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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 smallgtiopusize and other threats.

This has led to a new term among conservatiorjdtgensively Managed Populations (IMPs). Intensive
population management is one facet of biodiversity conservation and can occur in a variety of settings,
from populations maaged 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 abot223of 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 (Congeald HamMmM0O ® hT (GKS GKNBFGIGSYySR aLISOAS
zoos and aquariumspout 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 peajéangterm viability that

would allow them to contribute positively to species conservation.

Workshop Process

In December 2010 a workshop on the intensive management of populdtorsnservationrwas

hosted by the San Diego Zoo. Organized and faeititby CBSG, the workshop was attended dyab
professionals, academics and field biologists from 12 countries spanning 8 regional zoo associations
(ALPZAAMACZOOAMZA, EAZAAZASAZARGEAZA, ZAAs well as from WAZA, ISIS, CBSG,
Amphibian Ark ad the Botanic Gardens Conservation International. This workshop developed in
response to working group discussionsesnsitupopulation management at the 2008, 2009 and 2010
CBSG Annual Meetings centeromgthe growing concern among regional zoo assaoiet regarding the
lack of sustainability for a majity 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 intensip®pulation 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 th@ssitupopulations that are being intensivetyanaged

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 taxand are outside ta scope of this workshogPlenary presentations
summarized the history of population management, current status and issues of concern, and potential
new strategies and philosophies under consideration. A vision statemasntiscussednd primary

goals deweloped that supported a refocusimaf zoos and aquariuman species conservation and
recognized that population management occurs over a broad continuum of intensity, scale, location and
investment of resources. Increased collaboration betweenakasituandin situconservation

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.

Avision statemenfor the intensivemanagement of populations for conservation was drafted by a

working group at the 2010 CBSG annual meeting in Cologne. This draft vision was presented and
discussedt the IMPworkshopand accepted in principle by the workshop participants
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To preserve bdiversity, 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 gsrdémer
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 heslkadle 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 aspectstEnsive population management by zoos and

aquariums for species conservation, from identifying priority species for management, to improving
management effectiveness and increasing collaboration. These gideipified challenges and

developed goals, géctives 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 conseryatidrpromoting 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 thigport for summary tables of recommended actions)

Recommendations
The following goal encapsulates much of what participants believe we need to achieve:

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

To work toward this goal, we must:
1 Change the current paradigm of the ways zoos and aquariums contribute to species conservation
by committing to conservatin missions and adopting appropriate business models to achieve this.

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

1 Improve the viability and success of letegm IMP programs, ensuring that each species has a
precise and appropriate management plan and adequate resources tevacits defined role(s).

1 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 metapopulatistnategies for managing multiple populations
effectively.

Next Steps

Putting the workshop recommendations into action to achieve success will require concerted efforts by
z0o0 associations, zoos and aquariums, and individuals. Efforts are already untiemupiement some

of the necessary changes and activiigsntified at the workshop. Thisorkshop reporthopefullywill

serve as a guiding reference upon which future population management innovations may build. The
scope and urgency of the species canmvgtion crisis obligates us to move ahead as quickly as possible.
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Overview of the Problem anélenary Presentations

INTENSIVE MANAGEMEQH POPULATIONS FARNGERVATION

(adapted from Baker et al. 2011)
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As habitats are increasingly altered and wildlife populations imghloyehuman activities, more species
are being actively managed to assure their persistence. This has led to a new term among
conservationistg, Intensively Managed Populations (IMPs). An IMP is one that is dependent on human
care at the individual and pojation level for its persistence (Fig. Ex situypopulations that depend on
managers for food, medical treatment, living space, protection from predatiod access to mates are
clearly intensively managed. Some wild populations are reliant on atdeast 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 bie f A 3 K (i
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Figure 1. Intersections of biodiversity
conservationgx situzoological and botanical
institutions and intensive management of
populations, with examples of the activities
that fall within each region. The centef
overlapbetween all three circlesontains
thoseex situpopulations 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 f

Management

conservation.

The opportunity for zoological institutions to contribute to species conservation through thetéomg
maintenance of populations is very large. The more than 800 aoodsquariums 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 leveof conservation risk in the wild. For mammals and birds, zoos hold abotfiftnt one-

guarter of the species identified by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) as
threatened, while the numbers are much lower for reptiles and aitiaims (Condet 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 gbrt term.

Concerns regarding the sustainability and not fréiglizedconservation potential of these zoo
populations led tahis workshop on the use of intensively managed populations for species
conservation. The purpose of the workshigpo address he challenge of esuring that intensive
population management contributes to species living within healthy ecosystems in evolving

Intensively Managed Populations for Conservation Workshop Report
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communities Although zo@opulationsalsoserve important educational, aesthetic and cultural values,
these roles do not neasarily 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 tesenanagement 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 800species, in programs

such as thé&pecies 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 (ASMPXobtard Aquarium Association

(ZAA) Australasia, and others. Often, however, these populations are managed in isolatensind

efforts often are not integrated witln situconservation needs or activities, even for endangered

species. Although we the zoo community have convinced ourselves, our staff and our public that our
managed programs serve important conservation roles for those species, isatkigthe case.

Population goals for managed taxa are usually defined in terms of genetics arudydghics, rather

than in terms of supporting species conservation. Even given these limited goals, most managed zoo
populations are not sustainable. Recent analyg®swvthat most of these populations are not currently

being managed at the numbers of im@luals, reliability and predictability of reproduction and levels of

genetic diversity required to assure that they can contribute to species conservation. Rather than
YEYF3AYy3a F2N O2yaSNBF A2y > (GKS YI 22 NJsdfdleca, T LINE I NI
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 sethe conservation value of intensively managedsitupopulations.

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 progrdmut also thragh 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 anils that also do some conservation, to managing themselves as conservation
organizationghat supportex situanimal populations in order to reach conservation goals (Fig. 2). The
World Zoo and Aquarium Conservatiomgtgyidentifies conservation as tharimary 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 otheoajs 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
commurnity, 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@/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 conserv@n 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 thetipes and the perception of zoos.

Intensively Managed Populations for Conservation Workshop Report Page 4



Figure 2. The desired and expected shifts of
emphasis among roleEx situfacilities have
the capacity and responsibility to focus more
of their resources on actions that directly lead
to improved species conservation (arrow A).
Moreover, tobe able to sustain also exhibit
populations for other purposes, increased
management will be needed for thos situ

i populations that will not be easily replaceable
(arrow B). As wild environments continue to
be degraded by increasing human activities, i
is expected that more species conservation w

require coordinated intensive management of
both ex situandin situpopulations (arrow C).

Biodiversity
Conservation

Methods are needed to assess the need and value for intensive management and @isorfozing
these taxa; factors to be taken into account include existing expertise, capabilities, resources and
likelihood of secess. This cannot be accomplished without reaching outside @xlsgucommunity to
embrace other stakeholders, including field biologists, academics, regional and global conservation
organizationsnd interdisciplinary specialists such as sociologists

With clear goals defined by holistic species management péansituprograms will need to be refined

and restructured tanaximizesuccess. The traditional approach of trying to sustain zoo populations only
through breeding within exhibition programll be sufficient for only a relatively small number of
specieg; those that are so popular that large exhibit populations will be maintained, that breed readily
in exhibit facilities with little need faspecializedacilities and that are easy to trap®rt 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 Speciasdgement Plans (GSMPs) administered by WAZA. For
others, it may mean placing breeding individuals ispecializedreeding facilities, while ensuring that
exhibit needs can be met with ndireeding animals. For yet others, it may mean exploring the qance

of extractive reserves, a strategy that the aquarium commuisigyready developing.

Accomplishing the above will require additional resources and has implications faehsitu

institutions structure their financial plans. We will need to bettedarstand our business models,
guestioning 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 collectizs 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 amtetjuresource 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 obstaaes, Ignitations,
inadequate founder baseand 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 insurmountalddeit 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.

Intensively Managed Populations for Conservation Workshop Report Page 5



LIST OFLEENARRESENTERS AND TOPICS
(ppt pdfs available on the IMP Workshop Report paital)

1. Jonathan BallowPhilosophy, history and current methods for pedigisesed management of
breeding programs

2. Robertf  O8Y {dFddzA YR GNBYyR&a 2F (KS ¢2NI RQa aLISOA

3. Kathy TrayloHolzer: Status of managed species in regional zoo associations

4. CarolineLeesZoo population sustainability

5. Danny de Man: Evaluation of sslistainability of EAZA bird and mammal programs

6. Sarah Long: Status of AZéoperatively managegdopulations

7. Nate FlesnessSpace allotted in managed prograffor at-risk specieand ZIMSpotential

8. Lisa Faust: PMCTragkvaluating recommendation outcomes for AZA managed programs

9. David Wildt: Conservation Centers for Species Survival (C2S2)

10. Bob Lacy: Opepopulation metamanagement

11. Kay Havens: Botanic garden approaches to saving planespeci

12. Richard Gibso¥i ! YLIKA O A Iy | NJ Qéseseneppio&esld| G§A 2y ySSRa |

13. Kristin Leus: Revision of IUCN Technic&d&ineson the Management oEx 8u Populations for
CGonservation

14. Kathy TraylotHolzer: Integrated species conservation planning

Presentation 1: Philosophy, History and Current Methods for Pedigrbased Management of
Breeding Programs

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

The science of population management for captive populations continuegdioeto take into
consideration the variety of lifhistory 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 minimigrinbreeding, 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 tbesdagions has
always struggled with incomplete information: uncertainty of sires; gronpghichanimalscannot be
individuallyidentified; groupsn whichmatingsbetween specific individuals caot be managed, etc.

