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Appendix A. Round 1 and 2 Web site feedback forms

ROUND 1 WEB STAKEHOLDER INPUT FORM AND INFORMATION
The NAWMP Committee and Revision Steering

Committee are seeking input from the waterfowl
management community in the revision of
NAWMP (view goals and process communiqué
PDF). A first step in the process is to develop

a set of widely supported FOs for waterfowl
conservation that clearly reflects stakeholder
values.

The Revision Steering and Plan Committees
have drafted an initial list of candidate objectives
for waterfowl management. This list is drawn ;
from previous discussions on goals and objectives
held by various stakeholder groups. It is by no

means comprehensive or complete, and we need

. Round 1 Stakeholder Input Form and Information, www.
your input. nawmprevision.org

Please download and review the initial objectives list (PDF).

After reviewing the list, please consider and respond to the questions below. Your responses will be
recorded and compiled along with others and used by the Revision Steering Committee to synthesize
a set of draft objectives that will be the basis of a decision framework and supporting models
developed in later stages of the Revision process. Comments will be accepted through Monday, April
12.

There will be opportunities for stakeholder review and consultation throughout the revision process.
New information will added as it becomes available, so check the “Updates” tab once in a while.

*  Are there additional objectives you'd like to suggest?
* Would you suggest rewording any objectives? If so, how would you reword them?

*  Ifyou have any objectives to reword, please list the number(s) of the objective(s) you are
rewording.

* Do you have any suggestions for how objectives might be measured?

*  Please list the number(s) of the objective(s) for which you are suggesting measurable
attributes.

* Which of these objectives do you think are the most important?
ROUND 2 WEB STAKEHOLDER INPUT FORM AND INFORMATION
The NAWMP Committee and Revision Steering Committee are once again seeking your input
for the Plan Revision. Some of the questions below are similar to those being asked in round 2
workshops. There are several additional questions as well. Whether or not you have participated in a
round 2 workshop, please take a few minutes to read through these questions and provide your input.

Note this isn't a survey; it’s a way to capture the breadth and depth of experience, issues, concerns and

suggestions related to the NAWMP revision. This opportunity will be open through March 25.
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*  Four fundamental goals (previously referred to as FOs) were identified during the first round
of workshops.

©  To maintain healthy waterfowl populations in North America
©  To conserve landscapes capable of sustaining waterfowl populations
° To perpetuate waterfowl hunting

°  To sustain opportunities for the public to view and enjoy waterfowl and waterfowl
landscapes

*  What are the top four attributes that should be used to measure progress towards these goals?
(E.g. number of wetland acres conserved):

'The original North American Waterfowl Plan contained specific habitat and population goals. The
current population objectives are essentially unchanged since 1986, and the habitat objectives have
increased. There are many good reasons to include quantifiable objectives in a plan. They help with
conservation planning, are used to gauge progress, inspire action, and justify resources. The next few
questions ask for your input about objectives.

* Isitimportant for the NAWMP to have quantifiable objectives? If so, why is that important?
If not, why not?

*  Are the current NAWMP population objectives adequate to guide waterfowl conservation in
the future?» Why or why not?

*  Should the plan include measureable objectives for each of the four fundamental goals? Why
or why not?

*  Should the plan include continental-scale distribution objectives for breeding, migration and
wintering areas? Why or why not?

*  Of the four fundamental goals, which is the most important for which to have clear,
quantifiable objectives?

*  Should objectives be realistic and achievable or should they be “stretch” objectives that will be
a challenge to achieve?

The original NAWMP was unclear about what role harvest management should play in helping to
achieve the waterfowl population objectives of the Plan.

* What role, if any, do you think harvest management should play in helping to achieve
population goals (i.e., should we achieve our population goals strictly through habitat
programs, or should harvest management also play a role)?

*  Should harvest be constrained (e.g., shorter seasons, smaller bag limits) when waterfowl

populations are below the NAWMP goal?

'The original NAWMP called for stabilized regulations, which were described as regulations that
remained unchanged for a period of years unless population surveys indicated a need to invoke
restrictive regulations on certain species. This recommendation was never implemented.
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Should this proposal be revisited in the Plan revision? Why or why not?

'The original NAWMP identified six “priority habitat ranges” that became the original Joint
Ventures. Now there are 22 habitat Joint Ventures that extend “wall-to-wall” (i.e., every place
is included within a Joint Venture), and most have expanded their taxonomic focus to include

“all birds”.

How has the geographic and taxonomic expansion of Joint Ventures affected waterfowl
conservation in North America?

Hunter recruitment and retention were implied objectives in the original NAWMP. What
role, if any, do you think the NAWMP should play in helping recruit and retain waterfowl
hunters?

What other input do you want to provide to the Plan Committee as they proceed with the
NAWMP revision?
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Appendix B — Round 1 Workshop Materials

Round 1 NAWMP Revision Stakeholder Workshop
Agenda

Workshop Goals

e To begin a process of engagement with waterfowl managers concerning the practical aspects of fulfilling “A Vision
for Integrated Waterfowl Management”

e To provide stakeholders (and/or their proxies) an opportunity to express their beliefs about the appropriate
objectives of waterfowl management, and how they might best be pursued from a large-scale, strategic perspective

e To provide feedback that will be useful to the Plan Committee as they develop the scope and nature of the pending
Plan Revision

8:00 a.m. Introductions and workshop agenda review

8:10 Orientation to the NAMWP Revision and workshop

8:35 Introduction to Structured Decision Making (SDM) and elicitation process
9:00 Breakout groups

e Problem statement discussion
e Objectives: additions; designations (fundamental or means or not)
e Objectives: brainstorm/identify measurable attributes

... Break to be included in breakout group time period, as needed

10:45 Full group discussion of breakout group results

11:30 Lunch (on your own)

12:15 Review new objectives

12:25 Introduction to objectives hierarchies—Scott Boomer
12:45 Breakout groups

e Review list of fundamental and means objectives from morning

Organize and group means objectives in relation to fundamental objectives
Specify relationships (linkages) between means and fundamental objectives
Identify additional measurable attributes associated with each objective
Identify potential actions to achieve fundamental and means objectives
Develop a graphical representation of the objectives hierarchy

... Break to be included in breakout group time period, as needed

2:35 Full group review and discussion of breakout group results
3:25 Wrap-up

3:40 Workshop Evaluation

3:50 Adjourn
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NAWMP Revision Workshops

Draft Purpose Statement (Aug 2009)

The purpose of the Plan is to sustain abundant waterfowl populations while preserving the
traditions of wildfowling and achieving broad benefits to biodiversity, ecosystem processes and
the people of North America. Plan goals will be accomplished by partnerships that conserve
habitats and sustain populations, guided by sound science.

NAWMP Revision Workshop Goals
To begin a process of engagement with waterfowl managers concerning the practical aspects of
fulfilling “A Vision for Integrated Waterfowl Management”

To provide stakeholders (and/or their proxies) an opportunity to express their beliefs about the
appropriate objectives of waterfowl management, and how they might best be pursued from a
large-scale, strategic perspective

To provide feedback that will be useful to the Plan Committee as they develop the scope and
nature of the pending Plan Revision

Glossary
(Adapted from: CSP3171: Introduction to structure decision making, National Conservation Training Center, Shepherdstown, WV
[http://training.fws.gov/EC/Resources/Decision_Analysis/dec_08/glossary.pdf] )

Objective - An explicit statement of a desired outcome, typically expressed in subject-verb-object
sentence structure. Objectives are always a reflection of values, so setting objectives falls in the realm
of policy and should be informed by legal and regulatory mandates as well as stakeholder viewpoints.

Fundamental Objective — A fundamental objective is one of the ultimate goals of a decision. Itis
something that we care about for its own sake, or which is an end in itself. An objective can be
identified as fundamental by asking why until the answer is “just because.” A fundamental objective
answers the question “Why?”

Means Objective — A means objective is one that is not sought for its own sake, but rather is a means of
achieving a more fundamental objective. A means objective answers the question “How?”

Measurable Attribute — A metric used to assess achievement of an objective.

Actions/Alternatives — Different management actions that are available. This element requires explicit
articulation of the alternatives available to the decision maker. The range of permissible options is often
constrained by legal or political considerations, but structured assessment may lead to creative new
alternatives.

Structured Decision Making (SDM) — Structured decision making (SDM) is a process that provides a
framework to help us think through a decision in a methodical way—it is common sense made explicit.
The term structured is misleading to the extent that this is not a rigid process that limits creativity. In
fact it’s quite the opposite—by providing a framework and various analytical tools, it melds values and
science into decisions in a very documentable way. The focus is value-based — articulating the decision
to be made and our objectives (values) relative to that decision.

Stakeholder Consultation Process Results North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision | Page 45



Candidate objectives for waterfowl management

1. Promote a conservation ethic in the general public

2. Maximize waterfowl harvest

25. Increase duck recruitment

3. Maximize hunter satisfaction

26. Increase and improve duck migration habitat

4. Promote non-consumptive uses of waterfowl

27. Reduce mortality from disease and contaminants

5. Maintain landscapes capable of sustaining waterfowl populations
in perpetuity

28. Maintain a broad fall and winter distribution of waterfowl

6. Increase the understanding of ecological mechanisms driving
changes in waterfowl abundance and waterfowl landscapes

29. Establish the infrastructure needed to ensure coherence in
waterfowl management

7. Expand the sources and amount of funding for waterfowl
conservation activities

30. Formalize the institutions needed to incorporate human
dimensions into waterfowl management decisions

8. Perpetuate the tradition of waterfowling

31. Increase hunter education and communications efforts

9. Minimize harvest of under-abundant waterfowl species

10. Minimize loss and degradation of wetlands and associated
uplands

11. Provide more public hunting opportunities

12. Minimize the detrimental effects of over-abundant populations
(e.g. depredation, habitat destruction)

13. Maintain/establish regulations that are simple and will lead to
high compliance rates among hunters

14. Maintain healthy waterfowl populations as part of the North
American fauna

15. Maximize ecological goods and services derived from wetlands
and associated uplands managed for waterfowl

16. Increase public support for waterfowl conservation

17. Increase waterfowl hunter participation

18. Ensure that no species of waterfowl falls below population
levels necessary for long-term viability.

19. Increase and improve duck breeding habitat

21. Increase and improve duck wintering habitat

22. Maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of the infrastructure
and funding for waterfowl conservation

23. Provide maximum hunting opportunity.

24. Maintain the social license to hunt
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NAWMP Revision: Progress & Prospects

MEMORANDUM
TO: MIKE ANDERSON, JOHN EADIE, JEFF HERBERT, MIN HUANG, DALE
HUMBURG, FRED JOHNSON, MARK KONEFF, JIM LEAFLOOR, SETH MOTT,
THOMAS NUDDS, ERIC REED, JIM RINGELMAN, MICHAEL RUNGE, BARRY
WILSON

FROM: DAVID A. SMITH- NAWMP COMMITTEE CO-CHAIR )
bal A 528
STEVE WENDT - NAWMP COMMITTEE Co-CHAIR
DON CHILDRESS - IAFWA AHM TASK FORCE

SUBJECT: APPOINTING A JOINT TASK GROUP (JTG) FOR CLARIFYING
NAWMP POPULATION OBJECTIVES AND THEIR USE IN HARVEST
MANAGEMENT

DATE:

Your participation in an ad hoc group of waterfowl scientists is requested to advance Recommendation A
of AHM Task Force Status Report #5, (the establishment of a technical group to explore useful ways in
which to interpret NAWMP goals for both habitat and harvest management). This Joint Task Group
(ITG) is being asked to further develop and discuss options for the future use of waterfowl population
objectives in both harvest and habitat management activities. Initial ideas along these lines were first put
forth by some members of the proposed JTG in a draft manuscript entitled Reuniting Waterfowl

and have been discussed by both the AHM Task Force and NAWMP
Committee. ...

Joint Task Group Recommendations
(March 2007)

1. Harvest managers should adopt a shoulder strategy for
Northern Pintails and Mid-Continent Mallards.

2. NAWMP should adopt the same shoulder strategy to
ensure coherence.

3. Enhance the technical capacity of the AHMWG and the
NSST.

4. Focus more science on reducing key uncertainties.

C a human di ion: wnr'l(ing group to assess

stakeholder values and develop an approach for more
explicitly incorporating HD information into management
decisions.

6. Convene a waterfowl management policy summit:
“Future of Waterfowl Management Workshop"

Ed

Messages from Minneapolis Policy
Workshop (August 2008)
Achieved Low Success in:

1. Goals for harvest and habitat management that are
complementary and coherent.

2. Understanding and incorporating hunter expectations
and satisfaction.

3. Simplifying waterfowl regulations.

4. Clear process for setting and revising population goals.

5. Rallying support of non-hunters.

3

Messages from Minneapolis Policy
Workshop (August 2008)

Conclusions:
v A group or venue be created to continue the
work of the Human Dimensions Working

Group. (94% agreed or strongly agreed).

v The NAWMP update should be used to develop

el

ey In "t la £ 4 | ot
moreconcrernt ':’ULIID Torwairer Towirnarves T ana
habitat management. (88% agreed or strongly
agreed).
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Getting Started

The PC appointed a NAWMP Revision Steering
Committee (Feb 2009):

+  Broad-based; focal point for gathering, vetting
and synthesizing ideas about content.

- Identify technical work and resources needed.

+ Review NAWMP Assessment report and
highlight topics needing attention.

+  Develop stakeholder engagement process.

+ Propose a review of management processes and
institutions in light of the Revision.

+ Propose work plan, schedule, process, etc.
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Ed

2010 Progress to Date

1. Revision Steering Committee met in April to
elaborate charge; numerous conference calls.

2. Technical working group established and met
at Patuxent in June to consider a process for
re-formulating Plan objectives.

3. RSC published the NAWMP Revision Scoping
Document in early August.

4_PCmetin August, reviewed draft an'r_\ing

document and agreed with recommendation
that a series of objective identification
workshops should be conducted as part of the
initial consultation process.

Messages from PC Meeting (Aug 2009)

Draft Purpose Statement:

The purpose of the NAWMP is to sustain abundant
waterfowl populations while preserving the traditions
of wildfowling and achieving broad benefits to
biodliversity, ecosystem processes and the people of
North America.  Plan goals will be accomplished by
partnerships that conserve habitats and sustain

sopulations—eouided-by -sound- ?
Pep THORS, G BYy-SoUha-SErenice:

A Vision for Integrated Waterfowl/ Management

2010 Progress to Date

5. The Technical Work Group met on November
9-10 to finalize workshop format and a
recommended consultation process.

6. Plan Committee meeting/workshop November
11-12. Approved 2-phase consultation process.

7. NAWMP workshops held in Portland, Memphis,
Edmonton, Ottawa, Sacramento, and (now)
Milwaukee

8. Other iwu? being received from flyways, DU,
and NAWMPrevision.org website.

Purpose of Workshops

Identify fundamental and means objectives for
waterfowl management.

.

Discuss alternative, broad-scale (high level)
strategies for achieving objectives.

- Identify actions and measurable attributes
associated with objectives

Create ownership of objectives.

.

Consistent process; diversity of attendees.

Primary participants = waterfowl management
communifyéinvolved in managing popuiaﬁons,

habitat, and hunting)

Plan Committee, Revision Steering Committee
NAWMP Science Support Team (NSST)
AHM working group

* HD working group
- NAWC Councils and Staff

Federal, state, provincial governments
Joint Ventures (Habitat & Species)

Flyway Councils and Technical Committees
NGOs - DU, CA Waterfowl, Delta, WML, others
Minneapolis Meeting participants

Sporting conservation council

How will the results be used?

The Revision Steering Committee will be
responsible for synthesizing workshop
results, drawing on technical resources
as heeded.

+ Synthesis work begins April 20-22.

* Proposed objectives hierarchy.

* Technical group - initial prototype
model and decision framework.

+ Vetted with NAWMP Committee.
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Consultation Process
Round 2

+ Communicate results back to waterfowl
management community.

+ Facilitated, face-to-face workshops:
review objectives, actions, measurable
attributes, consequence tables, and frade-
offs.

+ Use consultation results to further inform
objectives hierarchy, decision framework,
and modeling protocols proposed in draft
NAWMP revision.

£ Key Points on the Timeline

March 22, 2010 - Final round 1 workshop(s) in
Milwaukee at NAWNRC.

April 20-23, 2010 - Revision Steering Committee
begins work to synthesize results, develop
prototype models.

September, 2010 - Begin round 2 consultations at
AFWA annual meeting:

January, 2011 - Begin drafting NAWMP Revision
document.

June, 2011 - First draft released for comment.

January, 2012 - Final draft for PC approval.

So what's the problem?

eserving the traditions
broad benefits to

Elemelatsigf arfraiaedSsattiennt

...considers the critical elements of the decision
context. These include:

* The trigger or the underlying motivation
* The nature of the problem
+ Legal and regulatory mandates or socio-political
context
Timing and frequency of the decision(s)
Scope and spatial extent of the decision(s)
* The decision makers; linkages to other decisions

“The Future of Waterfowl Management Workshop"

* August 26-28, 2008; Minneapolis, MN
+ 192 attendees; cross-section of management community

ko

of WOrkLRGE! BFeéwl%gf?ﬁpaﬁ‘vaecvonfacfed,
162 (86%) completed a pre-workshop survey

<3

a. Resources dedicated to waterfowl habitat conservation should be re-allocated
among important waterfowl landscapes

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Strongly agree 44 27.2 | 67.3% | 29.3
Somewhat agree 57 35.2 — 67.3
Neutral 29 17.9 19.3 86.7
Somewhat disagree 16 9.9 | 13.4% | 97.3
Strongly disagree 4 25 L 100.0
Total 150 92.6 100.0
Missing | Don't know 9 5.6
System 3 1.9
Total 12 7.4
Total 162 100.0

Whatis your primary employment affiiation? Federal agency 47| 30%
Non-Government Organization 30| 19%
Private business 3| 2%
State/Provincial agency 74| _at%
University 4] 3%
How long have you been active in waterfowl 01 year 5] 3%
management? 25 years 18] 1%
6-10 years 2 | 16%
1120 years 41| 25%
21-30 years 49| 30%
More than 30 years 22| 4%
WMany of s wear many hats—-but which ONE hat do you | Agency Director/Execufive Director 28 | 18%
most frequently find yourself wearing when it comes to [“Administrator/Coordinator of a program 71| 44%
waterfowl management--the hat which reads. BiologisUScientst 50 31%
Researcher/Academic 5] 3%
Regulations Commitiee Member 6| 4%
Country: Canada 2 | 14%
Mexico o o%
United States 137 | 86%
You are: Female 11 7%
Male 149 | 93%
You are: 24 or under o o%
25-44 38 24%
7564 122 | 76%
65 or over 0 %

Resources dedicated to conservation are not
optimally allocated among landscapes
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b. An inordinate amount of time is spent on the annual regulations setting process

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Strongly agree 45 27.8 [ o/ | 29.6
Somewhat agree 63 38.9 M 711
Neutral 26 16.0 171 88.2
Somewhat disagree 16 9.9 [ 11.8% | 98.7
Strongly disagree 2 1.2 = -O7%] 100.0
Total 152 93.8 100.0
Missing | Don't know 8 4.9
System 2 1.2
Total 10 6.2
Total 162 100.0

Too much time is spent setting annual regulations

o

. Greater attention should be placed on monitoring and evaluation

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Strongly agree 46 28.4 | pe——— 28.8
Somewhat agree 78 48.1 | 77'5% | 775
Neutral 24 14.8 15.0 92.5
Somewhat disagree 12 7.4 | 7.5% | 100.0
Total 160 98.8 —ooo
Missing | System 2 1.2
Total 162 100.0

Monitoring and evaluation needs to be enhanced

Ed

Ed

1. Attention to waterfow! and lands p ion and has declined at the
federal level
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Strongly agree 43 26.5 | o/ | 27.2
Somewhat agree 71 43.8 72.2% 722
Neutral 22 13.6 13.9 86.1
Somewhat disagree 15 9.3 [ 13.9% | 95.6
Strongly disagree 7 4.3 || 100.0
Total 158 97.5 100.0
Missing | Don't know 1 6
System 3 1.9
Total 4 2.5
Total 162 100.0

2. Attention to waterfowl and lands pr ion and has declined at the
state/province level
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Strongly agree 26 16.0 | o | 16.6
Somewhat agree 71 43.8 61.8% 61.8
Neutral 18 11.1 11.5 73.2
Somewhat disagree 34 21.0 [ 26.8% | 94.9
Strongly disagree 8 4.9 <29 %] 100.0
Total 157 96.9 100.0
Missing | Don't know 3 1.9
System 2 1.2
Total 5 3.1
Total 162 100.0

Federal activities to conserve waterfowl and
their habitats have declined

State and provincial activities to conserve
waterfowl and their habitats have declined

<3

<3

a. Attention to monit:

oring and evaluation and the science supporting waterfowl and

b. Too little attention has been placed on waterfowl and their
satisfaction
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid Strongly agree 27 16.7 17.5
Somewhat agree 57 35.2 i 54.5% I 54.5
Neutral 30 18.5 19.5 74.0
Somewhat disagree 32 19.8 [ 26.0% | 94.8
Strongly disagree 8 4.9 i 100.0
Total 154 95.1 100.0

Missing | Don't know 4 2.5
System 4 2.5
Total 8 4.9

Total 162 100.0

ds mar has declined among universities
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Strongly agree 42 25.9 31.6
Somewhat agree 59 36.4 I 75.9% I 75.9
Neutral 18 11.1 13.5 89.5
Somewhat disagree 11 6.8 W 97.7
Strongly disagree 3 1.9 | Bl 100.0
Total 133 82.1 100.0
Missing | Don't know 27 16.7
System 2 1.2
Total 29 17.9
Total 162 100.0

Too few resources are directed towards
understanding waterfowl hunters

Page 50 |

Universities are less attentive to waterfowl
science and monitoring/evaluating

Stakeholder Consultation Process Results North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision




b. to itoring and ion and the supporting waterfowl and
lands mar has declined at the federal level
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Strongly agree 32 19.8 20.5
Somewhat agree 60 37.0 i 59.0% i 59.0
Neutral 27 16.7 17.3 76.3
Somewhat disagree 28 17.3 W 94.2
Strongly disagree 9 5.6 | £9-T /0] 100.0
Total 156 96.3 100.0
Missing | Don't know 4 25
System 2 1.2
Total 6 3.7
Total 162 100.0

Federal agencies are less attentive to waterfowl
science and monitoring/evaluating

EFd  What do these have in common?

among landscapes.

+ Too much time is spent setting annual

have declined.

+ State and provincial
their habitats have,

+ Federal agencies are less attentive to waterfowl! science and
monitoring/evaluating.

Ed

Efficiently allocating resources is
going to require...
+ Agreement on our fundamental objectives.

+ A more thoughtful plan for how we will go about
achieving those objectives.

* Perhaps, updating our system of waterfowl management so we
are better coordinated and working tfowards a common goal.

Draft problem statement:

*The waterfowl management community is ot il consensus on
the fundamental objectives of waterfowl management, the
means to achieve those objectives, nor the framework
necessary for integrating multiple decisions in a way that

efficiently allocates resources and coordinates actions.”
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Norsh American Witerfow!
NAWMP =
Plan word-américain de

gestion e Ln sanvagine

Revision

Consultation Workshop

G. Scott Boomer, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Dave Case, D. J. Case & Associates
and members of the NAWMP Revision Steering Committee

BUs 1

Fred A. Johnson, U.S. Geological Survey @

What makes decisions hard?

= Sometimes you don’t know all the possible
actions

" The objectives may be complex or
contradictory, or in dispute

" The system dynamics may be poorly known
= Sometimes we confuse all the components

= Even knowing all the other components, the
solution (optimization) may be difficult to
figure out

s 2

A Vision for
Integrated Waterfowl Management

= .. the Plan should seek to establish a unified
system of waterfowl conservation ...

= ... afully coherent management system would
feature:

= A set of widely supported fundamental goals for
waterfowl conservation

= A decision framework that allows managers to
understand and balance tradeoffs

= Managers using that framework to efficiently
allocate resources

Euss 3

Structured Decision Making
® |s a formal method for analyzing a

decision, by breaking it into components

® Helps identify where the impediments to
a decision are, to focus effort on the right
piece

" Provides a wide array of analytical tools
for dealing with particular impediments

el [ 4

Benefits of structured decision making

" Decision processes that are
" Relatively bias free
= Transparent
Explicit
Deliberative
Able to be documented
Replicable
Efficient, especially when no single person or entity is the
decision maker

® An important goal is that everyone agrees with the
process, knowing that not everyone will agree with
the outcome(s)

BEES 3 5

Two key elements of SDM

= Values-focused

" The objectives (values) are discussed first, and
drive the rest of the analysis

" This is in contrast to our intuitive decision-making,
which usually jumps straight to a debate of
alternative actions or outcomes

" Problem decomposition

" Break the problem into components, separating
policy from science

= Specify components, gather & analyze relevant
information

= Recompose the parts to make a decision

EsES T 6
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SDM process

Mandates:
Laws,
policies,
preferences

Alternatives
(actions)

Decide &
Take Action

Consider:
Uncertainty
and linked
decisions

SbMm
Analysis
Toolkit

Tradeoffs &
Optimization

Consequences

Values:
Preference‘ Modeling
scales, objective Toolkit
weights & risk
attitudes

s :

Workshops |

Mandates:
Laws,
policies,
preferences

Consider:
Uncertainty
and linked
decisions

Alternatives
(actions)

s ) 8

Workshops Il

Problem

Decide &
Take Action

SDM
Analysis
Toolkit

Tradeoffs &
Optimization

Values: Consequences
Preference
scales, objective
weights & risk
attitudes

mL:"; 9

Modeling

Toolkit

Workshop | goals

1) To gather input on the overarching objectives of
waterfowl management, and opinions on how such
objectives might best be pursued from a large-scale,
strategic perspective

2) To obtain information from stakeholders that will help
inform the Plan Committee as they develop the scope
and nature of the pending Plan Revision

3) To discuss with waterfowl managers the practical
aspects of fulfilling “A Vision for Integrated Waterfowl
Management”

Emmes 10

Workshop agenda

- Today:
= Introduction
=  The Revision Vision
. Taking a SDM approach

. Break-out groups to:
. Discuss the nature of the decision problem

- Identify & means objecti for waterfowl
. Identify some measurable attributes

- Group discussion; opportunity for individual input

- Tomorrow:
=  Introduction to objectives hierarchies
=  Break-out groups to:
®=  Construct an objectives hierarchy
= Identify strategic actions to achieve objectives

®=  Group presentations; synthesis

RS 7 11

Break-out Groups

® Review and discuss the Problem Statement
= Review the handout of potential objectives
" Add missing objectives

" Discuss and reach agreement on whether each is a
fundamental or means objective

= Suggest re-wording for clarity if necessary

= Suggest one or more measurable attributes for your
fundamental objectives

ERES 7 12
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Fundamental vs. means objectives

® Fundamental objectives
= An essential reason for your interest in the
problem or decision

= Constitute the broadest objectives influenced by
your (conservation) actions

" Important because it just is!

= Means objectives
" Represent a way station in the progress toward a
fundamental objective (e.g., decrease natural
mortality)
= Serve to help generate potential actions and can
deepen understanding of the decision problem

= 13

Fundamental vs. means objectives

" |s this where | want to go? (FUNDAMENTAL) or is it a
way to get there? (MEANS)

" Fundamental objectives answer “why?”
Means objectives answer “how?”

" The distinction usually is dependent on the decision
problem; a means objective in one problem may be a
fundamental objective in another (and vice-versa)

" The distinctions in our context can ultimately help us
define and bound the scope of “integrated waterfowl

management”
e

Objectives vs. actions

= The two are often confused in wildlife management
planning documents

= E.g., “protect 1000 additional acres of habitat” - Not
an objective, but a management action chosen (either
explicitly or implicitly) from a broader set of actions

= Means objectives help define a potential set of
actions; e.g., increase recruitment (means objective)
by restoring native prairie, or constructing predator-
proof fences, or creating nesting islands (set of
potential actions)

muses 15

Measurable attributes

Fundamental objective

Measurable attribute

Maintain duck hunting tradition

Number of people who identify
themselves as duck hunters

Ecosystem goods and services

Wetland acres (not counting
farmed wetland)

Hunt quality

Proportion of hunters who say
they were satisfied or very
satisfied with their season

Promote conservation behavior
in the public

Annual total of public and
private dollars for habitat
conservation ($billion)

uges

Break-out groups
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Draft Purpose of the NAWMP

The purpose of the Plan is to sustain abundant
waterfowl populations while preserving the traditions of
wildfowling and achieving broad benefits to
biodiversity, ecosystem processes and the people of
North America.

(NAWMP Scoping Report for the 2011 Plan Revision, 8 Aug 09)

-‘l@ 19

A Vision for
Integrated Waterfowl Management

= _.. the Plan should seek to establish a unified
system of waterfowl conservation ...

= ... afully coherent management system would
feature:

= A set of widely supported fundamental goals for
waterfowl conservation

= A decision framework that allows managers to
understand and balance tradeoffs

® Managers using that framework to efficiently
allocate resources

ml@ 20
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After the break-outs: Individual input (1)

" You will be given the opportunity to express
your opinion (via Turning Point) about the list
of potential objectives

® Purpose is NOT to conduct a “vote,” but a
means to:
" ensure everyone has a “voice” in a short period of
time
= determine the degree of variation in opinion
® understand the sources of variation
" have a record of (anonymous) responses

17 24
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After the break-outs: Individual input (2)

" First step is to gather some basic
demographics (nationality, affiliation, etc)

" Then for each potential objective provided,
indicate whether you think it is:
= 1 = not a relevant waterfowl management objective
= 2 = a fundamental waterfowl management
objective
= 3 = a means waterfowl management objective

-‘l@ 25

Workshop agenda

=  Today:
= Introduction
=  The Revision Vision
. Taking a SDM approach

. Break-out groups to:
. Discuss the nature of the decision problem
= Identify f & means objectives for waterfow!
- Identify some measurable attributes

. Group discussion; opportunity for individual input

- Tomorrow:
" Introduction to objectives hierarchies
"  Break-out groups to:
®=  Construct an objectives hierarchy
= Identify strategic actions to achieve objectives

®=  Group presentations; synthesis

m@ 26
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Narth American Witerfow!
NAWMP b
Pl irdmedeicain de
gestion de la sanvagine
J Plan de Manego de Aves

Revision

Consultation Workshop

Fred A. Johnson, U.S. Geological Survey

Dave Case, D. J. Case & Associates
and members of the NAWMP Revision Steering Committee

G. Scott Boomer, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service @

s )

Workshop agenda
*  Yesterday:

* Introduction
« The Revision Vision
« Taking a SDM approach
« Break-out groups to:
« Discuss the nature of the decision problem
« Identify fundamental & means objectives for waterfowl management
« Identify some measurable attributes
*  Group discussion; opportunity for individual input

 Today:
« Introduction to objectives hierarchies
« Break-out groups to:
+ Construct an objectives hierarchy
« Identify strategic actions to achieve objectives
« Group presentations; synthesis

eses ) 2

Evaluating Objectives...

1. Promote a conservation ethic in the general public
2. Maximize waterfowl harvest
3. Maximize hunter satisfaction
te non-consumptive uses of waterfowl
5. Maintain landscapes capable of sustaining waterfowl populations in perpetuity
6. Increase the understanding of ecological mechanisms driving changes in waterfowl abundance and waterfow landscapes
7. Expand the sources and amount of funding for waterfowl conservation activities
8. Perpetuate the tradition of waterfowling
9. Minimize harvest of under-abundant waterfowl species
10. Minimize loss and degradation of wetlands and associated uplands
1. Provide more public hunting opportunities
12. Minimize the detrimental effects of over-abundant populations (e.g. depredation, habitat destruction)
tain/establish regulations that are simple and will lead to high compliance rates among hunters

14. Maintain healthy waterfowl populations as part of the North American fauna
15. Maximize ecological goods and services derived from wetlands and associated uplands managed for waterfow!
16. Increase public support for waterfowl conservation

17. Increase waterfowl hunter participation

18. Ensure that no species of waterfowl falls below population levels necessary for long-term viability.

19. Increase and improve duck breeding habitat

20. Ensure cooperation among jurisdictions (state, flyway, partners, etc.).

21.Increase and improve duck winteing habitat

22. Maximize iency and and 9 t

23. Provide maximum hunting opportunity.

24. Maintain the social license to hunt

25. Increase duck recruitment

26. Increase and improve d igration habitat

27. Reduce mortality from disease and contaminants

28. Maintain a broad fall and winter distribution of waterfowl

29. Establish the infrastructure neoded to ensure coherence in waterfow! managoment

30. Formalize the institutions needed to incorporate into waterfow! decisi

31. Increase hunter education and communications efforts

s )

Evaluating Objectives

® Objective Hierarchies:

= Group similar objectives along a gradient from
fundamental to means

= Graphically display the conceptual linkages
between means objectives and fundamental
objectives

" Provide a context to develop measurable
attributes

" Provide a context to develop management actions
or alternatives

muses 4

‘ Goal ‘
Fundamental Fundamental Fundamental
Objective Objective Objective

‘ Goal ‘
Fundamental Fundamental Fundamental
Objective Objective Objective
Means Means Means Means Means
Objective Objective | | Objective | | Objective | | Objective
Means Means Means Means
Objective Objective Objective Objective

Means
Objective

Means

Objective Means Objective

s
Objective
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‘ Goal ‘
Fundamental Fundamental Fundamental
Objective Objective Objective
Means
Objective Means Means Means Means Means
Objective Objective Objective Objective Objective
—
Objective Means
Objective s S Means
/ Objective Objective Objective Obijective
M W M
‘ Obiccive || Objectwe || Objsctve | | Means Objective
s ) 7
‘ Goal ‘
Fundamental Fundamental Fundamental
Objective Objective Objective

Means
Objective

Means
Objective

Means
Objective

Means

Objective

Means
Objective

7

Means
Objective

Means

Objective

o Means Means
biective Objective Objective Objective

Means
Objective

Means
Objective

Means

objeaive Means Objective

e

Action Action Action Action Action Action

peen

‘ Action

igmt Program 1
+ Continental

+ Regional
« Local

igmt Program
« Continental
+ Regional
+ Local

gmt Program
« Continental
+ Regional
+ Local

Break-out Groups

= Review list of fundamental and means objectives
" Organize objectives from fundamental to means

= Specify relationships (linkages) between means and
fundamental objectives

" List some measurable attributes associated with
each objective

Identify some potential actions to achieve
fundamental or means objectives

1 11
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Goal ‘
Fundamental Fundamental Fundamental
Objective Objective Objective
/=]
Objective Means Means Means Means Means
Objective Objective Objective Objective Objective
Objective o’;;?c"‘;e Means
/ Objective Objective omecuje Objective
‘ Oectve || omjeetwe || Ooctve ‘ Means Objective ‘
‘ Action Action Action Action
et ) 8
Objectives Hierarchy: key points
= Ensures that the views of stakeholders are
considered and documented
" Organizes the complexities of the waterfowl
management enterprise
" |llustrates the linkages between means and
fundamental objectives
= Explicitly recognizes how multiple management
programs/institutions, through their actions, can
affect the same means and fundamental objectives
muses [ 10

Break-out Groups

= Develop a graphical representation of the objectives
hierarchy (PowerPoint, white board, or paper)

= Be prepared to discuss the key relationships
between the fundamental and means objectives

= Be prepared to discuss some potential actions to
achieve fundamental or means objectives
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SDM process

Mandates:
Laws, Policies,
preferences

J

Objectives
Consider:
‘ Uncertainty,
&linked
decisions.
Alternatives

Values:
Preference scales, .
objective weights Modeling
Toolkit
&risk attitudes

Decide &
Take Action

Tradeoffs &
Optimization

SDM
Analysis
Toolkit

Some technical details to consider

" Models link actions to outcomes that are
relevant to the objectives (consequences);
models are required to make predictions.

