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INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 
In recognition of the 100th year of the North American Wildlife and Natural Resources 
Conference, the Wildlife Management Institute (WMI) and the Steering Committee for the 
Conference decided to hear from the profession itself about the successes and failures of the past 
century.  Wildlife professionals from across the spectrum were solicited for their opinions and 
ideas concerning successes and failures over the past 100 years of fish and wildlife management, 
the strategies that were responsible for those successes, the strategies that did not work, and the 
implications of those successful and unsuccessful strategies for the future of fish and wildlife 
management.   
 
The results were first presented at the 80th North American Wildlife and Natural Resources 
Conference on March 8th through 13th, 2015, in Omaha, Nebraska.  Note that, while it was the 
80th Conference, it was the 100th year of the Conference.  For more information about WMI, 
visit the organization’s website at Wildlife Management Institute.  If this link is inactive, the 
website is as follows:  www.wildlifemanagementinstitute.org.   
 
USE OF A WEB-BASED SURVEY 
A web-based survey was chosen for this project because it allowed professionals to complete the 
survey at the time most convenient to them.  It also allowed for extensive open-ended questions 
to be completed, which provided a huge amount of qualitative data in the completed surveys.   
 
QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN 
The survey questionnaire was developed cooperatively by Responsive Management and the 
WMI, with input from multiple professionals.  Responsive Management conducted pre-tests of 
the questionnaire to ensure proper wording, flow, and logic in the survey.  The survey consisted 
of many open-ended questions, which are those in which no answer set is presented to the 
respondents.  The wildlife professionals in the survey were able to respond with anything that 
came to mind from the open-ended questions.   
 
SURVEY SAMPLE 
The sample of professionals was obtained from WMI’s list of attendees of the 2014 North 
American Wildlife and Natural Resources Conference.  This list of potential respondents was 
supplemented by Responsive Management’s internal database of fish and wildlife agency 
directors, assistant directors, and division chiefs (or the equivalent positions), who were also 
invited to provide input through the survey.   
 
CONTACT PROCEDURES AND SURVEY ADMINISTRATION 
Potential respondents were first contacted by email.  The email sender was identified as “From 
the Office of Steve Williams, Wildlife Management Institute,” and the subject line said, “2015 
North American Wildlife and Natural Resources Conference.”  The text of the email introduced 
the survey and provided links to take the survey, as well as links with more information about the 
Conference itself and Responsive Management.  Additionally, the email provided a contact at 
Responsive Management for assistance in completing the survey.  The text of the email to 
wildlife professionals is shown in Figure 1.  The text of the email to directors, assistant directors, 
and division chiefs was the same except that the salutation was to the specific person by name 
(e.g., “Dear Director Smith”).    
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Figure 1.  Text of Email Introducing the Survey 

 
(Note that the links are no longer valid in this document.)   

 

Dear Wildlife Professional, 
 
This year, in recognition of the 100th North American Wildlife and Natural 
Resources Conference, the Conference Steering Committee decided that rather 
than have an outside keynote speaker, or even one of our own, the audience 
should hear from the profession itself; from all of you. 
 
Simply put, we want to look back at what defined success in conservation over the 
past century and perhaps gain some insight into how we best go about the vital 
task of managing America’s wildlife and natural resources going forward into the 
next century. 
 
With the help of Mark Damian Duda and Responsive Management, we have 
developed a short survey that we hope will, at least in part, glean your wisdom, 
insight, and perspective of North American conservation in the past and its path in 
the future. 
 
So, we invite you to be a part of the plenary keynote for this historic meeting by 
taking a few minutes to fill out this survey. 
 
You can access the survey by clicking on the link below: 
North American Wildlife and Natural Resources Plenary Session Survey. 
 
Please respond by February 13 so we can have results in time for the 
conference. 
 
You were selected for the survey based upon your knowledge, experience, and 
leadership in the field of fish and wildlife conservation. The results will be 
presented at the Plenary Session of the 80th North American Wildlife and Natural 
Resources Conference on March 8-13, 2015, in Omaha, Nebraska. 
 
If you need technical assistance with the survey, please contact Responsive 
Management via email at research@responsivemanagement.com. 
 
Thank you for your time and participation. 
  
Sincerely, 
Steve Williams 
  
Please click here or on the link below to participate in the survey: 
North American Wildlife and Natural Resources Plenary Session Survey. 
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Subsequent to the initial email, additional reminder emails were sent to all those from the 
original sample who had not completed the survey to encourage participation.  Each potential 
respondent was provided a unique identification code to allow the survey administrators to track 
them, which ensured that the reminder emails were sent only to those who had not completed the 
survey.   
 
SURVEY DATES AND TIMES 
Web-based surveys, obviously, can be completed at any time that is convenient for the 
respondent.  The survey was administered in January and February 2015.  Responsive 
Management obtained 361 completed surveys from wildlife professionals and directors, assistant 
directors, and division chiefs.   
 
DATA ANALYSIS 
The quantitative analysis of data was performed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
as well as proprietary software developed by Responsive Management.  The qualitative analysis 
was performed by Responsive Management, Paul Hansen, Rollie Sparrowe, as well as staff from 
WMI.   
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THE MOST SUCCESSFUL INITIATIVES, PROGRAMS, AND 
EFFORTS 
A most basic question asked respondents to name the most successful initiatives, programs, and 
efforts of fish and wildlife management at the national level over the past 100 years, and the 
question was open-ended, allowing any response that came to mind (Figures 2 and 3).  At the 
national level, the top answers related to funding that is dedicated to fish and wildlife 
management:  the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act, known as Pittman-Robertson (named 
by 42.6%), the Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration Act, known as Dingell-Johnson (34.2%), 
and the Duck Stamp and efforts related to that such as NAWCA (26.8%).   
 
It may be that the crux of the issue is that the funding is dedicated to fish and wildlife 
management (after all, the excise tax on firearms existed prior to the Pittman-Robertson Act, but 
the taxes were not stipulated as going to wildlife management prior to the Act).  The dedicated 
funding allowed fish and wildlife management agencies to be able to work (or to even exist).   
 
Next in the list below the dedicated funding initiatives comes species restoration and recovery.  
Both species restoration/recovery efforts themselves were named (21.5%), as well as the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) (17.3%), which facilitates restoration/recovery.  The survey 
responses cited many species and animal groups:  elk, turkeys, deer, pronghorn, wild sheep, 
peregrine falcons, bald and golden eagles, striped bass, Atlantic shad, trumpeter swans, 
whooping cranes, marine turtles, alligators, brown pelicans, New England cottontails, and even 
Puerto Rican parrots.   
 
The inclusion of the ESA in the most successful initiatives, programs, and efforts is interesting 
because it is also included in the least successful ones, as well.  The aspects that fish and wildlife 
professionals felt were successful relate to the attention to individual species that it provides, as 
well as the legal protections it provides to species.  (The concomitant lawsuits, however, is an 
aspect that is often seen in a negative light, which will be discussed further on in this report when 
the least successful initiatives, programs, and efforts are examined.)   
 
Continuing down the list, land conservation is mentioned.  There are two elements to consider 
under the umbrella phrase, “land conservation.”  Fish and wildlife professionals cited both the 
emergence of managed public lands, such as National Forests and Wildlife Refuges, as well as 
private land conservation facilitated by government acts such as the Conservation Reserve 
Program as well as private land conservation done by non-governmental organizations.   
 
Another important facet of wildlife management and conservation on the list is the establishment 
of fish and wildlife management as a science, as well as the concomitant establishment of fish 
and wildlife agencies themselves.  Using science in fish and wildlife management and the 
establishment of agencies are both components of the North American model of wildlife 
conservation.   
 
The list continues, as shown in the two graphs in Figures 2 and 3.  The items include some that 
pertain to the above discussion (such as the Aquatic Resources Trust Fund, which relates to 
dedicated funding, and the establishment of conservation organizations, which relates in part to 
land conservation) as well as some that are unique (banning DDT).    
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Figure 2.  The Most Successful Initiatives, Programs, and Efforts at the National  

Level (Part 1) 
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Figure 3.  The Most Successful Initiatives, Programs, and Efforts at the National  

Level (Part 2) 
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A similar open-ended question was also asked regarding successes at the regional or state level 
(Figure 4).  Obviously, some items on the national list simply would, by definition, not be 
included on the regional/state list, such as federal programs and federal funding.  Nonetheless, 
many of the regional/state items would not be possible without some of those national-level 
items.   
 
As shown in Figure 4, the top items relate to the restoration and management of species and 
habitat—35.8% gave responses related to species restoration, and 19.2% gave responses related 
to habitat management/restoration.  Because these two go hand-in-hand, the analysis included 
determining the percentage who said either of these (some said both because multiple responses 
were allowed):  51.3% said species restoration and/or habitat management/restoration.   
 
Also of importance on this list is the item identified as partnerships and collaboration between 
and among agencies and organizations (13.7%).  This is of interest on this list because it could 
also be a response to the follow-up question that asked for the reasons behind the success of the 
named initiatives, programs, and efforts.  Figure 4 shows the full list of successes at the 
regional/state level.   
 
The next question in the survey asked fish and wildlife professionals to indicate why they 
thought that the named items had been successful or to indicate the elements of the initiatives, 
programs, and efforts that were successful.  These responses run the gamut (see Table 1) and are 
not easily categorized as were the first two questions.  Nonetheless, some common themes relate 
to partnerships, collaboration, and the involvement of the public.   
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Figure 4.  The Most Successful Initiatives, Programs, and Efforts at the  

Regional/State Level 
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Conservation.   Game management.   Sportsmen.   

Wildlife and fisheries diseases.   Growth of partnerships.   Mandatory to continue management.   

#1) Teddy Roosevelt’s impact on the 
nation’s public lands.  #2) The Lacey 
Act.  #3) Pittman-Robertson Funding.  
#4) Farm Bill.  In the past 20 years, 
the formation of the American 
Wildlife Conservation Partners.   

State-dedicated funding for state 
wildlife, water, and conservation 
(i.e., Arkansas, Missouri, Minnesota 
models).   

They were embraced by the hunting 
community.   

(1) Expansion from ‘game’ 
management to ‘wildlife’ 
management, encompassing all or 
most taxa.  (2) Expansion from 
purely species management to 
ecosystem or community 
management.  (3) Increased emphasis 
on human dimensions.  (4) Influx of 
women into the fisheries and wildlife 
profession.   

Pretty much the same as Q1.   

Effective leadership, training, and 
professional development, coupled 
with educational emphasis via 
conferences, classwork, and journal 
papers.   

1 Establishment of the Wildlife 
(1939) and Sport Fish (1950) 
Restoration Programs and bringing in 
the boating community (1984 
Wallop-Breaux) to fund conservation 
and access programs providing a 
stable funding base.  2. Establishment 
of a professional and trained 
conservation staff in all 50 states (as 
a result of #1).  3. Establishment of 
the EPA (whether you like them or 
not).  4. Heightened environmental 
awareness of the 1950s-1970s among 
the general public (which seems to be 
fading today).  5. Recognition 
(moderate but growing) of the role of 
fish and wildlife in the economic 
fabric of the U.S.   

1. Restoration of the Great Lakes and 
establishment of a world-class 
recreational fishery.  2. Establishment 
of a high-value trout fishery within 
30 minutes of downtown Baltimore 
(Gunpowder River) as a result of 
cooperation between utilities and 
resource managers.  3. Restoration of 
the Atlantic coastal striped bass 
population from the brink of disaster 
(1980s-90s).  4. Political will to list 
under ESA the Atlantic sturgeon 
populations.   

1. Rare political will to make hard 
decisions.  2. Sound science to 
provide cover for policy makers to 
make tough decisions.  3. In most 
cases, a crisis (or impending crisis) 
that the public could not ignore that 
opened to door to effective action.  4. 
Funding—very little happens without 
some money behind it.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

1) Restoration of game populations 
(funded mostly by sportsmen), such 
as wild turkey, elk, bison, and 
various waterfowl.  2) Recovery of 
species (with the help of or in spite of 
the Endangered Species Act):  
trumpeter swan, whooping crane, 
peregrine falcon, etc.  3) The Sikes 
Act and DoD’s programs to support 
conservation over the last 40 years.  
4) The Pittman-Robertson Act, 
Dingell-Johnson Act, Wallop-Breaux 
Act funding and programs.  5) Aldo 
Leopold and Wildlife Management as 
a science.  6) The Waterfowl Stamp 
Act.  7) The Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act.  8) The evolution and 
contributions of groups like Ducks 
Unlimited.  9) NEPA.   

1) The Missouri Department of 
Conservation being semi-independent 
of the State legislature.  2) The 
Missouri Department of 
Conservation 1/8th of 1% sales tax 
funding initiative.  3) In many states, 
the forced merger of law enforcement 
(game wardens) with biologists and 
managers under a single agency.   

When programs, taxes, funding, and 
laws are pushed for by the public 
from the bottom up, they are always 
successful.  When bureaucrats try to 
force programs and laws from the top 
down, they will ultimately fail.   

1. The establishment of the federal 
Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration 
Programs.  2. Purchase/set-aside of 
large tracts of public lands in refuges, 
national parks, and national forests.  
3. The creation of dedicated funding 
for non-game species 
management/restoration programs.   

1. The passage of a dedicated sales 
tax initiative to fund wildlife and 
fisheries management.  2. The 
mandating of Hunter Ed and Boating 
Safety programs.  3. Overall 
emphasis on developing partnerships 
with federal, state, non-profit, and 
private entities.   

1. They produced tangible results.   2. 
Supported by general public as well 
as sportsmen/anglers.  3. Maintained 
accountability.   

1. Elevating the field of wildlife 
disease within the profession.  
2. Protecting habitat.   

Same.   

1. Reality of the threat at the 
wild/domestic/human population 
interfaces has claimed our attention.  
2. Research has identified both 
specific needs and losses.   

A movement away from a sole-focus 
game management to that plus a 
more holistic program of 
conservation biology.   

The Katie John decision and the 
international treaty with Canada 
required federal involvement in 
harvest management of Yukon River 
salmon.  This created seats at the 
management table for thousands of 
subsistence users whose voice was 
not being heard.   

An evolution from top-down, 
authoritarian management to 
informed consensus, public 
participatory management.   

Aldo Leopold’s A Sand County 

Almanac, the Farm Bill, the Pittman-
Robertson and Dingell-Johnson Acts, 
the Threatened and Endangered 
Species Act.   

The formation of the Southeastern 
Association of Fish and Wildlife 
Agencies.   

Their success comes from the 
simplicity and great knowledge of the 
authors, as well as the unparalleled 
amounts of public outreach and 
education that have been done.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

All of the funding initiatives: e.g., PR 
and DJ legislation, Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act and Endangered Species 
Act.  Saving habitat: e.g., refuge 
system and multiple use on public 
lands.  The every-5-year National 
Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and 
Wildlife Associated Recreation.   

Increasing and sustaining important 
game populations: deer, bear, turkey.  
Restoring troubled wildlife: fishers, 
river otters, bald eagles, ospreys.  
Accumulating and sustaining habitat: 
PA State Forests, 2.1 million acres; 
State Game Lands, 1.3 million acres.  
Missouri portion of sales tax for all-
wildlife management.   

There was substantial public support.  
All of the above programs were 
relatively easy to sell (market).  This 
is not to say they were easy to get 
through the political process.   

America’s Longleaf Restoration 
Initiative.   

America’s Longleaf Restoration 
Initiative.   

Diverse group of stakeholders, 
decentralized structure that respects 
partner’s individual goals as well as 
contributions to the common 
objectives.   

At risk species conservation strategy 
in the southeastern US.  This is an 
effort between all state agencies, the 
FWS, and many other public and 
private partners.  So far over 43 
species have been precluded from 
listing under the ESA either by 
finding more information or doing 
more proactive conservation.  This is 
now an example being adopted 
across the nation.   

Gopher tortoise conservation strategy 
between states, FWS, and many other 
federal and private entities.   

All federal and state conservation 
agencies sharing responsibilities, 
having open communication, and 
applying ‘no daylight’ philosophy.   

At the national level, the adoption of 
the western model of conservation 
has to rank as the most important 
initiative or program.  Flying in the 
face of what had passed for 
conservation in the years prior, this 
model has been proven over time to 
be the most efficient and effective.   

I believe the most important efforts 
have been those that have increased 
the autonomy of state fish and 
wildlife agencies.  All too often, 
politics determines how our natural 
resources (especially fish and 
wildlife) are managed.  From 
guaranteed funding via sales taxes to 
constitutional amendments, all these 
efforts are helping to ensure that 
biological decisions are at least 
informed by biologists.   

The support by sportsmen cannot be 
ignored, but I believe that non-
consumptive users have been and 
will continue to be an important 
source of support for progressive 
initiatives with respect to fish and 
wildlife management.  When people 
realize that politicians are mostly 
concerned with getting re-elected 
rather than creating a legacy of good 
management, they can redirect 
authority to state and federal 
agencies.   

Bald eagle recovery.   Pine Barrens tree frog in NJ.   

1. It was federal in nature, so 
protections were afforded throughout 
its range.  2. It is iconic species—
eagle and tree frog—that engendered 
huge public support.  3. Public 
outreach and education by federal 
agencies was critical.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Banning lead shot for migratory bird 
hunting; grant programs like Pittman-
Robertson, SWG, Farm Bill 
programs, and others to devote 
money to purchasing land, 
easements, or habitat improvement / 
restoration projects.   

Reintroduction/recovery efforts for 
(game) species like white-tailed deer, 
wild turkey, fisher (PA, VT); land 
purchases (via PR funds).   

Luck; species’ natural resilience; 
broad support from hook-and-bullet 
conservation groups as well as 
conservation entities and agencies; 
emergence of science-based, 
quantitatively driven wildlife 
management programs.   

Bringing back predators to areas we 
removed them from.   

Creating slow speed, safe zones for 
manatees.   

There is far more awareness of the 
plight of the West Indian manatee 
now.   

Bringing many species (game species 
in particular) back from the brink.   

Bringing many species (game species 
in particular) back from the brink.   

Adequate funding from hunters and 
anglers to support these types of 
activities.   

Clean water protection regulations, 
grants for public hunting access and 
habitat development.   

Grants for public hunting access and 
habitat development, CREP, water 
pollution abatement techniques for 
acid mine drainage.   

Can see the results on the ground as 
opposed to somebody’s research 
findings or opinion.   

Concept of public lands; Pittman-
Robertson and Dingell-Johnson; the 
profession of Wildlife Management; 
recognition of endangered species 
and their need for management; 
ecosystem management.   

License fees; establishment of 
fisheries and wildlife management 
programs at universities; license fees; 
state regulations; non political 
resource commission.   

Individual efforts by ‘thinking’ 
people:  Theodore Roosevelt, Aldo 
Leopold, John Muir, Rachel Carson.  
Efforts by groups of local 
individuals, building into state and 
national organizations.  The early 
leaders were fully committed to 
changing ideas and implementing 
new methods and seeking the science 
in wildlife management.   

Conservation easements.   Conservation easements.   
Protecting habitat for future 
generations.   

Conservation education strategies.   Conservation education strategies.   

The bottom line is that we need to 
train our conservationists for 
tomorrow, and the schools respond to 
that and so do our resource 
volunteers and communities.   

Conservation of native trout species, 
turkey, and elk across the country.   

The conservation of pronghorn 
antelope and elk.   

The initiatives have been successful 
because there was a common purpose 
amongst all the collaborators, and 
there was a recognition that the 
resources would be lost without a 
united effort by not only State and 
Federal government but private 
interests.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Conservation Reserve Program.  
Wetlands Reserve Program.  
Adaptive harvest management of 
waterfowl.  Conservation compliance 
rules (e.g., Swampbuster).  
NAWMP/NAWCA.   

USFWS minimally restrictive 
perpetual conservation easements.  
State-level hunter access programs.  
Joint Ventures.   

Substantial funding.  Adequate buy-
in.  Clear objectives.  Focus.   

Conservation title of the Farm Bill.  
Pittman-Robertson Act.  Dingell-
Johnson Act.   

Kansas’ decision to use only native 
plant species in CRP plantings.  
Targeting of USDA conservation 
programs in Kansas for the benefit of 
at-risk or economically important 
species.   

Strong partnerships between state 
wildlife agency, USDA agencies, and 
non-government conservation 
organizations.   

Continental migratory birds.   Warmwater game fish programs.   

Commitment of fishermen and 
hunters to fund governmental and 
NGO programs via licenses, taxes, 
and charitable contributions.   

Cooperation with Ducks Unlimited.  
Any of the many programs that put 
more habitat into the public 
inventory.  The professional science-
based conservation efforts pursued by 
state and national agencies.   

Professional management of public 
lands by WA Dept. of Fish and 
Wildlife and Dept. of Natural 
Resources.  Striking a reasoned 
balance between commercial, tribal 
and sports fisheries.   

Cooperation and involvement of 
stakeholders.   

Coordination to ensure state 
involvement in US positions on 
international treaties and nation level 
legislation.   

Regional working groups to concur 
species-specific issues, i.e., furbearer 
working groups, bobwhite quail 
working groups, etc.   

Recognition by agency 
administrators that many issues can’t 
be addressed by individual state; 
rather, they require a pooling of 
knowledge and resources.   

Creation of the P-R and D-J/W-B 
Acts/funding programs.  Creation of 
the Fish and Wildlife Cooperative 
Research Unit program.  Passage of 
the Lacey Act.  Enactment of the 
Migratory Bird Treaty between 
Canada, the United States, and 
Mexico.  Creation of the Duck Stamp 
program and establishment of the 
NWR system.  Banning of the 
domestic use of DDT in 1972.   

Development of the user-pay funding 
system (i.e., hunting and fishing 
licenses and permits).  White-tailed 
deer and eastern wild turkey 
restoration.  Acquisition and 
development of systems of wildlife 
management and public hunting and 
fishing areas.   

Chiefly, because they were 
often/usually relatively 
simple/straightforward ideas that had 
the benefits of constituency/customer 
bases that were willing to work (and 
spend their own money) for things 
they cared deeply about.  Also, in the 
cases of deer and turkey restoration, 
both species are habitat ‘generalists’ 
with relatively high reproductive 
outputs; just exactly what one would 
most want in/as the subjects of a 
proposed restoration effort.   

DDT removal.   
DDT removal, elimination of 
programmatic non-native fish 
stocking.   

DDT—social movement was ripe, 
along with communication that 
effectively connected with people’s 
feelings.  Fish—not sure.   

Deer and most wildlife populations.   
Deer and most wildlife populations 
except for wildlife that need special 
habitat.   

Sportsmen-paid taxes and fees to 
support wildlife management.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Despite all the rhetoric to the 
contrary, I believe the Endangered 
Species Act to have been highly 
successful when implemented 
according to the law itself.  The 
majority of problems attributed to the 
ESA are actually the result of agency 
managers doing everything they can 
to get around the requirements of the 
law or simply failing to follow the 
law.  I know:  I worked with the ESA 
for over 30 years, and the law never 
failed me.  Managers did on every 
listing.   

In Washington, where game 
management is pretty much abysmal, 
the wild turkey program is a pleasant 
aberration.  The hatchery review and 
health programs are also working 
well.   

The ESA, because it is well written.  
Implementation is horrible.  The wild 
turkey and hatchery programs 
because a group of mid-level 
managers have made them work in 
spite of political opposition based in 
special interest groups.   

Dingell-Johnson and Wallop-Breaux.  

Formation of Fish and Game State 
Agencies and the reduction of 
legislatures’ meddling in the 
management of fish and wildlife.   

Strong sportsmen/women support.   

Dingell-Johnson Act, Pittman-
Robertson Act, Soil Conservation 
Act, Farm Act, North American 
Model of Wildlife Management.   

Making use of the programs in 
question 1.  Providing habitat 
management for wildlife species; 
implementing population 
management techniques; working 
with the public to educate them about 
wildlife and fish; and law 
enforcement.   

They provide funding and move the 
general perspective towards the 
importance of conservation and 
wildlife management.   

Dingell-Johnson Act.  Pittman-
Robertson Act.  Clean Water Act.   

Responses to number 1.  
Conservation easements.   

Excise taxes generate funds to be 
distributed to states to conduct 
management.  CWA established the 
responsibility for not harming waters.  
Easements are creative ways to 
compensate landowners for ‘turning 
their land over to the public trust.’   

Dingell-Johnson/Wallop-Breaux 
funding mechanism for 
fisheries/boating access projects.  
Clean Water Act.   

Support for the Maine Department of 
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife.  Public 
support for maintaining Maine’s 
‘quality of space.’   

Public support was vital.   

DJ/PR programs that require states to 
dedicate funding for wildlife 
management, the endangered species 
act and the benefits to wildlife that it 
has provided, NEPA, the Farm Bill.  
Nationwide restoration of many game 
populations.   

Restoration of many populations of 
game species.   

At the national level, because of 
political support to enact legislation 
that provides benefits to wildlife.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Efforts to revitalize barn owl 
populations throughout the U.S.  
Efforts to revitalize bat populations 
using bat houses.  Efforts to build 
American bison populations.  Efforts 
to revitalize wolf populations.   

Efforts to enhance barn owl 
populations, using them for 
sustainable rodent control.  Efforts to 
enhance bat populations using bat 
houses.   

General knowledge by the American 
public, enthusiastic leaders, support 
by birders and naturalists.   

Endangered Species Act at state and 
federal level, Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, multiple species 
recovery efforts at the state and 
federal level (example wild turkey, 
elk, greater prairie chicken to name a 
very few).   

Elk recovery, mule deer 
management, turkey, black footed 
ferret, multiple species fishery 
management.  Hunter education.  
Non-game management.   

Concern by public for resource 
management, development of the 
sciences of fishery, wildlife, and 
resource management.   

Endangered Species Act, Duck 
Stamp Program, State Wildlife 
Action Plans, and PR and DJ 
programs.   

State referendums for permanent 
conservation funding.  Florida 
recently passed a state constitutional 
amendment that will provide a 
permanent stream of about $300M 
per year for land acquisition and 
conservation.  There are many good 
examples of these.  Many successes.   

Conservation leaders have been 
strategic and could identify a 
stakeholder group (e.g. duck hunters, 
state citizens, a broad public who 
understands and refuses to accept 
species going extinct, etc.) whose 
interest could be connected to a 
funding mechanism or legislation.   

Endangered Species Act, Marine 
Mammal Act.  Adaptive 
Management of Waterfowl Harvest  
Amphibian Research and Monitoring 
Initiative (USGS).  Bird banding lab.  
Cooperative Research Units.  
National Conservation Training 
Center (Dept. of Interior).   

 

1. The ESA and MMA established 
the concept that there was general 
public value in the persistence of 
wildlife populations.  2. Adaptive 
management of waterfowl harvest 
and ARMI share the characteristics 
of programs with clear objectives and 
measurable performance outcomes.  
Additionally, they are both grounded 
in the use of robust unbiased statistics 
(e.g., waterfowl and amphibian 
monitoring) which provide resource 
managers with information 
accompanied by measures of 
uncertainty instead of the black box 
information provided by biased 
methods (‘just trust these numbers’).  
3. The banding lab, CRUs, and 
NCTC:  clear purpose, and products 
that can directly improve resource 
management (e.g., avian recovery 
data and wildlife professionals, 
respectively).   

Endangered Species Act, National 
Environmental Policy Act, Clean 
Water Act, Conservation Reserve 
Program (Farm Bill).   

National Bobwhite Conservation 
Initiative.   

Libertarian Republicans haven’t yet 
been able to muster the necessary 
support in Congress to gut the 
programs.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Endangered Species Act, Salmon 
management in Alaska, FERC.  
Coastal and Partners programs with 
FWS—working at landscape scale 
with public.   

Dam removals, stream connectivity 
efforts, riparian protection programs.  
Large-scale habitat protection 
projects.   

They are being implemented at a 
scale that makes a difference and 
using input from landowners, the 
public, and agencies.   

Endangered species; Federal Aid.   
Limiting political intervention in 
wildlife management.   

They have worked.   

Enshrinement of Public Trust 
doctrine.  Acceptance of science-
based management.  Migratory Birds 
Treaty.  Hunter safety legislation.  
Defeat of anti-hunting/ anti-trapping 
initiatives.  Canada.   

Habitat preservation.   
Public support, wildlife managers’ 
commitment.   

EPA, Endangered Species Act, 
Antiquities Act.   

 Protection for entire public good.   

ESA, NMBCA, LWCF, NAWCA, 
JVs, LCCs.   

SWG; public-private partnerships for 
habitat management and protection, 
and population monitoring and 
research.   

They allow non-governmental 
partners to direct and sustain on-the-
ground programs while leveraging 
additional resources to meet goals.   

Establishing and maintaining 
National Parks and Reserves and 
Wildernesses and other Protected 
Areas.   

Establishing and maintaining State 
Parks, Reserves, Wildernesses, and 
other Protected Areas.   

Efforts have created and established 
public agreement that wilderness has 
high public value and for all life that 
wilderness creates and supports.   

Establishment of a system of 
National Wildlife Refuges.   

In Arizona, development of a funding 
mechanism (the lottery) to pay for 
conservation of native wildlife that 
are not hunted or fished has allowed 
the state to develop a robust nongame 
program.   

Wildlife rely on habitats for their 
continued existence; anything we can 
do to conserve habitat now is crucial 
for the future. Finding ways to fund 
programs that conserve all kinds of 
wildlife is also key for maintenance 
of continent-wide biodiversity.   

Establishment of NWR system 
(somewhat mitigated by USFWS also 
being the primary Federal 
enforcement agency).   

Restoration of many species 
especially game.   

All were accomplished early in the 
20th century when biology, rather 
than advocacy, was the primary 
emphasis of agencies.   

Establishment of PR funding.  North 
American Waterfowl Plan.   

Restoration of big game.   
Cooperation among agencies, 
governments and on the ground 
personnel.   

Establishment of PR/DJ funding for f 
and w management, research, and 
programs.  Upholding the Public 
Trust Doctrine as a foundational 
value for fish and wildlife 
management in the North American 
Model for Conservation.  
Establishment of co-op units to help 
train scientists.   

Establishment of the Missouri River 
Recovery Management Plan/EIS to 
restore a Missouri River ecosystem in 
decline as documented by the 
National Academy Science in 2002.   

Federal law, especially NEPA and 
the ESA.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Establishment of the Federal Aid 
Program.  P-R, D-J, and W-B 
programs have helped establish the 
financial base for conservation.   

Establishment of professional 
science-based state wildlife 
management departments in every 
state.   

Adequately funded science-based 
departments provide for objective 
management of resources.   

Establishment of the National 
Wildlife Refuge System.  Taxation of 
hunting and fishing 
activities/equipment for conservation.  

Removal or reconstruction of dams to 
enhance fish.   

A constituency that cared about an 
issue.  Grass roots movement around 
these topics.   

Establishment of the National 
Wildlife Refuges and other protected 
areas by both the federal government 
and national conservancies.  
Endangered Species Act.   

Establishment of state fish and 
wildlife agencies.   

Adequate funding.  Public Support.  
Legislative Action.  Targeted 
research.   

Establishment of the profession; 
passage of key laws and case 
decisions that supported the 
professional management and public 
ownership of wildlife.  Passage of 
critical funding programs such as 
Pittman-Robertson, Dingell-Johnson, 
Wallop-Breaux, State Wildlife 
Grants.  Restoration of key species; 
international waterfowl management 
successes; development of landscape 
level management focus; 
development of State Wildlife Action 
Plans.   

Restoration of deer, bear, turkey, bald 
eagle, peregrine falcon populations.  
Establishment of inland striped bass 
fisheries across regions.  Removal of 
hundreds of blockages to fish passage 
and some successes in restoration of 
anadromous fishes.  Successful 
management of major sport-fisheries 
such as largemouth bass and trout.   

Strong commitment and support by 
constituencies and professional staff.   

Farm Bill Programs (CREP, CRP, 
etc.).   

 Financial incentive in conservation.   

Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration 
Act of 1937 (Pittman-Robertson Act) 
and the following rebuilding of our 
over-exploited wildlife resources.  
Along with this, the entire profession 
of wildlife management was initiated, 
developed, and solidified; wildlife 
science was established.   

The establishment and growth of 
state fish and wildlife (game) 
agencies.  Within this 100-year 
period, there have been dramatic 
changes in the capacity of these 
programs, and what followed was 
truly amazing.  Today, we are able to 
do so many great things for wildlife 
in our respective states.   

Dedicated revenues, but more 
importantly, dedicated individuals!  
This profession is truly unique in the 
quality of our people.   

Federal aid programs (Pittman-
Robertson and Dingell-Johnson).  
Establishment of the Cooperative 
Fish and Wildlife Unit program, and 
expansion of National Wildlife 
Refuges.   

Science-based management.   
Research provides the basis for 
science-based.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Federal Aid trust funds.   
Successfully encouraging the 
development of catch and release 
fishing for saltwater gamefish.   

Strong and clear connection between 
and among constituents and interest 
groups and the stated need for the 
programs.   

Federal Assistance to wildlife i.e., 
PR-DJ programs, National Wildlife 
Refuge program, Cooperative Units 
program, Federal land and water 
management for public access and 
wildlife habitats.   

Habitat acquisition and preservation 
directly and through cooperative 
projects, partnerships with farm bill 
elements (CRP others) to improve 
habitats cooperatively with 
landowners, elk management, 
expanded fishing recreation in an arid 
state, habitat partnership program.   

Taking public/political interest or 
support for ideas or needs and 
crafting a cooperative effort with a 
sources of $.   

Federal public lands.  Regulated 
hunting/ North American model.  NA 
Waterfowl Management Plan.  Farm 
Bill conservation programs.  Clean 
Water Act.  North American 
Wetlands Conservation Act grants.   

 
Public support.  Relatively reliable 
funding.  Strong science.   

Fish and wildlife habitat protection 
and enhancement through private 
land cooperative agreements and 
easements, public land management, 
and direct acquisitions of new public 
lands.  Threatened and endangered 
species recovery (i.e., bald eagle, 
peregrine falcon, gray wolf).  Citizen 
science programs to involve and 
engage non-scientists in field data 
collection.   

Fish and wildlife habitat protection 
and enhancement through private 
land cooperative agreements and 
easements, public land management, 
and direct acquisitions of new public 
lands.  Citizen science programs to 
involve and engage non-scientists in 
field data collection.  Citizen 
advisory groups to involve and 
engage people in state fish and 
wildlife management.   

Habitat protection has been 
successfully tied to other programs 
like the Farm Bill at the national 
level and state legislative grant 
allocations at the local level.  
Threatened and endangered recovery 
simply took time and perseverance, 
of both animals and humans!  Citizen 
science (and advisory groups) started 
with targeted interest groups like 
birders (or neighbors of wildlife areas 
or refuges), but also (and finally!) 
scientists’ acknowledgement that 
non-scientists can really help.   

Flyway waterfowl management.   Peregrine restoration efforts.   
True collaboration and cooperation; 
all participants getting something 
positive out of the relationship.   

For the DoD, 16 U.S.C. 670.  The 
Sikes Act.  This codified the work of 
natural resource professionals across 
the DoD on individual installations.   

The protection of the ecosystems on 
military installations while 
maintaining military readiness.   

Once again the Sikes Act.  It forced 
the cooperation between DoD, DoI, 
and individual States to compare 
notes and talk to each other.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Formation of the USFS, NPS, and 
National Wildlife Refuge system.  
Development of the user funded 
model of wildlife conservation.  
More recently, the formation of the 
American Wildlife Conservation 
Partners and the convening of the 
2008 White House Conference on 
North American Wildlife Policy, 
both of which have organized and 
drive successful planning initiatives, 
legislation and programs.   

In the early days, implementation of 
state fish and game management and 
regulations.  Later, the Montana 
Stream Access Law in 1985.   

The Montana Stream Access Law has 
permanently given the right to 
recreate on the state’s waterways up 
to the ordinary high water mark.  
Landmark legislation that has not and 
likely will not be replicated in other 
states.   

Funding—North American model.   
Deer, turkey, LMB, etc.—game 
species recovery and management.   

Hunter and angler support for 
programs focused on species 
hunted/fished, adequate funding and 
political support.   

Funding for the State Wildlife 
Management Plans, the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund, and efforts 
by Teaming With Wildlife, also 
conservation of birds.   

The SWAPs, various habitat 
protection successes, coordination of 
poaching information and 
enforcement, work on climate 
change.   

Either sufficient funding or massive 
coordination and education of efforts.  

Funding structure for wildlife 
conservation (excise taxes, license 
fees).   

Purchasing of land for public access.   
These programs looked at the bigger, 
longer-term picture of wildlife 
conservation in America.   