The recent release of the software RMasincreased our ability to begin feeal 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 sped@swhichsexual mating systems not the norm
(e.g., invertebrates), and on species managed as graupghichindividuals are not uniquely identified
(e.g., fish in a tank). These to@lfl enable us to better manage many spedieat we have not been

able to manageffectivelyin the past.

Presentation2: { G 1dza YR ¢ NBSpBcies 2F (G KS 22NI RQa

Robert LacylUCN SSC CBS@&lMicago Zoological Societrookfield, IL. USA

A brief overview waprovided2 ¥ G KS { {F (dza 2 F G K QvidifeinNA Ghenging{ LISOA S a
World: An analysis of the 2008 IUCN Red List of Threatened Sfeetiby IC. Vie, C. Hiltefaylor 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 threat@eed UCN report for detailed status and threat data
by taxonomic classification).
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Presentation3: Status of Managed Species in Regional Zoo Associations
Kathy TraylorHolzer IUCN SSC Conservation Breeding Specialist GApe Valley MN, USA

The numler of threatened vertebrate species continues to increase, as does the need for intensive
population management. While not appropriate for all threatened species, effective intensive

L2 LJdzt F GA2y YIylF3SYSyid o0& GKS ¢ 2 NditiRe®aspeties2d | YR | |j dz
conservationA 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 speci¢isased o the IUCN Red List category of threat = EW, CR, EN or VU)
account for 48% of speciesanaged by APZA, AMACZOOA, AZA, CAZG, CZA, EAZA, JAZA, PAAZAB,
SEAZA, ZAA, WAZA, and AArk programs. While managed populations are heavily represented by
mammals and birsl (76% of all managed species), those herp and fish speciesrématnaged are

more likely to be threatened, suggesting that conservation need may play a greater role in species
selection for these taxonomic groupgdost taxa are only managed in one regj only 10% of managed
taxa are intensively managed in multiple regions. Regional differences etlistinmber of programs,

taxa, and management intensityhose zoo associations that are new to intensive population
management are focusing more on dslighing studbooks and programs for threatened species.

What about the species that we (the zoo and aquarium community) are not mandgifg? dzf Ry Qi 6 S ¢
intensively managing a greater number of threatened species? Intensive management is a potehtial too
that can contribute to species conservatidtoffmanet al. (2010) indicated that 26 species (9

mammals, 15 birds, 2 amphibians) have seen status improvement in the wilexvétiu
reintroduction/translocationlistedas a contributing factor. Curregtlonly about 9% of threatened
vertebrate species are being managed even at the studbook level in zoos and aquariums. Hexvever,
situ IMPs are not appropriate or beneficial for all threatened species, so it is difficult to know how well
we are doing. Areve doing enough? What is the true size of the task (i.e., number of taxavthad

benefit fromex situmanagement)? Do we focus on species before they reach a critical status in the
wild? How do zoos balance zémcusedvs.conservatiordriven programs®hat is our target/goal?

These questions and more will need to be answered as we prioritize species for intensive management.

Presentation4: Zoo Population Sustainability
Caroline Leeand Jonathan WilckenlUCN SSC CBSG Australasia, Auckland, NEVAXBAL

The sustainability of zoo populations is explored. Sustainable populations are considered to be those

FoftS (2 LISNAAAG AAYRSTAYA(GSte:d gAGK GKS N8R 2dZNDSAE
sustaining populationg those with suffigent internal resources to persist without supplementatjan

b) sustainable through supplementatigrable to be supported through an external resource capable of

bearing the required harvest without itself becoming depleted. Under the criteria appligekistudy,

at least 9% of the populations tracked through international studbd@ikee the potentiato fall into

categoryaand 57% into categorly. The standard goal for managing captive populations (retention of

90% gene diversity for 100 years) isedted not towards sustainability as it is defined here, but towards

I YFYylF3SR RSOftAYyS Ay 3ISySiAaA0O KSIFfGUK 2@0SNJ G§KS LISNA
appropriateness of this as a standard target is questioned. An analysis of 87 Euaspgkllorth

American populations against standard targets associated with thi3®D00yr goal show that

deterioration in population health is likely to be faster than planned. &gtyen percent of the

populations studied were too small; 59% were basadoo 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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Presentation5: Evaluation of SelSustainability of EAZA Bird and Mammal Programs

Danny de ManEuropeanAssociation of Zoos and AquatiAmsterdam NETHERLANDS
(in collaborationwith Kristin Leus, Laurie Bingaman Lackey, William van Lint, Saneed®d, Ame
Veldkampand Joyce Wijmans)

A rapid assessment of the selfistainability 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 yab 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 diseaseetc.A total of 91 bird and 177 mammal populations were lgzed. 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 includeddranalysisThis approach illustrates

what can be achieved with onliae individuals in EAZA member institutions. The degree of self
sustainability of the populations was assessed based on 5 criteria: 1) Does the populatiteweve

than 50 total individuals?2) Is the proportion of breeding individuals of the total pégiion less than

25%7?; 3)s bmbdalessthan 17?; 4) Is less than 85% pedigree known?; 5) Does the population contain
fewerthan 30 known founders®Phe table below shows the scores for each of the fivesedfainability
criteria for the bird and mammalgpulations.For each population, a score card was completed showing
how many of the selfustainability criteria it failedt tould be concluded that 75% of bird programs and
30% of mammal programs failed on three or more criteria.

Criterion Birds Mammak
1. Population < 50 living individuals: 36% 28%
HO® t NPLER2NIA2Y 2F AYRA 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%

Apartfromtherealiath 2y GKIF G YlIyeée 2F 9! %!l Qa YIylF3aSR LINPINI YA
sustainable, this analysis has led to another importaatization. Tobe able to truly decide whether or
y20 91 %l Q& OoNBSRAY3I LINRINI Ya | NBetharezdpulatierdd > ¢S a
seltsustainable, but whether each population is achieving its specific goals as outlined by the TAG in the
Regional Collection Plan (RCRjis then leads to the readiion that we lack a sufficiently sound basis
for setting prorities and determining roles and targets in the REsat present ot clear:
1 which species would benefit froex situpopulations as part of their conservation strategy, and
how to decide that in a standardid and transparent way
1 how this decisiormaking 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 tadwed
1 how the priorities for conservation and fother zoo roles (education, entertainment, research
etc) should be balanced

In collaboratiorwith other regional zoo orgarations, WAZA, CBSG asttler groups within thdUCN
SSCand other conservation orgaaaitions,EAZA therefore aims to play aniaetrole in thevarious
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 secuoag termpopulations for our collection® more complete
account of the methods, results and conclusions of this study can be folsdiget al. 2011

Intensively Managed Populations for Conservation Workshop Report Page 8



Presentation6: Status of Association of Zoos and Aquariums Cooperatively Managed
Populations
SarahLong AZA Population Management CentgChicagqIL, 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

Ay 1228 YR Fljdzr NAdzydas AyOfdzRAy3a GKS ! %l Q&8 {LISOAS
Plan (PMP) Programs. In an attempt to characterieevihbility 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 beenasized for 319 populations.

Of particular inérest 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 caldolas 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 gertiversity.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% ofiladipns 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 bagdecreasing in size, 15% are stable, and more than 44¥aieasing in

population sizeProven breeders comprise approximately 25% of AZA populdtioedian Ne/N =

0.25).In summary, while AZA populations range from very small and inbred to quitedatge

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 effdcom inbreedingln addition, norbiological

constraints caused by logistical factors or lack of cooperation among participating zoos can further
impede the succss 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) ad take action to ensure that thesmportant populations persisPrioritizing space for
selected species, creating new or improved breeding and holding facilities, improving the cooperative
management process, improving husbandry, and increasing regiodaglobal cooperation may all play
arole in improving the viability of zoo and aquarium populations.
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Presentation7: Space Allotted ifManaged Pograms for At-Risk Species and ZIMS Potential
Nate Flesnesdnternational Species Information SysterBagan, MN, USA

As of 2010, ISIS tracks about 650,000 live individuals and about 350,000 more in groups, for a total of
NRdZAKf& 2yS YAttA2y fABS FYAYIfad ¢KSNBE FNB 2F (K
population programs activacross the zoolgical regionsAnoptimisticguess 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 ask At Ri
FOO2NRAY3 (G2 L!/baod {2 | aol Ol 2F GUKS Sy@gSt2L1S¢ @S
in managed populations @it-risk taxa, is 40,000k true, that would be 4% of the animals in the
O2YYdzyAleQa O NB 06 dzileseflestinfatessho@dhé teplated yoexféiud NE 0 ©
calculations (and will be addressed by other presentafiomgt 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 aather modest afhcation of space and populationanagement effort to taxa at risk.

