
their equivalent ensure that an accepted and consistent peer review process is 
in place within their unit. They appoint qualified peer reviewers for the work 
conducted by scientists they supervise. They ensure that only properly peer 
reviewed products are forwarded to delegated Approving Officials for approval 
and release (see SM 
502.4 and SM 
205.18). Managers ensure that archival records related to peer review are 
maintained in their center.



D. Approving Officials. Approving Officials, as delegated (see SM 205.18), ensure 
that USGS standards for scientific quality are met by confirming that peer 
review requirements are met in accordance with this policy and its guidelines 
and by conducting a policy review (see SM 502.4) of 
information products before approving them for release. They also ensure that 
authors have adequately addressed review comments (that is, a reconciliation 
document is part of the approval package).



E. Authors. Authors support the peer review process by suggesting or 
nominating qualified peer reviewers to science center managers for their own 
work and the work of other USGS scientists and by participating in peer review 
of the work of others (see "Guidelines" below).



F. Geospatial Information Office. The Geospatial Information Office 
maintains the policy documents and procedures that pertain to USGS Fundamental 
Science Practices.



7. Guidelines for Peer Review. The following information 
provides additional guidance to ensure that peer review requirements are met: 




A. Reviewer Selection. Qualified reviewers must be true peers, must 
not be associated with the work being performed, and should be selected for 
their relevant scientific and technical expertise, including those who may apply 
different methods of study to related scientific questions. Peer reviewers 
should be sought outside a scientist's own discipline where appropriate. 
Reviewers should be able to ensure that the science is effectively presented 
with the intended audience in mind and be cognizant of controversial or 
high-visibility issues that may be relevant to public policy. Guidance on peer 
review selection for "highly influential scientific assessments," as defined by 
the Office of Management and Budget, is found in OMB, Final 
Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review. 



B. Number of Reviewers. Two peer reviews by qualified scientists are 
mandatory for all information products. One reviewer must be from outside the 
originating office; the other may be from the originating office of the 
information product. Additional peer review may be necessary, depending on the 
scientific complexity of the product and the intended audience. 



C. Reviewer Ethics and Conduct. USGS pursues vigorous and open peer 
review of its science and its information products. Issues related to scientific 
excellence, objectivity, integrity, and conflict of interest are dealt with in 
accord with established DOI and USGS codes of scientific conduct. 



D. Non disclosure prior to publication. In agreeing to be a peer 
reviewer for a USGS information product, reviewers must agree to be bound by the 
strictest scientific ethics in ensuring confidentiality of the science that is 
being reviewed and to not disclose or divulge any results or conclusions, or to 
make any public statements regarding the science before it is published and 
released.



E. Documentation and Records. Review and approval records for 
published USGS information products and for information products and articles 
published by outside sources include information such as author, title, purpose, 
publishing media, and signatures for peer review, editorial review, delegated 
Bureau Approval, and other appropriate USGS and outside source review and 
approval concurrences. Included as well is the consent or permission of the 
copyright owner for using copyrighted materials in USGS information products and 
articles (see SM 
1100.6). These records are part of the official record and are archived in 
accordance with USGS Records Disposition Schedule requirements (see SM 
432-1.S1, Chapter 1300) at the originating office.  
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privileged or confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. 
----- Forwarded by Mike Murray/CAHA/NPS on 01/09/2009 02:49 PM -----

Cyndy
Holda/CAHA/NPS 

01/08/2009 04:43 PM

To Mike Murray/CAHA/NPS@NPS

cc

Subject Fw: Waterbirds, vol 31(3) September 2008: Winter
Ecology of Piping Plovers at Oregon Inlet, North
Carolina, pp472-479

Cyndy M. Holda
Assistant to the Superintendent &
Community Liaison
Cape Hatteras NS/Fort Raleigh NHS/Wright Brothers NM
252-473-2111 ext. 148
252-216-6455 cell
252-473-2595 fax
Email: cyndy_holda@nps.gov