" The decision context determines the scope of
the modeling and guides development.

" The initial modeling framework will have to
accommodate a broad set of management
alternatives to generate a prototypical
consequences table.

Eses ) 14

Some expected outcomes from
Consultation Workshop

" Objectives hierarchy
" Measurable attributes

= A list of potential actions/alternatives at a
very broad scale...

[T e 15

Break-out groups

Eses 16

Consultation process Il

@ =)

Decide &
Take Action

DM
Analysis
Toolkit

Tradeoffs &
Optimization

Values
Preference scales, M )
objective weights Modeling
7 Toolkit

&risk attitudes
ata
17

Consultation process |

Mandates:
Laws, Policies,
preferences

Consider.

Uncertainty,
& linked
decisions
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‘ Integrated Waterfowl Management ‘

Waterfowling
Tradition

Healthy
Populations

Habitat
G&S

Wetlands H20 c
‘ NsK ‘ Max K Uplands Quality ‘ ‘ Seq. ‘
Body Wetland
Condition| | Quality Protection Restoration
Harvest Encounter
Opportunity Rate Communication
o & 20

s 19
‘ Integrated Waterfowl Management ‘
Waterfowling Healthy Habitat
Tradition Populations G&S
Retention Wetlands H20 c
- ‘ NsK ‘ Max K Uplands Quality Seq.
C:‘Z‘i’t‘i’o" Véz';::‘: ‘ Protection Restoration ‘
Harvest Encounter c -
Opportunity Rote ommunication
o
s 21

‘ Integrated Waterfowl Management ‘

Waterfowling Healthy Habitat
Tradition Populations G&S
Retention Wetlands H20 c
- ‘ NsK ‘ Max K Uplands Quality Seq.
Recruitment
Body Wetland
= Condition| Quality Protection Restoration

Encounter
Rate

Harvest

Opportunity Communication

uges 2

‘ Integrated Waterfowl Management ‘

Waterfowling
Tradition

Healthy
Populations

Habitat
G&S

Wetlands
Uplands

H20

Recruitment

Harvest Wetland

Restoration ‘

Condition|*| Quality Protection
pporon Encounter | | communication
Opportunity Rate
23
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‘ Integrated Waterfowl Management ‘

Healthy
Populations

Waterfowling
Tradition

Habitat
G&S

Wetlands
Uplands

H20
Quality

Recruitment

Harvest
Opportunity

Harvest Wetland

Quality

Condition|

Communication

Basin
Function

Encounter
Rate

Days Simple Habitat Fee Title/ Land
‘ Bag Access Regs Media Mgmt Easements PUISQ
olicy

EEss 2
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‘ Integrated Waterfowl Management ‘

Waterfowling
Tradition

Healthy

Populations G&S

| Habitat |

Wetlands
Uplands.

Satisfaction

Body
Condition|

Wetland

Quality Protection

Restoration

Harvest
Opportunity

Encounter y
Communication
Rate

Simple
Regs

Basin
Function

N

Habitat

Access Mgmt

Easements

‘Days‘

‘ Media ‘ ‘ Fee Title/

Bag

igmt Program 1
« Continental

+ Regional
+ Local

igmt Program 2
+ Continental

+ Regional
+ Local

igmt Program 3
+ Continental

+ Regional
« Local

25

‘ Integrated Waterfowl Management

Waterfowling
Tradition

Healthy
Populations

Satisfaction

Wetlands
Uplands

K

Sustainable '
Harve

abl
est

Wetland
Quality

Harvest
Opportunity

Encounter
Communication
Rate

Days. Access Simple Media Habitat Fee Title/ Land
Bag R Mgmt Easements Use
Policy

igmt Program 1
+ Continental
+ Regional

lgmt Program 3
+ Continental

+ Regional
+ Local

igmt Program 2
+ Continental

+ Regional
« Local

Integrated waterfowl management

Alternatives

Objectives Portfolio 1 Portfolio 2 Portfolio 3 Portfolio 4

Maintain Duck
hunting tradition

Maintain healthy
duck populations

Ecological goods
and services

Max harvest
opportunity

Max hunter
satisfaction

EUes 27

* Local
- 26
Necedah NWR Impoundments
Objectives Hierarchy
Wetland Crane Refuge Human
habitat Needs Operations Dimensions
Native Seed - Food Hunting Down-
plant product- ‘:;”;L‘;T '::;:“"a% Training || product- Cost & stream v?e':‘":
diversity ion ion Fishing 9
Measurable Attributes
|| % teritor- || #sites Infra- Oppor- Service || Viewing
aosedge || acmaist || achemi || jes w1~ || forDaR, || P | structure || tunites || spilway || opportun
15"H,0 || ultralight Yy S provided flow -ities.
J J l Performance Criteria J J l j
N See - Never For
Vx| > 600ac || ccpp >75% 24 Ftiresh- || Mine Yes exceed || young &
64 SOP adults
28
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Ed

Workshop Wrap-Up

Summary of workshop
results to date

Portland | Memphis
Miss. | Cent. [ (AHM | (NAWMP
Flyway | Flyway | Group) | NssT)

Fundamental

. - Ott: NAWMP
Objectives ada

Canada PC

Edmonton
Canada

Maintain healthy
waterfowl

populations \/\/ \/\/ \/\/ \/\/ \/\/ \/\/ \/\/ \/\/

Perpetuate the
waterfowling

tradition \V W \V \ W Y

Perpetuate
waterfowling and
related non-
consumptive uses

Increase waterfowl
hunter participation \/\/

Maximize hunt
quality \/

Maximize harvest
opportunity \/

Ensure waterfowl
population viability v \/

Promote non-
consumptive uses

Fundamental
Objectives

Miss.
Flyway

Cent.
Flyway

Portland
(AHM
Group)

Memphis
(NAWMP | Edmonton
NSST) | canada

Ottawa | NAWMP
Canada PC Sacramento

Promote
conservation ethics in
the public

W

Increase Public
Support for
Waterfowl Hunting
and Habitat
Conservation

Maintain/increase/
maximize EGS of
waterfowl habitat

W

W

W

Max. cons. of
biodiversity while
managing wetlands
and associated
uplands for waterfowl

Maintain landscapes
capable of sustaining
healthy waterfow!
populations

VY

WL W [ W W W

Sales of Migratory Bird Hunting Stamps

3,000,000

United States

poonee /\//r\/\/\\—\/\—\—_\/\’\
Canada

1,500,000
500000 —’_"//\—\
0

o O AV A* A0 X ® I o P D N IV ° & O & &
RIS GG I R gt g,

2,500,000

Stamp Sales

1,000,000

Year

k

« Wildlife
« Food

« Fresh water
« Energy
* Minerals
« Fiber

* Timber

Ecological “Goods”

< « Ecosystem integrity (biodiversiti >
« Mitigafion of floods and drought

Ecological Goods and Services (EGS)

Ecological “Services”

« Recreational opportunities
(hunting, fishing, birdwatching)
« Purification of water and air

» Groundwater recharge
« Pollination of plants

» Regulation of soil fertility
« Control of ag pests
* Waste decomposition

Some general observations

Recently, participants have advocated that
fundamental objectives are inextricably linked...

Landscapes

N

Populations <‘:>
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Workshop Wrap-Up

Coherence... or lack thereof

Waterfowling and non-

consumptive users

:
Landscapes ) K] Popuiations (14) é

Inc hunter part (17)

[[vaxecoicas )

Long term viability (18) I

[t ] [ ]

[Fsafoser

9% | Eo e |

e runtls ovo 23 | ] |ref titunaing 221
E halvedt 2) \
\

[ A
wa{m.c su;wﬂ (16) k

=

P Cr A I e e e ] |

e

‘ ||

[ oist st & foos crops “ Cover & roosting areas _ ||

I Increase public access I

| e | e |

[ wetand imegriyuncion ]

Consultation process |

Mandates:
Laws, Policies,
preferences

Problem

Consider:

Uncertainty,
&linked
decisions.

Stakeholder Consultation Process Results North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision

Decide &
Take Action

Analysis
Toolkit
(e.g. SDM)

Tradeoffs &

<3 Consultation process Il

Problems

Addressed?

Values:
Preference scales,

objective weights

&risk attitudes

Modeling
Toolkit
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» Express your opinion (via Turning Point)
about the list of potential objectives

* Purpose is NOT to conduct a “vote,” but a
means to:

— ensure everyone has a “voice” in a short
period of time

— determine the degree of variation in opinion
— understand the sources of variation
—have a record of (anonymous) responses

* If you have participated in another
workshop (e.g. AHM), your input is already
captured

* First step is to gather some basic
demographics (nationality, affiliation, etc)

» Then for each potential objective provided,
indicate whether you think it is:

1 = not a relevant waterfowl management
objective

2 = a fundamental waterfowl management
objective

3 = a means waterfowl management objective

What is your country of residence?

1. Canada
2. Mexico
3. United States

What is your primary employment
affiliation?

1. Federal agency

2. Non-Government
Organization

3. Private business
0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

4. State/Provincial
agency R \,fif*
i . gt . b@’o _&é‘? &
5. University PRy
& &

Which ONE best describes the geography for which
you have waterfow! habitat responsibilities?

Atlantic Flyway

Mississippi Flyway

Central Flyway

Pacific Flyway

National/multiple

FIyWayS 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

N — N — N

o hr0bh =

6. Don’t have habitat VNN
ihiliti S NHPC &
responsibilities & T E S

Which ONE best describes the geography for which
you have waterfowl population responsibilities?

1. Atlantic Flyway

2. Mississippi Flyway

3. Central Flyway

4. Pacific Flyway

5. National/multiple
Flyways oo o o o o

6. Don’t have population S & o
responsibilitFi)eg &\c*@:f«@‘i«*i;&@iﬁ@

& & < & &
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How long have you been active in waterfowl
management?

0-1 year
2-5 years
6-10 years
11-20 years
21-30 years

2B O

> 30 years

Which one hat do you most frequently wear
when it comes to waterfowl management?

1. Agency director/
executive director

2. Program coordinator or
administrator

3. Biologist/Scientist

4. Researcher/ academic 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

. . o = o =

5. Regulations committee v o e o .

member o &S
P

| spend most of my time on...

1. Managing waterfowl

populations (sport
harvest, subsistence take,
take to reduce population

size)
2. Managing habitat
3. About equal % 0% 0% 0%
4. None of the above = = o o
& h,;v‘ &o”\ »
Q}@ ;Q\e“ ‘?&& zo‘i&
&c’ ‘},,0“’ &

How important is waterfowl hunting to you?

1. It's my most important
recreational activity

2. It's one of my most important
recreational activities

3. It's no more important than
my other recreational
activities

4. It's less important than my
other recreational activities

5. It's one of my least important &; P S

S

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
= o o o o o

. s € & & &£ & &L
recreational activities & _@\@é F &S
$ PO
, ) S 3
6. |don’'t hunt waterfowl RO IR
RS AIRS &

1. Promote a conservation ethic in the
general public

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management 0% 0% 0%
objective

3. A means waterfowl & &
management & &
objective

2. Maximize waterfow! harvest

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management 0% 0% 0%
objective

3. A means waterfowl e
management S
objective &
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3. Maximize hunter satisfaction

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management

objective 0% 0% 0%
= = =N\

3. A means waterfowl ] .
management &
objective o &

4. Promote non-consumptive uses of
waterfow!

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management 0% 0% 0%
objective

3. A means waterfowl &
management
objective & &

v

5. Maintain landscapes capable of sustaining
waterfowl populations in perpetuity

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management 0% 0% 0%
objective

3. A means waterfowl &
management & &
objective ;ﬁ“ &

6. Increase the understanding of ecological
mechanisms driving changes in waterfowl
abundance and waterfowl landscapes

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

3. A means waterfowl & &
management &
objective S +©

0% 0% 0%

7. Expand the sources and amount of funding
for waterfowl conservation activities

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management

objective 0% 0% 0%
= = SN\

3. A means waterfowl ] ]
management & & &
objective CA

8. Perpetuate the tradition of waterfowling

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective 0% 0% 0%

= = =N\

3. A means waterfowl ) .
management & &
objective &
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9. Minimize harvest of under-abundant
waterfowl species

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

3. A means waterfowl _ ]
management & &
objective A

0% 0% 0%

10. Minimize loss and degradation of wetlands

and associated uplands

1.

Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

A means waterfow!
management
objective

0% 0% 0%

11. Provide more public hunting opportunities

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

3. A means waterfowl ]
management & &
objective

0% 0% 0%

12. Minimize the detrimental effects of over-
abundant populations (e.g. depredation, habitat
destruction)

Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

A means waterfow!
management
objective

0% 0% 0%

13. Maintain/establish regulations that are simple
and will lead to high compliance rates among
hunters

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management 0% 0% 0%
objective

3. A means waterfow! &
management A
objective ° v\f" o«

14. Maintain healthy waterfowl populations as
part of the North American fauna

Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

A means waterfow!
management
objective

0% 0% 0%

Stakeholder Consultation Process Results North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision | Page 67




15. Maximize ecological goods and services
derived from wetlands and associated uplands
managed for waterfowl

1.

Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

A means waterfowl &
management
objective &Y R

0% 0% 0%

16. Increase public support for waterfowl
conservation

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

3. A means waterfowl &
management & ©
objective & ¢

0% 0% 0%

17.

Increase waterfowl hunter participation

Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

A fundamental
waterfowl
management 0% 0% 0%
objective

A means waterfowl &
management &8 S
objective SR

18. Ensure that no species of waterfowl falls
below population levels necessary for long-
term viability.

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management 0% 0% 0%
objective

3. A means waterfowl LN
management &S
objective R e

19.

Increase and improve duck breeding habitat

Not a relevant

waterfowl

management

objective

A fundamental

waterfowl

management 0% 0% 0%
objective

A means waterfow! f“’" &
management &@f‘ &S
objective & g

20. Ensure cooperation among jurisdictions
(state, flyway, partners, etc.)

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

3. A means waterfowl & &
management o r o
objective & ¢

0% 0% 0%
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21. Increase and improve duck wintering habitat

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management 0% 0% 0%
objective

3. A means waterfowl ©
management
objective & &S

v

22. Maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of the
infrastructure and funding for waterfowl
conservation

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management 0% 0% 0%
objective

3. A means waterfowl &
management
objective &

23. Provide maximum hunting opportunity

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management 0% 0% 0%
objective

3. A means waterfowl &
management & & ®
objective

24. Maintain the social license to hunt

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

3. A means waterfowl . )
management & & gb.,»\"'
objective e

0% 0% 0%

25. Increase duck recruitment

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

3. A means waterfowl ] _
management & &
objective o &

0% 0% 0%

26. Increase and improve duck migration habitat

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

3. A means waterfowl i
management & &
objective

0% 0% 0%
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27. Reduce mortality from disease and
contaminants

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl
management 0% 0% 0%
objective

3. A means waterfowl ©
management
objective 8 vy“ &

28. Maintain a broad fall and winter

distribution of waterfowl

Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

A means waterfowl
management
objective

0% 0% 0%

29. Establish the infrastructure needed to
ensure coherence in waterfowl management

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl

management 0% 0% 0%
== SN\

objective
3. A means waterfowl &
management & é@@ &
objective

30. Formalize the institutions needed to
incorporate human dimensions into waterfowl
management decisions

1.

Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

A fundamental
waterfowl
management
objective

A means waterfow!
management
objective

0% 0% 0%

31. Increase hunter education and
communications efforts

1. Not a relevant
waterfowl
management
objective

2. A fundamental
waterfowl

management 0% 0% 0%

objective
3. A means waterfow! & &
management o o &
objective G

Workshop Evaluation
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The meeting objective “To gather input on the
overarching objective of waterfowl management, and
opinions how such objectives might best be pursued
form a large-scale strategic perspective” was met.

1. Strongly Agree
2. Agree
3. Neutral
4. Di 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
. Disagree

. ¢ & & S
5. Strongly Disagree & ¥ of&&*‘

o S

The meeting objective “To obtain information from
stakeholders that will help inform the Plan Committee
as they develop the scope and nature of the pending
Plan Revision” was met.

1. Strongly Agree
2. Agree
3. Neutral
4 Disagree 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
. [T s S SN\
5. Strongly Disagree RO
R s
¢ S

The meeting objective “To discuss with waterfowl
managers the practical aspects of fulfilling ‘A
Vision for Integrated Waterfowl Management’ ”
was met.

1. Strongly Agree
2. Agree
3. Neutral
4. Disagree
. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
5. Strongly Disagree =
& &
Y ¥ @ 5@
(’60‘& < ég\o

How do you feel about the Revision process
as described at this meeting?

1. Excellent

2. Good

3. Okay

4. Not so good

5. Bad 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

==

JOR R
r
< éy’

Overall, | thought this workshop was a
success

1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Neutral

4. Disagree

5. Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
S & & & &
R

"6@“ o
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Appendix C — Round 2 Workshop Materials

Round 2 NAWMP Revision Stakeholder Workshop

Agenda
Workshop Goals
1. To summarize Round 1 workshop results and provide an update on the NAWMP Plan Revision process.
2. To clarify the fundamental objectives and associated measurable attributes.
3. To seek input on the values associated with the fundamental objectives.
4. To discuss how best to formulate new objectives in the Plan Revision.
5. To initiate discussion of institutions and processes that will facilitate integrated waterfowl management.
6. To provide feedback to the NAWMP Plan Committee as they move forward with the Plan Revision.
8:00 a.m. Welcome and Introductions
8:15 Orientation to the NAWMP Revision Process and Review of Round 1 Workshops—Jim Ringelman
9:00 Clarifying the Fundamental Objectives of the NAWMP—IJim Ringelman
9:15 Table group discussions about the fundamental objectives

e Discuss meaning and intent
e Identify most important measurable attributes

10:15 Break

10:30 Valuing Fundamental Objectives—Jim Ringelman, DJ Case & Associates

11:30 Table group reports of morning discussions

Noon LUNCH

1:00 Setting NAWMP objectives—Jim Ringelman, DJ Case & Associates
Presentation and facilitated discussion

2:00 Institutions and Processes—Jim Ringelman

2:15 Table group discussions, Institutions and Processes

3:15 Break

3:30 Table group report out and facilitated discussion, institutions and processes—DJ Case & Associates

4:15 Facilitated discussion, NAWMP revision—DJ Case & Associates

4:30 Workshop Evaluation

4:45 Wrap-Up—Jim Ringelman

5:00 p.m. Adjourn
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NAWMP Revision Workshops — Round 2

Draft Purpose Statement (2010)

The purpose of the Plan is to sustain North America’s waterfowl populations and their habitats
at levels that satisfy human desires and perpetuate waterfowl hunting. Plan goals will be
accomplished through partnerships guided by sound science.

Fundamental objectives

e Maintain healthy waterfowl! populations in North America.

e Conserve landscapes capable of sustaining waterfowl populations.

e Perpetuate waterfowl hunting.

e Sustain opportunities for the public to view and enjoy waterfowl and waterfow! landscapes.

NAWMP Revision Round 2 Workshop Goals

1. To summarize Round 1 workshop results and provide an update on the NAWMP Plan

Revision process.

To clarify the fundamental objectives and associated measurable attributes.

To seek input on the values associated with the fundamental objectives.

To discuss how best to formulate new objectives in the Plan Revision.

To initiate discussion of institutions and processes that will facilitate integrated waterfowl

management.

6. To provide feedback to the NAWMP Plan Committee as they move forward with the Plan
Revision.

vk wnN

Glossary
(Adapted from: CSP3171: Introduction to structure decision making, National Conservation Training Center, Shepherdstown, WV
[http://training.fws.gov/EC/Resources/Decision_Analysis/dec_08/glossary.pdf] )

Objective - An explicit statement of a desired outcome, typically expressed in subject-verb-object
sentence structure. Objectives are always a reflection of values, so setting objectives falls in the realm
of policy and should be informed by legal and regulatory mandates as well as stakeholder viewpoints.

Fundamental Objective — A fundamental objective is one of the ultimate goals of a decision. Itis
something that we care about for its own sake, or which is an end in itself. An objective can be
identified as fundamental by asking why until the answer is “just because.” A fundamental objective
answers the question “Why?”

Means Objective — A means objective is one that is not sought for its own sake, but rather is a means of
achieving a more fundamental objective. A means objective answers the question “How?”

Measurable Attribute — A metric used to assess achievement of an objective.

(over)
Actions/Alternatives — Different management actions that are available. This element requires explicit
articulation of the alternatives available to the decision maker. The range of permissible options is often
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constrained by legal or political considerations, but structured assessment may lead to creative new
alternatives.

Structured Decision Making (SDM) — Structured decision making (SDM) is a process that provides a
framework to help us think through a decision in a methodical way—it is common sense made explicit.
The term structured is misleading to the extent that this is not a rigid process that limits creativity. In
fact it’s quite the opposite—by providing a framework and various analytical tools, it melds values and
science into decisions in a very documentable way. The focus is value-based — articulating the decision
to be made and our objectives (values) relative to that decision.
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Assigning Values to Waterfowl Management Objectives

This exercise concerns the four objectives for waterfowl management that emerged during
Round I workshops for the North American Waterfowl Management Plan revision. Those
objectives are:

1. Perpetuate waterfowl hunting.

Sustain opportunities for the public to view and enjoy waterfowl and waterfowl
landscapes.

3. Maintain healthy waterfowl populations in North America at levels sufficient to fulfill
human desires (#1 and #2 above) and in harmony with the ecosystems on which
waterfowl depend.

4. Conserve landscapes capable of sustaining waterfowl populations at levels sufficient to
satisfy human desires (#1 and #2 above) in perpetuity.

We would first like to know how you view these objectives in terms of their overall importance
to waterfowl management and conservation. Assume you have 100 points you can allocate
among these four objectives based on their importance, and enter the point values on the lines
next to each objective under “initial values assigned”. You should consider how each objective
1s important “in and of its own sake” as well as how it can help to accomplish one or more other
objectives. For example, perpetuating hunting also helps to conserve landscapes because of the
funding provided by hunters.

Now we would like you to specify why you think these objectives are important. We’ll call the
“fundamental value” the importance of an objective “in and of its own sake”. An example would
be how much you value perpetuating waterfowl hunting just because it’s an important and
meaningful activity, and you don’t want to see it go away. In contrast, the “means value” of an
objective is the contribution one objective plays in helping to achieve another objective. An
example would be the importance of waterfowl hunting (and associated waterfowl hunters) in
helping to conserve landscapes (by providing funding, etc.).

Start by dividing up the “initial value” points you assigned to “conserve landscapes” in a way
that reflects how you view the fundamental and means values. Enter points representing the
fundamental value in the box that says “conserve landscapes”, and allocate means values in
boxes A, B, and C to reflect how you think conserving landscapes contributes to “healthy
populations”, “waterfowl hunting”, and “viewing and enjoyment”, respectively. Note that the
total points you allocate to the fundamental and means objectives should equal the total you
assigned for initial value of “conserve landscapes”. If you find you want to revise your initial

values, it’s okay to go back and do that.

Using the approach described above, move to “healthy populations™ and assign a fundamental
value and means values (boxes D and E); then move on to “waterfowl hunting” (fundamental
box and F); then to “viewing and enjoyment” (fundamental box and G). Here are some things to
think about as you consider each means value:
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“A” represents the value that landscape conservation makes to healthy populations.
Consider how such conservation could enhance waterfowl reproductive and survival
rates, increase carrying capacity, etc.

“B” represents the value of conserving landscapes in helping perpetuate waterfowl
hunting. Consider how waterfowl “landscapes” (e.g., wetlands) provide places to
hunt as well as habitat for waterfowl.

“C” represents how conserving landscapes can help achieve the objective of
waterfowl viewing and enjoyment. One connection is the extent to which waterfowl
landscapes (habitat) provide places for people to view and enjoy waterfowl.

“D” reflects the value that healthy populations play in perpetuating waterfowl
hunting. Consider how healthy populations mean more birds in the duck marsh and
more liberal seasons.

“E” reflects the value that healthy populations play in opportunities to view and enjoy
waterfowl. Consider the relationship between more birds and greater viewing
opportunities.

“F” represents the role that perpetuating waterfowl hunting plays in helping to
conserve landscapes. Think about the relationship between waterfowl
hunting/hunters, and the resulting financial/political support for landscape
conservation.

“G” represents the role that the viewing/enjoyment plays in helping conserve
landscapes. Think about the public’s enjoyment of waterfowl, the number of
waterfowl viewers, and the resulting financial/political support for landscape
conservation.

When you have filled in all of the fundamental and means boxes, look at all of the values and
make sure they reflect your overall view of the waterfowl management enterprise. If not, adjust
your responses.

Thank you for participating in this exercise!
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Valuing Waterfowl Objectives Exercise

Initial values assigned:

Conserve landscapes
Healthy populations

Waterfowl! hunting
Viewing and enjoyment

A
Healthy : Conserve
Populations |« Landscapes
D E B C

L1

\4

Waterfowl
Hunting

Keypad number:
Workshop location:

01

v

Viewing &
Enjoyment

Comments:




£

The North American Waterfowl Management Plan
- A Model for Conservation -
The Future of Waterfowl

<3

The NAWMP
A new model for conservation (for ’86)
- Landscape-scale effort — “Joint
Ventures”
- Partnerships and leveraging resources
- Numerical population objectives

- Implied goal of sustaining sport
g [=] o-r

hunting
-Regulatory elements

Ed

The NAWMP

Lack of clarity over...
¢ “Average environmental conditions”
e Role of harvest in achieving
population objectives
¢ Hunter retention, participation,

success
e Explicit goals for non-consumptive
users

£

The NAWMP Updates:
1994, 1998, 2004

* Expanded partnerships (incl. Mexico)

e Habitat goals and geography expanded
e Biodiversity, landscape-level
conservation, ecological services themes

k

The NAWMP Assessment — 2007

e Comprehensive review noted many successes
e Key needs:
- Tracking accomplishments and landscape change
- Clear and robust accountability framework
- Review population and habitat objectives
- Increase attention to agriculture & water policy
- Improve monitoring & assessment; revitalize

NP

IN33T

- Greater linkage among NAWMP parts

- Integrating harvest, habitat and stakeholders;
complementary “Joint Task Group” created

Page 78 |

* Advocated for stronger science
foundation and adaptive management
e Call for a “progress assessment”

4 Linking Harvest, Habitat and Stakeholders -

The “Joint Task Group” Report

“Yield curve approach” - theoretical coherence
between harvest and habitat goals (incl. NAWMP)

Other recommendations...

e Focus more science on reducing key uncertainties
e Convene human dimensions working group

[ v Assess stakehotder vaiues
v' Develop approach for explicitly incorporating HD
information into management decisions
¢ Convene a waterfowl management policy summit:
“Future of Waterfowl Management Workshop”
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Messages from “Future of Waterfowl
Management” Workshop (2008)

Resources dedicated to conservation not

optimally allocated

e Too much time spent setting annual
regulations

* Need better monitoring and evaluation

2. Federal/state/provincial activities to conserve

waterfowl & habitats have declined

N

3. Too few resources directed towards
understanding waterfowl hunters

4. Federal agencies less attentive to waterfowl
science & monitoring/ evaluating

Messages from “Future of Waterfowl
Management Workshop”

Low Success:

e Complementary & coherent goals for harvest
and habitat management

e Understanding & incorporating hunter
expectations and satisfaction

¢ Simplifying waterfowl regulations

e Setting and revising population using a clear
process
¢ Rallying support of non-hunters

Messages from “Future of Waterfowl
Management” Workshop (2008)

Proposed Actions:
v A group or venue be created to continue the
work of the Human Dimensions Working

Group. (94% agreed or strongly agreed).

v" The NAWMP update should be used to

develop more coherent goals for waterfowl
harvest and habitat management. (88%
agreed or strongly agreed).

NAWMP Revision: Results of
Round | Consultations

Purpose of R-1 Workshops

¢ Solicit responses to the NAWMP Revision “Purpose
Statement” and seek input on a “Problem
Statement”

e |dentify fundamental and means objectives for
waterfowl management

e Discuss alternative, broad-scale (high level) strategies
for achieving objectives

e [dentify actions and measurable attributes associated
with objectives

¢ Inform the management community about the
NAWMP revision and engage them as participants in
the process

NAWMP Revision: R-1 Consultations

Workshops:

e Portland - Dec 1-2, 2009

¢ Memphis - Jan 27-28, 2010

e Edmonton - Feb 1-2, 2010

e Ottawa - Feb 16-17, 2010

e Sacramento - Feb 25-26, 2010
¢ Milwaukee - Mar 22, 2010

Stakeholder Consultation Process Results North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision

Additional input:

* Mexico

e Flyways

e Ducks Unlimited, Delta Waterfowl
e Website messages from individuals

| Page 79




Ea Invited Participants — the “waterfowl
management community”’

e Plan Committee, Revision Steering Committee
¢ NAWMP Science Support Team

e Adaptive Harvest Management working group
e Human Dimensions working group

¢ N.A. Wetlands Conservation Council and Staff

e Federal, state, provincial governments

£\ f-biit O

hd JIUiI nevel 1tu1 5 \rldUIl.dL X SPCL;C))

e Flyway Councils and Technical Committees

¢ NGOs - DU, CA Waterfowl, Delta, WMI, others
Minneapolis waterfow! “Summit” participants

R-1 Workshop Participants
Country of Residence (%)

37

63

Meeting Participation

33

27 28 27

# participants
]
s
]
]

> R-1 Workshop Participants

Primary Employment Affiliation
1%

27%

46%

26%
O Fed agency ONGO
[J State/Prov agency O University

B R-1 Workshop Participants

W aterfowl Management Hat (%)

43
38

oy
L] N g @
<) R-1 Workshop Participants
# Years in waterfowl managment
@ 30
g 24
o
S
5 13 13 15
o
LR
T ’—‘ T T
D & & & & &
N S < 3§ 3 S
N o N 519 :50 oD
Vv & N N Fl
B R-1 Workshop Participants
Spend Most Time On (% participants)
33
26 29
12
o & > W2
QQOQ ‘({b‘o‘\\ ,@0\? &
O o > S
Q'b (bo_, ,00 OQ’
N4 6@(\ 4 RS
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£

Clarifying the “Problem”

* Losing habitat faster than we are
restoring/conserving it

* Losing hunters despite liberal
regulations and healthy populations

e Interest in waterfowl conservation in

agencies and among the public is waning
e Allocation of resources in waterfowl
management is inefficient

3

Revised Problem Statement

“Although the waterfowl management
community is in general agreement on the
fundamental objectives of waterfowl
management, it has not reached consensus
on the means to achieve those objectives,

>t

multiple decisions in a way that efficiently
allocates resources and coordinates
actions.”

northe framework necessarv for integrating
northe frameworkn yrorintegrating

Revised Purpose Statement

“The purpose of the Plan is to sustain
North America’s waterfowl populations
and their habitats at levels that satisfy
human desires and perpetuate
waterfowl hunting. Plan goals will be

accomplished through partnerships
guided by sound science”.

£

Objectives of Waterfowl Mgmt

Started with 31 candidate objectives derived
from earlier meetings:
e Patuxent, Mississippi Flyway, DU

Offered starting point for discussions
¢ Obtain quantitative data via TurningPoint
technology

k

Objectives of Waterfowl Mgmt

‘ Percent of U.S. and Canadian Participants‘

91 o 84 92 gy

36

=

Maintain Perpetuate Maintain
healthy waterfowling | landscapes to
populations tradition sustain
waterfowl

OCAOUS

Stakeholder Consultation Process Results North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision

Edits and new objectives encouraged

Edits & additions examined during synthesis

3

New or Modified Objectives: Other Users

¢ Provide more public non-hunting opportunities
e Outreach to non-hunting community

¢ To provide waterfowl populations adequate to
meet the requirements of the waterfowlers,
aboriginal peoples and other users

¢ Maintain the tradition, societal values, and
economic benefits of hunting and other
recreational uses of waterfowl

e Increase support of non-consumptive users for
waterfowl conservation

e Increase non-hunter participation

* Maximize non-hunting recreational opportunities
* Maximize non-hunting recreational satisfaction
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Ea ~14 million people in the U.S. traveled a mile or
more from home to view waterfowl in 2006

Chart 8. Types of Birds Observed by Away-From-Home Birders: 2006

Waterfou! NN 7
Birds of Prey I, 71
Songbirds | INEGG ¢
Other water birds” | NGTNGEGE -
Other birds" | TG

* sharebinds, hevous, e
**phensants, turkeys, ete.

“Seventy-seven percent reported observing waterfowl,
making them the most watched type of bird”

Source: Birding in the United States: a Demographic and
LI Economic Analysis

Tatal, all birdevs | 10

Birders

Some Statistics (U.S. only)

<3

Waterfowl hunters Birders
Number 1,306,000 47,693,000
Expenditures $900 million| $35.7 billion
Associated jobs 27,618 671,000

Source: Birding in the United States: a Demographic and
Economic Analysis

2 Fundamental Objectives of the NAWMP

e Maintain healthy waterfowl populations in
North America.

e Conserve landscapes capable of sustaining
waterfowl populations.

¢ Perpetuate waterfowl hunting.

e Sustain opportunities for the public to view
and enjoy waterfowl and waterfowl
landscapes.

£

So, Where is The Revision Headed?

Clarification of the “vision” for
integrated waterfowl management..."

k

What’s the Vision of a Revised NAWMP?

e Highlight the challenges of change and
the imperative of adaptation for future
success

= The Challenge of Change and Adaptation

e Changes emerging since the mid-1980s
e Social change (hunters, urbanization,
population diversity)
* Ecological (loss/modification of habitats,
shifting system dynamics)

¢ Physical/Climate (climate primarily with

associated impnrf<)

e Technological (internet, communication)
¢ Need for resilience and adaptability
e Learning will be critical
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@ Fig. 1. Cycles of learning from Pahl-Wostl (2009).

Time steps and scale of impact typically diminish from left
to right.

Cycles of learning

Single-loop:
incremental improvement of
established routines

Double-loop:
reframing
Triple-loop:
transforming

high uncertainty

Cycles of Learning

e Single-loop learning
Are we doing things right?

e Double-loop learning
Are we doing the right things?

e Triple-loop learning
Do we have the governance and
institutions right?

Ed

Examples from waterfowl management

* Single loop: are we doing things right?
- Passive adaptive harvest management -
improving model-based predictions

- LOTS of habitat management examples
(e.g., planted cover or moist soil management options)

Ed

Examples from waterfowl management

* Double loop: are we doing the right things?
- This program vs. that program? (e.g.,
PHJV Assessment)

— Coherence between harvest and habitat
management goals

— Multi-stock management options

k

Examples from waterfowl management

e Triple loop: do we have the governance right?
— Stakeholders — who are they? how wiill
their interests be represented and served?
- Relationship of waterfowl mgmt to
broader conservation enterprise

- Adequacy and effectiveness of waterfowl
programs & institutions

cd

What’s the Vision of a Revised NAWMP?

e Highlight the challenges of change and
the imperative of adaptation for future
success

* Waterfowl Management must be:
Relevant — Effective — Efficient —

Stakeholder Consultation Process Results North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision

Adaptable
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£

What’s the Vision of a Revised NAWMP?