ISIS data provides a broad and unique labthese ~ one milliofive animal holdings 800+

institutions. As we move to the new retéime integrated ZIMS software, 1S$3ooking for practical ideas

for reports graphs and analysdékat 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 substantal 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.

Presentation8: PMCTrack; Evaluating Recommendation Outcomes foEZA Programs
Lisa FaustLincoln Park ZodChicaggIL, USA

PMCTrack is a wdimsed database and monitoring system designed by Lincoln Park Zoo to evaluate the
outcomes of breeding and transfer recommendations made through thedfeston of Zoos and
Aquarums(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 ultimaterove the

longterm 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 isspstematic evaluation of the

recommendation outcomes. Was an animal actually transferred? Was the pair put together to breed? If

I NBO2YYSYRIFGAZ2Y 4l ayQi OFNNARSR 2dzisx ¢l a AG 0SOF dz
reproductive problems wit the animals themselves? To address these issues, the Lincoln Park Zoo and

the PMC developed PMCTrack with a thyear Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) grant.
PMCTrack is a wdtmsed database and monitoring system designed to collect fsgdhnd evaluate

the outcomes of breeding and transfer recommendations. PMCTrack will provide the data necessary to
YFE1S AYyF2NX¥SR OKIFy3dSa yR AYLINRGSYSyia Ay ! %l Qa LI

PMCTrack compiles data on all previously published bngeaind 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 traclwvhether rates of recommendation fulfilment improve over time, and to understand
more about each managed program, as well as how the AZA management system works across
programs. The websitevjvw.pmctrack.ord will be eleased irfFall 2011
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Presentation9: 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 faeewedied zoos that

collectively manage more than 25,000 acres of land devoted to the survival of threatened species with
special needs large land areas, natural group sizeslaninimal public disturbanc€2S2 formed in

2005 largely because it realized that the odds of hgua bigger impact would be increased substantially
through greater collabration and sharing resourceBy combining their scientific and management
expertise, these centers excel in studying and creatingssisifainingex situandin situpopulations of
someofthewdlI RQa Y2aid Sy RhlyasNE Qoalisyfoigeheratdidformation on
animals and populations that directly befits the species in natur€urrently, the five members are

Fossil Rim Wildlife Center (TX), San Diego Zoo Glohdgplthe 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 Sustaindé Herd Populations Sustainaiyoks at the ungulategpulation in AZA
institutions. There is a need to step beyond traditional pedigheesed analysis to identify and explore

other biological traits that contribute to adaptability, resiliency and ultiela population sustainability.

By using four priority species, C2S2 is combining space and scientific research to creatgaialihg
populations of rare ungulates while simultaneously determining the biological, resource and financia
benefits of sucta strategy Secondly, th&€Cheetah Sustainability Prografooks at this charismatic
conservation ambassador that is in great demand for exhibition, yeexrstupopuation is not self
sustainingC2S2 has joined the Cheetah SSP, committing to managieggroups of cheetahs and

improving breeding efficiency to achieve sustainability and making this species accessible to all
interested AZA institutions for educational displays, while simultaneously supportsityiconservation

andex situ/in sitresearch As AZAendorsed initiatives, it is likely that these approaches will stimulate
O2yGSYLX GA2Yy 2F GKS @l tdzS 2F WoNBSRAy3dI OSyiSNmBQ
effective production of sustainable populations. For more infation: www.conservationcenters.org

Presentation D: OpenPopulation MetaManagement
Robert LacylUCN SSC CBSG & Chicago Zoological Sdiebkfield, IL. USA

All that we have learned over the pastw decades about inbreeding, adaptation to captivity, and loss of
the diversity suggests that the concept of closed conservation breeding programs is a losing proposition
¢ one in which we try to minimize the damage, as we monitor our losses. To tiplgcheserve 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 thafiten unachievable anthadequatd. We need instead to develop
approaches that seek integrated megement with wild populations, and have as goals to retain
continually and into perpetuity- healthy levels of genetic, behavioral, and physiological divesisityart

of an overall conservation program for speciésograms for the Puerto Ricaresid toad, golden lion
tamarin and Karner blue butterfly agioodexamples obuccessful efforts to manage interacting
populations bothin situandex situfor the overall benefit to species conservation.
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Presentation 1. Botanic Garden Approaches to SagiPlant Species
Kay HavensChicago Botanic Gardetslencoell, USA

Many zoos, aquaria and botanic gardens share the same dual mandate, serving as a public attraction
and seving as a conservation centedeally, our conservation role involves partneyiim integrated
conservation programs that support species survivdhe wild.We also share many challenges:
balancing our dual roles, strategically selecting speciesX@itumanagement, linking owbf-country
facilities with onthe-ground conservabn (often in developing, biodiversiych countries) and building
capaity in biodiversity hotspotdVe undoubtedly have much to learn from each other and | would
encourage more crosertilization between our conservation communities.

The plant conseation community ca employ seed storage as a letegym conservation strategy for

most species, since the majority of plant taxa have seeds thatvitastand drying and freezing.

Properly stored seeds can remaiabfie for decades to centurie$his allowsonservation botanists to

store large numbers of individuals at a reasonable cost with relatively low risks of genetic drift,

adaptation to cultivation and disease if grawits are minimizedThe Global Strategy for Plant
Conservation, a program ofthe @8/ 2y @Sy A2y 2y . A2t 23A0Ftf 5ABSNAA
employingex situconservation and restoration for plants worldwidéetworks of botanic gardens have

joined forces to undertake large scale seed banking of threatened species, native sipeded for

restoration, and in some cases, entire florikese seeds provide a safety net against extinction in the

wild and a source of propagules for restoration today and potentially$sisted migration in the future.

Presentation 2: Amphibian ANJ Q& / 2y aSNBI G6A2y bSSRa ! aaSaavys,
Richard Gibsomand Kevin JohnsgiAmphibian Ark

Amphibian Ark (AArk) staff helps coordinate situprograms implemented by partners around the
world, as part of our role in addressing the situcomponents of tik Amphibian Conservation Action
Plan www.amphibianark.org/pdf/ACAP.pdfwith emphasis on programs within the range countries of
the species. We are always aware of our obligation to coeplsituconservation measures with the
necessary efforts to protect or restore species in their nalthabitats. AArkkelpsto coordinate all
aspects of implementation within the AArk initiative and assistpartner organizations to identify
priority taxa for futher in situor ex situconservation. An initial part of this process involves assessing
species to identify those that are most in need of various types situor ex situmanagement.

In February 2006 CBSG and WAZA convened an AmpBibitiConsevation Planning Workshop, in

El Valle de Anton, Panama. During this workshop a taxon selection and prioritization working group
comprisingl3amphibian experts from around the world developed a decision tree for the selection and
prioritization of taxa fo ex situconservation work. This decisitnee 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 witfhteel scoreshat help to
assign levels of priority for various conservation actions. In 2009, the process underwent a significant
review by AArk staff, whicmodified itfrom a taxon selection and prioritization process to a process for
assessing amphion species for a wider variety of bathsituandex situconservation 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 ofeltedxperts 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.
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During the conservation needs assessment workshops, each species fwartitular 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. Anmibian 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 conservatiomuoity on

1 NJ Qawwwaidhibidnarldorg/assessmentresults.HtrBince these workshops began in 2006,
oy:: 2F (GKS 62NIRQa | YLIKAOAILIY &aLISOASEInKR @S 06SSy
workshops.

Presentation B: Revision of IUCN Technical Guidelirmsthe Management oEx Situ
Populationsfor Conservation

Kristin LeusEAZA/CBSG Europe/Copenhagen ,Zaawerp, BELGUIM

The currentUCN Technical Guidelines on the ManageméBgixdSitu Populations for Conservatiton

not provide sufficient clear guidance thandWHENeX situactivities are a beneficial component of an
overall conservation strategy for a taxon and, in some caseg\@riead to contradictory
interpretations.At the 2010 CBSG annual meeting in Cologmeriing groupwvas convened to begin

the process of revising thegyuidelinesdy outlining suggestesdteps in a more formal, informednd
transparent decisiommaking process guide the evaluation of whethéndividualsshould be taken

from the wild br the purpose of supporting species conservatibhese steps include a status review,
including a threat analysislefinitionof purpose (role) and structure/characteristics of anysitu

program; and a feasility/risk assessment that considers available resources and expertise as well as
potential benefits and riskg\n initial list of relevant factors or characteristics to consider in this process
was identified for each of these steps. Immediately followtheyCBSG annual meeting, a formal

LINP L2 AlIE FT2NI NBGAAaAA2Y 2F GKS FdzZARStAySa 4l a adz YA

been approved. Guidelines revision will proceed in 2011.