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This message is intended exclusively for the individual or entity to which it is
addressed.  This communication may contain information that is proprietary,
privileged or confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure.
----- Forwarded by Cyndy Holda/CAHA/NPS on 01/08/2009 04:43 PM -----

basicpatrick@aol.com 

01/08/2009 04:04 PM

To Cyndy_Holda@nps.gov

cc

Subject Re: Waterbirds, vol 31(3) September 2008: Winter
Ecology of Piping Plovers at Oregon Inlet, North
Carolina, pp472-479

Cyndy,

Has this document/study been confirmed to have received a positive peer review.  As you
must be well aware, the NPS Policy Handbook has a section that requires all studies must be
peer reviewed.  Please confirm that this study meets the NPS Policy.  

Thanks
Patrick Paquette
RFA/UMS

-----Original Message-----
From: Cyndy_Holda@nps.gov
Sent: Thu, 8 Jan 2009 1:29 pm
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Subject: Fw: Waterbirds, vol 31(3) September 2008: Winter Ecology of Piping Plovers at
Oregon Inlet, North Carolina, pp472-479

To:         Reg Neg Committee Members

From:       Superintendent

Subject:    Follow-up document to public comment received at Jan 07, '09
Reg Neg meeting regarding Piping Plover research at               Oregon
Inlet

                                                                           
             Peter Doherty                                                 
             <leasttern@hotma                                              
             il.com>                                                    To 
                                      mike murray <mike_murray@nps.gov>,   
             01/08/2009 10:34         Jim Fraser <fraser@vt.edu>           
             AM                                                         cc 
                                                                           
                                                                   Subject 
                                      FW: Waterbirds, vol 31(3) September  
                                      2008: Winter Ecology of Piping       
                                      Plovers at Oregon Inlet, North       
                                      Carolina, pp472-479                  
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

Greetings. Article file attached.  PD

Peter Doherty
leasttern@hotmail.com
Virginia Beach, VA 23451

From: leasttern@hotmail.com
To: mike_murray@nps.gov; fraser@vt.edu
Subject: Waterbirds, vol 31(3) September 2008: Winter Ecology of Piping
Plovers at Oregon Inlet, North Carolina, pp472-479
Date: Thu, 8 Jan 2009 10:28:46 -0500

Greetings, Mr. Murray.
Thank you for my "four minutes" yesterday at the NegReg committee meeting.
As promised, attached is the Virginia Tech article written by the lab of
Dr. Jim Fraser. Waterbirds is the international, peer-reviewed journal of
waterbird biology. The Oregon Inlet project was funded by the US Army Corps
of Engineers and was originally intended to include PIPL use of Hatteras
Inlet and Ocracoke Inlet. I trust that the article will be posted among the
Committee's materials for each member to read.

Over the next few days I will attempt to write down and forward other
germaine points about my winter at Oregon Inlet which time yesterday did
not allow. I would like to emphasize that I came to the meeting on my
initiative alone and not at the request or urging of any individual,
institution or group.

Populations of many waterbirds are declining around the world. Along the
Atlantic coast of the US, CAHA Nat'l Seashore is a critical link in the
annual cycle of declining, threatened and endangered species each day of
each year. I urge you to manage the Seashore in a comprehensive manner
which at all times conserves these fragile resources now and in the future.
I further urge the NPS to fund research such as took place at Oregon Inlet
during 2005-06 winter in order to understand better the critical importance
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of the Seashore.

Breeding season research is logistically simple and the dynamics are
largely understood for many species. The importance of wintering grounds,
staging areas, stop-over sites and migratory corridors is acknowledged, but
research is difficult and sparse, at least before electronic tagging.
Absent good research management outside of the breeding season is
difficult, but still critical. [I would assert that absent good research,
prudent management should be more protective or conservative lest errors
critical to declining or imperiled resources be made.]

Kindly advise if you have any questions or concerns that I might address.
I have copied Jim Fraser and suspect that I can say that he also would be
interested in answering any questions which you or your staff may have
about the Oregon Inlet study or other issues.