Game management that is harvest 
sensitive, as opposed to habitat 
sensitive.  Restoration of species that 
were in serious decline 100 years 
ago.  Federal funding like PR and 
Duck Stamp.  Huge partnership 
programs like the NA Waterfowl 
Management Program, Conservation 
measures in the Farm Bill.   

Game management that is harvest 
sensitive, as opposed to habitat 
sensitive.  Restoration of species that 
were in serious decline 100 years 
ago.   

Management of harvest-sensitive 
species based on sound science by 
trained professionals.  Species 
restoration initiatives—values and 
funding coming together.   

Game species restoration (both fish 
and wildlife) too successful in some 
cases, ineffective in others (northern 
bobwhite quail).   

Game species restoration.   

The user pay model of wildlife and 
fisheries conservation through federal 
excise tax programs such as PR and 
WB and all their requirements (i.e., 
license revenue restricting to 
conservation activities to qualify) are 
the primary reason that game species 
restoration has been so successful.  
The enthusiasts are funding the effort 
and state fish and game agencies 
have responded to the funders.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Gray wolf recovery in some ways, 
although the statewide agendas to 
control them, just after they are 
getting off the ESA list, seems like 
we are headed backwards.   

Peregrine falcon recovery, although 
monitoring for any future work is 
disappearing, so how will we know 
how their populations are doing?   

Wolves:  lots of hard work by outside 
agencies, good level of national 
support.  Peregrines:  commitment by 
biologists to survey and monitor.   

Greater unified address of landscape 
scale issues.   

Greater unified address of issues 
beyond states’ borders.   

Greater awareness of the need to 
collaborate to address similar issues 
across boundaries.   

I feel as if the federal reimbursement 
programs (PR dollars for wildlife 
activities, DJ dollars for fisheries 
activities) are the best programs at 
the federal level that benefit state 
agencies.  The user pay/user benefit 
model is something that is easily 
explained and accepted by even the 
staunchest critics.   

As a whole, the recent trends in our 
region to get kids outside to either 
fish or hunt has been noticeable.  
These are the next generation of 
hunters and anglers, so without their 
support, we are doomed as a state 
agency.   

For a state agency whose main bread 
and butter is license sales, anything 
to increase license sales at the state 
level is what is guiding us daily.  If it 
can’t be related to increasing license 
sales, we should not be doing it.   

I think the establishment of the North 
American conservation model where 
sportsmen and women are the 
primary founders of wildlife 
conservation at the state level.  It 
engenders not only wise use but 
proactive conservation of all fish and 
wildlife.  This allows federal 
programs to focus on the special 
species in need of help.   

Same as Q1 but its true focus within 
the State role of government can’t be 
overstated.   

It creates ownership and buy in to the 
concept of conserving species while 
allowing legitimate use.  Being 
primarily at the state level it allows 
for more direct and intimate 
involvement in setting the regulations 
needed to foster wise conservation.   

I would have to say ‘partnerships’ 
within federal, state, non-
governmental organizations, private 
entities, etc.   

Same as question # 4.   

An example is black-footed ferret.  
The only way ferrets were brought 
back into the wild after near 
extinction and are continuing to 
move forward away from extinction 
is the collaboration of many parties 
on an optimistic approach for species 
and habitat management.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

I’d have to say on a national scale the 
Duck Stamp program and the 
Pittman-Robertson Act are the most 
successful initiatives or programs, in 
that both have resulted in the public 
acquisition and protection of 
hundreds of thousands of acres for 
wildlife habitat and wildlife 
management.   

The return of some formerly rare, 
high profile, wildlife species that 
inspires the public and motivates it to 
support wildlife conservation and 
wildlife management.  Bald eagles 
and river otters are two examples in 
my home state of Pennsylvania.   

Pittman-Robertson was successful 
because the funding it provided was 
initiated at a good time in the history 
of wildlife management—when 
hunter numbers were steadily 
increasing.  Hence, hunters’ 
contributions to the fund grew for 
several critically important decades.  
The return of diminishing species on 
a regional or state-wide scale 
happened, largely, because of 
improving water quality, which 
enabled species like the bald eagle 
and river otter to reclaim last parts of 
their range.   

Impact of non-profit groups such as 
National Wildlife Society, Ducks 
Unlimited, Ruffed Grouse Society, 
Quality Deer Management 
Association, Boone and Crocket 
Club, Rocky Mountain Elk 
Foundation, and Wild Turkey 
Federation; the formation of the 
Cooperative Wildlife Research Units 
at major Universities across the 
country; and conservation funding for 
programs like the Crop Reserve 
Program, Wetland Reserve Program, 
and similar initiatives; National 
legislation establishing the Parks, 
Wilderness Areas, Clean water act; 
and most important the Pittman-
Robertson Act.   

Certainly, the establishment of public 
lands managed by the National 
Forests, state wildlife and parks 
agencies, and state forest service.  
Cooperative wildlife research and 
extension efforts by major 
Universities.  The Private Land Deer 
Management Program (DMAP) first 
established in 1978 in Mississippi, 
the Black Bear Recovery program in 
LA, MS, and AR.  Private Lands 
Initiatives taken by State Wildlife 
Agencies and also by non profit 
groups like Tall Timbers in FL, and 
Welder Wildlife in TX.   

Most had one thing in common, 
appeal and involvement by the 
private sector.   

Increased populations of white-tailed 
deer and turkey as well as the 
establishment of our refuge system.   

Cooperative efforts relative to issues 
like lesser-prairie chicken and black-
tailed prairie dog.   

Integrated efforts at both national and 
regional levels.   

Land and water conservation fund.  
Partnerships to address endangered 
species with proactive state 
participation.  Collaborative decision 
making at the watershed level.  
Coastal wetland grants.   

Washington Wildlife and Recreation 
Program and the Washington State’s 
‘Extinction Is Not an Option’ 
approach to salmon recovery.   

Collaboration between usually 
warring factions.  Shared vision 
about the future.  A recognition that 
if they didn’t work together, the 
resource was going to irreparably 
suffer and may be lost to future 
generations.  With a collaborative 
approach, lawmakers seem more 
willing to fund such initiatives.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Management by professionals based 
on science.  Duck Stamp, Pittman-
Robertson funding.   

Harvest by management 
objective/science.   

Focus was based on management of 
game species by trained wildlife 
professionals and good (relative) data 
collected for the purpose of game 
management.   

Market hunting did not work well pre 
1900.  Rules and regulations, season 
establishment went a long way to the 
present day marvels for wildlife.  The 
Smokey the Bear mentality in regards 
to fire suppression has proven time 
and again very detrimental for forest, 
soils, wildlife and jobs.  The Forest 
Service at every level needs to have 
laws that allow logging, aggressive re 
seeding after fires, maintaining open 
park grass land for wildlife without 
sustained lawsuits for extreme 
environmental and special interest 
groups.   

Contrary to the Trout Unlimited 
mindset, stocking of fish is not only 
viable but is mandatory in so many 
places.  Trap and transferring native 
species to re-establish wildlife 
populations is necessary.  In the 
future, watershed improvements must 
take place; this has been done in 
limited locations with great success.  
Modern wildlife management needs 
to come to terms that food plots and 
habitat manipulation is very 
necessary and the public need to be 
educated as to the whys.  Very poorly 
done today.  Major marketing has to 
happen.   

Wildlife management works because 
of the outdoors users as hunter and 
fisherman pay for the programs.  
Financial incentives mush be in place 
for wildlife to have a future.  Joe 
Public does not understand this 
concept.  Private land is / are vastly 
better because a private landowner 
simply can operate and make 
decisions as necessary for the most 
part unhampered.   

Maybe also the Federal ESA.  Also 
the Duck Stamp Program.   

Perhaps hunter access programs.   

Early on, the ESA functioned as 
intended with the well-being of the 
species as top priority, and their have 
been successes.  Obviously the D.S. 
program has done a great deal for 
wetland conservation and hunter 
access.  Hunter access programs in 
the Midwest have opened millions of 
acres to access.   

Migratory Bird Act.  Endangered 
Species Act.  Marine Mammal 
Protection Act and the establishment 
of the National Park Service in 1916 
to preserve and protect unimpaired 
natural resources for future 
generations.   

Wildlife Action Plans.   
Laws and policies gave teeth to 
conservation.   

Migratory bird management and the 
treaty.  National wildlife refuge 
system.  Endangered species.  
Environmental protection.   

Resident species harvest 
management.  Wildlife restoration of 
native species.  Movement towards 
non-game management.   

Things got so bad that the public took 
notice and demanded change.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Migratory bird management, 
especially waterfowl management.  
From the 1916 treaty to present, the 
collaborative efforts from 
international, to national, to regional 
and local levels are the model of 
successful conservation.  As shown 
in the State of the Birds Report, 
waterfowl populations are doing well 
because cooperative conservation 
works.   

Migratory bird joint ventures.  
Putting habitat conservation on the 
ground since 1986.   

Recognition of shared responsibility 
and a sense of common goals and 
objectives.   

Migratory Bird Treaties and the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  
Endangered Species Act.  North 
American Wetlands Conservation 
Act.  Nongame Act of 1980.  NEPA.  
LWCF.  Duck Stamp.   

National Park ownership of District 
of Colombia parks.   

The United States has a strong legal 
foundation for conservation and a 
strong funding base.   

Migratory Bird Treaty Act, P-R, D-J, 
Duck Stamp legislation, CCC, Coop 
Units, Lacey Act, ESA, Clean Water 
Act, Conservation provisions in Farm 
Bill, NAWMP, Nat. Fish Habitat 
Initiative, SWAP.   

Great Lakes restoration, MS River 
conservation, obtaining conservation 
provisions in the Farm Bill, restoring 
multiple wildlife species and habitats, 
alternative funding for state wildlife 
agencies (specifically MO, AR, MN, 
IA).   

Public trust.   

Migratory Birds Convention; 
enshrinement of Public Trust; 
acceptance of scientific wildlife 
management; hunter safety 
initiatives; defeat of anti-trapping, 
anti-hunting groups.   

Habitat conservation; support for 
trapping; hunter safety.   

Public support—commitment of 
wildlife professionals.   

Migratory birds, e.g., waterfowl.   Wild turkey restoration.   Landscape-level emphases.   

Montreal Protocol.  Clean Air 
Act/Clean Water Act.  Conservation 
easement tax deduction.  Ban on lead 
shot for waterfowl hunting.  PR and 
DJ.   

Minnesota Legacy Initiative, 
dedicated 3/8 sales tax.  North 
American Waterfowl Plan.  The 
Wilderness Act.  Alaska National 
Interest Lands Act.   

Broad base of support.  Compromise.  
Good science.   

Multiple prone approaches for 
effective species conservation and 
management.  This includes both the 
carrot and the stick of ESA and other 
proactive initiatives.   

Involving states as partners when 
they are willing to participate in 
effective recovery and proactive 
initiatives.   

The fear of ESA listing has forced 
many to the table that otherwise 
wouldn’t even consider doing so.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Must point to the Wildlife and Sport 
Fish Restoration program.  Well 
funded and has good goals.   

Bringing back the hunting and, to a 
lesser extent, fishing resources 
(animals and habitat) from a very 
grim state to the present good state.   

The Wildlife and Sport Fish 
Restoration program certainly helped.  
Public awareness of the toll hunting 
and fishing is taking on the animal 
populations helped put in place laws 
and agencies that turned the situation 
around.   

National efforts enacted by Congress 
to place federally received funds in to 
State Programs to manage wildlife.   

Same. Except some regions and some 
states have used state funds to 
complement federal funds to make 
unprecedented advances in 
state/regional management programs.  

Redistributes the collection of across 
the nation/board funds into state and 
regional managers to conduct high 
priority projects.   

National policy leadership—
NAWMP, AFWA etc.   

Managing individual species—
species restoration.   

Grounded in science. Makes it hard 
to argue.   

National Saltwater Registry.   
Intensive Management/Predator 
Management.   

Science based.   

National Wildlife Refuge system and 
associated lands.   

Maintenance of healthy game 
populations in the face of tremendous 
environmental deterioration.   

Engagement of a broad range of 
stakeholders and dynamic leadership 
at key times.   

National Wildlife Refuge System, 
Duck Stamp, LWCF, reservation of 
hundreds of millions of acres of 
federal public lands in general—
collectively, conserved habitat for 
countless fish and wildlife; Pittman-
Robertson/Dingell-Johnson Acts.   

Science-based management of fish 
and wildlife by trained professionals; 
regulating hunting and trapping; 
habitat conserved by states.   

Conserved and restored habitat often 
on a large-scale (federal esp.); 
dedicated resources (excise taxes, 
licenses); science-based management 
by professionals; long duration of 
programs, land protection.   

NAWCA, Duck Stamp, Sportfish and 
Wildlife Restoration Program.   

CWPRA, CIAP, WRP (now WRE).   
Provides for conservation funding, 
which gives states initiatives to 
participate.   

NAWMP and Joint Ventures.  P-R 
and D-J.   

Flyways.   
Cooperation, vision, long-term 
perspective.   

NAWMP, NAWCA.   
Same as Q1 plus land protection, 
public/private partnerships.   

Public and political support.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

No question—North American 
Model.  If the plenary is about this, it 
should focus equally as much time on 
the money that was spent on wildlife 
and the manufacturers who pay it.  
It’s an opportunity to educate the 
professionals in the room who don’t 
really understand how it works.  
Many think that consumers pay.  
Yes—it is passed on, but for many 
manufacturers, it is one of their 
biggest expense line items.  Also, 
emphasize that a good chunk of the 
tax is from shooting activities—
people who often don’t hunt but are 
still contributing.  Places to just shoot 
are important to grow the fund.   

 

For the excise tax issue, the fact that 
business people helped begin this 
fund and are still paying it—often 
when they have no idea where the 
money ends up.   

North American Conservation 
Education Strategy.  Conducting 
public opinion research.  
Incorporating the human element into 
conservation.   

Collaborating on a regional basis to 
revise Wildlife Action Plans in the 
Northeast.  Harnessing technology 
and mining agency data.  Northeast 
Conservation Information and 
Education Association.   

They continued the growth of 
wildlife management as a 
professional multi-disciplinary 
activity, building on the scientific 
approaches made possible by the PR 
funding program.  And learning to 
apply scientific approaches to 
education and communication efforts.  

North American Model of 
Conservation, formation of federal 
agencies such as USFWS, USFS, 
BLM, USNPS, EPA, etc.  Federal 
legislation including, PR/DJ, NEPA, 
Clean Water Act, etc.   

Same as Q1 and creation of State 
Parks, State Forests, State Wildlife 
Management Areas, and State 
Division of Natural Resources.   

Dedicated personnel employed at 
these agencies and funding for 
various conservation programs.   

North American Waterfowl 
Restoration and NAWAMP.  Sport 
Fish and Wildlife Restoration—
including the restoration of a broad 
variety of species from turkeys to 
pronghorn to elk to deer to bighorn 
sheep.  The nation’s system of 
wildlife law enforcement.  The 
restoration of the nation’s aquatic 
systems.   

Bighorn sheep restoration.  Elk 
management and restoration.  
Restoration of Gould’s turkeys.  
Nongame and endangered wildlife 
restoration i.e., bald eagle, black 
footed ferret, Chiricahua leopard 
frog, Apache trout, flat tailed horned 
lizard etc.  Landscape level efforts 
such as the Western Associations 
Grasslands Initiative.   

1) Reliable, dedicated funding.  
2) Broad public and stakeholder 
support.  3) Strong public/private 
partnerships.  4) Strong 
programmatic science foundations.   

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan.   

Black footed ferret recovery and the 
Forever Wild Families program 
pathways models for R3.   

Black footed ferret recovery was 
successful due to private landowners 
buy-in to agency management 
efforts.  Forever Wild Families 
pathways models are successfully 
recruiting, retaining and reactivating 
hunters and anglers.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan.  North American 
Wetland Conservation Act.  Joint 
Ventures.  Conservation Reserve 
Program.   

State voter initiatives creating state 
wildlife agencies.   

Diverse partnerships that either 
created the programs or continue the 
programs.   

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan.  Restoration of 
wolves to the lower 48.  Land and 
Water Conservation Fund.  Passage 
of laws i.e., ESA, CWA, NEPA.   

Game species restoration.  Ecosystem 
restoration projects.  PR/DJ program.  

Multi-constituency collaboration.  
Incentives from legal compliance 
mandates.  Public/political will.   

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan. State wildlife 
action plans and funding.  National 
Archery in the Schools Program.   

Focus Areas based on Atlantic Coast 
Joint Venture.   

They focused on building 
partnerships and consensus among 
stakeholders to unite around a 
common cause.  They engaged new 
interest groups through non-
traditional means.   

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan and resultant joint 
ventures.  Conservation programs in 
the various Farm Bills.  NRCS 
Working Lands for Wildlife 
Program.  Farm Bill wildlife 
biologists in NRCS Offices.   

Sage Grouse Initiative.  Lesser 
Prairie-Chicken Initiative.  Prairie 
Pothole Joint Venture.  Intermountain 
West Joint Venture.   

Broad support from a variety of 
stakeholders, local governments and 
politicians.  Huge infusions of funds 
and human resources from a variety 
of sources to restore some level of 
ecological integrity to large 
landscapes.   

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan and the associated 
North American Wetlands 
Conservation Act to fund the Plan.  
National Wildlife Refuge System.  
Duck Stamp for funding the refuges.   

 

The strong scientific basis for the 
Plan and the collaborative 
mechanisms for implementation at 
the international, national, and 
regional/local levels.  Refuges have 
simply provided a diversity of habitat 
in all regions of the country and have 
provided opportunities for recreation, 
including hunting and fishing.   

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan, Partners in Flight, 
Joint Ventures, North American 
Wetlands Conservation Act, 
Neotropical Migratory Bird 
Conservation Act.   

Joint Ventures.   
They tap wide and growing public 
interest, are highly collaborative, and 
are non-regulatory.   

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan.  Species at Risk 
Act (Canada).   

Peregrine falcon recovery.  
Trumpeter swan recovery.   

Good planning, dedicated staff, good 
public communications, recovery did 
not conflict with resource 
development.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan; key private 
groups, such as Ducks Unlimited, 
National Wild Turkey Federation, 
Pheasants Forever, National Wildlife 
Federation, and a few others that are 
able to accomplish significant things.  

Protecting remaining native prairie; 
white-tail deer management; wild 
turkey introductions; maintaining 
waterfowl numbers even with 
reducing habitat.   

Good marketing; key legislative 
efforts; significant private fund-
raising; excellent focus and planning.  
Key leadership by trained and 
dedicated wildlife professionals at all 
levels.   

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan; North American 
Grassland Conservation Plan for 
Prairie Grouse.   

Management of game species, 
provision of hunting and viewing 
opportunities.   

(Inter) National—a ‘champion’ who 
took the time and effort to implement 
a long term vision and cooperative 
effort across national borders for 
migratory waterfowl species; 
similarly an intensive effort by a few 
key individuals across 
state/provincial borders.  
Regional/State—ensuring that 
‘customers’ of conservation are 
satisfied and their needs met.  
Regional/State—ensuring that 
‘customers’ of conservation are 
satisfied and their needs met.   

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan; Partners for Fish 
and Wildlife; NAWCA.   

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan.   

Planning included diverse partners 
that found common ground to 
support projects and initiatives and 
planning was local not centralized.   

North American Waterfowl 
Management, CRP, Partners for Fish 
and Wildlife, Endangered Species 
Act.   

Conservation funding, landowner 
incentive programs, wetlands 
protection.   

Partnerships, society support, 
recognition of ecology values, goods, 
and services.   

North American Waterfowl Plan; 
Wallop-Breaux and Pittman-
Robertson legislation.   

State waterfowl stamps; aquatic 
habitat stamps; other sources of 
earmarked funding that can only be 
spent on programs specific to those 
funding sources; habitat restoration 
efforts that have a positive return on 
investment, e.g., lake restoration 
program in IA.   

Most have been user-pay.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

North American Wildlife 
Conservation Model.  Passage of the 
Pitman Robertson Act and Dingell-
Johnson Act.  North American 
Waterfowl Management Plan.  The 
formation of Joint Ventures.  The 
restoration of deer, elk, and turkey.  
Bald eagles.  The recovery of the 
bald eagle and other threatened and 
endangered species.  The formation 
of nonprofit organizations that 
provided the dollars and support for 
wildlife conservation programs 
throughout NA.   

The successful restoration of deer 
and turkey populations.  The passage 
of hunting and trapping regulations at 
the federal and state levels to regulate 
the take of species to insure sustained 
populations.  The formation of the 
flyway systems to engage states and 
federal agencies in the management 
of migratory waterfowl.   

Cooperative programs and 
partnerships between states and other 
states, states and federal agencies, 
and states and NGOs.  Support from 
the hunting, fishing, trapping 
communities.  Money support to the 
states thru the two restoration 
programs.   

Not really sure.   
Native walleye reintroduction 
program in West Virginia and 
Virginia.   

The walleye program was/is 
successful because of the dedication 
of fishery personnel at the field level 
that truly care and have had previous 
interests in our riverine walleye 
strain.   

NRCS’ development of initiatives to 
protect habitat for lesser prairie 
chicken, southwestern willow 
flycatcher, and greater/Gunnison sage 
grouse.   

Black-footed ferret initiative in 
Colorado.   

Financial incentives were adequate, a 
side issue was addressed (prairie 
dogs), and producers became 
educated on what the species mean to 
the environment along with what 
may happen if the species were to be 
listed.   

Overall— the preservation and 
continued management of 
land/forests/seashores for future 
generations.  The return of various 
wildlife—both plant and animal—to 
areas where they had been extirpated 
or existed in low numbers.  The 
advancement of both hunting and 
fishing to help preserve and control 
populations of animals and then, in 
part, the ecosystems in which they 
live.   

Preservation of land and water 
resources for public use.  Return and 
preservation of flora and fauna—both 
that had been endangered, extirpated 
or existed in low numbers.   

Education of the public.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

P/R and D/J.  Wild land acquisition 
(USFWS Refuges; P/R and D/J 
Purchases).  Research.  Hunter safety 
education and range development.  
AFWA and related professional 
organizations (e.g., AFS; WS, 
AWCP; IHEA-USA).  N. Amer. 
Waterfowl Management Plan.  
Wallop-Breaux.  Conservation 
organizations—formation and 
accomplishments.   

State efforts of the Q1.  USFWS 
regional assistance and collaboration 
with states.   

Excise tax formula and cyclical 
process—needs extensions to other 
outdoor users/products.   

Partnerships—Joint Ventures and 
Cooperatives.   

Associations, Joint Ventures and 
cooperatives.  Breaking down stove-
pipe agency boundaries.   

These efforts allow broader thinking, 
collaborative efforts that span our 
administrative bounds.   

Passage of Pittman-Robertson and 
Wallop-Breaux acts and 
implementation of fish and wildlife 
programs pursuant to those acts.  
Also passage of the act requiring the 
development of comprehensive state 
wildlife conservation plans and the 
passage of the clean water act.   

Implementation of fish and wildlife 
manage programs pursuant to 
Pittman-Robertson and Wallop-
Breaux in Connecticut.   

Funding from the programs 
mentioned in #1 provided the 
resources necessary to develop and 
implement fish and wildlife plans.   

Passage and implementation of the 
PR and DJ/WB excise tax models.  
Passage of the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act.  Establishment of State Wildlife 
Grants and development of State 
Wildlife Action Plans.  Establishment 
of the Cooperative Fish and Wildlife 
Research Unit Program.  Articulation 
of the North American Model of Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation—
Retrospective Paradigm.   

Development of science based 
management programs by 
professional fish and wildlife 
biologists.  Stateside fee-based 
funding models (licenses and 
permits) with protective assent 
language.  Development of regional 
constructs for management (e.g., 
Flyway Councils) and habitat 
conservation (e.g., Joint Ventures, 
Fish Habitat Partnerships).   

High level of early and frequent 
communication and collaboration 
between state, federal, and NGO 
partners.   

Passage of federal grants-in-aid 
legislation, e.g., PR, DJ and WB.  
Passage of the 1964 Wilderness Act.  
Proliferation of federal conservation 
lands, e.g., national forests, wildlife 
refuges, and parks.   

Use of prescribed fire as a 
management tool.   

Public desire to conserve wildlife and 
wild lands.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Passage of Pittman-Robertson and 
Dingell-Johnson to secure long term 
stable funding for wildlife programs.   

Utah’s Watershed Restoration 
Initiative. Utah has turned a program 
that started with $500k in funds for 
habitat restoration into an ongoing 
restoration effort that has treated 1 
million plus acres of habitat and is 
spending $10 million a year on 
habitat projects. The monies are 
leveraged through a myriad of 
partners and add to the long term 
positive effects of the projects.   

Partnerships with state agencies, 
federal agencies, private non-profit 
non-governmental conservation 
organizations and private concerned 
citizens and sportsmen who all care 
about wildlife and have a stake in the 
fight. The private organizations and 
sportsmen I refer to are those that 
want to actively help in putting 
money and resources on the ground 
to protect habitat and wildlife and not 
those who look to use the court 
systems and litigation to further their 
cause.   

Passage of the federal Endangered 
Species Act, which has slowed, but 
not stopped, unconstrained human 
development in critical habitats for 
at-risk species.  Dam removal 
projects, which reopen habitat to 
migratory (particularly anadromous) 
fish species that historically occupied 
upstream habitats.   

Implementation of State Wildlife 
Action Plans.  Dam removal projects, 
which reopen habitat to migratory 
(particularly anadromous) fish 
species that historically occupied 
upstream habitats.   

Federal ESA—Left-wing lawsuits.  
Dam Removal Projects—Watershed 
health efforts.  State Wildlife Action 
Plans—Watershed health efforts.   

Pittman/Robertson Act. This 
legislation provided the resources 
necessary for dedicated funding for 
activities focused on managing 
wildlife across the nation.  It brought 
to the forefront and recognition that 
our wildlife resources are not 
boundless and legitimized 
management strategies like hunting 
regulations and local management at 
the state level. The beauty of this 
legislation is the reversion clause.   

Fly way system.   
The building and partnering at the 
ground level.   

Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-
Johnson acts.  Clean Water Act.   

County Conservation Board 
establishment and Lake Restoration 
program in Iowa. The Conservation 
Federation of Missouri.   

Public and user-based funding.   

Pittman-Robertson Act.   

Recently the realistic management of 
our cat population seems to be 
working.  Addition of CREP lands 
has been a bonus the last few years.   

PR Act just brings money in and 
most people have no idea it’s there.  
The others work for South Dakota 
primarily because they are local.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Pittman-Robertson Act—provided a 
dedicated funding source for 
conservation.  Flyway system—
provides coordinated system for 
managing migratory waterfowl.  
Duck Stamp.  NAWCA.  Bald Eagle 
and peregrine falcon delisting at 
federal level shows the ESA can 
work.  Habitat Joint Ventures—  

Waterfowl species management plans 
within and amongst flyways.  
Western Association of Fish and 
Wildlife Agencies—coordinated 
format for exchanging info and 
working on initiatives.  The Sage 
Grouse Initiative—coordinated 
approach to sage grouse 
management, standardized data 
collection, habitat assessments, etc.  
Species planning at the state level. 
Habitat Joint Ventures.   

Communication and coordination and 
participation.  Bring people to table 
to share information, build 
relationships and create buy-in to 
pathways for moving forward.  
Prioritizing science needs, habitat 
initiatives, and resource investment.   

Pittman-Robertson has yielded the 
best return on investment.   

State programs that provide private 
land managers greater incentives to 
participate in conservation through 
greater flexibility in seasons and 
harvest quotas.   

The successful programs have been 
operated at the state level.   

Pittman-Robertson, Magnuson 
Stevenson Act, Federal Duck Stamp.   

The long season and liberal bag limit 
for deer, the rapid growth of wild 
turkeys, closing and reopening of the 
AP goose season (both federal and 
state), opening of black bear hunting.  

On the national level, having 
dedicated funds that are lock boxed 
and funded directly by user groups.  
On the state level, proper 
management based on science.   

Pittman-Robertson, NAWMP.   Joint Ventures.   
Buy-in and a willingness to step up at 
all levels, funding for wildlife 
management paid for by the end user.  

Pittman-Robertson Act providing 
funding for conservation.   

NASP.   
PR funds make it all possible at the 
national and state level.   

Pittman/Robertson and 
Dingell/Johnson acts, and the 
establishment of National Forests, 
National Wildlife Refuges, National 
Parks, BLM lands, etc.   

States that have created funding 
streams that include funding from the 
general public or non-sportsmen.  
Examples are Missouri and 
Minnesota with their general fund 
allocation, and here in Arizona we 
have funding coming in from 
revenues through the state lottery, 
and partnerships with the tribes 
directing some revenue from casinos 
to the state.   

They all focus on partnerships, 
conservation values (wildlife, wild 
lands), and allow for decisions 
related to conservation to be made 
under the current pressures or 
opportunities available.  They are not 
regulatory in nature or reduce the 
ability to manage under new or 
current conditions.  National Forests 
are great, wilderness designations 
that eliminate the ability to manage 
wilderness areas are not.  The most 
important reason these programs are 
successful is that they are inclusive 
and are support by a broad base of 
users, industry, conservation 
professionals.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Pittman-Robertson Act.  CRP/CREP.  
Furbearer restorations in the 
Northeast, such as martin, fisher, 
bobcat, and otter.   

PR—Dedicated funding with very 
strong protections of fund streams 
and uses, including regular audits and 
audit findings.  CRP—Large funding 
allocations allowing for landscape 
level habitat changes, with support 
from the participating landowners 
and well-connected, hardworking 
conservation groups.  Furbearers—
dedicated state wildlife agency staff 
with support from invested user 
constituencies that could fend off 
state level legislative and agency 
leadership attempts to scale back 
projects.   

Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-
Johnson funding for wildlife 
management and conservation.  
North American Model of Wildlife 
Management.  National Conservation 
Leadership Institute formation.   

Black Bear Conservation 
Committee—model for bring public 
and private stakeholders together to 
conserve a species/resolve a 
contentious conservation issue.  
Coastal Headwaters Longleaf Forest 
Initiative—landscape scale 
restoration of longleaf on private 
lands.   

Broad political and stakeholder 
support, and results benefit the 
resource, not individual agendas.  
NCLI—will build a strong network 
of future natural resource leaders.   

Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-
Johnson.   

Reintroduction and conservation of 
wildlife using the North American 
Model.   

Support from sportsman.   

Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-
Johnson Acts.  Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act.  Endangered Species Act.   

Wild turkey management; white-
tailed deer management.  Black bear 
restoration.   

Dedicated and consistent funding.  
Passion of the implementation 
groups.   

Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-
Johnson funding programs and more 
recently the State Wildlife Action 
Plans and subsequent funding for at-
risk species.   

Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-
Johnson funding programs and more 
recently the State Wildlife Action 
Plans and subsequent funding for at-
risk species.  The State Wildlife 
Grant program has been important in 
Nebraska by providing a means to 
help individual private landowners 
transition their operations to benefit 
at-risk species while at the same time 
improving their income potential.  
97% of Nebraska is privately owned.  
Protection of the grassland prairies is 
only going to be feasible with the 
private landowner participation.   

These Federal assistant programs 
(PR/DJ) are funded by hunters and 
anglers, providing continuation of the 
activities they enjoy.  Protected 
funding is important for the long-
term benefit of any program.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Pittman-Robertson and the wildlife 
restoration efforts.   

Deer and wild turkey restoration, 
wood duck nest box programs, bald 
eagle programs.   

Historically our profession has been 
blessed with really dedicated, well 
trained, and outstanding 
professionals.  These personnel were 
blessed with the support of some key 
landowners and sportsmen’s 
organizations.   

Pittman-Robertson Federal Aid 
program. Brilliant dedicated funding 
mechanism for wildlife management.  

Trapping and restocking of deer and 
wild turkey.   

Nationally, the PR program was just 
well thought out by conservation 
minded folks at a simpler time when 
there was not as much division. It 
was a common goal to promote game 
management.  Regionally, trapping 
and restocking wildlife populations 
were the ‘good ole days’. It was fun 
to get to interact with various species, 
hands on. It was also gratifying to see 
populations improve as a direct result 
of your actions. Now, wildlife 
professional are in maintenance mode 
and those hero moment are few and 
far between with today’s public.   

Pittman-Robertson Program and the 
formation of the hunter-based 
conservation groups such as DU, 
RMEF, etc.   

Use of hunter license dollars to 
purchase access and critical habitats.   

Provided access and expanded game 
populations to a level that many more 
could participate, therefore increasing 
the pool of average citizens vested in 
conservation, wildlife, and the 
landscapes supporting such.   

Pittman-Robertson Wildlife 
Restoration Act if you can keep the 
president from sequestering funds 
that are not appropriated by the 
legislature from being touched.   

PR funding to the states, the 
acquisition of State Game Lands for 
public hunting by states and 
reintroduction of native species such 
as Bald eagle, bobcat, river otters, 
etc.   

If you can hunt it, it will be protected. 
If you can see it, it will be protected. 
Hunters pay for the management of 
everything. This must change. As the 
number of hunters is declining, so are 
the funds they provide.   

Pittman-Robertson.  Restoration of 
deer.  Bald eagle recovery.   

Elk recovery.  Turkey recovery and 
expansion.  Antelope recovery.   

Included cooperation of industry, end 
users and the agencies.   

Pittman-Robertson/Dingell-Johnson 
Programs, Cooperative Fish and 
Wildlife Research Units, Waterfowl 
(not particularly all-bird) Joint 
Ventures, Conservation Reserve 
Program.   

NEAFWA’s Regional Conservation 
Needs Program.   

Questions 1 and 2-Federal funding to 
underwrite the programs. Question 3- 
limited budgets and similar 
landscapes and issues in small states 
provided incentives for the states to 
work together.   

PR and DJ Funding mechanisms.  
Conservation programs of the federal 
Farm Bill (ex. CRP).  NGO creation 
and engagement in conservation.   

Joint Ventures.  Hunting 
seasons/structures.  Access Programs.  

Enhanced level of collaboration, 
leading to better utilization of 
available resources.  Providing places 
for recreation helps keep people 
engaged.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

PR and DJ Programs.   

Partnerships with Conservation 
groups such as NWTF, RMEF and 
Pheasants Forever to implement 
strategies where state agencies are 
under-resourced.   

Leveraging talent and PR/DJ funding 
in an era of declining sales and 
Customer participation.   

P-R and SFR.   Species Recovery and Management.   

Leadership and a commitment from 
industry, stakeholders, organizations 
(NGOs) and government. A unified 
mission and commitment.   

PR- Fish and Wildlife Restoration 
Program.  Federal Duck Stamp 
Program and funds directed to 
wetland conservation.  North 
American Waterfowl Management 
Program.  Effective conservation and 
partnerships that lead the way for 
joint ventures and other partnerships.  
Endangered Species Act.   

PR- Fish and Wildlife Restoration 
Program has provided funding for 
research and habitat initiatives that 
otherwise would not have been done.  
State Wildlife Action Plans—have 
allowed states to prioritize efforts for 
fish and wildlife.   

Provided funding to states for 
implementation of fish and wildlife 
programs.  Have allowed for 
collaboration at regional and national 
scales. Provided synergy of state and 
federal programs to solicit funding.   

PR, DJ and the state consent laws 
that protect license revenues.  
Conservation provisions of several 
farm bills (CRP, CREP, WHIP, 
EQIP, Grassland Reserve, SGI, etc.).  
North American Wetlands 
Conservation Act.  Federal ‘Duck 
Stamp.’  Land and Water 
Conservation Act funding for wildlife 
activities. Cooperative Fish and 
Wildlife research units. Endangered 
Species Act (warts notwithstanding).  
Flyway Councils.   

Lottery proceeds for wildlife, wildlife 
habitat and outdoor recreation.  
Hiring professional staff (nonpolitical 
agency hiring).  Lesser prairie 
chicken range-wide plan.  Severance 
tax revenue (small portion—several 
million/year) earmarked for species 
of concern. Creation of habitat stamp 
to protect habitat.  Ever-improving 
big game population monitoring 
techniques.  Robust in-house research 
staff/capability.  Live-animal disease 
research.  Conservation efforts/plans 
directed at preventing listing of sage 
grouse. Inventory of wildlife species 
to demonstrate no need to list under 
ESA.   

Clear purpose/goals.  Dedicated 
funding.  Agency commitments.  
Public (and often political) support.  
Dedicated and passionate staff.   

PR, DJ, NAWCA, Farm Bill, 
Establishment of National Wildlife 
Refuges, Public trust doctrine and 
North American Model for Wildlife 
Management.  North American 
Waterfowl Management Plan.   