Presentation ¥: Integrated Species Conservation Planning
Kathy TraylorHolzer, IUCNSSC Conservation Breeding Species Group, Apple Valley, MN, USA

Ex sityoopulations and activities best serve conservation if they are part of an overall conservation
strategy for the species. However, species conservation strategiasiot been developed for many
threatened species, and many existing strategies dacoasider orevaluate the appropriateness ek
situ activities.Similarly, manyex situpopulations are established and program goals and strategies
developed with litte consideration of and integration wiih situconservation needs for the species.

The revisedUCN Technic&uidelines on the Management of Ex Situ Populations for Conserliatien

the potential to guide both thén situandex situcommunities in ealuating the appropriate role (if any)

that ex situmanagement can play in the conservation of specific spethsanalytical steps outlined in

the revised guidelines have the potential to be integrated with and proiiget into the Species

Conservatio Planning / Population and Habitat Viability Assessment (PHVA) process, either as part of an
interactive process or as a separatealuationthat can function to inform the development or evolution

of a comprehensive species conservation pRarallel conponents in bothn situandex situspecies
conservation planning include status review, threats analysis, decision analysis based on
feasibility/effectivenesstosts ofvariousmanagement options, and development of sh@nhd long

term goals and recomnmeled actions (see diagram).
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Status Review
Data Sources: ) Data Sources:
Literature, kay * - Population status . . Studbooks, species
field managers, - Natural history info - Captive pupl.latmn mgmt programs, I515
key researchers . status (if existing) database, hushandry
- Primary threats

manuzals, TAG RCPs,

- Category of threat research/lab facilities

Vision for Conservation of the Species

| Threats Analysis |

Direct Threats Impacts of threats on
affecting population population (e.g., effects
viability [e.g., — on N, fecundity, survival,
habitat loss, disease, genetics)

poaching) “ay ‘."t

....-:::.w:::: /
l-.!‘..'. ..-.*

$
'. Population Type(s)

P L 2
Objectives - .
Feasibility Assessment (benefits/costs/risks),

(incl. potential negative impacts on in situ pop)

Decision Analysis of Potential Management
| Strategies (including Ex Situ Options)

In Situ Conservation
Actions

Ex Situ Conservation
Objectives & Actions

Intensively Managed Populations for Conservation Workshop Report Page 14



Intensively Managed Populations for
Conservation Workshop

San Diego, CA, US
6 ¢ 9 December 2010

SECTION 3

Plenary Discussion:
Defining OuVision for IMPs






Plemary DiscussionDefining OurVision for IMPs

FOCUSCaroline Lees (Australasia), Danny de Man (EAZA), Bob Wiese (AZA) and Sarah Long (AZA) gave
presentations on the various successes and sbomiings of their respective regional species

management pro@ms. 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 issaas tha

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.

1 What are the main proleims that are keeping populations from being sustainable?

0 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 iattwo groupsg 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 beeatopped.

0 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.

0 EAZAThe problems are much the same as outlined for ZAA, budlifiesient orderc
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.

i It wasnoted 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.

9 If space is a huge problem, why are people targeting low numbersigjht 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.

9 Could extrapolating regional programs into global programs make the situatipietter, by
potentially providing increased spaces?

1 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.

1 Growing populations is often related to husbandry proble@snetic 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 stantsale focus was given to the science of population
management rather than the husbandry.
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1 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 shouiddmng smaller
species that require less space?

1 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
fromhighlyF SOdzy R aLJSOAS&as FyR SdziKIFylaiAl Aa F3FAyadl
issue that needs to be addressed.

WHERE ARE WE TODAYMWREGARD TO INTENSMANAGEMENT OFFRQ.ATIONS

Three questions were put to the workshop participants, vaidndicated (by raising their hands) how
successful they feel we are doing, whére we are doing very badiywd1 = we are doing very well

(n = number of workshop participan#@2 G Ay 3Q I §. SI OK wmm: f S@St

How are we doing relative to what we thinkosiid be done? (meanresponse= 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 succeefiffean 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

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 populationssomuch.isk A & | O2y Ff AOGAY 3 AaadzsSK LG A
S 1y26ftSR3IASHOf SKE 2 NEWSHve inPediénd ® oplira6 NS & 2 dzZNDO S
management.

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

9 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
I NJjid€s&. Zoo space is a good space to showcase what can be done, but eesitus
conservation should possibly be something else or a lot more than we initially thought.
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1 As an industry, we seem to be quite well resourced relative to other industrieshisudepends
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 ntdstvas noted that resources are required
by many different groups within our industgeducators, aimal health, etc. so there is always
competition for resources within the industry.

1 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 vatdingdo
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.

9 There are historical trends in species declines in captivity, and a lack of space, and thany of
species we have now are likely to become more endangered in the fgtsiieuld 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 theefutur

DISCUSSION ABOUT PROPOSED FONRENSIVELY MANAGEDPULATIONS

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. Thequmixion
statement, followed by elaborated text to further explain the statemeésgs follows:

GLYGSYAaADBS LRLzZ FGA2Y YEFEYF3ISYSyd +a LINI 2F |y
results in species living within healthy ecosystems in evolvinyczgiA i A Sa & ¢

GTo 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 zooslaaguariums, 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 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 intervegtion.

Is this the kind bvision 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?
T Ly GKS FTANRG &Sy iSpfedestingekiNdBod B yoii endhighiiThe/s@ieredty £
shouldbed NEB@SNARS G(KS OdzNNByid GNBYR 2F SEGAYyOlA2YyEd

1 We should swap the first and last sentences.

9 Species loss is going to occlit is a matter of how much loss are we willing to manage?

f  We are trying to maximize species survival, not halt the deglstmuld bed 2 LG A YAT S YI EA Y
LRGSYGALf ¢

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

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

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

1 Thereis a dichotomy between intensive species management, and no need for human
interventioncK I S ¢S 3A2yS LI ad OGKIFG LRAYyG FfNBFReK {K
AYGSNBSYyGA2yés aAyOS ¢S Oly yS@OSNI ad2L) AyiaSNBS

massive intervention to maintain them.
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1 The statement should be moved away from a dream and more to a reality, or something in
between.

I We need a vision statement that you have to reachc¢fone that challenges us about where we
can be. Is it too far toay that we are going to have healthy ecosystems without human
intervention?

9 The draft vision is very different to the elaborated versgamme 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.

f I'NB 6S aLISIF1Ay3a F2NJ 20KSNJ LIS2LX S 6KSy 6S &l @
people at this workshop? We are speaking about the globadimunity, and what the world
should be doing.

I Thisis an aspiration goalwould the global conservation community all agree? The statement is
not true now.

1 Managing intensively to managing extensively is a conting@werything will be managed in
some way. The mighoint 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.

1 Human intervention should also inclu@tesitupopulations. So the statenmé should mention
that we will also need managemeint sity, for wildlife rangers, etc.

f ¢KSNB gl a a2YS RAaOdzaarzy 2y (G(KS g2NR aSTFSOiGA

We have not been overly effective in the past but there are also otbemeunities out there
that are not achieving their goals. We might be limiting our role or where we see our role as
0SAy3a STFTSOGADSD aleoS ¢S aKz2dZ R OKFy3aIS GKAA
lot of discussion about this point at the GB8&eeting in Cologne.

T We are on a spectrum and this is critigdhere 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

YEYEFE3ISYSylilod al @806S daAy GySINJASS/NIME y2éK YU FRAIS 3 Sa 24 K SAl
YSI adsNBaé¢ YSIy (2 RAFTFSNBYd INRdLAK ¢KSe O2dA R

GadzZlIL2 NI ¢ AYAalaSIR 2F aAYUSNBSYyUGA2yéK

I There is not going to be anywhere in the world that is not managed by people in the future. We
aK2dzZ R a4l @ AaYAYAYlIfé AYyGSNBSyGAz2ys a4 GKAA
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 failurearé/loking at
reducing unnatural levels of extinction.

1 ¢KS GSN¥XY Gdzaay3a GKS oSad QFAtlof
Ay | &%O0OMIedS all 26S ale adzasS GKS o u |
GaO0SSyPDNI aiSOKy2ft238éx a2 AG Aa y20 &adzOK |
technology were included because they represent two different contexts.