¢ Highlight the challenges of change and
the imperative of adaptation for future
success

¢ Waterfowl Management must be:
Relevant - Effective — Efficient —

Adaptable

e Strengthened consensus on future
directions for waterfowl management

<3

What’s the Vision of a Revised NAWMP?

An integrated approach that considers
habitat, populations, and human desires
in objective setting, decision-making
and resource allocation

Abetter focus on the things that matter
most to the efficient achievement of
renewed NAWMP goals

Ed

What’s the Vision of a Revised NAWMP?

Set in motion changes that will establish an
integrated system of waterfowl
conservation featuring:

e Explicit and coherent objectives to guide
habitat, harvest and human-dimension

progrdiins

e Means for coordinated actions to realize
those objectives.

Five Critical Elements

1. A set of widely supported objectives

2. A working conceptual framework that
allows managers to balance tradeoffs
among objectives

3. Goals that are linked and coherent across
scales

4. Managers using linked decision frameworks

to efficiently alfocate resources to achieve
those objectives

5. Institutional and cultural support to enable
such integrated management actions

Integration of waterfowl management
also will require...

e Hard thinking about means objectives and
system drivers

¢ Dealing with current uncertainties (e.g., causal
relationships); obtaining new information in the
long term to address them

¢ Awillingness to adapt and change as new

informationcomes totight
e A high degree of explicitness and transparency
e Time to work through these issues

cd

What is Achievable in the Near Term?

* NAWMP has always been a high-level strategic
guidance document... that won’t change

e Other institutions have important roles to play
in the evolution of waterfowl management

e Many important details remain to be worked
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out —an "Action Plan

* Asin1986, how far and how fast we go will
depend upon our collective will
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£

Moving Forward

Within the 2012 Revision:

¢ Achieve broad consensus on goals and objectives
of waterfowl conservation

e Articulate, at a conceptual level, the desired
future state of waterfowl management as an
integrated enterprise

e Develop momentum needed to establish and

fully implement such a framework (Action Plan)

¢ Identify key functional linkages among objectives
and commit to testing these through adaptive
management or directed research

Ed

Moving Forward
Every 5 years thereafter, review and assess...

* Progress towards objectives
External factors affecting NAWMP outcomes

Progress in understanding functional linkages
among objectives

Commitments to monitoring and assessment
Institutional processes for integration, and

I R -7 JRpE L6 o
tnetrerrectiveness,; ermciency,ana
responsiveness to change

At about 10-year intervals, review
appropriateness of objectives themselves,
governance structures, etc.

£

Moving Forward

Immediately following the 2012 Revision:

Within the next 2 years...

e Establish quantifiable objectives for population
and habitat conservation, harvest opportunity,
and user participation... with acknowledged
tradeoffs among them

Implement a genera! integrated framework for
making linked harvest, habitat, and user

management decisions

Implement monitoring and evaluation programs
to track progress toward objectives and reduce
uncertainties about key functional linkages
among goals

Moving Forward

Relevant - Effective - Efficient - Adaptable

k

Goals of this workshop

v/ Summarize Round 1 workshop results &
provide update on the NAWMP Plan
Revision process

e Clarify the “fundamental” objectives and
associated measurable attributes

e Seek input on values associated with the
“fundamental” objectives

cd

Goals of this workshop

e Discuss how best to formulate new
objectives in the Plan Revision

e Initiate discussion of institutions and
processes that will facilitate integrated
waterfowl management

Stakeholder Consultation Process Results North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision

e To provide any other feedback to the
NAWMP Plan Committee as they move
forward with the Revision.
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3| Why do these things? =

Clarity is important!
¢\What do we want to accomplish?

Why do we value objectives?
e For their own sake, or because they help accomplish
another objective?

Questions?
Numerical objectives have been at the heart of NAWMP.

¢ How should these be established, and why?

Had racaur £+ Haring
CHAtE G TEeSoUrceS TOr MORItOrnRE:

¢ What are the most meaningful, measurable attributes?

Our institutions and processes must foster coherence
for greater efficiency and to enable adaptation.
¢ Are we ready?

£

Clarifying “Fundamental” Objectives <) Clarifying the Fundamental Objectives

What do we really mean by...

Maintain healthy waterfowl populations
in North America

e What’s “healthy”? Just numbers? Some
i demographic rate?

e Do distributions matter?
¢ What do we consider “in harmony” with
their ecosystems?

Clarifying the Fund tal Objecti
B Clarifying the Fundamental Objectives = Clarifying the Fundamental Objectives

What do we really mean by... What do we really mean by...

Conserve landscapes capable of

o . Perpetuate waterfowl hunting
sustaining waterfowl populations

¢ What is meant by “conserve’? * Atwhat level?
* What is meant by “sustaining””? e Hunter numbers? Success? Days afield?
+ What does this imply about “net i Satisfaction?
change’? * What type of hunter (multiple
¢ What constitutes “landscapes’”? motivations)?
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Clarifying the Fundamental Objectives

What do we really mean by...

Sustain opportunities for the public to
view and enjoy waterfowl and
waterfowl landscapes

e At what level?
e Viewer numbers? Success? Days afield?

Satisfaction?

e Target a certain demographic?

e Orisit $$ orinfluence in affecting
conservation policy?

Valuing the Objectives

Valuing “Fundamental” Objectives

e How important are each of the
objectives?

e Should they all be “valued” the
same?

® Base responses on personal beliefs
about the waterfowl management
enterprise as it exists today.

Valuing Objectives

Healthy Conserve
Populations Landscapes

| Waterfosd | Viewing & |

Hnti% joymment

Valuing Objectives
]
Healthy Conserve
Populations Landscapes
25 25

How important is each objective?
Allocate 100 points of “value”
among the four objectives

| Waterfosd | Viewing & |

Hurti joyment
25

Valuing Objectives

Healthy Conserve
Populations Landscapes
30 40

How important is each objective?
Allocate 100 points of “value”
among the four objectives

| Waterfosd | Viewing & |

Hunti joyment
20 YA |
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How significant are the
linkages among objectives?

Valuing Objectives

Assume the arrows represent key linkages.
How much value do you assign to these?

30

Healthy ? Conserve
Populations Landscapes

40

Allocate points in eac|

Valuing Objectives

Page 88 |

Valuing Objectives

|
Healthy Conserve

|_Populations _ Landscapes
30 40

T Waterfowd | Viewing &
Hunt joyment

il o

Allocate points in eac|

Valuing Objectives

Healthy
Populations

30

v

Waterfowd

Hunting
20

Allocate points in eac|

Valuing Objectives
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Ed

Allocate points in eac

Valuing Objectives

Valuing Objectives

L5 ] Conserve
L
: P
B [
10 1|
v A 4
Waterfowl F Viewing &
Hunti | | Eno¥mem
20

Healthy
— <
D E
1
v
[ Waterfowd | F Viewing &
Hunti E
zt(IE —/ no¥mem
<3| Valuing Objectives
A
[_15 Conserve
L . o
10
B C
10 =3
v A 4
| Waterfowd | F Viewing &
Hu;t‘;? : Enj o¥mem

Valuing Objectives

A

Healthy | 15 Conserve

P i <+ L p
10 1

o E B [

15 | 5 10 s
A J Y

Waterfowl F Viewing &

Hunti | | Enj o¥mem
20

Valuing Objectives

A

Healthy [_15 Conserve
Populations L p
J— 10
o E B [
15 ] 5 10 s
G
A J Y
Waterfowl F Viewing &
Hunti? - En| o¥mem
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Valuing Objectives

A
Healthy 15 Conserve
P i -+ L p
1 1
o E B [
15 ] 5 10 s
A J Y
Waterfowl F Viewing &
Hunti? - Eno¥mem
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Valuing Objectives

Healthy [_15 Conserve
Populations Landscapes
1 1

Valuing Objectives

Consere

Landscapes
1

£

Please begin the exercise...

Ask questions if you are
confused!
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Valuing the Objectives:
Results from Yesterday

Valuing “Fundamental” Objectives

e How important are each of the
objectives?

e Should they all be “valued” the
same?

* Base responses on personal beliefs
about the waterfowl management
enterprise as it exists today

Results from Edmonton 2011 (N=19)

A
Healthy | Conserve

Fopulations

Landscapes
16

Sum of fundamental values = 44

Results from Ottawa 2011 (N=22)
it A e
Healthy Conserve
; < e
14 14
| o E C
i) 7 =
B [ G
v L 4
Waterfowd F Viewing &
__ Hunting | — | Enjoyment |
8 [
Sum of fundamental values = 42
Results from Denver 2010 (N=15)
A
Healthy [ ] Conserve
F i + Land
13 1
D E 'l
) 5 )
| [ G
v 4
Waterfowd F Viewing &
Hunting [ ] Enjoyment
6 3
Sum of fundamental values = 33

Implications of “Valuing Objectives”
Exercise

e Evidence that current objectives are not
truly “fundamental” (a possible complication
for structured decision making approaches)
e lllustrates the strong linkages within the
waterfowl management enterprise

e Provides a sense of the magnitude of

Stakeholder Consultation Process Results North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision
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e Underscores the need for a coherent
management system

¢ Hopefully a valuable heuristic exercise
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Some Practical Implications

If we “conserve landscapes”...
... to provide healthy populations, then we
should target landscapes with greatest
demographic impact
... to perpetuate hunting, then target
landscapes in areas with greatest number of
hunters

... to perpetuate viewing/enjoyment, then
target landscapes near urban centers

... just because we like to watch sunrise in a
marsh, then can work almost anywhere

About Numerical Objectives

« Current population objectives essentially
unchanged since original (1986) plan
¢ Habitat objectives have increased
e This session focuses on...
- A quick review of population objectives
- Discussing why we would want numerical
objectives

Numerical Objectives and NAWMP
Where do we stand?
What makes sense for the future?

- Describing the desirable characteristics of
quantitative objectives

- Seeking input on how objectives should be
developed

Above Objective

Sadwall .. Hortneam whoveier

Looking Good

Camvasback F——

Below or Way Below Objective

Ameiican wigssn
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Other Waterfowl and Context Issues

* Most goose populations at or above
objectives; many goose management plans

e Sea ducks problematic - difficult to
survey, but most thought to be in decline

e Moreover, context is important but
sometimes inadequately specified; e.g.,

objectives to be met:
« during “years of average environmental
conditions”
e under _2_harvest management regime

May Ponds (CA and US)

Wormtees o Pty [ Mlcrn,

Duck Harvest

United States
17500
. o
15000 * s S
F 5
I f v, "
- . sl Q.- L]
12500 e R | a aw
L . " /
I “, !
A
o / S
/ /-
7500 I
Iy
2500
1860 1065 B0 1875 1980 1985 1880 1996 2000 2006 2010

Yoar

Goose Harvest

United States
4000
o a
"'n oo
- //o= o
30001 .'/).
/‘/
e
20001 e
0001 L.
.
-
a4

ear

T T T T T T T v v
1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1900 1985 2000 2005 2010

Migratory Bird Stamp Sales

g‘mm/\l United States h\"\-\
g 500, \ |

Y

L R - N R
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Considering Measurable Objectives

Why have quantifiable objectives?

e For conservation planning (i.e., step-

down to JV programs)
e To gauge progress (performance
metrics)

e To inspire action{stretch goalsas

motivators)
e To justify resources
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Considering Measurable Objectives

Characteristics of useful objectives
e Strong science foundation
e Transparent
¢ Measurable
e Achievable (with some stretch)

£

Considering Measurable Objectives

How should measurable objectives be
developed?

e Based on input from those charged
with achieving them

e Closely tied to goals (“fundamental”
objectives)

¢ With an understanding of inter-
relationships among objectives
e Consistent with existing plans(?)

Ed

Considering Measurable Objectives

What are special considerations in
establishing numeric objectives for
waterfowl?

e Boom-bust nature of many waterfowl

populations

e Partial controllability in many areas

L PU}JUHGt;UI ) dl ;V\'_‘Il by VVCdthEI (}Jl CLIIJ)
» Habitat driven by economic/social
drivers

» Participation in hunting driven by social
factors

£

Considering the Objectives

Turning Point exercise
e Introduce issue
e Conduct poll
e Discuss responses
* No right or wrong answers

Turning Point Exercise

» Responses will help inform objective-
setting process during 2-year
implementation phase

Institutions and Processes
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Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

Two Basic Challenges:

1) Setting coherent multiple objectives
that flow from the Plan’s fundamental
goals.

Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

1) Setting Objectives:

By what social process should we go about
setting specific coherent multiple objectives
for waterfowl management that may include
elements of population size, landscape
conditions, and human use? Who would do

2) Managing adaptively toward those
objectives in the years ahead.

this? With what technical support?

Ed

Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

For instance,

e How might we reconcile a desire for
additional harvest opportunity with barriers to
increasing carrying capacity?

¢ How might we decide the most appropriate
approach to multi-stock harvest management

Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

2) Managing Adaptively:

Assuming that we accomplished this objective
setting, again from a process point of view,
how will we monitor progress toward
achieving NAWMP goals and adapt our actions

and plan habitat actions accordingly?
¢ How might hunter participation goals be set
across multiple jurisdictions?

in light of those results? There are both
administrative and technical aspects of this
challenge.

Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

For instance,

e What recurring decisions would need to be
made? How often?

¢ Who would make such decisions?

e How would decisions be coordinated

across-scales and amoneiurisdictions?

Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

Can we rely on existing institutions and
processes to achieve coherent adaptive
actions, or might we need some new
overarching coordination functions?

15 | P2 N PN e |
ormsnothaG tnat T 3

aCrOS5S 5 ESaRGamMOR g juRSGICHOonST

e From where would technical support
come?

1£ oy £
T SO, Wiatt
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Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

e Start with a blank page.

¢ Assume federal governments retain the trust
responsibility to manage migratory birds in
partnership with the states and provinces.

® Recognize that a complex set of public and private
entities are major stakeholders in waterfowl!
management.

df

oo Lot ST

hd LLRLLALY IIEEIy, TEememDeTr TOrMT SMoOUTaTOTNTOW
function!

® Focus on necessary features more than

institutional details

The NAWMP Revision
Workshop Wrap-Up

What’s the Vision of a Revised NAWMP?

Set in motion changes that will establish an
integrated system of waterfowl
conservation featuring:

e Explicit and coherent objectives to guide
habitat, harvest and human-dimension

programs

* Means for coordinated actions to realize
those objectives.

Informing Content of the Revision

NAWMP
workshops

NSST, JV's
and other
planning

Input from
Flyways/
others

NAWMP

revision
document

Joint

Task Group

NAWMP
Assessment

Page 96 |

Keeping Informed, Seeking Input

NAWMPrevision.org

¢ “Feedback Form” -- on-line questions
*FAQ’s

e Workshop summaries

e Relevant reports (e.g., NAWMP

Assessment; Joint Task Group)
e Communiqués issued periodically to
update progress
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Ensuring Coordination with Others

Many entities are working on related
issues. We’re aware of them and
talking with them.

NSST

- Work Plan being revised

- Developing demographic objectives at JV scales

— Developing regional habitat objectives that account

o)

for environmental variation
- Aggregating estimates of carrying capacity (“K”)
across populations and space

Ensuring Coordination with Others

— Many entities are working on related
issues. We’re aware of them and
talking with them.
¢ Working groups on species life cycle models

- Northern Pintail

- Scaup
- Black Duck

e Species Joint Ventures
e Flyway goose & swan management plans

Ensuring Coordination with Others

Many entities are working on related
issues. We’re aware of them and
talking with them.

HMWG (Harvest Management Working Group...
formerly the AHM WG)

— On-going AHM analyses and recommendations

- Considering and responding to new EIS on hunting

== Members of the Writing Team

- Various hunter-related work (zones & splits & hunter
responses; simple vs. complex regulations)

The Human Dimensions Working Group

¢ Jim Ringelman (Chair) - NAWMP; DU

¢ Mike Anderson - NAWMP; IWWR/DUC

e Bob Clark - Env. Canada; U of SK

¢ John Eadie — UC Davis

¢ Greg Soullierre - UMR/GL JV; FWS

s Andy Raedeke — MiO Dept Cons; MS flyway
e Mark Koneff -- USFWS

Proposed Timeline for Plan Preparation and Reviews...

lli-_u-
[F ace-to-face mesting after RSC digest workshop results (& Morih American conference)
[Prepare and refir *nivw content” material. completh worlng draft

]

Proposed Timeline for Plan Preparation and Reviews

[Rimvise per comments recaived

neview by PG

2017 dates and everts

[Release new NAWMP ot the North Amencan conference
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The NAWMP Revision:
Guiding Philosophy, Form and Contents

e Provides strategic guidance; offers substantive
content based on wealth of information

¢ Establishes momentum, and sets clear direction,
for a coherent management system

e Companion “Action Plan” recommends “who

does what, by when”
¢ Acknowledges need for coordination with other
efforts also underway

£

The Revised NAWMP

v' Relevant
v Effective
v’ Efficient

v-Adaptable

Thank you for your contributions

£

Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

Two Basic Challenges:

1) Setting coherent multiple objectives
that flow from the Plan’s fundamental
goals.

Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

By what social process would we go
about setting specific coherent multiple
objectives for waterfowl management
that may include elements of population
size, landscape conditions, and human

use: Who would do this? With what
technical approach and support?

2) Managing adaptively toward those
objectives in the years ahead.

3

Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

For instance,

e How might we reconcile a desire for
additional harvest opportunity with
barriers to increasing carrying capacity?

e How might we decide the most

appropriate-approachtomulti-stock
harvest management and plan habitat
actions accordingly?
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Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

Assuming that we accomplished this
objective setting, again from a process
point of view, how will we monitor
progress toward achieving NAWMP

goals and adapt our actions in light of
those results? There are both
administrative and technical aspects of
this challenge.

E4

Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

For instance,

¢ Who would make such decisions?

¢ From where would technical support
come?

e When would recurring decisions

need to be made?
¢ How would decisions be coordinated
across scales and among jurisdictions?

Institutions and Processes Adequate for
Integrated Management

Can we rely on existing institutions and
processes to achieve coordinated, coherent
actions, or might we need to frame some new
overarching coordination function? If so, what

form should that take?
= Start with a blank page
= Assume federal governments retain the trust responsibility

to manage migratory birds in partnership with the states and
provinces

= Assume existing approval bodies (NAWCC and MBCC) retain
the authority to allocate NAWCA funding

=  Focus on necessary FEATURES more than institutional details

= Think freely; remember form should follow function!
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NAWMP Revision
Round 2 Consultation Workshops

Institutions and Processes for Integrated Management
Table Group Discussion Guide

By what social process would we go about setting specific coherent multiple objectives
for waterfowl management that may include elements of population size, landscape
conditions, and human use? Who would do this? With what technical approach and
support?

For instance,

*  How might we reconcile a desire for additional harvest opportunity with barriers
to increasing carrying capacity?

* How might we decide the most appropriate approach to multi-stock harvest
management?

Assuming that we accomplished this objective setting, again from a process point of
view, how will we monitor progress toward achieving NAWMP goals and adapt our
actions in light of those results? There are both administrative and technical aspects of
this challenge.

For instance,
* Who would make such decisions?
*  From where would technical support come?
*  When would recurring decisions need to be made?
*  How would decisions be coordinated across scales and among jurisdictions?

Can we rely on existing institutions and processes to achieve coordinated, coherent
actions, or might we need to add some sort of overarching coordination function? If so,
what form should that take?

For instance, one of the decision problems we face is the spatial and temporal allocation

of people and financial resources to various waterfowl management actions. Do current
institutional arrangements allow this?
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Welcome

Round 2 Stakeholder Input
NAWMP Revision Workshop

| attended a Round 1 workshop

1. Yes
2. No
3. | don’t remember 9% 0% 0%
rd & /e’
a

What is your country of residence?

1. Canada
2. Mexico
3. United States

What is your primary employment
affiliation?

1. Federal agency

2. Non-Government
Organization

3. Private business 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
4. State/Provincial @c: «»: -~ ;
agency ST
. ) & & &

5. University & S

=

Which ONE best describes the geography for which
you have waterfowl habitat responsibilities?

Atlantic Flyway
Mississippi Flyway
Central Flyway
Pacific Flyway
National/multiple
Flyways

6. Don't have habitat «\*“"@(\; &S
responsibilities &S S

o s 0=

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
S o o o o o

&

Which ONE best describes the geography for which
you have waterfow! population responsibilities?
1. Atlantic Flyway
2. Mississippi Flyway
3. Central Flyway
4. Pacific Flyway
5. National/multiple
Flyways moo o oo
6. Don’t have population VN
responsibilit?eg ﬁ«\‘;@ ;@«“Z\\a\sﬁi&ﬁ
L O M S
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How long have you been active in Which one hat do you most frequently wear
waterfowl management? when it comes to waterfowl management?
1. 0-1 year 1. Agency director/
executive director
2. 2-5 years 2. Program coordinator or
3. 6-10 years administrator
4. 11-20 years 3. Biologist/Scientist
5. 21-30 years 4. Researcher/ academic 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5. Regulations committee = \:_.D Q =
= == o= ¢ & & s
6. >30 years . e . o o e member & & S
K A A O S
& o Q \,p T 1@ ‘&a & &° wa w@
| spend most of my time on... How important is waterfowl hunting to you?
. 1. It's my most important
1. Managing waterfowl recreational activity
populations (sport 2. It's one of my most important
harvest, subsistence take, recreational activities
take to reduce population 3. It’s no more important than
size) my other recreational
2. Managing habitat A TC“:""eS )
% 0% 0% 0° . It's less important than my 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
3. About equal other recreational activities _4‘3 === j
4. None of the above R R 5. It’s one of my least important @qa"loe““ S s &s‘;@"’ &
PO recreational activities &S @"f & &
& & o° S
S < 6. Idon’t hunt waterfow! IR N N
o

Round 2 Stakeholder Input
NAWMP Revision Workshop

Objectives

@ It is important that NAWMP has
quantitative (numerical) objectives

Strongly agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

ok, wpn=

0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

===
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ok w0nd -

It makes sense to have quantifiable objectives for

each of the four fundamental objectives.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly disagree Lo T T X >
Py

The current NAWMP population objectives are
adequate to guide waterfowl conservation into the
future.

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

s o o o =

ok~ owp =

PN
o \f" S &
N 9‘9 S

& 8

o o

&

What is the most appropriate form of a
numeric population objective for NAWMP?

Peak pop. sizes that will be
achieved periodically when
habitat conditions are good
Average population sizes
over a period of years
Minimum population sizes
maintained even when
habitat conditions are poor 0% 0% 0% 0%
NAWMP should not include —
numeric population
objectives

&

NAWMP should include continental-scale, numeric
distribution objectives for breeding, migration and
wintering areas.

1. Strongly agree
2. Agree
3. Neutral
4. Disagree
. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
5. Strongly disagree S o o o o
& &S
& o
o &

What is the most appropriate form of a
numeric habitat objective for NAWMP?

Habitat conserved specifically for
waterfowl conservation

Habitat conserved by all
conservation efforts, whether or
not targeted for waterfowl
Status of important landscape
features needed to sustain
waterfowl pops, incorporating
both habitat gains & losses
Numeric estimate of waterfow!
carrying capacity

NAWMP should not include
numeric habitat objectives

0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

@ Numeric habitat objectives should be employed on
the following scales:

1. Continental

2. Joint-Venture (JV) or
Bird Conservation
Region (BCR)

3. Scales smaller than

JV’s or BCR’s
4. All of the above 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
5. None of the above R




@ What is the most appropriate form of a numeric
waterfowl hunting objective for NAWMP?
1. Number of waterfowl hunters
and/or days afield
2. Size of the waterfowl harvest
3. Amount of financial and
policy support provided by
waterfowl hunters
4. The level of hunter

satisfaction as determined
0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

by surveys
5.  NAWMP should not include PO &
numeric waterfow! hunting ‘9«“" @"@ & \‘y‘“‘ &
objectives o & e
& e

NAWMP should set an objective of:

Increasing waterfow!
hunters and/or hunting
activity

Maintaining current
levels of hunters and/or
hunting activity

Neither — let hunters 0% 0% 0%
and/or hunting activity
fluctuate as it may

@ What is the most appropriate form of a numeric waterfowl
viewing and enjoyment objective for NAWMP?

1. Participation in activities
associated with
viewing/enjoying waterfow!
2. Financial support from
waterfowl viewers
3. Activism in the policy arena by
those who view and enjoy — but
don’t hunt — waterfowl
4.  General public’s attitude
towards waterfowl conservation 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
5. NAWMP should not include

numeric waterfow! viewing and & &
enjoyment objectives G R SRPLERS
& E® @ ¢S
&S E S
& &ce & o° &
« & &

oMo

Of the four fundamental objectives, it is most
important that we have clear numeric
objectives for (4 votes total):

Populations

Landscape

conditions

Hunting

Viewing 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
None N f&" S

&
] - :

@ Which of these most closely reflects your
philosophy about objectives?

1. They should be
realistic &
achievable

2. They should be a
“stretch” that will be
a challenge to
achieve

3. Neither

0% 0% 0%

&

Hpwp -~

What role should harvest management play in
achieving NAWMP waterfowl population goals?

Major role
Minor role
No role
Neutral

0% 0% 0% 0%
e

—




@ Waterfow! regulations should be set for a period of
years (“stabilized”) provided safeguards are in place to
make changes if worrisome population declines occur.

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Neutral

4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree %% 0% 0% 0% 0%
,,moa*"f < °\’i§§

@ An inordinate amount of time is spent on
the annual regulations setting process.

Strongly agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

o, n =

0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

¢ &£ & &
§ S &
\*,,,Q © ‘\,o \‘:,Q &eP
s° MY
< o

=

Regulations are more complex than they need to be
to safeguard waterfowl populations.

1. Strongly agree
2. Agree
3. Neutral
4. Disagree
5. Strongly disagree v 0 o6 0n o
e & @ 0 o
Bﬁ"é ¥ \@f & Q«’.g
< &
<

@ Regulations are more complex than they
need to be to satisfy hunters.

Strongly agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

aprwh -~

0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

¢ & & &
§ § >
\*,,,Q Ly & &
s° o &
o o

@ Considering desires to recruit and retain hunters,
should waterfowl regulations be more or less
complex than they are today?

1. More complex
2. About right as

they are
3. Less complex
4. Neutral 0% 0% 0% 0%
oo‘@ﬁ béb&_.- ofg ‘@o@

Workshop Evaluation

Stakeholder Consultation Process Results North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision | Page 105




&

oMo Dd -

Workshop goal 1 “To summarize Round 1
workshop results and provide an update on the
Plan Revision process” was met.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Strongly Disagree e & & & &
A L
és;& < \*o
<)

o

&

Workshop goal 2 “To clarify the fundamental objectives

ok wnd -~

and associated measurable attributes” was met.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 0%

oMo Dd -

Workshop goal 3 “To seek input on the values associated

with the fundamental objectives ” was met.

&

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

& Q‘w” \‘@ R &

I A
o s°

Workshop goal 4 “To discuss how best to formulate
new objectives in the Plan Revision” was met.

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Neutral

4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree Lo %
m*"“f & &’i@ﬁ.

&

o ko0 np =

Workshop goal 5 “To initiate discussion of institutions

and processes that will facilitate integrated waterfowl
management” was met.

&

Workshop goal 6 “To provide feedback to the NAWMP

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly disagree 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
& - 6@&‘;&\@“

& &

Plan Committee as they move forward with the Plan
Revision” was met.

1. Strongly Agree
2. Agree
3. Neutral
4. Disagree
. 0% 0% 0% 0%
5. Strongly Disagree
& & &
& s




=

How do you feel about the Revision process as
described at this meeting?

Excellent
Good

Okay

Not so good

ok op =

Bad 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

= — N — N

S > >
& & & & 2
& e o § <
K

<

k=

Overall, | thought this workshop was a success

1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Neutral

4. Disagree 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
. A=K =T\

5. Strongly Disagree e & e

R P
ea“’g ° é&\f

&

Thank you

for your participation
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Appendix D — Round 2 Grand Rapids workshop materials
and results

Round 2 NAWMP Revision Stakeholder Workshop
September 30
Amway Grand Plaza, Haldane Room
Grand Rapids, MI
Agenda

Workshop Goals

e To provide a summary of Round 1 Workshop results and an update on the Plan Revision process

e To provide participants an opportunity to clarify and weight the fundamental objectives

e To provide participants an opportunity to identify key measurable attributes, causal relationships
and linkages

e To initiate discussion of institutions and processes that will facilitate integrated waterfowl
management

e To provide feedback to the Plan Committee as they move forward with the Plan Revision

Thursday, September 30

8:00 a.m. Introductions and workshop agenda review—DJ Case

8:15 Orientation to the NAWMP Revision Process and Review of Round 1 Workshops—Jim
Ringelman, Mike Anderson, Seth Mott

9:15 Fundamental Objectives of the NAWMP—Fred Johnson

e (larifying their meaning and intent
e Describing measurable attributes
e Exploring relative weights

Noon Lunch
1:00 p.m. Review and comment on morning discussion—DJCase
1:05 Belief networks and the NAWMP—Fred Johnson

e Introduction to belief networks

e Causal relationships and linkages
e An example belief network
e From belief network to decision framework
2:30 Break
2:45 Institutions and Processes
3:45 Presentation of group exercise results
4:15 Evaluation
4:30 Next steps in the NAWMP Revision
4:45 Adjourn
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. Page 2......... Principles

Context for the 2012 NAWMP Revision

2) Inwaterfowl management
decisions and actions, the first
priority should be to perpetuate
waterfowl! populations and their

» fo the
9y4 Epdate to the
{\’orfb American Wate

Mﬂnagemem Plan

. ] e supporting habitats...
EXPANDING THE coMM ST ‘.‘.’;/f;"a‘.: pp ! 9 ! ) )
7 i 7) Recreational hunting will continue

to be managed under existing
regulatory processes in Canada
and the U.S. These processes will
be subject to continuous review to
ensure they are compatible and

consistent with waterfowl
Eopula‘rion needs on a continental
ases, and to evaluate their
environmental impacts and to
ensure public participation

Page 16. Increasing our Scientific Base. Adapﬂve Harvest Management (AHM)
Task Force (2003)

For the purposes of the Plan, adaptive Harvest-management objectives:

management is described simply as the

process of using iterative cycles of Currently, the basic management objective of the

planning, implementation, and AHM process is to maximize cumulafive harvest over

evaluation to improve management an infinite time horizon .....

erformance.....To manage adaptively,
P g P 4 In one case (midcontinent mallards), an additional

mandgers must be ablg 'ro.cr‘hcula're objective is to maintain population size at or above
clear, quantifiable objectives for each the goal of the NAWMP.

conservation action; predict the

biological outcomes....monitor...and Are the size of the harvest and NAWMP population
compare outcomes with the original goals sufficient for defining the objectives of duck
predictions and objectives. arvest management, or should the objectives be
broadened to include other interests such as hunter
satisfaction, the distribution of hunting opportunity,
or the frequency of regulatory changes?

Searching for Coherence Between B3 VMEMORANDUM
. TO: MIKE ANDERSON, JOHN EADIE, JEFF HERBERT, MIN HUANG, DALE
Harvest Clﬂd Habitat Managemerﬂ' HUMBURG, FRED JOHNSON, MARK KONEFF, JIM LEAFLOOR, SETH MOTT,
THOMAS NUDDS, ERIC REED, JIM RINGELMAN, MICHAEL RUNGE, BARRY
WILSON

FROM: DAVID A. SMITH- NAWMP COMMITTEE CO-CHAIR @M/«
STEVE WENDT - NAWMP COMMITTEE Co-CHAIR e
DON CHILDRESS - IAFWA AHM TASK FORCE

SUBJECT: APPOINTING A JOINT TASK GROUP (JTG) FOR CLARIFYING
NAWMP POPULATION OBJECTIVES AND THEIR USE IN HARVEST
MANAGEMENT

DATE: JUNE 14 2005

Your participation in an ad /oc group of waterfowl scientists is requested to advance Recommendation A
of AHM Task Force Status Report #5, (the establishment of a technical group to explore useful ways in
which to interpret NAWMP goals for both habitat and harvest management). This Joint Task Group

Q (JTG) is being asked to further develop and discuss options for the future use of
waterfowl population objectives in both harvest and habitat management
activities. Initial ideas along these lines were first put forth by some members of the proposed JTG in a
draft manuscript entitled Reuniting Waterfowl Management, and have been subsequently discussed by
both the AHM Task Force and NAWMP Committee,
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Joint Task Group Recommendations
(2007)

. Harvest managers should adopt a shoulder
strategy for Northern Pintails and Mid-Continent
Mallards.

2. NAWMP should adopt the same shoulder strategy

to ensure coherence.

3. Enhance the technical capacity of the AHMWG

and the NSST.

4. Focus more science on reducing key uncertainties.
5._C an HD working group to

NAWMP Continental Progress

stakeholder values and develop an approach for
more explicitly incorporating HD information into
management decisions.

6. Convene a waterfowl management policy summit.

Assessment Report (2007)
Recommendations

#3 Adaptive Management, as the way of
approaching NAWMP delivery, needs to be
embraced and employed more widely.

#20 The Plan Committee should advocate
that waterfowl harvest and habitat managers
develop a coherent and coordinated approach
for setting and achieving Plan objectives.

Messages from Minneapolis Summit
(August 2008)

Conclusions:

1) A group or venue be created to continue the
work of the Human Dimensions Working
Group. (94% agreed or strongly agreed)

2) The NAWMP update should be used to develop

NAWMP Revision Scoping Report

more coherentgoats for waterfowtharvestand
habitat management. (88% agreed or strongly
agreed.)

(August, 2009)

Desired Outcomes for the 2011
Revision (in part)

1) Achieve broad consensus on the
fundamental goals of waterfowl

conservation
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NAWMP Revision: Results of Purpose of the Workshops

Round I Consultations

- Solicit responses to the NAWMP Revision "Purpose
Statement” and seek input on a “Problem Statement”

+ Identify fundamental and means objectives for
waterfowl management

- Discuss alternative, broad-scale (high level)
strategies for achieving objectives
ifyactio i
associated with objectives
+ Inform the management community about the

NAWMP revision and engage them as participants in
the process

NAWMP Revision: Round I Consultations

Primary participants = waterfow! management

community (involved in managing populations, Formal workshops:

habitat, and hunting) + Portland - Dec 1-2, 2009

* Memphis - Jan 27-28, 2010

+ Plan Committee, Revision Steering Committee - Edmonton - Feb 1-2, 2010
+ NAWMP Science Support Team + Ottawa - Feb 16-17, 2010
+ Adaptive Harvest Management working group + Sacramento - Feb 25-26, 2010
+ Human Dimensions working group * Milwaukee - Mar 22, 2010

+ N.A. Wetlands Conservation Council and Staff . .
Other written input:

Federal, state, provincial governments ||

+ Joint Ventures (Habitat & Species) 'li_l\'e;i:os
Flyway Councils and Technical Committees . DzlcksyUnlimi'red Delta Waterfow!
+ NGOs - DU, CA Waterfowl, Delta, WML, others - Website messages from individuals
+ Minneapolis waterfowl "Summit" participants
Agenda Quantifying Opinions and Beliefs

Day 1
Discuss the nature of objective setting
+ 6roup candidate list into fundamental fo means objectives

- Specify relationships (linkages) among fundamental and means i i .
objectives How important is waterfowl hunting to you?