Partnerships with variety of NGO’s 
and other state and federal agencies. 
Farm Bill. Land acquisition.  Hunter 
education requirements.   

All about timing, need, politics, and 
the people who make is successful.  
Well thought out plan and strategies 
that are implementable.   

PR, DJ, NAWMP, ESA, Wildlife 
Restoration.   

Conservation funding in Missouri 
and Arkansas; Southeastern 
Cooperative Wildlife Disease Study; 
establishment of regional association.  

Successful coordination, 
prioritization, leveraging and fund 
generation in support of conservation 
objectives.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

P-R, D-J, Wallop-Breaux excise 
taxes on sporting equipment, etc., 
apportioned back to the states.   

Grizzly bear conservation, recovery, 
and management in/by the State of 
Wyoming.  Black-footed ferret 
conservation, recovery, and 
management in/by the State of 
Wyoming.   

Buy-in by citizens, sportsmen and 
women, landowners, etc.; strong 
constituent support for WGFD.   

Private lands management emerged 
in the latter half of the last century 
and has driven all sorts of science, 
management and policy matters.   

See Q1.   
Deliberate attention to solving large 
scale wildlife problems/opportunities.  

Proactive recovery/reintroductions 
and conservation efforts of various 
species, e.g., wild turkey, Canada 
geese, whooping cranes, bison, black 
footed ferrets, particularly those 
accomplished through partnerships.   

DJ and PR funding has been a critical 
component of state fish and wildlife 
management programs; the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act did much 
for wild bird conservation, and more 
recently, state wildlife grant 
accomplishments and successes are 
noteworthy for a variety of fish and 
wildlife species, particularly those 
that are not hunted and fished.   

Partnerships have played a key role 
in all of these: recovery and 
reintroductions were accomplished 
with many partners—state, federal, 
academic, NGO, and industry 
partnerships were key in DJ and PR 
funding, and migratory bird 
conservation (the latter extending 
internationally).   

Programs such as CREP, public-
private partnerships, species 
restoration.   

Public land acquisition and 
protection, species restoration.   

Public support that motivate political 
support.   

Programs that have increased focus, 
resources, and actions on nongame 
fish and wildlife management actions 
(e.g., Partners in Flight, US 
Shorebird Conservation Plan, 
Waterbird plan, North American Bird 
Conservation Initiative, Amphibian 
and Reptile Monitoring Initiative, 
etc.).   

State wildlife action plans.   

Collaboration among federal/state 
agencies, NGOs, industry, academia, 
etc.; the fact that they are based on an 
infrastructure of good science.   

Protection of wildlife and resource.   Protection of resource and wildlife.   Wildlife law enforcement training.   

Providing reliable funding thru PR 
and DJ Acts.  Building a true wildlife 
and fisheries profession via 
universities.  Reinforcing each of the 
7 pillars of the NA Model.   

Developing wildlife agencies as 
independent bodies that are not 
controlled by a governor or 
legislature. Restoring game 
populations. Focusing on habitat 
initiatives for all species.   

Clearly stated and defined needs that 
are supported by policy makers and 
the public.  Having independent 
wildlife agencies.  Having reliable 
funding.   

Public land network (FS, BLM, FWS 
and NPS).   

PR/DJ programs, the American 
system of conservation funding.   

Visionary in scope.   



36 Responsive Management 

Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Purchasing and 
maintaining/managing land that 
provides access for public and a 
thriving environment for fish and 
wildlife.   

Arkansas AYSSP 
Tournament/Program, Arkansas State 
Archery Tournament/Program, 
Arkansas HOFNOD Program, 
Arkansas Family and Community 
Fishing Program, Arkansas ARE 
Program, Arkansas BOW Program.   

It educates a wide variety of 
outdoorsmen.   

Recognition of the fact that 
eliminating top predators in an 
ecosystem will not fix it.   

Introduction of Florida largemouth 
bass into Texas reservoirs.   

People have finally realized that Aldo 
Leopold knew what he was talking 
about.  Introduction of Florida 
largemouth bass came at a time when 
societal, economic and technological 
changes resulted in millions of 
people with weekends off and 
disposable income.   

Recognizing the value of wetlands 
and working to protect those 
wetlands through acquisition, 
conservation, management and 
restoration. Efforts to restore 
habitat—removing dams, restoring 
habitat, and cooperatively working 
for stronger regulations to enhance 
and improve air and water quality.  
Working with agriculturalists to 
improve habitat and water quality on 
large expanses of land.  Ensuring 
‘wildlife and habitat’ experiences are 
available to the general public 
through management and education.   

Protection, conservation, education 
and management (through hunting, 
education of benefits of open space).  
While humans and development have 
encroached on habitat and wildlife 
the states and regions have not 
abandoned their efforts to protect, 
conserve and restore open and 
connected spaces. There has also 
been great effort to enhance habitat 
for diminishing species and to thwart 
invasive species.   

Education of the public, legislators 
and cooperative efforts with industry 
and development leaders.  The 
recognition that wildlife and open 
spaces are good business, provide 
environmental and human health 
benefits and are part of our nations 
heritage.  Ensuring parks, open 
spaces, wildlife management areas 
and wildlife are accessible.  Good 
and aggressive marketing!   

Recovery efforts for single species 
(e.g., turkeys).  Development of 
focused lobby and funding for 
individual species and habitats.   

As above, and the development of 
funding programs to support local 
conservation initiatives.   

They are often responding to fairly 
clear and dramatic problems that are 
relatively easy to identify with and 
understand, and therefore support and 
mitigate or correct.   

Recovery of game species. Set aside 
of WMAs.   

Set aside of WMAs.  Recovery of 
game species. The establishment and 
development of the user pay system 
in general/ North American Model.   

American sportsmen and women 
stakeholders. The incentive driven, 
incentive based and funded 
foundation.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Red-cockaded woodpecker 
management, improvements to the 
wetland/stream mitigation banking 
system, biologically sound 
innovations in urban wildlife 
(damage) management.   

I will mention a few recent and 
promising projects that I am aware of 
in my home state of SC and my 
current state of NC. State agencies of 
Georgia, Alabama, and South 
Carolina are in the first year of a 
three-year, large scale coyote study 
that will focus on movements of this 
predator in the Southeast. 
Overpopulations of deer in suburban 
and urban areas are becoming an 
issue. I am aware of one recent 
controlled hunt (conducted by law 
enforcement, advised by NCWRC) 
that safely and successfully culled the 
herd to an acceptable level for the 
area.   

Creating an interface between 
wildlife management and the free 
market is a necessary (albeit scary at 
times) and important idea. I applaud 
efforts to improve the mitigation 
banking system that could ultimately 
impact very important wetland and 
stream habitats once working 
correctly. The second aspect that has 
become increasingly important over 
the last century and will become even 
more important during the coming 
century is managing the human-
wildlife conflict. More people and 
more sprawl will ramp up these 
problems in years to come, so fish 
and wildlife managers will have to 
get creative and use sound biology to 
manage these issues in a positive 
light. Thirdly, I think utilizing 
military training areas to positively 
impact endangered species 
populations, 

Reintroduction of game species to 
original ranges federal and state 
endangered species acts.   

Development of and funding for state 
fish and wildlife agencies.   

Interested public, especially 
sportsmen and women.   

Reintroduction of several game 
animals, e.g., whitetail deer, wild 
turkeys, into unoccupied habitats.  
Also several success stories from the 
Endangered Species Act, e.g., bald 
eagle, red-cockaded woodpeckers.   

Same as Q1.   
Grassroots support and stable funding 
mechanisms.   

Restoration and ongoing 
management of game species (big 
game, waterfowl, furbearers).  The 
establishment of academic and 
professional training for fish and 
wildlife resource managers.  
Collaboration across state and 
national borders (flyways, joint 
ventures, etc.).  Funding systems.   

Same as Q1.   

Public support, 
legislative/congressional leadership, 
professional science-based staff and 
stable funding sources.   

Restoration of big game populations, 
waterfowl conservation, restoration 
of some endangered species (e.g., 
bald eagle), are all good examples of 
national successes.   

Restored deer, turkey, river otter, 
bald eagle, black bear, in Tennessee.   

In a word, money—all of these 
efforts were successful because 
adequate funding was directed 
towards these objectives.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Restoration of big game populations.   
Fish stocking.  Restoration of 
waterways quality.  Management of 
state game lands.   

Dedication of core sportsmen and 
conservation/fish and wildlife 
professionals.   

Restoration of both fish and wildlife 
populations.   

Restoration of fish and wildlife 
populations.   

Populations are at high levels and the 
sportsmen recognize the success of 
these programs.   

Restoration of endangered species 
and resurgence of harvested wildlife.   

Resurgence of harvested wildlife and 
restoration of extirpated species.   

The Federal Aid in Wildlife 
Restoration Act.   

Restoration of game species across 
broad ranges of the country.   

Having a deer management program 
that is second to none.   

Technically qualified and dedicated 
professionals willing to toil for little 
to no satisfaction.   

Restoration of many game species, 
our governance system (Flyway 
Councils, Joint Ventures, National 
Fish Habitat Plan, AFWA, etc.) and 
our funding model (PR, DJ and 
protection of state license money).   

Restoration efforts of the wild turkey, 
Canada geese, whitetail deer. Great 
Lakes coordination.   

They have been cooperative efforts 
between multiple partners, using 
science to learn and manage better.   

Restoration of many species—
bighorn sheep, elk, turkey, eagle.   

Restoration of the Gould’s turkey to a 
huntable population in Arizona and 
New Mexico.   

Funding, support, and largely the 
lack of hindrance associated with 
many federal programs (excepting 
the eagle).   

Restoration of Species and Habitat.  
Various Funding sources and stricter 
laws.   

Restoration of Elk to KY.   
Quality staff and outstanding 
commitment to science.   

Restoration of wild turkey, deer, 
pronghorn, bison, and bighorn sheep 
through regulations against market 
hunting, translocation of wild stock, 
habitat management and disease 
control.   

Same as Q1 plus cooperation 
technical guidance programs for 
habitat improvement on private 
lands.   

Broad public and hunter support 
translated into favorable funding 
appropriations by state legislatures 
and congress including 
reauthorization of the Wildlife and 
Sport Fish Restoration Program.   

Restoration of wildlife populations 
sometimes to above historic levels.   

The restoration of wild turkeys to 
every county of West Virginia 
through sound, scientific wildlife 
management.   

Following the principles of the North 
American Model of Conservation, 
the Wildlife and Sport Fish 
Restoration Act, sound scientific 
wildlife management, initiating 
research to answer complex 
questions, using fiscal resources 
wisely to purchase habitat and 
working closely with constituents and 
stakeholders within fish and wildlife 
circles.  Plus, we had staff that had 
the ‘fire in their belly’ for 
conservation.  We also had an entire 
generation of folks that lived during a 
time of wildlife scarcity, even 
extirpation. 
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Restoring fish, waterfowl, deer and 
turkey numbers using P-R and D-J 
funding.  Clean Water Act.  
Endangered Species Act.   

Restoring fish, waterfowl, deer and 
turkey numbers using P-R and D-J 
funding.   

P-R funding provided states the 
considerable and stable financial 
support needed to perform large scale 
restocking and educational efforts 
that successfully restored huntable 
and fishable populations.  The federal 
Clean Water and Endangered Species 
Acts forced states to include 
nongame fish and wildlife in their 
efforts.   

Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, 
National Wild Turkey Federation.   

Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation / 
KDFWR elk restoration project.   

RMEF and NWTF are using their 
many members to promote Habitat 
and restoration efforts nationwide.   

Salmon fishery on the great lakes.   
Re-introduction of the wild turkey to 
Southern Ontario Canada.   

Interest, money and the support of 
NGOs Like The NWTF, Ontario 
Federation of Anglers and hunters 
and others.   

Scientific wildlife management and 
wildlife protection through law 
enforcement have made the most 
impact on the recovery of a wide 
variety of species, the recovery of the 
bald eagle is the best example, but 
there were many others.   

Same as number 1, but also 
procurement of wildlife management 
areas for wildlife habitat and more 
recently focused management plans 
for those lands as well as species 
management plans.   

Primarily because they have more 
tangible metrics associated with them 
and have produced tangible and 
visible results and return on 
investments while other failed 
programs have not.   

Single species management, game 
management, endangered species.   

Single species management, game 
management, endangered species.   

Funding, hunting constituency, 
preference of many biologists to deal 
with single species.   

Soil Bank and CRP.   Soil Bank and CRP.   
They worked for private landowners 
where the vast majority of wildlife 
lives.   

Some of the endangered species such 
as alligator, bald eagle, etc. Some 
large-scale restoration and definitely 
the establishment of wilderness areas 
(this would be my top success). Set 
up of the national wildlife refuge 
system with its primary focus on the 
wildlife not people.   

Public land acquisition.   
They actually succeed and show a 
unique blend of partnership and 
support from the public.   

Species recovery.  Public awareness, 
especially of habitat needs.  
Technical knowledge advancements.  
Public land acquisition and 
management.   

Farm Bill conservation title.  Growth 
of NGOs as major players.  State 
dedicated funding for conservation.  
Species recovery.   

Education and citizen involvement.  
Demonstrated successes.   

Species restoration.   Species restoration.   
Regional and local support by 
hunters and anglers.   

Sportfish restoration.   Conservation Sales Tax—Missouri.   Strong citizen support.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Sportfish Restoration Fund.   Angler Action.   

Proactive conservation. Individuals 
feeling empowered that they’re 
giving back by doing what they love 
in a certain way.   

State and Tribal Wildlife Grants 
Program, North American Wetland 
Management Plan, National Wildlife 
Refuge System, Pittman-Robertson, 
Dingell-Johnson and Wallop-Breaux 
Acts, Conservation Title of the Farm 
Bill.   

Development of State Wildlife 
Action Plans, Project Wild, 
Watchable Wildlife Programs, use of 
Pittman-Robertson, Dingell-Johnson 
and Wallop-Breaux Acts for 
conservation work, Citizen Science 
Programs.   

Willingness to adapt, not see wildlife 
as game vs. nongame, understanding 
that the needs of all wildlife 
enthusiasts (including non-hunters 
and anglers) need to be met.   

Stop Aquatic Hitchhikers campaign, 
Sports Fish Restoration Fund.   

Minnesota Aquatic Resources 
Education Program—MinnAqua.   

Public awareness, support for citizen 
development and education, building 
a constituency that is 
environmentally literate and capable 
of engaging with natural resources 
managers with some grounding in the 
science behind management, and 
willing to support state-wide and 
local initiatives for habitat restoration 
and conservation.   

Successful reintroductions of species 
such as white-tailed deer and wild 
turkey populations, which were in 
serious jeopardy a century ago.   

Same as Q1; reintroductions of deer 
and turkey.   

1) Elimination of market hunting; 2) 
game seasons and bag limits; 3) 
wildlife agencies to enforce new 
laws, 4) willing public; 5) wildlife 
management as a science.   

SWAP, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 
DJ, PR, Farm Bills, Lacy Act, 
Wildlife Agency Associations 
(AFWA), Joint Ventures, NAWCA.   

State efforts to recover ESA species 
and develop recovery/management 
plans, Farm Bill—farm and ranch 
land protection efforts, management 
of viable populations of game and 
non-game wildlife.   

State agency leadership, funding and 
oversight of programs.   

The advent of internet access to 
young people for educational and 
informational based computer 
applications, reports, videos and 
courses.   

Arizona Game and Fish 
Department’s program focus: Wild 
Arizona. A program that is Arizona 
centric on wildlife and habitat. The 
program also provides curriculum for 
home schoolers.   

They are all constituent driven, and 
the result of extensive constituent 
participation in their design.   

The change to non-toxic shot for 
waterfowl.   

The reintroduction of moose in 
Colorado.   

Careful planning as to the habitat 
required for moose and close 
monitoring of the process.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The combined effort between 
agencies and NGO’s.  Maintaining a 
true understanding and being 
supported by the layperson that gives 
of his/her most valuable commodity, 
their time and money to promote and 
assist the true mission of the 
agencies.  This is and always has 
been a collaboration of the hunter, 
the angler, the sportsmen and women 
with a common goal.  Anything that 
has ever made a positive impact on 
this country was done by a hunter!   

Hunter Education has reduced 
hunting related incidents.  However, 
it requires trained investigators such 
as Wildlife Officers to take the lead 
and treat each incident as a research 
project.  Lessons learned from each 
incident must broadcast to the nation 
that hunting is a safe activity and 
prove to the hunting and non-hunting 
public that it in-fact is!   

Training and equipment!  Your 
investigators are only as good as the 
training they receive.  It is 
investigating tree stand falls or 
accidental shootings, trained wildlife 
officers are the best to have lead and 
be given the legislative tools and 
equipment they need to do the 
research needed.  Agency Directors 
must recognize and support this 
effort and the importance of 
prevention.   

The creation and passing of the Lacy 
Act, Pittman-Robertson Act, Dingell-
Johnson Act and Duck Stamp Act.  
The understanding that wildlife is 
held in trust for the public.   

Likely the various species restoration 
efforts, from deer and turkeys 
restored into previous ranges to the 
release of otters and fisher into 
available habitat.   

Many of these event occurred 
because the politics was correct at 
that moment in time.  For most of us, 
managing the critters or their habitats 
is the simple thing, convincing our 
public that it is the right thing and 
time to do it is the challenge.   

The creation of the Joint Task Force 
on Federal Aid in 2002 which brings 
uniformity and consistency in our 
WSFR.  It also offers a forum for 
networking/team building between 
the state fish and wildlife agencies 
and the FWS.   

Formation of the state regional fish 
and wildlife agencies:  SEAFWA, 
WAFWA, NEAFWA and MAFWA.   

The dedication of the state fish and 
wildlife agencies directors in their 
individual agencies and the direction 
and leadership they exhibit through 
their professional association, the 
AFWA.   

The creation of the North American 
Model where conservation is carried 
out at the local or state level through 
funding based on participation and 
excise taxes on associated equipment.  

The creation of professional agencies 
at the state level responsible for 
research and management.   

Both of the above initiatives have 
been successful first and foremost 
because they instilled a conservation 
ethic among anglers and hunters who 
formerly viewed wildlife as a 
commodity either for the market or 
for subsistence. Since that 
transformation began in the late 19th 
century, American anglers and 
hunters have become the world’s 
foremost conservationists.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The enactment of the Clean Water 
Act was the single most important 
factor that improved aquatic and 
wetlands habitat and now likely 
doubled the available fisheries habitat 
in the lower 48 states and HI.  Behind 
this, it would be the PR and DJ 
programs that have provided state 
resource agencies the needed 
resources to manage fish and wildlife 
populations.  Behind this and in spite 
of its many issues, NEPA really 
prevented the continual development 
of destructive projects without any 
compensation for their damages to 
public resources.   

From a fisheries perspective, it is the 
full development of the management 
triad which is habitat, allocation and 
people management, and fish 
production.  The integration of these 
three key tools into a single tool box 
has moved fisheries from a simple 
farming operation to ecosystem 
management.  The next one would be 
the increasing understanding that we 
must consider management and 
actually manage at much larger 
landscape scales than the old model 
of managing a single parcel, river 
reach or lake.  Finally, the 
development of truly regional 
collaboration systems for mutual 
management of joint resources such 
as the Flyway Council and Great 
Lakes Fishery Commission have 
reduced tensions between entities and 
have forced us to manage on 
appropriate scales.   

They changed the landscape practices 
and provided or protected habitat for 
fish and wildlife.   

The Endangered Species Act was a 
successful initiative, but its overreach 
in recent years has caused backlash 
particularly among landowners and 
businesses.  The act has helped 
successfully restore a number of 
species including our national bird.   

In Missouri and Arkansas, gaining 
sales tax revenue has helped diversity 
the state’s programming and improve 
conditions for wildlife in these states.  

Much of their success is attributable 
to strong public support for these 
programs.  A handful of biologists 
had an idea and were able to generate 
public interest and support at a time 
in our country’s history when these 
priorities resonated.   

The Endangered Species Act, setting 
aside public land (BLM, parks, etc.).   

 

Our efforts to bring species back 
from the brink of extinction has been 
successful, however we must give 
more attention to lesser known and 
threatened species. We need to focus 
on defining and managing 
ecosystems to protect more species.   

The enduring funding model in place 
(Pittman-Robertson).   

Restoration of key wildlife species 
(deer, turkey, moose, wood duck, 
bald eagles, furbearers to name a 
few).   

In the first case, LEADERSHIP. In 
the second case, we have yielded the 
fruits of a scientific approach to 
wildlife conservation (stemming 
from the early recognition for the 
need of a profession), coupled with 
the circumstances of land use/habitat 
changes. A ‘Perfect Rainbow.’   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The ESA has been hugely successful 
for rare species and many other 
species by happenstance.   

The North American Model has 
hugely benefitted hunted species and 
by happenstance a lot of other non 
game species. The North American 
waterfowl plan has made huge 
differences for waterfowl and 
wetland dependent species.   

Developing and addressing the 
concerns and desires of a concerned 
public leads to long term and 
sustained benefits to wildlife.   

The Federal Aid in Sport Fish and 
Wildlife Restoration Programs in 
general are the most successful.   

The Federal Aid in Sport Fish and 
Wildlife Restoration Programs in 
general are the most successful.   

2 reasons- 1) Permanent indefinite 
appropriation authority of these 
programs has provided consistent, 
predictable and reliable federal 
funding and 2) protection of fishing 
and hunting license fees from 
diversion.   

The Federal Aid in Sportfish and 
Wildlife Restoration programs (D-J, 
P-R), federal duck stamp program, 
federal migratory bird season setting 
framework via flyways.   

Outreach and engagement with 
‘traditional’ stakeholder groups (e.g., 
hunters) and dedicated funding 
source from license fees, increased 
awareness among public of the 
importance and value of wildlife 
habitats.   

Dedicated funding sources allowed 
agencies to function including 
implementation of research, 
management, monitoring, outreach, 
and technical guidance programs 
from which the public benefited.   

The federal aid programs that support 
PR, DJ and SWG, NAWCA, 
Wetlands Council.   

NEAFWA Technical Committees, 
Atlantic Flyway Council, New 
England Cottontail Regional 
Initiative.   

They are able to garner funding, 
prioritize projects and get them 
implemented. Effective 
implementation is the key. That’s 
why the JVs and LCCs do not show 
up on my list, too much wheel 
spinning.   

The Federal Excise Tax—Pittman-
Robertson Program—hands down.   

The fish and wildlife agency 
programs for managing wildlife that 
have emphasized public opportunity 
and public access.   

The bedrock of fairness, equity, 
opportunity for everyone and the 
acceptance of diversity.   

The first decade and early support by 
agencies and structure of Project 
WILD.  North American flyway and 
broad based national wildlife 
initiatives.  Improvements in wildlife 
law enforcement- multi-state 
compacts.  Responsive Management 
Program.   

Sub elements of the same issues but 
at the local level.  Heritage fund- 
Lottery Dollars for Wildlife- 
Alternative funding.   

Brought comprehensive multi-state 
vision/resources to major issues.  
Introduced need for educating a 
broad public to understand and 
support wildlife conservation- 
program has since been corrupted.  
New sources of funds and ways for 
new user support beyond the 
traditional hunting and fishing license 
purchase- more non-game emphasis.   

The funding associated with the No. 
Am. model. (PR and DJ in 
particular).   

Same.   
Broad and dependable source of 
funding through a tax on a growing 
industry and pastime.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The funding models under P-R and 
D-J that have provided so much 
support for conservation research and 
management.   

The return to abundance of many 
game species, to the benefit of both 
social and ecological systems.   

Restoration enjoyed widespread 
support from hunters, trappers, and 
anglers as well as the population as a 
whole.   

The Interstate Wildlife Violator 
Compact, utilization of social media 
to educate people about fish and 
wildlife management, more support 
from the court system (fines, 
prosecutions, etc.).   

Use of modern technology (various 
apps, pocket cop, etc.), Border 
operations to supplement funding, 
partnerships with other agencies.   

Most of them utilize the latest 
technology to keep everyone more 
‘connected’ than ever before.   

The management of waterfowl 
through the treaties, laws, and 
coordination structures in place to 
ensure protection and sustainable use.  

Comprehensive and sustainable 
funding for conservation through 
state initiatives (e.g., Missouri).   

The fundamental recognition that 
coordination and sustainability are in 
our collective best interests.   

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act.   
Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act and Sec 17 (d) (2).   

All Americans, all constituencies 
from all different walks of life 
worked hard together, from all 
different angles to make both of these 
incredible conservation acts become 
a reality.   

The most successful has been the 
recovery and stabilization of our 
waterfowl populations.   

An ongoing recognition by anglers 
and now by administrators that catch 
and release (recycling) of many 
fisheries resources makes for good 
long-term management.   

Public involvement and the 
recognition by the users that we can 
improve angling quality by releasing 
individuals, and the grudgingly 
acknowledgement by mangers and 
administrators that this approach is 
needed as more and more individuals 
via for the same piece of the pie.   

The most successful programs have 
been ones designed at the species 
level, and conducted at the statewide 
of regional population level. In 
particular, those designed to improve 
the status of whitetail deer, wild 
turkey, elk, pronghorn, Canada geese, 
etc.   

Programs directed at whitetail deer, 
wild turkey and Canada geese.   

They were successful because they 
were designed to impact populations, 
not small areas or islands of habitat. 
They had a focus and were not a 
broad scattering of effort at some 
arbitrary community scale.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The National Survey of Fishing, 
Hunting, and Wildlife-associated 
Recreation brings citizens, 
constituencies, managers and trustees 
closer to realizing their common 
values in conserving fish and wildlife 
populations for the long term (as long 
as a steady funding source enables 
the provision of reliable and valid 
results).  The State WAP funding 
program, the Federal excise tax 
revenue allocations, the ESA 
opportunities (I.e., reintroduced of 
wolves, black footed ferrets, etc.). 
The CRP and similar funding 
programs that work together with 
private landowners to benefit fish and 
wildlife programs.   

The decommissioning if 
hydroelectric dams for anadromous 
fishes. The cooperative relationships 
created and maintained between land 
grant universities, federal and state 
agencies for fish and wildlife 
research. The creation of the Human 
Dimensions program by the 
WAFWA Leadership, which led to 
research investigations such as the 
Wildlife Values in the West project.   

Dedicated visionaries have 
institutionalized creative innovations 
within the agencies that have inspired 
further collaborative initiatives which 
embrace diversity in all its myriad 
forms.   

The National Wildlife Refuge system 
has to be one of the most successful 
programs across the country. Its 
impact on migratory birds, especially 
waterfowl, has been stellar.   

As strange as it may sound, I think 
we have to acknowledge that wolf 
reintroduction has certainly been a 
success in the intermountain west of 
Idaho and Montana. In Idaho, the 
initial management by the Nez Perce 
Tribe got us off on the right foot and 
now IDFG is handling the population 
issues well.   

The refuge system provides places 
for citizens to recreate outdoors and 
their establishment is not nearly as 
politically charged as wilderness, 
national monument, etc.   

The nation’s conservation 
departments were allowed to enter 
the 20th century with the passage of 
Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-
Johnson Legislation. This allowed 
agencies to have critical funding that 
was not provided by states.   

In Alabama three things come to 
mind 1) restoration of the bald eagle 
populations, 2) the reintroduction of 
whitetail deer populations and 3) the 
reintroduction of the American 
alligator.   

Wise stewardship by state and local 
agencies that have worked 
successfully in a partnership with 
Federal counterparts.   

The Nature Conservancy. The Forest 
Service. The National Parks. The 
Endangered Species Act. USFWS 
Refuges.   

The Nature Conservancy.  California 
Parks. Regional Open Space 
programs. Organizations like The 
Endangered Habitats League 
(Southern California).   

Two things have made programs 
successful—regulatory programs like 
ESA and programs that allow people 
to make reasonable use of resources.  
The balance of regulation and access 
has been critical.   
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Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan has been one of 
the most successful efforts in fish and 
wildlife management. It set new 
paths for partnerships nearly beyond 
our dreams. This collective effort was 
successful because of many 
passionate people who were willing 
to put their time, effort and careers on 
the line.   

The Joint Ventures underneath the 
NAWMP lead the way for regional 
partnerships in a new light. The 
concept of working together to 
coordinate and leverage impact 
allowed conservation partners to 
dream and impact habitat at a scale 
greater than ever before. The flyway 
structure is also a phenomenal 
success in regional efforts to have a 
positive impact on waterfowl leading 
to sustainable management of 
international game species.   

It is about the people who are 
committed to the resources and 
undertake their jobs to the highest 
level of responsibility to the 
resources. It’s also about working 
with governments from the municipal 
level to the national level that are 
willing to look and act on efforts 
beyond the short term.   

The North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan is one of the, if not 
the, most successful national 
(international) efforts.  It has been 
and continues to be a success story 
that has resulted in turning the tide of 
waterfowl management in North 
America.   

The Lower Mississippi Valley Joint 
Venture has been an exceptional 
effort by the partners in the lower 
reaches of the Mississippi with 
partners who have been and continue 
to be dedicated to waterfowl, and 
other bird, conservation. The 
leadership in the LMVJV led to the 
development of the Landscape 
Conservation Cooperatives and set 
the standard for partnerships.   

Dedication to a common cause, 
leadership of the key players, support 
from the FWS without being mired in 
bureaucracy. The ability to put the 
needs of the partnership and the 
broad (lofty) goals before that of any 
one organization.   

The Partners in Flight initiative 
began in 1990 and has grown 
stronger and more influential through 
time.  They have produce many 
documents and tools that have led the 
way for bird conservation efforts at a 
continental scale.   

The PIF initiative has fed information 
to many programs and planning 
efforts at the regional and local scales 
helping to influence bird 
conservation efforts throughout the 
states and regions.   

It certainly hasn’t been because of 
federal, state or even local funding! 
The PIF initiative owes its success to 
the dedication of professionals from 
all walks of organizations. This grass 
roots effort has come a long way by 
bringing together partners with a 
variety of resources that all work 
together to piecemeal budgets 
together to get things done, plans 
written, and valuable tools 
developed.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The Pittman-Robertson Act in 1937 
created an excise tax that provides 
funds to each state to manage wildlife 
and their habitats. Notable species 
that have come back from the brink 
since the implementation of this act 
include: whitetail deer, wild turkey, 
and wood ducks.  Next followed the 
Dingell-Johnson Act for fisheries.  
These important programs provide 
funding for state agencies to manage 
fish and wildlife within the states.   

The Design for Conservation in 
Missouri was the first sustainable 
source of dedicated revenue for fish 
and wildlife in a state.  The 1/8 of 1% 
sales tax was approved by the 
citizens of Missouri in 1976. As a 
college student this initiative was the 
first conservation work I ever was 
involved with. Walking door to door 
to gather signatures for the 
amendment, I realized the value of 
fish and wildlife within the public, 
and the campaign led me down the 
path professionally.   

Because they had grass-roots support 
and spread the cost of participation in 
the great outdoors to the masses.   

The Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-
Johnson Acts; The Endangered 
Species Act, The recovery of so 
many native species including but not 
limited to: the white-tailed deer, 
wood duck, wild turkey, bald eagle, 
beaver, otter and brown pelican!   

Black bear, whitetail deer, wild 
turkey and beaver restoration.   

Willing support from sportsmen and 
other wildlife enthusiast for the 
funding programs, dedicated 
professionals that gave entire careers 
to the effort!  The remarkable 
adaptability and resilience of our 
native wildlife.   

The Pittman-Robertson Act.   Unknown.   

No other group (s) have contributed 
nearly as much to wildlife 
conservation as America’s hunters, 
shooters, and anglers via license fees 
and the voluntarily-imposed Federal 
excise taxes collected on every 
firearm and every round of 
ammunition since 1937.   

The Pittman-Robertson Act.  The 
Dingell-Johnson Act.   

The management of species to 
prevent over-harvest.   

Enacting game laws, establishing 
forestry/wetland/plains protection 
programs.   

The Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-
Johnson bills have generated millions 
of dollars for research and 
management of our precious wildlife 
resources.   

The development of sound 
regulations has provided the proper 
management of game and fish 
populations.   

Despite the pressure from special 
interest groups, most of the key 
decisions on wildlife management are 
science-based.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The PR and DJ and to a lesser extent 
the SWG programs.  The NAWCA 
and funding to conserve critical 
wetland habitats.   

The Habitat Montana program for 
acquiring critical habitat.  The 
Upland Game Bird Habitat Program 
to conserve and enhance upland bird 
habitat.  The MT Stream Access Law 
that provides for public access to the 
bed and banks of all waterways for 
recreational use.  The Block 
Management Program that provides 
public access to over 8 million across 
of private lands.   

The federal dollars go a long way to 
providing funding for critical 
programs the state could not afford 
otherwise.  Other state efforts have 
been successful to grass roots support 
to pass necessary legislation.   

The preservation and expansion of 
natural areas, parks, lakes, and water 
systems.   

Expansion of the game lands, parks, 
and riparian resources of North 
Carolina.   

A more informed view by the 
legislatures as to the need to fund 
these vital areas in that delays simply 
geometrically increase the costs at a 
later date.   

The protection and recovery of 
nesting habitat for migratory fowl 
and the start towards dis-
incentivizing agricultural programs 
that destroy such habitat.   

I think that the recovery of game 
species throughout the country is the 
most spectacular.  Starting with the 
phenomenal growth of turkey 
populations in most all states, the 
growth of whitetail populations in 
most states and the recovery of elk 
populations in western states and elk 
restocking in historical areas.   

I think that at the state level game 
management has gotten smarter and 
there has been some (though far from 
uniform) progress towards getting 
state politics out of game 
management.   

The recovery of iconic wildlife 
species such as Canada geese, 
Trumpeter swans, Bald eagles, 
wolves and the Peregrine falcon. 
Certainly others could be arguably 
added to that list including elk and 
bison. The legal framework that 
developed for regulation of harvest of 
waterfowl species was incredibly 
important along with related habitat 
protection and management 
initiatives.   

Certainly acquisition of wildlife 
habitat has been a cornerstone of 
wildlife production and wildlife 
related recreation. In Minnesota, the 
1951 Save the Wetlands acquisition 
program, statute authorized wildlife 
lake designation in 1969, increased 
wetland protection in the 1980s, 
passage of the Reinvest In Minnesota 
Initiative in 1986, followed by the 
funding mechanism Environment and 
Natural Resources Trust Fund, and 
passage of the constitutionally 
dedicated Outdoor Heritage fund in 
2008 are standouts from a historical 
perspective.   

Hunter support was the driving force 
for most of the 20th century. 
However, it was the collaboration of 
environmental and conservation 
groups (Guns and Greens) that 
provided the big home runs around 
the turn of the century. Reinvest in 
Minnesota, Environment and Natural 
Resources Trust Fund, and Outdoor 
Heritage Fund all passed because of 
this collaboration.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The restoration of keystone species 
such as the bald eagle, whitetail deer, 
wild turkey and the successful 
enactment and implementation of the 
Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-
Johnson Acts.   

The restoration of Lake Erie as the 
walleye capital of the world, 
establishing a world-class steelhead 
trout fishery (with help from 
Michigan—Manistee strain fish) and 
making Ohio a destination for 
whitetail deer hunting.   

Like Woody Hayes said—‘You win 
with people’—hire the best and the 
brightest, and turn them loose to 
flourish.  Establishing great 
partnerships with conservation 
organizations such as DU, PF, and 
NWTF have strengthened Ohio’s 
wildlife resources immensely.  We 
are blessed with outstanding 
cooperative conservation efforts!   

The restoration of our many wildlife 
species such as the wild turkey, elk, 
whitetail, black bear, pronghorn, 
wood ducks, Canada geese, and the 
bald eagle as a few examples. The 
whitetail success story drives hunting 
license sales, and is key to recruiting 
and retaining licensed hunters.   

With the exception of the migratory 
species that are mentioned in 
question 1....most of those species 
restored were state initiatives, but 
NGOs like NWTF played a large role 
in the coordination of the trap and 
transfer on a national scale.   

Good science, but also paying 
attention to the species themselves 
and adapting management schemes. 
I’ll use the turkey as an example. 40 
years ago conventional thinking was 
that wild turkeys needed 10K acres of 
contiguous mixed pine/hardwood 
timber. It was the turkey that proved 
us wrong and clearly showed us that 
open habitats were critical to 
maximize densities. Also, the early 
projected ranges of the turkey, were 
miscalculated and we found that 
adaptability to many habitat types 
changed the way we managed. 

The restoration of waterfowl, which 
had the highest breeding population 
count since the survey began in 1955, 
is the clear winner.  Many 
organizations and government acts 
and departments should share in 
this—the Duck Stamp Act, the North 
American Wetland Conservation Act, 
CRP, Ducks Unlimited, others.   