T 2KIG lo2dzi a&a20AFt  O2 2 LIS NI clhupgoy éotld be fizhdc®, NI & S N& d

educatianal, 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

2F aLISOASad t NEBFSNE GAYOGSNBSYydA2yé 2SN &adzLILlR

No consensus was reaath 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 heve to meet this vision.

ENE TR B B R

=A =4 =4 =8 =4

=a =9 = =A =4 =4

=a =

Prioritization tools for which species need intensive management

For priority specieg establishing populations that can be viable over a long time

Rapid assessment consensus on what is viable in managed programs.

Better goaldor our programs and program design to meet those goals

Wild population increases move toward improving status of wild populations

Healthy ecosystems

Less itensive management in captivity means finding more space.

Better collaboration with the field comunity

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

Strategc planning of recruitment of founders from the wild

Better compliance/accountability with recommendations from breeding programs

Better successful integration of tools right across éiesituin situfields

Better goalg; to link program goals to threatse the species. Make sure that program goals
address the threats to the species.

Comprehensive coservation plan for each species

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

I F @Ay 3 aLISOASE AGK | LILINR sidiedy)i S 3F2Ffa oy2i
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 resairces

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 buyn. Goals for species should be the goals of those who can inflikeaedate 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 ieidg.

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 individuashere are other types of forms ofitensive
management, e.g., translocations, cryopreservation. Exploration of the whole range of
techniques.

Changing what zoos dpmoving away from species conservation as a volunteer position.
Conservation should be core to what zoos are about.

Need a cepaign to promote our vision of this to zoo administrators. Getting the message
beyond this workshop.
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1 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 desseovation or they will not do it.

Reference to IUCN needing to review all of its pajingtural range area, réntroduction.

Climate change in 20 or 30 years a lot of species are not going to be able to live where they

currently live. Translocation reeeded, as is assisted colonization.

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

Doing something about elevating our standingeassitupractitioners in the global conservation

scene. Do they take us seriously? We need to deentm 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.

1 A global system where we can be moreaae of how many zoos there are and what our species
are for. Display v&x situconservation.

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

= = = =4

= =

WORKING BOUPS FOR THIS WOREBB
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 Prioritizatiomhich species need intensive management; how \ebu
they be evaluated within the Red List process

2. Program Goals and Desigelearer program goals for our populations and managing toward
those goals; building capacity to what is needed to achieve what we qu@surces, expertise,
space, etc.; assese&mt and evaluation of success

3. Integrationg integration with other aspects of conservation or species work/comprehensive
species plans

4. Collaboratiorc collaboration among stakeholders, IUSSGpecialist groups, etc.

5. Paradigm Shift creating a paradim shift in what we are doing; getting the message out to zoo
RANBOG2NESE SGOPT R2AYy3A GKAy3Ia RAFFSNBydGteT 122

These working groups then convened to begin the process of discussing and defining thievdligh

goals, challenges to those goaibjectives to be accomplished to overcome those challenges, and
recommended action steps.
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Working Group:Shifting the Conservation Priority Paradigim Zoos

Members: Anne Baker; Jonathan D. Ballou; Paul Boyle; Lesley Dickie; Richard Gibson; Kay Havens; Peter
Riger; Dan Wharton; Bob Wiese

FOCUSThis group dis@sed 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,rihggecognized 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 succémseprograms.

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

CHALLENGEp!nder the current paradigm, for many zoos cgnservation is not a high priority] an
GKAa yS3IFIGAgSte AYLIOGA GKS O2YYdzyArAdeQa FoAfAGe
management programs.

a) WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR?
i) Zoos have other prioritiege.g., exhibits that bring in revenpthat compete forresources
i) Zoos need toun as bwinesses to exist
i) C2NJ YIye 1223832 A Qansdrvatiorkintdhdir SugidleSs model Ay G SINI G S
iv) The timeframe for bisiness plans angpically3-5 yearswhile conservation is a lortgerm
process
vV) / 2y aSNBIFGA2y Aa y2G .aSSy +a I aaltSlFoftSé LINE
vi) Many zoos run as postage stpreollections, rather than conservation centers

b) WHATARE THE CONSEQUERCES
i) Conservation takes a second seat to running the zoo business.
ii) Itis a challenge tpositionzooresourcegowards conservation programs.
i) L Y LI O dabilitiesaanAriain sustainable populatioria situor ex sit.
iv) Other conservation organizations do not recognize or trust the zoo community to be serious
contributors to conservation.

c) OBJECTIVES:

OBJECTIVE:X2hange the current paradigm of the wayms 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 bre@dy centers)Recognize that in some situations, dedicated breeding
centers (could be zoos that specializgoarticularspeciesor types of specigsare preferred over
distributed populations among multiple zo¢be typical SSP/EEP approadi)r examplefor

failing IMPs, to maximize reproductive potentialdistribute breeding individuals into

dedicated specialized breeding facilities (not necessarily zoos), while ensuring that exhibit needs
can be met with nofbreeding animals of this or another spes. An example of this approach is

the dedicated cheetah breeding facilities being promoted by the CCSS
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ACTIONS:

i) ldentify IMPs that are failing. This involves compiling the published and gray litecature
there have been several publications and preséotes over the last several years that have
documented challenges faced by many breeding programs.

i) Work with program members of these IMPs todefine the structure of the program to
maximize success. Where are the bird population managers on this issue?
WHO: A. Baker
WHEN: January 2011

OBJECTI\MB: Members of the zoo and aquarium community should eacbammit or re
evaluate their realistic conservation mission and specify in detail what that means. This would
ensure their clarity of purpose and hepandardize the meaning of committing to conservation
at the international level.

ACTIONS:
) 1al GKS NBIA2yIlf | aa20AlF0A2yaQ O02yaSNBIGAZ2Y
management, other?) to define, within their area of expertise, how thveyld define and
assess the conservatieelated activities of their member organizations. Including the AZA
field conservation definitions as an example:
WHO: P. Boyle
WHENResponses by June 2011

i) Consolidate the responses from conservation committeesrt@agreed upon international
standard.

OBJECTIVE: 1dentify 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 conserigt leaders in this community.

ACTIONS:

) 5SSt 2L I O2yOSLIi LINBLR&LFE F2NJ Iy 2NBFYATFGA:
| 2YaASNDFGA2Y LYGSNYyFdA2yl ¢ Y2RSt OGKIFIG 62N) &
internationally, or levels of mebership within regional zoo associations, that acknowledges
and identifies institutions conducting sifipant conservation programb. 2 NRSy Qa ! NJ = A
Sweden, is the type of institution visioned to be recognized by this program.

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

i) After this @ncept proposal has been draftedewklop criteria for inclusion of zoos for $hi
level within zoo associations. For exampldSi® designation appropriate for all zcosd
can this be used to aid in reaching the objective\ay

OBJECTIVEMd hdzNJ 6dzaAySaa LI lya akK2dZ R 6S RS@St 2LISR
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 IMiterent 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 iectigetah, giraffe, elephants,
penguins, flamingos. This involves two step

(1) Write a guideline for how to calculate these costs.
WHO:J.Ballou,A. Baker
When: Fetuary 2011

(2) Estimate costs
WHO:A. Baker, Ballou¢ GLTsA. Baker¢ Wyoming toads; Klchnsong C. frogs; P
Pearce Kellg field crickets; Tiit Miaan ¢ Europearmink; R Wieseg California mndors
WHEN: TBD

i) t NEGARS 3JdARStAYySaE 2y K2g¢ 122a Oy TFdzyR O2ya

requires that a zoo has a conservation strat@yplace, if appropriate).

