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Wildlife Action Plans for All

56 States & Territories

A Strategy for MIsSISSIPPI'S

Fish and B e 2005 - 2015

Wildlife A Comprehensive
Resources Wildlife Conservation
Strategy for Georgia

york state

niehensive Wildlife Conservaﬁon Stra

VERSION T

Cosrdinnted by the
Firhmrias and Parks

artment of Wild]

INAL SUBMISSION DR/
FINAL SUBMISSION DRAFT 2003

MARYLAND
WILDLIFE DIVERSITY
CONSERVATION PLAN

pre

Florida’s
Wildlife Legacy
Initiative

ot Natural
ervation Partn:

Keeping Common
Species Common

Florida Fish and Wildife
Carsorvatlon Coi
Visit: WyFWC.com/wildlifelegacy

0.
af the State of iscinsipp

Conserving COMPREHENSIVE WILDLIFE
New York’s CONSERVATION STRATEGY

ia,
e

Cornprehiensive Wildiife Conservation Strategy
For New Mexlco

soptemvar 21, 200

HAWAIS COMPREHENSIVE
WILDLIFE CONSERVATION
STRATEGY

ComprERENSIVE W ATION STRATEGY
20052010

New Hampshire’s
Wildlife Action Plan

AW AN PN IRE PN AND GANE EPAATMENT

CONSERVING
ALABAMA’S WILDLIFE

A COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGY




Our Challenge

If we can’t prove our conservation
actions are effective...
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... then Society will allocate scarce
resources elsewhere.



Need for Measures

% Improve Conservation
Effectiveness

» Demonstrate Success to
Administration & Congress

% Maintain/Enhance Public
Support



¢+ Tara Bergeson (WIDNR)
% Chris Burkett (VDGIF)

s Wendy Connally (TPWD)

% Faith Balch (MNDNR)

» Tracey Tomajer (NYDEC)

¢ Eric Rickerson (ODFW)

. Mark Humpert (AFWA)

¢ Terra Rentz (AFWA)

» Karl Hess (USFWS)

. Amielle DeWan (DOW)

% Tess Present (NAS)

: Shelley Green (TNC)

% Mary Klein (NatureServe)
s Mathew Birnbaum (NFWF)
+ Bob Berg (Consultant)

: Nick Salafsky (FOS)

¢ Caroline Stem (FOS)



 Sept '09 — Working Group Formed
* Dec’09 — Workshop 1

* Jan’10 — Sub-committees Formed
* Mar’10-Interim Report at NA

% Apr’10 — Workshop 2

* June’l0 — Piloting In States

“ Ju
¥ Se

y’10 — Workshop 3

'WW Committee

01’10 — Report to |



Develop and test a measures
framework for assessing the
effectiveness of conservation
actions funded through the State
and Tribal Wildlife Grants and
potentially Wildlife Action Plans.




‘will not impose an
effectiveness
measurement system on
the states, but rather
make best practice
recommendations that
states can choose to use
if desired”

(aka voluntary)




Subcommittees

S I\/Ieasures

% |dentify a process for assessing the
effectiveness of conservation actions using
results chains

% Develop results and measures for common
actions used by States

% Rollout

% Pllot test these measures
% Develop an outreach plan to key stakeholders



Subcommittees

T Systems

% Review and make recommendations for IT
systems that can be used to track measures

*Wildlife Action Plans

% Develop a framework / measures for assessing
the overall effectiveness of SWAPs



CMP Open Standards

Conservation Measures Partnership’s
Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation

Open Standards for the
Practice of Conservation

und far Maeurs/World Wildlfe Fund. Collaba-
, Enterprise Works VITA. Foundatians of

Developed by leading orgs &
agencies

Draws on many fields

Open source &
common language

Used around the world

e [Lakes Ontario & Huron

e TNC Preserves

Swedish National Parks
Donor Funding Programs
Academic Training






Effectiveness Measures

Linking Actions to Impacts

Impacts

Outcomes

Level of confidence
Time to see an impact

Outputs

Costs of measuring change —=—>
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Mockup of Report

Effectiveness of Outreach
Efforts to Resource Users

What Does This Include?

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Phasellus lacinia
eres non uma malesuada cursus. Pellentesque habitant morbi tnstique
senectus et netus et malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Proin arcu.

How Do We Measure Effectiveness?

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Mauris et nulla
tellus, sed malesuada augue. Aliquam euismod dignissim sollicitudin.
Curabitur eu tellus nisl. Vestibulum interdum, elit vel consectetur
scelerisque, magna lectus tincidunt justo, pulvinar eleifend leo nibh
bibendum orci.

Pellentesque libero dolor, lobortis sollicitudin condimentum sed,
hendrent at massa. Etiam arcu dui, molestie non omare ac, elementum
at tellus. Curabitur a mauris quam, ac ultricies orci.

Progress to Date
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115 outreach grants to 28 states were made from 2008- '.Tﬂ’.ﬁ‘.‘f.’l- -
2010. The majority of those led to changes in attitudes B, ots g
and practices important for the survival of species of

greatest conservation need.

