Habitat management for multiple wetland bird ) )
objectives on National Wildlife Refuges Wetland Bird Habitat: Problem Statement

+ THINK GLOBALLY, ACT LOCALLY!!

+ Maximize refuge contribution to Regional and Flyway
wetland bird populations.

+ Decision: Determine optimal management actions in

wetland habitats for wetland birds at the field stations.

+ Decision Makers: Field station staff
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Alternatives for Portfolio

Potential Refuge Specific Management + Identified Objectives
Actions Used in Wetlands: o i
¢ Identified Actions
Drawdown

Flooding + Use a Model to Link them
Mowing

Herbicide treatment

Disking,

Predator control

Access control,

Combination of actions,
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Biological results from actions
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Best Choice To be addressed in the Next Ste

NEXT STEPS NEXT STEPS

Utilize existing databases where appropriate Determine costs associated with developing the model
Fully develop working decision model
Utilize existing databases where appropriate
Test and revise the model
Peer review of the model
Presentation to the regional office (Chiefs, Supervisors
and Planners) and mig birds.
Presentation to the Refuge Managers and Biologists.
Model available for Refuges to use.
Incorporate model into CCPs, HMPs, etc
Develop a waterbird monitoring program and database to
inform the decision framework — in progress, will
. i i i participate in team
Incorporate into the Biological Foundations Explore tweeking the decision structure to be applied to
Course other refuge management decision needs
The Region must provide species goals and priorities to
field stations.

Presentation to the regional office (Chiefs,
Supervisors and Planners) and mig birds.
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Develop a waterbird monitoring program an
database to inform the decision framework — in
progress, will participate in team
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Thank You.

Today
Within a month Eric Lonsdorf — Coach

Through contracts Mark Seamans - Apprentice

Refuge Managers: Louis Hinds
before March
& Maggie Anderson
April — May
rd, JV,

Biologists: Candy Chambers
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Maggie’s lessons learned....

Lessons Learned

¢ Value of SDM Process

— Transparent process -documents decisions made

— Logical

— Indentifies uncertainties ¢ Hurdles of SDM Process

— Prioritizes important points of the process — “It’s tough to teach old dogs new tricks”
SDM process brought out the commonalities of how (Lou Hinds, 2008)
decisions are made g
Defensible — Service commitment to SDM (longevity?)
B:’sﬁgss is important for planning CCPs and step down — Modeling experts are needed in development
Documents historical knowledge of decisions — Learning curve
Provides basis of historical record (thought process) — Difference between understanding the process
Reinforces the NWRS connectivity .
Clarifies objectives vs. accepting the process
Accomplished A LOT in one week! — Time commitment to implement
Time efficient

More lessons learned....