OBJECTIVE Me need to better understand our business models. We mdkeé af
assumptions thatve believenegatively affect our conservation role:

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

1 We presume mong directors that if zoo collections are similar that people will stop

coming

1 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
centersby:

1 Being able to focus more resources on needy species

9 Better focus resources on public needs

1 Be better presenters of animal visibility abdhaviot

ACTION:
i) Determine what species and activities visitors NEED to have in zoos to have a good zoo
ViStorSELISNA Sy OS® 52 @GAaAld2NAR ySSR | @FNRSGS

collections (i.e., many species, few specimens of each species)? Is there a conflict between
visitor perceptionscuratorialcollection planning interests vs. the needssatcessful IMPs?
WHO: PBoyle to circulate their visitor info survey that has been dongoyeto ask Scott
Corwon about this questionnaire.
WHEN: TBD

CHALLENGE @nder the current paradigm, we too often faib deliver on promises and missions to
uselMPs tosupport conservation

a) WHY DOES TRROBLEM OCCUR?
i) Expanded to too many prograno rapidly.
(a) Stopped breeding because of overpopulation and sutplus
(b) Fundraising capacity could not keegyp with needs
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(c) Have done a poor job at passiog husbandy knowledgeto other zoos, younger
generations of staff
i) 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 Plannig2 y Qi SEA &l | YR 6KSNB (KSé& R2 2 7F(

b) WHATARE THE CONSEQUERCES
See Overall Goal: failure to be seen as an effective conservation partner

CHALLENGE Under the current paradigm, lack of full cooperation between zoos and betweens
FYR YFylF3aSNER 2F Lata Aa 2FGSy G2t SNIGSR= y20 &aidNJ
negatively impacting the success of IMPs.

a) WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR?
i) Institutions priorities trump collective priorities
i) Personal priorities collective priowes.
iii) Business model of zoos often naimpatible with cooperation.
iv) Corruption
v) Egocl 22 Yl ylF3ISNBR a2YSGAYSa R2yQlG fA1S G2 0S8 iz
vi) Lack of buy in to a common conservation vision
vii) Lack of trust between participants
viLi Qa SFAASNI G2 R2 Al 2y @&2dz2NJ 24y
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 ownershp and financial value sometimes trump IMP recommendations
xin{ 2adSY R2Sa y24 KFrgS + gle& (G2 RSIE gA0K GKS

b) WHATARE THE CONSEQUERCES

i) Cooperative programs not as effective as they could be

i) Zoos that want to fully particippS 6 S®3dx 3IASG FyAYlIEa& F2NJ o
NBEO2YYSYRIFIGA2ya AF NBO2YYSYRIUGAZ2YEA Ayod2f

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

iv) Recommendations are not followedppulations crash

v) Mistrust between institutions, institutions and IMP managers

viLata OFyQd F002YLX A&aK NBIffe o0A3 321t a

vii) Increases costs of IMPs: inbreeding = increased health care, failed populations need new,
expensive founders, etc.

NBE SR,
oS 1

OBJECTI\#a: Havespecies sustainable programs link cooperation to inclusion. Those that
cooperate get to be included in the shared benefits (e.g., receive breeding animag)lsylte
the cost of norcollaborating is lack of availability to animals.
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ACTIONS:

) Developpr@SaasSa |yR G22fa G2 aylyYS FyR akKl yYSé
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
WHENAfter ZIMS Release 3 (Studbook module): 2012, 2013?

ii) Regional zoo associations need to get tough on sanctions for deliberatecomeration in
IMPs.
WHO: Zoo associations

OBJECTI\@®: Enhance compliance if IMP recommendations byrimatéxa 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.

CHALLENGEUnder the current paradigm, animals in collections and IMPs often haweflicting
roles {ndividuals expected to be both oexhibit and breeding), which leads to less successful IMPs.

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

ACTION:

) DefiS FyR aitlyRINRATS AYGSNylrdAz2yrtte 122 at NP

their real role: sustainable programs, reinthactionprograms, display/exhibit/research

LINEINI Ya® {SS m 02080 L&l 2! %! [2ya@NDliAzy

to define these standards.

OBJECTIMBY 5SGSNNYAYS 6KIG R2S& 62N)] Ay SEKAOALD
accordingly.

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

a) WHY DOES THROBLEM OCCUR?
i) Wanted to detach retail value from animals
i) Wanted to see animals as a community resource

b) WHATARE THE CONSEQUERCES
i) Animals are not valued
i) Having sustainable paationshas a cost, so should NOT be free.

jii) Ifsustainablepopl i A 2ya NB aSSy |a FNBS:I 122a 62yQi

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

@wSaSyliyYSyid o6SGe8Sy 1228 FyR LINRINIY YIyl 3SN

(b) Some zoos do contribute more thanhatrs, again, resentment
() { 2dz2NDS T 224a Ic@avidd agimals SoyTledvinénhitiire is a real cost
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c) OBJECTIVE&os and aquariumthat are sources of animals need to document and
understand the real costs of producing animals. There needs touadue system associated
with making animals available to programs, zoos.

ACTIONS:

) 9ELX 2NB atl & (2 tfleé adaNIrGSaIAsSa 6KSNB t |
receiving animals acts as studbook keepers).

i) See Actions for Objectives 1d akosgurvey of costs.

CHALLENGE Under the current paradigm, taxa selected for IMPs are selected dysmanagers or
regional zoo advisory groups rather than expertsspecie®2 O2y aSNII GA2y ySSRa:x
developing and using resources on IMPs in wé#lyat are less than ideal for most effectively

addressing global conservation issues.

a) WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR?
i) See Challenge 1
i) 2SS R2y Qi miamnh. A OAl Ay T2
iif) We think we already know theeeds andanswers
iv) We rely too much on the Red Lgsbut thereislack of guidance from Red List
V) Most SSC SpecialistdBps members are not conservationists
vi) We have not sold wiave can do in an effective way.
vii) We have not sold the idea that IMPs are jasbol rather than a final goal of conservation

b) WHATARE THEONSEQUENCES

a

t

S

) LYgSaday3 Ay &L8OASE (KFi R2yQiG ySSR FaaAradl

i) Use resources for nehigh conservation priority species
iii) IMPs are not used when they can.be

c) OBJECTIVES:

OBJECTI\@a: Make organizations that are doing global or regional conservatiomisign
(IUCN/SSC, IUCN Specialist Groups, regional zoo association advisoryetigpapsire that
there are toolsavailable thaobjectively evaluate the role @i situlMP in the conservation
programs (e.g., an AAtkpe conservation planning tool, PHYfocesses, 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: RGilson, K Johnson
WHEN: Within 2011
UPDATE: Possible interest by USFWS in applgioigtd North America bat species.

i) 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 covestmn services that zoos
can provide
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iv) Identify nonzoo appropriate people to deliver the message to their own groups.

OBJECTIVE @e largely reactive not proactive in species conservation planning (whilst being
proactive at offering our servicesseeobjective above), but recognize that there are situations
that zoos can take the lead or be proactive in developing conservation planning.

CHALLENGE Under the current paradigm, experts in species conservation outsideakesitu
community often do nd recognize or value the potential contribution that can be made by situ
IMPS.

a) WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR?
i) We support a process without knowledge of the required support to reach obj
i) We are gen as consumers of wildlifeot as conservation organitians
iiiy Because zoos and aquariuan® seen as a high resource and a sideline
iv) IMPsarenot used, so not realized as useful,asey 2 it dzaA.SRX®S (i O

b) WHATARE THE CONSEQUERCES
i) No useful dialogubetween zoo and aquariuommunity and other conservation
organiations
i) Zoos acting in isolation
i) We have made bad choices
iv) Wehaveg | aGS NB&a2d2NOS&a FyYyR R2y Qi | OKASGOS RS&ANEBI
v) IMPs are not used when then can.be

OBJECTIVEPromote the services that thex situcommunity can provide for species
conservation. D@ better job in communicating what our services are.

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

CHALLENGE Our current population management paradigm creates significant challenges to the
122 FyR Il dzZl NR dz¥ to@chivibritdzsiniich &dheyl poténfially could to species
conservation. The challenge is to have the zoo and aquarium community fully recognize that
paradigm shifts are needed.

OBJECTI\ga: Convince the zoo community that there isr@sis Zoo poplations are crashing
and for most species we lack sustainable populations. This is a crisis with short time/t act.
need tobetter communicate the crisis because what we have said so far does not work.

ACTIONS:
i) Write and publish a peereviewed paperdr both the zoo and noizoo 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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OBJECTI\EB: Convince the directors of the zoo and aguarium community that they need to
take responsibility for maintaining zoo populationsgtdators need to recognize this and take
responsibility to change thingsto improve zoos success with conservation.

ACTIONS:
i) Identify a leadership group of directoamid managers to take the lead immmunicating this
responsibility.

ii) Focuson andcollaborate only with other conservatieminded zoos

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

OBJECTIVE: &efine what would zoos look like (to public? Peers? Authorities2)sf aally
were affective conservation organt&ans 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 evéuati 2 2 Q& NXB I fexs@uz2 y G NR 0 dzi A 2
population management conservation.
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Working Group:Assessment and Prioritization

Members: Sarah Christie; Nancy Clum; Nate Flesness; Kevin Johnson; Kristin Leus; Andy Odum; Paul
PearceKelly; Kate Rodriguezlark

FOCUSThe focus of this group was to discuss ideas for a tookiaitl 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:
1 Be flexibleg allow setting different priorities within scale, geographic regionscisegroups,
etc.
Allow users to set their own weightings, specific to their use.
Be transparent; 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 detailad 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 buin from all appropriate stakeholders, such as the IU@Nitu
conservation committeeex situcommunity, government wildlife agencies, etc.
Be tested with real data, and published with concrete case study data.
Be useifriendly, intuitive, and able to be used by any group, with or without a facilitator.
Be linked to IUCN Red List.
Have broad acceptee so there is a wider scope than simgkysitumanagement or not.
Include multiple actions or outcomes, one of whickJssituconservation, e.g., include
research, habitat restoration.
1 Be used proactively the process tool should be used by the cansgion communitybefore
they take any action.