Best regards, Peter

Peter Doherty
leasttern@hotmail.com
Virginia Beach, VA 23451

(See attached file: PIPLOregonInNCarticle.pdf)

Get a free MP3 every day with the Spinner.com toolbar. Get It Now. 
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U.S. Geological Survey Manual 

502.3 - Fundamental Science Practices: Peer Review 

05/24/06 

OPR: Geospatial Information Office 

Instructions: This is a new Survey Manual (SM) chapter. It is an accompanying chapter to 
SM 502.1 - Fundamental Science Practices: Foundation Policy. 

1. Purpose and Scope. Peer review, as a cornerstone of scientific practice, validates and ensures 
the quality of published USGS science. This policy establishes the requirements for peer review 
of USGS information products and applies to all USGS scientific and technical information, 
whether it is published by the USGS or an outside entity.  

2. Authority. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and Department of the Interior (DOI) 
guidelines address means to safeguard both excellence and objectivity of science through peer 
review. 

A. OMB, Guidelines for Ensuring and Maximizing the Quality, Objectivity, Utility, and Integrity 
of Information Disseminated by Federal Agencies (February 22, 2002) 
B. OMB, Final Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review (December 16, 2004) 
C. DOI, Information Quality Guidelines Pursuant to Section 515 of the Treasury and General 
Government Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (October 2, 2002) 

3. References. 

A. SM 502.1 - Fundamental Science Practices: Foundation Policy 
B. SM 502.2 - Fundamental Science Practices: Planning and Conducting Data Collection and 
Research 
C. SM 502.4 - Fundamental Science Practices: Review, Approval, and Release of Information 
Products 
D. SM 205.18 - Authority to Approve Information Products 
E. SM 1100.6 - Use of Copyrighted Material in USGS Information Products 
F. 432-1.S1 - USGS General Records Disposition Schedule 
G. USGS, Guidelines for Ensuring the Quality of Information Disseminated to the Public 

4. Definitions. 

A. Information Product. An information product is the compilation of scientific communication 
or knowledge such as facts, data, or interpretations in any medium (for example, print, digital, or 
audiovisual) or form (including textual, numerical, graphical, and cartographic) to be 

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved,  
renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.
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disseminated to a defined audience or customer, scientific or nonscientific, internal or external 
(see SM 1100.1 and SM 1100.3). 

B. Peer Review. Also referred to as refereeing, technical peer review, or scientific peer review, 
peer review is scrutiny of work or ideas by one or more others (peers) who are sufficiently well 
qualified, who are without conflict of interest, and who are not associated with the work being 
performed. A peer is defined as one who is of equal standing with another; in science, the 
implication is that education and/or experience qualify one to comment on the work of others in 
a particular field of expertise. These persons may be internal or external to the organizational 
entity in which the review is conducted.  

5. Policy. Peer review is required for all information products, whether published and 
disseminated by the USGS or by an outside entity, and regardless of media (print, digital, 
audiovisual, or Web), if the work was funded, whole or in part, by the USGS or if USGS 
affiliation is identified with the authorship. In keeping with practices in the broader scientific 
community, directives from Government authorities, and USGS Fundamental Science Practices, 
the following is policy: 

A. Peer reviews must include at least two qualified scientists who have no stake in the outcome 
of the review, who are not associated with the work being performed, and who are without 
conflict of interest.  

B. Only peer-reviewed information products may be forwarded to an Approving Official for 
Bureau Approval for official release (see SM 502.4 and SM 205.18). Information products sent 
to an Approving Official must include a reconciliation document indicating how review 
comments were addressed.  

C. Articles for publication in a scientific journal must have first gone through the USGS peer 
review process, as outlined in this policy, and receive Bureau Approval for release prior to being 
submitted to the journal. 

D. Involvement of non-USGS authors does not allow USGS authors to bypass the USGS review 
and approval process. Conversely, USGS scientists who are authors in publications by outside 
entities, or where a non-USGS author is the lead, must comply with USGS review and approval 
processes first or the USGS scientist may not be listed as an author.  

E. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) requirements for peer review must be met (Final 
Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review). 

6. Responsibilities. Adherence to and accountability for this policy are the responsibility of 
employees at various organizational levels. The USGS recognizes the primary responsibility of 
scientists and their supervisors in developing information products that adhere to this policy. 
Specific responsibilities are as follows: 
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A. Associate Directors. Associate Directors set policy for USGS peer review practices. They 
collaborate with Regional Directors regarding the content and application of consistent USGS 
peer review practices.  

B. Regional Directors. Regional Directors execute the policies and practices governing peer 
review and are accountable for compliance by those in their lines of authority. They collaborate 
with Associate Directors regarding the content and application of consistent USGS peer review 
practices. 

C. Science Center Managers. Science Center (Cost Center) Mangers or their equivalent ensure 
that an accepted and consistent peer review process is in place within their unit. They appoint 
qualified peer reviewers for the work conducted by scientists they supervise. They ensure that 
only properly peer reviewed products are forwarded to delegated Approving Officials for 
approval and release (see SM 502.4 and SM 205.18). Managers ensure that archival records 
related to peer review are maintained in their center. 

D. Approving Officials. Approving Officials, as delegated (see SM 205.18), ensure that USGS 
standards for scientific quality are met by confirming that peer review requirements are met in 
accordance with this policy and its guidelines and by conducting a policy review (see SM 502.4) 
of information products before approving them for release. They also ensure that authors have 
adequately addressed review comments (that is, a reconciliation document is part of the approval 
package). 

E. Authors. Authors support the peer review process by suggesting or nominating qualified peer 
reviewers to science center managers for their own work and the work of other USGS scientists 
and by participating in peer review of the work of others (see "Guidelines" below). 

F. Geospatial Information Office. The Geospatial Information Office maintains the policy 
documents and procedures that pertain to USGS Fundamental Science Practices. 

7. Guidelines for Peer Review. The following information provides additional guidance to 
ensure that peer review requirements are met:  

A. Reviewer Selection. Qualified reviewers must be true peers, must not be associated with the 
work being performed, and should be selected for their relevant scientific and technical 
expertise, including those who may apply different methods of study to related scientific 
questions. Peer reviewers should be sought outside a scientist's own discipline where 
appropriate. Reviewers should be able to ensure that the science is effectively presented with the 
intended audience in mind and be cognizant of controversial or high-visibility issues that may be 
relevant to public policy. Guidance on peer review selection for "highly influential scientific 
assessments," as defined by the Office of Management and Budget, is found in OMB, Final 
Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review.  

B. Number of Reviewers. Two peer reviews by qualified scientists are mandatory for all 
information products. One reviewer must be from outside the originating office; the other may be 
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from the originating office of the information product. Additional peer review may be necessary, 
depending on the scientific complexity of the product and the intended audience.  

C. Reviewer Ethics and Conduct. USGS pursues vigorous and open peer review of its science 
and its information products. Issues related to scientific excellence, objectivity, integrity, and 
conflict of interest are dealt with in accord with established DOI and USGS codes of scientific 
conduct.  

D. Non disclosure prior to publication. In agreeing to be a peer reviewer for a USGS information 
product, reviewers must agree to be bound by the strictest scientific ethics in ensuring 
confidentiality of the science that is being reviewed and to not disclose or divulge any results or 
conclusions, or to make any public statements regarding the science before it is published and 
released. 

E. Documentation and Records. Review and approval records for published USGS information 
products and for information products and articles published by outside sources include 
information such as author, title, purpose, publishing media, and signatures for peer review, 
editorial review, delegated Bureau Approval, and other appropriate USGS and outside source 
review and approval concurrences. Included as well is the consent or permission of the copyright 
owner for using copyrighted materials in USGS information products and articles (see SM 
1100.6). These records are part of the official record and are archived in accordance with USGS 
Records Disposition Schedule requirements (see SM 432-1.S1, Chapter 1300) at the originating 
office.   
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