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Executive Summary 
 
Background 
As habitats are increasingly altered and wildlife populations impacted by human activities, more species 
are being actively managed on some level to combat the risks of small population size and other threats. 
This has led to a new term among conservationists ς Intensively Managed Populations (IMPs). Intensive 
population management is one facet of biodiversity conservation and can occur in a variety of settings, 
from populations managed solely in field situations to those populations managed primarily within zoos 
and aquariums. Although potentially a powerful tool for species conservation, intensive population 
management is falling short of its potential. Zoos hold only about 20-25% of the mammalian and avian 
species identified by the IUCN to be at some level of conservation risk, and the numbers are much lower 
for reptiles and amphibians (Conde et alΦ нлммύΦ hŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƘŜƭŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ 
zoos and aquariums, about one half consist of fewer than 50 individuals among all ISIS members. Recent 
analyses by EAZA, AZA and ZAA indicate that most zoo populations are not being managed at adequate 
population sizes, reproductive rates, genetic diversity levels, and projected long-term viability that 
would allow them to contribute positively to species conservation. 
 
Workshop Process 
In December 2010 a workshop on the intensive management of populations for conservation was 
hosted by the San Diego Zoo. Organized and facilitated by CBSG, the workshop was attended by 42 zoo 
professionals, academics and field biologists from 12 countries spanning 8 regional zoo associations 
(ALPZA, AMACZOOA, AZA, EAZA, JAZA, SAZARC, SEAZA, ZAA) as well as from WAZA, ISIS, CBSG, 
Amphibian Ark and the Botanic Gardens Conservation International. This workshop developed in 
response to working group discussions on ex situ population management at the 2008, 2009 and 2010 
CBSG Annual Meetings centering on the growing concern among regional zoo associations regarding the 
lack of sustainability for a majority of populations under their care and the low potential for these 
populations to contribute to species conservation. The purpose of the workshop was to address the 
challenge of ensuring that intensive population management contributes to integrated and holistic 
conservation plans that result in species living within healthy ecosystems in evolving communities. 
 
This workshop focused its discussions on those ex situ populations that are being intensively managed 
for the conservation of their species. It was recognized that zoo populations also serve important 
educational, aesthetic, and cultural values, but these roles of zoos do not necessarily involve the 
maintenance of threatened taxa and are outside the scope of this workshop. Plenary presentations 
summarized the history of population management, current status and issues of concern, and potential 
new strategies and philosophies under consideration. A vision statement was discussed and primary 
goals developed that supported a refocusing of zoos and aquariums on species conservation and 
recognized that population management occurs over a broad continuum of intensity, scale, location and 
investment of resources. Increased collaboration between the ex situ and in situ conservation 
communities will be needed to develop true conservation plans for species that integrate the efforts of 
these two communities and increase the overall effectiveness of conservation activities. 
 
A vision statement for the intensive management of populations for conservation was drafted by a 
working group at the 2010 CBSG annual meeting in Cologne. This draft vision was presented and 
discussed at the IMP workshop and accepted in principle by the workshop participants: 
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To preserve biodiversity, the global conservation community commits to providing the level of 
intervention necessary to prevent the extinction of species. Intensive population management 
(including, but not limited to management within zoos and aquariums, botanic gardens, other 
propagation centers, closely managed reserves, and genome banks) is effective (only) when 
integrated with other conservation measures within an overall species conservation strategy that 
fully addresses the threats to the species, using the best available science, technology, and practices. 
We work toward a world in which all species can live within healthy ecosystems as part of evolving 
communities, without the need for continued human intervention. 

 
Five working groups tackled various aspects of intensive population management by zoos and 
aquariums for species conservation, from identifying priority species for management, to improving 
management effectiveness and increasing collaboration. These groups identified challenges and 
developed goals, objectives and actions related to species assessment and prioritization, IMP program 
design, different types of management programs, management of multiple interacting populations, 
integration of stakeholders and management activities in species conservation, and promoting a 
paradigm shift in transforming zoos into conservation centers. Many projects, workshops, activities, 
tools, databases, and population management efforts were recommended, many of which already have 
been initiated (see Section 10 of this report for summary tables of recommended actions).  
 
Recommendations 
The following goal encapsulates much of what participants believe we need to achieve: 
 

The world zoo and aquarium communities are, and are acknowledged as, effective conservation 
partners in the context of integrated conservation strategies that include intensive population 
management. 

 
To work toward this goal, we must: 

¶ Change the current paradigm of the ways zoos and aquariums contribute to species conservation 
by committing to conservation missions and adopting appropriate business models to achieve this.  
 

¶ Incorporate intensively managed populations as potential effective conservation tools into holistic 
species conservation strategies, increase collaboration with conservation partners, and improve 
overall understanding of the role and function of IMPs in species conservation. 
 

¶ Improve the viability and success of long-term IMP programs, ensuring that each species has a 
precise and appropriate management plan and adequate resources to achieve its defined role(s). 
 

¶ Improve the success of species conservation programs by optimally utilizing populations along a 
management continuum, including exploration of alternative approaches to intensive population 
management and expanding metapopulation strategies for managing multiple populations 
effectively. 

 
Next Steps 
Putting the workshop recommendations into action to achieve success will require concerted efforts by 
zoo associations, zoos and aquariums, and individuals. Efforts are already underway to implement some 
of the necessary changes and activities identified at the workshop. This workshop report hopefully will 
serve as a guiding reference upon which future population management innovations may build. The 
scope and urgency of the species conservation crisis obligates us to move ahead as quickly as possible. 
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Overview of the Problem and Plenary Presentations   
 
 
INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT OF POPULATIONS FOR CONSERVATION 
(adapted from Baker et al. 2011) 
 
²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ŀƴ άLƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜƭȅ aŀƴŀƎŜŘ tƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴέΚ 
As habitats are increasingly altered and wildlife populations impacted by human activities, more species 
are being actively managed to assure their persistence. This has led to a new term among 
conservationists ς Intensively Managed Populations (IMPs). An IMP is one that is dependent on human 
care at the individual and population level for its persistence (Fig. 1). Ex situ populations that depend on 
managers for food, medical treatment, living space, protection from predation, and access to mates are 
clearly intensively managed. Some wild populations are reliant on at least some of these kinds of 
individual care and would also fall within the scope of IMPs. Populations living without regular 
intervention for individuals but requiring management at the population level (e.g. protection from 
poaching) or habitats will often be άƭƛƎƘǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘέ ƻǊ άŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘέ ό/ƻƻƪ нлмлύΦ 
 

 
 
The opportunity for zoos 
The opportunity for zoological institutions to contribute to species conservation through the long-term 
maintenance of populations is very large. The more than 800 zoos and aquariums that are members of 
the International Species Information System (ISIS) currently hold more than 600,000 living specimens of 
about 4,000 species of vertebrates. Of these populations, 18% are currently for those species identified 
at some level of conservation risk in the wild. For mammals and birds, zoos hold about one-fifth to one-
quarter of the species identified by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) as 
threatened, while the numbers are much lower for reptiles and amphibians (Conde et al. 2011). 
However, for about half of these threatened species, the total number of individuals held in all ISIS zoos 
is fewer than 50 specimens, a size below which conservationists do not consider a population to be 
viable for even the short term. 
 
Concerns regarding the sustainability and not fully realized conservation potential of these zoo 
populations led to this workshop on the use of intensively managed populations for species 
conservation. The purpose of the workshop is to address the challenge of ensuring that intensive 
population management contributes to species living within healthy ecosystems in evolving 

Figure 1. Intersections of biodiversity 
conservation, ex situ zoological and botanical 
institutions and intensive management of 
populations, with examples of the activities 
that fall within each region. The center of 
overlap between all three circles contains 
those ex situ populations that are being 
managed intensively to help achieve their 
conservation. That region plus the intensively 
managed wild populations constitutes the 
focus of the discussions on the use of IMPs for 
conservation. 
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communities. Although zoo populations also serve important educational, aesthetic and cultural values, 
these roles do not necessarily involve the maintenance of threatened taxa. Efficient use of resources 
might require that zoo populations that are used for educational and display purposes also be breeding 
populations of species needing protection (Conway 2011), and in those cases the management of the 
populations must be adequate for achieving the species conservation goals as well as the exhibit goals. 
 
The challenges 
Regional zoo associations coordinate the collaborative management of about 800 species, in programs 
such as the Species Survival Plan (SSP) of the Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) in North America, 
the European Endangered Species Programme (EEP) of the European Association of Zoos and Aquaria 
(EAZA), the Australasian Species Management Programme (ASMP) of the Zoo and Aquarium Association 
(ZAA) Australasia, and others. Often, however, these populations are managed in isolation and ex situ 
efforts often are not integrated with in situ conservation needs or activities, even for endangered 
species. Although we in the zoo community have convinced ourselves, our staff and our public that our 
managed programs serve important conservation roles for those species, rarely is this the case. 
 
Population goals for managed taxa are usually defined in terms of genetics and demographics, rather 
than in terms of supporting species conservation. Even given these limited goals, most managed zoo 
populations are not sustainable. Recent analyses show that most of these populations are not currently 
being managed at the numbers of individuals, reliability and predictability of reproduction and levels of 
genetic diversity required to assure that they can contribute to species conservation. Rather than 
ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŀǊŜ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ άŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜέ ƭŜǾŜls of decay, 
instead of for truly sustainable, resilient and adaptable populations that will be available and suitable to 
serve conservation needs in the future. Not surprisingly, some colleagues within the conservation and 
scientific community do not see the conservation value of intensively managed ex situ populations. 
 
Zoos can become and be seen as very powerful forces for species conservation, not only through the 
significant resources that they direct towards field conservation programs, but also through the direct 
conservation roles of the populations managed within their collections. Reaching this goal will require 
strategic assessment, planning and action, and this will occur only if zoos shift their focus from managing 
facilities as places with animals that also do some conservation, to managing themselves as conservation 
organizations that support ex situ animal populations in order to reach conservation goals (Fig. 2). The 
World Zoo and Aquarium Conservation Strategy identifies conservation as the primary purpose for 
modern zoological institutions. However, most zoos are still managed in ways that demonstrate that 
they are focused first on exhibition; they attend to conservation only when resources permit or when 
the conservation serves the other goals of the institution. 
 
Changing the paradigm 
Effecting this shift will not be easy and will require that zoos change a number of current practices and 
paradigms. At the outset they need to work more collaboratively with others in the conservation 
community, working together to assess species for their full range of conservation needs and developing 
holistic species management plans. There are a few shining examples of collaboration between Taxon 
Advisory Groups (TAGs) of regional zoo associations and the IUCN/SSC Specialist Groups; this type of 
interaction needs to be expanded. The networks of taxon conservation experts in the IUCN/SSC 
Specialist Groups should be best able to identify which taxa require intensive management as part of the 
species conservation strategies. However, they are unlikely to provide that guidance unless they view 
the zoo community as effective partners in conservation. Achieving that level of confidence in the role of 
zoos in species conservation will require changes in both the practices and the perception of zoos. 
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Methods are needed to assess the need and value for intensive management and also for prioritizing 
these taxa; factors to be taken into account include existing expertise, capabilities, resources and 
likelihood of success. This cannot be accomplished without reaching outside of the ex situ community to 
embrace other stakeholders, including field biologists, academics, regional and global conservation 
organizations and interdisciplinary specialists such as sociologists. 
 
With clear goals defined by holistic species management plans, ex situ programs will need to be refined 
and restructured to maximize success. The traditional approach of trying to sustain zoo populations only 
through breeding within exhibition programs will be sufficient for only a relatively small number of 
species ς those that are so popular that large exhibit populations will be maintained, that breed readily 
in exhibit facilities with little need for specialized facilities, and that are easy to transport and amenable 
to periodic rearrangement of social groups. For the remaining species, a broader range of population 
management strategies needs to be considered along a management continuum (Conway 2011). For 
some species, this may mean Global Species Management Plans (GSMPs) administered by WAZA. For 
others, it may mean placing breeding individuals into specialized breeding facilities, while ensuring that 
exhibit needs can be met with non-breeding animals. For yet others, it may mean exploring the concept 
of extractive reserves, a strategy that the aquarium community is already developing. 
 
Accomplishing the above will require additional resources and has implications for how ex situ 
institutions structure their financial plans. We will need to better understand our business models, 
questioning assumptions about what we believe may negatively impact our ability to manage species 
effectively. For example, zoos often assume that the public wants to see a huge variety of species and 
that if species collections are similar from zoo to zoo, then attendance will suffer. We assume that 
exhibits need to be large and elaborate to be successful. These assumptions need to be tested, as they 
impact our ability to develop business plans that expand our ability to adequately resource intensive 
population management in support of conservation goals. 
 
There are a number of factors that have contributed to a lack of success for many IMPs. Common 
problems include lack of necessary husbandry expertise, regulatory obstacles, space limitations, 
inadequate founder base, and lack of institutional commitment, exacerbated by poor communication 
among staff and lack of accountability for those responsible for implementation of recommendations. 
None of these obstacles is insurmountable, but overcoming them will require commitment to change. 
The scope and urgency of the species conservation crisis obligates us to move ahead as quickly as 
possible. 