Reintroduction of the wild turkey, 
which was locally extirpated through 
the eastern U. S.   

Passion.  Passion from sportsmen and 
women, from the academic 
community, and from our elected 
representatives at the state and 
federal level, and from our state 
wildlife agencies.   

The user-pay, public benefit system 
of fish and wildlife conservation 
funding (the program itself, not any 
associated marketing/awareness 
campaigns).   

Atlantic striped bass management.   
Cooperation among states, industry 
and stakeholders.   

The USFWS’ Partners for Fish and 
Wildlife Program and the Wildlife, 
Sport fish, and Restoration Program.  
Farm Bill Conservation Programs.   

The above plus state-led conservation 
and restoration programs.   

Non regulatory conservation 
programs appeal to both sides of the 
aisle. They also resonate with the 
American people as ‘government’ 
doing good. And the results are good 
and treasured by local stakeholders.   

The wild turkey expansion.   Whitetail deer expansion.   
Effort of conservation organizations 
and wildlife agencies combined.   
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Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The wild turkey game management 
program.   

Again, the wild turkey program and 
the increase in management of 
whitetail deer Increase in d.   

Improvement in financial resources 
and upturn public awareness by 
improved communication.   

The Wildlife and Sport Fish 
Restoration Program continues to be 
one of the most successful programs 
in the nation and world for that 
matter.  I have worked in the 
Program for 24+ years, but also was 
in in the Refuge system for nearly 10 
years.  The WSFR program is an 
excellent example of a program that 
demonstrates true partnership but 
also demonstrates many benefits to 
fish and wildlife resources because of 
partnerships efforts.   

Wolf recovery, turkey recovery, 
whooping crane recovery.   

Collaboration and similar visions 
between agencies involved.   

This is such a broad question, it’s 
essentially impossible to answer ‘in a 
few words.’  But, for the sake of 
trying to provide something useful: 
Any national effort that recognizes 
and provides funding support for 
partnerships.   

Ditto Q1.   

We generally see how poorly heavy-
handed, out of touch 
programs/initiatives work on the 
long-term conservation of habitat and 
the species that depend on such.  
Recognizing there isn’t a ‘one-size’ 
fits all partnership approach, but 
when you bring the landowners, 
states, feds, and other interested 
parties to the table, as appropriate, 
you tend to garner support for 
whatever action subsequently occurs.  

This is too broad of a question.  We 
have ESA, designation of refuges, 
parks, forests, and associated public 
lands.  All of the clean water, air and 
solid waste efforts (SDWA, etc.), the 
PR/DJ excise tax program, etc.  The 
entire profession has evolved from 
nothing to an immense multi-faceted 
program.  How can we pick a single 
initiative among all of these?   

State regulation of fish and wildlife 
and the complete development of 
scientific management would be one 
key development.   

The really big initiatives were the 
result of either an immensely 
influential leader (e.g., Roosevelt) or 
total citizenship endorsement (the 
entire environmental movement of 
the 1960’ and 1970’s).  
Unfortunately, I’d have to say that 
our traditional fish and wildlife 
agencies were not the primary 
motivators of these movements but 
rather substantial beneficiaries.   

Those efforts that were collaborative 
and included industry in helping to 
solve problems.   

Same as Q1.   

Because they had numerous interests 
working together.  The ‘durability’ of 
these projects is increased because it 
wasn’t an us-versus-them situation.   
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Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Though it’s become an ‘over success’ 
in some places, the return and 
reestablishment of the giant Canada 
goose has to be one.  Waterfowl 
restoration in general with the 
creation of the duck stamp program.   

Establishment and expansion of the 
non-native salmonid species in Lake 
Michigan.   

In the case of waterfowl restoration, 
it was a combination of regulation 
and the immense funding source of 
the duck stamp.  On the salmonids, it 
created a huge economic boon to the 
entire Great Lakes Region.   

Threatened and endangered species 
program.   

 

The T/E program has been so 
successful because it has cooperators 
at local, state and the federal levels 
which is key.   

Threatened species protection.  
Multiple uses of natural resources. 
Sustainable harvest programs.   

Threatened species protection.  
Multiple uses of natural resources.  
Sustainable harvest programs.   

Generally well thought out.  Engaged 
stakeholders.  Science-based.   

Transition from single species to 
ecosystem focus for conservation, 
successful management and 
reintroduction of large predators, 
better management of ecosystem 
processes (fire, hydrology), 
management of endangered 
species—both the preservation of 
some and the full recovery of others 
(e.g., bald eagle).   

Conservation in urban areas, 
especially pitch pine scrub oak 
barrens and habitat for many rare 
wildlife species.   

Collaborative, public—private 
partnerships with a strong 
educational component.   

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act.  Dingell-Johnson Act.  Pittman-
Robertson Act.  Organic Act.  
National Environmental Policy Act.  
Endangered Species Act.  
Development of the many private 
conservation organizations to raise 
dollars for wildlife.  Federal wildlife 
management agencies were 
established.   

Acquisition of properties for National 
wildlife refuges and State wildlife 
properties.  Development of herd 
management programs including 
hunting to attain herd population 
goals based on carrying capacity.  
Leasing hunting and fishing areas for 
recreational hunting and fishing.  
Development of hunter education 
programs.  Establishing fish and 
wildlife research programs.  Passage 
of State regulations to manage 
wildlife.  State wildlife management 
agencies were established.   

The regulations and initiatives set 
focal direction and sometimes 
mandated requirements for agencies 
to follow in establishing their agency 
goals.  Federal tax dollars on hunting 
and fishing equipment provided 
funding for research, land acquisition 
and other wildlife programs.  
Coordination Act programs mandated 
collaboration among various levels of 
wildlife management agencies and 
provided opportunities for private 
conservation organizations to be 
involved.   

US Endangered Species Act.  
Protected Areas Designation and 
Management.   

Protected Areas Designation and 
Management.   

National—one of the few 
environmental laws with real power.  
Protected areas serve as the 
core/source areas for wildlife 
populations and have huge education 
and recreation opportunities to build 
awareness and support for fish and 
wildlife management and 
conservation.   
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Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

User pay, user benefit excise taxes.  
Wallop-Breaux, Dingell Johnson, 
Pittman-Robertson.  This is the fuel 
that feeds the beast of wildlife habitat 
management.   

Small scale, volunteer driven, game 
and fish habitat and re-introduction 
work combined with big picture state 
and federal agency programs.  Native 
trout restoration, turkey, elk, deer re-
populations.   

Local support drives local programs.  
Efforts from on high often die before 
they reach the ground.   

Using the North American Model of 
Wildlife Conservation to turn things 
around and lead to successful 
populations of wildlife and a 
mechanism to keep populations 
managed.  Land acquisition by 
federal and state agencies have 
provided a great amount of land for 
wildlife and recreation—largely 
brought by federal funds and the 
Pittman-Robertson Act.   

Land acquisition by state agencies 
(Pittman-Robertson Act), 
conservation restrictions, and habitat 
management programs by some 
agencies have led to plenty of land 
for wildlife and for recreation.   

The North American Model of 
Wildlife Conservation set the stage 
for how monies would be collected 
and used to manage and conserve our 
natural resources for future 
generations.   

Waterfowl management at the 
continental level.  Breeding surveys 
in US and Canada, Adaptive Harvest 
Management, etc.   

 Cooperation among agencies.   

Waterfowl program a real good 
example of what can be done.   

Restoration of populations such as 
deer and tule elk following market-
hunting in the early history of 
California.   

They were important to everyone 
concerned then.   

We must go back all the way to 
Teddy Roosevelt.  Indirectly, the 
Wilderness Bill has been essential to 
maintaining even the fragment of 
fully functioning watersheds we have 
left today.  For the most part and 
frankly, it has not been fed or state 
agencies or public policy that has 
shown the spine to fight the strongest 
battles since TDR’s day, but NGO 
groups, both mainstream enviro 
groups, and the tiny handful of 
serious sportsmen-conservation 
groups epitomized by Trout 
Unlimited and more recently 
Backcountry Hunters and Anglers.   

None of this can be said in a few 
words!  Here in the Southwest, it has 
never been so much major triumphs, 
but rather occasional defensive wins 
against the constant drumbeat of 
attacks against public lands, which 
provide virtually all watersheds and 
wildlife habitat.  We lose more than 
we win.  Again, the enemy is 
economics-driven special-interest 
politics, very aggressive, combined 
with the agency culture of 
wrongheaded ‘politeness’ and the 
always-losing ‘necessity’ to 
compromise, always compromise.   

Again, the united efforts of ‘green’ 
and sportsmen’s groups, esp. at the 
volunteer level.  Those who want to 
steal and destroy habitat are well-
funded and well-connected.  Those 
who want to defend what’s left of 
natural America are for the most part 
volunteers and donors.  What should 
that tell us?   
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Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 
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efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 
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in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 
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programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Where they exist, social media 
strategies/use (yet again, we don’t 
evaluate using SNA methodology).  
Invasive species programs have also 
been more successful than others, in 
particular where anglers are the target 
audience.  Nobody wants to see the 
resource they use dwindle away and 
so will do what’s necessary.   

Invasive species programs, for same 
reasons in Q1.  Once people are 
aware of what they need to do and 
why, they generally do it.  This is 
starkly contrasted against mitigating 
and reducing human-wildlife conflict 
because there is a greater socio-
economic cost/impact to the 
individual.   

See Q1 and Q2.   

Whitetail deer management, catch 
and release fisheries, wildlife habitat 
acquisition and conservation, Farm 
Bill initiatives.   

Wildlife habitat acquisition and 
conservation.   

Unified approach across regions, 
available funding to drive initiatives.   

Wild turkey restoration after we 
started using wild trapped birds.  This 
can be expanded to all the big game 
species, elk, whitetail as well as the 
wetland species such as ducks geese 
and swans.   

Restoration of big game and 
wetlands.   

It was easy once we figured out what 
to do with the game.  strong 
enforcement, science into the biology 
of the animals and then following 
through methodically until we got the 
job done.  The next chapter, that we 
are now in is so much harder and 
where will the money come from?   

Wildlife and Sport fish restoration 
program.  Flyway Council.  Lacey 
Act.  Training for professional 
fisheries and wildlife biologists.   

Deer and turkey stocking programs.  
Dissolved oxygen standards in public 
waters.  Hunter education programs.   

Support by NGO’s.  Grassroots 
educational efforts.   

Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration 
program administered by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
various state fish and wildlife 
agencies across North America.   

Regional Conservation Need 
program administered by the 
Northeast Association of Fish and 
Wildlife Agencies; Southeastern 
Cooperative Wildlife Disease Study 
headquartered at the University of 
Georgia and benefiting member 
states within the Southeastern 
Association of Fish and Wildlife 
Agencies.   

Dedicated funding; clear goals and 
objectives; truly collaborative efforts 
among the participating entities.   

Wildlife and Sports Fisheries 
Restoration (PR and DJ).   

Restoring species into available or 
unoccupied habitats from which they 
had been previously extirpated or 
greatly reduced in number.   

Science based approach to restoration 
using wild stock coupled with 
regulated harvest.   

Wildlife Sports Fisheries Restoration 
Acts.   

Atlantic Coast Striped Bass 
Recovery.  Atlantic States Marine 
Fisheries Commission fishery 
management.   

Permanent-indefinite funding of 
WSFR Acts and license fee 
protection.  Atlantic Coast states 
banding together to manage inter-
jurisdictional marine fish species.   
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Table 1.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Most Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q1. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q2. In a few words, what would 

you say are the most successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q3. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have been successful at the 

national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Without doubt, the passage and 
implementation of the user-pay user-
benefit system of funding wildlife 
and fisheries management through 
PR and DJ.   

1. The collaborative implementation 
of wildlife and habitat management 
through joint ventures.  2. 
Collaborative efforts between NGOs 
and government agencies in restoring 
and expanding populations of game 
animals and recovering endangered 
species.   

Collaboration.   

Wolf recovery.    
Multi agency support and adequate 
funding.   

Wood duck recovery, whitetail deer 
management, Pittman-Robertson.   

Eastern wild turkey re-introduction 
and expansion.   

Committed resources professionals 
conducting the research and applying 
best management practices science.   

Wood duck restoration—wood duck 
box program.  Restoration of 
whitetail deer, bald eagle and wild 
turkey populations. WSFR Act 
funding. Non-profit conservation 
organizations like Ducks Unlimited 
and NWTF.   

Beaver restoration.   

Because of a broad interest on the 
part of hunter conservationists and 
the flexibility of early agency 
programs combined with the 
cooperation of private landowners.   

WSFR in DOI.  USDA conservation 
programs such as WRP, CRP, GRP 
etc. in the Farm Bill.  Public land 
protection—National Parks, National 
Forests, Wildlife Refuges. Clean 
Water Act.   

State WMAs.  Deer, turkey and 
waterfowl programs.  State Wildlife 
Grants Program.  State Natural 
Heritage programs.   

Legislative support.  Funding through 
license programs.  Sustained effort 
toward a defined goal.  Staffing—
consistent over a long period.  
Measurable and monitored.   

WSFR program, wildlife refuge 
systems, ESA.   

Formalized hunter education 
programs.   

Partnerships and communication.   

WSFR: which enabled restoration 
and management of game species of 
fish and wildlife.  ESA: Restoration 
of endangered species: bald eagles, 
peregrine, alligators—all success 
stories worth telling.  Cooperative 
Fish and Wildlife Units: partnership 
with federal agencies (FWS, USGS) 
and universities to help state fish and 
wildlife agencies conduct 
management oriented research to 
support management and restoration.  
Human Dimensions work to better 
bring people into the process.  
Conservation provisions in the Farm 
Bill.   

Same as Q1, but I’d add that the 
RCN process in the Northeast, where 
we pool SWG funds to work on 
collaborative region-wide projects is 
noteworthy and has reinforced 
region-wide conservation.   

Funding. Clear goals. Common 
mission. Passionate people.  Public 
support.   
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THE LEAST SUCCESSFUL INITIATIVES, PROGRAMS, AND 
EFFORTS 
The obverse to the above questions asked about the least successful initiatives, programs, and 
efforts.  One question asked the question at the national level, a second asked about the 
regional/state level, and the third question asked for the reasons for the lack of success.   
 
It is interesting that the top success was related to dedicated funding, because the top item named 
regarding the least success is the effort to broaden or gain additional funding for wildlife 
management and conservation (Figure 5).  It is worth mentioning that the dedicated funding 
successes previously mentioned were, for the most part, enacted many years prior (1937 for the 
Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration, 1950 for the Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration), while 
the lack of success reflects more recent efforts, including the effort to obtain funding from 
“nonconsumptive” users.  (Nonconsumptive refers to non-anglers and non-hunters who do not 
“harvest” species; nonconsumptive is in quotation marks because there is arguably no such thing 
as a wildlife-associated recreationist who does not have an effect on habitat and species.)   
 
The fact that funding is at the top of the list suggests that funding constraints are still problematic 
for fish and wildlife professionals.  Part of this stems from the expanded role these agencies 
have.  These agencies are often called by state residents when there are wildlife problems, yet 
these agencies often do not have funding sources to pay for the expanded role.   
 
As mentioned previously, the ESA is on both the list of successes and the list of items that are 
the least successful.  The problems cited with the ESA include the lawsuits engendered by the 
ESA, which are seen as a diversion of resources.  Indeed, many of the directors and other agency 
personnel who discussed the ESA as being of limited success felt that resources expended on 
lawsuits could have been better used actually conducting conservation work in the field.  The 
ESA and the concomitant lawsuits, according to some in the survey, have led to an increase in 
mistrust and divisiveness among those who should work together.  In fact, one respondent noted 
that “the politicization of the act...has created a terrible environment of litigation around a truly 
noble law.”   
 
Education of the public is also on this list.  While the education of the public has made great 
strides since the days of, for instance, Rachel Carson, there are obviously felt to be some 
shortcomings, particularly in education aimed at gaining support for conservation efforts.   
 
Also of importance on the list of items that are least successful are efforts related to the control 
of exotic/invasive species.  In recent decades, the list of invasive species causing real harm to 
ecosystems (as well as to agriculture and the timber industries) has grown.  While this problem is 
larger than fish and wildlife agencies themselves (for instance, often requiring new legislation, 
which an agency, obviously, cannot do), management of the problem often falls on the agencies.   
 
The full listing of least successful initiatives, programs, and efforts is shown in Figures 5 and 6.   
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Figure 5.  The Least Successful Initiatives, Programs, and Efforts at the National  

Level (Part 1) 
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Q4. In a few words, what would you say are the 
least successful initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife management over the 
past 100 years at the national level? (Part 1)
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Figure 6.  The Least Successful Initiatives, Programs, and Efforts at the National  

Level (Part 2) 
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The question at the regional/state level reflects the disparate and sometimes unique conservation 
and wildlife management problems that states face:  no single item was named by more than 
10% of fish and wildlife professionals (Figure 7).  The top item on the list at the regional/state 
level is political/special interest influence in decision-making (9.2%).  The second item is 
recruitment and retention of anglers and hunters because so much of funding depends on license 
sales (8.8%).  The third item is the reintroduction or recovery of state-specific species (also 
8.8%).  As the above graphs illustrate, the responses to this are disparate and not easily 
categorized.   
 
Following Figure 7 is Table 2, which shows the verbatim responses to the three questions:  least 
successful initiatives, programs, and efforts at the national level; the same at the regional/state 
level; and the reasons for the lack of success.   
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Figure 7.  The Least Successful Initiatives, Programs, and Efforts at the  

Regional/State Level 
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

(1) Emphasis on game propagation 
well past its shelf life; (2) Emphasis 
on wildlife plantings using invasive 
exotics; (3) Bounties and predator 
control; (4) ‘Reclamation’ of ponds 
and lake to remove native fish and 
stock exotic trout.   

Essentially the same as Q4.   

To a large degree, these initiatives, 
programs, and efforts have been 
eliminated, reduced, or supplanted.  
To the extent they have not, it is a 
combination of leverage by interest 
groups, tradition, and inertia.   

1) All the programs to 
support/change/refute Global Climate 
Change.  2) Most invasive species 
control programs (salt cedar, grass 
carp, European Starlings, etc.).  3) 
The Wilderness Act (prevents 
management).  4) Commercial 
Fishing of marine fish resources.   

1) Predator Control.  2) Privatization 
of wildlife.  3) The ‘Californification’ 
of wildlife management. Stop 
teaching compensatory mortality in 
schools and move towards (fuzzier) 
conservation biology without ever 
touching an animal in the wild.   

1) The road to Hell is paved with 
good intentions.  2) As populations 
become more urban, they lose their 
relationship with the land and 
wildlife.  3) The Internet and iPhones 
have also allowed the public to lose 
touch with reality.   

1) The reorganization of the 
Cooperative Fish and Wildlife 
Research Units out of the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service continues to 
erode the scientific capacity of the 
agency and 2) the Federal Aid 
Improvement Act of 1999 has 
resulted in a decline in numerous 
programs, services and other 
activities that is resulting in a decline 
in the fish and wildlife professions.   

1) The reorganization of the 
Cooperative Fish and Wildlife 
Research Units out of the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service continues to 
erode the scientific capacity of the 
agency and 2) the Federal Aid 
Improvement Act of 1999 has 
resulted in a decline in numerous 
programs, services and other 
activities that is resulting in a decline 
in the fish and wildlife professions.   

1) Cooperative fish and wildlife 
research units now struggle to remain 
connected with traditional 
stakeholders, in particular U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 2) Federal Aid 
Improvement Act has resulted in 
closure of Fish and Wildlife 
Reference Service, increased in-
fighting between U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and state agencies 
over funding for National Survey, 
reduced funding for professional 
symposiums that used to be funded 
from left over administrative funds 
and other reductions in services.   

1) The Wildlife Diversity Funding 
Initiative instituted in the early 
1990s.  2) While many would 
disagree, I believe that the ESA has 
not been as nearly effective as it 
might have been if used more as a 
tool for coordination and cooperation 
rather than the ‘club’ that it has been 
used as for most of its existence.   

1) Funding for State non-game and 
endangered species programs.  2) 
State land acquisitions that provide 
funding for the acquisition part, but 
virtually nothing (and many times 
absolutely nothing at all) for the 
long-term management.   

1) Lack of true long-term vision.  2) 
Turf struggles (state agency vs. state 
agency; state agencies vs. federal 
agencies; federal agencies vs. federal 
agencies, etc.) between agencies at 
all levels.  3) The burden of 
regulatory hurdles that add cost, time, 
and great frustration to well 
intentioned efforts.  4) Political egos 
and lack of political will.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

1. Failure to manage the listing 
process for threatened and 
endangered species.  2. 
Inconsistencies in the 
wildlife/fisheries components of the 
Farm Bill.  3. Disruption of dedicated 
federal funding through sequestration 
and governmental shut downs.   

1. A lack of region-wide 
collaboration to preclude threatened 
and endangered listings.   

1. Outside pressure from litigation on 
limited funding and manpower.  2. 
Early programmatic exclusions of 
wildlife/fisheries components in large 
scale federal programs.  3. Partisan 
politics and a poisonous political 
environment.   

1. Broadening the conservation 
funding base beyond the Federal Aid 
in Sport Fish and Wildlife 
Restoration (PR/DJ).  2. Halting the 
spread of nonindigenous aquatic 
nuisance species.  3. Developing 
information management systems 
capable of combining similar data 
collected by fish and wildlife 
agencies to arrive at nationwide or 
regional status and trends of fish and 
wildlife populations.  4. Developing a 
successful nationwide fish habitat 
initiative with dedicated funding.  5. 
Breaking up the research component 
of individual Department of Interior 
agencies to create the USGS 
Biological Resources Discipline (lost 
site of who their customers are and 
created redundant bureaucracy).   

Components of all of the above, but 
adding:  1. Inability of the fish and 
wildlife professional community to 
become effective players in land 
use/land planning decisions.  2. 
Effectively engaging the public to 
restore the Chesapeake Bay 
ecosystem.  3. Insufficient land 
use/land planning and nutrient 
control programs to put us on the 
path to restoring the Chesapeake Bay 
in the foreseeable future.   

1. Lack of political will, stemming in 
part from (2 below).  2. The 
conservation community’s inability 
to maintain the public enthusiasm for 
the environment that led to the initial 
Earth Day and conservation 
achievements of the early 1970’s 
(despite the political climate at that 
time).  3. Conservation professional’s 
(in general) lack of appreciation of 
the importance of successful 
communications and marketing 
programs to effectively engage the 
public.  4. General societal trends 
beyond the scope of the conservation 
community.   

1. Least successful would be the 
decades we spent turning loose pen 
raised turkeys.  This turned around 
when we switched to wild trapped 
birds and it became the most 
successful.  2. Conservation of our 
upland habitats on private land has 
been a dismal failure.  Sure we have 
great programs like CRP, EQIP and 
Partners for Fish and Wildlife but 
none of these stop or even slow 
development.  As the economy has 
turned around, the development has 
responded.  We have totally failed 
when it comes to paying landowners 
to keep their land in great habitats for 
the benefit of soil, water, air and 
wildlife.   

Same as Q4, but I would add that in 
many states, (not all) but in many, we 
have completely failed to convince 
the legislatures that wildlife, forests, 
soil, water and air are important.  We 
need a concerted effort, a new earth 
day, that takes this issue to the people 
in referendums and that take taxation 
out of the hands of the politicians and 
puts it in the hands of the public.  
Where this happens on the local 
level, people vote time and again to 
tax themselves and spend the money 
to protect the woods and wildlife we 
all need and enjoy.   

They have not been successful 
because we have not chosen to 
allocate dollars to this.  It is always 
about the money.  We have to go to 
the people and let those of us that live 
in our communities decide how we 
want to leave them to our 
grandchildren.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

1. National Phenology Network.  2. 
Breeding Bird Survey.  3. NPS 
Inventory and Monitoring Program.   

 

The NPN, BBS and I and M suffer 
from some similar weaknesses: There 
is no clearly defined purpose for 
collecting the data beyond a general 
interest in the status of resources or 
reaction to an environmental issue.  
In NPN and BBS, data are collected 
from convenient points yet inference 
is attempted for locations never 
included in the sampling frame.  
Further, data are biased towards those 
points with high detection 
probabilities (data not adjusted for 
missed detections).  The capacity of 
these data has been oversold to 
decision makers and there other than 
in BBS, there have been no attempts 
to tackle these shortcomings.   

1. Separation of National Marine 
Fisheries Service from US Fish and 
Wildlife Service.  2. Separation of 
USGS Biological Resources Division 
from US Fish and Wildlife Service.   

Atlantic salmon restoration program 
in the Connecticut River.   

Aquatic resources agencies need 
consolidation, not separation.  
Connecticut River is southernmost 
extent of Atlantic salmon range, so 
climate change is working against 
restoration.   

1day programs.   1 day program.   Lack of continued support.   

2020 program.   
All the recruitment and retention 
programs.   

Hunting license sales continue to 
decline even though multiple 
programs and efforts have been 
initiated to reverse the decline.   

A shift away from basic land 
management activities and principles, 
i.e., timber harvesting, prescribe 
burning, etc. on public lands.   

Recruitment of young hunters.   

At the national level, the inability of 
effectively and efficiently initiate 
management activities because of the 
constant threat of litigation.  As far as 
young hunters go, we are competing 
with the video age, instant 
gratification and many other 
activities that compete for young 
people’s time.  My concern is that 
what we have been doing, youth 
hunts, etc. are not working very well 
and we need to try other tactics, not 
sure what they are but we need 
sometime differ to complete for these 
kids time.   

Ability to overcome privatization of 
wildlife resources.   

Ability to overcome privatization of 
wildlife resources.   

Economic benefit to the minority that 
are able to muster political strength.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Additional tax measures at the 
national level based on the PR model.  

Fish restocking efforts in the Great 
Lakes.  It is now coordinated, but 
lack of coordination caused angst and 
delayed success.   

Lack of coordination and failure to 
work well will political leaders.   

Allowing drilling, fracking, timber 
harvest and transmission lines on 
protected lands without thoughtful 
consideration of the impacts.  Once a 
resource is lost it cannot be 
regained—the fracturing of large 
contiguous pieces of land for these 
activities diminishes the whole—
habitat connectivity, species diversity 
and health.  It also allows for creep—
what’s one more activity?   

Not having consistent regulations to 
protect wetlands regionally.  Not 
requiring buffers to coastal wetlands, 
instead allowing development to 
creep into wetlands at the risk to the 
ecosystem services provided by those 
wetlands and allowing development 
to be exposed to sea level rise, storm 
surge and to pollute areas beneficial 
to human health and habitat.  
Discrepancies in fish takes and size 
limits between states rather than 
regionally (fish don’t recognize 
political boundaries).   

Development and real estate values 
trump and always exceed the dollars 
for open space acquisition; where 
dollars were available for open space 
acquisition there was little money for 
planning and management. Not until 
there was partnership with industry 
(voluntary or not—NRD programs) 
was there a change in the 
conservation, enhancement and 
restoration activities.   

Alternative Funding.   
Recruitment and Retention of 
Hunters, Anglers and Trappers.   

Don’t have a unified direction or 
commitment fro stakeholders and 
industry.   

Although improving through the 
efforts of the Eastern Tallgrass 
Prairie and Big Rivers LCC, the 
inability to address Gulf Hypoxia in a 
concerted and coordinated manner 
has thus far been unsuccessful.   

The effort to list the Lesser Prairie 
Chicken as threatened under the 
ESA. The lack of trust and 
cooperation between the FWS and 
the States has resulted in an 
ineffective approach to species 
conservation in this case.   

Lack of trust among partners, lack 
inclusion of partners in agriculture 
and other industry that has a broad 
landscape impact, and an emphasis 
on bureaucracy and process rather 
than moving the needle regarding 
habitat and species loss.   

Any attempt to fix public land 
problems.  Primarily because nothing 
has been done other than add more 
lands that also get overcrowded, 
unsafe and usually unsuccessful.  
Outdoor Tracker Systems has a 
solution and we could use your help.   

Some of the management techniques 
have lagged significant events to 
various herds.   

Because they don’t get to the root 
problems associated with multi-use 
lands. Like I said earlier, we have a 
solution.   

Anything legislation having to do 
with climate change. Teaming with 
Wildlife.  Function 300 decline. 
Wildlife funding decline.  Failure to 
adjust duck stamp to inflation for per 
20 years.   

Failure to adjust hunting/fishing 
license fees to inflation.  Phasing out 
lead bullets.  Blackfoot Initiative, 
Montana.   

Special interests.  Some Lawsuits.  
Lack of outreach to diverse groups. 
Politics: radical or ideological 
approaches, from extremists on both 
sides.  NRA obstruction.   

Anything to do with stocking wildlife 
just for hunting purposes and no 
habitat for them to survive the winter.  

Anything to do with stocking wildlife 
just for hunting purposes and no 
habitat for them to survive the winter.  

The general public sees no reason for 
it and the PR is bad, limited value to 
the agency.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Anytime politicians are allowed to 
lead and stray from North American 
Model or when science or emotion 
over-rides common sense, we have 
failed.   

Becoming divided in our common 
core efforts.   

Maintaining the importance of 
habitat, no matter what the landscape.  
Watching a change take place among 
species where water, land and air are 
impacted by man which will next 
affect man.  In other words: 
maintaining good conservation 
practices first and proving that profits 
need to be down the list.   

Approval of exotic wildlife 
introductions!  Forgetting the role of 
biodiversity as we kowtow to those 
wanting big game-deer and turkeys at 
the expense of gallinaceous birds 
such as grouse and others that might 
mitigate the human health threat 
posed by tick-born diseases.   

Same. I recall in 1980 when the 
profession looked at Texas touting 
their high fence ‘hunting 
opportunities ‘ and not a voice of 
concern was raised. Now look at us!   

Commercialization of wildlife. 
Trophy and competitive mentality, in 
a word: greed.   

Attempting to garner long term 
dedicated funding for state fish and 
wildlife agencies other than from 
hunters and anglers.   

 

The conservation community does 
not have the political support/strength 
that they did when major 
conservation achievements were 
made in the early twentieth century.   

Attempts to reintroduce various 
species, such as the red wolf.   

Attempts to introduce new or 
removed species into nature.   

The costs do not justify the massive 
diversion of resources that are better 
used in other management programs.   

Battling animal rights agendas.   Battling animal rights agendas.   
Lack of understanding of how/when 
to fight these battles.   

Being relevant to the changing 
American population.   

Implementation of the endangered 
species act.   

Lack of flexibility, cooperation, 
development of common goals and 
objectives, failure to adapt to 
changing demographics and planet.   

Bobwhite quail management.   
Habitat management for Bobwhite 
Quail and control of exotic game. 
Large amount of private land.   

Available finances, public support 
perhaps due to poor communication.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Broad efforts to conserve, manage, 
and sustainably use all fish and 
wildlife species, per the North 
American Model and public trust 
ideals; some efforts to manage 
certain species may have resulted in 
declines of others. Funding also only 
addresses a segment of the wildlife 
species for which agencies are 
charged with managing. 
Generationally, recruitment and 
retention of hunters and anglers has 
also been unsuccessful (i.e., seems 
that with each generation, the number 
has decreased). This may be in 
greater part due to approaches and 
ideas for reaching new audiences—
seems like we keep doing the same 
thing but we aren’t looking at new 
and innovative approaches or taking 
advantage of technology. We are also 
not looking at ways to appeal or 
make our work meaningful to diverse 
audience (i.e., beyond white males). 
Rather, we seem to be catering to the 
base.   

Predator management strategies, and 
particularly education and outreach 
on the ecological and management 
values of predator species. In terms 
of the last 100 years, the fact that 
cougars and bears are missing from 
many parts of their native ranges is 
indicative of the lack of success (and 
perhaps lack of early understanding 
of value) of these predator species.   

Regarding national initiatives, it 
seems to be a lack of innovative 
approaches and understanding of the 
changing world. We can’t dig in and 
do things the way we always have 
because we will get left behind in a 
changing world with changing 
demographics. We need to evolve or 
face extinction. As part of this 
evolution, we need to address more 
education and outreach that is 
innovative, embraces technology, and 
addresses differences in 
demographics and cultural values. 
The latter point applies to regional 
and state efforts as well.   

Broadening the base for funding by 
not establishing some major type of 
non-game funding.   

Development region wide guidelines 
for wind power development as it 
relates to wildlife.   

For the former, there was not one 
strong voice, but to many voices not 
on the same page.  For the latter, not 
enough states buying into the 
guidelines.   

By far and away the least successful 
program at a federal level is study, or 
lack thereof, to examine the effects of 
Asian carp on the Great Lakes and 
how to stop their spread. Why the 
federal government chooses to 
protect a multi-million dollar 
shipping industry to potentially ruin a 
multi-billion dollar fishing industry is 
simply unfathomable and 
unacceptable.   

Some of the stocking programs that 
we have initiated do not truly 
represent what is best for our natural 
resources. Stocking exotics to control 
exotics, introduction of hybrids, and 
introducing non-natives in general 
will lead to the overall decline of our 
fisheries across the nation.   

The management of our natural 
resources is not an experiment. Until 
this mindset is eliminated, we are 
going to continue down this 
potentially dangerous path.   

CARA, LCC.    
Lack of buy in from non consumptive 
users, another layer on an already 
successful format (JV).   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

CARA/Teaming with Wildlife, ESA 
implementation, LCCs, Surrogate 
Species, Wild and Free Roaming 
Horse and Burro Act.   

ESA implementation, Wild and Free 
Roaming Horse and Burro Act, 
Surrogate Species.   

CARA/Teaming with Wildlife—lack 
of legislative support on the national 
level.  ESA implementation—lack of 
consistency in the application and 
administration of the act on a species 
to species and program to program 
level.   

Collectively, the states have failed to 
develop a sustainable funding 
mechanism which truly engages the 
majority of citizens in valuing and 
enabling the conservation and 
management of game as well as no 
game fish, wildlife, and their habitats. 

Failure to collectively address cross 
boundary challenges presented by 
multiple stakeholders with vested 
interests that often relegate the 
viability of fish and wildlife 
populations and their sustained health 
as secondary to human needs and 
wants.   

The inabilities of trustees and 
managers to recognize, understand, 
and accept the strengths, weaknesses, 
threats, and opportunities of 
similarities and differences of public 
values to address the greater good for 
fish and wildlife population 
sustainability to fulfill the Public 
Trust responsibilities.   

Combating invasive species.   Same, plus feral horses.   
Lack of understanding and value of 
intact ecosystems.  Politics!   

Conservation and Reinvestment Act. 
Don’t know why but support was lost 
for these funding programs.   

The lack of general fund or tax 
dollars on a state and local level to 
assist in the cost of wildlife 
management.   

We have not been successful in 
tapping into wildlife enthusiasts who 
do not hunt, trap or fish for funding 
of wildlife and habitat programs.   

Conservation law enforcement efforts 
to curtail hard core violators and 
game hogs.  Conservation education 
efforts to reach legislators and 
citizens burdened by ignorance.   

Same as Q4.   

Typical citizens have no idea how 
conservation agencies are funded or 
what the employees actually do.  
Many citizens believe in all sorts of 
myths and folktales, alligators 
running faster than horses, black 
panthers, that sort of thing.   

Continued unspoken and disruptive 
conflicts between USFWS and state 
fish and wildlife agencies over 
control.   

Customer acquisition programs that 
don’t scale. Lack of strategies and 
marketing initiatives that can recoup 
the dramatic loss of Customers over 
the past 25 years. Lack of investment 
in marketing (time, talent, funding) 
as well as up-to-date technology to 
acquire Customers and provide them 
with sharable Customer experiences.   

Extreme failure of state fish and 
wildlife agencies to act like 
businesses. Failure of USFWS to 
hold states more accountable for the 
funds they spend. There is enormous 
waste of funding, resources and 
opportunities of small scale projects 
that will never a) rebuild Customer 
numbers to sustainable levels and b) 
provide a meaningful ROI.   

Control of aquatic invasive species.   

Control of aquatic invasive species, 
balancing commercial harvest of 
public resources with conservation 
concerns.   

AIS—lack of public education and 
outreach and cost to control once 
introduced.  Commercial Harvest—
politics and greed.   

Creating new funding sources as 
traditional sources have declined.  
Creating interest in our nation’s 
hunting and fishing heritage.   

Creating new funding sources as 
traditional sources have declined.  
Creating interest in our nation’s 
hunting and fishing heritage.   

That’s the million dollar question.  
Changing demographic?  Maybe lack 
of true effort or appropriate effort in 
agency’s gaining support.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

CRP SAFE program.   CRP SAFE program.   

The groups that wrote the 
application, hence the guidance, were 
too narrow in their focus and too 
restrictive on what was to be done.   