"Turning Point" technology: individuals respond to
questions; instantaneous feedback to the group.

- List measurable attributes associated with each objective

- Identify potential actions to achieve fundamental or means 1. It's my mostimportant

recreational activily a%

objectives 2. It's one of my most important
recreational activities -~
DOY 2 3. I's no more important than
| | — oth tional "

Develop a graphical representafion of the objectives hierarchy :;ivm: recteatona 1 %

. ; ) %
(powerpoint, white board, and sticky notes) 4. I's less important than my -
Discuss the key relationships between the fundamental and other recreational activilies
means objectives 5. It's one of my least important ’f";/f * ‘,f'

+ Elicit potential actions o achieve fundamental or means recreational activilies . f‘i"‘ o

objectives 6. Idon't hunt waterfowl L Gty
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Following the Workshops...

D.J. Case and NAWMP Technical Team
synthesized results

* NAWMP Technical Team meetings:
April 20,22, 2010; August 16-19, 2010

Discussion and interpretation by the

Revision Steering Committee.

Revision Steering Committee meetings:
+ April 28, 2010; August 18-19, 2010

Workshop Update...

v Who attended
v Purpose and Problem statements
v Fundamental objectives
v Objectives hierarchies

The Workshop Attendees

The Workshop Attendees

What is your primary employment affiliation?

Meeting site
Cumulative
Frequency | Percont | Valid Percent | _Percent _|
Vaiid | Portland 33 213 213 213
Memphis 24 155 155 36.8
Sacramento 16 10.3 10.3 471
Milwaukee 27 17.4 17.4 64.5
Edmonton 28 18.1 181 82.6
Ottawa 27 174 174 100.0
Total 155 100.0 100.0
What is your country of residence?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent
Valid Canada 54 34.8 36.7 36.7
United States 93 60.0 63.3 / 100.0
Total 147 94.8 100.0
Missing | System 8 52
Total 100.0
The Workshop Attendees
Curnulatie
Fraquescy Patcant \dahd Paicent Patcant
N . e o oo
[P T 3
e w| we|  w| =
Buologatsoentat [ s a0 a3
Rutaartailacadam: a 82 53 a7
Regulatons Commites - . 2000
Memmibeer 2 13 13 1wao
Total 150 Bas 1000
Vosing_| Spetem s 3z
Tetal 135 1000
| spend mest of my time on:
B | — Curnulative
Frequoncy | Pescent | Vald Percent Parcant
Vahd Managing watertow! a
popations 25 22 0 260
Management habitat a3 1.5 327 587
About equal 18 1.6 120 0.7
None of the above 44 284 283 100.0
Total 150 Y] 100.0
Missing | System 5 32
|| Total 155 100.0

Currnilatre
Froqueecy | Pascent | Vasd Paccart | Percent
Tahd | Federal agency ) s %6 458
Teon-govemment N . .
cogana ] 248 257 723
State/piovincial agency [ 258 70 [E)
Univrsity 1 8 7 1000
Toaal 148 955 1000
Wissing | System T 45
Total 155 100 0
How bang have you been active In waterfowl managemsent?
Cumulstion
u Fioquency | Porcent | vaid Parcasn | Fescont
Vakd -1 yoar 8 52 54 54
2.5 yoars. 19 123 128 181
10 peart 20 129 134 ns
1120 years 3 28 HE 550
130 years 45 200 302 852
> 30 ywars. F-] 142 148 1000
Total 149 LA 1000
Missing | System [] E)
Total [ 1000
The Workshop Attendees
How important is waterfowl hunting to you?
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Mot impertant N _,
recreational actiity - ee s e
Cine of most important
3 7
recreational activities = s 8 o
No more important than
other recreational 23 148 153 @3
activities
Less important than other -
recreational actiities 1 03 07 B0
One of least important
recreational actiities : 3 2 13
u — | don't hunt waterfowl 28 181 187 1000
Total 150 o068 100.0
Missing | System 5 32
Total 155 100.0
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) Draft Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Plan is to sustain abundant
waterfowl populations while preserving the traditions
of wildfowling and achieving broad benefits to
biodiversity, ecosystem processes and the people of
North America. Plan goals will be accomplished by
partnerships that conserve habitats and sustain
populations, guided by sound science.

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Plan is to sustain abundant
waterfowl populations while preserving the traditions
of wildfowling and achieving broad benefits to
biodiversity, ecosystem processes and the people of
North America. Plan goals will be accomplished by
partnerships that conserve habitats and sustain
populations, guided by sound science.

The purpose of the Plan is to sustain North America’s

waterfow! populations and their habitats at levels
that satisfy human desires and perpetuate waterfow/
hunting. Plan goals will be accomplished through
partnerships guided by sound science.

£ Clarifying the “Problem”

Losing habitat faster than we are
restoring/conserving it

Losing hunters despite liberal regulations and
healthy populations

Interest in waterfowl conservation in agencies
and among the public is waning

So What are Underlying Problems?
From the “Future of Waterfowl Summit”..

+ Resources dedicated to conservation are not optimally allocated among
landscapes.
+ Too much time is spent setting annual regulations.

+ Monitoring and evaluation needs to be enhanced.

+ Federal qf . ave
«ares. |Resource Allocation
- State and provincial acTiviTies To conserve waterfowl and Their

habitats have declined.

But why???... not for lack of effort!
v Need to do more things?

v Need to do things differently?

v' Symptoms versus causation

+ Too few resources are directed fowards understanding waterfowl
hunters.

+ Universities are less attentive to waterfowl science and
monitoring/evaluating.

+ Federal agencies are less attentive to waterfowl science and
monitoring/evaluating.

F

Draft problem statement presented at workshops:

"The waterfowl management community is not in consensus on
the fundamental objectives of waterfowl management, the
means to achieve those objectives, nor the framework
necessary for integrating multiple decisions in a way that
efficiently allocates resources and coordinates actions.”

Draft problem statement presented at workshops:

"“The waterfowl management community is not in consensus on
the fundamental objectives of waterfowl management, the
means to achieve those objectives, nor the framework
necessary for integrating multiple decisions in a way that
efficiently allocates resources and coordinates actions.”

Problem statement (offered by the Atlantic Flyway Migratory
Game Bird Technical Section):

"Although the waterfow/ management community is in general

agreement on the fundamental objectives of waterfowl
management, it has not reached consensus on the means to
achieve those objectives, nor the framework necessary for
integrating multiple decisions in a way that efficiently allocates
resources and coordinates actions.”
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> Objectives

Candidate objectives derived from earlier
meetings
+ Patuxent, Mississippi Flyway, DU

Offer a starting point for discussions

+ Expedite workshop flow

+ Obtain quantitative data via "Turning Point"
technology

Participants encouraged to edit candidate
objectives or offer new ones

Edits and additions examined after workshops as
part of synthesis

Ed

1. Promote a conservation ethic in the general public

2. Maximize waterfowl harvest

3. Maximize hunter satisfaction

4. Promote non-consumptive uses of waterfowl

5. Maintain landscapes capable of sustaining waterfow! populations in perpetuity

6. Increase the unders(andlng of ecological mechanisms driving changes in waterfowl abundance and
waterfowl landscapes

7. Expand the sources and amount of funding for waterfowl conservation activities

8. Perpetuate the tradition of waterfowling

9. Minimize harvest of under-abundant waterfowl species

10. Minimize loss and degradation of wetlands and associated uplands

11. Provide more public hunting opportunities

12. Minimize the detrimental effects of bundant (eg ion, habitat

13. Maintain/establish regulations that are simple and will lead to mgh compllance rates among hunters

14. Maintain healthy waterfowl populations as part of the North American fauna

15. l\f/lax\m\(z%ectl)\og\ca\ goods and services derived from wetlands and associated uplands managed
for waterfowl

Candidate objectives

16. Increase public support for waterfowl conservation

17. Increase waterfowl hunter participation

18. Ensure that no species of waterfowl falls below population levels necessary for long-term viability.
19. Increase and improve duck breeding habitat

20. Ensure cooperation among jurisdictions (state, flyway, partners, etc.).

21. Increase and improve duck wintering habitat

22. Maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of the infrastructure and funding for waterfowl
conservation

23. Provide maximum hunting opportunity.

24. Maintain the social license to hunt

25. Increase duck recruitment

26. Increase and improve duck migration habitat

27. Reduce mortality from disease and contaminants

28. Maintain a broad fall and winter distribution of waterfow!

29. Establish the infrastructure needed to ensure coherence in waterfowl management

30. Formalize the institutions needed to incorporate human dimensions into waterfowl management

lecisions
31. Increase hunter education and communications efforts

Top Fundamental Objectives

Mumber and percent of Unied Siates workshop paricigants isentying Sese 35 fundamernts) ooecives (Total N = 53 for Canada, 971

Fundimérts

4 WABFEAR MamiTy waeriim POgLIAtons a5 par of (e N Ame

B Perpetiate e racton of waleowing /

% MBELE (AISCApES CADA0E OF SUSLAANG W AETIm DODIGBONS N1 DETPELTy

15 MaAMIZE BC0OGRA| GR00s and SEPACES CRMTvED MOMm WElanEs and 2550
miarisged for waberdaml

Lpanas V i
S

Erore

T IPECIES OF wabeTIOm T3 DEG

(&)
6% 2
F] e

T Frimie 3 Conseaon S 11 % G A A

K

Migratory Bird Stamp Sales

,:.m Nf\/*"\
wssw- TN~

Stamp Sales
g
g

1,000,000
500000
Canada K
L]

Er o e@@

Year

3| The Human Element: More than Hunters

- ications efforts
2, Prumole a walerfowl consersvalion ethic in the pubilic that will enable
ol ive and ive uses of, and appreci

walerlowl.

3. Promoete the value of waterfow] te the general public.

4. Create a Buger pool of informed citizens who sapport waterfow] conservation

5. Engage privale indowners in landscape conservation

6. Create a larger group of informed cidzens

7. Provide more public pon-Tounting opporiunities

B Outreach to non-h 2 COTMUNITY

9. To provide e o meet the requirements of the

waterfowlers, almng!n:l penples amd other users.

- Maintain the tradition, societal val and economic henefits of hunting and

= olher recreational uses of walerlowl,

11. Increase support of non-consamptive nsers for waterfowl conservation

12. Sustain or increase the current levels of walerlowl hunter participation under
the North American model of wildlile conservation, perpetuate the diverse
traditions of waterfowl hunting and provide for non-consumplive wses,

15, Inerease non-hunter participation

14. Maximize non-huntng recreational opportunites

15, Masimize non-hunting recveational safisfction

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Birding in the United States:
A Demographic and

Economic Analysis
ddendum to the 2( ational
ung, Hrmtmq, and

Report 2006-4
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Other Users

~14 million people in the U.S. traveled a mile or
more from home to view waterfowl in 2006

Chart 8 Types of Birds Observed by Away-From-Home Birders: 2008

Total, all birders | !
Waterfow! [
Birds of Prey I i
Songhivds [N
Other water birds” I
Other birds | I 1
o, ot
twerorys, ot

"Seventy-seven percent reported observing waterfowl,
making them the most watched type of bird"

Tahle 9. Summary of Economic lmpacts. Birders

Birders ATE000
Tatal Expersdituros 35, 727,724,000
Tatal Crtput 42176, 751,000
Jobs G710
Employment Income F2T J500, 564,000
State Tax Revenues $6,167.262,000
Fedoral Tax Revenues TG 000

‘ Hunters Birders
Birders Waterfow] Hunters 1506, 000 4—> AT509,000
Tatal Experslitures Total Exposditures B0, ZH5, 000 > 335, 727,724 10000
Tatal Crtput Total Industry Cratput $2.349,964,000 52176, 751,000
Jobs Employment 2TEIR 4D G710
Employment Income Employment Income R 0,000 € $27 356,534,000
State Tax Revenues State Tax Revenue S105,805,000 $6,167.262,000
Federal Tax Revenues Fodoral Tax Revenue £102 576,000 $4.4270.562 000

U.S. only

The Human Element

Should hunters and other users be
included in one fundamental objective?

Different measurable attributes,
management actions, and motivations.

Conclusion: Important to address both
groups

Fundamental Objectives of
the NAWMP

1. To perpetuate waterfowl hunting.

2. To sustain opportunities for the public to view
and enjoy waterfowl and waterfowl landscapes.

3. To maintain healthy waterfowl populations in
North America at levels sufficient to fulfill
human desires (#1 & 2 above) and in harmony

with +ho oracvot on-which +onfaml donond
WHR-TRE-ecosysTemson-wriCR-Warerrowr Gepena:

4. To conserve landscapes capable of sustaining
waterfowl populations at levels sufficient to
satisfy human desires in perpetuity (#1 &2
above).

Means Objectives and
Linkages

* What actions are necessary to
achieve the fundamental objectives?

* Which actions are most important?

* How are those actions linked?

v "Objectives hierarchies”

Stakeholder Consultation Process Results North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision | Page 115




Objectives Hierarchies - Edmonton

Objectives Hierarchies - Sacramento

Objective Hierarchies... Purposes of the Workshops
Important Common Threads
Populations, landscapes and people (i.e., the v Solicit responses to the NAWMP Revision "Purpose
fundamental objectives) were usually “linked" Statement” and seek input on a "Problem Statement”

v Identify fundamental and means objectives for

The “people” objective was sometimes generalized to
peop J J waterfowl management

include all users, not just hunters
o Discuss alternative, broad-scale (high level)

Participants clearly understood the interaction among strategies for achieving objectives
objectives
B | [0 Identify actions and measurable atfributes |
+ Most groups did not have time to consider associated with objectives

measurable attributes associated with objectives,

nor did they prescribe actions to achieve objectives ¥ Inform the management community about the

NAWMP revision and engage them as participants in
the process
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Ed

So, Where is All This Going?

Clarification of the “vision" for
integrated waterfowl management-...

Why a Vision discussion now?

* Highlight the challenges of change and

the imperative of adaptation for future
success

k

The Challenge of Change and
Adaptation

* Changes emerging since the mid-1980s

* Social change (hunters, urbanization,
population diversity)

* Ecological (loss/modification of habitats,
shifting system dynamics)

* Physical/Climate (climate primarily with
associated impacts)

* Technological (internet, communication)

* Need for Resilience and Adaptability

Why a Vision Discussion now?

* Highlight the challenges of change and
the imperative of adaptation for future
success

+ Waterfowl Management must be:

Relevant - Effective - Efficient - Adaptable

Why a Vision Discussion now?

- Highlight the challenges of change and
the imperative of adaptation for future
success
- Waterfowl Management must be:

Relevant - Effective - Efficient - Adaptable
- Provide context and encourage discussion

Why a Vision Discussion now?

+ Highlight the challenges of change and
the imperative of adaptation for future
success
- Waterfowl Management must be:

Relevant - Effective - Efficient - Adaptable
- Provide context and encourage discussion

during Round IT

during Round IT

+ Strengthen consensus on future
directions for waterfowl management
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A Vision for Integrated
Waterfowl Management

We believe that the future of waterfowl
management should consist of an integrated
approach that fully considers the dimensions of
habitat, populations, and human desires in
decision-making and resource allocation. Such a
coherent system should enable us to focus better
on the things that matter most to the efficient
achievement of renewed NAWMP conservation
goals.

A Vision for Integrated
Waterfowl Management

We believe that the future of waterfowl
management should consist of an integrated
approach that fully considers the dimensions of
habitat, populations, and human desires in
decision-making and resource allocation. Such a
coherent system should enable us to focus better
on the things that matter most to the efficient
achievement of renewed NAWMP conservation
goals.

So, how will the NAWMP Revision

Contribute to the Evolution of
Waterfowl Management?

Fundamental Goals of
Waterfowl Management

1. To perpetuate waterfowl hunting.

2.  To sustain opportunities for the public to view
and enjoy waterfowl and waterfowl landscapes.

3. To maintain healthy waterfowl populations in
North America at levels sufficient to fulfill human
desires (#1 and #2 above) and in harmony with
the ecosystems on which waterfowl depend.

4. To conserve landscapes capable of sustaining
waterfowl populations at levels sufficient to satisfy
human desires (#1 & 2 above) in perpetuity.

Helped show how interconnected
these fundamental goals are.

Described major functional linkages
among fundamental goals, and among
fundamental and means objectives.

Focused on what waterfowl managers |

currently believe are the main drivers.

Need to identify those relationships

that seem vital to test as soon as
ossible.
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£

A Vision for Integrated
Waterfowl Management

This Revision of the Plan seeks to set in motion
changes that will establish a integrated system
of waterfowl conservation featuring explicit and
coherent objectives to guide habitat, harvest
and human-dimension programs, and the means
for coordinated actions to realize those
objectives. Such a fully coherent management
system would feature 5 elements:

£

A Vision for Integrated
Waterfowl Management

This Revision of the Plan seeks to set in motion

changes that will establish a integrated system
of waterfowl conservation featuring explicit and
coherent objectives to guide habitat, harvest
and_human-dimension programs, and the means
for coordinated actions to realize those
objectives. Such a fully coherent management
system would feature 5 elements:

Ed

A Vision for Integrated
Waterfowl Management

This Revision of the Plan seeks to set in motion
changes that will establish a integrated system
of waterfowl conservation featuring explicit and
coherent objectives to guide habitat, harvest
and human-dimension programs, and the means
for coordinated actions to realize those
objectives. Such a fully coherent management
system would feature 5 elements:

A Vision for Integrated
Waterfowl Management

A set of widely supported fundamental goals;

A working conceptual framework that allow
managers to balance tradeoffs among goals;

Goals that are linked and coherent across scales;
Managers using linked decision frameworks to
efficiently allocate resources to achieve those

goals; and

Institutional and cultural support o enable such
integrated management actions.

What is Achievable in the
Near Term?

= NAWMP has always been a high-level strategic
guidance document.

= Other institutions have important roles to play in
the evolution of waterfowl management.

= Many important details remain to be worked out.

* Asin 1986, how far and how fast we go will depend
upon our collective will.

k

Moving Forward

Within the 2012 Revision:

Achieve broad consensus on the fundamental goals of
waterfowl conservation.

Reach agreement, at a conceptual level, on the desired future
state of waterfow] management as an integrated enterprise.

Achieve sufficient progress elaborating this integrated
framework to develop momentum needed to establish and
fully implement such a framework.

Identify key functional linkages among fundamental
objectives (and means objectives) and commit to testing
these through adaptive management or directed research.
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3

Moving Forward

Immediately Following the 2012 Revision:

» Within the next 2 years, establish specific objectives for

population and habitat conservation, harvest opportunity,
and user participation with acknowledged tradeoffs among
them.

Implement a general integrated framework for making
linked harvest, habitat, and user management decisions.
Implement monitoring and evaluation programs to track
progress toward objectives and reduce uncertainties about
key functional linkages among fundamental goals.

£

Moving Forward

Future 5-year Reviews of the Plan:

» Review progress towards achieving the renewed NAWMP

objectives. Review external factors affecting NAWMP
outcomes. Suggest course corrections as needed.
Review progress in understanding functional linkages
among objectives. Modify decision models as required.
Assess commitments to monitoring and assessment.
Recommend changes as required.

Assess institutional processes for integration, effectiveness,
efficiency, and responsiveness to change. Recommend
adjustments as appropriate.

At about 10-year intervals, review appropriateness of
objectives themselves, governance structures, etc.

£

Moving Forward

Relevant - Effective - Efficient - Adaptable
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North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision:

Welcome
NAMWP Revision Stakeholder Input
Round 2 Workshop

| attended a Round 1 workshop

1. Yes
65%
2. No
3. | don’t remember
35%
0%
f—
49 * .

What is your country of residence?

85%
1. Canada
2. Mexico
3. United States
15%
0%
Lt
& & &
& « 3

What is your primary employment
affiliation?

45%

1. Federal agency

2. Non-Government
Organization

3. Private business

4. State/Provincial
agency

5. University

Which ONE best describes the geography for which

you have waterfowl habitat responsibilities?
42%

Atlantic Flyway
Mississippi Flyway
Central Flyway
Pacific Flyway
National/multiple

o s~ W=

Flyways
6. Don’t have habitat
responsibilities

Which ONE best describes the geography for which
you have waterfowl population responsibilities?

Atlantic Flyway
Mississippi Flyway
Central Flyway
Pacific Flyway
National/multiple
Flyways

ok b=~

o

Don’t ha.v.e.r.)opulation P
responsibilities & o T
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How long have you been active in waterfowl

management?

0-1 year
2-5 years
6-10 years
11-20 years

39%

24%

9%

Which one hat do you most frequently wear
when it comes to waterfowl management?

73%

1. Agency director/
executive director

2. Program coordinator or
administrator

3. Biologist/Scientist

21-30 years
> 30 years

o gk wN >

&

Researcher/ academic

5. Regulations committee o
member o & F
¢

| spend most of my time on...

1. Managing waterfowl
populations (sport
harvest, subsistence take,
take to reduce population
size)

2. Managing habitat
About equal
4. None of the above

42%

w

How important is waterfowl hunting to you?

1. It's my most important
recreational activity

2. It's one of my most important
recreational activities

3. It's no more important than
my other recreational
activities 9%

4. It's less important than my
other recreational activities

52%

30, &% 6%

) e
5. It's one of my least important &Qé“’ & Qoe?“ &&:@‘ ‘@‘z‘\
recreational activities N &@‘ Lo
f S & s
6. | don’'t hunt waterfow! R N

Ranking Fundamental
Objectives

Importance (low to high)
Perpetuate waterfowl hunting

2% 2%

2%

YN WN -~

O EAE VR

% on
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Importance (low to high)
Maintain healthy waterfowl populations in North America at
levels sufficient to fulfill human desires and in harmony with the
ecosystems on which waterfowl depend

Importance (low to high)
Sustain opportunities for the public to view and enjoy
waterfowl and waterfowl landscapes

1.
2 e 1. p
3. 2.
4. s 3.
5. 4.
6. 5.
7. 6.
8. 7.
9. . 7 3 8.
1 O e i = 9 ..
. 1 10. ... ot U
Importance (low to high) Importance (low to high)
Conserve landscapes capable of sustaining waterfow!
populations at levels sufficient to satisfy human desires in
perpetuity
r10.0
1. w
g' 7 . * * £5.0
4.
5.
6.
7.
8 . O Perpetuate waterfowl hunting
9 : o O Sustain opportunities for the public to view and enjoy waterfowl and waterfowl landscapes
10. e 5 — 5, — 5 8 O Maintain healthy waterfow populations in North America at levels sufficient to fulfill human desires and in harmony with
P the ecosystems on which waterfowl depend
O Conserve capable of ining waterfow! i at levels sufficient to satisfy human desires in
perpetuity

The workshop goal “To provide a summary of Round 1
Workshop results and an update on the Plan Revision process”

was met.
Workshop Evaluation Y
1. Strongly Agree
2. Agree
3. Neutral
4. Disagree
5. Strongly Disagree
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The workshop “To provide participants an opportunity to clarify
and weight the fundamental objectives” was met.

35%

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

ok wN =

The workshop goal “To provide participants an opportunity
to identify key measurable attributes, causal relationships
and linkages ” was met.

45%

1. Strongly Agree
2. Agree
3. Neutral o
4. Disagree
5. Strongly Disagree 0%
e@@@@ < 3@ o‘f;‘o@é&

The workshop goal “To initiate discussion of institutions
and processes that will facilitate integrated waterfow!
management” was met.

42%
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree

S

The workshop goal “To provide feedback that will be useful
to the Plan Committee as they move forward with the Plan
Revision” was met.

58%

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

S

How do you feel about the Revision process as
described at this meeting?

58%

1. Excellent

2. Good

3. Okay 23% -

4. Not so good

5. Bad = j %
Q\\a& °°o° o@:’ é,o“ ej
& %

Overall, | thought this workshop was a success

58%

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

oD~
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Appendix E. Demographics results cross-tabulated
descriptive statistics

Comparison of participant characteristics, Round 1 versus Round 2

Canada [WR=H Total
Round Round Round
Participant Characteristic, Round 1 vs Round 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
o3 Primary Federal agency 41% 9% 49% 9% 46% 49%,
employment? Non-gav org 35% 7% 3% 8% 6% 6%
Frivate business 0% 2% 0% 1% 0% 2%
State/Provincial 1% 22% % 19% 27T% 20%
Lniversity 0% 0% 1% B% 1% 4%
Total 54 46 93 A7 147 113
04: Geography for Allantic Fiy 19% 26% 2% 1% 10% 12%
whIch YU RAVE iz sissippl FW 2% 1% 17% 12% 12% 3%
responsibilities? Central Fiv B% 9% 1% 16% 9% 13%
Pacific Fini 9% T% 0% 2% 22% 16%
Mationalfmultiple Fyvs 46% 48% 19% 24% 28% 34%
Mone 19% T% 17% 24% 18% 17%
Total 54 46 43 A7 147 113
05 Geography for Aflantic Fiy 18% 23% 2% 4% 10% 12%
i Missizsippi PV 0% % 9% 0% 2% 9%
responsibilities? Central Fiv 4% T% 9% 13% 7% 11%
Pacific Fini 4% 2% 26% 18% 18% 12%
Mationalimultiple Fivs 3% 1% 29% 33% IN% I6%
Maone 44% 22% 10% 21% 22% 21%
Total 54 16 93 67 147 113
0f: How long 0-1 yr T% 2% 4% 9%, 9% F%
?g;':gémgtﬁg”w' 25 yrs 5% 1% T6% 6% 12% 4%
B-10yrs 9% 9% 16% 12% 14% 1%
11-204r5 26% 26% 2% 3% 23% 29%
21-30yrs 5% 3% 28% 21% IN% 26%
=30yrs 17% 20% 14% 10% 15% 14%
Total 54 46 93 A7 147 113
07 Most frequent AgencyfExecutive director 19% 28% 9% A% 12% 19%
waterowl mhat "pragram coordinatoriadmin 50% 35% 0% 15% 14% 1%
Biologistiscientist 24% 26% 45% 7% 3T% 33%
Researcher B% T% 2% 10% 2% 9%
Redulations cammittee member 2% 4% 1% 1% 1% 3%
Total 54 16 93 67 147 113
08 | spend most lanaging WF populations 18% 26% % 39% 29% 34%
time: Managing habitat 43% 46% 2T% 26% 33% 35%
Equal hahitatipopulations B% 2% 16% 19% 12% 10%
Maone 3T% 26% 2f% 18% 30% 21%
Total 54 16 93 67 147 113
09 How impartant Mostimportant rec-activity 17% 17% 17% 1% 17% 19%
L 1 of mostimportant rec-activities 3% 33% 1% 30% 3% 3%
hunting to you'® Mo more important than others 7% 17% 20% 19% 16% 19%
Less impartant than others 13% 1% 9% % 10% 2%
1 of least impartant rec-activities 2% 0% 1% 3% 1% 2%
Coon't Wk hunt 0% 22% 12% 21% 18% 21%
Total 54 46 93 A7 147 113




Appendix F. Comparison of demographics, revision
workshops and 2008 Future of Waterfowl Management

Summit

What is your primary employment affiliation?

Percent

[Private
CUuniversity
M state/Prov
ENGo
WFederal

41%

Revision Workshops:

WF Summit: 1=Federal, 2=NGO, 3=private bus,
4=state/prv agency, 5=University

How long have you been active in waterfowl management?

Round 2

Round 1

30
23

Percent

Mo-1yr
W25 yrs
[J6-10yrs
1120 yrs
[J2130 yrs
W>30 yrs

1 2 3

40%

4 5

Revision workshops:

WF Summit: 1=0-1yr, 2=2-5 yrs, 3=6-10yrs, 4=11-

20 yrs, 5=21-30 years
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Which one hat do you most frequently wear when it comes to waterfowl management?

[IRegs com
MResearcher o
MDirector 44%
[CBiologist
[EProg admin
0 10 20 30 40 50
Percent N a2 o ™ %
Revision workshop WF Summit: 1=director, 2=prog admin, 3= biologist,

4=research, 5=regs committee

How important is waterfowl hunting to you?

M Most import
1 of mostimport
[CJNo more import 44,
MLess import °
(1 of least import
MDon't WF hunt
Percent
N % &) 1Y )
Revision workshop WF Summit: 1=most import, 2=1 of most, 3=no more

import, 4=less import, 5=1 of least, 6=don’t hunt
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Appendix G. Candidate Objectives Results

Round 1 participants’ identification of objectives as either “fundamental,” “means,” or “not a relevant objective”

Country of residence?
Characterize each ohjective... Canada U.S. Total
1.Promotea Not a relevant waterfowl management objective 1% 20% 17%
Egﬂg?:{?bob?ism'c Inthe A fundamental waterfowl management ohjective 17% 22% 20%
A means waterfowl management ohjective 72% 58% 63%
Total 54 93 147
2. Maximize waterfowl Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 46% 23% 32%
harvest A fundamental waterfowl management ohjective 1% 2% 5%
A means waterfowl management ohjective 43% 75% 63%
Total 54 92 146
3. Maximize hunter Not a relevant waterfowl management objective 17% 9% 12%
satisfaction A fundamental waterfowl management ohjective 9% 3% 6%
A means waterfowl management ohjective 74% 88% 83%
Total 54 91 145
4. Promote non- Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 13% 1% 12%
:\gg&mtwe uses of A fundamental waterfowl management ohjective 6% 6% 6%
A means waterfowl management ohjective 81% 83% 82%
Total 53 93 146
5. Maintain landscapes Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 0% 0% 0%
&%ﬁg#&%ﬂ%‘éﬁ?{;&% in Afundamental waterfowl management objective 93% 83% 86%
perpetuity A means waterfowl management ohjective 7% 17% 14%
Total 54 92 146
6. Increase the Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 2% 4% 3%
gggl%résitca;}dggcﬁ;msms Afundamental waterfowl management objective 7% 2% 4%
driving changes in A means waterfowl management objective 91% 94% 93%
waterfowl abundance and
waterfowl landscapes Total 54 93 147
7. Expand the sources Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 2% 5% 4%
svr;?e?frgvﬂrgéﬁgguwng{i%%for A fundamental waterfowl management ohjective 7% 1% 3%
activities A means waterfowl management ohjective 91% 94% 93%
Total 54 93 147
8. Perpetuate the tradition | Not a relevant waterfowl management objective 6% 2% 3%
of waterfowling Afundamental waterfowl management objective 41% 84% 68%
A means waterfowl management ohjective 54% 14% 29%
Total 54 93 147
9. Minimize harvest of Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 20% 26% 24%
%g?g;&?ﬁ:g:ggs Afundamental waterfowl management ohjective 7% 1% 3%
A means waterfowl management objective 72% 73% 73%
Total 54 93 147
10. Minimize loss and Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 0% 1% 1%
gﬁgrgggggigt%fgufgllgzg‘ss Afundamental waterfowl management ohjective 28% 4% 13%
A means waterfowl management objective 72% 95% 86%
Total 54 93 147
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Round 1 participants’ identification of objectives as either “fundamental,” “means,” or “not a relevant objective”

Country of residence?