Figure 2. The desired and expected shifts of 
emphasis among roles. Ex situ facilities have 
the capacity and responsibility to focus more 
of their resources on actions that directly lead 
to improved species conservation (arrow A). 
Moreover, to be able to sustain also exhibit 
populations for other purposes, increased 
management will be needed for those ex situ 
populations that will not be easily replaceable 
(arrow B). As wild environments continue to 
be degraded by increasing human activities, it 
is expected that more species conservation will 
require coordinated intensive management of 
both ex situ and in situ populations (arrow C). 
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LIST OF PLENARY RESENTERS AND TOPICS 
(ppt pdfs available on the IMP Workshop Report portal site) 
 

1. Jonathan Ballou: Philosophy, history and current methods for pedigree-based management of 
breeding programs 

2. Robert [ŀŎȅΥ {ǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ 
3. Kathy Traylor-Holzer: Status of managed species in regional zoo associations 
4. Caroline Lees: Zoo population sustainability 
5. Danny de Man: Evaluation of self-sustainability of EAZA bird and mammal programs 
6. Sarah Long: Status of AZA cooperatively managed populations 
7. Nate Flesness: Space allotted in managed programs for at-risk species and ZIMS potential 
8. Lisa Faust: PMCTrack ς evaluating recommendation outcomes for AZA managed programs 
9. David Wildt: Conservation Centers for Species Survival (C2S2) 
10. Bob Lacy: Open-population meta-management 
11. Kay Havens: Botanic garden approaches to saving plant species 
12. Richard GibsonΥ !ƳǇƘƛōƛŀƴ !ǊƪΩǎ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀssessment process 
13. Kristin Leus: Revision of IUCN Technical Guidelines on the Management of Ex Situ Populations for 

Conservation 
14. Kathy Traylor-Holzer: Integrated species conservation planning 

 
 

Presentation 1:  Philosophy, History and Current Methods for Pedigree-based Management of 
Breeding Programs 

Jonathan Ballou, Smithsonian Conservation Biology Institute, Washington, DC, USA 

The science of population management for captive populations continues to evolve to take into 
consideration the variety of life history strategies, mating systems, and management strategies that 
characterize the diversity of species we hold in our collections. Genetic management originally focused 
in the 1970s on simply minimizing inbreeding, it evolved in the 1980s to considerations of equalizing 
founder contributions, and finally in the 1990s minimizing average mean kinship was considered the 
most appropriate strategy, as it still is today. However, genetic management of these populations has 
always struggled with incomplete information: uncertainty of sires; groups in which animals cannot be 
individually identified; groups in which matings between specific individuals cannot be managed, etc. 
The recent release of the software PMx has increased our ability to begin to deal with some of these 
uncertainties. We now can analyze population data that includes data on multiple possible sires, each 
with its probability of being the sire, or data on species for which sexual mating systems is not the norm 
(e.g., invertebrates), and on species managed as groups, in which individuals are not uniquely identified 
(e.g., fish in a tank). These tools will enable us to better manage many species that we have not been 
able to manage effectively in the past. 
 
 

Presentation 2:  {ǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƭŘΩǎ Species 

Robert Lacy, IUCN SSC CBSG & Chicago Zoological Society, Brookfield, IL, USA 

A brief overview was provided ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƭŘΩǎ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ Wildlife in A Changing 
World: An analysis of the 2008 IUCN Red List of Threatened Species (ed. by J-C. Vie, C. Hilton-Taylor and 
S. Stuart). The number of species assessed as threatened increases each year; at least 38% of the 44,837 
species assessed have been classified as threatened (see IUCN report for detailed status and threat data 
by taxonomic classification). 
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Presentation 3:  Status of Managed Species in Regional Zoo Associations 

Kathy Traylor-Holzer, IUCN SSC Conservation Breeding Specialist Group, Apple Valley, MN, USA 

The number of threatened vertebrate species continues to increase, as does the need for intensive 
population management. While not appropriate for all threatened species, effective intensive 
ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ Ȋƻƻǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǉǳŀǊƛǳƳǎ Ŏŀƴ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ Ǉƻsitive to species 
conservation. A database of 942 taxa with studbooks and/or management programs was compiled to 
understand the characteristics of currently managed species and as a tool for identifying management 
opportunities. Threatened species (based on the IUCN Red List category of threat = EW, CR, EN or VU) 
account for 48% of species managed by ALPZA, AMACZOOA, AZA, CAZG, CZA, EAZA, JAZA, PAAZAB, 
SEAZA, ZAA, WAZA, and AArk programs. While managed populations are heavily represented by 
mammals and birds (76% of all managed species), those herp and fish species that are managed are 
more likely to be threatened, suggesting that conservation need may play a greater role in species 
selection for these taxonomic groups. Most taxa are only managed in one region; only 10% of managed 
taxa are intensively managed in multiple regions. Regional differences exist in the number of programs, 
taxa, and management intensity. Those zoo associations that are new to intensive population 
management are focusing more on establishing studbooks and programs for threatened species.  
 
What about the species that we (the zoo and aquarium community) are not managing? {ƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǿŜ ōŜ 
intensively managing a greater number of threatened species? Intensive management is a potential tool 
that can contribute to species conservation. Hoffman et al. (2010) indicated that 26 species (9 
mammals, 15 birds, 2 amphibians) have seen status improvement in the wild with ex situ/  
reintroduction/translocation listed as a contributing factor. Currently, only about 9% of threatened 
vertebrate species are being managed even at the studbook level in zoos and aquariums. However, ex 
situ IMPs are not appropriate or beneficial for all threatened species, so it is difficult to know how well 
we are doing. Are we doing enough? What is the true size of the task (i.e., number of taxa that would 
benefit from ex situ management)? Do we focus on species before they reach a critical status in the 
wild? How do zoos balance zoo-focused vs. conservation-driven programs? What is our target/goal? 
These questions and more will need to be answered as we prioritize species for intensive management. 
 
 

Presentation 4:  Zoo Population Sustainability 

Caroline Lees and Jonathan Wilcken, IUCN SSC CBSG Australasia, Auckland, NEW ZEALAND 

The sustainability of zoo populations is explored. Sustainable populations are considered to be those 
ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘ άƛƴŘŜŦƛƴƛǘŜƭȅέ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŀύ self-
sustaining populations ς those with sufficient internal resources to persist without supplementation, or 
b) sustainable through supplementation ς able to be supported through an external resource capable of 
bearing the required harvest without itself becoming depleted. Under the criteria applied in the study, 
at least 9% of the populations tracked through international studbooks have the potential to fall into 
category a and 57% into category b. The standard goal for managing captive populations (retention of 
90% gene diversity for 100 years) is directed not towards sustainability as it is defined here, but towards 
ŀ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǘƛŎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΦ ¢ƘŜ 
appropriateness of this as a standard target is questioned. An analysis of 87 European and North 
American populations against standard targets associated with this 90 GD/100yr goal show that 
deterioration in population health is likely to be faster than planned. Sixty-seven percent of the 
populations studied were too small; 59% were based on too few founders; and 52% showed inadequate 
growth. This has particular implications for the sustainability of zoo populations in Australasia, where 
zoo space is limited and populations rely on ongoing supplementation from overseas captive programs. 
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Presentation 5:  Evaluation of Self-Sustainability of EAZA Bird and Mammal Programs 

Danny de Man, European Association of Zoos and Aquaria, Amsterdam, NETHERLANDS 
(in collaboration with Kristin Leus, Laurie Bingaman Lackey, William van Lint, Sanne Riewald, Anne 
Veldkamp and Joyce Wijmans) 

A rapid assessment of the self-sustainability of EAZA bird and mammal EEP and ESB populations was 
initiated in 2008 and 2009 in response to concerns arising from the EU Bird import ban triggered by 
avian flu. There is as yet no such ban for mammal populations, but various groups of mammals have 
already experienced transport restrictions in response to disease outbreaks such as blue tongue, BSE, 
foot and mouth disease, etc. A total of 91 bird and 177 mammal populations were analyzed. The SPARKS 
studbook datasets used for analysis were those submitted to ISIS that were no more than two years out 
of date. Only individuals in EAZA institutions were included in the analysis. This approach illustrates 
what can be achieved with only the individuals in EAZA member institutions. The degree of self-
sustainability of the populations was assessed based on 5 criteria:  1) Does the population have fewer 
than 50 total individuals?; 2) Is the proportion of breeding individuals of the total population less than 
25%?; 3) Is lambda less than 1?; 4) Is less than 85% pedigree known?; 5) Does the population contain 
fewer than 30 known founders? The table below shows the scores for each of the five self-sustainability 
criteria for the bird and mammal populations. For each population, a score card was completed showing 
how many of the self-sustainability criteria it failed. It could be concluded that 75% of bird programs and 
30% of mammal programs failed on three or more criteria. 
 

Criterion Birds Mammals 

1. Population < 50 living individuals: 36% 28% 

нΦ tǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ōǊŜŜŘƛƴƎ Җ нр҈Υ 73% 25% 

3. PM2000 growth rate <1 (= decline): 37% 16% 

4. Less than 85% of pedigree known: 78% 52% 

5. Less than 30 founders: 94% 85% 

 
Apart from the realizatƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ 9!½!Ωǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŦƻǊ ōƛǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƳƳŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎŜƭŦ-
sustainable, this analysis has led to another important realization. To be able to truly decide whether or 
ƴƻǘ 9!½!Ωǎ ōǊŜŜŘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭΣ ǿŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǿhether each population is 
self-sustainable, but whether each population is achieving its specific goals as outlined by the TAG in the 
Regional Collection Plan (RCP). This then leads to the realization that we lack a sufficiently sound basis 
for setting priorities and determining roles and targets in the RCPs.It is at present not clear: 

¶ which species would benefit from ex situ populations as part of their conservation strategy, and 
how to decide that in a standardized and transparent way; 

¶ how this decision-making process may vary depending on whether or not the species is 
threatened (and to what extent), whether or not the species is already in captivity, how feasible 
success is and what resources it would take; and 

¶ how the priorities for conservation and for other zoo roles (education, entertainment, research 
etc) should be balanced. 

 
In collaboration with other regional zoo organizations, WAZA, CBSG and other groups within the IUCN 
SSC, and other conservation organizations, EAZA therefore aims to play an active role in the various 
initiatives that are currently underway to create the necessary methods, tools and paradigm shifts to 
ensure that we increase our contribution to conservation through the intensive management of 
populations, and achieve more secure long term-populations for our collections. A more complete 
account of the methods, results and conclusions of this study can be found in Leus et al. 2011. 
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Presentation 6:  Status of Association of Zoos and Aquariums Cooperatively Managed 
Populations 

Sarah Long, AZA Population Management Center, Chicago, IL, USA 

The Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) is one of the many zoo associations worldwide that is 
undergoing a renewed focus on the sustainability of its managed populations. Maintaining demographic 
stability and gene diversity have long been a part of creating viable, cooperatively managed populations 
ƛƴ Ȋƻƻǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǉǳŀǊƛǳƳǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ !½!Ωǎ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎ {ǳǊǾƛǾŀƭ tƭŀƴϯ ό{{tύ ŀƴŘ tƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
Plan (PMP) Programs. In an attempt to characterize the viability of AZA managed populations, basic 
descriptive information was gathered from studbooks and management plans for 428 populations and 
demographic and genetic analyses conducted by the PMC have been summarized for 319 populations. 
Of particular interest are measures which provide insight into genetic and demographic health such as 
founding population size, current population size, proportion of animals breeding, and recent 
population growth rates.   
 
Of the AZA populations for which genetic calculations could be conducted (264), the median number of 
wild animals founding a population was 15, below the minimum 20 founders generally recommended to 
provide a good foundation of gene diversity. Approximately 38% of populations have a current gene 
diversity that falls below the 90% benchmark selected to represent the threshold between sufficient 
adaptive potential and increasing inbreeding risks. Of the 428 AZA Animal Programs with studbooks or 
published breeding and transfer plans, approximately 39% of populations are comprised of 50 or fewer 
individuals, with the median population size being 66 individuals. Recent growth rates (rates for the five 
years prior to the most recent PMC planning analyses) reveal that approximately 40% of AZA 
populations have been decreasing in size, 15% are stable, and more than 44% are increasing in 
population size. Proven breeders comprise approximately 25% of AZA populations (median Ne/N = 
0.25). In summary, while AZA populations range from very small and inbred to quite large and 
genetically diverse, the majority of AZA populations lie at the midpoint, making them vulnerable to 
random variations in birth/hatch and death rates or birth/hatch sex ratios, and more likely to rapidly 
lose gene diversity and encounter negative effects from inbreeding. In addition, non-biological 
constraints caused by logistical factors or lack of cooperation among participating zoos can further 
impede the success of populations as small as these.  
 
The zoo community needs to critically examine the species held in zoos and aquariums, select species 
which are most important for achieving their missions (e.g., conservation efforts, education goals, 
exhibit needs) and take action to ensure that these important populations persist. Prioritizing space for 
selected species, creating new or improved breeding and holding facilities, improving the cooperative 
management process, improving husbandry, and increasing regional and global cooperation may all play 
a role in improving the viability of zoo and aquarium populations. 
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Presentation 7:  Space Allotted in Managed Programs for At-Risk Species and ZIMS Potential 

Nate Flesness, International Species Information System, Eagan, MN, USA 

As of 2010, ISIS tracks about 650,000 live individuals and about 350,000 more in groups, for a total of 
ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ ƻƴŜ Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƭƛǾŜ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊŘŜǊ ƻŦ Ϥулл ƻǊ ǎƻ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǘŀȄŀ ǿƛǘƘ άƳŀƴŀƎŜŘέ 
population programs active across the zoological regions. An optimistic guess is that the average 
population size of these managed populations is 100, so we have a crude optimistic estimate of ~80,000 
live animals in our managed populations. Others have found that about half of these taxa are At Risk 
ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ L¦/bΦ {ƻ ŀ άōŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾŜƭƻǇŜέ ǾŜǊȅ ŎǊǳŘŜ ŀƴŘ ǉǳƛŎƪ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ 
in managed populations of at-risk taxa, is 40,000. If true, that would be 4% of the animals in the 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŎŀǊŜ όǳǎƛƴƎ L{L{ ŎŜƴǎǳǎ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎύΦ These guestimates should be replaced by careful 
calculations (and will be addressed by other presentations), but the overall trend is likely to be the 
same. The zoo community is having a real conservation impact through breeding programs, but this 
would seem a rather modest allocation of space and population management effort to taxa at risk.  
 