Dealing with Threatened and 
Endangered species and the USFWS.  
Funding is not adequate to the states 
for work we are doing and USFWS 
Ecological field service offices are 
not consistent across regions and 
across the country. It also takes a 
long time to have reviews performed, 
grant information processed, and just 
to get questions answered.   

Again, the Q4 responses.   

Inadequate personnel levels, staffing 
and some staff are not up to speed. 
There is a protectionist attitude which 
is resulting in even more harm to the 
concerned species. As a result, 
avoidance of habitat and species 
locations is preached and preferred 
by fed staff rather than allowing for 
states to be proactive and move 
forward in managing potential habitat 
areas with improvements, be they 
invasive species control or habitat 
improvements of a more intrusive 
nature such as prescribed fire that 
would temporarily impact some 
habitat with the overall gain to much 
larger areas resulting from the 
treatment.   

Dealing with toxic substances 
(including lead in the environment 
through shot, bullets, and fishing 
tackle)—with the exception of lead 
for hunting waterfowl that was 
mandated by the courts and not 
through wildlife management.   

Introduction of non-native species.  
Handling invasive species.  Dealing 
with toxic substances (including lead 
in the environment through shot, 
bullets, and fishing tackle).  Dealing 
with the general public in terms of 
importance of sound management 
and respect for environment.   

Wedded to politics and major 
constituent groups instead of 
understanding the biological, 
ecological and environmental 
systems and their dynamics.  
Decision makers are often a ‘bunch 
of good ole boys who like to kill 
stuff’.   

Designated Wilderness. It suggests 
the best possible protection of for 
habitat, but actually removes 
management options and recreation 
potential.   

Mentored hunting programs. While 
the need and intention are great, they 
do not seem to work.   

In the case of Designated Wilderness, 
it is simply misguided policy.  
Mentored hunting programs are great 
and well attended; however, these 
programs depend on money and 
volunteers. Both can be a challenge 
to accumulate.   

Educating public about the need for 
balance between wildlife populations 
and habitat.   

Introduction efforts of non-native 
species (i.e., pheasants), educating 
public on need for balance between 
deer and habitat.   

Political pressure to ‘please’ 
consumptive users.   

Effort to get non-sportsman to 
participate financially.  Federal 
dollars not going to support law 
enforcement.  Federal dollars not 
going to marketing and advertising of 
the successful programs.   

Voluntary tax donations to fund non-
game efforts, marketing efforts to 
slow the decline of license sales.   

Apathy of the general public.  
Unsympathetic legislation and 
legislators.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Efforts to acquire more funds for 
wildlife and critical habitat through 
means other than Pittman-Robertson.  
We need more direct ways for the 
public to contribute to conservation.   

More efforts to incentivize 
landowners to participate in habitat 
restoration and conservation 
easements.  Since Texas has little 
public land this is increasingly 
important.   

We have relied too much on funds 
produced from hunting for 
conservation.  With a decreasing 
number of hunters we cannot 
continue to sustain the needed funds 
for conservation.  We need to find 
new ways to support conservation 
from people who want to support it 
but do not actively hunt. There is a 
lack of education and understanding 
among many landowners who could 
support conservation, we need to 
bridge that gap and provide programs 
that will give landowners an 
understanding of how they could 
conserve land and still make a living.  

Efforts to assert primacy by the 
federal agencies over fish and 
wildlife management, as opposed to 
recognizing state-level primacy.   

Efforts to privatize management of 
state fish and wildlife resources.   

State-led, focused fish and wildlife 
management is the most effective, 
most efficient.   

Efforts to ensure that there are 
sufficient funds available to conduct 
the research needed to inform/support 
the fish and wildlife management 
decisions made by federal and state 
wildlife agencies.   

 

Lack of recognition of the 
importance of research and science as 
the infrastructure on which fish and 
wildlife management should be built; 
and competition for limited funds 
with other federal programs.   

Efforts to impact participation in 
hunting and fishing (recruitment and 
retention programs).   

Efforts to impact participation in 
hunting and fishing (recruitment and 
retention programs).   

It’s simply extremely difficult to 
fight against broad societal shifts 
away from connection to the land and 
traditional uses of wildlife.   

Efforts to maintain wildlife habitat in 
the face of every growing human 
populations and the urban sprawl that 
goes along with it.   

Stop Feeding Wildlife Campaigns!   Lack of understanding by the public!   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Efforts to secure alternative funding 
sources.   

Efforts to secure alternative funding 
sources and inability of state agencies 
to adapt to changing times and 
changing public values associated 
with fish and wildlife management.   

(1) Strong, well-organized resistance 
from traditional users (hunter and 
anglers) who do not want to see their 
money used for things that do not 
directly benefit them.  (2) Lack of 
strong state agency leadership—
leadership that is unwilling to move 
an agency towards transforming (or 
adapting to changing times).  (3) 
Non-traditional groups are unwilling 
to compromise on issues—in part 
because they have nothing to lose 
(there are no mechanisms in place for 
them to significantly de-fund the 
work of state agencies) and also 
because many non-traditional groups 
are NGO’s that have a very specific 
mission and vision (and it is difficult 
for them to stray from that vision due 
for fear of losing their support base).   

Efforts to slow the advancement of 
hydro fracking.  Presenting evidence 
of climate change and having the 
national psyche recalibrate its view 
of natural resource 
management/stewardship 
accordingly.   

Efforts to slow the advancement of 
hydro fracking.  Presenting evidence 
of climate change and having the 
state psyche recalibrate its view of 
natural resource 
management/stewardship 
accordingly.   

Political ideology.   

Encouraging and enabling the 
participation of young people and 
older people who lack knowledge 
into the hunting fishing and shooting 
sports.   

Spring Bear hunt ban in Ontario 
Canada.   

In Canada lack of provincial and 
federal support for tourism and 
hunting and fishing initiatives. No 
funding formula.   

Endangered species—ESA is now a 
tool to advance agendas, rather than 
conserve species.  Active 
management of public lands, 
especially our national forests.  
Recruitment of hunters; especially 
young hunters.   

Any initiative that is high-jacked by 
political agendas or courts.   

Special interests groups use well 
intentioned laws and courts to tie up 
resources, dollars and prevent true 
conservation.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Endangered Species Act.   
Developing and implementing ESA 
recovery plans.   

Society does not really want to 
accommodate species needs if society 
has to give up something or 
conservation actions are 
inconvenient. Fish and Wildlife 
Service personnel working in ESA 
lack on-the-ground backgrounds, 
skills, and knowledge to be able to 
effectively communicate with 
stakeholders.   

Endangered Species Act.   

Merging of Park Departments with 
Fish and Game agencies as has 
happened in Colorado, Montana, and 
a few others.   

Top down decisions and control for 
the ESA.  Parks merger being a 
failure as it added additional burden 
to fish and game agencies to a 
constituency that is not accustomed 
to paying their way.   

Endangered Species Act.  Invasive 
species prevention and control.  
Public engagement.   

 

ESA law not adaptable enough, 
focusing at the wrong scale (i.e., 
species, rather than habitats).  Lack 
of political will.  Scientists as poor 
communicators to the general public.  

Endangered Species Act.  No net loss 
of wetlands.   

State level land protection for habitat.  
Non-game programs.   

Lack of political will to make hard 
decisions. Lack of funding or match.  
Leadership not supportive.   

Endangered Species Act.  Overreach 
by Federal regulatory agencies.  
Continued focus on single-species 
management of Federal lands (simply 
changed from game spp. to 
threatened and endangered species).  
Lack of current habitat management 
on Federal lands due to policy, 
litigation.   

Recruitment of new hunters/anglers.  
Loss of access to private lands.   

Federal land management policy held 
hostage to special interests especially 
big money contributors to 
presidential campaigns.  
Environmental advocacy groups that 
have learned to milk the system to 
continue to exist (i.e., continuously 
filing lawsuits / little interest in 
actually winning, but rather in 
settling out of court for big money).  
Extremely poorly prepared college 
graduates who do not understand 
relevant biology, sociology, or 
economics.  Professionals for 
agencies (and professors) 
increasingly becoming environmental 
advocates rather than objective 
biologists.   



The Elements of Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 71 

 

Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Endangered Species Act may be one 
of the least successful.   

Hunting recruitment and retention 
activities at the state level.   

ESA has had some success stories, 
but in general it has failed to prevent 
species from being listed, it has been 
very ineffective in listing species that 
are in crisis, and most importantly, it 
generally fails to delist species once 
they have recovered. It does not have 
sufficient independent scientific 
reviews of species status and because 
it is regulatory in nature it does not 
promote collaborative 
implementation of habitat 
conservation—it is too 
confrontational.  Recruitment and 
retention efforts have failed to 
maintain or increase hunter numbers. 
Many of the efforts have not been 
well designed to achieve specific 
outcomes and they seldom have had 
performance management systems to 
know if/when they have had the 
desired impact.   

Endangered species programs.   Endangered species programs.   
The endangered species programs 
have not been tied to the grassroots 
users and landowners.   

Engaging the larger citizenry.  
Incorporating conservation into 
national policy-making at a 
meaningful level (esp. re: Farm Bill).  
Combatting impacts of land 
conversion.   

Limiting impact of agricultural and 
development pressures.  Retaining 
grasslands.   

Lack of public understanding of 
interconnections between different 
public policies and programs.  
Growing indifference to what 
happens outside urban areas.   

ESA. Public education about the 
positives of sustainable use.   

Public education about the positives 
of sustainable use.   

Inadequate public education effort. 
Political delay in reform of the ESA.   

Establishment of a secure, national 
level funding source for all wildlife.  
The complete establishment of state 
fish and wildlife agencies as 
comprehensive wildlife management 
agencies. Full integration of all 
wildlife constituencies within state 
wildlife agencies.  Reduction in 
threatened and endangered Species 
listings and in removal of species 
from the list.   

Similar to answers in Question 4; 
with lack of secure and adequate 
funding for all wildlife at the state 
level.  Lack of full integration of al 
wildlife constituencies within the 
state wildlife agency.  Poor 
performance of outreach programs to 
increase participation in hunting, 
fishing, or wildlife viewing.  Lack of 
meaningful programs to connect 
people with wildlife and to educate 
them regarding the needs of wildlife.  
Inability to restore early successional 
species such as bobwhite quail.   

Lack of understanding, or 
unwillingness to accept, the need to 
become comprehensive wildlife 
agencies with all bona fide 
constituencies represented.  Lack of 
resources to develop programs with 
sufficient size and scope to obtain 
successful resources.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Evaluation of the effects (causal, 
successes, challenges, etc.) of 
education and outreach projects. 
Instead of evaluating real change, 
we’ve basically ‘counted beans’ e.g., 
number of presentations given—this 
doesn’t tell us anything about 
behavior change. There are modeling 
approaches we can use for this 
instead!   

Implementation of broad scale 
recovery plans, because they are 
often contextually specific. E.g. 
human-wildlife conflict in a specific 
place with a specific audience. 
Approaches here might not work 
elsewhere and yet we just try to 
replicate them.   

See above comment.   

Expansion of fishes native ranges via 
stocking by several state agencies 
and unknowing anglers.  For 
example, flathead catfish have been 
moved East of the Mississippi River 
and have caused catastrophic declines 
in native fish populations on the 
Atlantic Coastal Drainage Rivers 
from Georgia up to Pennsylvania and 
everywhere in between.   

 
Once an introduced or invasive 
population becomes established, it is 
virtually impossible to get rid of.   

Failing (thus far) to enact/establish a 
mechanism for non-consumptive 
wildlife enthusiasts to help fund 
conservation efforts nationally.   

Adequately addressing nutrient 
loading in our streams and rivers and 
the resultant algal problems.  
Recruitment, retention and 
reactivation of hunters, anglers and 
trappers.   

Apathy.   

Failure to establish enduring, 
sustaining policies to protect 
grassland habitats and associated 
wildlife across the Great Plains, and 
Prairies. (The Farm Bill is the least 
steady-state policy coming out of 
Washington, D.C.).   

Failure to connect the 
hunter/conservation community with 
the non-hunter/environmental 
community. They are two separate 
movements—one ascending; the 
other descending.   

In the first case: the economics of 
modern farming coupled with 
concomitant political pressures, 
including but not limited to 
unsustainable agricultural practices. 
In the second case, classism. Hunters 
as a class are generally 
uncomfortable with 
environmentalists as a class. The 
agencies have failed to bridge that 
gap.   

Failure to implement a sustained, 
successful parallel funding source for 
conservation of unhunted species.   

Failure to innovate and develop an 
alternative to federal funding for 
conservation of unhunted species.   

Grassroots public support is lacking, 
and in some instances hunter 
advocacy organizations even oppose 
an alternative source of funding.   

Federal efforts to do comprehensive 
coordinated monitoring that is 
representative of all species and 
includes all land management 
agencies, states and private 
organizations.   

Agency transformation.  Hunting 
recruitment and retention.   

Stuck in tradition, not willing to 
adapt or adopt a new vision, soloing 
and unwillingness to look beyond 
personal interests to achieve 
something for greater good of fish 
and wildlife.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Federal partnerships that burden 
officers and departments with 
extensive reporting requirements. 
Management of the resources of the 
Gulf of Mexico at the federal level.   

Programs that are initiated for the 
benefit of a small group of 
individuals resulting in hardships for 
setting regulations and enforcement.   

They can be time consuming 
resulting in less time in the field and 
powerful special interests groups 
have been successful getting 
regulations passed that may not be 
best for the general population of the 
hunting and fishing public.   

Feral horses and burros; energy 
development on public lands.   

Public access; bighorn 
sheep/domestic sheep conflict; sage 
grouse.   

Politics.   

Finding a way to get all interested to 
contribute to the wildlife resource 
management.  Contributions from 
behind the hunter and fisherman (like 
PR or DJ).  Finding common ground 
with the FWS on ESA processes.   

Securing buy in from the primary 
industries of how much the wildlife 
resource contribute to the state’s 
economy.  Managing ungulate 
populations in the face of changing 
land ownerships and the increasing 
value of access to trophy class 
animals.   

Politics over the importance of 
wildlife vs. development.  The 
increasing value of the wildlife 
resource—dollars to some and simply 
the amenity value to others for 
‘exclusive’ opportunities to hunt 
and/or just view wildlife.   

For states, the efforts to expand our 
fish and wildlife business model 
beyond a hunting/fishing license 
model, has been largely unsuccessful.  
Efforts to diversify sportsmen, 
(hunters and fishermen), beyond 
white males has been largely 
unsuccessful. Efforts to recruit new 
sportsmen are not keeping pace with 
the demographics of the nation.   

Restoration of bobwhite quail and the 
broad diversity of species that rely on 
early successional habitats have been 
largely unsuccessful in the last 30 
years, with only pockets of success in 
the southeastern United States.   

Cultural shifts over the last half 
century, migration from rural to 
urban environments, lack of effective 
outreach to diverse groups, are some 
reasons for the failures with our 
business model.  Habitat succession 
to more mature forests, 
technological/ mechanical advances 
in farming, and use of non-native 
grasses have resulted in loss of quail 
and other early succession species.   

Forest management.   
Many other similar land management 
initiatives.   

Many of these initiatives were user-
funded at one time, but now must be 
supported primarily by taxes.  When 
I was in college, USFS used to 
initiate, fund, and implement many 
beneficial resource activities.  Now, 
unless a state agency initiates, funds, 
conducts the needed environmental 
clearances, and then implements the 
projects, it doesn’t get done.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Funding for all biodiversity, failure 
of U.S., to sign onto the Convention 
on Biological Diversity, failure of the 
endangered species act to provide 
initiatives for provide proactive 
conservation programs such as 
ecosystem restoration, failure of 
Federal Land Management agencies 
to properly balance resource use with 
resource protections.   

Failure of states to take significant 
actions to fund and manage for 
wildlife other than game species 
(considering that state wildlife action 
plans receive little funding or 
actions).  Perception of states as 
being in the business of marketing 
sales of licenses as a primary focus.   

Over reliance on PR/DJ funding and 
the North American Model as a 
funding basis for wildlife 
management at state levels.  Attitude 
of many state agency personnel that 
wildlife are theirs to manage, not the 
publics.   

Funding for threatened species is 
entirely inadequate.   

Survey and Manage as part of the 
Northwest Forest Plan.  While parts 
have been outstanding other parts are 
not, cause undue costs and 
difficulties of implementation.  An 
example is that red tree voles (not 
even a listed species) are currently 
getting more survey work completed 
than spotted owls (a threatened 
species).  What a contrast.  Gray 
Wolf management only allows for 
about 7 breeding packs in the whole 
state of Oregon, this seems a bit low. 

Funding.   

FWS ecosystem management; 
moving research out of FWS, NPS, 
BLM to USGS and moving 
Cooperative Fish and Wildlife 
Research Units to USGS, Landscape 
Conservation Cooperatives: forming 
partnerships for the sake of counting 
partnerships than to achieve specific 
goals and objectives.   

Same as Q4.   

Planning did not involve partners up 
front and was top down rather than 
grassroots up.  Made it more difficult 
for scientists and managers to work 
in partnership and more difficult for 
local, state and federal partners to 
work together.  Made it significantly 
more difficult for research to address 
applied fish and wildlife management 
problems.   

Gaining recognition for ecosystem 
management. Too many decisions are 
still based on profit/loss. Invasive 
species.  Even after the disastrous 
impacts of new species early on we 
continue to allow new invasive 
species to become established.  
Gaining full monetary support from 
across the population for natural 
resources management.  We are user 
fee based economy.   

Outdoor recreation recruitment.   

Emphasis remains on selling more 
hunting and angling licenses and not 
enough on putting people back 
outdoors.  We are siloed into working 
on natural resource management and 
not involved in policy decisions that 
impact our work.  We have little to 
do with education policy, health 
policy etc.  People have divided into 
opposing camps and unwilling to 
compromise.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Game farms, bounties, predator 
poisoning, releasing exotic game 
(Mexican quail, Sichuan pheasants, 
chukars, etc.), SCS stream 
straightening, COE flood control 
projects, Teaming With 
Wildlife/CARA.   

Much the same as Q4.   Not based on sound science.   

General public (non-fishing/non-
hunting, which are the majority) 
financial support of fish and wildlife 
management (no D-J, nor P-R type 
funding mechanism).  General public 
understanding of predator-prey 
relationships (i.e., Aldo Leopold’s 
‘can’t love the prey without loving 
the predator’).  General public 
understanding of the long-term value 
of the Endangered Species Act.  
General public understanding of the 
inter-connectedness of healthy fish 
and wildlife ecosystems and healthy 
human economies.   

General public (non-fishing/non-
hunting, which are the majority) 
financial support of fish and wildlife 
management (no D-J, nor P-R type 
funding mechanism, and declining 
state general fund support).  General 
public understanding of predator-
prey relationships (i.e., Aldo 
Leopold’s ‘can’t love the prey 
without loving the predator’).  
General public understanding of the 
long-term value of the Endangered 
Species Act.  General public 
understanding of the inter-
connectedness of healthy fish and 
wildlife ecosystems and healthy 
human economies.   

Lack of long-term, sustained public 
outreach, information, education and 
marketing efforts; whenever fish and 
wildlife management agency budgets 
are tightened, these kinds of efforts 
are cut (just when they’re needed 
most!).   

Grand watershed work for the Gulf of 
Mexico (Mississippi River 
Watershed) and the Gulf of 
California (Colorado River 
Watershed).   

Grand regional support for Wildlife 
Corridors as measured by support 
from the oil, timber, ranching and 
mining arena, i.e., prairie chicken 
recovery.   

The political nature of these efforts 
has been stymied by the both sides of 
the political isle. Culture wars result 
in both sides refusing to consider the 
merits of the other. Anyone but Bush 
became anyone but Obama. Water 
wars, watershed issues, habitat 
fragmentation, human levered 
climate change...these issues force 
both sides to punish anyone who 
dares speak across the isle. When 
water wars descend to terms of 
“libtard” and “wingnut,” there is no 
debate, just hawking to their base. He 
who wins the vote is he who has the 
votes. Votes are won with money and 
the mistakes of the past. People are 
engaged in this discussion of the 
commons. But they have no power to 
mediate decisions.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Habitat conservation in the face of 
urban/suburban development, 
consistent farm bill policies, 
diversification of stable funding 
sources.   

Same as Q4 + making fish and 
wildlife conservation relevant to 
urban residents.   

Economic incentives for 
development/agriculture overwhelm 
our conservation funding and tools.  
Fish and Wildlife Conservation is not 
relevant to most urban residents and 
therefore politically weak.   

Habitat preservation and/or 
rehabilitation; invasive species 
control and management.   

Inter-jurisdictional cooperation; 
landowner ‘education’.   

National level—no National plan for 
habitat; lack of understanding on 
invasive species control.  
Regional/state—competing interests 
and meeting ‘political agendas within 
and across agencies; lack of focus on 
landowner education and extension.   

Habitat protection—you can’t have a 
harvestable surplus if you don’t 
protect habitat from development.  
Funding for Fish and Wildlife 
agencies.  Recruitment of new 
hunters and anglers.   

Habitat protection.  Funding for Fish 
and Wildlife agencies.  Recruitment 
of new hunters and anglers.   

Lack of legal mechanisms to protect 
habitat.  Lack of political will to 
work the system and implement 
measures that make policy makers 
consider fish, wildlife, and habitats 
on an equal par with economic and 
social issues.  If we are going to 
continue to have harvestable 
surpluses of fish and wildlife into the 
future, we’ll need to do better than 
we have been doing.  The North 
American Model is becoming 
outdated.  Need to develop new 
funding mechanisms for Fish and 
Wildlife agencies. As habitats have 
dwindled, harvestable surpluses have 
declined.  Fish and Wildlife agencies 
issue fewer tags for huntable species, 
and place greater restrictions on 
fisheries.  With fewer tags and 
fisheries available, public interest has 
naturally migrated elsewhere (think 
tech boom). The bottom line is 
habitat. Without it, we’ll have 
nothing left to manage and public 
interest will continue to dwindle.   

Habitat protection, hunter 
recruitment.   

Elk reintroduction.   
Socio-economic and political 
influences, loss of habitat.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Hard to say what hasn’t worked, as 
there is no way to measure the 
concept and I’m not sure I can say 
I’m aware of the numerous efforts 
that have been initiated.   

Joint programs with well established 
stakeholders that already understand 
the issues, e.g., Boy and Girl Scouts 
with the notion that a new audience is 
being reached when if the same effort 
were devoted to inner city and at-risk 
youth, we’d be making memories and 
creating new conservationists.   

Agency contentment and failure to 
recognize the value of the 
opportunity.   

Horse and burrow management on 
federal lands, adequate regulation of 
grazing on federal lands, control of 
invasives.   

Control of invasives.   
Political shenanigans, logistical and 
financial constraints.   

HSUS.   HSUS.   

All talk and no positive action; and 
their efforts have been 
counterproductive to scientific 
management of wildlife and 
conservation issues.   

Hunter recruitment.   
Landscape habitat management 
(creating early successional habitat).   

Wrong people working on the 
problem (i.e., biologists are not 
marketers).  We simply can not 
impact landscape change, that’s 
driven by culture and economics.   

I don’t feel qualified to respond, as I 
have limited personal experience 
over the past 100 years.  I think that 
our failure to educate and engender in 
the public an appreciation for all 
things wild, be it carnivore, 
herbivore, reptile, amphibian, or non-
game bird is our biggest shortcoming.  
Our inability to get non-consumptive 
users to actively support wildlife 
conservation on a broad scale is our 
biggest shortcoming and greatest 
challenge.   

Our least successful initiative at the 
state level has been convincing 
National Marine Fisheries Services 
that power without information is an 
embarrassment to all who care about 
our salt water fisheries.  When ego 
and dollars merge, our resources 
suffer.   

When egos and dollars become more 
important than the perpetuation of 
our natural resources for future 
generations, we amplify and 
accelerate the tragedy of the 
commons.   

I have no knowledge base to compare 
what was before.   

  

I’ll stick to the past 30 years, because 
that’s about all I can reasonably 
evaluate—and even that’s probably a 
stretch!  Ecosystem management.  
Grasslands Reserve Program.  
Teaming with wildlife.   

State Wildlife Action Plans.  Youth 
hunting initiatives.  MAAPE 
planning process for waterfowl 
habitat conservation.   

Lack of funding.  Lack of buy-in.  
Lack of clear objectives.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Implementation of cumulative effects 
models and thresholds on human 
induced landscape changes. 
Preventative measures.   

As in Q4, also, effective engagement 
of the public in significant wildlife 
conservation issues at a 
landscape/ecosystem level (beyond 
single species or single issues).   

The issues are biologically, socially 
and economically very complex. 
Competing economic and social 
issues and lack of focused effort by 
agencies compounds the challenge.  
Difficulty in finding a common 
ground as a societal goal, or 
threshold, for practical application 
across any given landscape.   

Implementation of Endangered 
Species Act has been largely 
unsuccessful.   

Joint Ventures have failed to meet 
expectations.   

Failure to meaningfully engage with 
private lands.   

Implementation of federal laws 
examples are the ESA and NEPA.   

Failure to adopt new or scientifically 
based methods.   

Federal laws are too vulnerable to 
litigation and this has allowed special 
interests to slow or halt conservation.  
There is a natural tendency to 
continue to do things the way we 
always have.   

Inability to control introduction of 
exotic (non-native) invasive plants 
and animals that have caused 
substantial damage to aquatic and 
terrestrial habitats, which also diverts 
funds from more useful projects.   

Inability to control introduction of 
exotic (non-native) invasive plants 
and animals that have caused 
substantial damage to aquatic and 
terrestrial habitats, which also diverts 
funds from more useful projects.   

Lack of authority to prohibit 
introductions and lack of constant 
surveillance, which takes money.   

Inability to pass the CARA 
legislation or something similar.  
Also, inability to get wildlife 
conservation into mainstream media.  
Conservation agencies are too 
conservative to work with 
mainstream media (i.e., Animal 
Planet, etc.).   

Same as Q4.   
Conservation agencies are too afraid 
of risk.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Information and education and 
outreach efforts, we have collectively 
expended an enormous amount of 
human and financial resources with 
quite literally no effect, hunter 
recruitment is down, the general 
public can’t identify their state 
wildlife agency, and we have failed 
miserably at increasing the public 
value of wildlife, it’s worse now than 
ever. Resources associated with this 
function would provide a vastly 
superior return on investment 
invested elsewhere.   

Same as number 1.   

As far as hunter recruitment and 
retention it is simply because people 
are making value judgments about 
how to use their time, and hunting is 
no longer as competitive as other 
activities. As far a failing to educate 
the general public to increase their 
value of wildlife, it is purely cultural, 
people are no longer as connected to 
the natural world as they once were, 
and no amount of information and 
education or marketing will change 
that, the past twenty years and the 
money wasted have proved that, yet 
we keep doing the same thing hoping 
to achieve different results.  People 
will hunt or value wildlife when 
instilled in them through the family 
values system.   

Initiatives to combat one issue by 
introducing another that are not 
completely studied. Likely led to the 
issues with invasive and non-native 
species that we see today.   

Misconception of conservation with 
preservation: organizations 
purchasing land to conserve it (e.g., 
Audubon Society) when it actually 
becomes an ecological slum because 
they did not manage it through 
habitat management and wildlife 
management (e.g., hunting).   

The public demand of a quick fix 
solution rather than a more long-term 
and effective solution, which often 
leads to errors being made because 
the public and politicians did not 
listen to the science.  The lack of 
understanding of the public on our 
complex ecological systems, how 
they have been altered by us (today 
versus pre-settlement), and why 
management is important and 
necessary because of that—is 
something that has not been taught 
properly in school even at the 
graduate level.   

Initiatives to keep hunting and 
fishing license fees at a level that can 
be effective in funding necessary 
management and law enforcement 
activities have been ineffective.   

Same as Q4.   

Politicians are overly conservative on 
funding activities at all levels, even 
when the participants (sportsmen and 
sportswomen) are supportive of 
increased license fees, for example.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Integration of broad landscape scale 
land use planning with conservation 
planning and objectives.  Integration 
of 1970’s era federal wildlife 
conservation regulatory structures 
with N/A model based proactive 
conservation capability and action.  
Integration of the concepts of wildlife 
management, wildlife biology and 
conservation biology into a coherent 
mainstream wildlife conservation 
vision with broad public support.   

Same as in Q4 but stepped down in 
terms of local and regional scale.   

Competing visions and values—
competition for land and habitat 
resources, competing values related 
to wildlife.  Inability to create a 
collaborative vision for future 
condition that crosses the societal 
spectrum.   

Integration of watchable wildlife into 
the culture of agencies and involving 
non hunters in agency decision-
making. Appealing to a diversified 
audience in active and financial 
support of wildlife conservation.   

North American Model of Wildlife 
Management propaganda push.  
Hunter recruitment efforts.  Increased 
hunt permits and hunts to try and get 
more hunters into field at expense of 
overcrowding and reduced success 
rates.   

The North American model was a 
thinly vailed propaganda tool that 
most saw easily through. Had no 
relevance to real communication and 
management partnerships with none 
hunter publics.  Recruitment was 
fighting major shifts in bigger social 
trends and was generated by existing 
hunter base using techniques and 
strategies that really rewarded current 
users and didn’t add new base in a 
substantial way. Too many feel good 
programs that cost lots of time and 
money but didn’t make a real 
difference.  Game and fish 
administrations and Commissions 
that didn’t truly accept trend and 
information Responsive Management 
provided them.   

Intensive studies resulting in the need 
for more studies, USFWS T/E 
species restrictions hampering 
wildlife habitat management which 
benefits other wildlife but does not 
adversely impact the T/E species, i.e., 
USFWS—hands off approach.   

USFWS T/E species restrictions 
hampering wildlife habitat 
management which benefits other 
wildlife but does not adversely 
impact the T/E species, i.e., 
USFWS—hands off approach.   

Hand off management can result in 
loss of the very habitat needed 
protection.   

Introduction of non-native species 
into our aquatic and upland habitats.   

Continuous stocking of non-native 
species into aquatic and upland 
habitats.   

Non native species are potentially 
destructive and require continuous 
maintenance which takes away from 
working towards building resilient 
habitats.   

Invasive species management.   Invasive species management.   
Not enough action early enough to 
prevent systemic consequences.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Keep America Fishing.   Rigs to Reefs.   
Not conservation-oriented, attempts 
to create anger over artificial needs 
and rights concepts.   

Keeping exotic or alien species out of 
the American landscape, such as 
Chinese grass carp, lionfish, 
cormorants, pythons, etc.   

Programs to eradicate or manage 
python populations in the Everglades 
and programs to eradicate lionfish 
populations on Florida’s reefs.   

Lack of sufficient funding and 
delayed response.   

Keeping motorized use out of 
Wilderness and other natural areas.   

Keeping motorized use out of 
Wilderness and other natural areas.   

Lack of adequate funding.  Pressures 
for ‘resource development’—mining, 
drilling, resort/housing building, 
grazing, hunting.   

Killing apex and other predators 
which only causes numerous 
unforeseen negative results.  Also, 
working at cross-purposes against the 
federal government on various 
wildlife issues.   

Killing apex and other predators; use 
of pesticides on habitat; forcing an 
agenda of right-wing hunters and 
gunmen onto all other hunters and 
recreationalists; using bad science or 
no science at all to promote a pre-
conceived agenda; not doing 
anything about the decline in ethics 
of the hunting community and the 
decline in the fair chase standard, as 
well as a perception that hunters are 
lazy and want an easy target rather 
than the full outdoor challenge and 
experience.   

They don’t achieve the desired result 
because they don’t insist on the 
highest standards of science; they 
cause resentment and fear of hunters; 
they cause the fish and wildlife 
departments to lose credibility and 
thus legislative and funding support.  
In addition, politically-appointed fish 
and wildlife officials use politics 
instead of science to drive 
management.   

Lack of a marketing/advertising 
campaigns for the broader wildlife 
management cause (states, feds, 
nonprofits together) using traditional 
or digital media —USFWS’s vision 
for the National Wildlife Refuge 
System —gaining public support for 
predator management programs, i.e., 
reintroductions, hunting.   

 

The passionate people in wildlife 
conservation need to prioritize 
communication just as much as they 
prize sound management techniques. 
As wildlife and human interaction 
continues to increase due to rising 
human populations, climate change 
and other factors, we have an 
obligation on behalf of the wildlife 
we love to communicate to the 
American people why they should 
care about preserving wildlife and 
habitats in perpetuity. If we as a 
community could really focus on this, 
we will see funding levels increase 
and perhaps see conservation enter 
into the conversation around the 
American dinner table.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Lack of buy in by portion of the 
public on need to protect and 
preserve habitat and habitat 
connectivity.  In essence persistent 
fragmentation of habitat.   

Habitat fragmentation.  Lack of 
ability to significantly protect stream 
integrity for fishery stability.   

Politics and money.   

Land and Conservation Fund 
Program.   

Unsure.   

Congress has stalled the use of these 
funds to support programs, easement 
purchases around important habitats 
and systems, and update outreach to 
the nation on the value/payback of 
wild life to society.   

Landscape Conservation 
Cooperatives.  Attempts at university 
wildlife and fisheries program 
accreditation.  Farm Bill 
Conservation Security Program.   

High Plains Partnership.  Sagebrush 
Conservation Initiative.   

Lack of funding and widespread 
support, leadership.   

Landscape/ecosystem management, 
invasive species, adapting to climate 
change.   

Landscape/ecosystem management, 
invasive species, adapting to climate 
change.   

Politics, believing someone else will 
solve the problem for us, funding.   

Large mammal management.  Too 
many in some places, too few in 
others.   

Threatened and Endangered species 
programs.  Too little, too late.   

Slow realization of the need to 
involve private landowners in 
solutions to lessen impact of habitat 
loss due to agricultural activities.   

LCCs.   
Usually those types of programs 
driven by a political agenda that have 
no basis in biology.   

Lack of constituent buy-in.   

LCCs and similar type earlier efforts.  

Attempts to artificially enhance 
wildlife populations.  Allowances for 
private ownership of wildlife and 
establishment of ‘hunting’ 
allowances of these domesticated 
wild species.   

Lack of consensus building among 
state and federal partners.   

LCCs, ecosystem management, 
comprehensive conservation plans, 
short-term conservation programs.   

Threatened and endangered 
programs, nongame programs.   

Lack of funding, focus, and direction.  

LLC. Indicator species.   
Compendium.  Federal Subsistence 
Board.   

Lack of definitions and 
inconsistencies of application.   

Maintaining sustainable wildlife 
populations on farmland landscapes.  
Allowing the deer farming industry 
to exist.   

Maintaining sustainable wildlife 
populations on farmland landscapes.  
Allowing the deer farming industry 
to exist.   

Competing values.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Management at an 
ecosystem/landscape has not been as 
successful as originally envisioned.  
In the early 90s, the thought was this 
type of approach would allow 
agencies (state and federal) to 
collaborate on issues at this scale. 
30+ years later there have been a few 
successes, but for the most part, 
agencies and even internally within 
Divisions of an agency, silos still 
exist.   

Addressing issues related to invasive 
species is for the most part a losing 
battle.  Asian carp, for example, are 
slow but surely moving up the 
Mississippi River and I believe will 
soon be found north of the Twin 
Cities, Minnesota and eventually in 
the Great Lakes. —Abusing the 
intent of the Endangered Species Act 
and federal agency inability to stay of 
course with the primary purpose of 
the ESA, e.g. wolves have been 
restored to population goals in MN, 
WI, and MI, yet self-serving 
organizations are able to convince 
courts that they should be relisted.   

Agency inability to focus on the 
source and bounds of their 
authorities, I believe is a big reason 
that many of these issues are not fully 
addressed or resolved. Also, we (fed 
and states) get very territorial about 
working only within the confines of 
the agency mission with an inability 
to work outside the box.   

Management of particular wildlife 
species.   

Management of particular wildlife 
species.   

Ignorance of people, government and 
lack of factual data.   

Management of Waterfowl 
Production Areas (WPAs).   

Management of state game 
production areas.   

Not aggressive enough management 
practices, i.e., controlled burns.   

Misuse of the endangered species act.  
Sage land protection, mule deer 
population management, sage grouse 
population management.   

External economic forces are not 
aligned with conservation.  Affected 
industries not aligned.   

Modern American agriculture and the 
livestock associations creating the 
dust bowl and Compound 1080.   

Special interest wildlife management 
that discriminates against wildlife 
diversity and American 
constituencies.   

History of wildlife management has 
been harsh on the land, on the 
diversity wildlife, and discriminatory 
against Americans because it was set 
up for special interests.  This has 
caused a divide between 
constituencies with us and them 
mentality that alienates rather than 
unites the larger majority of 
Americans who are more than willing 
to promote conservation but have 
given up trying.  We must unite.   