Characterize each objective... Canada U.5. Total
11. Provide more public Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 28% 12% 18%
hunting opporiunities A fundamental waterfowl management objective 0% 0% 0%
A means waterfowl management objective 72% 88% 82%
Total 54 93 147
12. Minimize the Mot a relevant waterfowl management ohjective 6% 4% 5%
gfg;_?gﬂ;ﬂ:,ﬁem of Afundamental waterfowl management objective 6% 2% 3%
populations {e.g. A means waterfowl management objective 89% 94% 92%
depredation, habitat
destruction) Total 54 93 147
13. Maintainfestablish Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 17% 13% 14%
;??nugfé'gﬂatwhmﬂg;ed ta A fundamental waterfowl management objective 4% 1% 2%
high compliance rates A means waterfowl management objective 80% 86% 84%
SEBND UNRKS Total 54 93 147
14. Maintain healthy Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 2% 3% 3%
;V:rtte‘;fﬂm '?s?op#rlla;\'r%gsﬁ ?asn A fundamental waterfowl management objective 91% 94% 93%
fauna A means waterfowl management objective 7% 3% 5%
Total 54 93 147
15. Maximize ecological Mot a relevant waterfowl management ohjective 11% 18% 16%
3333§uaf?3_rﬁfvné'ﬁ§3us Afundamental waterfowl management objective 26% 30% 29%
and associated uplands A means waterfowl management objective 63% 52% 56%
managed for waterfowl Total 54 33 147
16. Increase puhlic Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 2% 2% 2%
igﬁggrr\tf;?igvnvaterfowl A fundamental waterfowl management objective 20% 4% 10%
A means waterfowl management objective 78% 94% 88%
Total 54 93 147
17. Increase waterfowl Not a relevant waterfowl management objective 4% 6% 5%
hunter participation Afundamental waterfowl management objective 6% 3% 4%
A means waterfowl management objective 91% 90% 90%
Total 54 93 147
18. Ensure that no Mot a relevant waterfowl management ohjective 2% 13% 9%
o agonoer e [ fundamental waterfowl managerment objective % | 20% | 33%
necessary for long-term A means waterfowl management objective 57% 58% 58%
manlliy Total 54 93 147
19. Increase and improve | Not a relevant waterfowl management objective 2% 8% 5%
duck breeding habitat A fundamental waterfowl management objective 17% 6% 10%
A means waterfowl management objective 81% 86% 84%
Total 54 93 147
20. Ensure cooperation Not a relevant waterfowl management objective 4% 22% 15%
?sTaotg,gﬂ%[asyeflgg?tﬂgrs, Afundamental waterfowl management objective 9% 6% 7%
etc) A means waterfowl management ohjective 87% 72% 78%
Total 54 93 147
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Round 1 participants’ identification of objectives as either “fundamental,” “means,” or “not a relevant objective”

Country of residence?
Characterize each objective... Canada U.S. Total
21.Increase and improve | Not a relevant waterfowl management objective 2% 9% 6%
duck wintering habitat Afundamental waterfowl management objective 11% 2% 5%
A means waterfowl management objective 87% 89% 88%
Total 54 93 147
22. Maximize the Mot a relevant waterfowl management ohjective 9% 15% 13%
ggg&ggg};::g ofthe Afundamental waterfowl management objective 4% 5% 5%
infrastructure and funding [ A means waterfowl management ohjective 87% 80% 82%
for waterfowl conservation
Total 54 93 147
23. Pravide maximum Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 35% 13% 21%
hunting opportunity Afundamental waterfowl management ohjective 9% 2% 5%
A means waterfowl management objective 56% 85% 74%
Total 54 93 147
24. Maintain the social Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 17% 17% 17%
license to hunt Afundamental waterfowl management objective 17% 12% 14%
A means waterfowl management objective B7% 71% 69%
Total 54 93 147
25. Increase duck Mot a relevant waterfowl management ohjective 7% 9% 8%
recruitment Afundamental waterfowl management objective 11% 1% 5%
A means waterfowl management objective 81% 90% 87%
Total 54 93 147
26. Increase and improve | Not a relevant waterfowl management objective 2% 8% 5%
duck migration habitat Afundamental waterfowl management objective 11% 1% 5%
A means waterfowl management objective 87% 91% 90%
Total 54 93 147
27. Reduce mortality from | Not a relevant waterfowl management objective 11% 14% 13%
Elosn?grsn?naamct‘s Afundamental waterfowl management ohjective 4% 0% 1%
A means waterfowl management objective 85% 86% 86%
Total 54 93 147
28. Maintain a hroad fall Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 19% 13% 15%
and winter distribution of I fundamental waterfowl management objective 1% 1% 5%
A means waterfowl management objective 70% 86% 80%
Total 54 93 147
29. Establish the Mot a relevant waterfowl management ohjective 15% 30% 24%
:Bng;ausrtéuccétrx]gergﬁfgﬁ]d to Afundamental waterfowl management objective 7% 2% 4%
waterfowl management A means waterfowl management ohjective 78% 68% 71%
Total 54 93 147
30. Formalize the Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 39% 38% 38%
:2?3%%?2%%%’32 " Afundamental waterfowl management objective 4% 4% 4%
dimensions into A means waterfowl management objective 57% 58% 58%
waterfowl management
decisions Total 54 93 147
31.Increase hunter Mot a relevant waterfowl management objective 15% 16% 16%
sg#ncr%m?cgggns efforts Afundamental waterfowl management objective 0% 0% 0%
A means waterfowl management objective 85% 84% 84%
Total 54 93 147
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Appendix H. Objectives Hierarchies Diagrams

PORTLAND WORKSHOP
‘ Societal support ‘
=T
Hunter Participation ‘ —> ‘ Hunter Identity —> ‘ Capacity for hunting
N “ e
Maintain a waterfow| hunting tradition to
maintain the “loop”
Appropriate
- distribution of habitat
Appropriate
regulations

Fundamental

Minimize loss and

AN

‘ Societal support

/

degradation of
Maintain waterfowl Provide landscapes waterfow! habitat
opulations in North L
Societal support | popL o ’ capable of sustaining
America to sustain “the populations to
loop” intain “the loop”
maintain “the loop’ -~ Provide quality
waterfowl habitat
/
i \ /
Appropriate \ /
distribution of \ //
waterfowl! \ /
\ /
\ /
\ /

Nonconsumptive use

Raedeke’s Group — December 2, 2009
AHM Working Group Meeting




Overarching Goal

14. Maintain healthy
populations of all
waterfowl species as
part of N. Am fauna

8. Perpetuate
traditions of N.
Am. waterfowling

‘\

5. Maintain landscapes
capable of maintaining
waterfowl pops in
perpetuity

«—

/

Increase public support for

/'

Fundmental Ojectives

Means Objectives

Increase waterfowl
hunter numbers

f

Hunter satisfaction

N

waterfowl conservation Maintain breeding, fall, , Provide more Provide
and winter distributions public hunting maximum
opportunities hunting
opportunity
Promote Promote Promote conservation
ecological nonconsumptive ethic in the general
goods and uses of waterfowl public Increase breeding habitat
services
Increase wintering habitat
Increase migration habitat
™\
Promote Perpetuate Maintain Healthy Maximize
Conservation <«——» | Waterfowling < > | Waterfowl < > | Ecological Good
Ethic Tradition Populations and Services
Increase Public
Support of Consv Increase
Hunter Long Term Maint.
Participation Viability Landscapes
A
Promote Non- Cooperation
consumptive Min loss and and efficiency
uses Increase ! Degradation;
understanding 4
Provide more Max Max Min H of Min over
hunting Harvest Hunter under- abundt. Annual cycle
opportunities & Opp Sat. abundant popns habitat consv.
o\ spp.
Simple Social \/
Regulations Acceptance

AHM Structured Decision Making

Distribution

[peribsion |

Breakout Group
Objectives Hierarchy
Facilitator: Devers
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Maximize EG&S
Increase Public support for conservation
Promote non-consumptive use

Ensure Long-term viability
Increase ecological understanding
Maintain landscapes

Maintain landscapes
Minimize loss and degradation
Increase ecological understanding
Minimize over abundant populations
Manage habitat throughout annual life cycle

Increase ecological understanding

Minimize over-abundant species
Maximize harvest and opportunity
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b T mmSSmS——— o

Tm———

MEMPHIS WORKSHOP
‘ Jones group . ‘ ]
Maintain waterfowl populations at Perpetuate viable waterfowl <
NAWMP goals under average hunting community N

environmental conditions in
perpetuity /

. . Maintain/restore landscapes . .
Inc recruitment Reduce mortality that sustain waterfowl | Inc policy/public I Satisfy hunter expectations(3) I
(25) (27) populations in perpetuity(5) support (16) vy

public and private hunting
17 opportunities providing a quality
( ) experience (11&23)

A 4

Inc/imp winter hab Inc/lmp Cons existing Increase funding Pl
(21) breeding hab wetlands & i (7)
: (19) Uplands (10) i X

| Max eftfunding (22) |

Dev Adaptive Strategy I Id Risks to Landscapes I

& Response to CC

I Fundamental Objective I

Means Objective
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-
Waterfowling and non- I Landscapes (5) I I Populations (14) I

consumptive users - X

| Max ecol G & 5 (15) Long term viability (18) |

T

Reduce mortality (27) I Ilncrecruitment(25) I

I/[ Increase body condition I

Inc hunter part (17)

N\

I Hunter retention I I Hunter recruitment I

Inc/imp winter hab (21)

I Max satisfaction (3)

I Inc breeding hab (19)

I Max hunt}Ag opp 23) I/I/Ma eff/funding (22) /rl\l-n%#se fundlng\(il

I Max h%rvég (2) I/K V I/De»#,/bnc support

I Max qu#allty S|gh9{‘|gs) I Protec res/retain wetlands I’I/Protect/res/retam gr?osland I I Wetland management I

| /

I Simple regulation;/ I

I Progressive policies I I Moist soil & food crops I I Cover & roosting areas I

I Increase public access \ I

I Mentoring programs I I P-R promoting hunting I I Educate policymakers I I Wetland integrity/function I

‘ Boomer’s Group ‘ l\ I Fundamental Objective I

Landscapes (5)

I Means Objective I

I Measureable attributes |

IK Tradition (8) I Q}, Populations (14) I I Management Action I

Inc/imp winter hab (21)

Inc hunter part (17)

| Inc breeding hab (19)

Minabitat loss (10)

I Long term viability (18) I

Max hunting opp (23)

Inc recruitment (25) I

Inc public hunting (11) o ity (27) I
educe mortality

Increase Private Land
Access

| Max(Opt) harvest (2) f
Increase funding (7) I
I Inc Private landuse mgmt I
I Max eff/funding (22) I
I Political support I
I Inc public support (16) I
I Promote...Enhance...Rural Soc. HI Outreach/Marketing I

| Max ecol G&S (15) |

| MaxecolG&s(15) |
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SACRAMENTO WORKSHOP
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EDMONTON WORKSHOP
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OTTAWA WORKSHOP
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MILWAUKEE WORKSHOP
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Appendix . Valuing exercise cross-tabulated descriptive
statistics

Table 11: “Valuing waterfowl objectives exercise. (Descriptives by attendance at Round 1)

q1: | attended Round 1 Wkshop?
Yes No

Values “alid N Mean sD Median Mode “alid N Mean sD Median Mode
Landscapes (L) 62 13.45 7.99 13 10 27 11.70 10.04 10 5
L-A 62 14.58 742 15 10 27 15.11 6.26 15 10
L-B 62 6.82 3.5 5 5 27 6.00 295 5 5
L-C 62 495 3.54 5 5 27 433 2.81 5 5
Populations (P) 62 16.56 10.71 15 10 27 14.07 11.77 10 10
P-D 62 963 5.79 10 5 27 13.44 9.70 10 10
P-E 62 53 2.80 5 5 27 593 4.53 5 5
Hunting (H) 62 91 7.78 8 5 27 10.70 8.39 5 5
H-F 62 261 5.22 6 5 27 8.74 567 10 5
‘ewing (W) 62 5.60 514 5 5 27 415 3.06 5 5
WG 62 537 372 5 5 27 5.81 418 5 5
L-total 62 39.81 12.97 a0 40 27 3715 12.75 a0 40
P-total 62 31.50 10.53 30 30 27 33.44 11.50 30 30
H-total 62 17.73 9.48 15 10 27 19.44 9.3 20 10
“fotal 62 10.97 6.34 10 10 27 9.96 4.82 10 10
Grand total 62 100.00 .00 100 100 27 100.00 00 100 100

Table 12: “Valuing waterfowl objectives exercise. (Descriptives by workshop location)
heeting location R2
New Orleans Denvert Portland
Values “alid N Mean sD Median Mode “alid N Mean sD Median Mode Valid N Mean sD Median Mode
Landscapes (L) 23 11.70 891 10 5 15 11.33 915 10 20 [ 1583 10.21 18 20
LA 23 15.87 9.16 15 10 15 17.87 9.05 15 15 3 947 492 10 10
LB 23 5.96 3.30 5 5 15 6.73 M 8 10 [ 5.83 3.76 5 5
L-C 23 3.78 3.10 5 5 15 5.73 3.47 5 5 3 2.50 2.74 3 0
Populations (P) 23 24.04 12.99 20 30 15 13.27 8.87 10 10 [ 13.33 7.53 15 15
P-D 23 9.87 7.29 10 5 15 1267 11.52 8 5 [ 7.50 5.24 8 5
P-E 23 4.04 275 5 5 15 5.40 3.79 5 5 [ 2.50 274 3 0
Hunting (H) 23 9.43 474 10 10 15 6.47 5.99 5 5 [ 2167 18.35 18 10
H-F 23 7.00 5.95 5 5 15 9.87 3.81 10 10 [ 6.67 2.58 5 5
‘ewing (V) 23 470 372 5 5 15 3.80 3.28 5 5 [ 10.00 12.25 5 5
WG 23 361 2.87 4 3 15 6.87 4.03 3 5 6 5.00 3.16 3 5
Ltotal 23 37.30 13.99 a0 40 15 4167 16.97 a0 40 [ 33.33 18.62 35 30
P-total 23 37.96 12.35 4 40 15 31.33 13.56 30 20 [ 23.33 1211 30 30
H-total 23 16.43 8.12 15 10 15 16.33 6.40 15 10 [ 28.33 18.07 25 10
“otal 23 8.30 434 10 10 15 1067 458 10 10 6 15.00 12,65 10 10
Grand total 23 100.00 00 100 100 15 100.00 .00 100 100 [ 100.00 .00 100 100
Table 13: “Valuing waterfowl objectives exercise. (Descriptives by workshop location)
hf2eting location R2
Denver2 Edmonton Ottawa

“alues “alid N hean sD hiedian hiode “alid N Mean sD hiedian hiode “alid N hiean sD hiedian hiode
Landscapes (L) 3 6.63 4.75 5 5 13 16.37 7.43 20 20 20 13.35 3.54 10 10
LA 3 14.00 3.07 10 10 13 14.32 6.87 15 20 20 14.00 430 14 10
L-B 3 6.88 2.59 5 5 13 6.32 3.58 5 5 20 780 3.90 3 10
L-C 3 413 3.23 5 5 13 5863 3.44 5 5 20 5.30 3.51 5 5
Populations (P) 3 10.88 8.72 10 10 193 14.37 11.14 13 10 20 13.25 363 13 10
P-D E 11.63 8.52 3 5 193 3.58 5.90 10 5 20 1115 5.24 10 10
P-E 3 413 164 5 5 193 6.05 312 5 5 20 780 3.76 5 5
Hunting (H) E 1563 3.21 15 10 19 368 7.98 5 5 20 8.25 5.39 5 5
H-F 3 11.62 6.30 10 10 19 7.26 3.80 5 5 20 3.75 6.48 7 5
‘ewing (W) 3 6.50 4.07 3 10 19 4.42 3.52 4 5 20 5865 2.98 5 5
VG B .00 571 7 5 13 7.00 429 5 5 20 410 186 5 5
Ltotal B 3163 3.91 30 30 19 4263 11.80 45 an 20 a0.25 10.45 an an
P-total B 26 63 619 28 20 19 30.00 850 30 30 20 32.00 7.33 30 30
H-total 3 27.25 8.22 30 30 193 15.95 8.21 15 15 20 18.00 3.80 15 10
“total 2 14.50 8.82 13 10 193 11.42 5.08 10 10 20 3.75 3.02 10 10
Grand total 3 100.00 .00 100 100 13 100.00 .00 100 100 20 100.00 .00 100 100
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Table 14: “Valuing waterfowl objectives exercise. (Descriptives by country of residence)

q2: Country?
Canada u.s.

“alues “alid N hzan sD Median Mode “alid N Mean sD Mzdian Mode

Landscapes (L) 40 14.75 8.02 15 10 51 11.27 8.79 10 5
L-A 40 14.30 582 15 20 51 15.29 g.82 15 10
L-B 40 668 3.49 5 5 51 6.53 3.55 5 5
L-C 40 5.53 334 5 5 51 418 3.32 5 5
Populations (P) 40 14.58 9.95 14 10 51 1714 1210 15 10
P-D 40 10.50 553 10 10 51 10.59 8.7 8 5
P-E 40 6.80 3.47 5 5 51 425 3.05 5 5
Hurting (H) 40 8.25 6.54 5 5 51 11.16 9.32 10 10
H-F 40 8.33 539 5 5 51 887 5.38 10 10
‘ewing (W) 40 430 3.30 5 5 51 553 5.44 5 5
WG 40 5.50 3.5 5 5 51 539 412 5 5
L-total 40 41.25 10.89 40 40 51 37.27 1513 40 40
P-total 40 31.88 7.98 30 30 51 31.98 12.92 30 30
H-total 40 16.58 833 15 10 51 19.82 10.36 20 10
“Atotal 40 10.30 431 10 10 51 10.92 6.85 10 10
Grand total 40 100.00 .00 100 100 51 100.00 00 100 100

Table 15: “Valuing waterfowl objectives exercise. (Descriptives by primary employment)

q3: Pimary employment?
Federal State/Prov Non-govt

“alues “alid N Mean sD Median Mode “alid N Mean sD Median Mode “alid N Mean sD Median Mode
Landscapes (L) 43 14.02 9.83 15 20 20 13.25 3.16 15 15 28 10.61 6.44 10 10
LA 43 13.47 782 10 10 20 15.90 4.96 15 20 28 16.25 .69 15 20
L-B 43 560 3.28 5 5 20 £6.90 2.5 5 5 28 7.89 4.04 10 10
L-C 43 5.00 3.09 5 5 20 3.95 3.00 5 5 28 5.00 4.03 5 5
Populations (P) 43 1898 | 11.89 15 20 20 1315 8.48 14 10 28 13.50 | 11.07 10 10
P-D 43 9.79 7.45 8 5 20 11.40 599 11 5 28 11.11 8.45 10 10
P-E 43 5.30 3.43 5 5 20 5.60 3.95 5 5 28 532 3.27 5 5
Hunting (H) 43 .44 612 5 5 20 10.40 5.24 10 10 28 11.71 12.08 [ 5
H-F 43 8.07 5.36 5 5 20 9.50 6.08 3 5 28 8.50 4.90 7 5
‘dewing (V) 43 5.28 388 5 5 20 495 314 5 5 28 529 6.36 5 5
WG 43 6.05 387 5 5 20 5.00 430 5 5 28 482 3.43 5 5
L-total 43 38.09 1368 40 40 20 40.00 1214 40 40 28 39.75 14.53 40 40
P-total 43 34.07 11.81 35 40 20 3015 9.43 30 30 28 29.93 10.33 30 30
H-total 43 16.51 8.06 15 10 20 19.90 8.87 20 15 28 20.21 11.85 15 10
“iotal 43 11.33 469 10 10 20 9.95 6.22 10 10 28 1011 715 10 10
Grand total 43 | 100.00 .00 100 100 20 | 100.00 00 100 100 28 | 100.00 .00 100 100

Table 16: “Valuing waterfowl objectives exercise. (Descriptives by habitat responsibilities)

q4: Geography for habitat responsibilities?
Flyway National None

Values “alid N Mean sD Median hode “alid N hean sD Median Mode “alid N Mean sD Median Mode
Landscapes (L) 45 14.51 8.37 15 10 31 10.74 8.02 10 0 15 11.93 9.84 5 5
LA 45 15.40 7.35 15 10 31 14.68 6.27 15 20 15 1360 10.83 10 10
LB 45 6.80 317 5 10 31 6.77 3.89 5 5 15 5.60 3.68 5 5
L-C 435 5.40 363 5 5 31 413 310 5 3 15 420 3.00 5 5
Populations (P) 45 13.76 7.48 15 15 il 15.90 1267 12 10 15 23.00 14.86 20 10
P-D 45 9.44 6.76 10 5 31 11.61 769 10 5 15 1167 8.85 10 15
P-E 45 5.42 361 5 5 3 565 355 5 5 15 467 287 5 5
Hurting (H) 45 8.9 710 5 5 3 11.61 10.49 10 5 15 9.20 6.25 5 5
H-F 45 916 5.47 8 5 31 8.74 5.60 7 5 15 613 3.98 5 5
‘ewing (V) 45 516 3.08 5 5 3 510 662 4 0 15 5.60 3.56 5 5
WG 45 6.04 413 5 5 3 5.06 363 5 5 15 4.40 3.25 5 5
Ltotal 45 4211 12.59 a0 a0 31 36.32 12.87 a0 40 15 35.33 16.09 40 40
P-total 45 28.62 8.32 30 30 31 3316 11.51 30 30 15 3933 13.21 a0 a0
H-total 45 18.07 8.86 15 10 31 20.35 10.67 20 15 15 15.33 9.15 10 10
“otal 45 11.20 5.32 10 10 31 10.16 7.08 10 10 15 10.00 463 10 10
Grand total 45 100.00 .00 100 100 31 100.00 00 100 100 15 100.00 .00 100 100
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Table 17: “Valuing waterfowl objectives exercise. (Descriptives by population responsibilities)

q5: Geography for population responsibilities?
Flyway National None

‘alues “alid N hizan sD Median Mode “alid N hizan sD Median hode “alid N hizan sD Median hode
Landscapes (L) an 14.50 8.97 15 20 32 10.16 6.42 10 10 19 | 1368 | 10.20 15 0
L-A an 15.05 7.73 15 10 32 14.78 7.77 15 20 19 | 1458 757 12 10
LB an 668 319 5 5 32 .19 339 5 5 19 711 434 10 10
LC an 478 3.45 5 5 32 4.03 269 5 5 19 .00 4.04 5 10
Populations (P) an 15.65 2.10 15 10 32 19.50 | 1422 15 10 19 | 1089 9.46 10 10
P-D an 3.70 .66 10 5 32 11.87 8.28 10 5 19 | 1011 7.62 10 5
P-E a0 4397 2.92 5 5 32 534 415 5 5 19 £.26 3.26 5 5
Hurting (H) an 950 7.27 5 5 32 10.22 575 10 5 19 | 1041 | 1314 5 5
H-F a0 895 583 2 5 32 7.81 466 3 5 19 879 558 5 5
‘ewing (V) a0 5.00 2.56 5 5 32 513 432 5 10 19 579 7.7 5 5
VG an 523 392 5 5 32 4397 323 5 5 19 668 453 5 5
Ltotal an 41.00 | 13.92 an an 32 3516 | 12.08 40 40 19 | 4137 | 1445 45 50
P-total an 30.33 9.06 30 30 32 872 | 11.26 35 30 19 | 2726 | 1185 25 20
H-total an 18.45 9.06 15 10 32 18.03 7.61 15 10 19 | 1889 [ 13.54 15 10
‘total an 10.23 489 10 10 32 10.03 4391 10 10 19 | 12.47 855 10 10
Grand total an | 100.00 00 100 100 32 | 100.00 00 100 100 19 | 100.0 00 100 100

Table 18: “Valuing waterfowl objectives exercise. (Descriptives by years active in waterfowl management)
q6: Years active in WF mngt?
<11 yrs 11-20 yrs >20 yrs

“alues “alid N Mean sD Median hode “alid N Mean sD Median hode “alid N hean sD Median Mode
Landscapes (L) 27 15.59 9.94 15 5 27 9.81 8.29 10 10 37 | 1295 714 15 10
LA 27 14.81 8.02 15 10 27 1574 | 6.80 15 20 37 | 1424 | s04 12 10
LB 27 630 436 5 5 27 637 257 5 5 37 697 3.45 7 10
LC 27 5.26 2.78 5 5 27 367 3.04 5 5 37 5.22 3.87 5 5
Populations (P) 27 15.67 9.49 15 20 27 1559 [ 11.52 10 10 37 | 1857 | 1238 15 10
P-D 27 6.78 467 5 5 27 13.78 7.74 15 15 37 [ 1035 7.81 10 5
P-E 27 6.44 433 5 5 27 456 3.26 5 5 37 519 272 5 5
Hurting (H) 27 348 | 10.35 5 5 27 11.93 775 10 5 37 3.41 684 2 5
H-F 27 8.37 5.66 5 5 27 9.30 5.93 10 10 37 2.05 475 5 5
Mewing (V) 27 637 6.45 5 5 27 444 | 415 4 5 37 432 3.00 5 5
WG 27 593 3.87 5 5 27 481 462 5 5 37 554 | 320 5 5
Ltotal 27 4196 | 1439 45 40 27 3559 | 12.48 35 40 37 | 3938 [ 1337 40 40
P-total 27 2289 | 11863 30 30 27 3393 866 33 30 37 [ 3270 [ 117 30 30
H-total 27 16.85 | 11.38 15 10 27 21.22 2.81 20 20 37 | 17.48 253 15 10
\total 27 12.30 7.16 10 10 27 9.26 .27 10 5 37 | 10.48 407 10 10
Grand total 27 | 100.00 00 100 100 27 | 100.00 00 100 100 37 | 1000 00 100 100

Table 19: “Valuing waterfowl| objectives exercise. (Descriptives by most frequent waterfowl management
“hat” worn)
q7: hbost frequent WWF mngt hat?
Administrator Biologist
“alues “alid N hizan sSD Median Mode “alid N h=an sSD Median hode

Landscapes (L) 53 12.96 8.47 10 10 38 12.58 8.87 13 20

L-A 53 14.34 7.57 15 10 38 15.58 7.75 15 10

L-B 53 6.91 3.59 10 38 6.16 3.38 5 5

L-C 53 4.58 3.40 5 38 5.03 3.37 5 5

Populations (P) 53 14.58 1064 13 15 38 18.00 11.84 15 10

P-D 53 11.28 7.89 10 5 38 9.53 6.75 10 5

P-E 53 5.47 3.72 5 5 38 5.24 3N 5 5

Hunting (H) 53 9.77 7.59 5 5 38 10.03 9.21 10 10

H-F 53 9.53 5.29 10 10 38 71 5.20 5 5

‘ewing (W) 53 421 3.52 5 5 38 5.76 5.81 5 5

VG 53 575 4.22 5 5 38 5.00 3.25 5 5

L-total 53 38.79 1313 40 40 38 39.34 14.20 40 40

P-total 53 31.34 10.28 30 30 38 32.76 11.95 30 30

H-total 53 19.30 9.13 20 10 38 17.13 10.22 15 10

“ftotal 53 10.57 5.7 10 10 38 10.76 6.10 10 10

Grand total 53 100.00 00 100 100 38 100.00 00 100 100
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Table 110: “Valuing waterfowl objectives exercise. (Descriptives by waterfowl management responsibilites)

q8: | spend most time:
Managing WF populations hbnaging habitat Bqual habitat/populations None
Values “alid N Mean SD Median | Mode | Valid N | Mean SD Median | Mode | Malid N Mean SD Median | Mode | Malid N Mean $0 Median | Mode
Landscapes (L) 34 11.91 7.40 10 5 33 14.30 8.56 135 10 8 1288 | 1091 10 10 16 1.56 | 1012 10 0
LA 34 14.32 8.56 14 10 33 15.52 661 15 20 8 1243 679 10 10 16 16.00 8.13 135 20
] 34 591 3.48 5 5 33 761 3.76 10 10 8 613 3.04 5 5 16 619 297 5 5
L-C 34 3.82 2.84 5 5 33 5.91 3.87 3 3 8 423 3.77 4 0 16 483 2.68 5 5
Populations (P) 34 21.00 | 11.74 20 10 33 1.9 8.80 10 135 8 1243 8.43 10 5 16 15.81 12.32 135 135
P-D 34 11.29 786 10 10 33 912 535 10 5 8 1143 9.45 9 5 16 1.62 9.33 8 5
P-E 34 4.4 285 5 5 32 624 3.90 5 5 8 3.38 207 5 5 1€ 663 348 5 5
Hurting (H) 34 1082 7.08 10 5 33 8.70 9.93 3 3 8 14.50 959 10 10 16 8.00 5.42 7 5
H-F 34 7.79 £.00 5 5 33 9.27 5.36 10 5 8 963 5.78 10 10 16 7.94 3.57 [ 5
Mewing (V) 34 4350 342 5 5 33 579 583 5 5 8 £.38 424 8 10 16 494 428 5 5
WG 34 421 274 5 5 32 564 355 5 5 8 7.50 6.46 8 10 1€ 663 430 5 5
Ltotal 34 3597 | 1370 40 40 33 4333 | 1383 45 50 8 3538 | 1182 37 20 16 3844 | 1179 40 40
P-total 34 367 | 1088 40 40 33 2727 9.36 30 30 8 2663 RE] 28 20 16 3408 | 1172 30 30
H-total 34 18.62 9.22 18 10 33 17.97 | 11.02 15 10 8 2413 | 1023 28 30 16 15.94 5.84 15 15
iotal 34 | &M | 325 10 10 33 | M4z | 704 10 10 3 | 1288 | an 15 5 16 | 1156 | 397 10 10
Grand total 34 | 100.00 .00 100 100 33 100.0 00 100 100 g | 100.00 00 100 100 16 | 100.00 00 100 100
Table 111: “Valuing waterfowl objectives exercise. (Descriptives by importance of waterfowl hunting to workshop
participants)
q9: How important WF hunting to you?
“ery important Less important Don't hunt
“alues “alid N Mean sD Median | Mode “alid N Mean SD Median Mode | Valid N Mean sD Median Mode
Landscapes (L) 43 11.00 7.43 10 10 29 13.83 8.62 15 5 19 15.32 10.34 18 20
LA 43 15.02 747 15 10 29 15.21 774 15 10 19 13.95 875 10 10
L-B 43 677 3.34 5 5 29 766 332 6 5 19 4.58 347 5 5
L-C 43 3.74 3.09 5 5 29 5.62 3.67 5 5 19 5.79 3.01 5 5
Populations (P) 43 13.74 9.76 10 10 29 16.52 1015 15 10 19 20.37 1463 20 20
P-D 43 13.79 8.48 15 15 29 8.3 431 8 5 19 663 567 5 5
P-E 43 4.47 2.81 5 5 29 5.34 3.73 5 5 13 7.47 364 10 10
Hunting (H) 43 12.49 9.82 10 10 29 9.07 5.87 7 5 19 5.21 5.08 5 5
H-F 43 9.44 5.58 10 5 29 8.03 430 8 5 19 716 5.39 5 5
‘dewing (V) 43 458 5.59 5 5 29 5.55 312 5 5 13 6.1 4.03 5 5
WG 43 495 312 5 5 29 486 4.08 5 5 19 742 4.50 5 5
Ltotal 43 36.53 13.72 40 40 29 4231 13.94 40 40 19 39.63 11.75 a0 a0
P-total 43 32.00 10.52 30 30 29 3047 10.48 30 30 19 34.47 1268 35 25
H-total 43 21.93 1063 20 15 29 17.10 7.7 15 10 19 12.37 5.86 10 10
“iotal 43 9.53 6.50 10 10 29 10.41 5.26 10 10 13 13.53 417 10 10
Grand total 43 100.00 .00 100 100 29 100.00 .00 100 100 19 | 100.00 .00 100 100
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Appendix J. Objectives results cross-tabulated frequencies

and descriptive statistics

Table J1: “It is important that NAWMP has quantitative (numerical) objectives.” (Frequencies)

q10: Important that NAWMP has quantitative objectives?

Strongly

Round (R) 2 Characteristic agree Agree Neutral Disagree Total
Meeting location R2 New Oreans 35% 54% 8% 4% 26
Denverl 69% 31% 0% 0% 16
Portland 67% 33% 0% 0% 15
DenverZ 71% 29% 0% 0% 7
Edmonton 71% 29% 0% 0% 17
Ottawa 61% 39% 0% 0% 23
Total 59% 38% 2% 1% 104
1: | attended Round 1 Yes 58% 39% 1% 1% 69
Shop: No £1% 35% 3% 0% 31
Don't remember 67% 33% 0% 0% 3
q2: Country? Canada 63% 37% 0% 0% M
u.s. 56% 39% 3% 2% 62
q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 43% 46% 4% 2% 50
Non-gov org 7% 23% 0% 0% 26
Private business 100% 0% 0% 0% 2
State/Provincial 57% 43% 0% 0% 21
University 75% 25% 0% 0% 4
q4: Geography for which Atlantic Fu 54% 46% 0% 0% 13

you have habtat P
responsibilities? Mssissippi FUW 67% 33% 0% 0% 9
Central Fulf 893% 17% 0% 0% 12
Pacific Ful/ 50% 50% 0% 0% 16
National/multiple Fil's 67% 33% 0% 0% 36
None 33% 50% 11% 6% 18
q5: Geography for which Atlantic Fu 54% 46% 0% 0% 13
2’5‘;2::;"%?5:—!,3"°“ Mssissippi FUl 50% 50% 0% 0% 10
Central Fulf 80% 20% 0% 0% 10
Pacific Ful/ 64% 36% 0% 0% "
National/multiple Ful's 47% 47% 3% 3% 36
None 71% 25% 4% 0% 24
q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 67% 17% 17% 0% 3
waterfowl management? 75 yrs 1% 59% 0% 0% 16
6-10 yrs 58% 42% 0% 0% 12
11-20 yrs 56% 41% 3% 0% 32
21-30 yrs 76% 24% 0% 0% 25
>30 yrs 62% 31% 0% 8% 13
q7: Most frequent Agency/Executive director 64% 36% 0% 0% 1M
watecfos! minge hatt Program coordinator/admin 68% 32% 0% 0% a4
Biologist/scientist 43% 51% 5% 0% 37
Researcher 70% 20% 0% 10% 10
Regulations committee member 50% 50% 0% 0% 2
q8: | spend most time: hBanaging WF populations 44% 50% 3% 3% 36
MBnaging habitat 69% 31% 0% 0% 35
Bqual habitat/populations 60% 40% 0% 0% 10
None 65% 30% 4% 0% 23
q9: How important a_ Most important rec-activity 50% 50% 0% 0% 20
ety 1= WF [T of most important rec-activities £5% 2% e W | 24
No more important than others 63% 32% 0% 0% 19
Less important than others 63% 38% 0% 0% g
1 of least important rec-activities 100% 0% 0% 0% 1
Don't WF hunt 45% 45% 5% 5% 22
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Table J2: “It is important that NAWMP has quantitative (numerical) objectives.” (Descriptives)

q10: Important that NAWMP has quantitative objectives?

Round (R) 2 Characteristic “alid N hzan Word anchor? Median hode sD
Meeting location R2 New Orleans 26 1.81 fgree 2.00 2 75
Denverl 16 1.31 Strongly agree 1.00 1 A8
Portland 15 1.33 Strongly agree 1.00 1 43
Denver2 7 1.29 Strongly agree 1.00 1 49
Edmonton 17 1.29 Strongly agree 1.00 1 A7
Ottawa 23 1.39 Strongly agree 1.00 1 .50
Total 104 1.45 Strongly agree 1.00 1 59
q1: | attended Round 1 Yes 69 1.4 Strongly agree 1.00 1 61
Wicshop’ No Y] 142 | Strongly agree 1.00 1 36
Don't remember 3 1.33 Strongly agree 1.00 1 58
q2: Country? Canada a4 1.37 Strongly agree 1.00 1 49
u.s. 62 1.50 | Agree 1.00 1 B3
q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 50 1.60 Bgree 2.00 1 &7
Non-gov org 26 1.23 Strongly agree 1.00 1 A3
Private business 2 1.00 Strongly agree 1.00 1 .00
State/Provincial 21 1.43 Strongly agree 1.00 1 51
University 4 1.25 Strongly agree 1.00 1 .50
q4: Geography for which Atlantic Fulf 13 1.48 Strongly agree 1.00 1 52
you have habitat —
responsibilities? Mississippi FUUf 9 1.33 Strongly agree 1.00 1 50
Central Ful/ 12 147 Strongly agree 1.00 1 39
Pacific Fulf 16 1.50 Strongly agree 1.50 1 52
National/multiple Fil's 36 1.33 Strongly agree 1.00 1 A8
None 18 1.89 Strongly agree 2.00 2 83
q5: Geography for which Atlantic Ful 13 1.46 Strongly agree 1.00 1 52
&‘;‘Lgﬁg’iﬁi POpAion Mssissippi FUV 10 150 | Agree 150 1 53
Central Fuyf 10 1.20 Strongly agree 1.00 1 42
Pacific Ful/ 1 1.36 Strongly agree 1.00 1 50
National/multiple Fili's 36 1.61 Agree 2.00 1 B9
None 24 1.33 Strongly agree 1.00 1 56
q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 3 1.50 Agree 1.00 1 84
matuctoml managemmnt i 7.5 yrs 16 163 | Agree 2.00 z | 48
6-10 yrs 12 1.42 Strongly agree 1.00 1 51
11-20 yrs 32 1.47 Strongly agree 1.00 1 57
21-30 yrs 25 1.24 Strongly agree 1.00 1 A4
>30 yrs 13 154 | Agree 1.00 1 88
q7: Most frequent Agency/Executive director 1M 1.36 Strongly agree 1.00 1 .50
ates ol mngs hat ¥ Program coordinator/admin a4 1.32 Strongly agree 1.00 1 A7
Biologist/scientist 37 1.62 Bgree 2.00 2 59
Researcher 10 1.50 Agree 1.00 1 a7
Regulations committee member 2 1.50 | Agree 1.50 1 |
q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 36 164 | BAgree 2.00 2 68
hanaging habitat 35 1.31 Strongly agree 1.00 1 A7
Bqual habitat/populations 10 1.40 Strongly agree 1.00 1 52
None 23 1.39 Strongly agree 1.00 1 58
q9: How important 3 Most important rec-activity 20 1.50 Bgree 1.50 1 51
ﬁ,ﬁ,ﬁ;‘?ﬂgﬁg"““ & E 1 of most important rec-activities 34 1.38 | Strongly agree 1.00 1 53
No more important than others 19 1.32 Strongly agree 1.00 1 A8
Less important than others 8 1.38 Strongly agree 1.00 1 52
1 of least important rec-activities 1 1.00 Strongly agree 1.00 1 :
Don't WF hunt 22 168 | Agree 2.00 1 78

a. Based on rounded mean where 1=Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Disagree, §=Strongly disagree
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Table J3: “It makes sense to have quantifiable objectives for each of the four fundamental objectives.”
(Frequencies)

q11: Mekes sense to have quanitifiable objectives for each of 4
fundamental objectives?
Strongly Strongly

Round (R) 2 Characteristic agree Agree Neutral Disagree disagree Total

Mzeting location R2 New Oreans 15% 54% 12% 15% 4% 26

Denvert 13% 56% 19% 13% 0% 16

Portland 40% 60% 0% 0% 0% 15

Denver2 43% 43% 14% 0% 0% 7

Edmonton 35% 65% 0% 0% 0% 17

Ottawa 35% 52% 9% 4% 0% 23

Total 28% 56% 9% 7% 1% 104

q1: | attended Round 1 Yes 25% 55% 10% 9% 1% 3]

b No 35% 55% 6% 3% 0% 31

Don't remember 33% 67% 0% 0% 0% 3

q2: Country? Canada 32% 59% 7% 2% 0% a1

u.s. 26% 53% 10% 10% 2% 62

q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 24% 54% 12% 8% 2% 50

Non-gov ong 38% 46% 8% 8% 0% 26

Private business 50% 0% 50% 0% 0% 2

State/Provincial 29% 67% 0% 5% 0% 21

University 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 4

q4: Geography for which Atlantic Fuy 31% 62% 8% 0% 0% 13
you have habitat e

responsibilities? Mississippi FUlf 33% 67% 0% 0% 0% 9

Central Fulf 33% 50% 0% 8% 8% 12

Pacific Fulf 31% 56% 13% 0% 0% 16

National/multiple Ful's 22% £4% 8% 6% 0% 36

None 28% 33% 17% 22% 0% 18

q5: Geography for which Atlantic Fuy 23% 54% 8% 15% 0% 13

3’;‘;,2:;’,3, population Mssissippi FUV 30% | 40% 10% 20% 0% 10

Central Fulf 20% 60% 0% 10% 10% 10

Pacific Fulf 27% 64% 9% 0% 0% 1

National/multiple Fi's 19% 58% 17% 6% 0% 36

None 46% 54% 0% 0% 0% 24

q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 50% 50% 0% 0% 0% 3

waterfoul management? o5 e 5% | 63% 5% 5% 0% 16

6-10 yrs 42% 50% 0% 8% 0% 12

11-20 yrs 25% 59% 9% 6% 0% 32

21-30 yrs 32% 43% 12% 8% 0% 25

>30 yrs 2% 62% 15% 8% 8% 13

q7: hhost frequent Agency/Executive director 55% 45% 0% 0% 0% 11

waterfom mngs b & Program coordinator/admin 0% | 55% 1% % 0% aa

Biologist/scientist 19% 53% 5% 14% 3% 37

Researcher 30% 50% 20% 0% 0% 10

Regulations committee member 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 2

q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 17% 56% 11% 14% 3% 36

Managing habitat 34% 57% 9% 0% 0% 35

Bqual habitat/populations 40% 60% 0% 0% 0% 10

None 30% 52% 9% 9% 0% 23

q9: How important 3 Most important rec-activity 30% 65% 5% 0% 0% 20

Ty 1 15 W ™4 o most important rec-activities 2% | 59% | 12% 5% W | 34

No more important than others 42% 47% 5% 5% 0% 19

Less important than others 25% 50% 0% 25% 0% 8

1 of least important rec-activities 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1

Don't WF hunt 23% 55% 14% 9% 0% 22
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Table J4: “It makes sense to have quantifiable objectives for each of the four fundamental objectives.” (Descriptives)

q11: Makes sense to have quanitifiable objectives for each of 4

fundamental objectives?