ISIS data provides a broad and unique look at these ~ one million live animal holdings in 800+ 
institutions. As we move to the new real-time integrated ZIMS software, ISIS is looking for practical ideas 
for reports, graphs and analyses that ZIMS could deliver, which would help institutions and regions 
assess sustainability and focus areas of their collections. ISIS welcomes suggestions at any time. ZIMS 
will offer substantial visibility among a broad group of institutional staff, and may be able to assist in 
encouraging wider implementation of recommendations from national, regional, or global viewpoints. 
 
 

Presentation 8:  PMCTrack ς Evaluating Recommendation Outcomes for AZA Programs 

Lisa Faust, Lincoln Park Zoo, Chicago, IL, USA 

PMCTrack is a web-based database and monitoring system designed by Lincoln Park Zoo to evaluate the 
outcomes of breeding and transfer recommendations made through the Association of Zoos and 
Aquariums (AZA) Animal Programs such as Species Survival Plans (SSPs). PMCTrack provides the 
necessary tools and data to understand, monitor, and improve AZA's cooperative population 
management system. The knowledge gained through this monitoring should ultimately improve the 
long-term viability of populations of animals held at AZA zoos and aquariums. 

Since 2000, the AZA Population Management Center has issued thousands of SSP breeding and transfer 
recommendations to hundreds of institutions; however there is no systematic evaluation of the 
recommendation outcomes. Was an animal actually transferred? Was the pair put together to breed? If 
ŀ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘΣ ǿŀǎ ƛǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƭƻƎƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΣ ƻǊ 
reproductive problems with the animals themselves? To address these issues, the Lincoln Park Zoo and 
the PMC developed PMCTrack with a three-year Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) grant. 
PMCTrack is a web-based database and monitoring system designed to collect feedback and evaluate 
the outcomes of breeding and transfer recommendations. PMCTrack will provide the data necessary to 
ƳŀƪŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ !½!Ωǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎΦ  

PMCTrack compiles data on all previously published breeding and transfer plans. This historic data 
provides an understanding of the baseline rates of recommendation fulfillment. As more plans are 
completed in the future, PMCTrack will be used to pinpoint management challenges that need to be 
addressed, to track whether rates of recommendation fulfillment improve over time, and to understand 
more about each managed program, as well as how the AZA management system works across 
programs. The website (www.pmctrack.org) will be released in Fall 2011. 

http://www.pmctrack.org/
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Presentation 9:  Conservation Centers for Species Survival 

David Wildt, Smithsonian Conservation Biology Institute, Washington, DC, USA 

The Conservation Centers for Species Survival (C2S2) is a group of five AZA-accredited zoos that 
collectively manage more than 25,000 acres of land devoted to the survival of threatened species with 
special needs ς large land areas, natural group sizes and minimal public disturbance. C2S2 formed in 
2005 largely because it realized that the odds of having a bigger impact would be increased substantially 
through greater collaboration and sharing resources. By combining their scientific and management 
expertise, these centers excel in studying and creating self-sustaining ex situ and in situ populations of 
some of the woǊƭŘΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŜƴŘŀƴƎŜǊŜŘ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΦ In all cases, the goal is to generate information on 
animals and populations that directly benefits the species in nature. Currently, the five members are 
Fossil Rim Wildlife Center (TX), San Diego Zoo Global (CA), the Smithsonian Conservation Biology 
Institute (VA), the Wilds (OH), and the White Oak Conservation Center (FL).   
 
There are two emerging projects led by C2S2 that may partially address the sustainability crisis. The first 
project, Creating Sustainable Herd Populations Sustainably, looks at the ungulate population in AZA 
institutions. There is a need to step beyond traditional pedigree-based analysis to identify and explore 
other biological traits that contribute to adaptability, resiliency and ultimately population sustainability. 
By using four priority species, C2S2 is combining space and scientific research to create self-sustaining 
populations of rare ungulates while simultaneously determining the biological, resource and financial 
benefits of such a strategy. Secondly, the Cheetah Sustainability Program, looks at this charismatic 
conservation ambassador that is in great demand for exhibition, yet the ex situ population is not self-
sustaining. C2S2 has joined the Cheetah SSP, committing to managing large groups of cheetahs and 
improving breeding efficiency to achieve sustainability and making this species accessible to all 
interested AZA institutions for educational displays, while simultaneously supporting in situ conservation 
and ex situ/in situ research. As AZA-endorsed initiatives, it is likely that these approaches will stimulate 
ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ΨōǊŜŜŘƛƴƎ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ŀǎ ǎǇŀŎƛƻǳǎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΣ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ 
effective production of sustainable populations. For more information:  www.conservationcenters.org.  
 
 

Presentation 10:  Open-Population Meta-Management 

Robert Lacy, IUCN SSC CBSG & Chicago Zoological Society, Brookfield, IL, USA  

All that we have learned over the past few decades about inbreeding, adaptation to captivity, and loss of 
the diversity suggests that the concept of closed conservation breeding programs is a losing proposition 
ς one in which we try to minimize the damage, as we monitor our losses. To truly help conserve species, 
we need to stop trying to manage closed populations with goals such as retaining 90% of the starting 
diversity for 100 years (a goal that often unachievable and inadequate). We need instead to develop 
approaches that seek integrated management with wild populations, and have as goals to retain -- 
continually and into perpetuity -- healthy levels of genetic, behavioral, and physiological diversity as part 
of an overall conservation program for species. Programs for the Puerto Rican crested toad, golden lion 
tamarin and Karner blue butterfly are good examples of successful efforts to manage interacting 
populations both in situ and ex situ for the overall benefit to species conservation. 
 

http://www.conservationcenters.org/
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Presentation 11:  Botanic Garden Approaches to Saving Plant Species 

Kay Havens, Chicago Botanic Garden, Glencoe, IL, USA 

Many zoos, aquaria and botanic gardens share the same dual mandate, serving as a public attraction 
and serving as a conservation center. Ideally, our conservation role involves partnering in integrated 
conservation programs that support species survival in the wild. We also share many challenges: 
balancing our dual roles, strategically selecting species for ex situ management, linking out-of-country 
facilities with on-the-ground conservation (often in developing, biodiversity-rich countries) and building 
capacity in biodiversity hotspots. We undoubtedly have much to learn from each other and I would 
encourage more cross-fertilization between our conservation communities. 
 
The plant conservation community can employ seed storage as a long-term conservation strategy for 
most species, since the majority of plant taxa have seeds that can withstand drying and freezing. 
Properly stored seeds can remain viable for decades to centuries. This allows conservation botanists to 
store large numbers of individuals at a reasonable cost with relatively low risks of genetic drift, 
adaptation to cultivation and disease if grow-outs are minimized. The Global Strategy for Plant 
Conservation, a program of the UNΩǎ /ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ .ƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 5ƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ 
employing ex situ conservation and restoration for plants worldwide. Networks of botanic gardens have 
joined forces to undertake large scale seed banking of threatened species, native species needed for 
restoration, and in some cases, entire floras. These seeds provide a safety net against extinction in the 
wild and a source of propagules for restoration today and potentially for assisted migration in the future. 
 
 

Presentation 12:  Amphibian AǊƪΩǎ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ bŜŜŘǎ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ tǊƻŎŜǎǎ 

Richard Gibson and Kevin Johnson, Amphibian Ark 

Amphibian Ark (AArk) staff helps coordinate ex situ programs implemented by partners around the 
world, as part of our role in addressing the ex situ components of the Amphibian Conservation Action 
Plan (www.amphibianark.org/pdf/ACAP.pdf), with emphasis on programs within the range countries of 
the species. We are always aware of our obligation to couple ex situ conservation measures with the 
necessary efforts to protect or restore species in their natural habitats. AArks helps to coordinate all 
aspects of implementation within the AArk initiative and assist our partner organizations to identify 
priority taxa for further in situ or ex situ conservation. An initial part of this process involves assessing 
species to identify those that are most in need of various types of in situ or ex situ management. 
 
In February 2006 CBSG and WAZA convened an Amphibian Ex Situ Conservation Planning Workshop, in 
El Valle de Anton, Panama. During this workshop a taxon selection and prioritization working group 
comprising 13 amphibian experts from around the world developed a decision tree for the selection and 
prioritization of taxa for ex situ conservation work. This decision tree was subsequently used at several 
in-country workshops, and has undergone several phases of modification and improvement, based on 
feedback from workshop participants. It includes a series of questions with weighted scores that help to 
assign levels of priority for various conservation actions. In 2009, the process underwent a significant 
review by AArk staff, which modified it from a taxon selection and prioritization process to a process for 
assessing amphibian species for a wider variety of both in situ and ex situ conservation actions. 
 
All amphibian species that are assessed during the workshops are automatically assigned to one or more 
of these conservation roles, based on the collective knowledge of the field experts for each species. 
Within each conservation role, species are listed from highest to lowest priority, based on scores that 
are assigned to questions used in the assessment. 

http://www.amphibianark.org/pdf/ACAP.pdf
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During the conservation needs assessment workshops, each species for the particular country is 
assessed, with all data captured in the conservation needs assessment tool. At the end of each 
workshop, reports are generated for each of the conservation actions, and these reports are distributed 
to all workshop participants. Amphibian conservationists are able to use the information from the 
workshop as a guide to assist with development or refinement of local amphibian action plans. The data 
collected at each workshop is also made available to the wider amphibian conservation community on 
!!ǊƪΩǎ ǇƻǊǘŀƭ όwww.amphibianark.org/assessmentresults.htm). Since these workshops began in 2006, 
оу҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ŀƳǇƘƛōƛŀƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƴŜŜŘs in 22 
workshops. 
 
 

Presentation 13:  Revision of IUCN Technical Guidelines on the Management of Ex Situ 
Populations for Conservation 

Kristin Leus, EAZA/CBSG Europe/Copenhagen Zoo, Antwerp, BELGUIM 

The current IUCN Technical Guidelines on the Management of Ex Situ Populations for Conservation do 
not provide sufficient clear guidance on IF and WHEN ex situ activities are a beneficial component of an 
overall conservation strategy for a taxon and, in some cases, can even lead to contradictory 
interpretations. At the 2010 CBSG annual meeting in Cologne, a working group was convened to begin 
the process of revising these guidelines by outlining suggested steps in a more formal, informed, and 
transparent decision-making process to guide the evaluation of whether individuals should be taken 
from the wild for the purpose of supporting species conservation. These steps include a status review, 
including a threat analysis; definition of purpose (role) and structure/characteristics of any ex situ 
program; and a feasibility/risk assessment that considers available resources and expertise as well as 
potential benefits and risks. An initial list of relevant factors or characteristics to consider in this process 
was identified for each of these steps. Immediately following the CBSG annual meeting, a formal 
ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǿŀǎ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ L¦/b {{/Ωǎ {ǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ 
been approved. Guidelines revision will proceed in 2011. 
 
 

Presentation 14:  Integrated Species Conservation Planning 

Kathy Traylor-Holzer, IUCN SSC Conservation Breeding Species Group, Apple Valley, MN, USA 

Ex situ populations and activities best serve conservation if they are part of an overall conservation 
strategy for the species. However, species conservation strategies have not been developed for many 
threatened species, and many existing strategies do not consider or evaluate the appropriateness of ex 
situ activities. Similarly, many ex situ populations are established and program goals and strategies 
developed with little consideration of and integration with in situ conservation needs for the species. 
 
The revised IUCN Technical Guidelines on the Management of Ex Situ Populations for Conservation have 
the potential to guide both the in situ and ex situ communities in evaluating the appropriate role (if any) 
that ex situ management can play in the conservation of specific species. The analytical steps outlined in 
the revised guidelines have the potential to be integrated with and provide input into the Species 
Conservation Planning / Population and Habitat Viability Assessment (PHVA) process, either as part of an 
interactive process or as a separate evaluation that can function to inform the development or evolution 
of a comprehensive species conservation plan. Parallel components in both in situ and ex situ species 
conservation planning include status review, threats analysis, decision analysis based on 
feasibility/effectiveness/ costs of various management options, and development of short- and long-
term goals and recommended actions (see diagram). 

http://www.amphibianark.org/assessmentresults.htm
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Plenary Discussion: Defining Our Vision for IMPs 
 
FOCUS: Caroline Lees (Australasia), Danny de Man (EAZA), Bob Wiese (AZA) and Sarah Long (AZA) gave 
presentations on the various successes and short-comings of their respective regional species 
management programs. These presentations were followed by discussion from the wider group as 
summarized below. 
 
CURRENT STATUS AND ISSUES OF REGIONAL SPECIES MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 
The commonality among regional programs was noted, especially with regards to basic issues that can 
be improved. How do the issues compare across taxa? Would they be the same? Have our colleagues 
compared the status of managed programs across all taxa? AZA suggested that their results would be 
the same as the EAZA results.  

 

¶ What are the main problems that are keeping populations from being sustainable?  
 
o AZA: Space is a huge problem. There are lots of recommendations for breeding, but we are 

limited by space. People and/or animals not following through with recommendations. 
Problem species fall into two groups ς those that cannot breed (we might not have figured 
out the husbandry), but many of these species are not in our managed programs. We have 
possibly hit capacity and not many zoos want these species, so space is limited, and 
breeding has been stopped.  
 

o ZAA: Lack of space is a big problem, husbandry, progression of program design and 
management, and programs not being managed by professional Species Managers leads to 
problems.  

 
o EAZA: The problems are much the same as outlined for ZAA, but in a different order ς 

population growth rate is low, the lack of professionalism in species management is an 
issue, as is the lack of space. Zoos are afraid of making a decision to stop managing existing 
programs, in favor of improving other programs. 
 

¶ It was noted that there are different problems with bird programs because there are so many 
species in zoos, generally with smaller population sizes, and this causes population management 
issues. 

¶ If space is a huge problem, why are people targeting low numbers? It might be because 
population sizes are set as a result of space assessments being carried out, and program leaders 
are then setting target sizes based on the spaces available.  

¶ Could extrapolating regional programs into global programs make the situation any better, by 
potentially providing increased spaces?  

¶ The number of pairs that are recommended for breeding is usually higher than 25, but the end 
result is often fewer than 25 pairs breeding. 