Multiple Use-Sustainable Yield Act.   

Most state-level efforts to reduce the 
negative trends in wildlife species 
subject to external forces beyond the 
control of management.   

Either because the effort can’t impact 
the necessary drivers, or because the 
wording of the act allows for too 
much litigation.   

National Refuge System leaving out 
hunting as a major initiative. 
Endangered Species Act’s 
ineffectiveness.   

 
Too much emphasis on people who 
do not have a financial investment in 
conservation giving direction.   

  
Unsuccessful programs fail for lack 
of clear goals and objectives, lack of 
public support and lack of funding.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Nongame funding in its various 
forms.  LCCs.  Mitigation programs. 
Recovery of listed species.   

Nongame funding.  Recruitment and 
retention.  Efforts to avoid, minimize, 
or mitigate impacts of energy 
development.   

Lack of public and political support.  
Insufficient understanding of (or 
tools to address) declining 
participation.   

Nongame, rare and sensitive species 
conservation and effective 
engagement with private landowners 
who own the habitat.   

Nongame, rare and sensitive species 
conservation and effective 
engagement with private landowners 
who own the habitat.   

The split management responsibility 
for rare and endangered and nongame 
migratory bird species is a major 
issue.  The continued single species 
or species group bias implicit in 
many wildlife conservation efforts 
limits success. Regulatory approach 
is a problem.  Regulations stop things 
from happening very well but do 
little to promote proactive 
management approaches which many 
systems now require.  Landowners 
are seen as a group to incentivize 
rather than engage which severely 
limits success particularly when 
landowners are not even engaged in 
the design of the incentives.   

North American Model of Wildlife 
Management—few know what it is 
and it’s not a model.  It’s more a 
timeline of events of fish and wildlife 
conservation in North America.   

Effectively communicating agency 
goals, objectives and priorities with 
~75% of residents in our state who 
don’t hunt and/or fish.   

Effective, targeted, innovative 
marketing, outreach and 
communications have not been at the 
forefront of agency 
priorities/budgets.  Internal silos 
between Divisions have kept 
initiatives, programs and efforts as a 
work unit or individual effort instead 
of an agency-wide endeavor.  True 
metrics of success applied to 
initiatives, programs and efforts is a 
paradigm shift for agencies.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Not being allowed to hunt in National 
Parks like Yellowstone. 
Reintroduction of wolfs fiasco! The 
original conservations who 
established the National Park system 
are discriminated against the very 
purpose they were established for. 
Being lied to about the research of 
the Spotted Owl and the dispensing 
of what is now absolutely known 
discrimination to necessary logging 
operations.   

Wolfs they were never endangered. 
Not trapping and transferring grizzly 
bears to other states such as 
Colorado, Utah, or California to reset 
abolished populations. Not trapping 
seals and other pinnipeds in the 
Columbia River system. The shell 
fish and migratory fish are being 
consumed before spawning.   

The so called environmentalists are 
real obstructionists to habitat and 
game management presently and in 
the future world wide. The 
professional managers are not 
allowed to manage water shed, lands, 
forests, wildlife other with out great 
litigation suits. U.S. fish n wild life 
has been infiltrated by so call 
environmentalists and have lost 
wildlife management way. 
Wilderness land grabs do very little 
for long term habitat or wildlife. The 
concept of sustainability with out 
proper intervention and professional 
management is not a working model 
in today’s world. As an avid outdoors 
and enjoyer of the creation we have 
been given.  I see wildlife losing!   

Not passing legislation taxing 
watchable wildlife recreation.   

Not incorporating robust human 
dimensions inquiry and stakeholder 
processes into management and 
policy.   

National—politics.  Regional/state—
good old boys and lack of diversity in 
state wildlife agencies.   

Obtaining funding for non-game and 
non-hunted and non-fished wildlife 
programs.   

Convincing legislators of the 
importance of funding fish and 
wildlife agencies and recognizing 
fish and wildlife programs as 
important to American citizens.  
Also, the failure of fish and wildlife 
agencies to convince politicians that 
fish and wildlife populations are 
barometers to a healthy environment.  

Lack of emphasis in the education of 
citizens, legislators and even agency 
employees on fish and wildlife 
funding issues and the value of fish 
and wildlife to the national, regional 
and state economies.   

Our inability to control lead in bullets 
and fishing tackle.  Our inability to 
maintain Farm Bill conservation 
lands in the face of biofuels, GMO 
crops, and ND oil.  Our inability to 
maintain a broad legal definition of 
wetlands.  Propagation of mallards 
into black duck range.  Propagation 
of pheasants and other non-native 
upland game birds.  Fish stocking 
programs, especially into waters that 
have never had fish or that had 
endangered, native fish.  Inability to 
control horses and burros and other 
non-native wildlife on FS and BLM 
lands.   

Inability to keep rush hour traffic out 
of Rock Creek Park in DC.  Inability 
to keep dogs on leashes in DC natural 
parks.  Inability to control feral cat 
populations.  Opposition to lethal 
deer control.   

Some problems are divisions within 
our own ranks.  Most are due to our 
inability to promote our values to the 
general public.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Over promotion of the shooting 
sports as the foundation of 
conservation; important yes, but 
resistance to the changing 
demographic in this country has kept 
our eyes on the wrong prize.  
Engaging programs that integrate 
society with conservation should get 
more emphasis than strictly shooting 
sports.   

Conservation law enforcement and 
fire management being overtaken by 
regulatory and traditional law 
enforcement police powers—fire 
suppression emphasis which has 
greatly depleted our front line of 
conservation with suppression and 
regulation—rather than active 
management and concern for 
resources.   

Chasing the funding: in many cases, 
it is easy to get support where 
political winds see a quick fix—
cause and effect.  Be it manufacturers 
promoting their industry or 
politicians solution to ‘conservation 
crime’ a strong force of police and 
fire fighters.   

Perpetual funding beyond excise 
taxes.  Partnerships beyond the 
agencies.  Communications beyond 
the fish/wildlife community.   

Same as national.   

Too many like minded folks running 
the agencies/ organizations.  Lack of 
willingness to be inclusive beyond 
the fish/wildlife community.  Poor 
communication/relationship skill 
building.   

Pick one. Anything we do half- 
hearted—meaning we focus on it for 
a few years, (don’t evaluate our 
effort) then walk onto something 
else.  Another, allowing the 
privatization of wildlife.  Fish and 
Wildlife Management is hiding 
behind the shield of ‘North American 
Model of Wildlife Conservation.’  If 
the community wanted to be honest 
with itself, they would recognize 
what we say. We are not completely 
practicing.  No one has the guts to 
speak out.   

Ditto.   

We pound our chest about how great 
we are and how we ‘manage’ 
wildlife, yet we are afraid to say, 
‘wait a minute’ let’s evaluate what 
we are doing or not doing.  Should 
we be doing ‘this?’  How might we 
do it better?  Etc.   

Political involvement.   Same.   Ask the politician.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Predator control and especially 
bounties. Precipitous stocking and 
planting of just about everything 
without examining the potential for 
unintended consequences.  
Multicolor rose and snowshoe hares 
come to mind for Pennsylvania.  
There are many others; all states were 
involved.  The promise of the ESA 
has not been realized, and thinking 
beyond single species management 
has not evolved.  The public has little 
feeling for special (critical) habitats.   

Same as question 4.  Also: the user 
play-user pay concept has basically 
alienated a large segment of the 
public.  At once those marketing 
hunting and fishing claim the 
participants are the original and still 
most important conservationists yet 
they object to non-hunters wanting to 
participate and have a voice.  Many 
agencies have changed their name 
from game to wildlife, but not all of 
them.  Attempts to increase funding 
for wildlife management at the state 
level have with the exception of a 
few states been provincial, short 
sighted, dismal, absent and poorly 
marketed—if marketed at all.  
There’s no follow up on the 
numerous surveys the states pay for.  
Deer management still (after 100 
years) is a political football.  
Regularly science is trumped and the 
deer population increases to 
destructive numbers.  Farmers, cars, 
and all kinds of forest-dwelling 
wildlife pay the price for this 
barroom exercise.   

In many, if not most, instances 
(regarding stocking, bounties, and 
responsible deer management) 
politics trumped science.  Studies and 
marketing preceding many initiatives 
were either inadequate or 
nonexistent.  Squeaking wheels were 
involved (all 10 of them) but the 
public was ignored.   

Predator control programs.   Predator control programs.   
Did not use available ecological 
knowledge.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Predator control programs.  These 
expensive programs have done little 
to help wildlife, and in fact have hurt 
wildlife by reducing the numbers of 
wolves, cougars, coyotes and other 
carnivores that control herbivore 
populations, regulate ecosystem 
productivity and vegetation structure, 
and are valued by a large segment of 
the public.  These programs have 
resulted in ecosystems that are now 
out of balance, leading to population 
declines in other groups of species 
such as songbirds and small 
mammals.  While popular with some 
agricultural producers, these 
programs are generally unpopular 
with the public and alienate certain 
groups that could be advocates and 
supporters of wildlife management.   

Food plots for deer.  Unnecessary 
and often have negative implications 
for other species, especially birds and 
small mammals.  Also, predator 
control programs.   

These myopic programs are counter-
productive in that they have 
consumed vast amounts of the 
available budget while compromising 
ecosystem health and causing 
declines in other species, which now 
require more money to restore.   

Predator restoration because of 
declining public tolerance and 
understanding.  Imperiled species 
recovery due to lack of funding and 
state engagement.  Public education 
about conservation and/or the 
importance of protecting the 
environment.  Appropriations 
keeping pace with need.   

Implementing species conservation 
efforts beyond game species.  Public 
conservation education. 
Candidate/endangered species 
recovery.  Adequate funding to 
support conservation needs.   

Necessary funding.  Employee 
attitudes towards biodiversity 
conservation.   

Preservation of habitat, particularly 
on private lands.  Single-species 
management.   

Introduction of exotic tropical 
gamefish into freshwater reservoirs.   

You can’t solve a problem by 
throwing money at it. You have to 
start with the non-charismatic species 
and habitat at the very bottom of the 
food chain and work your way up. 
You can’t eliminate or ignore any 
element of a web of life without 
impacting all the others.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Preventing large scale loss of native 
habitat.   

Sustaining huntable populations of 
bobwhite quail in the eastern two-
thirds of their range.   

1) Resource agencies (ag extension, 
forestry, wildlife, USDA) often give 
landowners conflicting advice as far 
as management activities are 
concerned.  2) Native habitat is seen 
as inferior to highly modified and 
artificially managed monocultures 
that are believed to be more 
profitable.  2) The disconnect 
between fish and wildlife agencies 
and private landowners as far as 
landscape level management is 
concerned. Many fish and wildlife 
agencies only work on their own land 
and do little or no landowner 
outreach.   

Prevention of the spread of Chronic 
Wasting Disease in deer.   

Bobwhite Quail Restoration.   

Bobwhite Quail Restoration —
Landscape-level habitat alteration as 
a result of changes in agriculture 
practices and forest management; 
poorly understood predator-prey 
relationship; poorly understood 
wildlife disease impacts.   

Probably a hot-spot saying this, but I 
think the Federal governments 
‘Strategy Planning’ is least successful 
within wildlife management on a 
national Level.   

Efforts within the wildlife program 
over the past decade or two alone 
have changed dramatically by 
applying more and more regulation.   

The national planning process takes 
too long and by the time for the plan 
to go into effect it is normally to late.  
In addition to the second question, 
regulation is good, but only to a 
point.  It has become a ‘choke-hold’ 
within the Federal government on 
planning and implementing wildlife 
projects and needs.   

Programs initiated by the National 
Forest Service, Bureau of Land 
Management, and Environmental 
Protection Agency that were without 
incentives for the private land owners 
most impacted by the regulations 
which were issued.   

State wildlife law enforcement 
programs that were very much 
needed for resource protection but 
promulgated on counting success by 
the number of violations issued, 
rather than on reducing the number of 
violations encountered.   

They did not have private land owner 
or public support because they were 
viewed only as taking without 
offering something in return.   

Programs that have great potential 
without sufficient funding.  If you 
want landowners to voluntarily open 
their land (for hunting, fishing, 
restoration, stewardship) there needs 
to be funding to entice them to 
participate.  Need more focused 
incentive programs and sufficient 
funding to make it worth the effort.   

 

Programs that have great potential 
without sufficient funding.  If you 
want landowners to voluntarily open 
their land (for hunting, fishing, 
restoration, stewardship) there needs 
to be funding to entice them to 
participate. Need more focused 
incentive programs and sufficient 
funding to make it worth the effort.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Programs to get additional funding 
for wildlife work such as CARA.   

Initiatives to open more public lands 
to hunting and other recreation. 
Initiatives to increase bobwhite quail 
populations.  Initiatives for hunter 
recruitment.   

Cooperation between government 
agencies, biologists and landowners.   

Protection of endangered species.   
Provision of public land for hunting 
and fishing.   

These are very difficult problems, 
and we need better tools and more 
money to fix them. Legislative tools, 
mostly. But to get legislation 
through, we need better public 
education.   

QU, teaming with wildlife.   State level funding initiatives.   Politics, funding challenges.   

Raising public awareness of the user-
pay, public-benefit model of fish and 
wildlife conservation funding.   

 

No concerted effort to address it; 
we’ve taken the program for granted 
without recognizing the need for 
awareness among both endemic and 
non-endemics.   

Recovery of listed species.  Even 
after 40 years of the ESA we have 
not been very successful in delisting 
species due to recovery.   

Red wolf recovery.   

Doing conservation in isolation.  Not 
incorporating the state as a partner 
from day one and not engaging the 
communities from day one.   

Recruiting and retaining hunters and 
anglers with the growing urban and 
disconnected citizenry.   

Control of the growth of 
overpopulations of wildlife.   

The challenging demographics that 
are working against the active 
management and recreation of fish 
and wildlife.   

Recruitment / hunter retention, 
getting more support from the 
general public for fish and wildlife 
management, endangered species, 
and keeping fish and wildlife 
management at the forefront of the 
important issues for our country.   

Same as Q4; preventing the 
destruction/degradation of our natural 
resources from proliferating like 
other parts of the country.   

Lack of importance and no funding.   

Recruitment and Retention support 
from AFWA and Directors.  In past 
years we’ve been habitat and species 
focused.  WE are going to have to be 
hunter recruitment focused for the 
next 100 years.   

 

Directors and AFWA too focused on 
habitat, species, and laws.  Little to 
no balanced funding in proportion to 
the task ahead.   

Recruitment of diverse individuals.   Recruitment of hunters and anglers.   A real effort.   

Recruitment of new supporters of 
wildlife conservation and the North 
American Model.   

Recruitment of new supporters of 
wildlife conservation and the North 
American Model.   

State wildlife agencies have clung to 
the traditional groups that have 
supported us; we must recruit the 
‘silent majority’. We can no longer 
just try to recruit new hunters or new 
supporters of wildlife conservation 
even though they may not be 
consumptive users.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Red wolf program in eastern NC.   Red wolf program in eastern NC.   

Failure to eradicate all coyotes in all 
surrounding counties before the 
introduction knowing that they would 
hybridize.   

Red Wolf Recovery.  Cormorant 
Depredation Management.   

 
1. Lack of vision. 2. Lack of 
institutional will.   

Red wolf reintroduction, federal 
government conducting large-scale 
damage management (mostly 
referring to coyote trapping in 
Midwest/West).   

Lack of focus on small game 
management programs and 
educational outreach, youth hunts, 
etc.   

The red wolf reintroduction was 
plagued from the start and will most 
likely end up wasting massive tax 
payer dollars when USFWS ends the 
project in eastern NC. As advocated 
by the American Society of 
Mammalogists, the federal 
government should focus on research 
to solve human-wildlife conflicts in a 
biologically sound manner, not spend 
taxpayer (and some private 
cooperator funds) dollars on 
removing large numbers of predators 
with little results because of ignoring 
the biology of that predator. Lastly, 
big game management has been the 
focus of the last 100 years in many 
states because of high dollar trophy 
hunts. However, small game hunting 
is a vital tie-in for youth to get started 
on hunting and grow up as hunters. 
Hosting more youth squirrel hunts, 
coon hunts, dove hunts, etc. would be 
a great long-term investment in the 
future of wildlife conservation and 
management.   

Regional land use planning for 
conserving fresh water and 
contiguous habitat for wildlife.  
Landownership and habitat 
fragmentation and loss is happening 
at an increasing rate.  Thus, prairie 
and sage ground are declining and 
not responding to piecemeal efforts 
(i.e., Atwater's, greater and lesser 
prairie chicken, sage grouse, etc.).   

Same as Q4 but including limited 
strategic planning for alternate 
funding sources for non-hunted 
species for basic research and 
management to avoid or mitigate 
human development impacts.  This is 
especially true for minimum instream 
flows.   

Even though generally supported by 
legislators and congressmen, wildlife 
and ecosystem values are deferred in 
budget distributions compared to 
entitlement programs, defense, and 
human health.   

Reintroduction of wolves—has 
destroyed other extremely successful 
initiatives.   

Same!   

Decisions did not take into account 
the views, opinions, experiences and 
livelihoods of the locals who have to 
live with the results of the debacle.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Reintroduction of wolves without 
proper checks to control the 
population.   

Reintroduction of lynx to Colorado.   
They have not adapted well in 
Colorado.   

Removing recovered species from the 
threatened and endangered lists after 
recovery.   

Stemming the decline in 
participation.   

Misinformed public and judicial 
opinion, legislative interference, and 
lack of our own agencies to transform 
to meet the changing communal 
needs.   

Response to massive and widespread 
disease outbreaks like avian influenza 
or White Nose Syndrome.  This is in 
part failing to create a value for all 
wildlife beyond those species used 
for consumptive reasons.   

Land owner tag system. This takes 
away wildlife from the public and 
builds on privatization of wildlife.   

Lack of funding.   

Restoration and protection of critical 
wetlands—despite the critical 
importance of these habitats to all life 
and the dedication of groups and 
individuals working to conserve 
them, we are still losing 80,000 acres 
of wetlands every year in the U.S.   

Conservation and restoration of the 
Louisiana Gulf Coast marshes and 
conservation of other significant 
regional wetlands (Everglades, 
Atlantic coast, Texas Gulf Coast).   

Not enough people willing to give up 
a little convenience today for 
sustainability tomorrow.  Too many 
people wanting ocean-front property 
to realize that rising sea levels and 
disappearing coastal ecosystems will 
spell disaster for communities along 
the coasts.  Too many competing 
interests fighting for what they want 
rather than coming together in the 
common ground of depending upon 
coastal ecosystems for energy, food 
and tourism industries.   

Restoration of free flowing rivers.  
Habitat protection.   

Access to private lands for hunting 
and fishing.   

Greed, shortsightedness and 
indifference.   

Securing a long-term, dedicated, 
sustainable funding source for all 
wildlife (e.g., CARA, Teaming with 
Wildlife, etc.). Lack of a coordinated 
wildlife health program within and 
among states. The commoditization 
of wildlife (e.g., deer farms).   

Securing a dedicated funding source 
for wildlife that is not tied to hunting, 
fishing, and trapping license sales. 
Engaging broader public support for 
the work of the state agency.   

Inability to communicate scientific 
data and the value of conservation to 
the public, distrust of government, 
loss of agency credibility, the 
disconnect between people and 
nature (lack of shared values among 
various stakeholder groups).   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Securing a meaningful Pittman-
Robertson-style funding mechanism 
for nongame wildlife work.  
Threatened and endangered species 
listing, monitoring, and management/ 
recovery efforts.   

Securing a meaningful funding 
mechanism for nongame wildlife 
work or, alternatively, for 
diversifying (i.e., making ‘holistic’) 
funding of our state’s fish and 
wildlife management agency.  
Creating a state threatened and 
endangered species list and 
developing an effective program for 
inventorying, monitoring, and 
managing the plant and animal 
species that are included on it.   

At both the state and federal levels, 
development of the non-traditional 
funding side of the issue has not been 
a priority (e.g., failure to fund the 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act 
of 1980).  Also, the federal/national 
threatened and endangered species 
effort has frequently been ‘too little, 
too late’, and some of this is the 
result of attempting to do ‘too much 
with too little’ (often partly caused by 
trying to work at the sub-species 
level; a task perhaps better-suited to 
state-level rare species programs [if 
most state natural resource agencies 
had ever meaningfully addressed 
their funding problems/shortfalls]).   

Securing access to public lands.   
Failure to get all players actively 
engaged in cleaning up the 
Chesapeake Bay.   

On the federal level lack of funding 
and willingness to open up access to 
public lands. On the state level lack 
of leadership to engage all affected 
people and convey they all have to 
share the pain.   

Securing dedicated funding for the 
full suite of fish and wildlife species 
under state authority via CARA or 
TWW.  Outreach to the broader 
public about the importance of fish 
and wildlife conservation to ‘quality 
of life’ parameters and outreach to 
sportsmen and women about their 
direct contributions to conservation 
(e.g., license fees and excise taxes).   

 

Not enough resources devoted to 
public outreach, education, 
marketing, and advocacy by state fish 
and wildlife agencies in particular.   

Securing stable, long-term funding 
for diversity/non-game species; 
preventing ingress of non-native 
invasive species.   

Securing stable, long-term funding 
for diversity/non-game species; 
preventing ingress of non-native 
invasive species; reintroduction 
efforts for various species (e.g., 
caribou in Maine, pine marten in 
Vermont).   

Lack of political will, lack of 
funding, lack of prioritizing of 
natural resources issues by non-
scientist politicians (similar to lack of 
political will).   

Separating TWS from the 
NAWNRC.  We need to reconnect 
our management, policy and science.   

Monitoring in general.   

National: because it disconnects 
collaboration between scientists and 
those who carry out management 
and/ develop policy.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Species recovery not supported by 
federal listing.   

Piping plover recovery.   

Any recovery effort not supported by 
federal listings provides local 
jurisdictions to ‘opt out’ of the 
recovery efforts.  Red knot recovery 
has had strong support in New 
Jersey, Massachusetts, etc., but weak 
support further south and into 
Florida. Only by listing the species 
can jurisdictions work together.  
Piping plover recovery has been 
unsuccessful due to the 
insurmountable challenge of 
competing land uses on east coast 
beaches.   

Species specific management, 
hatcheries, in-stream restoration and 
wetlands restoration.   

State Wildlife Action Plans.   
They don’t address root causes and 
are not process based approaches.   

Stable and dedicated funding for 
‘nongame’ wildlife programs.   

Eliminate captive cervid operations 
and/or maintain authority for captive 
cervid operations within state fish 
and wildlife agencies.   

Failure to actively engage the 
outdoor recreational industry and 
have their support for funding of 
‘nongame’ wildlife programs; failure 
to develop and effective outreach 
effort designed to counter the captive 
cervid lobby.   

Stocking without adequate 
protection.   

Stocking without adequate 
protection.   

Funding for more protection.   

Surrogate species: it’s a dumb idea 
designed to let the Feds avoid 
responsibility for restoring tough-to-
handle species.  Likewise the 
ecosystem management program 
being used to ‘address’ climate 
change is an unwieldy and expensive 
bureaucratic mess.  The federal 
agencies also do not have a 
functional program to prepare them 
to respond to national-level incidents 
like the Gulf Spill.   

In Washington, deer, elk and cougar 
management is a disaster, with 
declining populations, poor access, 
and low hunter success rates resulting 
in dropping participation rates.  I 
have stopped hunting in my resident 
state because of the factors I have 
listed.   

The power of the dollar applied 
politically to a bunch of weak-spined 
managers more concerned with their 
careers than the god of the resource. I 
say that, based on a 29-year career, 
working with those managers every 
day: today’s managers are managers 
mostly of their own careers.  The 
French have a word for them: 
functionaries.   

Sustainable funding for non-
harvested wildlife.   

Same.    
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Teaming With Wildlife—attempt to 
secure consistent revenue for non-
game species research and 
management through the taxation of 
non-hunting recreational equipment.  
The Endangered Species Act.   

The loss of resident gamebird 
species, first the native heath hen, 
then the introduced pheasant, and 
now, from the majority of the 
Northeast, the native northern 
bobwhite quail. Now extirpated in the 
Northeast from all states except NJ, 
DE, MD and VA, where they are 
hanging on by a thread.   

Teaming—not correctly evaluating 
the recreational business 
community’s low degree of 
dedication to the initiative.  ESA—
lack of consistency in guidance to 
states between USFWS regions and 
state field offices, and USFWS staff 
losing touch with the entire wildlife 
habitat management context in lieu of 
inflexible regulatory protection that 
creates a downward spiral to 
extirpations and extinction.  Resident 
game birds—lack of regional focus 
on resident gamebirds, every state 
trying to go it alone, too low 
prioritization within states, and not 
tying restoration efforts to habitat at a 
landscape level, but to individual 
populations.   

Teaming With Wildlife—while 
critically necessary—have never 
been successful in getting 
established.  Federal ESA—being 
abused by special interests.  Marine 
Mammal Act—while successful has 
allowed for biological imbalance in 
other ways.  Wild Horse and Burro 
Act—extreme habitat degradation 
impacting fish/wildlife habitat.   

LCCs—how has wildlife benefited.  
Creation of alternate funding models 
to support wildlife conservation and 
lesson burden on hunters or anglers.  
Public outreach.  Comprehensive 
habitat restoration projects.  Habitat 
protection from development.   

Lack of funding.  Special interests.  
Legal system.  Demand for 
exploitation of natural resources.   

Teaming with Wildlife and related 
funding attempts at the National level 
for conservation of critters that are 
not hunted or caught (SWG).  
Dealing proactively with lead (Pb) 
and alternatives as a conservation 
community.  FWS initiatives (SHC, 
LCCs, Surrogate Species) and 
collaboration and coordination with 
State Wildlife Agency partners.   

Engaging effectively with non-
traditional user groups for funding 
and support of conservation 
programs.   

Poor communication, fear of the 
unknown, lack of respect for 
expertise and professionalism of staff 
in other agencies and NGOs.   

Teaming with Wildlife has been the 
greatest lesson in disappointment.  
Thousands of supporters but little 
more than $50—$80 million per year 
in support of SWG and SWAPs.  
What does it take to really make for a 
sea change in funding?  Clearly, we 
need to re-think the level of influence 
and political power needed to change.  

Our reliance on license dollars to 
cover the costs of fish and wildlife 
management.  This is clearly a non-
sustainable solution and we’ve 
struggled terribly to develop other 
options.   

Timing, bad luck, no national leader 
willing to take on the issues because 
they don’t rise to the level of their 
attention.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Teaming With Wildlife; National 
Forest Planning; Hard Rock Mining 
Reform; Fully funding Land and 
Water Conservation Fund; Funding 
National Wildlife Refuge operation 
and management; Controlling oil and 
gas development in critical wildlife 
habitats; Failure of governing bodies 
to deal with climate change.   

Preventing captive deer and elk 
farming; Acquisition of key wildlife 
lands; Funding non-game efforts; 
Bridging gaps of professional 
wildlife management and anti-
management groups; Keeping 
‘politics’ out of professional 
management (legislative 
interference).   

Wildlife and fisheries professionals 
are too unwilling to take strong, 
scientifically-based positions; 
Political bodies interfere with 
management; Lack of stable, broad-
based funding; Fighting among 
conservation groups and groups such 
as NRA, humane groups, some farm 
groups (such as the American Farm 
Bureau) and others (both liberal and 
conservative).   

The ability to secure guaranteed 
funding for those species not hunted 
or fished.   

 

There was no overriding concurrence 
among those trying to secure such 
funding.  Sportsmen and women still 
pay for conservation.   

The Clean Water Act never achieved 
its potential.   

 
The Clean water Act’s definition of 
wetlands and the exemption of 
agricultural lands.   

The current tendency for federal 
agencies to intrude into the 
traditional conservation work of state 
agencies.  The central problem with 
that intrusion is that it is carried out 
by employees who are increasingly 
of a preservationist mindset.  
Preservation and conservation are 
two completely different 
philosophies with clear differences in 
results.   

Public initiatives whether from the 
legislative or executive branch of 
government that minimize or 
discourage the participatory 
relationship between anglers and 
hunters and the resource.  The 
American Sportsman founded and 
sustained the conservation 
movement.  However, in recent times 
the word sportsman has attracted 
negative connotations.  This has a 
negative impact on participation, and 
therefore a negative impact on the 
continuation of a stable funding 
source.   

The most significant reason for the 
current trend away from successful 
conservation efforts stems from the 
fact that the history of conservation is 
not a salient component of our 
education system.  Most Americans 
are unaware of the contributions 
anglers and hunters have made to 
conservation, and they are unaware 
of the success stories such 
contributions have fostered.  A good 
start to remedy this deficiency would 
be to make John F. Reiger’s book 
‘The American Sportsman and the 
Origins of Conservation’ required 
reading in high school social study 
classes. It is an excellent treatise on 
conservation and the parallel 
movement of preservation.   

The decline of grasslands and 
grassland-nesting birds, most notably 
the Northern bobwhite.   

Ditto; The decline of grasslands and 
grassland-nesting birds, most notably 
the Northern bobwhite.   

We took the bobwhite for granted 
until it was too late in many 
situations, and then woke up facing 
the greatest conservation challenge in 
North America.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The Federal ESA as it is currently 
being implemented with wolves, 
lesser prairie chickens and 
Gunnison’s sage grouse.   

Farm bill policy in the Midwest.   

Federal ESA—seems to be dictated 
by politics and government 
bureaucracy (i.e., incompetence; 
excluding the efforts of 
knowledgeable and dedicated FWS 
field staff in most cases).  The ESA 
has unnecessarily turned a great 
many private landowners against 
conservation of endangered species, 
and serves as a money maker for 
questionable nonprofits.  Farm bill 
has promoted the destruction of 
critical wildlife habitats (wetlands, 
edge, etc.) that should have been left, 
has created uniform rural landscapes 
with a single economy (farming) and 
largely destroyed the recreational 
opportunities that would have drawn 
young people to stay, recreationalists 
to visit, spawned economic diversity 
that doesn’t exist in ag desert.  At the 
broader scale, farm policy has greatly 
enhanced flooding and the dead zone 
from ag chemicals in the Gulf.   

The Grey Wolf, Deer farming.   

States need more strict mandatory 
penalties for game violators i.e., 
poachers, road hunters, transporters 
of game across state lines illegally.   

County and state judges are too 
lenient on game violators.  They 
don’t feel game violators are 
important.   

The hook and bullet organization 
seem to be fading in the public eye 
yet money still pours into these 
programs.   

The game organization that fund 
efforts to unnaturally sustain the 
populations of species for the benefit 
of few.   

People are more interested in 
maintaining biologic diversity and 
the full compliment of species across 
the landscape.  The days of spreading 
turkeys, grouse and quail across the 
landscape are coming to a close and 
those dollars should be spent on 
managing ecosystems and those 
species found naturally in those 
geographical locations.   

The inability to restore and delist 
species once they are listed as either 
threatened or endangered under the 
Endangered Species Act.   

FWS inability, in my state, to 
develop and implement the Safe 
Harbor Program (for threatened and 
endangered species) for private 
landowners, despite landowners’ 
willingness to participate.   

Too much politics and a ‘CYA’ 
mentality.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The least successful in my opinion 
has been fisheries management of our 
ocean resources.  We are still 
struggling to balance the needs and 
wants of anglers with the 
needs/wants of commercial anglers.  
The least successful wildlife 
management attempt has been the 
stabilization or increase in prairie 
chicken populations throughout their 
range.   

Quail population and prairie chicken 
population management.   

In the case of ocean management, the 
many difference groups that have a 
hand in the dissensions and the lack 
of solid scientific information, have 
limited what can be accomplished.   

The national fish and wildlife 
management organization and 
government departments were slow 
to challenge the rubbish science from 
animal (terrorist) rights groups 
offered to the public that disparage 
the national wildlife management 
initiatives, programs and efforts.   

State level least successful wildlife 
management initiatives, programs or 
efforts allowed local non-profits 
conservation land trust to stop 
scientific wildlife management 
initiatives, programs and or efforts 
while continuing to give grant money 
from the Pitman act and other tax 
funds, technical assistance and 
allowed to restrict their so called 
public lands to residents and 
employees and a lottery system for 
non-residents. While classified as a 
tax-exempt non-profit that help 
spread Lyme disease with their 
restrictions of scientific wildlife 
management.   

The national, regional, and state level 
fish and wildlife management 
organization and government 
departments were slow to challenge 
the rubbish science from Animal 
(terrorist) rights groups offered to the 
public that disparage the national 
wildlife management initiatives, 
programs and efforts. And continue 
to allow tax exempt status to the non-
profit land trust along with not 
pursuing compensation for the 
people, wildlife and plants that have 
been destroyed and damaged because 
of their negligent management of 
lands under their stewardship of the 
land.   

The North Atlantic Salmon 
restoration program.   

The North Atlantic Salmon 
restoration program.   

Cost, poor publicity and failure to 
show results.  Success with other 
programs increase the predators of 
the fish which in turn depleted the 
numbers available to return along 
with the man made barriers 
constructed over the past years.   

The old Marine Recreational 
Fisheries Statistics Survey (MRFSS).  

Catfish stocking in coastal plain 
rivers.   

Poor understanding among anglers 
about the need for the survey; poor 
understanding of the ecological 
implications of fish stocking.   

The passing of legislation to support 
management of ‘diversity’ or ‘non-
game’ species. The absolute lack of 
political concern over the importation 
of invasives and the societal costs 
this apathy has caused.   

The lack of desire, to curtail intra- 
and interstate movement of cervids in 
the face of a disease that has the 
potential to kill the goose (I mean 
deer) that laid the golden egg.   

Greed.  Powerful individuals and 
entities have subverted efforts that 
would have benefited many for their 
own short term gains.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The policies developed by the federal 
land managing agencies that erode 
state wildlife management authority 
on federal land.   

Same as Q4.   

Unfortunately, the overreaching 
national policies are affecting the 
primacy of state management 
authority.   

The proliferation of special 
environmental interests and 
attorneys—groups that demand that 
wilderness must be ‘pristine.’  There 
are simply too many people who 
force agencies to waste huge amounts 
of money nit-picking everything.  For 
example, USFS spends more than 
$200,000,000 a year addressing 
NEPA—which could be better spent 
managing.  The 2000-page EIS is the 
worst thing that has happened in the 
last 40 years.   

Same as Q4.   Same as Q4 and Q5.   

The recent political ‘take-over’ of 
national conservation organizations 
by firearms and second amendment 
groups.   

The recent politicization of wildlife 
agencies, particularly at the state 
level.   

Money.  Power, by a few.  And 
apathetic rank and file sportsmen 
who are focused on their own self-
interest (big antlers); those who are 
active are focusing on what they are 
being told by firearms and second 
amendment groups.   

The re-programming of USFWS 
money to the Science Application 
program, LCCs, etc. without some 
thoughtful discussion about the goals 
and objectives of the program and 
measures of success.  Much of it is 
redundant with programs that are 
already successful (e.g., JVs). It has 
become a pass-through program for 
USFWS funding to other entities and 
priorities that may or may not be 
useful to the FWS mission.  If you 
have to pay a ‘partner’ to show up to 
the table, it’s not a partnership.  I 
think it is being reviewed within the 
agency, but it has been a painful start 
up over the last 4-5 years. Following 
in these footsteps is the Surrogate 
Species Initiative—it seems like the 
agency has trouble learning from it’s 
mistakes.   

Management of feral horses by those 
agencies constrained by the Wild 
Horse and Burro Act.  These animals 
are devastating to the ecology of 
western habitats. The penning and 
long-term feeding of these animals 
by agencies, such as BLM, is a drain 
on taxpayers and borders on cruelty 
to these animals.   

Once a program is in place, it is rare 
that someone ever bothers to review 
it and see if it is working. There are 
rarely measures of success 
established before the program is in 
place.  Egos of people that have 
initiated a program and are unwilling 
to admit if it isn’t working.   
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Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

The secrecy of wildlife restoration in 
not allowing or inviting the public 
and key stakeholders like media, 
politicians, kids, others to 
introduction and reintroduction 
releases of those critters was a huge 
missed opportunity to market the 
greatest wildlife restoration feats in 
the history of the world. By not 
involving the public, the pubic has no 
idea where the wildlife they enjoy 
originated and how important these 
efforts are to the quality of life of all 
Americans. We missed the 
opportunity to market the good work 
of our agencies.   

You could repeat the answer from #4.  
Wolves, grizzlies, and predator 
control in the states and regions have 
missed their goals and importance.   