Round (R) 2 Characteristic “alid N h=an Word anchor? hzdian hode SO
heting location R2 New Oreans 26 2.38 fgree 2.00 2 1.06
Denverl 16 2.3 Sgree 2.00 2 87
Portland 15 1.60 Sgree 2.00 2 51
DenverZ 7 1.71 fgree 2.00 1 76
Edmonton 17 1.65 Sgree 2.00 2 A9
Ottawa 23 1.83 Sgree 2.00 2 78
Total 104 1.97 Agree 2.00 2 25
1: | attended Round 1 Yes 63 2.07 Agree 2.00 2 9
shopE No 3 177 | Agres 2.00 z | 72
Don't remember 3 1.67 bgree 2.00 2 58
q2: Country? Canada M 1.80 fSgree 2.00 2 68
u.s. 62 2.08 Sgree 2.00 2 95
q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 50 210 Sgree 2.00 2 93
Non-gov org 26 1.85 Sgree 2.00 2 88
Private business 2 2.00 fgree 2.00 1 1.41
State/Provincial 21 1.81 Agree 2.00 2 68
University 4 2.00 Sgree 2.00 2 .00
q4: Geography for which Atlantic Fuf 13 1.77 Sgree 2.00 2 B0
s Mis=issippi FU 3 167 | dgree 2.00 2 | 50
Central Ful/ 12 2.08 fgree 2.00 2 1.24
Pacific Ful 16 1.81 Sgree 2.00 2 &6
National/multiple Fulis 36 1.97 Sgree 2.00 2 74
None 18 2.33 Sgree 2.00 2 114
q5: Geography for which Atlantic Fuf 13 215 Sgree 2.00 2 99
b Aation Mizsis=ippi FUV 10 220 | fgree 2.00 z | 114
Central Ful/ 10 2.30 Agree 2.00 2 1.25
Pacific Ful 1 1.82 Agree 2.00 2 &0
National/multiple Ful's 36 2.08 Sgree 2.00 2 a7
None 24 1.54 Sgree 2.00 2 51
q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 3 1.50 Sgree 1.50 1 55
Waterfow] maEnagemant & 75 yrs 16 134 | fgres Z.00 z | 77
6-10 yrs 12 1.75 Sgree 2.00 2 a7
11-20 yrs 32 1.97 fgree 2.00 2 78
21-30 yrs 25 1.96 Agree 2.00 2 89
¥30 yrs 13 2.46 Agree 2.00 2 1.05
ﬁ: ngrtu?gt ;requent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 1 1.45 Strongly agree 1.00 1 52
’ Program coordinator/admin a4 1.91 Agree 2.00 2 7
Biologist/scientist 37 2.22 Agree 2.00 2 1.00
Researcher 10 1.90 Sgree 2.00 2 74
Regulations committee member 2 2.00 Sgree 2.00 2 .00
q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 36 2.3 Sgree 2.00 2 1.01
hanaging habitat 35 1.74 Sgree 2.00 2 B1
Bqual habitat/populations 10 1.60 Sgree 2.00 2 52
None 23 1.96 Sgree 2.00 2 88
q9: How imronang a. Most important rec-activity 20 175 | fgree 2.00 2 353
ey 15 W o most important rec-activities 34 242 | fgree 2.00 z | st
No more important than others 19 1.74 Sgree 2.00 2 81
Less important than others g 2.25 Sgree 2.00 2 1.16

1 of least important rec-activities 1 1.00 Strongly agree 1.00 1 .
Don't WF hunt 22 2.09 fgree 2.00 2 a7

3. Based on rounded mean where 1=Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Disagree, 5=Strongly disagres
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Table J5: “The current NAWMP population objectives are adequate to guide waterfowl conservation into the

future.” (Frequencies)

q12: Cument NAWMP pop-objectives ade
consenvation into future

guate to guide WF

Strongly Strongly

Round (R) 2 Characteristic agree Agree Neutral Disagree disagree Total

Meeting location R2 New Oreans 4% 19% 27% 42% 2% 26

Denwvert 6% 44% 19% 25% 6% 16

Portland 7% 60% 7% 27% 0% 15

Denver2 14% 14% 0% 43% 29% 7

Edmonton 0% 29% 12% 47% 12% 17

Ottawa 9% 9% 22% 57% 4% 23

Total 6% 28% 17% 41% 8% 104

ql: | attended Round 1 Yes 6% 23% 16% 49% 6% 69

MCEOp No 6% | 39% 13% 26% 10% 31

Don't remember 0% 33% 33% 0% 33% 3

q2: Country? Canada 5% 20% 17% 51% 7% a4

u.s. 6% 34% 18% 34% 2% 62

q3: Primary employment? Federal agency 4% 28% 20% 38% 10% 50

Non-gov org 15% 27% 4% 46% 8% 26

Private business 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2

State/Provincial 0% 19% 24% 52% 5% 21

University 0% 75% 25% 0% 0% 4

q4: Geography for which Atlantic Ful 0% 0% 31% 62% 8% 13
you have habitat —

responsibilities? Mississippi Fil/ 0% 33% 33% 33% 0% 9

Central Fulf 8% 50% 17% 25% 0% 12

Pacific Fult 0% 50% 19% 31% 0% 16

National/multiple Ful's 14% 19% 3% 50% 14% 36

None 0% 28% 28% 33% 11% 18

g5: Geography for which Atlantic Fuf 0% 0% 31% 62% 8% 13

&‘;‘,‘,,’,‘ﬁ;‘iﬁi PUpCestion Mssissippi FUV 0% | 50% 30% 20% 0% 10

Central Fulf 10% 50% 20% 10% 10% 10

Pacific Fult 0% 55% 9% 36% 0% 11

National/multiple Fit's 6% 22% 8% 50% 14% 36

None 13% 21% 21% 42% 4% 24

q6i: How long active in 0-1 yr 0% 17% 67% 17% 0% 6

maision] ranagement t 75 yrs 8% | 1% | 5% 25% 0% 16

6-10 yrs 0% 33% 8% 58% 0% 12

11-20 yrs 3% 19% 9% 50% 19% 32

21-30 yrs 8% 36% 12% 44% 0% 25

>30 yrs 15% 31% 8% 31% 15% 13

q7: hiost frequent Agency/Executive director 9% 18% 27% 36% 9% 11

watasfoel minge hat Program coordinatoradmin 7% | 2% | 14% 0% % P

Biologist/scientist 5% 30% 22% 35% 2% 37

Researcher 0% 50% 10% 30% 10% 10

Regulations committee member 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 2

q8: | spend most time: hBanaging WF populations 6% 28% 17% 42% 8% 36

MBnaging habitat 6% 26% 17% 43% 9% 35

Equal habitat/populations 10% 40% 10% 30% 10% 10

None 4% 26% 22% 43% 4% 23

q9: How important a_ Most important rec-activity 10% 45% 5% 30% 10% 20

e yaus Y 15 WE [ of most important rec-activities 12% | 26% | 12% 4% 8% 34

No more important than others 0% 21% 26% 47% 5% 19

Less important than others 0% 13% 13% 75% 0% 8

1 of least important rec-activities 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 1

Don't WF hunt 0% 23% 32% 32% 14% 22
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Table J6: “The current NAWMP population objectives are adequate to guide waterfowl conservation into the

future.” (Descriptives)

q12: Cument NAWMP pop-objectives ade
consenvation into future

guzte to guide WF

Round (R) 2 Characteristic “alid N han Word anchor? Median Mode sD

Meting location R2 New Oreans 26 3 Neutral 3.50 4 1.01
Denverl 16 2.8 Neutral 2.50 2 1.1
Portland 15 2.53 Neutral 2.00 2 99
Denver2 7 3.57 Disagree 4.00 4 1.51
Edmonton 17 3.4 Neutral 4.00 4 1.06
Ottawa 23 3.39 Neutral 4.00 4 1.03
Total 104 317 Neutral 3.00 4 110
1: | attended Round 1 Yes 69 3.26 Neutral 4.00 4 1.07
Shope No 3 | 284 | Neutral 3.00 z | 115
Don't remember 3 3.33 Neutral 3.00 2 1.53
q2: Country? Canada a1 3.37 Neutral 4.00 4 1.04
u.s. 62 3.03 Neutral 3.00 2 113
q3: Pimary Federal agency 50 3.22 Neutral 3.00 4 1.09
RPNt Non-gov org 26 3.04 | Neutral 4.00 4 1.31
Private business 2 2.50 Neutral 2.50 2 .7
State/Provincial 21 3.43 Neutral 4.00 4 87
University 4 2.25 fgree 2.00 2 .50
q4: Geography for which Atlantic Fuy 13 3.77 Disagree 4.00 4 .60
b Mssissippi FUU 3 | 300 | Neutral 3.00 2 a7
Central Filf 12 2.58 Neutral 2.00 2 1.00
Pacific Fulf 16 2.81 Neutral 2.50 2 91
National/multiple Fil's 36 33 Neutral 4.00 4 1.33
None 18 3.28 Neutral 3.00 4 1.02
q5: Geography for which Atlantic Fu 13 3.7 Disagree 4.00 4 B0
g’;;,;':;igi popusation Mssissippi FV 10 | 270 | Neutral 250 2 82
Central Fulf 10 280 Neutral 2.00 2 147
Pacific Fil/ 11 282 Neutral 2.00 2 98
National/multiple Fil's 36 3.44 Neutral 4.00 4 1.16
None 24 3.04 Neutral 3.00 4 1186
q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 3 3.00 Neutral 3.00 3 63
waterfoul management? 2o re 16 | 281 | Neutral 3.00 3 3
6-10 yrs 12 3.25 Neutral 4.00 4 a7
11-20 yrs 32 3.63 Disagree 4.00 4 1.10
21-30 yrs 25 2.92 Neutral 3.00 4 1.08
>30 yrs 13 3.00 Neutral 3.00 2 1.4
Ej?a;ehrﬁfo;tu Ifrr;mer?;tehmat’—‘ Agency/Executive director 1 318 Neutral 3.00 4 147
’ Program coordinator/admin 44 3.27 Neutral 4.00 4 1.11
Biologist/scientist 37 3N Neutral 3.00 4 1.10
Researcher 10 3.00 Neutral 2.50 2 115
Regulations committee member 2 3.00 Neutral 3.00 2 1.4
q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 36 319 Neutral 3.50 4 112
Managing habitat 35 3.23 Neutral 4.00 4 1.11
Bqual habitat/populations 10 2.90 Neutral 2.50 2 1.29
None 23 317 Neutral 3.00 4 1.03
q9: How imrortan; a. Most important rec-activity 20 2.83 Neutral 2.00 2 1.27
T g o yous 1 of most important rec-activities 34 | 306 | Neutral 3.50 4 | 120
No more important than others 19 3.37 Neutral 4.00 4 90
Less important than others 8 3.63 Disagree 4.00 4 74

1 of least important rec-activities 1 2.00 Neutral 2.00 2 .
Don't WF hunt 22 3.36 Neutral 3.00 3 1.00

a. Based on round mean where 1=Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Disagree, §=Strongly disagree
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Table J7: “What is the most appropriate form of a numeric population objective for NAWMP?2” (Frequencies)

q13: Most appropriate form of numeric pop-obejctive for NAWMP?

Peak pop-sizes Forerage pop- hinimum pop- NAWMP

achieved sizes over sizes even should not

periodically when period of when habitat is include pop-
Round (R) 2 Characteristic habitat is good years poor objectives Total
Meeting location R2 New Oreans 15% 54% 23% 8% 26
Denverl 24% 59% 18% 0% 17
Portland 0% 87% 13% 0% 15
Denver2 0% 100% 0% 0% 7
Edmonton 24% % 6% 0% 17
Ottawa 9% 78% 9% 4% 23
Total 13% 70% 13% 3% 105
1: | attended Round 1 Yes 15% 75% 10% 0% 68
shop? No 9% 67% 21% 3% 33
Don't remember 33% 33% 0% 33% 3
q2: Country? Canada 15% 76% 7% 2% a4
u.s. 13% £8% 17% 2% 63
q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 14% 69% 14% 2% 49
Non-gov org 14% 75% 11% 0% 28
Private business 0% 100% 0% 0% 2
State/Provincial 14% 67% 14% 5% 21
University 0% 75% 25% 0% 4
q4: Geography for which Atlantic Fu 23% 69% 8% 0% 13
b st Mssissippi FWU 22% 67% 0% 1% 9
Central Filf 15% £3% 15% 0% 13
Pacific Ful 0% 94% 6% 0% 17
National/multiple Filis 11% £39% 17% 3% 35
None 17% 56% 22% 6% 18
q5: Geography for which Atlantic Fuv 31% 62% 8% 0% 13
T aaation Mizsissippi FU 20% §0% 10% 0% | 10
Central Ful/ 9% 64% 27% 0% 1
Pacific Fil/ 0% 83% 17% 0% 12
National/multiple Filis 14% 66% 14% 6% 35
None 8% 83% 8% 0% 24
q6: How long active in 0-1yr 0% 86% 14% 0% 7
waterfowl management? 75 yr % 0% % 5% 1
6-10 yrs 8% 67% 17% 8% 12
11-20 yrs 19% £39% 9% 3% 32
21-30 yrs 24% 72% 4% 0% 25
>30 yrs 8% 92% 0% 0% 13
q7: Most frequent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 9% 82% 9% 0% 1
gt hak® Program coordinator/admin 13% 78% 9% 0% 45
Biologist/scientist 16% 57% 19% 8% 37
Researcher 10% 70% 20% 0% 10
Regulations committee member 0% 100% 0% 0% 2
q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 14% 64% 17% 6% 36
hBanaging habitat 17% 78% 6% 0% 36
Bqual habitat/populations 10% 80% 10% 0% 10
None 9% £5% 22% 4% 23
q9: How important a Most important rec-activity 25% £5% 10% 0% 20
e naus Y 15 WE I oF most important res-activities 12% 79% 3% 0% 34
No more important than others 5% 68% 16% 11% 19
Less important than others 13% 88% 0% 0% 8
1 of least important rec-activities 100% 0% 0% 0% 1
Don't WF hunt 9% £1% 26% 4% 23
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Table J8: “NAWMP should include continental-scale, numeric distribution objectives for breeding, migration and
wintering areas.” (Frequencies)

ql4: NAWMP should incude continental-scale, numeric distribution

objectives for breeding, migration, & wintering areas.

Strongly Strongly

Round (R) 2 Characteristic agree Agree Neutral Disagree disagree Total

heting location R2 New Oreans 12% 23% 23% 27% 15% 26

Denwverl 33% 61% 0% 6% 0% 18

Portland 7% 73% 20% 0% 0% 15

Denver2 0% 50% 17% 17% 17% ]

Edmonton 18% 47% 18% 12% 6% 17

Ottawa 17% 35% 17% 26% 4% 23

Total 16% 45% 16% 16% 7% 105

q1: | attended Round 1 Yes 13% 44% 13% 22% 7% 68

thshop® No 2% | 5% | 21% % W | 33

Don't remember 33% 0% 0% 33% 33% 3

q2: Country? Canada 17% 41% 17% 20% 5% a4

u.s. 16% 43% 14% 14% 2% 63

q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 14% 43% 16% 14% 8% 50

Non-gov org 25% 46% 7% 14% 7% 28

Private business 50% 50% 0% 0% 0% 2

State/Provincial 5% 35% 25% 30% 5% 20

University 25% 50% 25% 0% 0% 4

q4: Geography for which Atlantic Fuy 8% 54% 15% 23% 0% 13
you have habrtat ey

responsibilities? Mississippi Fif 25% 38% 13% 13% 13% 8

Central Fiulf 38% 31% 15% 8% 8% 13

Pacific Fiul/ 12% 65% 18% 0% 6% 17

National/multiple Fuls 11% 47% 11% 25% 6% 36

None 17% 28% 28% 17% 11% 18

q5: Geography for which Atlantic Fuy 15% 46% 23% 15% 0% 13

gg‘;,;‘:;’,g, poptSstion Mssissippi FUV 33% | 2% 1% 33% 0% 3

Central Fiulf 36% 36% 9% 9% 9% 11

Pacific Fulf 8% 67% 25% 0% 0% 12

National/multiple Fulis 11% 36% 14% 25% 14% 36

None 13% 58% 17% 8% 4% 24

q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 14% 71% 14% 0% 0% 7

Waterfo! management ¥ 75 yrs 13% | 6% | 13% 13% 5% 16

6-10 yrs 23% 54% 8% 15% 0% 13

11-20 yrs 19% 39% 19% 16% 6% 21

21-30 yrs 8% 44% 20% 20% 8% 25

¥30 yrs 23% 23% 15% 23% 15% 13

q7: Most frequent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 45% 18% 18% 18% 0% 1M

g hat® Program coordinator/admin 10 | 49% 16% 16% T &

Biologist/scientist 8% 51% 16% 14% 11% 37

Researcher 20% 40% 20% 20% 0% 10

Regulations committee member 50% 0% 0% 50% 0% 2

q8: | spend most time: hanaging W/F populations 8% 39% 17% 25% 11% 36

Managing habitat 19% 51% 14% 8% 2% 37

Equal habitat/populations 22% 56% 11% 11% 0% 3

None 22% 39% 22% 17% 0% 23

q9: How important a_ Most important rec-activity 15% 30% 20% 25% 10% 20

Ty 1 15 WE T of most important rec-activities 2% | 8% | 12% 18% 1% | 34

No more important than others 17% 50% 11% 17% 6% 18

Less important than others 0% 63% 13% 25% 0% 8

1 of least important rec-activities 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1

Don't WF hunt 13% 58% 25% 4% 0% 24
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Table J9: “NAWMP should include continental-scale, numeric distribution objectives for breeding, migration and
wintering areas.” (Descriptives)

q14: NAWMP should incude continental-scale, numenc distribution

objectives for breeding, migration, & wintering areas.

Round (R) 2 Characteristic “alid N hizan Word anchor? Median Mode sD

heting location R2 New Oreans 26 312 Neutral 3.00 4 1.28
Denvert 18 1.78 Agree 2.00 2 73
Portland 15 213 Sgree 2.00 2 52
Denver2 3 3.00 Neutral 2.50 2 1.26
Edmonton 17 2.4 bgree 2.00 2 112
Ottawa 23 285 Neutral 2.00 2 119
Total 105 2.52 Neutral 2.00 2 114
1: | attended Round 1 Yes 63 2.66 Neutral 2.00 2 118
shop? No 3 245 | Agree 2.00 2 91
Don't remember 3 3.33 Neutral 4.00 1 2.08
q2: Country? Canada i 2.54 Neutral 2.00 2 114
u.s. 63 2.5 Neutral 2.00 2 1186
q3: Pimary Federal agency 50 2.54 Neutral 2.00 2 115
mplayment Non-gov org 28 | 232 | Agres 2.00 z | 122
Private business 2 1.50 bSgree 1.50 1 7
State/Provincial 20 2.95 Neutral 3.00 2 1.05
University 4 2.00 Sgree 2.00 2 82
q4: Geography for which Atlantic Fu 13 2.54 Neutral 2.00 2 97
T et Mssissippi FUV 8 | 250 | Neutral 2.00 z | 1.4
Central Fulf 13 215 fgree 2.00 1 1.28
Pacific Fulf 17 2.24 | bgree 2.00 2 .90
National/multiple Ful's 36 267 Neutral 2.00 2 115
None 18 2.78 Neutral 3.00 2 1.26
q5: Geography for which Atlantic Fu 13 2.38 Sgree 2.00 2 96
T raiton Missizsippi FU 3 | 244 | Agree Z.00 T | 138
Central Fiulf 11 218 fgree 2.00 1 1.33
Pacific Fulf 12 2417 Agree 2.00 2 58
National/multiple Fulis 36 2.94 Neutral 3.00 2 1.29
None 24 2.33 Sgree 2.00 2 96
q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 7 2.00 Sgree 2.00 2 58
waterfowl management? =5 16 | 244 | Agree Z.00 Z | 109
6-10 yrs 13 215 baree 2.00 2 99
11-20 yrs k3| 2.52 Neutral 2.00 2 118
21-30 yrs 25 2.76 Neutral 2.00 2 113
>30 yrs 13 2.85 Neutral 3.00 1 1.46
3)?aéehrﬁfooslzlfrr:guehm 5 Agency/Executive director " 2.09 fgree 2.00 1 1.22
gt hat' Program coondinator/admin 45 | 253 | Neutral 2.00 z | 142
Biologist/scientist 37 2.68 Neutral 2.00 2 116
Researcher 10 2.40 Sgree 2.00 2 1.07
Regulations committee member 2 2.50 Neutral 2.50 1 212
q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 36 2.92 Neutral 3.00 2 1.20
hanaging habitat 37 2.35 Sgree 2.00 2 1.14
Bqual habitat/populations 9 2.1 Sgree 2.00 2 93
None 23 2.35 Sgree 2.00 2 1.03
q9: How important a_ Most important rec-activity 20 2835 Neutral 3.00 2 1.27
TF hunting t6 yous 1 of most important rec-activities 34 | 262 | Neutral 2.00 2 | 133
No more important than others 18 2.44 Sgree 2.00 2 115
Less important than others 8 2.63 Neutral 2.00 2 92

1 of least important rec-activities 1 1.00 Sgree 1.00 1 .
Don't WF hunt 24 2.21 Agree 2.00 2 J2

a. Based on rounded mean where 1=Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Disagree, 5=Strongly disagree
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Table J10: “What is the most appropriate form of a numeric habitat objective for NAWMP?2” (Frequencies)

q15: What is most appropriate form of NAWMP numeric habitat objective?

Status of
Habitat important
conserved by landscape
all features needed NAVMP
Habitat conservation to sustain WF Numeric should not
conserved efforts, pops, estimate of include
specifically whether or not incorporating WF numenc
for WF targeted for habitat gains & camying habitat
Round (R) 2 Charactenistic conservation WF losses capacity objectives Total
Meeting location R2 New Oreans 15% 0% 54% 19% 12% 26
Denwert 0% 11% 56% 22% 11% 18
Portland 0% 40% 47% 13% 0% 15
DenverZ 17% 0% 93% 0% 0% 3
Edmonton 0% 18% 76% 6% 0% 17
Ottawa 9% 13% 70% 9% 0% 23
Total 7% 13% 62% 13% 5% 105
q1: | attended Round 1 Yes 9% 7% 66% 12% 6% 68
Wkshop?
No 0% 24% 58% 18% 0% 33
Don't remember 0% 33% 33% 0% 33% 3
q2: Country? Canada 5% 15% 71% 10% 0% Lyl
u.s. 6% 13% 57% 16% 8% 63
q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 6% 8% 53% 22% 6% 50
Non-gov org 4% 14% 75% 7% 0% 28
Private business 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 2
State/Provincial 10% 5% 75% 0% 10% 20
University 0% 75% 0% 25% 0% 4
q4: Geo%r;phy for which you Atlantic Fuy 8% 23% 62% 0% 8% 13
have habitat responsibilities? =y % 0% 55% 3% % g
Central Fuvf 0% 8% 77% 8% 8% 13
Pacific Fuif 6% 35% 53% 6% 0% 17
National/multiple Filis 8% 3% 64% 19% 6% 36
None 11% 17% 44% 22% 6% 18
q5: Geography for which you Atlantic Fu 8% 23% 54% 8% 3% 13
',‘;S‘{,f,ﬁ;’, dlation Mssissippi FUV 1% 0% 67% 22% 0% 3
Central Fuvf 0% 18% 64% 9% 9% 1
Pacific Fui' 0% 42% 50% 8% 0% 12
National/multiple Filis 14% 3% 58% 17% 8% 36
None 0% 13% 75% 13% 0% 24
q6i: How long active in 0-1 yr 0% 29% 43% 29% 0% 7
waterfoul management? 2.5 yrs 6% 19% 3% 13% % | 16
6-10 yrs 8% 31% 38% 15% 8% 13
11-20 yrs 6% 0% 68% 16% 10% 3
21-30 yrs 8% 8% 72% 12% 0% 25
*30 yrs 8% 23% 62% 0% 8% 13
q7: host frequent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 9% 9% 82% 0% 0% 1
mngt hat? Program coordinator/admin ) 1% 57% % W | &
Biologist/scientist 11% 14% 59% 16% 0% 37
Researcher 0% 20% 30% 40% 10% 10
Regulations committee member 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2
q8: | spend most time: Managing WF populations 3% 6% 61% 17% 3% 36
Managing habitat 5% 14% 62% 14% 5% 37
Bqual habitat/populations 0% 33% 56% 11% 0% 9
None 9% 17% 65% 9% 0% 23
q9: How important a_ Most important rec-activity 10% 15% 55% 10% 10% 20
e ity is WE 1 of most importart rec-activities 3% 3% 65% 21% % | 34
No more important than others 11% 11% 78% 0% 0% 18
Less important than others 13% 13% 63% 13% 0% g
1 of least important rec-activities 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1
Don't WF hunt 4% 21% 50% 17% 8% 24
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Table J11: “Numeric habitat objectives should be employed on the following scales.” (Frequencies)

q16: What scales for numeric habitat objectives?

Scales None
JWor smaller than Al of
Round (R) 2 Charactenistic Continental BCR Jvs or BCRs scales scales Total
Meeting location R2 New Oreans 4% 38% 0% 54% 4% 26
Denverl 0% 44% 6% 44% 6% 18
Portland 0% 40% 7% 47% 7% 15
Denver2 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% [
Edmonton 0% 41% 18% 41% 0% 17
Ottawa 4% 70% 17% 9% 0% 23
Total 2% 43% 9% 39% 3% 105
q1: | attended Round 1 Yes 3% 47% 10% 35% 4% 68
Wkshop?
No 0% 45% 6% 43% 0% 33
Don't remember 0% 67% 0% 33% 0% 3
q2: Country? Canada 2% 54% 17% 27% 0% M
u.s. 2% 43% 3% 43% 5% 63
q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 2% 45% 6% 40% 4% 50
Non-gov org 0% 46% 11% 39% 4% 28
Private business 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 2
State/Provincial 5% 45% 10% 40% 0% 20
University 0% 75% 0% 25% 0% 4
q4: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuy 0% 54% 23% 23% 0% 13
have habitat responsibiliies” | ppt FUl % £3% 0% 3% 0% 8
Central Fulf 0% 31% 15% 46% 8% 13
Pacific Filf 0% 35% 0% 65% 0% 17
National/multiple Filis 6% 61% 8% 19% 6% 36
None 0% 33% 6% 61% 0% 18
q5: Geogmph_y for which you Atlantic Fulf 0% 69% 15% 15% 0% 13
g Mizsissippi FU 0% 56% 1% 3% 0% 3
Central Fulf 0% 36% 9% 55% 0% 11
Pacific Fulf 0% 25% 0% 75% 0% 12
National/multiple Filis 6% 47% 11% 31% 6% 36
None 0% 50% 4% 42% 4% 24
q6: How long active in 0-1yr 0% 43% 14% 43% 0% 7
ke fomw TarageTrent ¢ 7.5 yrs 0% 50% 13% 31% 5% 16
6-10 yrs 0% 31% 0% 62% 8% 13
11-20 yrs 3% 58% 10% 26% 3% 3|
21-30 yrs 0% 44% 8% 43% 0% 25
>30 yrs 8% 46% 8% 38% 0% 13
q7: host frequent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 0% 64% 0% 36% 0% "
g hat? Program coordinator/admin 2% 3% % 2% 2% a5
Biologist/scientist 0% 43% 11% 35% 5% 37
Researcher 10% 20% 20% 50% 0% 10
Regulations committee member 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2
q8: | spend most time: hBanaging WF populations 0% 53% 6% 39% 3% 36
Managing habitat 0% 43% 8% 46% 3% 37
Bqual habitat/populations 0% 56% 0% 44% 0% 9
None 9% 43% 17% 26% 4% 23
q9: How important 3 _ Most important rec-activity 0% 45% 10% 45% 0% 20
T g Ty 1s W 1 of most important rec-activities 0% % % 35% % 34
No more important than others 6% 39% 11% 44% 0% 18
Less important than others 13% 63% 0% 25% 0% g
1 of least important rec-activities 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1
Don't WF hunt 0% 58% 8% 33% 0% 24
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Table J12: “What is the most appropriate form of a numeric waterfowl hunting objective for NAWMP?2” (Frequencies)

q17: Most appropriate NAWMP numeric WF-hunting objective
Number Amount of Level of hunter NAWMP should
WF-hunters Size of financial/policy satisfaction as not include
&for days WF- support provided determined by numeric WF-

Round (R) 2 Characteristic afield harvest by WF-hunters surveys hunting objectives Total

Meeting New Oreans 35% 8% 4% 12% 42% 26

foxation ik Denverl 56% 0% 1% 5% 28% 13

Portland 27% 47% 0% 13% 13% 15

Denver2 83% 0% 0% 0% 17% [

Edmonton 35% 6% 18% 29% 12% 17

Ottawa 30% 26% 0% 13% 30% 23

Total 39% 15% 6% 13% 27% 105

1: | attended Yes 31% 13% 4% 15% 37% 68

m&‘;’m;? No 55% 21% 6% 12% 6% 33

Don't remember 67% 0% 33% 0% 0% 3

q2: Country? Canada 32% 15% 7% 20% 27% a4

u.s. 44% 16% 5% 10% 25% 63

q3: Pimary Federal agency 40% 14% 0% 10% 36% 50

employment?

Non-gov org 32% 18% 18% 14% 18% 28

Private business 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 2

State/Provincial 60% 0% 5% 20% 15% 20

University 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 4

q4: Geography | Atlantic FUV 31% 23% 0% 31% 15% 13

for which You  \fssissippi FUV 75% 0% 0% 0% 25% 8

responsibilties? [ Central Fuif 46% 3% 15% 15% 15% 13

Pacific Fuif 29% 18% 12% 6% 35% 17

National/multiple Filis 44% 11% 6% 14% 25% 36

None 22% 28% 0% 11% 39% 18

?05 r U?'ﬁgﬁmphy Atlantic Fu 23% 15% 0% 31% 31% 13

have popuiation | Mssissippi FW 56% 0% 0% 0% a4% 9

responsibilities? | Central Fulf 36% 9% 18% 18% 18% 11

Pacific Fu 33% 25% 17% 0% 25% 12

National/multiple Fulis 44% 3% 3% 11% 33% 36

None 38% 29% 4% 17% 13% 24

q6: How long 0-1 yr 43% 43% 0% 14% 0% 7

B 25 yrs 38% 5% &% 6% 5% 16

management’? 6-10 yrs 31% 8% 8% 23% 31% 13

11-20 yrs 52% 6% 3% 13% 26% 3

21-30 yrs 32% 16% 8% 16% 28% 25

>30 yrs 31% 15% 8% 8% 38% 13

q7: Most Agency/Executive director 27% 18% 0% 36% 18% 1

Iur;cg_?&tul mngt Program coordinator/admin 43% 9% 7% 7% 23% 43

hat? Biologist/scientist 38% 3% 594 19% 30% 37

Researcher 10% 70% 0% 0% 20% 10

Regulations committee member 50% 0% 50% 0% 0% 2

q8: | spend Managing WF populations 33% 8% 6% 11% 42% 36

most time: Managing habitat 1% 14% 8% 19% 19% 37

Equal habitat/populations 56% 22% 0% 11% 11% 3

None 39% 26% 4% 9% 22% 23

q9: How Most important rec-activity 50% 10% 10% 10% 20% 20

important 2 1 of most important rec-activities 35% 24% 3% 3% 29% 34

activity is WF No more important than others 56% 6% 0% 22% 17% 18
hunting to you?