Internal Management Measures

85% of outreach efforts explicitly identified target audience,
message, & appropriate media
45% of outreach efforts involved a formal audience analysis

Effectiveness of Outreach Efforts
A 1% of those reached have attitudes/values desired

f 60% of projects show a marked reduction in key threats
being addressed by outreach efforts

For more info: www.swadb.org/outreach-key-resource-users/

63% of those reached are taking actions to decrease threats
to species of greatest conservation need

Where Do We Go From Here?

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Fusce sit amet
mi risus, vitae varus magna. Phasellus ac leo ut nisi mattis dictum a a
urna. Ut in tellus id augue tempor posuere. Vestibulum dolor augue,
fringilla in hendrent a, tempus tincidunt uma. Maecenas tincidunt
ormare purus, nec tincidunt dui.

Funding Meeds for Outreach to Key Resource Users %, Audiences Where We
Recewed, Reached Meed to Be
2,300,000

-

Stories from the Field

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur
adipiscing elit. Sed tincidunt rutrum consectetur.
Maunis quis augue leo. Curabitur diam tellus,
porttitor semper laoreet sed, elementum at orci.
Mulla lobortis sollicitudin felis, et fermentum
maurs aliquam ut.

Aenean elementum porttitor nisl, sit amet
molestie ligula viverra vel. Mauns lectus enim,

ultricies vitae tincidunt id,

dapibus sit amet diam. Aliquam
Questions

ut lacus feugiat felis aliquam
commodo at ac justo. In a massa

? Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Cras

* yulputate mattis?

risus. Nam dui diam, lacinia id.
9 Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Morbi
* diam urna, hendrerit?




State Pilots

- 5 Pilots (MN, WI, TX, VA, NY) &
5 Micro-pilots (FL, MO, NE, AK, GA)

. Test 4 Results Chains

- Data Period 2005-2010

- Survey Monkey

- Data Synthesis & Analysis






= .Results Chain Example

Ban is DDT no Decreased Eggshell Increased Bald eagle
effectively longer used bioaccumulation thickness reproductive populations
implemented in agriculture of DDT increases productivity increase

Bald eagle
delisted

Figure 1. Key to results chains

KEY
' ~, { Conservation Direct Threat | |Intermediate
Strategy ;@ Resull [ Results ]




Predator
Exclosure

f,{

,{

Conservation
Target

Reduced
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Assessing the Effectiveness
of State Wildlife Grants

What is Effectiveness?

Exlosures at Piping

Lcu_r-::.m ipsum doln_r 5|.l amet, consectetuer Examples of Diréct

adipiscing elit. Duis velit metus, suscipit at, Protection Grants Plover Nesting Sites
pravida egel, eleifend vitae, massa,

Maecenas luctus, dolor sed nonummy . M=t A
vilputate, lectus diam tempor ante, at -
hendrerit mavris ligula at dolor, Mulla @ .

auctor condimentum ligula. Vestibulum ut
vielt vitae odio aliquet pharetra, Phasellus
blandit rutrum risus.

rotection of Leaping
Lemur Lekking Sites

How Do We Measure
Effectiveness?

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetuer
adipiscing elit. Duis velit metus, suscipit at,
pravida eget, eleifend vitae, massa. Maecenas
luctus, dolor sed nonummy vulpulate, lecius
diam tempor ante, at hendrerit mauris ligula
at dolor.

Sed iaculis accumsan libero. Suspendisse
pede. Pracsent ulirices dolor nec erat. Mullam
malesuada luctus mrpis. Phasellus eu felis.
Sed hendrerit. Phasellus maitis, nisl ew
commade faucibus, tortor lacus tincidunt mi,
sed vehicula magna purus in ligula. Mauris
libero nulla, lobortis sed, placerat vel,
tincidunt vitae, velit. Phasellus mauris. Sed
egel nisi non mi vestibulum congue.
Westibulum ultrices cleifend augue. Ut
wviehicula neque. Curabitur eu risus ut massa
condimentum cursus. Cras viverra purns
mollis magna. Curabitur ac enim nec lectus
sodales eleifend. Proin ipsum. Aenean eget
eros, Cum socis natoque penatibus et magnis
dis parturient montes, nascetur ridiculus mus.

14

Gating of Bat
Hibemation Caves

A Focus on Direct Protection

—
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37 grants averaging $70,000 were made for direct protection work in 7 states
with species including piping plover, spotled bals, and leaping lemurs. The
teams reported the following results based on the above indicators:

#'s of exclosures established = 245
Avg cost per exclosure = $8,4T75

A Rate of human access = T8% avg reduction after exclosure built

A Rate of predator access = 34% avg reduction after exclosure built
& Rate of predator distrubance = Data not yet available

A Relevant SGCN populations have increased by 7% at key siles

Go to www.swidatabase org/directprotect for full details including state-by-state info

vulputate, lectus diam fempor ante, at
hendrerit mauris ligula at dolor.

» Challenges Ahead
i | Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetuer
O addipiscing elit. Duis velit metus, suscipit at,
g oo I v Bt gravida eget, eleifend vitag, massa,
3 VRO Maecenas luctus, dolor sed nonwmmy
; )
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