=A =4 =4 =4

= =4

= =4 =4 =4 =9

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 gegraphic 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 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 gli®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.
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b) WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES?
The lack of a standardized approdolgeneral conservation needs assessment and priority
setting results in lack of unified conservation efforts, inappropriate allocation of resources, and
avoidable declines or extinctions.

c) OBJECTIVES:

OBJECTIVETheex situconservation community shddiidentify 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, sciencemmunity, 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. Workimmgigrto contribute
suggested additional members.
WHO: All working group members
WHEN: Notify K. Johnson of suggestions byramuary 2011

i) ldentify team leader and possible funding opportunities for that role.
WHO: All working group members
WHEN: End of &fch 2011

i) 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 SCéhsmlittee by 1 January 2011.
UPDATEPreserted to IUCN SCP sudtmmmittee 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: 20137

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

tools.
WHO: Workinggroup members and collaborators
WHEN: 20137

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

a. WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR?
We have insufficient data to carry out assessisafue 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 extingions.

c. OBJECTIVES:

OBJECTIVE:d2evise 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 exising research resudtare shared.
WHO: Working group members and collaborators?
WHEN: 2012?

OBJECTIVE:hcrease properkgonducted field research in areas that are essential for
assessment and prioritization.

ACTIONS

i) Ensure that assessment process includes explicit gtiser of research needs.
WHO: Working group members and collaborators?
WHEN: 2012?

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

WHO: Working group members and collaborators?
WHEN: 20127

CHALLENGE Scope of the assessment and prioritization problem is very large

a. WHY DOES THE PROBLEM OCCUR?
The scope athe 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 neetbteloped
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 veigtiquickly.
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b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES?
This results in a complicated technical task, dilution of effort, and intellectual paralysis.

c. OBJECTN\EEThe approach and tool that is developed must be adequately and repeatedly
assess a large numbef taxa n a streamlined and effective process that can be carried out in a
short amount of time (e.qg., 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 procedakes per taxon.
WHO: Working group members and collaborators?
WHEN: 2012?

CHALLENGE Bhe amounf 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 bothan) 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 thate 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 AREHE CONSEQUENCES?
All of this results in a lack of loigrm 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. OBJETIVES:
OBJECTIVE:4acrease funds available for assessment and prioritization.

ACTIOR:

i) Educate the public and decisionakers about the importance of assessment and
prioritization.

i) Educate existing conservation donors about the importance of assegsand
prioritization.

OBJECTIVE :4hcrease requests for existing funds for assessment and prioritization.

ACTIONS:

i) ldentify existing funding sources for assessment and prioritization.

iiiy Make information about how to apply for existing funds easilyilatpée to users as part of
the standardized assessment & prioritization process
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CHALLENGE 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®BLEM 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 territorigldnd 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:
OBJEQVE 5aSeek participation from the IUCN Species Conservation Planniugsubittee

ACTIONS:
i) Prepare a short summary of our intention and work approach for C. Lees to take to IUCN
Species Conservation Planning (SCPreuimittee.
WHO: K. Johnson, wi@h Lees and R. Lacy
WHEN: Circulate to WG in Dec 2010; send to IUCN SCéhsulittee by 1 January 2011.
UPDATE: fresented to IUCN SCP scbmmittee March 2011; WG will collaborate with
current SSC initiative to look at prioritization issues.

OBJECTIVB:55earch 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 tb, etc.).

UPDATE: Workshop planddor October 2011 to dis@spriority-setting for conservation.

i) Circulate CBSG Abruzzo tool table to working group.
WHO: K. Leus
WHEN: 17 December 201

iiiy Conduct literature research on any existing species assessment and/or prioritization
processes and tools.
WHO: K. Rodrigue2lark, S. Christie (I0Z peojled all working group members (@ny
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. Rodriguark)
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CHALLENGE Bhere is resistance to triage of thatened species.

a. WHY DOEBHE 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 ttat 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 lodfiased system will ultimatelyebfruitless. Another
practical argument against prioritization is that it presumes that resources are limited, and are
available in a zersum manner (more funding for one species means less for another).

b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES?
(We suspect that) A gater 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 anthlogy
observations of other complex problesolving 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:

OBJECTI\@& 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 aetyriof viewpoints on such ethical
problems in the development of the process/tool

i) Clearly present the variety of ethical positions in documentation about the process/tool,
including analogies from other spheres of human activigy, @mergency health,
economics) in which assessment and priesgfting have been determined to be
acceptable.

OBJECTIVE :@Reduce practical objections to species triage.

ACTIONS:
i) ldentify and enumerate practical objections in addition to those outlined above.

i) Seek out gisting evidence to the contrary

i) 2 KSNE SOARSYOS R2SayQi SEA&aGE O2yRdzOU0 aiGdzZRAS
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CHALLENGE The process and tool, once developed, should be available in multiple languages, to
facilitate use of the tool in a wide range of regis 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 lagguof the countries @it plan to use it,
there could le 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 otherise have been.

c. OBJECTIVES:

OBJECTIVEHnsure 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 languagersiens available.

ACTIONS:
i) Include speakers of target languages in process and tool development.

i) Produce translations of process materials into multiple languages

CHALLENGE Bnsure that there are sufficient people available to use the process amdttiol. 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 assessmdmmay 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 onore 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:

OBJECTIVEBnsure that sufficient people have a thorough understanding of the assessment
and prioritization process and tool.
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ACTIONS:

i) Include a widerange of carent and potential stakeholders during the design and
implementation process for the assessment tool.

i) Ensure that very thorough documentation is always available for anyone who may make use
of the assessment and prioritization process and tool. This deatetion 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 patrticular aspects of the assessment preamight be misinterpreted.

CHALLENGE 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 PROBLEMURC
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 beedlif 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 lackof trust in the outcomes from the assessment.

c. OBJECTIVES:

OBJECTIVEBNcourage 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 assesment.

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.

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

iiiy Ensure that funders of assessment and prioritization require evidence of broad participation
before proposals & funded, by providing recommendations to funders as well.
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CHALLENGE :IDraining 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 n@emplex 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 prioitization 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:16@corporate 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.

i) 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 s, and thus strengthens
training in the entire sequence of risk assessment, needs assessment and priority setting,
detailed action planning, action implementation, and monitoring.

CHALLENGE :1Rrocess followup. Once a group of species has been as&el 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:timnsuming, and
complex. Also, those involved in needs assessment and prietttpgs frequently view
AYLE SYSYy(GlFdA2y YR Y2yAG2NAyYy3 +a aaz2vySz2yS Stas
concretely who specifically that someone else is. Furthermore, conservation actions may take
place in multiple locations and scales, and be perfatrng people for whom reporting and
monitoring are challenges.

b. WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES?
The result of a lack of followp means that avoidable increases in threat and extinctions will
200dNE FyYR SOSy AT (KSe& R2y Qi iteidse dificdikd SOSR 68y
justify the continued investment of effort/expense in needs assessment and pre@iting in
the future.
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OBJECTIMH: Followup on action planning, implementation and monitoring.

ACTIONS:
i) Make the identification of possible plementers/monitors an explicit part of the
process/tool.

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

iiiy Encourage funders to prefer implementers taking action inatwetext 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 exficit guidance on how to monitor conservation implementation effectively, once
it commences

OTHER DISCUSSION POINTS

1
1

Noted that the IUCN has requested zoos and aquariums to take a lead role in dpeeles
conservation.

We need to ensure that the proceasd 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 grongdsow 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 conflictingoriorities/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); Withanhint (reporter); Sarah Long (facilitator);
Danny de Man; Leonel Ovalle; Ollie Ryder; Kevin Zippel; additional participants for theisoitisdion
were: Candice Dorselyewis Gree; Jamie IvySteve Monfar, Kathy TrayloHolzer and Dave Wildt.

FQCUS This working group discussed how to improve the {targ 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 wasmoagement 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 implem&ation 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 secomahsetthis report

(Focused Discussion).

INITIAL DISCUSSION: Elements of a Management Program

GOAL 1All intensively managed populations need to have a clearly defined role.
CHALLENGES

1. The (level of) threats for wild populations are currently asse$skalving 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.

Conservation roles are not curréy determined for speci€ 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 baken 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 plgee(so ncassessment and role assignmgnt

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 defne the role?

N

GOAL 2Each 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)

Lack of motivated people
Lack of empowerment/mandate
Lack of time
Lack of funding
Lack of process
Lack of data (lack of sample size, lack of appropriate husbandry practices, etc.)

Nogs®ON
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8. Lack of planning

9. Impatience

10. Lack of organization

11. Legal restrictions

12. Lack & (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 betwepopulation management decisions versus individual
welfare issues.

GOAL 3Each 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 previooaldsee above).