¶ Growing populations is often related to husbandry problems. Genetic management was not the 
initial problem when population management in zoos first began, but husbandry issues were the 
focus. Initially the husbandry aspect was researched and improved, so populations grew in the 
EAZA region. When SSPs were started, more focus was given to the science of population 
management rather than the husbandry. 
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¶ Is the problem really that we do not have space, or perhaps that given the limited space we 
have, are we choosing species that are too large, and perhaps we should be choosing smaller 
species that require less space? 

¶ In AZA, TAGs are responsible for setting population sizes. If communication is poor, this can lead 
to problems. There are many issues surrounding disposing of excess animals, especially offspring 
from highly ŦŜŎǳƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŜǳǘƘŀƴŀǎƛŀ ƛǎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ 
issue that needs to be addressed. 
 
 

WHERE ARE WE TODAY WITH REGARD TO INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT OF POPULATIONS? 
Three questions were put to the workshop participants, who all indicated (by raising their hands) how 
successful they feel we are doing, where 0 = we are doing very badly and 1 = we are doing very well 
(n = number of workshop participants ΨǾƻǘƛƴƎΩ ŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ мл҈ ƭŜǾŜƭ). 
 
 
How are we doing relative to what we think should be done?     (mean response = 0.28) 

n 0 12 15 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 

                      

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1 

 
 
Do we have the mechanisms, structures, expertise, resources, programs, etc. in place to be able to 
succeed into the future?     (mean response = 0.52) 

n 2 2 2 4 7 10 8 0 1 0 

                      

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1 

 
 
Do we have the resources in place to succeed?     (mean response = 0.19) 

n 18 15 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 

                      

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1 

 
 

¶ There are confounding variables with regards to success. With a lot of the programs, the number 
of founders to work with is part of the problem for sustainability and is the reason why we need 
to expand out populations so much. Is ǘƘƛǎ ŀ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘƛƴƎ ƛǎǎǳŜΚ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ά!ǊŜ 
ǿŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŀōƭŜΚέ ƻǊ ά5ƻ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΚέ We have impediments to optimal 
management. 

¶ We have good science and expertise, but we are not prioritizing the management of our 
populations and so we do not have the right decisions going into some programs.  

¶ Exhibit space can also work as suitable population space, and if you think about it in that 
context, we have achieved remarkable success, but we could learn from some of the Amphibian 
!ǊƪΩǎ ideas. Zoo space is a good space to showcase what can be done, but serious ex situ 
conservation should possibly be something else or a lot more than we initially thought.  
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¶ As an industry, we seem to be quite well resourced relative to other industries, but this depends 
how you look at the allocation of resources. There is a lot of potential there, but have the 
resources been targeted where we need them most? It was noted that resources are required 
by many different groups within our industry ς educators, animal health, etc. so there is always 
competition for resources within the industry. 

¶ The ISIS data indicate that there are approximately 1000 managed programs and perhaps 75 
animals per program. Maybe one half of those species are of conservation value according to 
the IUCN. But there are approximately 1,000,000 animals in zoos at the moment, so we are only 
managing a very low percentage of what we currently hold. 

¶ There are historical trends in species declines in captivity, and a lack of space, and many of the 
species we have now are likely to become more endangered in the future ς should we be 
working on the premise that only species that are endangered now should be considered for 
programs? What about those species that will become endangered in the future? 
 
 

DISCUSSION ABOUT THE PROPOSED FOR INTENSIVELY MANAGED POPULATIONS  
R. Lacy presented a draft vision statement developed by a working group at the 2010 CBSG annual 
meeting in October in Cologne, Germany, and asked for comments from the group. The proposed vision 
statement, followed by elaborated text to further explain the statement, is as follows: 
 

άLƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƘƻƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ Ǉƭŀƴ 
results in species living within healthy ecosystems in evolving comƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦέ 
 
άTo preserve biodiversity, the global conservation community commits to providing the level of 
intervention necessary to prevent the extinction of species. Intensive population management 
(including, but not limited to management within zoos and aquariums, botanic gardens, other 
propagation centers, closely managed reserves, and genome banks) is effective (only*) when 
integrated with other conservation measures within an overall species conservation strategy 
that fully addresses the threats to the species, using the best available science, technology, and 
practices. We work toward a world in which all species can live within healthy ecosystems as 
part of evolving communities, without the need for continued human intervention.έ 
 

Is this the kind of vision we would want for how we will manage species for conservation? If not, what 
are the other elements that should be added, changed or deleted? 

¶ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ άǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ŜȄǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴέ ς preventing extinction is not enough. The statement 
should be άǊŜǾŜǊǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǘǊŜƴŘ ƻŦ ŜȄǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴέΦ  

¶ We should swap the first and last sentences. 

¶ Species loss is going to occur ς it is a matter of how much loss are we willing to manage? 

¶ We are trying to maximize species survival, not halt the decline ς should be άƻǇǘƛƳƛȊŜ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ 
ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭέΦ  

¶ There is a clash between evolving communities and preventing extinction.  

¶ A species might not be extinct biologically, but might be extinct functionally. 

¶ We should optimize biodiversity, which is in the last sentence. 

¶ There is a dichotomy between intensive species management, and no need for human 
intervention ς ƘŀǾŜ ǿŜ ƎƻƴŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅΚ {ƘƻǳƭŘ ƛǘ ōŜ άƳƛƴƛƳƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ 
ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴέΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ƴŜǾŜǊ ǎǘƻǇ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΦ 9ǾŜƴ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ƴƻǿ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ 
massive intervention to maintain them. 
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¶ The statement should be moved away from a dream and more to a reality, or something in 
between. 

¶ We need a vision statement that you have to reach for ς one that challenges us about where we 
can be. Is it too far to say that we are going to have healthy ecosystems without human 
intervention? 

¶ The draft vision is very different to the elaborated version ς one works toward what we want 
and the other says we are doing it. We should be saying that we are trying to prevent 
extinctions. The sense of urgency should be glossed over, and we should not set goals that we 
cannot achieve. 

¶ !ǊŜ ǿŜ ǎǇŜŀƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘŜƴ ǿŜ ǎŀȅ άƎƭƻōŀƭ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅάΣ ƻǊ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ 
people at this workshop? We are speaking about the global community, and what the world 
should be doing.  

¶ This is an aspiration goal ς would the global conservation community all agree? The statement is 
not true now.  

¶ Managing intensively to managing extensively is a continuum ς everything will be managed in 
some way. The mid-point needs to be moved along the continuum, e.g., we should be doing 
more management in habitat, in range. It is unrealistic to think that we can resolve everything. 

¶ Human intervention should also include in situ populations. So the statement should mention 
that we will also need management in situ, for wildlife rangers, etc. 

¶ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ǎƻƳŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜέ ƛƴ /ƻƭƻƎƴŜΦ Lǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜέ ƭƛƳƛǘƛƴƎΚ 
We have not been overly effective in the past but there are also other communities out there 
that are not achieving their goals. We might be limiting our role or where we see our role as 
ōŜƛƴƎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ aŀȅōŜ ǿŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƻ άƳƻǎǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ 
lot of discussion about this point at the CBSG meeting in Cologne.  

¶ We are on a spectrum and this is critical ς there is not a wonderful outcome at the end. There is 
a myriad of ways in which support is being given to species, not just via population 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΦ aŀȅōŜ άƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴέ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ŀ ƭƛƳƛǘƛƴƎ ǘŜǊƳΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ άƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎέ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΚ ¢ƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǎŜŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘΦ aŀȅōŜ ǳǎŜ 
άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ άƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴέΚ 

¶ There is not going to be anywhere in the world that is not managed by people in the future. We 
ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǎŀȅ άƳƛƴƛƳŀƭέ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ƴŜǾŜǊ ǎǘƻǇΦ ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴŦǊƻƴǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ 
3,000 amphibian species that might be threatened with extinction. If we saved only 10% of 
them, then this would be a very successful outcome, and not a failure. We are looking at 
reducing unnatural levels of extinction. 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎέ ǎƻǳƴŘǎ ŀ ōƛǘ ǘƻƻ ƻǇǘƛƳƛǎǘƛŎ 
ƛƴ ŀ άǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ-ȅέ ǿŀȅΦ aŀȅōŜ ǎŀȅ άǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎέ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ƻǊ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ 
άǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέ ƻǊ άǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅέΣ ǎƻ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 
technology were included because they represent two different contexts. 

¶ ²Ƙŀǘ ŀōƻǳǘ άǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴέΚ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ς support could be financial, 
educational, etc. Part of what we are trying to get people to buy into is that intervention is 
necessary and to get people to acknowledge that this is a part of the whole kit for management 
ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦ tǊŜŦŜǊǎ άƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴέ ƻǾŜǊ άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέΦ 
 

No consensus was reached regard the final wording of the vision statement; this discussion was put 
aside in the interest of time. 
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MAJOR GOALS 
Workshop participants were asked to consider the spirit and intent of our vision and to brainstorm high 
level goals that we need to achieve to meet this vision. 
 

¶ Prioritization tools for which species need intensive management 

¶ For priority species ς establishing populations that can be viable over a long time 

¶ Rapid assessment consensus on what is viable in managed programs. 

¶ Better goals for our programs and program design to meet those goals 

¶ Wild population increases ς move toward improving status of wild populations 

¶ Healthy ecosystems 

¶ Less intensive management in captivity means finding more space. 

¶ Better collaboration with the field community 

¶ Consideration of different and innovative management strategies 

¶ Creating detailed life history data on priority species 

¶ Figuring out what the perfect institution looks like that can manage these species 

¶ Species triage and not prioritization 

¶ Strategic planning of recruitment of founders from the wild 

¶ Better compliance/accountability with recommendations from breeding programs 

¶ Better successful integration of tools right across the ex situ/ in situ fields 

¶ Better goals ς to link program goals to threats to the species. Make sure that program goals 
address the threats to the species. 

¶ Comprehensive conservation plan for each species 

¶ Better and fast evaluation of what is working and what is not 

¶ IŀǾƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ Ǝƻŀƭǎ όƴƻǘ ŀ άƻƴŜ ǎƛȊŜ Ŧƛǘǎ ŀƭƭέ strategy) 

¶ Working more closely with governments to develop more common goals 

¶ Streamlining the regulatory framework for approved programs to make them more effective 
and quicker 

¶ Means of building capacity within the intensive management community 

¶ More resources 

¶ Not only setting goals, but also cooperating better with governments. Look at legislative 
frameworks, and have better funding from governments to reach those goals. 

¶ Stakeholder buy-in. Goals for species should be the goals of those who can influence the fate of 
the species, not necessarily governments. 

¶ Better communication between regional and global zoo associations 

¶ The SSC community needs to act as one. We should not have a situation where half of the 
community does not know what the other half is doing. 

¶ Better alliance of zoo associations with SSC taxonomic specialist groups 

¶ A more proactive exploration of all forms of intensive population management. We should not 
jump toward populations of breeding individuals ς there are other types of forms of intensive 
management, e.g., translocations, cryopreservation. Exploration of the whole range of 
techniques. 

¶ Changing what zoos do ς moving away from species conservation as a volunteer position. 
Conservation should be core to what zoos are about.  

¶ Need a campaign to promote our vision of this to zoo administrators. Getting the message 
beyond this workshop. 
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¶ Making sure that zoo directors, curators, etc. understand that this is a paradigm shift and a new 
business model. They need to know that it pays to do conservation or they will not do it. 

¶ Reference to IUCN needing to review all of its policy ς natural range area, re-introduction.  

¶ Climate change ς in 20 or 30 years a lot of species are not going to be able to live where they 
currently live. Translocation is needed, as is assisted colonization. 

¶ We need a clear definition of the taxonomic units we are working with. 

¶ Doing something about elevating our standing as ex situ practitioners in the global conservation 
scene. Do they take us seriously? We need to do more to promote ourselves. 

¶ We need more collaboration from the IUCN secretariat in release programs. 

¶ A systematic way of evaluating or recommending different intensive management options 
within the Red Listing process.  

¶ A global system where we can be more aware of how many zoos there are and what our species 
are for. Display vs. ex situ conservation.  

¶ Need to be careful that other zoo business is not discarded as conservation, and also currently 
common species may become endangered in the future. 
 
 

WORKING GROUPS FOR THIS WORKSHOP 
These proposed goals were reviewed, and resulted in the formation of the four working groups designed 
to encompass the breadth of these goals: 
 

1. Species Assessment and Prioritization ς which species need intensive management; how would 
they be evaluated within the Red List process 

 
2. Program Goals and Design ς clearer program goals for our populations and managing toward 

those goals; building capacity to what is needed to achieve what we want ς resources, expertise, 
space, etc.; assessment and evaluation of success 

 
3. Integration ς integration with other aspects of conservation or species work/comprehensive 

species plans  
 

4. Collaboration ς collaboration among stakeholders, IUCN SSC specialist groups, etc. 
 

5. Paradigm Shift ς creating a paradigm shift in what we are doing; getting the message out to zoo 
ŘƛǊŜŎǘƻǊǎΣ ŜǘŎΦΤ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅΤ ȊƻƻǎΩ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ 
 

These working groups then convened to begin the process of discussing and defining their high-level 
goals, challenges to those goals, objectives to be accomplished to overcome those challenges, and 
recommended action steps. 
 



 

 

 
Intensively Managed Populations for 

Conservation Workshop 
 

San Diego, CA, US 
6 ς 9 December 2010 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SECTION 4 
 

Shifting the Conservation Paradigm 
 Working Group Report 
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Working Group: Shifting the Conservation Priority Paradigm in Zoos 
 
Members: Anne Baker; Jonathan D. Ballou; Paul Boyle; Lesley Dickie; Richard Gibson; Kay Havens; Peter 
Riger; Dan Wharton; Bob Wiese 
 
FOCUS: This group discussed the challenges that many zoo conservation breeding programs are having 
in maintaining sustainable and viable populations for many species in their collections, even when there 
are population management programs supporting these efforts. Overall, the group recognized that 
many of the current paradigms related to how zoo and aquarium conservation programs are designed 
and implemented need to be changed if zoos want to increase the success of these programs.  
 