Less important than others 13% 13% 13% 25% 38% 8

1 of least important rec-activities 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 1

Don't WF hunt 33% 17% 8% 8% 33% 24
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Table J13: “NAWMP should set an obijective of:” (Frequencies)

q18: NAWMP should set objective of:

Increase WWF- hintain Neither: let
hunters &for current hunters hurters &for

Round (R) 2 Characteristic hurting &for hunting hunting fluctuate Total

hzeting location R2 New Oreans 19% 15% 65% 26
Denvert 33% 11% 56% 18

Portland 40% 27% 33% 15

Denver2 83% 17% 0% &

Edmonton 53% 35% 12% 17

Ottawa 32% 18% 50% 22

Total 37% 20% 43% 104

ql: | attended Round 1 Yes 37% 19% 43% 67
SahopE No 33% 24% 42% 33
Don't remember 67% 0% 33% 3

q2: Country? Canada 38% 28% 35% 40
u.s. 37% 16% 43% 63

q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 30% 14% 56% 50
Non-gov org 57% 25% 18% 28

Private business 100% 0% 0% 1

State/Provincial 25% 35% 40% 20

University 25% 0% 75% 4

q4: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuy 17% 17% 67% 12
have habitat responsibilities? Mssizsippl FWV 5% 5% 0% 3
Central Fulf 54% 23% 23% 13

Pacific Fuuf 18% 24% 53% 17

National/multiple Fil's 53% 22% 25% 36

None 28% 11% 61% 18

q5: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuy 8% 8% 83% 12
:f;;,i,eg, hation Mssissippi FW 22% 22% 56% 9
Central Fulf 45% 27% 27% 11

Pacific Fulf 25% 25% 50% 12

National/multiple Fuus 36% 25% 39% 36

None 58% 13% 29% 24

q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 29% 14% 57% 7
waterfowl management? 75 yrs 5505 5505 0% 16
6-10 yrs 23% 8% £3% 13

11-20 yrs 39% 29% 32% 3

21-30 yrs 43% 12% 40% 25

¥30 yrs 42% 25% 33% 12

q7: hiost frequent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 55% 18% 27% 1"
g ha Program coordinator/admin 9% 20% 2% &
Biologist/scientist 25% 22% 53% 36

Researcher 40% 20% 40% 10

Regulations committee member 100% 0% 0% 2

q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 22% 22% 56% 36
Managing habitat 50% 19% 31% 36

BEqual habitat/populations 33% 33% 33% 9

None 39% 13% 43% 23

q9: How important 3 Most important rec-activity 65% 20% 15% 20
hm;’ir“\?%lotga;gguny e 1 of most important rec-activities 44% 21% 35% 34
No more important than others 24% 24% 53% 17

Less important than others 25% 25% 50% 8

1 of least important rec-activities 100% 0% 0% 1

Don't WF hunt 13% 17% 71% 24
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Table J14: “What is the most appropriate form of a numeric waterfowl viewing and enjoyment objective for

NAWMP?” (Frequencies)

q19: Most appropriate form of NAWMP numeric WF viewing & enjoyment objective?

Activism in General NANWMP should
Farticiiﬁsztion in Financial policy arena by public's not include _
support those who attitude numeric WF
o viewing/enjoying from WF view/enjoYM toward WWF viewing/enjoyment

Round (R) 2 Characteristic activities viewers (don't hunt) WF conservation objectives Total
Meting location New Oreans 23% 0% 4% 4% 69% 26
R Denvert 39% 6% 6% 33% 17% 18
Portland 33% 27% 7% 27% 7% 15
Denver2 50% 0% 17% 33% 0% &
Edmonton 35% 12% 12% 18% 24% 17
Ottawa 35% 13% 0% 26% 26% 23
Total 33% 10% 6% 21% 30% 1035
1: | attended Yes 29% 4% 6% 19% 41% 68
Viachep? No =% 5% D 1% RS
Don't remember 0% 33% 33% 33% 0% 3
q2: Country? Canada 32% 12% 5% 22% 29% a4
u.s. 35% 8% 6% 19% 32% 63
q3: Primary Federal agency 38% 4% 4% 16% 38% 50
employment? Non-gov org 25% 4% % 5% 5% | 28
Private business 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2
State/Provincial 35% 5% 0% 20% 40% 20
University 25% 50% 0% 25% 0% 4
?4: Ggogmphy Atlantic Fu/ 31% 8% 0% 15% 46% 13
2 ol yeu Mssissippi FUY 63% 12% 0% 13% 12% g
responsibilities? [ contral Fuy 38% 15% 8% 15% 23% 13
Pacific Ful/ 35% 6% 6% 35% 18% 17
National/multiple Fil's 31% 6% 8% 22% 33% 36
None 22% 17% 6% 17% 39% 18
?gr wGrﬁggmphy Atlantic Fu/ 31% 8% 0% 15% 46% 13
you Mzsissippi FUV 4% 22% 0% 1% 22% 9

hawe population PP
responsibilities? [ Contral FuY 27% 27% 0% 18% 27% 1
Pacific Fuf 33% 0% 8% 33% 25% 12
National/multiple Fil's 22% 3% 8% 19% 47% 36
None 50% 13% 8% 25% 4% 24
q6: How long 0-1 yr 1% 14% 0% 14% 0% 7
a2 2.5 yrs 38% 19% 6% 6% 3% | 16
management? 6-10 yrs 31% 3% 0% 31% 31% 13
11-20 yrs 32% 6% 6% 16% 39% Eal
21-30 yrs 32% 0% 4% 36% 28% 25
>30 yrs 15% 23% 15% 15% 3% 13
7: Most Agency/Executive director 45% 18% 0% 18% 18% 1
watbrfoul mngt | Program coordinator/admin 31% 4% 9% 22% 3% | 45
hat? Biologist/scientist 32% 8% 5% 19% 35% 37
Researcher 30% 20% 0% 30% 20% 10
Regulations committee member 50% 50% 0% 0% 0% 2
q8: | spend hBnaging WF populations 22% 8% 3% 8% 58% 36
most time: Managing habitat 1% % % 32% 1% 37
Bqual habitat/populations 67% 0% 11% 0% 22% 9
None 26% 17% 4% 30% 22% 23
q9: How hiost important rec-activity 40% 10% 10% 25% 15% 20
bl T of most important rec-activities 26% 2% &% 26% 23% | 34
activity is WF No more important than others 28% 17% 6% 11% 39% 18

hunting to you?

Less important than others 25% 0% 13% 25% 38% g
1 of least important rec-activities 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1
Don't WF hunt 42% 4% 0% 17% 38% 24

Page 176 | Stakeholder Consultation Process Results North American Waterfowl Management Plan Revision




Table J15: Of the four fundamental objectives, it is most important that we have clear numeric
objectives for (4 votes total)...Votes for “1": Populations (each respondent could cast total of 4 votes;
that is, O for “1”, 1 vote for “1”, 2 votes for “1”, 3 votes for “1”, or 4 votes for “1”). (Frequencies)

Number of votes for "1" Populations

Round (R) 2 Characteristic 0 1 2 3 4 Total “oters

heting location R2 New Oreans 3 4 10 5 4 26
Denvert 3 3 5 4 3 18

Portland 1 10 4 0 0 15

Denver2 1] 1 3 1] 1] 4

Edmonton 3 3 0 0 17

Ottawa 1 9 2 2 23

Total 1 32 40 11 9 103

1: | attended Round 1 Yes 7 18 28 7 7 67
Shope No 3| 13 3 3 2 32
Don't remember 0 1 2 0 0 3

q2: Country? Canada 4 13 20 2 2 a4
u.s. 7 19 13 9 7 61

q3: PAimary Federal agency 5 10 21 8 5 49
emiployent? Non-gov org 3 7 M 1 2 28
Private business 1 1 0 0 0 2

State/Provincial 1 8 & 2 2 19

University 1 2 1 0 0 4

q4: Geography for which Atlantic Fu 1 5 4 1 2 13
T st Mssissippi FWV 0 5 2 1 0 8
Central Fulf 3 1 4 1 3 12

Pacific Fif 2 8 5 2 0 17

National/multiple Fil's 1 7 21 3 3 35

None 4 [ 4 3 1 18

q5: Geography for which Atlantic Ful 2 3 3 3 2 13
T Rpaation Mssissippi FIV 0 5 2 2 0 3
Central Fulf 2 2 3 1 3 1

Pacific Fif 1 7 3 1 0 12

National/multiple Fuls 4 7 18 3 3 35

None 2 8 11 1 1 23

q6: How long active in 0-1yr 1 3 2 1 0 7
waterfowl management? 75 yre 3 5 5 1 1 %
6-10 yrs 1 5 5 0 2 13

11-20 yrs 3 7 11 5 4 30

21-30 yrs 3 7 3 4 1 24

>30 yrs 1 4 7 0 1 13

q7: Most frequent Agency/Executive director 1 3 7 0 0 1"
waturfosd minge at Program coordinator/admin 3 1 14 7 5 43
Biologist/scientist 4 10 15 4 4 37

Researcher 0 & 4 0 0 10

Regulations committee member 0 2 0 0 0 2

q8: | spend most time: Managing WF populations 3 9 1" 8 5 36
Managing habitat 3 13 16 2 2 36

Bqual habitat/populations 1] 5 3 0 0 g

None 5 5 10 1 2 23

q9: How important a_ Most important rec-activity 0 9 10 0 1 20
ﬁ%’iﬁﬁ%z taoct ;3',: = 1 of most important rec-activities 4 9 13 3 4 33
No more important than others 3 7 4 3 0 17

Less important than others 1 1 4 2 1] g

1 of least important rec-activities 1] 0 1 0 0 1

Don't WF hunt 3 3 3 3 4 24
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Table J16: Of the four fundamental objectives, it is most important that we have clear numeric objectives
for (4 votes total)...Votes for “2”: Landscape conditions (each respondent could cast total of 4 votes; that
is, O for “2”, 1 vote for “2”, 2 votes for “2”, 3 votes for “2”, or 4 votes for “2"). (Frequencies)

Number of wvotes for "2" Landscape conditions

Round (R) 2 Characteristic 0 1 2 3 4 Total \ters

hzeting location R2 New Oreans 23% 35% 27% 8% 8% 26

Denwvert 28% 22% 44% 6% 0% 18

Portland 0% 33% 40% 27% 0% 15

Denver2 0% 75% 25% 0% 0% 4

Edmonton 6% 12% 59% 18% 6% 17

Ottawa 9% 35% 43% 9% 0% 23

Total 14% 30% 42% 12% 3% 103

1: | attended Round 1 Yes 12% 30% 43% 12% 3% &7

shop No ® | 3% | 4% | 1% | 3% 32

Don't remember 67% 0% 33% 0% 0% 3

q2: Country? Canada 7% 24% 54% 12% 2% a4

U.s. 16% 34% 34% 11% 3% 61

q3: Primary Federal agency 14% 37% 37% 8% 4% 49

Emplaymantt Non-gov org 1% | 32% | 4% | 1% | 0% 28

Private business 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 2

State/Provincial 16% 16% 53% 11% 5% 19

University 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 4

q4: Geography for Atlantic Fuf 15% 31% 38% 15% 0% 13

e s habat ) 5 sicsippi W 0% | 25% | 50% | 25% | 0% 8

Central Fitf 33% 8% 58% 0% 0% 12

Pacific Fu 0% 35% 41% 18% 6% 17

National/multiple Ful's 20% 29% 43% 6% 3% 35

None 6% 44% 28% 17% 6% 18

q5: Geography for Atlantic Fuf 15% 38% 23% 15% 8% 13
which you have —

population Mssissippi FUlf 0% 44% 44% 11% 0% 9

responsibilities? Central Fi/ 36% | 18% 36% 9% 0% 11

Pacific Fulf 0% 33% 58% 8% 0% 12

National/multiple Ful's 20% 20% 46% 11% 3% 35

None 4% 39% 39% 13% 4% 23

q6i: How long active in 0-1 yr 0% 57% 29% 14% 0% 7

waRerion 25 yrs 13% | 19% | 44% | 13% | 13% 16

management? ¥

6-10 yrs 23% 23% 46% 8% 0% 13

11-20 yrs 17% 30% 37% 17% 0% 30

21-30 yrs 8% 38% 46% 4% 4% 24

>30 yrs 15% 23% 46% 15% 0% 13

q7: hiost frequent Agency/Executive director 0% 36% 55% 9% 0% 1

materfos] mngk hat ¢ Program coordinator/admin 16% | 33% | 42% | 5% | 5% e

Biologist/scientist 16% 27% 32% 22% 3% 37

Researcher 0% 30% 60% 10% 0% 10

Regulations committee member 50% 0% 50% 0% 0% 2

q8: | spend most time: Managing WF populations 22% 28% 36% 8% 6% 36

Managing habitat 8% 33% 39% 17% 3% 36

Bqual habitat/populations 0% 38% 50% 13% 0% 8

None 13% 26% 52% 9% 0% 23

q9: How important a_ Most important rec-activity 10% 45% 35% 10% 0% 20

TUF handing t6 yous | 1of most important rec-activities | 1% | 21% | 45% | 15% | 0% 3

No more important than others 6% 29% 35% 24% 6% 17

Less important than others 0% 38% 50% 0% 13% 8

1 of least important rec-activities 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 1

Don't WF hunt 21% 29% 42% 4% 4% 24
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Table J17: Of the four fundamental objectives, it is most important that we have clear numeric
objectives for (4 votes total)...Votes for “3”: Hunting (each respondent could cast total of 4 votes; that
is, O for “3”, 1 vote for “3”, 2 votes for “3”, 3 votes for “3”, or 4 votes for “3”). (Frequencies)

Number of votes for "3" Hunting

Round (R) 2 Characteristic 0 1 2 3 Total \ters

hzeting location R2 New Oreans 69% 27% 4% 0% 26

Denwverl 67% 22% 11% 0% 18

Portland 40% 47% 13% 0% 15

Denver2 25% 75% 0% 0% 4

Edmonton 71% 24% 0% 6% 17

Ottawa 57% 43% 0% 0% 23

Total 60% 34% 5% 1% 103

1:Slha°tt%nded Round 1 Yes 66% 33% 1% 0% 67

Pt No 53% | 41% 6% | 0% 32

Don't remember 33% 0% 33% 33% 3

q2: Country? Canada 66% 32% 0% 2% a4

u.s. 57% 36% 7% 0% 61

q3: Primary employment? Federal agency 67% 29% 4% 0% 49

Non-gov ong 50% 39% 7% 4% 28

Private business 0% | 100% 0% 0% 2

State/Provincial 63% 32% 0% 0% 19

University 50% 50% 0% 0% 4

q4: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuf 69% 31% 0% 0% 13

have habitat responsibilties? Mzsizsippi FUV 5% 5% 0% 0% r

Central Fuyf 67% 17% 8% 8% 12

Pacific Fulf 59% 41% 0% 0% 17

National/multiple Fil's 60% 31% 9% 0% 35

None 50% 44% 6% 0% 18

q5: Geography for which you Atlantic Fu/ 77% 23% 0% 0% 13
hawve population —

responsibilities? Mssissippi Fulf 56% 44% 0% 0% 9

Central Fulf 64% 18% 9% 9% 1

Pacific Fulf 42% 58% 0% 0% 12

National/multiple Fil's 60% 34% 6% 0% 35

None 61% 30% 9% 0% 23

q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 43% 57% 0% 0% 7

waterfowl management? 75 yrs 59% 19% 5% % 1%

6-10 yrs 54% 38% 8% 0% 13

11-20 yrs 67% 30% 3% 0% 30

21-30 yrs 54% 42% 4% 0% 24

»30 yrs 62% 31% 0% 8% 13

q7: hbost frequent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 55% 45% 0% 0% 1M

g ha? Program coordinator/admin §0% | 35% 5% | 0% 43

Biologist/scientist 63% 27% 5% 0% 37

Researcher 50% 40% 10% 0% 10

Regulations committee member 0% 50% 0% 50% 2

q8: | spend most time: Managing WF populations 69% 28% 0% 3% 36

hanaging habitat 64% 31% 6% 0% 36

Bqual habitat/populations 33% £3% 0% 0% 8

None 43% 39% 13% 0% 23

q9: How important a_ Most important rec-activity 35% 60% 5% 0% 20

s 15 WE ot most important rec-activities | 64% | 24% | 9% | 3% 33

No more important than others 53% 47% 0% 0% 17

Less important than others 88% 13% 0% 0% 8

1 of least important rec-activities 100% 0% 0% 0% 1

Don't WF hunt 71% 25% 4% 0% 24
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Table J18: Of the four fundamental objectives, it is most important that we have clear numeric
objectives for (4 votes total)...Votes for “4”: Viewing (each respondent could cast total of 4
votes; that is, O for “4”, 1 vote for “4”, 2 votes for “4”, 3 votes for “4”, or 4 votes for “4”).

(Frequencies)

Number of votes for "4" \ewing

Round (R) 2 Characteristic 0 1 Total Woters

Meeting location R2 New Oreans 88% 12% 26
Denwvert 83% 17% 18

Portland 7% 13% 15

Denver2 75% 25% 4

Edmonton 88% 12% 17

Ottawa 87% 13% 23

Total 86% 14% 103

q1: | attended Round 1 Wkshop? Yes 85% 15% 67
No 88% 13% 32

Don't remember 100% 0% 3

q2: Country? Canada 88% 12% a4
u.s. 85% 15% 61

q3: Primary employment? Federal agency 84% 16% 49
Non-gov org 86% 14% 28

Private business 50% 50% 2

State/Provincial 95% 5% 19

University 100% 0% 4

q4: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuf 85% 15% 13
have habitat responsibilities? Mssizsippi FOV 5% 13% g
Central Ful/ 83% 17% 12

Pacific Ful 82% 18% 17

National/multiple Fulis 94% 6% 35

None 78% 22% 18

q5: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuyf 85% 15% 13
have population responsibilities? Mssissippi FUV 75% 2355 3
Central Ful 91% 9% 1

Pacific Ful 75% 25% 12

National/multiple FuU's 91% 9% 35

None 87% 13% 23

q6: How long active in waterfowl 0-1 yr 57% 43% 7
IEEgemmL T 75 yre 34% 5% 16
6-10 yrs 92% 8% 13

11-20 yrs 90% 10% 30

21-30 yrs 83% 17% 24

>30 yrs 85% 15% 13

q7: hiost frequent waterfowl mngt Agency/Executive director 91% 9% 1
has Program coordinator/admin 81% 19% 43
Biologist/scientist 92% 8% 37

Researcher 80% 20% 10

Regulations committee member 100% 0% 2

q3: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 92% 8% 36
hanaging habitat 89% 11% 36

Bqual habitat/populations 75% 25% 8

None 78% 22% 23

q9: How important a recreational Most important rec-activity 80% 20% 20
motiwityr ks Wi hunkiog fo yed® 1 of most important rec-activities 91% 9% 33
No more important than others 94% 6% 17

Less important than others 100% 0% 8

1 of least important rec-activities 100% 0% 1

Don't WF hunt 75% 25% 24
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Table J19: “Which of these most closely reflects your philosophy about objectives¢” (Frequencies)

q21: Which most closely relects your philosophy about

objectives?
Should be Should be “stretch”
realistic & -challenge to

Round (R) 2 Characteristic achievable achieve Neither Total

hizeting location R2 New Oreans 58% 31% 12% 26
Denverl 44% 50% 6% 18

Portland 47% 53% 0% 15

Denver2 33% 67% 0% [

Edmonton 53% 47% 0% 17

Ottawa 78% 22% 0% 23

Total 56% 40% 4% 105

q1: | attended Round 1 Wkshop? Yes 56% 43% 1% 68
No 55% 36% 9% 33

Don't remember 67% 33% 0% 3

q2: Country? Canada 1% 29% 0% a1
u.s. 46% 43% 6% 63

q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 60% 34% 6% 50
Non-gov org 50% 46% 4% 28

Private business 50% 50% 0% 2

State/Provincial 55% 45% 0% 20

University 50% 50% 0% 4

q4: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuf 85% 15% 0% 13
have habitat responsibilities? Mzsizsippi FUV 5% 5% 0% r
Central Fulf 46% 46% 8% 13

Pacific Fulf 59% 35% 6% 17

National/multiple Fui's 53% 44% 3% 36

None 56% 39% 6% 18

q5: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuf 85% 15% 0% 13
have population responsibilities? Mzsizsippi FUV 4% 6% 0% 3
Central Fulf 36% 55% 9% 1

Pacific Fulf 67% 25% 8% 12

National/multiple Ful's 58% 39% 3% 36

None 46% 50% 4% 24

q6: How long active in waterfowl 0-1 yr 29% 57% 14% 7
AGenat f 75 yrs £9% 3% 0% 16
6-10 yrs £3% 23% 8% 13

11-20 yrs 52% 45% 3% il

21-30 yrs 60% 40% 0% 25

>30 yrs 46% 46% 2% 13

q7: Most frequent waterfowl mngt Agency/Executive director 36% 64% 0% 11
d Program coordinator/admin 58% 40% 2% 45
Biologist/scientist 57% 35% 8% 37

Researcher 70% 30% 0% 10

Regulations committee member 50% 50% 0% 2

q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 67% 28% 6% 36
hanaging habitat 51% 46% 3% 37

Bqual habitat/populations 56% 44% 0% 9

None 48% 45% 4% 23

q9: How important a recreational Most important rec-activity 55% 45% 0% 20
motiwiky £ VE huntieng 2o yous 1 of most important rec-activities 4% 53% 3% 34
No more important than others 67% 33% 0% 18

Less important than others 50% 50% 0% 8

1 of least important rec-activities 100% 0% 0% 1

Don't WF hunt 67% 21% 13% 24
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Appendix K. Evaluation results cross-tabulated frequencies
and descriptive statistics

Table K1: Workshop goal 1 “To summarize Round 1 workshop results and provide an update on
the Plan Revision process” was met.

q22: Wkshp goal 1 (summarize Rd 1 wkshp &
update revision process) was met?
Strongly
Round (R) 2 Charactenistic agree Agree Neutral Total
Meeting location R2 New Oreans 4% 73% 23% 26
Denvert 22% 72% 6% 18
Portland 20% 73% 7% 15
Denver2 38% 63% 0% 8
Edmonton 53% 47% 0% 17
Ottawa 42% 58% 0% 24
Total 28% 65% 7% 108
q1: | attended Round 1 Wkshop? Yes 31% 61% 7% 70
No 18% 76% 6% 34
Don't remember 67% 33% 0% 3
q2: Country? Canada 43% 55% 2% 42
u.s. 18% 72% 9% 65
q3: Primary employment? Federal agency 27% 65% 8% 52
Non-gowv org 39% 54% 7% 28
Private business 0% 100% 0% 2
State/Provincial 19% 76% 5% 21
University 25% 75% 0% 4
q4: Geography for which you Atlantic Fif 31% 69% 0% 13
have habitat responsibilities? Mizsizsippl FWV 5% 5% 0% 3
Central Fil 7% 79% 14% 14
Pacific Fulf 28% 67% 6% 18
National/multiple Filv's 43% 54% 3% 37
None 11% 67% 22% 18
q5: Geography for which you Atlantic Fif 38% 62% 0% 13
have population responsibilties? Mssissippi FWV 3305 6% 3305 3
Central Fil 8% 75% 17% 12
Pacific Ful 8% 85% 8% 13
National/multiple Filis 27% 63% 5% 37
None 46% 50% 4% 24
q6: How long active in waterfowl 0-1yr 29% 57% 14% 7
aagemant ? 7.5 yrs 38% 56% &% 16
6-10 yrs 8% 85% 8% 13
11-20 yrs 29% 68% 3% 31
21-30 yrs 27% 63% 4% 26
>30 yrs 33% 47% 20% 15
q7: hiost frequent waterfowl mngt Agency//Executive director 3% 92% 0% 13
s Program coordinator/admin 43% 54% 2% 46
Biologist/scientist 16% 63% 16% 37
Researcher 20% 70% 10% 10
Regulations committee member 50% 50% 0% 2
q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 16% 70% 14% 37
hanaging habitat 41% 59% 0% 39
Bqual habitat/populations 33% 7% 0% 9
None 22% 65% 13% 23
q9: How important a recreational Most important rec-activity 25% 70% 5% 20
sativieyrls WE horking to yont 1 of most important rec-activities 23% 74% 3% 35
No more important than others 28% 67% 6% 18
Less important than others 44% 44% 11% 9
1 of least important rec-activities 0% 100% 0% 2
Don't WF hunt 33% 50% 17% 24
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TableK2: Workshop goal 1 “To summarize Round 1 workshop results and provide an update on the Plan Revision
process” was met. (Descriptives)

q22: Wkshp goal 1 (summarnize Rd 1 wkshp & update revision
process) was met?

Round (R) 2 Characteristic “alid N Mean Word anchor? Median Mode sD
hizeting location R2 New Oreans 26 219 Sgree 2.00 2 49
Denverl 18 1.83 Sgree 2.00 2 51
Portland 15 1.87 Sgree 2.00 2 52
Denver2 8 1.63 Sgree 2.00 2 52
Edmonton 17 1.47 Strongly agree 1.00 1 51
Ottawa 24 1.58 Sgree 2.00 2 .50
Total 108 1.80 bgree 2.00 2 56
1: | attended Round 1 Yes 70 1.76 Sgree 2.00 2 58
Shop® Ne 34 | 188 | fgree 2.00 z | 4
Don't remember 3 1.33 Strongly agree 1.00 1 58
q2: Country? Canada 42 1.60 Sgree 2.00 2 54
u.s. 65 1.91 Agree 2.00 2 52
q3: Primary employment? Federal agency 52 1.81 Sgree 2.00 2 56
Non-gov org 28 1.68 Sgree 2.00 2 61
Private business 2 2.00 Sgree 2.00 2 .00
State/Provincial 21 1.86 Agree 2.00 2 A8
University 4 1.75 Sgree 2.00 2 .50
q4: Geography for which Atlantic Fur 13 1.69 Agree 2.00 2 A8
PRt Mississippi FU 8 | 175 | fgree 2.00 2 | 4
Central Fulf 14 2.07 Sgree 2.00 2 A7
Pacific Fulf 18 1.78 Sgree 2.00 2 55
National/multiple Fulis 37 1.59 fSgree 2.00 2 55
None 18 21 fSgree 2.00 2 58
q5: Geography for which Atlantic Fuf 13 1.62 fSgree 2.00 2 51
}L";,',E,?;’iﬁi popistion Mssissippi FUV 3 200 | Agree 2.00 2 | 7
Central Ful/ 12 2.08 Sgree 2.00 2 51
Pacific Fulf 13 2.00 fgree 2.00 2 Y|
National/multiple Fulis 37 1.78 Sgree 2.00 2 53
None 24 1.58 Sgree 2.00 2 58
qfi: How long active in 0-1yr 7 1.86 Sgree 2.00 2 69
waterfowl manageTee? oo 16 | 163 | fgres Z.00 Z | &0
6-10 yrs 13 2.00 fgree 2.00 2 K|
11-20 yrs | 1.74 | Agree 2.00 2 51
21-30 yrs 26 1.77 Agree 2.00 2 51
¥30 yrs 15 1.87 fgree 2.00 2 74
g;eh’r‘foosutj Ifﬁg;tegtmo Agency/Executive director 13 1.92 Sgree 2.00 2 .28
’ Program coordinator/admin 45 1.59 fgree 2.00 2 54
Biologist/scientist 37 2.00 Sgree 2.00 2 .58
Researcher 10 1.90 Sgree 2.00 2 57
Regulations committee member 2 1.50 Sgree 1.50 1 M
q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 37 1.97 Sgree 2.00 2 55
hanaging habitat 39 1.59 fSgree 2.00 2 .50
Bqual habitat/populations 9 1.67 fSgree 2.00 2 .50
None 23 1.91 Sgree 2.00 2 .60
q9: How important a_ host important rec-activity 20 180 | fgree 2.00 2 52
TVF handing 16 yous 1 of most important rec-activities 3 | 180 | Agree 2.00 2 | a7
No more important than others 18 1.78 Agree 2.00 2 535
Less important than others 9 1.67 Sgree 2.00 1 .7
1 of least important rec-activities 2 2.00 Agree 2.00 2 .00
Don't WF hunt 24 1.83 Sgree 2.00 2 70

a. Based on rounded mean where 1=Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Disagree, §=Strongly disagree
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Table K3: Workshop goal 2 “To clarify the fundamental objectives and associated measurable attributes” was met.

(Frequencies)

q23: Wkshp goal 2 (clarifPr fundamental objectiu;s & associated
e

measurable objectives) was met?
Strongly Strongly
Round (R) 2 Characteristic agree Agree Neutral Disagree disagree Total
Meeting location R2 New Oreans 0% 8% 35% 46% 12% 26
Denverl 11% 50% 28% 11% 0% 18
Portland 7% 60% 27% 7% 0% 15
Denver2 25% 75% 0% 0% 0% 8
Edmonton 18% 59% 18% 6% 0% 17
Ottawa 4% 63% 29% 4% 0% 24
Total 8% 47% 26% 16% 3% 108
q1: | attended Round 1 Wkshop? Yes 9% 40% 29% 19% 4% 70
No 6% 65% 18% 12% 0% 34
Don't remember 33% 33% 33% 0% 0% 3
q2: Country? Canada 10% 57% 26% 7% 0% 42
u.s. 8% 42% 25% 22% 5% 65
q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 8% 40% 31% 19% 2% 52
Non-gov org 11% 64% 18% 7% 0% 28
Private business 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 2
State/Provincial 10% 29% 29% 24% 10% 21
University 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 4
q4: Geography for which you Atlantic Fl 8% 46% 31% 15% 0% 13
i habicas asponsibiities ¥ Mizsissippi FUV 13% 75% 8% 13% 13% 8
Central Fi/ 29% 21% 29% 21% 0% 14
Pacific Fuf 0% 67% 22% 11% 0% 18
National/multiple Filis 5% 53% 24% 2% 3% 37
None 6% 33% 22% 33% 6% 18
q5: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuu 8% 38% 31% 23% 0% 13
have population responsibilties? [yt ciopi FW 0% 33% 33% 22% 1% 3
Central Ful/ 25% 33% 25% 17% 0% 12
Pacific Fulf 0% £3% 15% 15% 0% 13
National/multiple Filis 5% 43% 30% 16% 5% 37
None 13% 58% 21% 8% 0% 24
q6: How long active in waterfowl 0-1 yr 0% 57% 14% 29% 0% 7
MSNagemesiE 25 yrs 6% 3% 3% 19% % 16
6-10 yrs 0% 54% 46% 0% 0% 13
11-20 yrs 10% 39% 29% 23% 0% 3
21-30 yrs 8% 62% 15% 12% 4% 26
>30 yrs 20% 47% 13% 13% 7% 15
q7: Most frequent waterfowl mngt Agency/Executive director 15% 54% 23% 8% 0% 13
it Program coordinator/admin 9% 57% 17% 15% 2% 46
Biologist/scientist 0% 32% 38% 24% 5% 37
Researcher 10% 60% 30% 0% 0% 10
Regulations committee member 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2
q8: | spend most time: Managing WF populations 8% 19% 32% 32% 8% 37
MBanaging habitat 5% 72% 21% 3% 0% 39
Bqual habitat/populations 0% 56% 33% 11% 0% 9
None 17% 43% 22% 13% 0% 23
q9: How important a recreational Most important rec-activity 5% 60% 15% 20% 0% 20
Activicy' s WF fmtingjb yrou® 1 of most important rec-activities 14% 43% 20% 14% % 35
No more important than others 0% 33% 39% 22% 6% 18
Less important than others 0% 56% 22% 11% 11% 9
1 of least important rec-activities 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2
Don't WF hunt 13% 42% 33% 13% 0% 24
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Table K4: Workshop goal 2 “To clarify the fundamental objectives and associated measurable attributes” was met.
(Descriptives)

q23: Wkshp goal 2 (clarif?r fundamental objectives & associated
measurable objectives)was met?

Round (R) 2 Characteristic “alid N Mean Word anchor? Median hode sD

Mzeting location R2 New Oreans 26 3.62 Disagree 4.00 4 .80

Denverl 18 2.39 fgree 2.00 2 85

Portland 15 2.33 Sgree 2.00 2 J2

Denver2 g 1.75 Sgree 2.00 2 A6

Edmonton 17 212 fgree 2.00 2 78

Ottawa 24 2.33 fgree 2.00 2 64

Total 108 2.57 Neutral 2.00 2 95

1: | attended Round 1 Yes 70 2.70 Neutral 3.00 2 1.01

shop® No 34 235 | Agres 2.00 z | 77

Don't remember 3 2.00 Sgree 2.00 1 1.00

q2: Country? Canada 42 2.3 Sgree 2.00 2 75

u.s. 65 2.74 Neutral 3.00 2 1.03

q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 52 2.67 Neutral 3.00 2 94

Non-gowv org 28 2.21 Sgree 2.00 2 74

Private business 2 2.00 Sgree 2.00 2 .00

State/Provincial 21 2.95 Neutral 3.00 2 1.16

University 4 2.00 Sgree 2.00 2 .00

q4: Geography for which Atlantic Fu 13 2.54 Neutral 2.00 2 .88

st Mizsissippi FWI 8 | 288 | Nedtral 3.00 3 | 123

Central Fuuf 14 2.43 Sgree 2.50 1 1.16

Pacific Fiulf 18 2.44 | Agree 2.00 2 70

National/multiple Fulis 37 2.43 bgree 2.00 2 83

None 18 3.00 Neutral 3.00 2 1.08

q5: Geography for which Atlantic Fuy 13 2.69 Neutral 3.00 2 95

,‘;";,',2:;2& popustion Mssissippi FV 9 311 | Neutral 3.00 2 | 105

Central Filf 12 2.33 Sgree 2.00 2 1.07

Pacific Fi/ 13 2.458 fgree 2.00 2 78

National/multiple Fil's 37 2.73 Neutral 3.00 2 99

None 24 2.25 Sgree 2.00 2 79

q6: How long active in 0-1yr 7 2.mM Neutral 2.00 2 95

Naterfowl mamagementt 75y 16 788 | Neutral 3.00 3 | 102

6-10 yrs 13 2.46 fgree 2.00 2 52

11-20 yrs 3 285 Neutral 3.00 2 95

21-30 yrs 26 2.42 Agree 2.00 2 95

¥30 yrs 15 2.40 Agree 2.00 2 118

q7: hhost frequent Agency/Executive director 13 2.23 Sgree 2.00 2 83
waterfowl mngt hat? - .

Program coordinatorfadmin 45 2.45 fgree 2.00 2 94

Biologist/scientist 37 3.03 Neutral 3.00 3 .90

Researcher 10 2.20 Sgree 2.00 2 B3

Regulations committee member 2 1.00 Sgree 1.00 1 .00

q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 37 314 Neutral 3.00 3 1.08

hanaging habitat 39 2.21 fSgree 2.00 2 57

Equal habitat/populations 9 2.56 Neutral 2.00 2 73

None 23 2.30 Sgree 2.00 2 93

q9: How important a_ Most important rec-activity 20 230 Neutral 2.00 2 83

ey 15 WE I oF most important rec-activities 35 243 | fgree 2.00 z | 10

No more important than others 18 3.00 Neutral 3.00 3 91

Less important than others 9 2.78 Neutral 2.00 2 1.09

1 of least important rec-activities 2 2.50 Neutral 2.50 2 71

Don't WF hunt 24 2.46 Sgree 2.00 2 .88

a. Based on rounded mean where 1=Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Disagree, §=Strongly disagree
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Table K5: Workshop goal 3 “To seek input on the values associated with the fundamental objectives” was met.

(Frequencies)

q24: Wkshp goal 3 (seek input on values associated with fundamental
objectives) was met?

Strongly Strongly

Round (R) 2 Characteristic agree Agree Neutral Disagree disagree Total

Meeting location R2 New Oreans 8% 42% 27% 19% 4% 26

Denvert 6% 61% 28% 6% 0% 18

Portland 13% 60% 20% 7% 0% 15

Denver2 13% 88% 0% 0% 0% 8

Edmonton 35% 53% 0% 12% 0% 17

Ottawa 21% 58% 21% 0% 0% 24

Total 16% 56% 19% 8% 1% 108

ql: | attended Round 1 Yes 19% 53% 19% 9% 1% 70
Wkshop?