Lack of founders
Lack of breeding
Lack of husbandry/behavioral expertise
Lack of facilities and spaces
Competing species or programs
Lack of focus of programme leader and/or participants to make the programme a success
Lack of understandmor knowledge at government level, welfare NGOs, zoo directors, etc.
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 animaldrcluding possibilities to euthanize and/or breed and cull), lack of space
13. Regulatory restrictions preventing implementation

GOAL 4Each program is evaluated regularly and revised as necessary to determine if the plan is
meeting its defined role(s).
CHALENGES
Non-existent role, plan, process, etc.
Determination of metrics
Unclear/moving (dynamic) timeframes (e.g., 90% of GD for 100 years vs. 200 years)
Apathy
No accountability (including no repercussions if you are failing) or visibility to others
Toointangible/lofty/distant/ (e.g., 100 years), less relevant
Too depressing
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 reources (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

©ONOO WD
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Group restructuring For the next working session it was decidedharge the focus of the working

group, as it was felt that the main issgémproving our current programs 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 forour breeding programs could be solved, this would probably mean that all other

concepts, such as shetgrm holding but no breeding, could be dealt with. This also allowed the group

to focus more on its core expertise, current challenges, and aspectsvthas the zoo world have under
control. However, the group acknowledged that this is just one component of the whole IMP spectrum.

¢ KS 3INRdzZLI RSOARSR G2 WLINJQ GKS FANRG 3J21t 2F WIf§
RS T Ay S Ris thd ivé® Geing 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 discussiorhtapic lower priority given the limited time

F2N) RAaOdzaaAz2y® Li oc¥ Bt XK RBPHARER 4z 90 NYD (I BRI
GKS LIy A& YSSliAy3a Ada RSTAYSR NRfSo6ao twaR Aa NB
recognized that lack of evaluation and accountability make be significant causes of lack of progress.

¢CKS YIAY F20dza 2F GKS g2NJAy3 INRBdzZL) F2NJ KS NBYIF A
precise and appropriate management plan, thecludes management and other activities necessary to

I OKAS@S AGad RSTFAYSR NRB{S6a0Q0 YR D2Ff o 6W9l OK LI
SadGlroftAaKSR YIylFr3aSyYSyid Lty 2 YSSi Ada RSFAYSR N
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 arenmetapopulation 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 dimuss issues related to the managemt of interacting populations (see Section 7)

FOCUSED DISCUSSION: Improving Viability of IMP Zoo Programs

GOAL Improve the viability and success of loigrm 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).

CHALLENGHIeasuring (the need for), and where appropriate improving, thel} sustainability of
regionally (and globally) intensively managexk situpopulations, 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 notvgaa defined role or goal, so it is impossible to
evaluate each individual programme against its own goals.

i) The majority of breeding programs do not have an appropriate management plan.

iif) Evaluation of demographic and genetic smliktainability of regionglrograms concluded
that populations are not seustainable because of low humber 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 managegmagmore (self) sustainably.
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b) WHATARE THE CONSEQUERCES
i) Less healthy populations and increased risk of losing species, regionally or globally.
i) Not possible to evaluate ex situ conservation achievements, potential not used to its full
extent and risk of gecies extinction.
iif) Losing credibility toward authorities, conservationist and general public.

c) OBJECTIVES:

OBJECTIVE:1mprove collection planning on a global and regional level. The regions need
improved communication and better processes for workingether/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 speciesral 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 onnporities, 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 natioriathamg.

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 pgocess
Workshop on ISBIf appropriate based on the agenda for the meeting, a regional
NELINBASY (Gl GAGS 2F |ttt NBIA2ya akKz2dzZ R F (a8
aidzRo221aQ YSSGAy3a (2 RA&AOdzaa FyR RS@St 2L

WHO: Regionand CPMepresentatives; administrative, population biology person(s)
WHENTo be initiated irApril 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
sdection criteria and candidate species for GSMPs were discussed.

. y.ﬁ |
Fy

i) 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
WHENApril 2011

iif) 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 goails create appropriate targets + selegppropriate species.

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

WHO: Regional associations

WHEN: 2012012
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iv) Evaluate whether the Amphibian Ark feasibility tool will w@kNJ NB3IA 2y | f | a42 OA I
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
WHENSeptember 2011 (CBSG meetinBriague?

v) Integrate apoterk £ FSIFaAoAfAGe (22f Ay (GKS NBIA2YI f
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 developingy dmel/
EEP manual EAZA is working on.
WHO: AZA (C. Dorsey, S. Long), EAZA (D. de Man, W. van Lint)
WHEN: AZADecember 2010 and/or during rewriting in 2011, EAZRptember 2011

vii) ldentify species role for each population, and compare assessment foces@eross
regions; define possible roles and encourage inclusion of programs that have multiple roles
WHO: TAGs encouragby 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 fanning

i) Create tool for Institutional collecting planning (to make sure this happeare consistent).
WHO: Regions to produce guidance for institutional collection planning and enforce setting
up and implement institutional collection plans (based on RCPs).
WHEN: 2012012

Space
i) Explore different types of space (breeding centers,)db create more successful managed
programs.

i) Space surveys to make it more concret® set target population (supplement in ZIMS).

iii) Assess global holding capacity for each species, develop a single survey of institutional space
¢ 1 survey across dhxac 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 areport that is numbers of individuals across institutions across taxonomic groups

iv) Brainstorm about Super TAG concept (Carnivore Ja$sspecies between the different
TAGs are competing for space).

v) Develop new incentives/accountabilities for improving ®CP decision making.

A Need to develop carrots/sticks to force people to make decisions to eliminate non viable
or low priority programs.
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A Need to develop an accountability and reward system for institutional participation in
terms of what proportion of istitutional collection is devoted to target IMPs

A Help zoos improve institutional planning process to better understand how they plan,
make it more consistent year to yeathis 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).

Capady building in other regions:
i) Explore ability of other regions to build structur@slPs) and expand space (added space
gives us on global level more possibilities for collection planning).
WHO: WAZA (CPMhd CBSG
WHEN: Ongoing
UPDATESudbook training scheduled in Indonesia in Oct 2011; PMXx trainiadpe
conductedfor CAZG in Nov 2011 and for JAZA in Feb 2012

i) Approach regional zoo associations about recruiting additional staff members and/or
training a member of sfAwho can guide/evaluate RCPs, assist TAGs in development, etc.

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

{KATFTO LI NFRAIY G2 YF1S AdG Ot SIFNJ GKFG LI NIAOALI
just the leaderg population management is a joint responsibility. Increase accountability of all
key stakeholdes 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: Rgional 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 skilisbased on dist 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 &gadD. de Man, W. van Lint, S. Long, L. Faust)

ii) Translate the training material in other languages (when relevant)
WHO:Specific to training efforts
WHENAS 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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iif) Develop a formal mentamng system for a project leader. Studbook and mentoring guidelines
have keen developed for the WAZA CPM tleanh help guide this effort.
WHO: K. TrayleHolzerto draft for consideration by CPM and regional associations
WHENLate 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. Traylerolzer to bring to WAZA CPM #hscussion; will integrate into Managed
Program database portal site

WHEN2011

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
memberspecific areas of their websites to encourage information shaerptore
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 whetlgeptbgram 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 institutiongrisavith
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) ared)ither
WHEN: before 28 February 2011

OBJECTIVE: 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:
) ¢Fr1S GKS t2LdzZ FGA2y alylF3aSySyd /SyidSNna ot al
Management Plans (PMPs) and evaluate whether the tool needs additional questions (check
AArk assessment tool) to categorize current status; develop assessment tool thialkingll
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
WHENTBD

i) Evaluate all species management programs with this tool.

WHO: To be detmined once the tool is available.
WHEN: To be determined once the tool is available.
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iii) Explore other means of evaluation (RWée approach).
WHO: L. Faust to conduct PVAs for AZA managed populations; K -Hidgérto explore
PVA options with currg software
WHEN: 2012
UPDATE: Grant submitted by L. Faust for AZA population assessméntsaylofHolzer
developing Vortex PVA model faiger ex situpopulations

iv) Approach WAZA to develop a Population Management Advisory Group under the umbrella
of CPM odevelop at least the infrastructure, and hold a meeting of this group in the next
year.

WHO: K. Traylarolzer and N. Flesness to take to CPM for discussion

WHEN: April 2011

UPDATE: Discussed at the April 2011 CPM meeting; given recent expansion cbCPM t
include additional corresponding membevgith technical expertisethis discussion is
premature and has beepostponedfor future consideration

OBJECTIVE:Iehsure adequate founder bases for managed programs (both starting and
existing populations)Younder base needs may depend on program goals.

ACTIONS:
i) Setrecommended minimum for number of founders for all new programs (required for
official program status and use of resources).

i) Assess founder base of existing programs and use this informatiba 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 raasge 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) Considetthe 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:I2evelop 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 detenine 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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