GOAL: The world zoo and aquarium communities are, and are acknowledged as, effective 
conservation partners in the context of integrated conservation strategies that include intensive 
population management. 
 

CHALLENGE 1: Under the current paradigm, for many zoos conservation is not a high priority, and 
ǘƘƛǎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƳŀȄƛƳƛȊŜ ƛǘǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 
management programs. 

 
a) WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

i) Zoos have other priorities (e.g., exhibits that bring in revenue) that compete for resources. 
ii) Zoos need to run as businesses to exist. 
iii) CƻǊ Ƴŀƴȅ ȊƻƻǎΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜ conservation into their business model. 
iv) The time-frame for business plans are typically 3-5 years while conservation is a long-term 

process. 
v) /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŀ άǎŀƭŜŀōƭŜέ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ. 
vi) Many zoos run as postage stamp collections, rather than conservation centers. 

  
b) WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

i) Conservation takes a second seat to running the zoo business. 
ii) It is a challenge to position zoo resources towards conservation programs. 
iii) LƳǇŀŎǘǎ ȊƻƻΩǎ abilities to maintain sustainable populations in situ or ex situ. 
iv) Other conservation organizations do not recognize or trust the zoo community to be serious 

contributors to conservation. 
 

c) OBJECTIVES: 
 

OBJECTIVE 1a: Change the current paradigm of the ways zoos play a role in and contribute to 
species conservation. Redefine and restructure IMP programs to maximize success. This would 
include redefining the kinds of institutions that deliver IMPs to include breeding specialization 
centers (or designated breeding centers). Recognize that in some situations, dedicated breeding 
centers (could be zoos that specialize in particular species or types of species) are preferred over 
distributed populations among multiple zoos (the typical SSP/EEP approach). For example, for 
failing IMPs, to maximize reproductive potential, re-distribute breeding individuals into 
dedicated specialized breeding facilities (not necessarily zoos), while ensuring that exhibit needs 
can be met with non-breeding animals of this or another species. An example of this approach is 
the dedicated cheetah breeding facilities being promoted by the CCSS. 
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ACTIONS: 
i) Identify IMPs that are failing. This involves compiling the published and gray literature ς 

there have been several publications and presentations over the last several years that have 
documented challenges faced by many breeding programs. 

 
ii) Work with program members of these IMPs to re-define the structure of the program to 

maximize success. Where are the bird population managers on this issue? 
WHO: A. Baker 
WHEN: January 2011 

 
OBJECTIVE 1b: Members of the zoo and aquarium community should each re-commit or re-
evaluate their realistic conservation mission and specify in detail what that means. This would 
ensure their clarity of purpose and help standardize the meaning of committing to conservation 
at the international level.  

 
ACTIONS: 
i) !ǎƪ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜǎ όŦƛŜƭŘΣ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ 

management, other?) to define, within their area of expertise, how they would define and 
assess the conservation-related activities of their member organizations. Including the AZA 
field conservation definitions as an example: 

WHO: P. Boyle 
WHEN: Responses by June 2011 
 

ii) Consolidate the responses from conservation committees to an agreed upon international 
standard. 

 
OBJECTIVE 1c: Identify those zoos that do conservation, and acknowledge their commitment to 
conservation by establishing a new level of membership in regional zoo associations that 
recognizes their role as conservation leaders in this community.  
 
ACTIONS:  
i) 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ά.ƻǘŀƴƛŎŀƭ DŀǊŘŜƴǎ 
/ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭέ ƳƻŘŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǊƪǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ Ȋƻƻ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƻǊ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ 
internationally, or levels of membership within regional zoo associations, that acknowledges 
and identifies institutions conducting significant conservation programs. bƻǊŘŜƴΩǎ !ǊƪΣ ƛƴ 
Sweden, is the type of institution visioned to be recognized by this program.  

WHO: L. Dickie, P. Boyle 
WHEN: March 2011  
 

ii) After this concept proposal has been drafted, develop criteria for inclusion of zoos for this 
level within zoo associations. For example, is ISO designation appropriate for all zoos and 
can this be used to aid in reaching the objective above? 

 
OBJECTIVE 1dΥ hǳǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ǘƻ ŀ ȊƻƻΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΣ 
and, if appropriate, explicitly include adequate recourses for IMP needs. 
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ACTIONS: 
i) Accurately quantify costs of a variety of successfully operating IMPs in different taxa. This 

includes IMPS that include field conservation programs (CIMPS) as well as IMPs for zoo 
populations (ZIMPS). CIMP candidates include: GLTs, Wyoming toads, condors, field crickets, 
European mink, Corrobaree frog. ZIMPS candidates include: cheetah, giraffe, elephants, 
penguins, flamingos. This involves two steps: 
 
(1) Write a guideline for how to calculate these costs. 

WHO: J. Ballou, A. Baker 
When: February 2011 
 

(2) Estimate costs 
WHO: A. Baker, J. Ballou ς GLTs; A. Baker ς Wyoming toads; K. Johnson ς C.  frogs; P. 
Pearce Kelly ς field crickets; Tiit Maran ς European mink; R. Wiese ς California condors 
WHEN:  TBD 
 

ii) tǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ Ȋƻƻǎ Ŏŀƴ ŦǳƴŘ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ȊƻƻΩǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǇƭŀƴΦ ό¢Ƙƛǎ 
requires that a zoo has a conservation strategy in place, if appropriate). 
 

OBJECTIVE 1e: We need to better understand our business models. We make a lot of 
assumptions that we believe negatively affect our conservation role: 

¶ We presume that the public want to see huge variety of species. 

¶ We presume among directors that if zoo collections are similar that people will stop 
coming. 

¶ We presume our exhibits need to be huge elaborate exhibits to be successful. 
Are these true? And how do they impact our ability to become more successful conservation 
centers by: 

¶ Being able to focus more resources on needy species. 

¶ Better focus resources on public needs. 

¶ Be better presenters of animal visibility and behavior. 
 

ACTION: 
i) Determine what species and activities visitors NEED to have in zoos to have a good zoo 

visitor ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΦ 5ƻ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ƴŜŜŘ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀǘ ȊƻƻΚ 5ƻ ŎǳǊŀǘƻǊǎ ǿŀƴǘ άǎǘŀƳǇέ 
collections (i.e., many species, few specimens of each species)? Is there a conflict between 
visitor perceptions, curatorial collection planning interests vs. the needs of successful IMPs? 

WHO: P. Boyle to circulate their visitor info survey that has been done. P. Boyle to ask Scott 
Corwon about this questionnaire.  
WHEN: TBD 

 
CHALLENGE 2: Under the current paradigm, we too often fail to deliver on promises and missions to 
use IMPs to support conservation. 

 
a) WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

i) Expanded to too many programs too rapidly. 
(a) Stopped breeding because of overpopulation and surplus. 
(b) Fund-raising capacity could not keep up with needs. 
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(c) Have done a poor job at passing on husbandry knowledge to other zoos, younger 
generations of staff. 

ii) Conflicting role of our animals: exhibit? Breeding? Show? All the above? 
iii) We have conservation missions for zoos, not zoo missions for zoos = setting ourselves up to 

fail. 
iv) Regional Collection Planning ŘƻƴΩǘ ŜȄƛǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ǎŜǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ 

 
b) WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

See Overall Goal: failure to be seen as an effective conservation partner. 
 
 

CHALLENGE 3: Under the current paradigm, lack of full cooperation between zoos and between zoos 
ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎ ƻŦ Latǎ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǘƻƭŜǊŀǘŜŘΣ ƴƻǘ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǊŜǇǊƛƳŀƴŘŜŘΣ ƻǊ άƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘΣέ 
negatively impacting the success of IMPs.  

 
a) WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

i) Institutions priorities trump collective priorities. 
ii) Personal priorities collective priorities. 
iii) Business model of zoos often not compatible with cooperation. 
iv) Corruption 
v) Ego ς Ȋƻƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƻƭŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƻ Řƻ. 
vi) Lack of buy in to a common conservation vision 
vii) Lack of trust between participants 
viii) LǘΩǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƻ Řƻ ƛǘ ƻƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ. 
ix) Cultural differences within and between regions 
x) Poor communication of IMP recommendations, primarily  within institutions (i.e., getting 

the recommendations to the right people in an institution) 
xi) Lack of decision making within institutions 
xii) Animal ownership and financial value sometimes trump IMP recommendations. 
xiii) {ȅǎǘŜƳ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŜŀǘŜǊǎΥ άǘǊŀƎŜŘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴǎέ. 

 
b) WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

i) Cooperative programs not as effective as they could be. 
ii) Zoos that want to fully participaǘŜ όŜΦƎΦΣ ƎŜǘ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ ŦƻǊ ōǊŜŜŘƛƴƎύ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ 
ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛŦ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ Ȋƻƻǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ. 

iii) Animals end up going to dealers or are sent out of the IMP rather than contributing to the 
IMP. 

iv) Recommendations are not followed; populations crash. 
v) Mistrust between institutions, institutions and IMP managers 
vi) Latǎ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŀŎŎƻƳǇƭƛǎƘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ōƛƎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ. 
vii) Increases costs of IMPs: inbreeding = increased health care, failed populations need new, 

expensive founders, etc.  
 

OBJECTIVE 3a: Have species sustainable programs link cooperation to inclusion. Those that 
cooperate get to be included in the shared benefits (e.g., receive breeding animals, etc.) while 
the cost of non-collaborating is lack of availability to animals. 
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ACTIONS: 
i) Develop proŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻƻƭǎ ǘƻ άƴŀƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀƳŜέ Ȋƻƻǎ ǘƘŀǘ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ 

compliance. For example, tools that compare studbook completeness statistics of studbooks 
held by a particular institution to the regional or average completeness statistics.  

WHO: ISIS to start 
WHEN: After ZIMS Release 3 (Studbook module): 2012, 2013? 
 

ii) Regional zoo associations need to get tough on sanctions for deliberate non-cooperation in 
IMPs. 

WHO: Zoo associations 
 

OBJECTIVE 3b: Enhance compliance if IMP recommendations by having taxa being managed by 
IMPs be owned by country of origin or collective ownership by association (recognize not 
possible in some cases), rather than individual zoos.  

 
 

CHALLENGE 4: Under the current paradigm, animals in collections and IMPs often have conflicting 
roles (individuals expected to be both on exhibit and breeding), which leads to less successful IMPs. 

 
OBJECTIVE 4a: Develop internationally accepted standards for defining the types of roles that 
individuals can take on in zoos. 

 
ACTION:  
i) DefinŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘƛȊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ Ȋƻƻ άtǊƻƎǊŀƳέ ƴŀƳŜǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ 

their real role: sustainable programs, reintroduction programs, display/exhibit/research 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΦ {ŜŜ м ŀōƻǾŜΦ !ǎƪ ²!½! /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ άǘŀǎƪŦƻǊŎŜέ ƎǊƻup 
to define these standards. 

 
OBJECTIVE 4bΥ 5ŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǿƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ŜȄƘƛōƛǘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ Ǿǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀƴŘ Ǉƭŀƴ 
accordingly.  

 
 

CHALLENGE 5: Under the current paradigm, availability of animals is taken for granted, and assumed 
to be free of charge. 

 
a) WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

i) Wanted to detach retail value from animals. 
ii) Wanted to see animals as a community resource. 

 
b) WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

i) Animals are not valued. 
ii) Having sustainable populations has a cost, so should NOT be free. 
iii) If sustainable populŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŦǊŜŜΣ Ȋƻƻǎ ǿƻƴΩǘ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƻ 

maintain sustainable populations. 
iv) Leads to source and sink populations: 

(a) wŜǎŜƴǘƳŜƴǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ Ȋƻƻǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎ ǿƘŜƴ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ. 
(b) Some zoos do contribute more than others, again, resentment. 
(c) {ƻǳǊŎŜ Ȋƻƻǎ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ά9ƴŀōƭŜǊǎέ ς provide animals for free when there is a real cost. 
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c) OBJECTIVE 5: Zoos and aquariums that are sources of animals need to document and 
understand the real costs of producing animals. There needs to be a value system associated 
with making animals available to programs, zoos.  

 
ACTIONS: 
i) 9ȄǇƭƻǊŜ άtŀȅ ǘƻ tƭŀȅέ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ tŀȅ Ŏŀƴ ŎƻƳŜ ƛƴ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ŦƻǊƳǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ 

receiving animals acts as studbook keepers). 
ii) See Actions for Objectives 1d above: survey of costs. 

 
 

CHALLENGE 6: Under the current paradigm, taxa selected for IMPs are selected by zoos managers or 
regional zoo advisory groups rather than experts in speciesΩ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƴŜŜŘǎΣ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
developing and using resources on IMPs in ways that are less than ideal for most effectively 
addressing global conservation issues.   

 
a) WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

i) See Challenge 1 
ii) ²Ŝ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎƻƭƛŎƛǘ ƛƴŦƻrmation. 
iii) We think we already know the needs and answers. 
iv) We rely too much on the Red List ς but there is lack of guidance from Red List. 
v) Most SSC Specialist Groups members are not conservationists. 
vi) We have not sold what we can do in an effective way. 
vii) We have not sold the idea that IMPs are just a tool rather than a final goal of conservation. 

 
b) WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

i) LƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ. 
ii) Use resources for non-high conservation priority species. 
iii) IMPs are not used when they can be. 
 

c) OBJECTIVES: 
 

OBJECTIVE 6a: Make organizations that are doing global or regional conservation planning 
(IUCN/SSC, IUCN Specialist Groups, regional zoo association advisory groups, etc) aware that 
there are tools available that objectively evaluate the role of ex situ IMP in the conservation 
programs (e.g., an AArk-type conservation planning tool, PHVA processes, others?) 