No 12% 53% 21% 9% 0% 34

Don't remember 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 3

q2: Country? Canada 24% 55% 14% 7% 0% 42

u.s. 11% 57% 22% 9% 2% 65

q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 15% 58% 19% 6% 2% 52

Non-gov org 21% 54% 14% 11% 0% 28

Private business 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 2

State/Provincial 14% 43% 24% 14% 0% 21

University 0% 75% 25% 0% 0% 4

q4: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuf 15% 62% 23% 0% 0% 13

have habitat responsibilties? [ o ool FW 25% 50% 13% 13% 0% )

Central Fulf 0% 64% 29% 7% 0% 14

Pacific Fulf 11% 50% 28% 11% 0% 18

National/multiple Ful's 24% 54% 14% 8% 0% 37

None 11% 61% 11% 11% 6% 18

q5: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuf 15% 62% 23% 0% 0% 13

:’:;;fo,'f; oo Mssissippi FUV 22% 67% 1% 0% 0% 9

Central Ful 0% 50% 33% 17% 0% 12

Pacific Fulf 8% 38% 38% 15% 0% 13

National/multiple Fi's 14% 53% 14% 11% 3% 37

None 29% 58% 2% 4% 0% 24

q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 14% 71% 14% 0% 0% 7

Macarion] managemnc e 75 yrs 25% 33% 25% 13% % | 16

6-10 yrs 8% 46% 31% 15% 0% 13

11-20 yrs 16% 65% 16% 3% 0% 3

21-30 yrs 15% 54% 23% 8% 0% 26

¥30 yrs 13% 67% 0% 13% 7% 15

q7: hiost frequent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 23% 46% 15% 15% 0% 13

g hac? Program coordinator/admin 17% 9% 7% T 0% T3

Biologist/scientist 11% 57% 22% 11% 0% 37

Researcher 10% 60% 20% 0% 10% 10

Regulations committee member 50% 50% 0% 0% 0% 2

q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 8% 43% 30% 16% 3% 37

hBanaging habitat 18% 62% 15% 5% 0% 39

Bqual habitat/populations 33% 67% 0% 0% 0% 9

None 17% 65% 13% 4% 0% 23

q9: How important a Most important rec-activity 25% 50% 25% 0% 0% 20

e o 15 WE - 7of most important rec-activities 1% 66% 1% 1% % | 35

No more important than others 0% 67% 11% 22% 0% 18

Less important than others 33% 56% 0% 11% 0% 9

1 of least important rec-activities 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 2

Don't WF hunt 21% 38% 38% 0% 4% 24
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Table Ké: Workshop goal 3 “To seek input on the values associated with the fundamental objectives” was

met. (Descrptives)

q24: Wkshp goal 3 (seek input on values associated with

fundamental objectives) was met?

Word
Round (R) 2 Characteristic “alid N hizan anchor? hdian hode S0
hzeting location R2 New Oreans 26 2.69 Neutral 2.50 2 1.01
Denverl 18 2.33 Sgree 2.00 2 B9
Portland 15 2.20 bgree 2.00 2 a7
Denver2 8 1.88 Sgree 2.00 2 35
Edmonton 17 1.88 Sgree 2.00 2 93
Ottawa 24 2.00 Sgree 2.00 2 BB
Total 108 2.22 Agree 2.00 2 85
1: | attended Round 1 Yes 70 2.21 Sgree 2.00 2 90
shop? No 34 226 | Agree 2.00 2 | 79
Don't remember 3 2.00 Sgree 2.00 2 .00
q2: Country? Canada 42 2.05 Sgree 2.00 2 g2
u.s. 65 2.34 | Agree 2.00 2 85
q3: Primary employment? Federal agency 52 2.21 fgree 2.00 2 85
Non-gov org 28 214 Sgree 2.00 2 89
Private business 2 2.00 Agree 2.00 2 .00
State/Provincial 21 2.38 Sgree 2.00 2 92
University 4 2.25 Sgree 2.00 2 .50
q4: Geography for which Atlantic Fu 13 2.08 Sgree 2.00 2 B4
s Mississippi FU 8 | 213 | fgree Z.00 z | @9
Central Fulf 14 2.43 fgree 2.00 2 B85
Pacific Fulf 18 2.39 Sgree 2.00 2 85
National/multiple Ful's 37 2.05 Sgree 2.00 2 85
None 18 2.39 Sgree 2.00 2 1.04
q5: Geography for which Atlantic Fuf 13 2.08 Sgree 2.00 2 B4
g’;;,;‘,?;igi popecation Mssissippi FUV 9 183 | Agree 2.00 2 | &0
Central Fulf 12 287 Neutral 2.50 2 78
Pacific Fulf 13 282 Neutral 3.00 2 a7
National/multiple Fuus 37 2.30 fgree 2.00 2 94
None 24 1.87 Sgree 2.00 2 74
q6i: How long active in 0-1 yr 7 2.00 Sgree 2.00 2 58
MaCrfov Sracagemnt? 75 yrs 16 725 | fgree 200 z [1.00
6-10 yrs 13 2.54 Neutral 2.00 2 28
11-20 yrs M 2.08 Sgree 2.00 2 68
21-30 yrs 26 2.23 bgree 2.00 2 82
>30 yrs 15 2.33 Sgree 2.00 2 1.1
q7: hbost frequent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 13 2.23 Sgree 2.00 2 1.01
mege hat Program coordinator/admin % 213 | Agres 2.00 z | 78
Biologist/scientist 37 2.32 bgree 2.00 2 g2
Researcher 10 2.40 Sgree 2.00 2 1.07
Regulations committee member 2 1.50 fgree 1.50 1 7
q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 37 2.62 Neutral 2.00 2 95
hanaging habitat 39 2.08 Sgree 2.00 2 74
Bqual habitat/populations 9 1.67 Sgree 2.00 2 .50
None 23 2.04 | Bgree 2.00 2 7
q9: How important a Most important rec-activity 20 2.00 | fgree 2.00 2 73
ey 15 W o most important rec-activities 35 | 223 | Agree 2.00 2 | s
No more important than others 18 2.56 Neutral 2.00 2 86
Less important than others 9 1.89 Sgree 2.00 2 93
1 of least important rec-activities 2 2.00 Sgree 2.00 2 .00
Don't WF hunt 24 2.29 Sgree 2.00 2 95

a. Based on rounded mean where 1=5trongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Disagree, 5=5trongly disagree
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Table K7: Workshop goal 4 “To discuss how best to formulate new objectives in the Plan Revision” was met.

(Frequencies)

q25: Wkshp goal 4 (discuss how to formulate new objectives in revision)

was met?
Strongly Strongly

Round (R) 2 Characteristic agree Agree Neutral Disagree disagree Total

hzeting location R2 New Oreans 0% 8% 35% 46% 12% 26
Denvert 11% 22% 44% 22% 0% 18

Portland 7% 40% 47% 0% 7% 15

Denver2 0% 75% 25% 0% 0% 8

Edmonton 6% 41% 47% 6% 0% 17

Ottawa 0% 38% 54% 8% 0% 24

Total 4% 31% 44% 18% 4% 108

q1: | attended Round 1 Yes 4% 27% 44% 20% 4% 70
Soeshop No W | 4% 38% 15% | 34
Don't remember 0% 33% 67% 0% 0% 3

q2: Country? Canada 2% 38% 50% 7% 2% 42
u.s. 5% 28% 38% 25% 5% 65

q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 4% 33% 44% 15% 4% 52
Non-gov org 7% 32% 39% 21% 0% 28

Private business 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2

State/Provincial 0% 29% 43% 24% 5% 21

Uniwversity 0% 25% 50% 0% 25% 4

q4: Geography for which you | Atlantic FUY 0% 31% 63% 0% 0% 13
have habitat responsibilties? (oot oro W 0% | 3% 75% 32% 0% 3
Central Fulf 14% 21% 43% 21% 0% 14

Pacific Fulf 11% 28% 33% 17% 11% 18

National/multiple Fil's 0% 46% 41% 11% 3% 37

None 0% 11% 50% 33% 6% 18

q5: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuf 0% 23% £9% 8% 0% 13
ki Missis=ippi FUV % | 3% 22% 4% 0% 3
Central Fulf 2% 17% 42% 33% 0% 12

Pacific Fult 8% 31% 23% 23% 15% 13

National/multiple Ful's 3% 38% 38% 16% 5% 37

None 4% 33% 58% 4% 0% 24

q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 0% 14% 57% 29% 0% 7
MECRTOw macagemn T 7.5 yrs 8% |  19% 50% 19% 6% 16
6-10 yrs 0% 23% 54% 23% 0% 13

11-20 yrs 3% 39% 45% 13% 0% 3

21-30 yrs 2% 27% 46% 15% 4% 26

>30 yrs 0% 53% 13% 20% 13% 15

q7: hbost frequent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 8% 23% 54% 15% 0% 13
R ha Program coordinator/admin % | 3% 1% 15% 0% &
Biologist/scientist 0% 27% 41% 27% 5% 37

Researcher 0% 20% 60% 0% 20% 10

Regulations committee member 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 2

q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 0% 24% 38% 30% 8% a7
Managing habitat 0% 36% 51% 10% 3% 39

Equal habitat/populations 11% 44% 33% 11% 0% 9

None 13% 30% 43% 13% 0% 23

q9: How important a_ Most important rec-activity 0% 50% 45% 5% 0% 20
oy Y 15 WF 1 of most important rec-activities 8% | 34% 3% 17% 8% | 35
No more important than others 6% 22% 39% 28% 6% 18

Less important than others 0% 33% 44% 22% 0% 9

1 of least important rec-activities 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2

Don't WF hunt 4% 17% 54% 21% 4% 24
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Table K8: Workshop goal 4 “To discuss how best to formulate new objectives in the Plan Revision” was met.

(Descriptives)

q25: Wkshp goal 4 (discuss how to formulate new objectives in
revision) was met?

Round (R) 2 Characteristic “alid N hdean Word anchor? Mdian hode SD

Mzeting location R2 New Oreans 26 362 Disagree 4.00 4 .80

Denverl 18 278 Neutral 3.00 3 94

Portland 15 280 Neutral 3.00 3 k1|

Denver2 g 2.25 fSgree 2.00 2 A5

Edmonton 17 2.53 Neutral 3.00 3 72

Ottawa 24 2. Neutral 3.00 3 &2

Total 108 2886 Neutral 3.00 3 28

1: | attended Round 1 Yes 70 2.93 Neutral 3.00 3 91

Shope No 34 | 274 | Neutral 3.00 z | @8

Don't remember 3 2867 Neutral 3.00 3 58

q2: Country? Canada 42 269 Neutral 3.00 3 75

u.s. 65 2497 Neutral 3.00 3 35

q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 52 2.83 Neutral 3.00 3 88

Non-gowv org 28 275 Neutral 3.00 3 89

Private business 2 2.50 Neutral 2.50 2 |

State/Provincial 21 3.05 Neutral 3.00 3 86

University 4 3.25 Neutral 3.00 3 1.26

q4: Geography for which you | Atlantic Fulf 13 269 Neutral 3.00 3 A8

have habitat responsibilities? =4t cippi FW s | 300 | Newtral 3.00 2 | @3

Central Ful/ 14 | Neutral 3.00 3 43

Pacific Fulf 18 2.89 Neutral 3.00 3 118

National/multiple Ful's 37 2.70 Neutral 3.00 2 78

None 18 3.33 Neutral 3.00 3 a7

q5: Geography for which you | Atlantic Ful/ 13 2.85 Neutral 3.00 3 55
have population —

responsibilities? Mssissippi Fulf 9 RN Neutral 3.00 4 93

Central Fi/ 12 3.00 Neutral 3.00 3 35

Pacific Fiun/ 13 3.08 Neutral 3.00 2 1.26

National/multiple Fil's 37 2.84 Neutral 3.00 2 93

None 24 2863 Neutral 3.00 3 &5

q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 7 314 Neutral 3.00 3 B9

Sateriowl management t 75y 6 | 200 | Newtral 3.00 3| a7

6-10 yrs 13 3.00 Neutral 3.00 3 |

11-20 yrs 3 268 Neutral 3.00 3 75

21-30 yrs 26 281 Neutral 3.00 3 84

>30 yrs 15 293 Neutral 2.00 2 116

Er?ngr;ﬁ%satt ;requent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 13 237 Neutral 3.00 3 83

’ Program coordinator/admin 48 2865 Neutral 3.00 3 82

Biologist/scientist 37 ER N Neutral 3.00 3 88

Researcher 10 3.20 Neutral 3.00 3 1.03

Regulations committee member 2 2.00 bgree 2.00 2 00

q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 37 3.22 Neutral 3.00 3 92

hanaging habitat 39 2.79 Neutral 3.00 3 73

Bqual habitat/populations 9 2.44 Sgree 2.00 2 88

None 23 2.57 Neutral 3.00 3 80

q9: How imlponam a. Most important rec-activity 20 2355 | Neutral 2350 2 B0

ey 1Y i WF 1 of most important rec-activities 3 | 283 | Neutral 3.00 3 | 98

No more important than others 18 3.06 Neutral 3.00 3 1.00

Less important than others 9 289 Neutral 3.00 3 78

1 of least important rec-activities 2 2.50 Neutral 2.50 2 |

Don't WF hunt 24 3.04 Neutral 3.00 3 86

a. Based on rounded mean score where 1=Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Disagree, 5=Strongly disagree
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Table K9: Workshop goal 5 “To initiate discussion of institutions and processes that will facilitate integrated waterfowl
management” was met. (Frequencies)

q26: Ykshp goal § (initiate discussion of institutions & processes

facilitating integrated WF mngt) was met?

Strongly Strongly
Round (R) 2 Characteristic agree FAgree Neutral Disagree disagree Total
hzeting location R2 New Oreans 4% 38% 35% 15% 8% 26
Denwvert 11% £1% 22% 6% 0% 18
Portland 7% 73% 20% 0% 0% 15
Denver2 13% 75% 13% 0% 0% 8
Edmonton 0% 71% 24% 6% 0% 17
Ottawa 0% 54% 29% 17% 0% 24
Total 5% 58% 26% 9% 2% 108
q1: | attended Round 1 Yes 3% 53% 30% 11% 3% 70
cshopt No 8% 7% 15% 5% % | %4
Don't remember 0% 33% 67% 0% 0% 3
q2: Country? Canada 0% 57% 31% 12% 0% 42
u.s. 6% 60% 23% 8% 3% 65
q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 4% 56% 29% 10% 2% 52
Non-gov org 4% 57% 29% 7% 4% 28
Private business 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 2
State/Provincial 0% 71% 14% 14% 0% 21
University 25% 50% 25% 0% 0% 4
q4: Geography for which you Atlantic Fu 0% 54% 31% 15% 0% 13
have habitat responsibilities? [ —reo oS TwW 0% 8% 0% 13% 0% g
Central Fulf 14% 43% 29% 14% 0% 14
Pacific Fuf 6% 72% 17% 6% 0% 18
National/multiple Ful's 5% 57% 30% 8% 0% 37
None 0% 50% 33% 6% 11% 18
q5: Geography for which you Atlantic Fu 0% 54% 31% 15% 0% 13
g Missiz=ippi FUV 0% 78% 1% % 1% 3
Central Fulf 2% 42% 33% 17% 0% 12
Pacific Fulf 0% £3% 31% 0% 0% 13
National/multiple Fuu's 8% 51% 27% 11% 3% 37
None 4% 67% 21% 8% 0% 24
q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 0% 1% 14% 14% 0% 7
MaCerfow! macagemn T 7.5 yrs 5% 6% 31% 6% 0% 16
6-10 yrs 2% 62% 23% 8% 0% 13
11-20 yrs 6% 55% 29% 10% 0% 31
21-30 yrs 4% 62% 27% 8% 0% 26
>30 yrs 0% 53% 20% 13% 13% 15
q7: hbost frequent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 0% 7% 15% 8% 0% 13
g hat Program coordinator/admin % £5% 2% % 0% | 46
Biologist/scientist 3% 43% 32% 14% 3% 37
Researcher 10% 50% 20% 10% 10% 10
Regulations committee member 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 2
q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 0% 43% 35% 16% 5% 37
hanaging habitat 0% 72% 21% 8% 0% 39
Equal habitat/populations 11% 56% 33% 0% 0% 3
None 17% £1% 17% 4% 0% 23
q9: How important a Most important rec-activity 0% 50% 45% 5% 0% 20
oy Y 15 WF 1 of most important rec-activities 6% 57% 23% 14% % | 35
No more important than others 6% 56% 28% 6% 6% 18

Less important than others 0% 78% 11% 11% 0%

1 of least important rec-activities 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%
Don't WF hunt 2% 58% 21% 8% 4% 24
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Table K10: Workshop goal 5 “To initiate discussion of institutions and processes that will facilitate integrated
waterfowl management” was met. (Descriptives)

q26: Wkshp goal § (initiate discussion of institutions & processes
facilitating integrated WF mngt) was met?

Round (R) 2 Characteristic “alid N Mean Word anchor? Mzdian hode sSD

hzeting location R2 New Oreans 26 2.85 Neutral 3.00 2 1.01

Denverl 18 2.22 Bgree 2.00 2 73

Portland 15 213 Bgree 2.00 2 52

Denver2 8 2.00 Bgree 2.00 2 53

Edmonton 17 2.35 Bgree 2.00 2 61

Ottawa 24 2.63 Neutral 2.00 2 7

Total 108 2.45 fgree 2.00 2 .80

1: | attended Round 1 Yes 70 2.59 Neutral 2.00 2 .84

Shop Ne 3a | 221 | fgree 2.00 z | &4

Don't remember 3 267 Neutral 3.00 3 .58

q2: Country? Canada 42 2.55 Neutral 2.00 2 7

u.s. 635 2.42 fgree 2.00 2 85

q3: Pimary employment? Federal agency 52 2.50 Neutral 2.00 2 .80

Non-gov org 28 2.50 Neutral 2.00 2 84

Private business 2 2.50 Neutral 2.50 2 71

State/Provincial 21 2.43 fgree 2.00 2 73

University 4 2.00 bgree 2.00 2 g2

q4: Geography for which you Atlantic Fu/ 13 2.62 Neutral 2.00 2 37

have habitat responsibilities? |y e i cippi FW 5 | 225 | fgres 2.00 z | 7

Central Ful 14 2.43 fgree 2.00 2 94

Pacific Fulf 18 2.22 fgree 2.00 2 B3

National/multiple Fius 37 2.4 Agree 2.00 2 Je

None 18 2.78 Neutral 2.50 2 1.00

q5: Geography for which you Atlantic Fuf 13 2.62 Neutral 2.00 2 J7
have population —

responsibilities? Mssissippi Fulf 9 244 | bgree 2.00 2 |10

Central Fulf 12 2.58 Neutral 2.50 2 90

Pacific Fulf 13 2.3 fgree 2.00 2 A48

National/multiple Fius 37 2.49 Sgree 2.00 2 90

None 24 2.33 Agree 2.00 2 70

q6: How long active in 0-1 yr 7 2.43 Agree 2.00 2 79

materfom] Imaageman ¢ 75 yrs 6 | 238 | fgree Z.00 z | 72

6-10 yrs 13 2.3 fgree 2.00 2 75

11-20 yrs kY| 2.42 fgree 2.00 2 .76

21-30 yrs 26 2.38 fgree 2.00 2 70

>30 yrs 15 287 Neutral 2.00 2 113

?n? ng’;ﬂ?msatt ;requent waterfowl Agency/Executive director 13 2.3 fgree 2.00 2 63

’ Program coordinator/fadmin 46 2.28 Bgree 2.00 2 69

Biologist/scientist 37 2.65 Neutral 2.00 2 .86

Researcher 10 260 Neutral 2.00 2 147

Regulations committee member 2 3.00 Neutral 3.00 3 .00

q8: | spend most time: hanaging WF populations 37 2.84 Neutral 3.00 2 90

hanaging habitat 39 2.36 Agree 2.00 2 63

Bqual habitat/populations 9 2.22 Agree 2.00 2 67

None 23 2.09 Bgree 2.00 2 73

q9: How important a _ host important rec-activity 20 233 Neutral 230 2 60

ey 1y i WE 1 of most important rec-activities 3 | 245 | Agree 2.00 2 | 82

No more important than others 18 2.50 Neutral 2.00 2 92

Less important than others 9 2.33 fgree 2.00 2 71

1 of least important rec-activities 2 2.00 Agree 2.00 2 .00

Don't WF hunt 24 2.42 Agree 2.00 2 93

a. Based on round mean where 1=Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Disagree, 5=Strongly disagree
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Table K1 1: Workshop goal 6 “To provide feedback to the NAWMP Plan Committee as they move forward with the
Plan Revision” was met. (Descriptives)

Round
1 2 Total
q27:Feedback to NAWMP met? q27: Feedback to NAWMP met? q27: Feedback to NAWMP met?
Round (R) 1 and 2 Characteristic alid N h=an Word anchor® Valid N hean | Word anchor ‘alid N hean ford anchor
Meeting Portland 27 3.26 | Neutral 0 27 3.26 | Neutral
D Memphis 18 | 222 | Agree 0 13 222 | Agree
Sacramento 13 169 | fgree 0 13 169 | Agree
hilwaukee 23 1.83 | fgree 0 23 1.83 | fgree
Edmonton 25 1.48 | Strongly fgree 0 25 1.48 | Strongly agree
Ottawa 25 1.84 | bgree 0. . 25 1.84 | fgree
hieeting New Oreans 0 . 26 2.58 | Neutral 26 2.58 | Neutral
location RZ =Ry 9 T8 [ 222 | fgree 7 222 | fgres
Portland 0 15 2.00 | Agree 15 2.00 | Agree
Denver2 0 8 2.38 | Agree 8 2.38 | Agree
Edmonton 0 17 242 | bgree 17 242 | bgree
Ottawa 0. . 24 2.08 | fgree 24 2.08 | fgree
q2: Country? Canada 5 171 | bgree 42 219 | fgree 93 1.92 | fgree
u.s. 76 2.36 | fgree 65 2.26 | Agree 14 231 | Agree
q3: ‘Primary . Federal agency 56 205 | Agree 52 225 | hgree 108 245 | Agree
. : Non-gov org 37 192 | fgree 28 2.32 | bgree 65 209 | Agree
Private business 0. . 2 2.50 | Neutral 2 250 | Neutral
State/Provincial 34 2.35 | hgree 21 214 | Agree 55 2.27 | hgree
University 1 2.00 | Agree 4 1.75 | fgree 5 1.80 | fgree
4: qugmphy Atantic Fi 15 1.87 | fgree 13 1.77 | fgree 28 1.82 | fgree
for Whlch YOU I fesissippt FWW 12 | 250 | Neutral & | 225 | Agree 20 240 | fgree
?resvonsib"'ﬂies Certtral FyY 9 244 | fgree 14 | 236 | Agree 23 239 | Agree
Pacific Fulf 26 204 | fgree 18 233 | Agree 44 246 | Agree
Nationalimultiple Fifis 43 1.88 | Agree 37 2.27 | hgree 80 2.06 | Agree
None 23 2.35 | hgree 18 2.33 | Agree Ll 2.34 | hgree
q5: Geography | Atlantic FUl/ 15 2.00 | Agree 13 1.85 | Agree 28 1.93 | Agree
for uhich you Mt Sissippi FWV 13 | 231 | Agree 9 | 233 | Agree 2 232 | fgree
P°P“'a'i.°{‘imes Certral Fylf 8 250 | Neutral 12 | 250 | Neutral 20 250 | Neutral
7 Pacific FuV' 20 245 | fgree 13 246 | bgree 33 227 | bgree
National/multiple Fifis H 222 | hgree 37 227 | Agree 78 2.24 | bgree
None kil 1.74 | fgree 24 | 243 | Agree 55 191 | Agree
q6: How long 0-1yr 7 2.43 | hgree 7 2.43 | Mgree 14 243 | hgree
adivein, 25 yrs 16 | 238 | Agree 16 | 238 | Agres 32 237 | hgres
management? [ 6.10 yrs 17 200 | fgree 13 | 2.08 | fgree 30 203 | Agree
11-20 yrs 29 1.86 | fgree # 1.94 | fgree 60 1.90 | fgree
21-30 yrs 42 2.07 | Agree 26 231 | bgree 68 216 | fgree
¥30 yrs 18 222 | hgree 15 2,67 | Neutral 33 242 | bgree
7: Most Agency/Executive director 16 188 | fgree 13 231 | Agree 29 207 | Agree
wr;qel:?:;‘l Program coordinator/admin 57 1.75 | fgree 46 245 | fgree 103 193 | fgree
mngt hat? Biologist/scientist 43 2.50 | Neutral 37 2.30 | Agree 85 241 | bgree
Researcher 8 2.38 | hgree 10 2.30 | Agree 18 2.33 | Agree
Regulations committee member 1 2.00 | Agree 2 2.50 | Neutral 3 2.33 | hgree
98: | spend hanaging WF populations 34 2.59 | Neutral 7 232 | bgree il 245 | fgree
most time: Managing habitat & | 179 | Agree 39 | 223 | Agree 52 200 | Agree
Equal habitat/populations 16 219 | Agree 9 211 | Agree 25 216 | fgree
None 37 192 | fgree 23 247 | bgree 60 2.02 | bgree
q9: How host important rec-activity 23 2.30 | fgree 20 215 | bgree 43 223 | bgree
important 2 1 of most important rec-activities % | 220 | Agree 3 | 228 | Agree 81 221 | Agres
:L?rz:gtl: WF  ["No more important than others 18 247 | Agree 18 | 2.44 | fgree 36 231 | hgree
you? Less important than others 15 1.80 | Agree 9 2.33 | bgree 24 2.00 | Agree
1 of least important rec-activities 2 1.50 | Agree 2 3.50 | Neutral 4 2.50 | Neutral
Don't WF hunt 26 185 | Agree 24 2.04 | bgree 50 1.94 | fgree

3. Based on rounded mean where 1=Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Disagree, §=Strongly disagree
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Table K12: “How do you feel about the Revision process as described at this meeting?” (Descriptives)

Round
1 2 Total
q28:Revision process? q28:Revision process? q28: Revision process?
Word
Round (R) 1 and 2 Characteristic “alid N han anchor? “alid N | Mean Word anchor “alid N Mean ‘Word anchor
Meeting Portland 27 3.93 Not so good 0 27 3.93 Not so good
Rl Wemphis 12 261 | OK ] 1% | 261 | OK
Sacramento 13 2135 OK 0 13 2135 Good
Milwaukee 23 243 Good 0 23 243 Good
Edmonton 25 2.32 Good 0 25 2.32 Good
Ottawa 25 2.40 Good 0 . . 25 2.40 Good
Meeting New Oreans 0 26 3.81 Not so good 26 kx| Not so good
location R Denverl 0 13 | 300 | OK 13 | 300 | OK
Portland 0 15 2.47 Good 15 2.47 Good
Denver2 0 8 213 Good 8 213 Good
Edmonton 0 17 218 Good 17 218 Good
Ottawa 0 : : 24 2.54 oK 24 2.54 oK
q2: Country? Canada 5 2.37 Good 42 2.48 Good 93 2.42 Good
u.s. 76 29 0K 65 3.05 oK 141 2.97 0K
q3: Primary Federal agency 56 282 0K 52 298 | OK 108 2.90 0K
employment? Non-gov org 37 235 | Good 28 | 246 | Good 65 | 2.40 | Good
Private business 0 . . 2 2.50 0K 2 2.50 0K
State/Provincial 34 2.94 0K 21 2.95 0K 55 2.95 0K
University 1 1.00 Excellent 4 2.75 oK 5 2.40 Good
?:r fﬁggmphy Atlantic Ful 15 2.47 Good 13 2.54 oK 28 2.50 0K
e e ot | Wississippi FUY 12 | 800 | OK § | 325 | OK 20 | 340 | OK
responsibilities? | Contral Fuy 9 289 | 0K 14 [ 286 | oK 23 | 287 [ oK
Pacific Filf 26 258 | OK 18 267 | OK 44 261 oK
National/multiple Fils 43 25 oK 37 273 0K 80 281 oK
None 23 313 0K 18 317 oK Lyl 315 0K
95: Geography Atlantic Fu 15 287 oK 13 277 0K 28 2mM oK
,f,‘;'\,"e‘h,;%h Jetion | Mssissippi Fuv 13 | 345 | OK 9 | 522 | OK 22 | 348 | OK
responsibilities? | Contral Fuy 3 325 | 0K 12 | 200 [ oK 20 | 340 | oK
Pacific Fuif 20 245 Good 13 277 0K 33 2.58 oK
National/multiple Fil's M 2.80 0K 37 2.97 oK 78 2.88 0K
None il 2.42 Good 24 242 Good 55 2.42 Good
qfi: How long 0-1yr 7 243 Good 7 2mM 0K 14 257 oK
adtivein 25 yrs 16 | 263 | OK 16 | 288 | OK 32 | 278 | OK
management’? 6-10 yrs 17 276 | OK 13 262 | OK 30 270 | OK
11-20 yrs 29 263 0K Eal 2.94 oK 60 2.82 0K
21-30 yrs 42 2.81 0K 26 2.65 oK 68 2.75 0K
>30 yrs 18 2.50 0K 15 3.07 oK 33 2.76 oK
7: host Agency/Executive director 16 2.25 Good 13 2.54 oK 29 2.38 Good
watbrtoul mngt |_Progrm coordnatorzadmin 57 | 281 | OK % | 274 | OK 103 | 267 | OK
hat? Biologist/scientist 48 298 | OK 37 | 311 | oK 35 | 304 | OK
Researcher 8 2.50 0K 10 2.70 oK 18 281 0K
Regulations committee member 1 3.00 oK 2 2.00 Good 3 233 Good
q8: | spend hanaging WWF populations 34 3.24 0K 37 3.38 oK Kl 33 0K
most time: Managing habitat & | 24 | Good 3 | 244 | Good %2 | 248 | Good
Equal habitat/populations 16 269 0K 9 2.56 oK 25 264 oK
None 37 2.54 oK 23 2.70 oK 60 2.60 0K
gQ: How Most important rec-activity 23 2.83 0K 20 2.70 oK 43 2.7 oK
mportant2 1 of most important rec-activities % | 283 | OK 3 | 283 | OK 81 | 283 | OK
activity is WF No more important than others 18 278 | OK 18 | 289 | OK 36 | 283 | OK
hunting to you?
Less important than others 15 267 0K 9 2.56 oK 24 263 0K
1 of least important rec-activities 2 2.00 Good 2 2.50 0K 4 2.25 Good
Don't WF hunt 26 2.38 Good 24 3.00 oK 50 2.68 0K

a. Based on rounded mean where 1=Excellent, 2=Good, 3=0K, 4=Not so good, 5=Bad
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TableK13: “Overall, | thought the workshop was a success2” (Descriptives)

Round
1 2 Total
q29: Wikshop was a success? q29: Wikshop was a success? q29: Wkshop was a success?
Round (R) 1 and 2 Characteristic “alid N Mean Word anchor? “alid N hean Word anchor “alid N Mean a'ullfcol':gr
Meeting location Portland 26 3.00 Neutral 0 26 3.00 Neutral
il Memphis 18 228 | Agree 0 18 228 | Agree
Sacramento 13 169 fgree 0 13 169 Sgree
Milwaukee 23 2.04 | Agree 0 23 2.04 | bgree
Edmonton 25 1.84 | Agree 0 25 1.84 | Agree
Ottawa 25 1.92 faree 0 . . 25 1.92 faree
Meeting location New Oreans 0 26 3.08 Neutral 26 3.08 Neutral
R2 Denvarl 9 7% | 233 | fgres 78 233 | fgres
Portland 0 15 2.20 Saree 15 2.20 baree
Denver2 0 8 213 faree g 213 faree
Edmonton 0 17 2.08 Sgree 17 2.08 fgree
Ottawa 0 . . 24 247 bgree 24 247 baree
q2: Country? Canada 5 1.88 Sgree 42 219 fgree 93 2.02 fgree
u.s. 75 233 Sgree 65 2.52 Neutral 140 2.42 faree
q3: Primary Federal agency 56 2.23 Sgree 52 2.52 Neutral 108 237 baree
employment?
Non-gov org 36 194 | Agree 28 214 | bgree 64 2.03 fgree
Private business 0 . . 2 2.50 Neutral 2 2.50 Neutral
State/Provincial 34 2.29 Sgree 21 2.48 fgree 55 2.36 fgree
University 1 1.00 Strongly agree 4 2.00 fgree 3 1.80 fgree
?:r fﬁggﬁgﬁy Atlantic Fuif 14 1M fgree 13 215 fgree 27 1.93 fgree
have habitat Mississippi Fulf 12 2.58 | Neutral 8 200 | Agree 20 2.35 | Mgree
responsibilties? [ Central FUlY 10 | 180 | Agree 14 | 2350 | Agree 24 221 | Agree
Pacific FUl/ 26 2.00 fgree 18 2.39 fgree 44 216 fgree
National/multiple Filis 42 219 Sgree 37 232 Sgree 79 2.25 Sgree
None 23 243 | Agree 18 283 | Neutral 4 263 | Neutral
?o5r gﬁgg?’%ty Atlantic Fu/ 14 193 | Agree 13 2.3 fgree 27 21 fgree
have population Mississippi FUlf 13 2.54 | Neutral 9 244 | bgree 22 2.50 Neutral
responsibilties? [ Central FUlY 9 | 200 | Agree 12 | 2358 | Neutral 21 233 | Agree
Pacific Fil/ 20 2.00 Sgree 13 289 Neutral 33 2.27 baree
National/multiple Fuiis Lyl 244 | bgree 37 243 fgree 78 244 | bgree
None 30 1.87 Sgree 24 213 fgree 54 1.98 fgree
q6: How long 0-1yr 7 2.00 Sgree 7 257 Neutral 14 2.29 baree
active In, 2.5 yrs 16 | 256 | Neutral 16 | 238 | Agree 32 247 | Sgree
management’? 6-10 yrs 16 225 | Mgree 13 262 | Neutral 239 241 | Agree
11-20 yrs 30 2.00 Sgree k| 239 Sgree 61 2.20 baree
21-30 yrs M 2.20 Sgree 26 219 Sgree 67 219 baree
>30 yrs 18 194 | bgree 15 2.53 Neutral 33 2.21 faree
7: Most Agency/Executive director 17 1.94 | bgree 13 2.23 fgree 30 207 fgree
Waterioul mngt | Program coordinator/admin 55 | 205 | Agree 4% | 224 | Agree 101 214 | Agree
hat? Biologist/scientist 43 2.38 fgree 37 268 Neutral 85 25 Neutral
Researcher g 2.00 Sgree 10 2.40 fgree 18 2.22 fgree
Regulations committee member 1 2.00 Sgree 2 2.00 Sgree 3 2.00 fgree
98: | spend MBanaging WF populations 33 2.52 Neutral a7 2.78 Neutral 70 286 Neutral
most time: Managing habitat 2 | 190 | Agree 39 | 243 | Agree 8 201 | Agree
Bqual habitat/populations 16 244 | bgree 9 2.22 Sgree 25 2.36 bgree
None 38 2.00 Sgree 23 2.30 Sgree 61 21 fgree
99: How Most important rec-activity 22 245 Sgree 20 245 fgree 42 245 fgree
impoftant 2 1 of most important rec-activities & | 220 | Agree 3 | 234 | Agres 80 225 | fgree
guﬂrmg ‘ig 3‘;5, No more important than others 18 | 241 | Agree 18 | 244 | Agree 36 228 | Agree
Less important than others 16 1.94 | bgree 9 2.22 fgree 25 2.04 | bgree
1 of least important rec-activities 2 2.00 fgree 2 2.00 fgree 4 2.00 fgree
Don't WF hunt 26 2.00 fgree 24 2.50 Neutral 50 2.24 | bgree

a. Based on rounded mean where 1=Strongly agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Disagree, §=Strongly disagree
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