Too often agencies had the wrong 
people leading the agency.  Introverts 
that were not engaging to the public, 
and did not have the public outreach 
critical to build consensus.  With 
state agency directors’ average tenure 
being 3.5 years, many agencies were 
managed at status quo.  Also 
Information Education divisions 
within the agency were not designed 
to market the good and important 
work of the agency.  Also, some state 
agency law enforcement, which is the 
front line representation of the 
agency to the public, built contempt 
instead of consent because of the 
approach to customer service.   

The Teaming for Wildlife Initiative 
didn’t garner as much support as 
thought, although outcomes did result 
in a different form.  In other words, 
the financial support for nongame 
species was better than nothing, but 
did not achieve the original goals and 
objectives of the initiative.   

The allocation of funds for state 
programs to remove their dependency 
on hunting license fees alone as a 
revenue stream has been problematic.  
In the few states where a sales tax is 
in place, politicians in recent years 
have attacked such funds and are 
trying to remove authority from the 
commissions for the allocation of 
those funds.   

Politics seems to be the overriding 
theme for initiatives and programs to 
fail.  Politicians do not place high 
priority on wildlife management.  
Adding a tax is not popular among 
today’s citizens, so lawmakers are 
forced to consider other means of 
supporting government.  In the case 
of state wildlife agencies with sales 
tax revenues (e.g., Missouri and 
Arkansas), state legislators find it 
easier to attempt to tear down the 
state agency in order to grab the 
funds.  So far, the populous has 
opposed this maneuver, but if that 
ever changes, funding even in those 
few states which have sales tax 
revenue will be in peril.   

The USDA ADC/Wildlife Services 
continued proactive control of 
coyotes despite growing public 
dissatisfaction, the main benefactor 
of that program, rangeland sheep 
grazing, sharply declining and it 
being no longer cost effective. The 
USFWS and other federal agencies 
being constantly tied up in expensive 
and time-consuming ESA litigation 
that results in almost no tangible 
benefit to wildlife or wildlife habitat 
and immense public frustration.   

The attempts by the states to 
diversify funding from hunters to all 
the other citizens that benefit from 
the presence of wildlife.   

Change in bureaucracies always lags 
behind changes in societal attitudes 
and is often frightening to traditional 
interests. Everything wants to live 
including bureaucracy. In addition 
we all make better historians than 
prophets, so the safest route is 
usually just to continue to do the 
same thing.   
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Table 2.  Verbatim Responses Regarding the Least Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 

Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

There are many toothless federal 
programs that show up then 
disappear.  These are mostly feel 
good proclamations with no 
longevity or substance and every 
administration seems to develop 
these at great public cost.  While not 
a real fish and wildlife management 
program, both the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission’s regulation 
of hydropower facilities and the 
development of water projects have 
done little to help our nation’s fish 
and wildlife populations.  Finally, the 
USFWS Aquaculture Research 
Program based in AR which brought 
us Asian carp can not be considered a 
success.   

It is likely species eradication or 
ecosystem reset programs such as 
predator control and rotenone 
programs that try to focus on one 
component instead of dealing with 
the unrealistic expectations or fixing 
true process issues that lead to 
population imbalances would rank as 
the least successful.  There are many 
poorly considered introduction 
programs on both the fish and 
wildlife sides that have created huge 
management problems in the long-
term.  These were designed to fix a 
symptom instead of the real process 
problem. 

These are not successful because they 
only deal with a few symptoms 
instead the underlying cause, they did 
not consider the ecosystem costs of 
the decisions, or had no staying 
power.   

Those projects that were developed 
from the top down.   

 Because they seemed arrogant.   

To broadly instill a conservation 
ethic in the American economic 
system.   

Inability to continue prairie pothole 
wetland conservation programs after 
the 1970’s.   

Inability to convince politicians and 
public of the importance of prairie 
wetlands to maintaining healthy, 
sustainable environments and 
economies.   

To educate the general public 
(hunters and non-hunters alike) 
regarding the real values of wildlife 
to develop comprehensive 
management strategies for 
sustainable populations.   

Without a doubt, the efforts to 
reintroduce and maintain a wild 
population of California condors.   

For #1—too busy with our jobs to 
take on additional task of teaching 
why we are doing the jobs and for 
#2—real bad science being used to 
satisfy personal agenda’s of 
researchers and politicians.   

Tough one. The one I would choose 
is the Threatened and Endangered 
Species Program. It is tough because 
I think it has had some tremendous 
successes.  However, the 
politicization of the act and 
subsequent management actions have 
created a terrible environment of 
litigation around a truly noble law.   

Not sure.   Answered in #4.   
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Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Unfortunately, and I may not have 
up-to-date knowledge of this, I think 
the efforts to return anadromous fish 
stocks, especially salmon (Pacific) 
and shad (Atlantic) have been least 
successful. Despite improving water 
quality (in a chemical sense), other 
water-related issues such as irrigation 
in the face of drought, dams, and 
other development has continued to 
impair the ability of anadromous 
fishes to use river basins to their full 
potential.   

I would say that efforts to boost the 
number of hunters have been least 
successful. Despite the valiant efforts 
to recruit new hunters, the powerful 
influence of aging populations, 
urbanization (both physical and 
psychological), fraying rural social 
networks, and erosion of ‘free’ 
discretionary time have resulted in a 
net loss in hunter numbers that will 
not likely be overcome any time 
soon.   

I think I have explained that in my 
responses in Q4 and Q5.   

United Conservation Alliance.   N/A.   
UCA— members put self interest 
first—didn’t walk the talk.   

United Conservation Alliance.   
Coming to terms with aboriginal use 
of wildlife.   

UCA—supposed supporters didn’t 
walk the talk.  Aboriginal—triumph 
of vested interests over common 
sense.   

United Conservation Alliance.   N/A.   
UCA—lack of genuine commitment 
by parties—did not walk the talk.   

Unlocking the door to steady funding 
of all aspects of conservation.  
Appreciating the concept of setting 
up a larger tent and inviting support 
and involvement from diverse 
audiences.   

Integration of conservation—playing 
together as a team incorporating 
biology, law enforcement, education, 
communication—rather than going it 
alone, attempting to prove value of 
one discipline over another.   

As funding shrinks people tend to 
circle the wagons and fight for their 
own, rather than fighting for what is 
needed to move the ball forward for 
the conservation responsibilities we 
are given.   

Unwieldy and complex federal 
regulations and services (bureaucratic 
red tape).  Political influence over 
agencies such as EPA, Dept. of Ag., 
etc.   

Same with #4 at the state regulations 
(complexity) and political 
influence/fluctuations that impact 
natural resource agencies.   

Lobbying and law enforcement 
attitudes.   
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Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Water resource issues as it pertains to 
ecosystem services. We cannot say 
how many refuges cannot or will not 
in the future, meet their 
purpose/mission due to water 
resource issues. Often, where we 
have identified the threats, we don’t 
have the capacity to do anything 
about it.  I would also add that ESA 
is killing FWS.   

See Q4.   

For the water resource component, I 
would say because we tend to only 
hire biologists. We need more 
capacity in the field in terms of 
hydrologists, fluvial 
geomorphologists, civil engineers, 
landscape architects....  For ESA, we 
are still relying too much on the law, 
rather promoting innovative 
approaches using all programs, 
partners, and stakeholders. Spending 
$2M to hire more biologists won’t 
help the sage grouse. But sending 
$2M for the science to determine 
success of management programs 
makes more sense.   

We are currently witnessing an 
evolution in wildlife management.  
The North American Model of 
Wildlife Conservation has been 
weakened in that we now must deal 
with over-abundant wildlife 
populations.  Our profession is 
beginning to lose credibility as we 
struggle to convince the public what 
is best.  Our culture in North America 
is changing and harvesting (killing) 
of animals is becoming intolerable by 
many.  The lack of action (no 
initiative) is degrading the 
profession.   

Public policy regarding wildlife 
management.  We are loosing control 
of what we can do as managers.  The 
public is (and will) become 
tyrannical by passing laws through 
the ballot box that undermine our 
abilities.   

We must do a better job at education.  
For decades, our schools have been 
filled with anti-consumptive use 
mantras due to a few imperiled 
species or environmental issues.  As 
a result, we have ‘brainwashed’ 
several generations, especially in 
urban population centers, to protect 
and preserve nature, not to utilize it 
(conserve).  We now have millions of 
people that think exploitation of 
wildlife is a bad thing.   

We have been unable to obtain 
national legislation to obtain revenue 
from non-consumptive uses of fish 
and wildlife and their habitats.   

We have been unable to find a 
solution to the dual-management 
situation in Alaska.   

Lack of unity within the agencies and 
meager, weak attempts by 
professional societies to 
communicate the why, what and how 
to the American and/or Alaskan 
citizens.   

We have not been effective at 
bringing in all citizens into 
ownership of fish and wildlife 
resources and making them advocates 
for the resource. Still focused mostly 
on hunters.  Funding of fish and 
wildlife programs is still under-
funded. Major challenge for state 
agencies in the current fiscal climate.  

Same as Q4, bringing in new 
constituents to support fish and 
wildlife programs.   

We have not been successful at 
thinking outside the box to 
communicate with new constituents.   
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Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

Well of course most of us will 
respond with issues we ourselves 
have lived through. In my honest 
opinion, among the biggest threats to 
fish, wildlife and habitat (public 
lands) in the U.S. is motorized and 
mechanized (mountain bikes, IMBA) 
recreation, via legal trails into 
otherwise roadless habitats.  On a 
national level, nothing of value has 
been done to control this 
abomination.   

See Q4.  Also, virtually all state 
wildlife departments are run by 
politics and politicians, de facto, even 
as we boast about the successes of 
scientific wildlife management.  
Management from an ecosystem 
paradigm—as laid out clearly by 
Leopold in his Land Ethic (1949) and 
since expanded upon by the N.A. 
Model of Wildlife Conservation and 
Public Trust Document (as sponsored 
by The Wildlife Society) are 
rendered jokes in virtually all states, 
which manage by politics rather than 
science.   

Here in the West, where I live and 
work, agriculture continues to have a 
stranglehold on politics and a strong 
anti-wildlife bias.  Another way to 
phrase the problem is the bad joke of 
‘multiple use’ as a euphemism for 
letting all special interests who can 
afford political lobbying to not just 
use for red ink, but abuse the public 
trust of land, fish and wildlife.  
Again, in the world of public 
resource management, all evil is 
rooted in economics-driven politics.   

Wetland protection and management 
along with control of aquatic invasive 
species. Arguably wetland protection, 
already far from perfect, has declined 
the last two decades. The nation 
continues to give agriculture a free 
pass on protection of small, shallow 
wetlands from drainage and the 
degradation of existing wetlands 
through increased runoff, 
sedimentation, and chemical 
contamination.  The list of invasives 
is too long to pursue here but clearly 
we have failed to protect our wetland 
ecosystems. Some of the impacts can 
be partially mitigated through active 
management but here again budgets 
and staffing have fallen way behind 
the needs.   

 

The political influence of large scale 
industrial agriculture has absolutely 
stymied progress on reforms. While 
there are plenty of examples of 
sustainable agriculture the 
practitioners have been marginalized 
by the agricultural/industrial 
complex. Nor have wildlife agencies, 
by and large, shown any great resolve 
to support sustainable farming 
techniques.  The brunt of the blame 
for aquatic invasives clearly lies with 
the political influence of the shipping 
industry who has actively fought any 
kind of ballast regulations.   

Whenever ‘politics’ gets injected into 
the management of public lands.   

Whenever competing factions with in 
the Fish and Wildlife Dept. engage in 
in-fighting (the structure of the Dept. 
has changed over the years, but the 
inertia of who is in control is slow to 
change.   

Departmental leadership that is not as 
strong as it could be.   
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Q4. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the national level? 

Q5. In a few words, what would 

you say are the least successful 

initiatives, programs, and/or 

efforts of fish and wildlife 

management over the past 100 

years at the regional or state level 

in your region or state? 

Q6. What would you say are the 

reasons that the initiatives, 

programs, and/or efforts you listed 

above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

While being a positive program, the 
Endangered Species Act has also 
created strong, adverse criticism of 
wildlife management.  Much of this 
is due to rigid U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service interpretation and 
management of the program.  A lot of 
the management work uses zero 
common sense in managing the 
recovery or protection programs.  
Federal agencies, in particularly, 
have become to possessive and 
arrogant about their power in 
managing the programs.  They need 
to work with the public who pays 
their salaries.  This requires sincere 
outreach to the public in obtaining 
legitimate public concerns.   

State programs have expanded so much that 
70%+ of their budgets are going to personnel.  
The end result is that little attention goes into 
habitat acquisition, maintenance or programs 
that provide hunting and fishing opportunities 
to the public who pay the bills.  State and 
federal agency personnel are forgetting who 
pays their salaries and have become very 
arrogant in many instances.  The license 
buying public in many instances no longer 
trusts the agencies.  Examples in Colorado 
include the CPW spending $30,000,000 dollars 
not budgeted without even knowing it, or not 
admitting it until it was shown in auditing.  
The next year or two they were $5+ million in 
the hole.  State agencies raise fees for habitat 
and then don’t follow through.  Being from 
Colorado I refer to my state.  CPW had a 
license increase to purchase more public 
recreation areas but much of the dollars went 
to other programs.  Then they initiated a 
habitat stamp for acquiring new lands.  When 
they got into financial trouble they used these 
monies to help manage existing wildlife areas 
that were previously funded with other 
programs.  The CPW is out of touch with 
wildlife on the ground.  An example, Colorado 
has had a 60 day, 3 bird limit pheasant season 
in Western Colorado for years.  There are not 
hunt-able populations of wild birds in Western 
Colorado but we continue to have a long 
season and large bag limit.  We might as well 
have a penguin season too as we have not 
penguins either.  Seriously, wildlife agencies 
are losing touch with the resources and the 
people they serve.  CPW combined two 
agencies into one resulting in poor morale, 
additional costs to the wildlife programs and 
loss of wildlife dollars available for wildlife 
management simply integrating agencies with 
signs, stationery and other non cost effective 
necessities.  [NOTE: FONT REDUCED TO 
FIT ON PAGE.] 

There has been a change in the 
culture of wildlife agencies.  They 
have forgotten who their constituents 
are as we have entered the 
technological age.  Wildlife agencies 
are like kids with cell phones.  
Instead of looking their friends or 
constituents in the eye to talk about 
problems face to face they are 
emailing or texting communications. 
Office phones are manned by 
answering machines with options.  
The agencies need to be real people 
talking to real people. We need more 
workers and fewer chiefs in the 
agencies.  The agencies need to go 
back to the legislation for wildlife 
funding programs and use that money 
for the intended purposes.  The 
agencies have become so diversified 
to work with so many programs they 
can’t do a good job with any of them.  
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Q4. In a few words, what would 
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efforts of fish and wildlife 
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years at the national level? 
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above have not been successful at 

the national, regional, and/or state 

level(s)? 

While I am a strong supporter of the 
ESA, I think that its application 
through the courts has made it often 
ineffective, cumbersome, 
burdensome and counter productive.  
On the other hand, I have no concrete 
recommendations for improving the 
situation.   

In the mountain states of the West it 
is protection of big game winter 
range.  Whereas much of the summer 
range is on USFS lands, the winter 
range in the river valleys in mostly in 
private hands.  These private lands 
are subject to subdivision, energy 
development and other activities 
detrimental to winter range habitat 
maintenance.  Habitat protection 
through conservation easements have 
helped, but are too small.  In 
addition, the BLM, which manages a 
lot of transition range, have not been 
careful stewards with respect to 
energy development.   

It comes down to money.  The 
economics of population and 
development pressures overwhelm 
the efforts of sportsmen and women 
to preserve habitat.   

While initially successful, I believe 
the laws enacted in the 1960s and 70s 
like the National Environmental 
Policy Act and the Endangered 
Species Act are in need of 
modification and updating.  These 
laws have set a line for protection 
and enforcement, but have also 
created a regulatory burden that 
makes conservation difficult and 
expensive and has created the culture 
of only meeting the minimum 
requirements of the law.  These laws 
increased time required to complete 
the required planning, public review, 
and other compliance and has 
increased the costs to implement 
conservation while allowing 
additional areas for litigation to stop 
conservation.   

Pretty much the same as Q4, only 
related to our state or agency policies 
and procedures that have been 
established to protect/ enforce 
wildlife laws and then punish 
violators.   

These laws focus on procedures, 
policy, enforcement, and punishment.  
They better approach is to focus on 
wildlife values, building 
consensus/partnerships, incentives, 
and improved living conditions for 
people and wildlife.  Conservation 
agencies don’t have the funding to 
enforce the conservation laws, and do 
not have the staff to complete the 
procedures and meet policy 
requirements in a timely fashion, 
which delays conservation and makes 
conservation at a landscape level 
extremely difficult.   

Wilderness restrictions on state fish 
and wildlife management activities.   

Deer breeding facilities.   
Inability of the profession to stop 
these short-sighted policies/activities.  
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Without a doubt I would say 
hatcheries as a way to compensate for 
devastated wild fish runs. None of 
them have proven to be adequate, 
especially for salmonids.   

Again, hatcheries at all levels. A 
misguided and expensive attempt to 
mitigate for the loss of wild runs due 
to dams.   

Hubris.  We thought ‘science and 
technology’ could replace natural 
systems; it never works that way.  
Exchanging wild, healthy systems for 
cheap energy or transportation via 
water held back by dams.  Many are 
now obsolete and produce less than 
5% power for the grid while a robust 
wild fishery would return far more to 
local communities in terms of jobs 
and other economic benefits.   

Without naming a specific program 
or initiative we have often been 
unable to successfully maintain or 
restore ecosystems or even species 
habitats at the large landscape scale.   

Same as 1.   

In part this has the been the result of 
our inability to adequately ‘sell’ the 
idea of focused funding and effort 
into targeted landscapes identified 
through science based planning 
driven by long-term ecological needs 
as opposed to short-term 
economically driven land-use.   

Wolf reintroduction.   Wolf reintroduction.   
Lack of sportsman support due to 
poor science and political agendas of 
those calling for reintroduction.   

Wolf restoration.   Wolf and bison restoration.   

Some pretty hard things to tackle—
major opposing political positions 
with deep pockets, western culture, 
economics, failure of the wildlife 
field to market the benefits (or lack 
of serious drawbacks) of wildlife 
recovery effectively.   

Woodland caribou management.   Woodland caribou management.   

Caribou recovery needs to happen in 
areas where there is great pressure to 
develop petroleum and forest 
industry resources.  This conflict 
hinders the development of landscape 
planning.   

Youth education and recruitment.  
Litigation around certain acts (i.e., 
ESA).   

Certain restoration and/or 
reintroduction efforts have not gone 
as planned.   

While restoration and/or restoration 
efforts may have been well intended, 
litigation caused a great deal of 
division and resulted in science and 
wise management practices were not 
followed.   
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TENETS / PRINCIPLES OF NORTH AMERICAN FISH AND 
WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
The next part of the survey concerned the generally accepted seven tenets or principles of North 
American fish and wildlife conservation (or the North American Model of Wildlife 
Conservation).  These seven tenets/principles are as follows:   

1. Public Trust 
Natural resources, including fish and wildlife, are managed by the government for public 
use and enjoyment, as well as for sustainability.   

2. Democratic Rule of Law 
Laws allocate the use of fish and wildlife by citizens to protect the public trust.  Citizens 
can participate in creating and amending laws associated with fish and wildlife 
conservation and use.   

3. Opportunity for All 
Every citizen has a fair and equitable opportunity under the law to participate in hunting 
and fishing.   

4. Noncommercial Use 
To protect the resources and the public’s right to those resources, commercial markets in 
dead wildlife and animal parts are prohibited.   

5. Legitimate Use 
To protect and maintain wildlife populations, legal use of wildlife is deemed to be the 
harvest of wildlife for food and fur, self-defense, and property protection, as well as the 
“use” of wildlife for recreation such as viewing.   

6. International Resources 
Because fish and wildlife migrate freely across boundaries of states and nations, fish and 
wildlife management policies and laws consider fish and wildlife to be international 
resources.   

7. Scientific Policy 
Fish and wildlife management and policy is directed by science and trained professionals.   

 
For each of the seven tenets/principles, respondents rated its importance to the future of fish and 
wildlife conservation, using a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is extremely 
important.  As Figure 8 shows, while all of the tenets/principles are deemed important (the 
lowest mean rating is 7.96, well above the midpoint of 5), the highest mean ratings are for Public 
Trust (a mean rating of 9.36), Scientific Policy (9.01), and Opportunity for All (8.95).   
 
Another way to examine these ratings is to look at the percentage of respondents who gave a 
high rating—a 9 or a 10.  This reflects the percentage who feel strongly about the 
tenets/principles.  In this analysis, Public Trust stands out at the top, with a huge majority of 85% 
giving it a high rating (Figure 9).  In the second tier are Opportunity for All (74% giving it a high 
rating) and Scientific Policy (72%).   
 
The survey then asked respondents, for each tenet/principle, to indicate how much it should be 
changed from its currently accepted meaning as it applies to fish and wildlife conservation, again 
using a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 means it should have no change at all and 10 is that it should be 
completely changed.  All of the tenets/principles have a mean change rating of well less than the 
midpoint, the highest mean being 3.30 for Noncommercial Use, followed by Democratic Rule of 
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Law (3.00) (Figure 10).  Figure 11 shows the percentages giving high ratings, with none having 
more than 11%, suggesting that there is no consensus for changing the tenets/principles.   
 
Figure 8.  Mean Ratings of Importance of the Tenets/Principles of Fish and Wildlife 

Conservation 
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Figure 9.  The Percentage Giving a High Rating of Importance to the Tenets/Principles of 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
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Figure 10.  Mean Ratings of How Much the Tenets/Principles of Fish and Wildlife 

Conservation Should Change 
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Figure 11.  The Percentage Giving a High Rating of Change to the Tenets/Principles of Fish 

and Wildlife Conservation 
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In follow-up to the change ratings above, fish and wildlife professionals were asked to elaborate 
on the ways in which the tenets/principles should change, for each one that they gave a change 
rating of 5or higher.  Tables 3 through 9 show the verbatim responses for each tenet/principle.   
 
Table 3.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Public Trust Should Be Changed 

Q8. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Public Trust need to be changed? (Public Trust: Natural 

resources, including fish and wildlife, are managed by the government for public use and enjoyment, as well 

as for sustainability.) 

For any significant management, public entities need to focus on early discussion with the public, rather than 
waiting until formal documents are prepared.  Too often, there is no real public consideration.  Agencies simply get 
locked in their own point of view. 

Appreciation that loss of public access has completely annulled the NA Model.  Greater appreciation that private 
landowners are increasingly supporting and producing game because they can more easily manage their lands in 
the current regulatory environment—why not let them profit more from their efforts? 

Change to be more holistic with less explicit language that these resources are managed for public use.  Public use 
and sustainability of the resources should be on equal footing with a desire to manage natural resources for 
ecosystem integrity.  All three components are equally important, i.e., it’s not enough to make sure there is game to 
hunt and that their populations are sustainable for future hunting opportunities, but that their populations are also 
managed in ways that are consistent with maintaining ecosystem health, even if that means managing for lower 
population size to maintain functioning ecosystems (e.g., white-tailed deer in the east). 

Continue to emphasize that fish and wildlife professionals take community partnerships very seriously. 

As the support for state and federal agencies has decreased and the technical skills of the NGO, industry, and others 
have increased, I have less faith in the agencies’ ability to effectively manage resources.  Their commissions, in the 
case of those states with commissions, simply do not reflect society and are hide-bound with poor decision-making 
processes.  They are non-representative of the citizenry, have little to no accountability, and are often populated by 
people with little or no skills other than an interest in hunting or fishing.  Who would reasonable trust such a 
process? 

For public lands, this process is fine, but when it impacts private landowner rights, there needs to be change.  
Involve impacted landowners in listening sessions, do outreach to get their perspective of impacts, consult neutral 
parties, and come to consensus on what can/should be done. 

In the early 1900s, the cry to save habitat and restore wildlife was far greater than it is today.  Wildlife is suffering.  
Urban America wants petting zoos like Yellowstone, a park very mismanaged.  Urban America wants to drive 
above the speed limits, break the laws constantly, and wildlife be damned if it gets in the way. 

The primary adaptation should be in the direction of building trust in cities, among new citizens, and at universities. 

Government has ignored most wildlife species, and while this possibility was acknowledged (in a policy statement) 
as early as the first game management conference in 1932, and while it is acknowledged in the recent ‘selling’ of 
the North American wildlife model, nothing changes at either the national level or state level.  Bottom line:  follow 
the money or the lack of money.  John Madison in an essay titled “Poor Cousins” quotes Dr. Joe Linduska:  “It is 
said that the bluebird is declining in numbers and is in trouble.  This is a sad state of affairs, but it would probably 
not be so if the bluebird weighed three pounds and held well to a pointing dog.” 

I dislike this question.  Implicit is that the ‘government’ is managing natural resources beyond fish and wildlife.  
Most eastern land is privately owned, and the government has only limited say in the management of private lands.  
The government does not do a great job of managing its own land, so private landowners have little trust in the 
‘government.’  This distrust is well founded. 

Need to recognize the importance of private lands and private landowners to fish and wildlife populations. 

Citizens can also manage natural resources, and we need to afford more respect to this (both in their local or 
traditional knowledge and skills/abilities). 

The primary input needs to be from the local people who will have to live with the results day in and day out—not 
because of what a politician or bureaucrat in D.C. thinks, or some metro-sexual who lives 1,000 miles away from 
the nearest timber wolf, for example. 

I would like to add ‘future’ users to increase the strength of the sustainability statement.  Managed by the 
government for public use—both present and future. 

Increase trust in wildlife biologists and scientists. 
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Table 3.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Public Trust Should Be Changed 

Q8. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Public Trust need to be changed? (Public Trust: Natural 

resources, including fish and wildlife, are managed by the government for public use and enjoyment, as well 

as for sustainability.) 

It needs to be emphasized that Public Trust isn’t just for the locals but is national or beyond in scope and is 
multigenerational. 

Many states aren’t good trustees of the wildlife resource in that they ignore a good deal of the public.  The trustee’s 
fiduciary duty is to the trust’s beneficiaries...all of them. 

Not allow NWCO to conduct wildlife management for profit. 

Government regulations are sometimes biased and do not serve the general public consensus but are more designed 
and regulated by an elite group of like interests; public opinion should drive much of the government oversights. 

[We need] more of it for protection. 

The principle should recognize the importance of private landowners in the management of wildlife.  The states 
now vary widely in the interpretation of this tenet. 

States’ efforts are unequal, often driven by game species and not wild species, and place a lot of talk about 
supporting unique and special habitats but often have no enforcement or no funding to support enforcement.  
Laws/acts identify how to act/manage, but, without funding, the objectives or goals of these acts/laws are 
unattainable. 

I think a private component will have to be added to this tenet.  Government should educate, possibly certify, 
private wildlife managers and maintain the ‘expert’ status; however, private markets will always be more efficient.  
Government should put some restrictions on this market to guarantee sustainability, but loosen control on other 
market mechanisms. 

Need to back off of the need for the use of the animal to create its value to the public and to the agency; some 
wildlife needs to be maintained, even if it is not viewed positively by the public.  Example:  spotted skunk—very 
few people even know they exist in the east, and most would say, “We don’t need skunks,” but ecologically they 
are important. 

Needs to be reinforced across more taxa.  Government agencies need to become more independent. 

Most elected officials have no clue as to the management of our natural resources—they are typically only 
interested in getting re-elected, so therefore will not always vote for the best measurement for the natural resources. 

On military installations, as public withdrawn or fee simple lands, public trust is already defined. 

No problem with scientific management, but too often state politics get their fingers into state wildlife 
management. 

Need to manage use by public more. 

The public trust doctrine has been used more broadly than current elected officials support.  The broad authority to 
go on private lands and treat wildlife as a public resource has been eroded. 

Public trust doctrine needs to be strengthened and supported.  It is currently being eroded by government agencies, 
including the judicial branch.  Under long-standing tenets of public trust doctrine, navigable waters were held in 
trust by the state to be managed for common use.  Recently that tenet has been challenged in the courts, and, in 
some cases, the public trust was damaged due to less than objective decision making. 

None—we need to engage the public and let them know that, without public support of wildlife management 
(hunters and angles), other sources of funding will be legitimized, downplaying the role of consumptive use.  Our 
forefathers contributed a significantly higher portion of their income to hunting and fishing than we do now.  I 
don’t understand the reluctance of the sporting community to support their activities financially.  They pay huge 
amounts for vehicles and equipment but a very small percentage for licenses, stamps, and tags. 

Not so much how it is to be changed, but how it is implemented.  Stakeholders must understand the trust; 
government must educate.  Decisions and processes must be transparent. 

Often the public trust is tested by overzealous individuals in government who are only concerned about 
sustainability and not public use. 

Private lands need to be included based on incentives, not regulation. 

The Public Trust Doctrine is a creature of common law.  The Doctrine should be strengthened in statutory law. 

Public trust needs to mean all citizens, present and future generations, regardless of whether they engage in use of 
wildlife resources. 

Simply keeping current.  Model is in evolution. 
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Table 3.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Public Trust Should Be Changed 

Q8. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Public Trust need to be changed? (Public Trust: Natural 

resources, including fish and wildlife, are managed by the government for public use and enjoyment, as well 

as for sustainability.) 

The public trust doctrine should also emphasize the importance of habitat, predator management, and human 
management (and many other factors) that plays a role in how we manage using the public trust doctrine.  We must 
acknowledge the multi-faceted management requirements that are now required of wildlife managers across the 
country that weren’t a part of the conversation 100 years ago. 

We live in a changing world.  Although fish and wildlife are an important aspect, it needs to take consideration into 
‘Multiple-Use’ laws. 

Public trust is important; however, that said, if you do not incorporate the views/needs of the stakeholders, public 
trust will fail, and the rebound could be disastrous. 

States should not permit ‘ownership’ of wildlife simply because landowners can enclose animals in fences (e.g., 
Texas deer pens). 

Strengthened.  I fear we are slowly chipping away at the public trust. 

The focus needs to shift beyond hunting and fishing to indicate our role as protectors of these resources for a much 
broader range of public good, including physical and psychological health, education potential, ecological services, 
and recreation (both consumptive and nonconsumptive).  If we are seen as the guardians of the hunting and fishing 
heritage alone, we may be missing the range of opportunity here to expand our stakes in society, as well as to serve 
traditional populations of anglers and hunters.  Right now policies for fish and wildlife organizations are often 
targets for critique.  I saw one survey where USFWS was slightly more popular than the IRS.  Perhaps there is an 
opportunity to expand our role to encompass more interests and find the meeting points between those interests. 

The Public Trust Doctrine is being misused in the case of overreach on navigable waters.  This will ultimately 
weaken support for maintaining the public trust. 

Science needs a voice.  Advocacy for science needs to rival that of activities in disagreement with science. 

The use of the commons must struggle to balance the need of wants for the wants of need.  Timber vs. watersheds 
vs. wildfire vs. grazing vs. wildlife vs. mining vs. migration vs. agriculture vs. recreation.  Placing value on each of 
these items does not lead to the truth, but placing value does lead to a discussion of wants and needs now, later, and 
in the future. 

They should be science-based with a nod to economic benefits of multiple use on public lands. 

Use will not necessarily promote conservation. 

We must maintain the framers intentions in the North American Model.  Too often people that are far removed 
from the forest, the land, and water are making decisions based on their emotional ties, not the sisters that have 
guided us. 

The public trust is eroding with the game agencies.  State agencies are still managing for ‘game’ species at the peril 
of non-game species.  It is time they stop managing for huntable wildlife while the states biological diversity is in 
serious trouble.  They need to get into the 21st century and manage for the full complement of species found in 
those ecosystems.  It is time to stop artificially inflating game populations and enhancing non-native populations in 
the states. 

We need to find a better way to engage stakeholders in protections for endangered species. 
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Table 4.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Democratic Rule of Law Should Be Changed 

Q9. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Democratic Rule of Law need to be changed? (Democratic 

Rule of Law: Laws allocate the use of fish and wildlife by citizens to protect the public trust.  Citizens can 

participate in creating and amending laws associated with fish and wildlife conservation and use.) 

The change I see is more access by citizens in the policy setting process.  Given the complicated processes and 
polarization of some groups this is not an easy thing to manage but critical in maintaining citizen based 
conservation. 

Update laws to current norms, and resist weakening existing laws—e.g., adding incidental take to the MBTA. 

The democratic rule of law is too often used as an excuse to overexploit resources.  The science needs to be the 
main driver.  For example, salmon have been overexploited for decades because harvest has been over emphasized.  
This occurs because the ‘public’ that is actively creating and amending laws is not the public—it’s a set of 
interested parties.  There is no means by which the public actually has a say in the process.  We need some process 
that allows the general public to ‘vote’ on major issues. 

Some limits on allowing a largely urban and disconnected / disinterested / uninformed citizenry make policy for 
public trust resources by ballot initiatives. 

Simply keeping current.  Model is in evolution. 

Citizens should have less direct say in wildlife management, e.g., reduce or eliminate ballot initiatives.  Control of 
wildlife management should be by wildlife professionals and scientists.  Citizens can still have a voice via 
representatives on commissions, boards, private conservation organizations, etc., but should not be allowed to 
directly influence wildlife policy. 

Need to require more frequent revisiting of allocations among mixed-use fish and wildlife resources (i.e., those that 
are inequitably allocated in favor of commercial harvest). 

Changes in law probably need continuous modifications to allow for adjustments in public attitudes and education. 

I am leery of too much input from uniformed and self-serving citizens. 

Danger of uniformed citizens influencing negative outcomes of this process.  Should have proposed changes vetted 
by neutral third-party scientifically sound panel/body to ensure stupid stuff never sees the light of day. 

The key is informed voters.  More efforts to inform public in a scientifically supported fashion.  Old myths die 
hard. 

One, what democratic laws do you mean?  We live in a society that does not value laws.  Laws are to be broken or 
changed; this is a national epidemic.  There is a difference in long, dragged-out lawsuits and a proper debate.  
Environmentalists do not put money or actions at the forefront for the environment or wildlife.  One fish in a big 
pond is not sustainable usage.  Limit lawsuits, move on. 

Get rid of politics and bureaucracy. 

Rated 3—Should let scientists make policy on fish and wildlife issues rather than elected officials paid off by 
development interests. 

Re-emphasis that citizens of a State should determine natural resources management policy; not all citizens of the 
U.S.  What is the sense in letting urban NY and LA dictate to AK whether they can hunt polar bears? 

Most of the general public also has no clue as to the management of any sort of natural resources—they typically 
vote ‘emotionally’ rather than logically. 

Laws need to be more specific and to disallow rule making without input from sportsman.  Rules must reflect 
sportsmen’s wishes on both sides of an argument.  In other words, a compromise.  (What a concept.) 

Most people don’t understand that they can have any input into conservation law; therefore, we shouldn’t over-
emphasize this principle.  Not much change is necessary in the principle itself, just in the outreach to the public on 
it. 

Democratic Rule of Law does not give the citizen user the power to decide resource decisions.  Money holders 
make resource decisions.  Whether out of state hunters permits, or fracking, or instream flow, or birdwatcher or 
AUM issues, citizens only vote on elected representatives.  Citizens do not vote on resource issues.  Money input to 
decision-makers must be fully exposed. 

The opinions of citizens should not outweigh scientific fact.  Citizens should participate in the conversation, but 
uninformed opinions should not sway the results. 

Government regulations are sometimes biased and do not serve the general public consensus but are more designed 
and regulated by an elite group of like interests; public opinion should drive much of the government oversights. 

Citizen-initiated referenda that oppose scientific management of fish and wildlife populations should be banned. 

Emotions can create bad decisions when managing fish and wildlife.  Science must rule. 
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Table 4.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Democratic Rule of Law Should Be Changed 

Q9. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Democratic Rule of Law need to be changed? (Democratic 

Rule of Law: Laws allocate the use of fish and wildlife by citizens to protect the public trust.  Citizens can 

participate in creating and amending laws associated with fish and wildlife conservation and use.) 

Strengthened. 

The governing principles under which America was founded included a Republican form of government.  The rule 
of law is protected by that form through various checks and balances; unfortunately some of those checks and 
balances were either taken away or eroded in the last century.  Democracy, pure Democracy, has long been 
recognized as antithetical to human liberty.  For instance, laws or regulations created through citizen-initiatives 
ignore the rule of law which is intended to protect liberty in favor of what James Madison called Mobocracy.  
There are further examples of discrimination made legal by ‘Democratic’ rule; that being the case, we need to 
change the governing forces in America back to a representative democracy under the guiding principles of 
Republicanism. 