 
ACTIONS: 
i) Find another taxonomic group that would be willing to test the AArk tool for that taxonomy. 

Candidates:  IUCN Felid Specialist Group 
WHO: R. Gibson, K. Johnson 
WHEN: Within 2011 
UPDATE: Possible interest by USFWS in applying tool to North America bat species. 

 
ii) Attend meetings with societies, GOVs, NGOs being realistic about what we can provide, 

cannot provide, how and when we can be most effective. Define a message. 
 

iii) Ask WAZA marketing committee to produce a portfolio of conservation services that zoos 
can provide. 
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iv) Identify non-zoo appropriate people to deliver the message to their own groups. 
 

OBJECTIVE 6b: Be largely reactive not proactive in species conservation planning (whilst being 
proactive at offering our services ς see objective above), but recognize that there are situations 
that zoos can take the lead or be proactive in developing conservation planning. 

 
 

CHALLENGE 7: Under the current paradigm, experts in species conservation outside the ex situ 
community often do not recognize or value the potential contribution that can be made by ex situ 
IMPS.  

 
a) WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR?  

i) We support a process without knowledge of the required support to reach obj. 
ii) We are seen as consumers of wildlife, not as conservation organizations 
iii) Because zoos and aquariums are seen as a high resource and a sideline 
iv) IMPs are not used, so not realized as useful, so are ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜŘΧΦŜǘŎ. 

 
b) WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

i) No useful dialogue between zoo and aquarium community and other conservation 
organizations. 

ii) Zoos acting in isolation. 
iii) We have made bad choices. 
iv) We have ǿŀǎǘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ŘŜǎƛǊŜŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ. 
v) IMPs are not used when then can be. 

 
OBJECTIVE 7: Promote the services that the ex situ community can provide for species 
conservation. Do a better job in communicating what our services are.  

 
ACTION:  
i) Develop a formal Marketing Plan that promotes those services 

 
 

CHALLENGE 8: Our current population management paradigm creates significant challenges to the 
Ȋƻƻ ŀƴŘ ŀǉǳŀǊƛǳƳ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛty to contribute as much as they potentially could to species 
conservation. The challenge is to have the zoo and aquarium community fully recognize that 
paradigm shifts are needed. 

 
OBJECTIVE 8a:  Convince the zoo community that there is a crisis. Zoo populations are crashing 
and for most species we lack sustainable populations. This is a crisis with short time to act. We 
need to better communicate the crisis because what we have said so far does not work. 

 
ACTIONS: 
i) Write and publish a peer-reviewed paper for both the zoo and non-zoo community on the 

topic of the need to shift the zoo paradigms to focus more cooperative conservation efforts.  
WHO: L. Dickie 
WHEN: TBD 
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OBJECTIVE 8b: Convince the directors of the zoo and aquarium community that they need to 
take responsibility for maintaining zoo populations. Directors need to recognize this and take 
responsibility to change things ς to improve zoos success with conservation.  
 
ACTIONS: 
i) Identify a leadership group of directors and managers to take the lead in communicating this 

responsibility.  
 

ii) Focus on and collaborate only with other conservation-minded zoos. 
 

iii) Help identify what zoo directors need to take responsibility for. 
 

OBJECTIVE 8c: Define what would zoos look like (to public? Peers? Authorities?) if zoos really 
were affective conservation organizations and had sustainable/viable populations that are 
managed as part of a broader species conservation plan that support wild populations and 
habitats 

 
ACTION: 
i) Develop a conservation assessment tool to evaluatŜ ȊƻƻΩǎ ǊŜŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ex situ 

population management conservation. 
 



 

 

 
Intensively Managed Populations for 

Conservation Workshop 
 

San Diego, CA, US 
6 ς 9 December 2010 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SECTION 5 
 

Assessment and Prioritization 
 Working Group Report 



 



Intensively Managed Populations for Conservation Workshop Report                                                               Page 29 

Working Group: Assessment and Prioritization 
 
Members: Sarah Christie; Nancy Clum; Nate Flesness; Kevin Johnson; Kristin Leus; Andy Odum; Paul 
Pearce-Kelly; Kate Rodriguez-Clark 
 
FOCUS: The focus of this group was to discuss ideas for a tool that could be used at a general level to 
assess all species for their recommended conservation actions and then prioritize species for attention. 
The process and tool should: 

¶ Be flexible ς allow setting different priorities within scale, geographic regions, species groups, 
etc. 

¶ Allow users to set their own weightings, specific to their use. 

¶ Be transparent ς the process and all data should be freely available to everyone. 

¶ Be objective and repeatable. 

¶ Allow for species data to be fed into it, and produce detailed and complete output of prioritized 
species lists. 

¶ Should be able to be used with a set of species or all species in a country/region. 

¶ Have credibility and buy-in from all appropriate stakeholders, such as the IUCN, in situ 
conservation committee, ex situ community, government wildlife agencies, etc. 

¶ Be tested with real data, and published with concrete case study data. 

¶ Be user-friendly, intuitive, and able to be used by any group, with or without a facilitator. 

¶ Be linked to IUCN Red List. 

¶ Have broad acceptance so there is a wider scope than simply ex situ management or not. 

¶ Include multiple actions or outcomes, one of which is ex situ conservation, e.g., include 
research, habitat restoration. 

¶ Be used proactively ς the process tool should be used by the conservation community before 
they take any action. 

 
Some stakeholder groups that might use this process and tool include: IUCN SSC specialist groups (as 
both producers and consumers of the tool) and governments or other stakeholders that work in a 
specific geographic region. It was noted that Population and Habitat Viability Assessments (PHVAs) are 
likely to be a critical element after using the tool. 
 
GOAL: Every species needs to be assessed for its full range of conservation needs, and this should be 
periodically updated. Where conservation management is deemed appropriate, these management 
actions should be prioritized both within and between species, accordingly. Assessments should work 
with and expand on existing assessment processes. 
 

CHALLENGE 1: A unified approach has not been identified for assessment and prioritization. 
 
a) WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

We have not identified a unified approach for assessment because the process is complex, there 
are a number of very different approaches already in use, there is insufficient awareness of the 
real need for standardized assessment, and there is insufficient communication or cooperation 
amongst the relevant people who could develop this approach.  

 
 
 



Intensively Managed Populations for Conservation Workshop Report                                                               Page 30 

b) WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 
The lack of a standardized approach to general conservation needs assessment and priority-
setting results in lack of unified conservation efforts, inappropriate allocation of resources, and 
avoidable declines or extinctions. 

 
c) OBJECTIVES: 

 
OBJECTIVE 1: The ex situ conservation community should identify and lead a collaborative effort 
to develop an assessment and prioritization process. A team should be developed that includes 
representatives and key players from different user groups (e.g., developers of existing 
processes and tools, science community, zoos, wildlife managers, curators, etc.), to ensure buy-
in from the beginning (liaise with M. Stanley Price, Chair of IUCN Species Conservation Planning 
sub-committee). 
 
ACTIONS: 
i) Identify initial team members based on tool developers. Working group to contribute 

suggested additional members. 
WHO: All working group members 
WHEN: Notify K. Johnson of suggestions by mid-February 2011 
 

ii) Identify team leader and possible funding opportunities for that role. 
WHO: All working group members 
WHEN: End of March 2011 
 

iii) Liaise with the Tool Development Working Group of the IUCN Species Conservation Planning 
sub-committee. 

WHO: K. Johnson, with C. Lees and R. Lacy 
WHEN: Circulate to WG in Dec 2010; send to IUCN SCP sub-committee by 1 January 2011. 
UPDATE: Presented to IUCN SCP sub-committee March 2011; WG will collaborate with 
current SSC initiative to look at prioritization issues. 
 

iv) Test existing tools with a wide range of other taxa (Felid Specialist Group, freshwater fish, 
etc.) and scopes (ecosystems, etc.). 

WHO: Working group members and collaborators 
WHEN: 2012? 
 

v) Communicate and publish findings. 
WHO: Working group members and collaborators 
WHEN: 2013? 
 

vi) Make recommendations on further adaptation of existing tools and/or development of new 
tools. 

WHO: Working group members and collaborators 
WHEN: 2013? 

 

vii) Facilitate implementation of the new tool. 
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CHALLENGE 2: Data are deficient and/or not available for assessment and prioritization. 
 

a. WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 
We have insufficient data to carry out assessments due to insufficient research, lack of training 
or techniques, intellectual property, or data that remain unpublished. 

 
b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

This causes incomplete assessments, lack of ability to prioritize, and leads to further declines 
and extinctions. 

 
c. OBJECTIVES: 

 
OBJECTIVE 2a: Devise a process to ensure unpublished data are included in assessment and 
prioritization. 
 
ACTION: 
i) Ensure that process for assessment and prioritization includes mechanisms to build trust so 

that existing research results are shared. 
WHO: Working group members and collaborators? 
WHEN: 2012? 

 
OBJECTIVE 2b: Increase properly-conducted field research in areas that are essential for 
assessment and prioritization. 

 
ACTIONS 
i) Ensure that assessment process includes explicit description of research needs. 

WHO: Working group members and collaborators? 
WHEN: 2012? 

  

ii) Ensure that process for assessment and prioritization includes guidelines for conducting 
effective research, as well as information about existing resources on how to conduct 
effective research (design, funding, execution, results communication). 

WHO: Working group members and collaborators? 
WHEN: 2012? 

 
 

CHALLENGE 3: Scope of the assessment and prioritization problem is very large 
 

a. WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 
The scope of the assessment and prioritization task is enormous because the ongoing extinction 
crisis is not being adequately addressed by other methods and requires a rapid and iterative 
assessment of a huge number of taxa. The assessment process and tool need to be developed 
relatively quickly, so that species assessment work can begin. The actual assessment process 
needs to be designed in such a way assessments for groups of species (e.g. Orders or Families, 
or all species in a given region) can be undertaken relatively quickly. 
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b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 
This results in a complicated technical task, dilution of effort, and intellectual paralysis. 

 
c. OBJECTIVE 3: The approach and tool that is developed must be adequately and repeatedly 

assess a large number of taxa in a streamlined and effective process that can be carried out in a 
short amount of time (e.g., in a workshop situation). 
 
ACTION: 
i) Test approach and tool in situations with a large number of taxa and work specifically to 

reduce the amount of time the process takes per taxon. 
WHO: Working group members and collaborators? 
WHEN: 2012? 

 
 

CHALLENGE 4: The amount of resources needed to carry out the assessment and prioritization is 
large. 

 
a. WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

There is a lack of resources (both monetary and human) for assessment and priority setting for 
population management, because there is a lack of funding sources for biodiversity conservation 
in general, and those funds that are available are focused on implementation rather than 
assessment. Funds that are available for assessment do not focus on population management 
because the conservation community does not sufficiently appreciate the scope and significance 
of the issue. This also leads to the community not requesting sufficient funding.  

 
b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

All of this results in a lack of long-term strategic approaches to species conservation and a lack 
of credibility; this sets up a vicious cycle of lack of resources, insufficient action, a lack of 
credibility and ultimately, failure. 

 
c. OBJECTIVES: 

 
OBJECTIVE 4a: Increase funds available for assessment and prioritization. 
 
ACTIONS: 
i) Educate the public and decision-makers about the importance of assessment and 

prioritization. 
ii) Educate existing conservation donors about the importance of assessment and 

prioritization. 
 

OBJECTIVE 4b: Increase requests for existing funds for assessment and prioritization.  
 

ACTIONS:  
i) Identify existing funding sources for assessment and prioritization. 
iii) Make information about how to apply for existing funds easily available to users as part of 

the standardized assessment & prioritization process. 
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CHALLENGE 5: Integration with similar assessment and prioritization tools (e.g., Red List and action 
planning process) is not occurring or is insufficient. 

 
a. WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

There is insufficient integration of emerging and existing assessment and prioritization tools 
because of lack of confidence in evolving approaches and lack of understanding of the 
development history of existing ones, perceived territoriality, and prejudice against particular 
conservation management interventions.  

 
b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

This leads to failures in communication and collaboration, lack of engagement, duplication of 
existing efforts, and increased cost. 

 
c. OBJECTIVES: 

 
OBJECTIVE 5a: Seek participation from the IUCN Species Conservation Planning sub-committee. 
 
ACTIONS: 
i) Prepare a short summary of our intention and work approach for C. Lees to take to IUCN 

Species Conservation Planning (SCP) sub-committee.  
WHO: K. Johnson, with C. Lees and R. Lacy 
WHEN: Circulate to WG in Dec 2010; send to IUCN SCP sub-committee by 1 January 2011. 
UPDATE: Presented to IUCN SCP sub-committee March 2011; WG will collaborate with 
current SSC initiative to look at prioritization issues. 

 
OBJECTIVE 5b: Search for existing approaches and tools.  

 
ACTIONS: 
i) Carry out exhaustive research into existing approaches (and core developers) and identify 

those that are worth further investigation and testing, e.g. Amphibian Ark tool, WCS, 
Queensland government tool, etc.). 
UPDATE: Workshop planned for October 2011 to discuss priority-setting for conservation. 
 

ii) Circulate CBSG Abruzzo tool table to working group. 
WHO: K. Leus 
WHEN: 17 December 2010 
 

iii) Conduct literature research on any existing species assessment and/or prioritization 
processes and tools. 

WHO: K. Rodriguez-Clark, S. Christie (IOZ people) and all working group members (cc: any 
requests to KRC). Send results (including possible team members) to K. Johnson for 
compilation. Ask for feedback from all workshop participants. 
WHEN: 1 March 2011 
UPDATE: In progress (K. Rodriguez-Clark) 
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CHALLENGE 6: There is resistance to triage of threatened species. 
 
a. WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

There is resistance to triage of threatened species for a variety of potentially legitimate ethical 
and practical reasons. Some feel that all species are equally important, and that triage implies 
somehow that some species are more worth saving than others. Others feel that conservation is 
conducted fundamentally as a result of emotional motivations, and that practically speaking, 
trying to redirect such motivation using a logic-based system will ultimately be fruitless. Another 
practical argument against prioritization is that it presumes that resources are limited, and are 
available in a zero-sum manner (more funding for one species means less for another). 

 
b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

(We suspect that) A greater total number of species will move into higher categories of threat 
(and ultimately extinction) under current conditions than would do so if an effective process for 
species assessment and prioritization were in place. This is based largely on analogy with 
observations of other complex problem-solving situations (i.e., saving human lives in emergency 
conditions, saving corporate profits in adverse economic conditions, etc.) since data in a 
conservation context are less available. 

 
c. OBJECTIVES: 

 

OBJECTIVE 6a: Openly acknowledge ethical objections to species triage, being clear about the 
ultimate goal (the greatest number of total species being in the lowest categories of threat 
possible). 
 

ACTIONS: 
i)  Include experts in bioethics and participants with a variety of viewpoints on such ethical 

problems in the development of the process/tool. 
 

ii) Clearly present the variety of ethical positions in documentation about the process/tool, 
including analogies from other spheres of human activity (i.e., emergency health, 
economics) in which assessment and priority-setting have been determined to be 
acceptable.  

 
OBJECTIVE 6b: Reduce practical objections to species triage. 
 
ACTIONS: 
i) Identify and enumerate practical objections in addition to those outlined above. 

 
ii) Seek out existing evidence to the contrary 

 
iii) ²ƘŜǊŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŜȄƛǎǘΣ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ƴŜǿ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΦ 
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CHALLENGE 7: The process and tool, once developed, should be available in multiple languages, to 
facilitate use of the tool in a wide range of regions and countries.  

 
a. WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

To be as effective as possible, a species assessment and prioritization process should be 
available in local languages. 

 
b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

If the process and tool are not available in the local language of the countries that plan to use it, 
there could be misinterpretation of the process and/or specific questions within the process, 
and this could lead to inaccurate results. The overall assessment therefore, might not be as 
accurate as it might otherwise have been. 

 
c. OBJECTIVES: 

 
OBJECTIVE 7: Ensure that the process and tool, once developed, are available in a multitude of 
languages. Initially, English, Spanish, Chinese, and Japanese would be recommended, with help 
being sought to make other language versions available. 
 
ACTIONS: 
i) Include speakers of target languages in process and tool development. 

 
ii) Produce translations of process materials into multiple languages. 

 
 

CHALLENGE 8: Ensure that there are sufficient people available to use the process and the tool. It is 
important to ensure that there are a number of people who have a thorough understanding of the 
process and the tool, so that any ambiguities that may arise when the tool is being used can be 
resolved. 

 
a. WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

An assessment may be carried out by a group of people who do not have a thorough knowledge 
of the process, or sufficient understanding of the implications of inaccurate input due to a 
misinterpretation of the process.  

 
b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

The absence of one or more people with a thorough understanding of the process and tool 
during an assessment and prioritization workshop can lead to inaccurate in insufficient data 
being collected during the assessment process. This can lead to ineffective results and 
inappropriate conservation actions being recommended as a result of the assessment. 

 
c. OBJECTIVES: 

 
OBJECTIVE 8: Ensure that sufficient people have a thorough understanding of the assessment 
and prioritization process and tool. 
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ACTIONS: 
i) Include a wide-range of current and potential stakeholders during the design and 

implementation process for the assessment tool. 
ii) Ensure that very thorough documentation is always available for anyone who may make use 

of the assessment and prioritization process and tool. This documentation should not only 
include detailed information and examples about what data should be included during the 
assessment process, but it should also include examples of data that should not be included, 
or how particular aspects of the assessment process might be misinterpreted. 

 
 

CHALLENGE 9: Ensure that when an assessment and prioritization is being undertaken, there are 
sufficient stakeholders present during the assessment who have the data and knowledge to feed 
into the tool. 

 
a. WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

The most knowledgeable experts for a particular group of species may not have been present 
when an assessment of a group of species for their recommended conservation needs is carried 
out. 
 

b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 
The consequences of this can be dire! If insufficient knowledge is available during a conservation 
needs assessment, the results and outcomes will not be as thorough as they could have been. 
This will lead to less meaningful or inaccurate conservation outcomes being recommended, and 
a lack of trust in the outcomes from the assessment. 
 

c. OBJECTIVES: 
 
OBJECTIVE 9: Encourage groups who plan to use the assessment process and tool to be sure 
they assemble to most appropriate expertise in the species being assessed, before they carry 
out the assessment.  
 
ACTIONS: 

. 
i) Ensure that documentation about the process and tool stresses the importance of including 

such groups, as it has proven to be one of the biggest failings of similar, existing 
assessments. 

ii) Ensure that documentation about the process and tool includes a list of effective strategies 
for ensuring participation, and multiple concrete examples of how such participation was 
achieved. 

iii) Ensure that funders of assessment and prioritization require evidence of broad participation 
before proposals are funded, by providing recommendations to funders as well. 
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CHALLENGE 10: Training in the use of the process/ tool will be needed, and this will need to be 
tailored to different user groups. 

 

a. WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 
Human nature is such that any new complex task that requires multiple user groups to work 
together with multiple data streams will require practice to work effectively, and experience 
with very similar processes, such as species Red Listing, suggests that species needs assessment 
and prioritization will be no different. 
  

b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 
The species needs assessment and prioritization process/tool will be ineffective if it is developed 
assuming that participants will automatically know how to implement them and will do it well. 
 

c. OBJECTIVES: 
 
OBJECTIVE 10: Incorporate training in all aspects of process/tool development and provide 
training as a part of process/tool implementation. 
 
ACTIONS: 
i) Include those with experience in training in process/tool working group development and 

testing. 
 

ii) Collaborate with related existing training efforts (i.e., in Red Listing and PHVA, in academic 
departments, in government agencies, etc.) so that training in species needs assessment 
and priority-setting is offered through existing structures and contexts, and thus strengthens 
training in the entire sequence of risk assessment, needs assessment and priority setting, 
detailed action planning, action implementation, and monitoring. 

 
 

CHALLENGE 11: Process follow-up. Once a group of species has been assessed and prioritized, even 
if these are done well, there will be no conservation benefit unless priorities are actually put into 
action, and conservation benefits will remain unknown unless actions are monitored through time.  

 
a. WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

As difficult as it is to develop assessment and prioritization tools, ensuring their implementation 
and monitoring is even more difficult, since they are even more costly, time-consuming, and 
complex. Also, those involved in needs assessment and priority setting frequently view 
ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ŀǎ άǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ŜƭǎŜΩǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ 
concretely who specifically that someone else is. Furthermore, conservation actions may take 
place in multiple locations and scales, and be performed by people for whom reporting and 
monitoring are challenges. 

 
b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

The result of a lack of follow-up means that avoidable increases in threat and extinctions will 
ƻŎŎǳǊΣ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ōǳǘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘΣ  it will be difficult to 
justify the continued investment of effort/expense in needs assessment and priority-setting in 
the future.  
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c. OBJECTIVE 11: Follow-up on action planning, implementation and monitoring. 
 

ACTIONS: 
i) Make the identification of possible implementers/monitors an explicit part of the 

process/tool. 
 

ii) Ensure that the process/tool provides an explicit means of reporting ongoing actions and 
their consequences, in a standardized manner. 

 
iii) Encourage funders to prefer implementers taking action in the context of a formal needs 

assessment and prioritization process.  
 

iv) Provide explicit guidance on how to implement priorities effectively, once they are decided 
upon, by linking to existing detailed conservation planning processes (i.e., PHVA). 

 
v) Provide explicit guidance on how to monitor conservation implementation effectively, once 

it commences 
 
 

OTHER DISCUSSION POINTS 

¶ Noted that the IUCN has requested zoos and aquariums to take a lead role in species-level 
conservation. 

¶ We need to ensure that the process and tool can be applied at different geographic scales and 
will assess conservation needs within which, taxa in need of population management of high 
and low intensity are identified and prioritized. 

¶ We need to provide guidelines for specific user groups in how to use the tool and to progress 
with their own conservation actions based on the output from the tool. 

¶ Rapid assessment of conservation needs and population management needs is an essential 
component of this process and tool. 

¶ Noted that conflicting priorities/agendas of the stakeholders, and limitation of resources 
(time/funds, etc.) will more than likely lead to slow and ineffective development of a tool and 
process. This could be resolved if dedicated resources were applied to the task. 
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Working Group: Program Design  
 
Members: Nate Flesness; Lisa Faust (presenter); William van Lint (reporter); Sarah Long (facilitator); 
Danny de Man; Leonel Ovalle; Ollie Ryder; Kevin Zippel; additional participants for the initial discussion 
were: Candice Dorsey; Lewis Green; Jamie Ivy; Steve Monfort; Kathy Traylor-Holzer; and Dave Wildt. 
 
FOCUS: This working group discussed how to improve the long-term sustainability of intensively 
managed populations (IMPs), based heavily on the experiences of the regional zoo associations present 
in the group (primarily EAZA and AZA). The main focus was on management plans, approaches and 
structures (what we are doing) and capacity (resources, science and space) required to achieve this.  
 
This group originally met to discuss four goals identified in the plenary session related to the 
development and implementation of population management plans. The results of this discussion are 
outlined below (Initial Discussion). Subsequently this working group modified its focus and membership 
(as indicated above) for the discussion and recommendations in the second section of this report 
(Focused Discussion). 
 
INITIAL DISCUSSION: Elements of a Management Program 
 
GOAL 1: All intensively managed populations need to have a clearly defined role. 

CHALLENGES: 
1. The (level of) threats for wild populations are currently assessed following objective and 

consistent guidelines by IUCN (Red List). Conservation actions (and whether there is need for 
IMPs and in what form) are currently not assessed according to such objective and consistent 
guidelines. 

2. Conservation roles are not currently determined for specific taxa/IMPs . 
3. Those individuals who assign population management roles in the zoo community (Taxon 

Advisory Group (TAG) chairs) do not necessarily have the right skill set to define and assign these 
roles. The roles should be based on the specific threats and, as with the threat status (Red List), 
should therefore be designated by field experts. 

4. There are differences among zoo regions and we will need to remember that in some regions 
there are no TAGs or similar structures in place yet (so no assessment and role assignment). 

5. Who defines the roles? This should be done jointly between field experts (who understand 
threats and requisite mitigation actions) and conservation practitioners with resources to take 
those actions.  

6. How to define the role?  
 

GOAL 2: Each species has a precise and appropriate management plan that includes management 
strategies and other activities necessary to achieve its defined role. 

CHALLENGES: 
1. Lack of skilled people (skills/training + motivation + empowered) 
2. Lack of motivated people 
3. Lack of empowerment/mandate 
4. Lack of time 
5. Lack of funding 
6. Lack of process 
7. Lack of data (lack of sample size, lack of appropriate husbandry practices, etc.)  
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8. Lack of planning 
9. Impatience 
10. Lack of organization 
11. Legal restrictions 
12. Lack of (real) institutional support  
13. Lack of population management tools/science 
14. Lack of communication/integration (sharing plans) 
15. Lack of understanding at all levels 
16. Lack of space 
17. Lack of infrastructure 
18. Language barriers 
19. Discussions related to conflicts between population management decisions versus individual 

welfare issues.  
 
GOAL 3: Each program has adequate resources to implement the established management plan to 
meet its defined role(s). 

CHALLENGES: 
1. There is overlap with the challenges from the previous goal (see above). 
2. Lack of founders 
3. Lack of breeding 
4. Lack of husbandry/behavioral expertise 
5. Lack of facilities and spaces 
6. Competing species or programs 
7. Lack of focus of programme leader and/or participants to make the programme a success 
8. Lack of understanding or knowledge at government level, welfare NGOs, zoo directors, etc. 
9. Lack of (long term) commitment 
10. Lack of priority/value (government, zoos,  director/curator/keepers) 
11. Lack of connection/integration of program components or stakeholders 
12. Surplus animals (including possibilities to euthanize and/or breed and cull), lack of space 
13. Regulatory restrictions preventing implementation 
 

GOAL 4: Each program is evaluated regularly and revised as necessary to determine if the plan is 
meeting its defined role(s).  

CHALLENGES: 
1. Non-existent role, plan, process, etc. 
2. Determination of metrics 
3. Unclear/moving (dynamic) timeframes (e.g., 90% of GD for 100 years vs. 200 years) 
4. Apathy 
5. No accountability (including no repercussions if you are failing) or visibility to others 
6. Too intangible/lofty/distant/ (e.g., 100 years), less relevant 
7. Too depressing 
8. Lack of objective/outside evaluation (objective evaluation by a group of people not directly 

involved or who do not have a stake in the outcome) 
9. Unclear corrective actions 
10. Lack of resources (time, people, money) 
11. Lack of authority/unclear who has authority/lack of enforcement to make changes 
12. Difficulty in getting feedback from participants 
13. Considered as less relevant 
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Group restructuring. For the next working session it was decided to change the focus of the working 
group, as it was felt that the main issue ς improving our current programs ς might not receive enough 
attention/focus if all of the goals and challenges were addressed. The group felt that if the current issues 
of concern for our breeding programs could be solved, this would probably mean that all other 
concepts, such as short-term holding but no breeding, could be dealt with. This also allowed the group 
to focus more on its core expertise, current challenges, and aspects that we as the zoo world have under 
control. However, the group acknowledged that this is just one component of the whole IMP spectrum.  
 
¢ƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ΨǇŀǊƪΩ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ Ψ!ƭƭ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜƭȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ 
ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǊƻƭŜΩΦ ¢his topic was being discussed to a minor extent by the Prioritization Working Group. The 
group also felt that there are different tools available already to determine roles (e.g., Amphibian Ark 
(AArk) tool, AZA processes) and as such this discussion topic had a lower priority given the limited time 
ŦƻǊ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ΨǇŀǊƪΩ Dƻŀƭ п ς Ψ 9ŀŎƘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ƛŦ 
ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǊƻƭŜόǎύ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǊŜǾƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅΩ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƛƳŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛt was 
recognized that lack of evaluation and accountability make be significant causes of lack of progress. 
  
¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ǿŀǎ Dƻŀƭ н όΨ9ŀŎƘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ŀ 
precise and appropriate management plan, that includes management and other activities necessary to 
ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƛǘǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǊƻƭŜόǎύΩύ ŀƴŘ Dƻŀƭ о όΨ9ŀŎƘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ Ƙŀǎ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ 
ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ Ǉƭŀƴ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ƛǘǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǊƻƭŜόǎύΩύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ōǊŀƛƴǎǘƻǊƳ 
about new tools/ solutions to solve the current challenges (as documented in our previous working 
group session). However, as the main focus would be on the current concept within a zoo environment, 
a part of the group felt that the link was missing to a more metapopulation approach, utilizing 
connections among populations along a management continuum, including those in the wild. A subset 
of participants split off to form a second group (Conserving Species Across a Management Continuum 
Working Group) to discuss issues related to the management of interacting populations  (see Section 7).  
 
 
FOCUSED DISCUSSION: Improving Viability of IMP Zoo Programs 
 
GOAL: Improve the viability and success of long-term Intensively Managed Population programs. 
Toward this end, each species should have a precise and appropriate management plan, which 
includes management, adequate resources and other activities necessary to achieve its defined 
role(s). 

 
CHALLENGE: Measuring (the need for), and where appropriate improving, the (self) sustainability of 
regionally (and globally) intensively managed ex situ populations, by defining program goals and 
establishing appropriate management plans for each programme.   

 
a) WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR? 

i) The majority of breeding programs do not have a defined role or goal, so it is impossible to 
evaluate each individual programme against its own goals. 

ii) The majority of breeding programs do not have an appropriate management plan. 
iii) Evaluation of demographic and genetic self-sustainability of regional programs concluded 

that populations are not self-sustainable because of low number of animals, negative 
growth rate (lack of breeding), too small founder base, high percentage of pedigrees 
unknown. 

iv) Lack of resources to address the challenge and manage programs more (self) sustainably.  
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b) WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES? 
i) Less healthy populations and increased risk of losing species, regionally or globally. 
ii) Not possible to evaluate ex situ conservation achievements, potential not used to its full 

extent and risk of species extinction. 
iii) Losing credibility toward authorities, conservationist and general public. 

 
c) OBJECTIVES: 

 
OBJECTIVE 1a: Improve collection planning on a global and regional level. The regions need 
improved communication and better processes for working together/ensuring that regional 
priorities are clear. They also need help in making tough decisions within their Regional 
Collection Plans (RCPs); this will mean that RCPs then allocate sufficient space to meet IMP goals 
(or limit their efforts to species and populations for which there is sufficient space and resources 
to manage sustainably) and that IMP viability and success will be improved. 

 
Allocate/reallocate resources (globally, regionally, within zoos). Assess current species, 
add/subtract based on priorities, define roles, evaluation of everything (sources, effects on 
accreditation, carrots/sticks), accountability (bench mark system, 5% free to do what you want 
as institution, the other species have to be globally managed, regionally or nationally relevant). 

 
ACTIONS: 
Regional collection planning: 
i) Work on prioritization, selection of species, statement of species roles, etc. on all levels 

(WAZA global, regional level, within zoos); global collection planning (create process ς 
Workshop on ISB). If appropriate based on the agenda for the meeting, a regional 
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǳǇŎƻƳƛƴƎ ²!½! ΨŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ǎǘǳŘōƻƻƪǎΩ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŦƻǊ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΦ  

WHO: Regional and CPM representatives ς administrative, population biology person(s) 
WHEN: To be initiated in April 2011  
UPDATE: WAZA workshop held in April 2011 in Gland, attended by representatives from 
WAZA, AMACZOOA, AZA, EAZA, JAZA, PAAZAB, ZAA, ZOO, CBSG and ISIS. Species 
selection criteria and candidate species for GSMPs were discussed. 
 

ii) Assess RCPs and current programs to identify current overlap (among regional associations) 
and evaluate their RCP status; select TAGs (e.g., Felid TAGs) as examples. 

WHO: Danny de Man 
WHEN: April 2011 
 

iii) Within existing programs (RCPs + zoo collection planning), reallocate space and reduce 
number of species (and number of individuals of low priority species) to make sure highest 
priority programs meet goals ς create appropriate targets + select appropriate species.  

 
Objective review of RCPs (include assessment of feasibility in RCP process), create process ς 
force people to make choices.  

WHO: Regional associations 
WHEN: 2011-2012 
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iv) Evaluate whether the Amphibian Ark feasibility tool will work fƻǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ 
evaluation of RCPs and/or develop a feasibility tool for RCPs. A draft is available from AArk. 

WHO: Regional associations initially, then jointly share experiences 
WHEN: September 2011 (CBSG meeting in Prague?) 
 

v) Integrate a potentƛŀƭ ŦŜŀǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻƻƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ Ȋƻƻ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ƘŀƴŘōƻƻƪǎΣ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ 
and templates (when relevant). 

WHO/WHEN: To be determined after feasibility tool is available. 
 

vi) Integrate the evaluation of TAGs into the new handbooks that AZA is developing and/or the 
EEP manual EAZA is working on. 

WHO:  AZA (C. Dorsey, S. Long), EAZA (D. de Man, W. van Lint) 
WHEN: AZA- December 2010 and/or during rewriting in 2011, EAZA- September 2011  
 

vii) Identify species role for each population, and compare assessment for a species across 
regions; define possible roles and encourage inclusion of programs that have multiple roles  

WHO: TAGs encouraged by their regional associations 
WHEN: Ongoing 
 

viii) Develop tool/database where all RCP information can be seen across TAGs (and across 
regions?) so that institutions for their Institutional Collection Plan can easily identify the 
targets (without looking at all different RCPs). 

 
 Institutional collection planning: 

i) Create tool for Institutional collecting planning (to make sure this happens more consistent). 
WHO: Regions to produce guidance for institutional collection planning and enforce setting 
up and implement institutional collection plans (based on RCPs).  
WHEN: 2011-2012 
 

 Space: 
i) Explore different types of space (breeding centers, etc.) to create more successful managed 

programs. 
 

ii) Space surveys to make it more concrete ς to set target population (supplement in ZIMS). 
 

iii) Assess global holding capacity for each species, develop a single survey of institutional space 
ς 1 survey across all taxa ς so that RCPs can accurately assess how many programs they can 
work with (census of exhibits/enclosures in ZIMS?); As a first stab, use report in PMCTrack 
that aggregates wants/needs information for managed programs; ISIS could potentially 
produce a report that is numbers of individuals across institutions across taxonomic groups 
 

iv) Brainstorm about Super TAG concept (Carnivore TAG ς as species between the different 
TAGs are competing for space). 

 
v) Develop new incentives/accountabilities for improving our RCP decision making. 
Á Need to develop carrots/sticks to force people to make decisions to eliminate non viable 

or low priority programs.  
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Á Need to develop an accountability and reward system for institutional participation in 
terms of what proportion of institutional collection is devoted to target IMPs 

Á Help zoos improve institutional planning process to better understand how they plan, 
make it more consistent year to year ς this is a key step that we need to understand. 

 
 Surplus animal management: 

i) Deal with surplus animal management (Improve demographic management or modelling? 
Examine and educate about the use of euthanasia and/or breed and cull strategies).  

 
 Capacity building in other regions: 

i) Explore ability of other regions to build structures (IMPs) and expand space (added space 
gives us on global level more possibilities for collection planning). 

WHO: WAZA (CPM) and CBSG 
WHEN: Ongoing 
UPDATE: Studbook training scheduled in Indonesia in Oct 2011; PMx training to be 
conducted for CAZG in Nov 2011 and for JAZA in Feb 2012. 

 
ii) Approach regional zoo associations about recruiting additional staff members and/or 

training a member of staff who can guide/evaluate RCPs, assist TAGs in development, etc. 
 

OBJECTIVE 1b: Create better/stronger program leadership (relevant aspects are selection 
process, training opportunities, accountability and authorization).  
(*) program leader means coordinator or studbook keeper of a managed program 

 
{ƘƛŦǘ ǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎΣ ƴƻǘ 
just the leaders ς population management is a joint responsibility. Increase accountability of all 
key stakeholders involved in the program (see Shifting Paradigm working group). 

 
ACTIONS: 
Selection process: 
i) Create a program leader checklist for each region so that project leaders understand what is 

expected and the zoo associations can hold them accountable. 
WHO: Regional associations 

  
Training opportunities:  
i) Compare current coursework for training of program leaders and evaluate how easily those 

courses could be adapted for quickly posted online training. Training is needed in:  
a. Program leader skills ς based on a list of what makes a good program leader 

(communication, basic population biology concepts, organizational/operational 
processes, software). 

b. Institutional collection planning, how it can contribute better to prioritized IMPs.  
WHO: EAZA and AZA course leaders (D. de Man, W. van Lint, S. Long, L. Faust) 

 
ii) Translate the training material in other languages (when relevant). 

WHO: Specific to training efforts 
WHEN: As needed 
UDPATES: PMx software now translated into Japanese and Chinese (Mandarin); 
translation of PMx manual into these languages is underway, to be completed in 2011. 
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iii) Develop a formal mentoring system for a project leader. Studbook and mentoring guidelines 
have been developed for the WAZA CPM that can help guide this effort. 

WHO: K. Traylor-Holzer to draft for consideration by CPM and regional associations 
WHEN: Late 2011 
 

iv) Connect program leaders working on the same species in the various regions; EAZA, AZA 
and other regional zoo associations should merge their contact lists and share contact 
information with the project leaders/coordinators, and when any new program leaders are 
added they should automatically be put in contact. 

WHO: K. Traylor-Holzer to bring to WAZA CPM for discussion; will integrate into Managed 
Program database portal site. 
WHEN: 2011  
UPDATE: Alternative method of distribution may be preferable; regions are discussing. 
 

v) EAZA and AZA will discuss allowing restricted access between their respective members to 
member-specific areas of their websites to encourage information sharing; explore 
expanding to all regions. Regional associations need to discuss what information is OK to 
share (contact information, plans, documents?).   

  
Accountability and authorization 
i) Associations need to develop or enforce policies that evaluate whether the program is 

helping the population to meet its targets (accountability deadlines and sustainability 
targets/roles), and to develop/enforce policies that empower program leaders and the 
managed programs (backing up the program leader when institutions disagree with 
recommendations and management and are disrupting the program).  

 
Share EEP evaluation tools (EAZA) with other regions, and other regions can consider 
adopting them. 

WHO: EAZA (D. de Man/W. van Lint) will send to AZA (C. Dorsey/S. Long) and other regions 
WHEN: before 28 February 2011 

 
OBJECTIVE 1c: Evaluate current status and identify challenges for individual species programs; 
determine what is hindering population viability and program success (e.g., husbandry, space, 
communication).  

 
ACTIONS: 
i) ¢ŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ tƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ /ŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ όta/Ωǎύ ǉǳƛŎƪ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǘƻƻƭ ŦƻǊ tƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 

Management Plans (PMPs) and evaluate whether the tool needs additional questions (check 
AArk assessment tool) to categorize current status; develop assessment tool online that will 
shows programs current status and can be continually used; check with K. Johnson, who 
developed this for Amphibian Ark.  

WHO: AZA, K. Schad and small working group 
WHEN: TBD 

 
ii) Evaluate all species management programs with this tool. 

WHO: To be determined once the tool is available. 
WHEN: To be determined once the tool is available.  
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iii) Explore other means of evaluation (PVA-like approach).  
WHO:  L. Faust to conduct PVAs for AZA managed populations; K. Traylor-Holzer to explore 
PVA options with current software 
WHEN: 2012 
UPDATE: Grant submitted by L. Faust for AZA population assessments, K. Traylor-Holzer 
developing Vortex PVA model for tiger ex situ populations. 

 
iv) Approach WAZA to develop a Population Management Advisory Group under the umbrella 

of CPM or develop at least the infrastructure, and hold a meeting of this group in the next 
year.  

WHO: K. Traylor-Holzer and N. Flesness to take to CPM for discussion 
WHEN: April 2011 
UPDATE: Discussed at the April 2011 CPM meeting; given recent expansion of CPM to 
include additional corresponding members with technical expertise, this discussion is 
premature and has been postponed for future consideration.  

 
OBJECTIVE 1d: Ensure adequate founder bases for managed programs (both starting and 
existing populations); founder base needs may depend on program goals. 

 
ACTIONS: 
i) Set recommended minimum for number of founders for all new programs (required for 

official program status and use of resources). 
 

ii) Assess founder base of existing programs and use this information in the prioritization 
process (for program status and phase out, for use of resources, etc.).  
 

iii) Assess the ability to find new founders (if available); make use of confiscated/surplus 
animals in other regions (e.g., Andean bear is regularly offered to zoos in range countries).  

WHO: Program leader/coordinator and/or relevant TAG 
WHEN: Ongoing 

 
iv) Deal with legislative issues; if an IMP is needed for conservation reasons, a solution could be 

to develop a program in country (facilities, knowledge, etc.). 
 

v) Consider the founder base in program evaluation (green mark, red mark), including what is 
the current status and has the program made the efforts to get in new founders? 
 

OBJECTIVE 1e: Develop process, resources and system to target and biobank potential founders 
and/or genetically valuable individuals. 

 
ACTIONS: 
i) Establish mechanism for banking samples from individuals from IMPs not already banked, 

working with the programs to identify the priority individuals for banking; develop a 
prioritization approach to determine which species are most important. 

WHO: O. Ryder and program leader(s); OR will discuss with P. Boyle about AZA supporting 
this priority to bank samples.  
WHEN: At this IMP workshop in San Diego (Dec 2010) 
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