Citizens can participate, and do.  But many feel that voices (individuals, businesses, corporations, etc.) with money 
have political ease in directing and forcing the interpretation and enactment of safeguards for the principles...and so 
they become passive or uninterested and uninvolved. 

The public should have access to and assist in the creation of policies for determining laws for use and 
participation, but professionals in those areas should carry a slightly higher credibility and input into these 
decisions. 

Somewhat this can be led by misinformation—the assurance of science-based engagement is paramount. 

We need to find ways to engage more stakeholders in a manner that doesn’t threaten those who currently have a 
strong presence at the table. 

We must have some constitutional absolutes to guard against coercion of private landowners on one side and 
against privatization of wildlife on the other. 

Current citizen-created laws (as seen in legislative body rule making), at times, do not seem to be moving in a 
direction that would support the Public Trust or Scientific Policy tenets. 

The only way this law needs to change is to strengthen its weak points.  Allow more opportunity or ways for the 
public to display their opinions on wildlife matters within their region or state and to give pliable responses or 
reasoning to their views. 

Citizens need to be afforded real ability to be involved in decision making, and not just be pandered to. 

Ballot initiatives are being manipulated counter to scientific principles. 

Wildlife management should not be governed by politics. 

Unknowledgeable, untrained citizens have dramatically changed wildlife management in many states due to 
democratic amendments voted on by the general public.  Examples in Colorado including trapping regulations and 
spring bear hunting.  Now problem animals (e.g., beavers) and problem bears are a big issue, and the hunters and 
fisherman are expected to pay the bill for handling the problems.  Wildlife management is focusing more and more 
on politics and less on wildlife management principles. 

Again the word ‘use’ does not lead to conservation.  All citizens need to be involved without exclusion.  USFWS 
mission states all Americans, not just special interest or special use.  Getting all Americans involved and 
participating will help bring conservation.  Bringing in our more accurate history that includes so many more 
citizens than hunters or fisherman and giving credit where credit is due would sure help to include all. 

No—the public needs to be engaged in the management of wildlife resources on an equal basis. 

I have a problem with the masses, driven by emotional propaganda, changing what is heretofore recognized as 
sound management, e.g., banning bear hunting in New Jersey. 

With probably 90% of the population not educated or conversant in wildlife management issues, the public and 
their political representatives are not in a good position to legislate to manage wildlife.  That is where 
knowledgeable wildlife commissions become important to meld the recommendations of professional wildlife 
managers with public interests and perceptions. 

Less of it; citizens aren’t the most informed group to be making these decisions. 

Citizens shouldn’t be able to lock up resources from other users, especially if they aren’t using them. 

While the public should have the ability to establish or modify laws, they should not have the ability to directly 
establish or modify regulations related to harvest and management.  Those direct management actions need to be 
based in science and fair allocation rather than emotion. 
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Table 4.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Democratic Rule of Law Should Be Changed 

Q9. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Democratic Rule of Law need to be changed? (Democratic 

Rule of Law: Laws allocate the use of fish and wildlife by citizens to protect the public trust.  Citizens can 

participate in creating and amending laws associated with fish and wildlife conservation and use.) 

A great deal of introspection and honesty needs to take place amongst state agencies with regard to the creation of 
policies and laws relating to the use of the resources.  The notion that a few public hearings with a handful of 
attendees are sufficient to gauge citizen intent is highly flawed. 

Wildlife agencies need to have more input creating and amending laws. 

Consider science in management decisions.  Continue to educate the public. 

In order to answer this, ‘laws’ must distinguish between ‘statutes’ and ‘regulations’.  Creation and amendment 
processes for these differ.  Seemingly appropriate statutes may be poorly written to produce an ineffective or 
unforeseen result.  Public referenda are often guilty of this.  Stakeholders and legislators must work together for a 
common understanding.  Regulatory processes by agencies must be transparent, flexible, and understandable. 

We are beginning to see that the public may not make wise decisions relative to fish and wildlife policy, especially 
in terms of consumptive use; therefore, the tenets of the Model are becoming conflicting (mutually exclusive).  If 
killing of wildlife becomes unacceptable to the majority of voters, the Model will no longer function. 

Attention to the initiative/referendum to allow special interests changes how wildlife management is managed 
based on bad science, emotion, economics, politics, or ignorance of wildlife management.  Same goes for 
state/federal legislation by elected officials. 

I support the right of citizens in the process; however, how can a group of, say, 2,000 people essentially control use 
of a resource through lawsuits?  In my opinion, they do not represent the ‘people.’  It’s a fundamental problem that 
the wildlife community probably is suited to address. 

It has been eroded by tagging on other issues with citizenship to hunting laws (payment of alimony, etc.). 

Again, it has to take into primary consideration the impact on the people where the measures are implemented.  
Their vote needs to count more than the vote of somebody in a city 2,000 miles away who will never encounter the 
measure or be physically or financially impacted by it. 

Need to have more direct engagement with rural communities whose members provide the overwhelming majority 
of habitat. 

Misinformed public do not necessarily make the best decisions. 

Keep junk science out of the argument. 

As long as the public majority does not choose to weigh their value judgment over what is in the best interest of the 
wildlife and habitat as a whole (can often happen in areas with a majority of non-hunters and anti-hunters).  For 
example, state statutes and town by-laws can supersede fish and wildlife regulations and severely restrict hunting 
and trapping. 

It needs to be emphasized that Public Trust isn’t just for the locals but is national or beyond in scope and is 
multigenerational.  Long-term sustainability is emphasized over short-term gain. 

Wildlife management is not a voting process.  Public policy and politics cannot trump science. 

This involves the ‘tragedy of the commons’.  Public incentive is to take what they view as rightfully theirs, whereas 
on private lands, it is the landowner who creates or manages the habitat and conserves or destroys the resource.  
Dividing the resource among all citizens, without recognizing, as Leopold pointed out, that only the landowner can 
practice management on lands he controls.  To not provide incentives to the landowner for his efforts, the 
Democratic Rule of Law will ultimately result in tremendous loss of rare wildlife lands in the private sector that are 
still in existence. 

Democratic rule of law is critically important, and, in some areas, we have lost this.  Citizens must participate if the 
laws are to be successful. 

Often the squeaky wheel gets the grease, and when a mob mentality convenes against a wildlife issue that is in 
opposition to good science and long-term management goals, legislation can a) take management in an 
inappropriate direction and b) create a degrading situation for wildlife management.  In addition, often wildlife 
professionals who know the most details about management issues are not allowed to speak out in favor of or 
against legislation.  And so who do the legislators listen to?  The people who can talk, and love to do it. 

Slippery slope here.  Minority rights must be protected.  Culture of tolerance for different ways of using wildlife 
should be promoted. 

Citizens have very little influence on the process.  It seems everyone else knows what is best for the rest of us and 
generally serve the loudest voice. 
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Table 4.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Democratic Rule of Law Should Be Changed 

Q9. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Democratic Rule of Law need to be changed? (Democratic 

Rule of Law: Laws allocate the use of fish and wildlife by citizens to protect the public trust.  Citizens can 

participate in creating and amending laws associated with fish and wildlife conservation and use.) 

The basic rule of law is critical; however, we need to find ways to restore equity given the glut of financial 
investments in self serving propaganda. 

We should be managing using science not on the whims of ranchers, hunters, and others with monetary gains to be 
had.  We are loosing our diverse populations because 70% of the funding goes to game species. 

The common core principals must be guarded as we do the constitutional foundation of this country.  We must be 
good stewards of the land, based on what the framers intended. 

Law making should be democratic, but the results of this process should not be contrary to scientific understanding 
of wildlife and environmental systems.  Science should not only inform the Democratic process but should be used, 
if necessary, to override popular opinion or provide sideboards to policy and law making in wildlife and 
environmental protection. 

There should be a limit on the effect of extreme views shared by few. 
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Table 5.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Opportunity for All Should Be Changed 

Q10. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Opportunity for All need to be changed? (Opportunity for 

All: Every citizen has a fair and equitable opportunity under the law to participate in hunting and fishing.) 

Every citizen—I know this is a stretch, but the way this is stated, ex-cons could be perceived as hunting with guns.  
Need I say more? 

Principles of the coastal planning acts need to be re-evaluated and potentially applied to inland fish and wildlife 
resources to ensure access to opportunities (e.g., access on public rivers through private property, wildlife fencing). 

Rated 1—Should ban participation by convicted violators of wildlife laws because they steal opportunity from law-
abiding citizens. 

The North American Model is changing in regard to sportsmen’s money going for game management.  There is a 
need to broaden financial support for wildlife game and non-game. 

Strengthened.  This one is hard to describe. 

This needs to remain a primary tenet and driver of all decisions. 

The lack of public hunting opportunity, especially in the South, restricts the next generation of hunters from 
accessing options.  Hunters are our first (and best) conservationists, and the ability to cultivate future generations of 
hunters cannot be understated.  We will all suffer if hunting is viewed only for the Rich of our society.  This 
problem will continue to be exacerbated by an increasingly urban population.  More public land itself may not be 
the issue, but incentives to grant access to private lands (especially those that receive public revenue through other 
programs) should be emphasized. 

Opportunity for All has never been a practiced tenet of our law.  Criminal and Civil Law always bends towards 
those of power.  He who has the gold makes the rules.  As high value hunting and fishing opportunities became 
highly valued, the poor and shrinking middle class have less opportunity to consider the goodness of engaging with 
the outdoors.  Creating opportunities for the new Middle Class is an opportunity for increased engagement with the 
Out of Doors.  This increase in citizen awareness can lead to nature-engaged child rearing.  This leads to more 
Outdoor Recreation which leads to more excise tax.  Getting the Middle Class involved is the need to be changed. 

Every citizen does not have a fair and equitable opportunity under the law to participate in hunting and fishing.  
Access and ability issues abound. 

There needs to be some common sense applied to this principle or tenet, as there is a broad gamut of skills and 
desires, and everything doesn’t need to be ‘dummied down’ to meet any exclusive opportunity. 

The concept needs more standardization. 

If you expect to keep the traditions of hunting alive, there must be attention paid to the public hunting experience.  
It usually sucks; everyone knows it and does nothing to fix it.  Adding lands away from the majority of the 
population doesn’t help most.  My company has a solution and would love to discuss it with you. 

The way this question is worded makes it sound like the pollster is fishing for an answer that supports the very 
harmful NRA right to hunt constitutional amendments. 

Sounds great, but ends up preferring those with lobbying groups and those that damage resources.  For example, 
ATVs and snowmobiles cause more damage and make more noise, so it’s hard for groups like hikers to get away 
from such noise and damage. 

According to USFWS, as much or more money is spent on non-hunting related wildlife recreation.  Opportunity for 
all should be more inclusive and representative of these non-extractive uses for wildlife (e.g., birdwatching, nature 
photography) as well as hunting and fishing. 

Balanced with property rights for access, the public’s access to the public resource is crucial to sustaining support 
for wildlife. 

Hunting and fishing should be a protected right, not limited by government.  The choice to hunt or fish should be 
left then to the individual. 

Private lands and waters are just that: private.  The future of hunting is game farms, European and African models.  
The leasing of private lands will not work.  The premise that wildlife is not sold by someone is a myth.  Guides sell 
wildlife any time they take a client, on and on.  Farmers lease land and wildlife, come to grips with the concept.  
The federal lands are a disgrace, all due to this myth of wildness and sustainability.  Wildness and wasteland are 
synonymous.  I am for getting U.S. federal government out of the land grab business.  Local control is far better. 

Everyone has a fair and equitable opportunity under the law to participate in hunting, fishing, and wildlife 
watching—this would be more pertinent to a larger percent of the public trust. 

Should not be limited to hunting and fishing.  Instead every citizen should have a fair and equitable opportunity to 
pursue outdoor recreation. 
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Table 5.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Opportunity for All Should Be Changed 

Q10. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Opportunity for All need to be changed? (Opportunity for 

All: Every citizen has a fair and equitable opportunity under the law to participate in hunting and fishing.) 

Not sure it needs changed at this point.  I feel everyone is given an equal opportunity... it’s just sometimes the rules 
and regulations can be hard to follow as wildlife management becomes more complex over the years. 

Do not allow any government or non-profit to stop hunting and fishing on the lands. 

No change needed except that we need to find new ways to encourage participation. 

Why is this only hunting and fishing?  Why not access to enjoy wildlife?  How about urban birding?  Urban 
fishing, for that matter. 

Opportunities for hunting and fishing are available; being able to have access to the opportunities needs to be 
addressed. 

Well, yes.  Not every citizen.  People may lose their rights through criminal activity or incapacity, whether to hunt, 
fish, or trap, or to possess the implements thereof (e.g., no right to possess firearms).  Some activities are 
appropriately age-restricted.  Implementation of programs to further opportunities for impaired persons is 
undoubtedly desirable. 

It does not exist.  First, States with a higher percent of public lands (i.e., opportunity to hunt) charge more for the 
privilege than do those with few public land opportunities.  Thus, hunting becomes the right of the wealthier 
throughout much of the USA.  Same issue on private lands—leasing denies access to most except the affluent.  So, 
we need to come up with some type of system to access private lands that is affordable to the lower economic 
status hunter yet rewards the landowner. 

Since I arrived on this earth in 1944, the U.S. population has more than doubled, and the land resource and habitats 
available for most native wildlife resources to exist has shrunk to a fraction of what was available at that time.  Yet, 
we continue to promote this outdated concept.  Where are you going to put them? 

Protection of our resources must be maintained with the understanding that those resources we hold sacred may be 
enjoyed and used with wise conservation practices in place for all to enjoy. 

Provide more opportunities for youth. 

Define fair and equitable.  What does this even mean?  It will always be harder for folks of limited means to 
participate in certain types of hunting and fishing.  This cannot be changed.  Agencies should certainly strive to 
create additional opportunities for such folks. 

It is obvious that many hunts (and some fishing) are managed for elites, if not overtly. 

Folks need to understand that human population growth and sustainable management of fish and wildlife means 
there will be years when they’re not one of the lucky ones who get to harvest. 

Narrow the widening gulf between those that can afford to hunt and fish and those that cannot by increasing access 
and opportunity. 

This probably does not need to be changed unless, that is, you want violators running rampant over private and 
public lands. 

Except for repeat offenders of wildlife laws. 

Not just hunting and fishing.  Fish and wildlife-associated activities include more than just hunting and fishing, and 
in the future things such as wildlife viewing may be more important. 

Every citizen has a fair and equitable opportunity under the law to participate in hunting and fishing and a fair and 
equitable responsibility to fund these activities. 

It needs to be re-emphasized in our thinking and programs.  When we lose that, we lose public support for hunting, 
fishing and wildlife management. 

Can’t think of any other than we need to continue to uphold the rights and liberties of all people and not let any 
specific group usurp those liberties in favor of their values or beliefs. 

Must be strengthened through constitutional protection. 

The African Model and the European Model demonstrate what happens when opportunity is provided based on 
financial standing. 

The only changes that need to be made are to provide better understanding and address young and new citizens as 
they gain interest in hunting and fishing.  We cannot make the laws so rigid that they drive citizens away from 
these pursuits.  Things like stiff penalties for not signing a habitat stamp should be much lighter than those for 
illegal take. 

Hunting and fishing is not the only answer to conservation.  This sounds more like an advertisement than a tenet.  It 
excludes rather than unites all Americans to join in the mission of conservation.  It is obsolete.  Are all hunters 
always advocates to maintain habitats?  Are they all conservationists who protect ecosystems? 
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Table 5.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Opportunity for All Should Be Changed 

Q10. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Opportunity for All need to be changed? (Opportunity for 

All: Every citizen has a fair and equitable opportunity under the law to participate in hunting and fishing.) 

Public access and protection of public lands should be advocated for consistently. 

Sure, but they don’t get to influence the science.  Just because they want to hunt doesn’t mean we make sure there 
are deer or elk out there for their entertainment.  We manage based on science and what historic populations are or 
what the current ecosystems can support. 

Older populations will require better access, and more facilities; younger populations require exposure and 
reduction of psychological barriers.  Opportunity for all also entails involving fish and wildlife issues in curricular 
enhancements (mix in state and federal education debates and policy), particularly given the role that outdoor 
recreation can play in educating the whole person and improving academic outcomes.  Key targets: urban and 
semi-urban youth. 

Opportunity should be regarded as a privilege, not a right; the opportunity can then be removed for violations etc. 

Opportunity for all should not mean open season for everyone, all the time.  Decisions about use should be based 
on sustainability of the resource and suitability of the use.  For example, just because drone technology now exists 
for the average person, should this new ‘user group’ demand an equal share in wildlife observation/hunting 
activities?  Just because a new technology exists, this does not mean this creates a new ‘user group’ with equal 
right to wildlife access. 

We need to ensure that hunting and fishing do not become activities that only the wealthy can afford.  Hunting, for 
many, is becoming out of reach.  Leases for example are increasingly becoming the portal to hunting lands, and 
that locks out many rank and file hunters. 

Another question I dislike.  I don’t have access to basketball courts that some urban areas have.  Is that unfair to 
me?  No.  By the same token, the citizens in the urban environments do not have the access to rural amenities that I 
enjoy by walking out my back door.  And I’ll be darned if I buy my land, pay taxes on it yearly, and pay for 
upkeep, so others can enjoy it without compensation. 

The fees and prices to hunt for many North American big game species is out of the roof, and every citizen (not 
even most citizens) has the opportunity to hunt them? 

The law is flawed in some cases, or can be interpreted in various ways.  This can allow for devious uses of 
resources. 

Consider how existing and emerging commercial uses are interfering with this tenet, and act to minimize these 
conflicts. 

True, unless convicted of crimes and loss of privileges. 

Opportunity can be interpreted many ways.  This has to tempered with what a resource can support.  This does not 
mean limiting access, but rather limiting or modifying consumptive use to not damage the resource. 

Opportunity is wonderful as long as it does not fundamentally alter the nature and function of the resource.  For 
example, when I get older and cannot access an area without damaging it, I do not intend to demand that I should 
have a right to use the area.  The protection of the resource is more important than access.  Sadly, that means that 
not everyone can actually have the same level of access and use.  We need to back away from the tenet that 
everybody gets to use everything. 

More land availability for the average citizen. 

As I get older, I don’t expect to be able to have an equitable opportunity under the law to hunt or fish.  Perhaps I 
am misunderstanding the statement, but certain activities, such as hunting, simply can’t provide equal opportunity 
to all due to physical demands.  And I am ok with that. 

Simply keeping current.  Model is in evolution. 

Confusing wording.  For me ‘opportunity for all’ means just that.  What happened to wildlife-associated 
recreation?  What happened to everyone being fiscally enfranchised?  Most (90%) people don’t ever plan on 
hunting or fishing, but many of them like the outdoors for other reasons.  The tenet of opportunity for all needs to 
be expanded to include other interest groups, not just traditional hunters and anglers. 

Increase access on public and private land. 

In some cases the current system is pricing users out of the opportunity, and this needs to be watched. 

We need to clarify this with the exception of those who break the laws.  Everyone thinks they can do it, even 
though they break the laws repeatedly. 

Further define ‘opportunity for all’; it is not to be interpreted as a right. 
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Table 5.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Opportunity for All Should Be Changed 

Q10. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Opportunity for All need to be changed? (Opportunity for 

All: Every citizen has a fair and equitable opportunity under the law to participate in hunting and fishing.) 

It’s very important that every citizen have an opportunity to hunt and fish without being judged by those who don’t 
hunt or fish.  The fact is hunters, anglers, and industry still foot the majority of the cost for managing fish and 
wildlife resources on state agency lands.  Those who don’t hunt or fish benefit greatly from these efforts. 

Hunting is a privilege, not a ‘right’, and hunters must pay for the privilege of consuming a public resource. 

More thought needs to be given to practices that allow wealthy individuals to create wild game as commercial 
species, and either legalize it nationwide or prohibit it nationwide. 

 
  



124 Responsive Management 

 
Table 6.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Noncommercial Use Should Be Changed 

Q11. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Noncommercial Use need to be changed? (Noncommercial 

Use: To protect the resources and the public’s right to those resources; commercial markets in dead wildlife 

and animal parts are prohibited.) 

Greater application of this tenet to marine fisheries. 

In some areas, it seems to me that we have overdone the Noncommercial tenet.  This is a matter of reality.  For 
example, commercial harvest of deer and turkeys in Marin County, California, might be beneficial, given current 
overpopulations.  The issue of non-commercial use needs to be addressed from a scientific perspective, not based 
on rigid guidelines. 

The profit from animals or parts thereof must be monitored and protected based on ethical and legal decisions.  
When a population suffers due to over harvest or poaching, we must step in and protect our wildlife.  All too often 
when there is a dollar to be made off our wildlife, greed somehow enters the picture.  We must maintain strong 
laws that are enforceable to maintain both non-game and game animal populations. 

Trapping is a commercial use; it is acceptable, elk ranching is not.  There may be other commercial uses that would 
produce economic benefits for wildlife overall, which do not violate the basic integrity of the North American 
Model.  If such a use is found, it should be permitted in closely controlled ways. 

Private landowners are producing much of the game—they should be rewarded.  End crusades to vilify high fenced 
operations, etc.; the hunting community does not need NGOs like Boone and Crockett dictating their personal 
ethics on others. 

Game species are too valuable as recreation to allow commercial exploitation. 

There is no need to change the principle of noncommercial use.  The days of market hunting threatened the future 
of many wildlife species, and creating commercial markets for certain wildlife species will only invite exploitation 
by unscrupulous individuals. 

Consider more flexibility for commercial markets—particularly invasives. 

This tenet does not face the fact of commercial hunting and the commercial markets that still do exist and still exist 
in the modern ‘market place.’  It ignores the diversity of wildlife because it assumes only certain wildlife are 
protected while others are not. 

Promote wildlife road kill harvested for food and fur in all states. 

There are species of wildlife that are actively commercialized alive and dead already, and this tenet is not a 
reflection of reality.  Commercial markets in dead wildlife may be an important concept to manage overabundant 
wildlife species going forward. 

This tenet is fine as originally intended.  But many people consider things such as commercial fishing/hunting 
outfitting to be violating this principle.  To this point, this survey has been challenging in regard to these 
principles/tenets because most all of the current principles/tenets are pretty good.  As written, they are hard to argue 
against.  That said, there are some more contemporary issues that these specific principles/tenets do not address.  
Commercial businesses that help people to fish, hunt, and participate in other wildlife-associated recreational 
activities are examples of commercial use that in my mind are not applicable here, and likely need to be addressed 
for the future.  What is appropriate?  What is not?  Public access to publicly owned fish/wildlife on privately owned 
property is another issue not addressed by the current set of principles/tenets.  Private property rights trump the 
rights of the public to gain access to publicly owned wildlife on privately owned lands. 

Absolutely, we need to stop supporting the illegal markets of wildlife trafficking. 

We need to enable reasonable commercial use of products from overabundant resources, including deer, Canada 
geese, and snow geese. 

Commercial business is for resource taking and making a profit.  Change the laws as they are written; wildlife is all 
commercial.  It costs money to obtain wildlife legally or illegally.  Call a spade a spade. 

It’s just not that important when done in conjunction with modern wildlife management.  Furbearers are a good 
example:  there is a market, but the species thrive.  Not the sale of meat, but there is a huge market for mature big 
game species to hunt or even directly for their horns/antlers, yet they thrive.  Commercial money surrounds these 
species with the only exception being the meat can’t be sold. 

A large number of generally accepted and non-impactful commercial uses exist today and need to be recognized 
and managed rather than categorically denied or excluded.  This is largely a state-by-state regulatory process. 

I think some commercial uses of fish and wildlife are legitimate but need to be strongly monitored and tightly 
regulated. 

Curtail or restrict commercial guides/outfitters or balance with free and open access. 
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Table 6.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Noncommercial Use Should Be Changed 

Q11. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Noncommercial Use need to be changed? (Noncommercial 

Use: To protect the resources and the public’s right to those resources; commercial markets in dead wildlife 

and animal parts are prohibited.) 

Trapping of furbearers is a historical commercial use that deserves protection within a well-regulated framework. 

Commercial use of wildlife continues to creep in the wrong direction (e.g., deer farming, high fence hunting).  Such 
efforts to expand commercial use of wildlife should be vigorously opposed. 

In some cases agencies lack the capacity to address overabundant wildlife (e.g., deer), so alternative incentives may 
need to be considered (e.g., selling venison from hunter-killed deer). 

As currently implemented, this is not a black and white situation in that some states and the federal government 
allow commercial uses under some circumstances with valid management goals—say alligator management or a 
variety of fisheries management programs like salmon fisheries.  Acknowledging this gray area or providing for a 
management purpose option while excluding general commercial exploitation would provide a more honest 
representation of the as applied North American doctrine. 

Commercial sale of fish should be readily accepted and promoted.  More people will enjoy going fishing if they 
can access fish at the store and grow their desire to catch their own and ultimately embrace the sport of catch and 
release. 

Commercial use of the fisheries resource is not prohibited, and look where it has gotten us.  Devastated coastal 
fisheries where inshore trawling is still allowed and where gill nets are still allowed.  Just look at the species we eat 
today in restaurants.  Farm-raised or species that we did not eat 40 years ago.  Non-Commercial Use of wildlife is 
essential or it will go the way of the flounder and speckled trout in those states where the overharvest and sale has 
not been curtailed. 

The tenet is correct, and doesn’t need to be changed.  But an unfunded (largely) law or ruling or principle means it 
is toothless and has no bite.  Those that don’t want to cooperate with the principle or have financial / political 
reasons not to follow the tenet also know there is little oversight, and so the principle of non-commercial use is 
great, it has a lower success rate than it could have if states, feds, etc., had resources to enforce these tenets. 

There is inconsistency because there already are exceptions for trapping and commercial fisheries.  The tenet 
should be evaluated by a diverse constituency to see if it needs to be modernized. 

There are instances where populations are increasing rapidly enough that we may need to keep some tools on the 
table (e.g., snow geese?). 

This probably needs to be updated, especially for exotic animals and fish. 

Because public hunting has (over parts of the white-tailed deer’s range) proven unable to accomplish population 
management objectives, the time has come to try limited/tightly-regulated market hunting.  However, in order for 
that to happen, this tenet will require some revision. 

There are just about enough ways for people to sell wildlife.  I suppose if we have excessive populations, the 
market could grow to additionally serve as a means of helping to reduce a true excess. 

Not sure it needs to be changed.  State and Federal agencies currently acknowledge these areas of management 
with proper permitting. 

More needs to be done on the international level, and the U.S. should be more active on this issue. 

Increased commercial use may be warranted when wildlife populations are overly abundant and are degrading 
wildlife habitat. 

Consideration of commercial harvest for certain resources needs to be considered.  For example, the use of 
regulated commercial markets for specific highly abundant wildlife (e.g., white-tailed deer, snow geese, feral hogs) 
should be considered. 

In instances where there can be a limited, local commercial opportunity, this can be allowed (urban deer problems 
for local use in restaurants, excess fish) if managed by local wildlife managers. 

Allow for uses that do not require take, such as photography and selling photos and use of wildlife in making 
commercials.  Use of rehabilitated animals. 

Wildlife is currently being commercialized like no time since the 1920s by practices such as high fencing, 
commercial guiding on public land, private sale of blind sites on public land, intra-state sale of breeding bucks, and 
use of released mallards to essentially serve as live decoys to wild waterfowl.  There had been tremendous 
encroachment in this concept.  The opposite argument is that we need to create greater demand for harvest of snow 
geese, and commercial sale of snow goose meat might be useful. 



126 Responsive Management 

Table 6.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Noncommercial Use Should Be Changed 

Q11. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Noncommercial Use need to be changed? (Noncommercial 

Use: To protect the resources and the public’s right to those resources; commercial markets in dead wildlife 

and animal parts are prohibited.) 

The basic tenet is solid in what it was addressing in historic times, but in practice it is often not applied, e.g., fur 
trade, seal hunt, and commercial fisheries.  This could use a rethink to ensure that it is relevant, understandable, and 
is still addressing the fundamental principle of sustainability and greater good for public resources.  As public 
policies begin to consider wildlife as all wild living things and not just fish and game, or vertebrates for that matter, 
this tenet becomes more unaligned with actual practice. 

The commercial markets of dead wildlife being prohibited seem very narrow in focus; what about road kill or 
defense of property?  This wording says that you cannot use those animal parts in commercial markets.  I 
understand that defense of property could create problems if not prohibited, but a compromise position would be 
better. 

May need commercial use in control of invasive/overabundant wildlife. 

Limited commercialism is needed, if controlled and if it is sustainable.  This could lead to more support for wildlife 
and conservation by many. 

To regulate the sale of goods from the Commons is proper.  To prohibit the sale of goods from the Commons only 
leads to an underground economy.  We saw this in Prohibition and are now seeing the strange case of the legal 
marijuana states vs. the War on Drugs.  To increase the value of bear gall bladders, all you need to do is outlaw the 
sale of bear gall bladders.  Commercial markets in dead wildlife parts are a venue for control and an opportunity for 
resource management income. 

Elk farms?  High fence hunting preserves? 

When it comes to sources of food, there is always a way to get resources to those in need before moving to 
commercial sale of wildlife for population control, but ultimately it comes down to money. 

We need stiff penalties to discourage noncommercial uses of wildlife. 

If they’re not endangered, it shouldn’t matter. 

I understand that markets for dead wildlife and animal parts are the reason for many extinctions and near 
extinctions taking place now.  However, if a market were allowed for these items, the ‘black market’ would cease 
to exist.  Efficient prices and quantities emerge, the markets can be regulated, and economic principles explain the 
rest. 

Not so much the selling of animal parts, but opposition to people making money from natural resources (guides, 
etc.) needs to change in wildlife agencies. 

Highly regulated commercial use of fisheries should be recognized.  The North American model of wildlife 
conservation fails in this area. 

Should be reviewed; I can see both sides.  I can also see potential for abuse if changed.  But, commercial trade, 
even if limited, adds value, and this in turn creates an incentive to protect those animals. 

More of it needed. 

The entire commercial fisheries world is not in line with this tenet.  Hunting and fishing has become entirely 
commercial.  Guides, private hunting lands, private waters, leases, etc.  We need to recognize that much of hunting 
and fishing is a business and to have a tenet of a model that doesn’t reflect this is inappropriate.  I realize that this is 
primarily focused on ‘animal parts’ but that is too narrow a definition when talking about noncommercial use. 

Strengthened at the state level.  We are chipping away at this—people are ignoring laws, or the laws are weak and 
not consistent state to state. 

Unless there is a feasible way to show that the area can be rehabilitated, we need to work with the public to ensure 
we do not come off totally rigid. 

There may need to be some discussion about utilizing dead wildlife and animal parts when otherwise it would be 
wasted.  Such as gill net catch—remains are not utilized after survey is complete.  Allowing organizations to utilize 
dead animal parts that are a result of fish and wildlife activities should be considered. 

Stricter interstate laws. 

Should be maintained. 

Commercial markets are a management tool but need to be managed as such.  Sustainability is the guide to whether 
or not a commercial use should be allowed and regulated to what extent. 

There should be some level of commercial use for resources that can handle it; and opening more toward land 
animals (not just the fish). 
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Table 6.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Noncommercial Use Should Be Changed 

Q11. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Noncommercial Use need to be changed? (Noncommercial 

Use: To protect the resources and the public’s right to those resources; commercial markets in dead wildlife 

and animal parts are prohibited.) 

We need to reconsider commercialization of some game species.  This originally was based on unregulated market 
hunting that decimated bison and passenger pigeon populations, but fisheries resources are very commercialized.  
We should consider commercial use of deer and geese, which would potentially enable us to manage overabundant 
deer populations in urbanized areas where firearm hunting is precluded.  Also this provision needs to better 
accommodate the commercial impacts on non-game. 

The key words here are ‘dead animal parts’.  We have a tremendous amount of commercial use of wildlife in North 
America; most of it is based on the opportunity to create dead animals through sporting recreation!  This includes 
many existing programs that offer commercial incentives through payments to private individuals, such as lease 
programs for walk in hunting by state agencies. 

Modernize existing laws. 

How does extensive expansion of leasing and other actions that reduce real or perceived access to lands for hunting 
figure in the perpetuation of this tenet?  The appearance can be this expansion is driven by a few factors (e.g., 
antler lust) not clearly aligned with the North American Model. 

The privatization of our wildlife resources will eliminate the legal use by the average citizen.  Thus reduce funding 
for the agencies with the responsibility to manage these resources. 

Noncommercial use is a designation that can be misused by public administrators.  Case in point has been the 
interpretation of photography on public lands by some park and forest service administrators.  If a resource can 
support commercial use, then it should be allowed.  Case in point is the explosion of Asian carp in many of our 
major waterways.  We can separate out the use of ‘game’ species from those not utilized by anglers and allow 
commercial use.  The use of fenced game farms is a case of a different problem.  The door is open to unlimited 
operations in many states and has caused serious harm with regard to disease introduction to wild populations.  As 
an individual, I’m against fenced game farm operations. 

We must always have in our toolbox the value of commercial enterprise; but this should not drive the resources we 
manage. 

Perhaps some commercial uses may be permitted under closely regulated conditions. 

In fact, fur is commercial use of wildlife, and there is a commercial market.  This is a legitimate use of wildlife, and 
this tenet as stated should recognize this fact. 

Trapping and hunting of furbearers for commercial markets has been a long-standing tradition in North America 
but has been ignored by the recent attention given the ‘N.A. Model’.  More recently, alligators have been 
sustainably harvested for commercial markets with few problems.  These should be considered and accommodated 
in the N.A. Model.  There is no reason to forbid these activities if they can be controlled and they are sustainable.  
The killing of wildlife for their products may be more ethical than the killing for ‘sport’ or ‘recreational’ purposes. 

It should not be one of the tenets of the model to prohibit commercial use of wildlife. 

The reality is that there is commercial use of wildlife and in some state major industries.  Commercial fishing is the 
best example. 

There are markets in live, native wildlife right now, so emphasis on dead wildlife or parts is not wholly accurate 
and should be revised as part of this tenet.  Commercial use can be done properly, as with furbearers and many fish 
species, if well regulated. 

Harsher penalties for violators. 

Fur, horns, antlers, and sometimes other parts are sold, legally, and probably legitimately, but the model largely 
ignores this component.  The model needs to address the ‘regulated’ commerce of wildlife. 

Allow for reasonable commercial harvest of the ever changing wildlife resource. 

Change only so that enforcement capabilities prohibiting illegal use and trade of wildlife are enforced, better 
funded, and upheld. 

Statement of this principal may conflict with #12 below.  Are we to assume that trappers may not sell the pelts of 
lawfully harvested furbearers for commercial use, or only to use such pelts personally?  Are we to assume that John 
Doe’s lawfully taken mounted trophy may not be sold on the market after his death?  Are we to assume that 
agencies may not sell road-killed or seized animals?  To what extent does ‘wildlife’ include lawfully propagated 
(fish and) wildlife? 

We only have the North American model of wildlife management today because of laws against commercial use.  
Game tournaments for money should be banned. 
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Table 6.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Noncommercial Use Should Be Changed 

Q11. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Noncommercial Use need to be changed? (Noncommercial 

Use: To protect the resources and the public’s right to those resources; commercial markets in dead wildlife 

and animal parts are prohibited.) 

This principle needs to be revisited, not necessarily changed.  Open conversation about the appeal of the black 
market for items that might be better regulated by free enterprise system. 

Commercial markets already exist for dead wildlife (fur industry) and is condoned by the model (trapping is an 
essential part of management of the public resource).  It is hypocritical to have such a statement in the tenets when 
it is clearly violated. 

We ignore a large segment of commercial trade from game farms. 

We have brought wildlife back from the brink by shutting markets; however, we are now experiencing 
overpopulation of certain species in areas with few predators.  Limited and regulated commercial use (ex. harvest 
of deer in urban areas) could make up for low numbers of hunters and could provide a valuable source of meat 
(percentage of funds could go back to conservation).  This could also cut down on human-wildlife conflicts. 

In reality there is much commercial use in North America.  This tenet should recognize ‘regulated’ commercial use 
as a part of the NA Model. 

Again, sometimes the law can be interpreted in unintended ways. 

The phrase / tenet of ‘non-commercial’ use is strange.  Lots of wildlife recreation is ‘non-commercial’ too. 

Commercial markets may prove valuable in the control of certain species (invasive) in determining how to manage 
something when you have no money for such management. 
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Table 7.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Legitimate Use Should Be Changed 

Q12. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Legitimate Use need to be changed? (Legitimate Use: To 

protect and maintain wildlife populations, legal use of wildlife is deemed to be the harvest of wildlife for food 

and fur, self-defense, and property protection, as well as the "use" of wildlife for recreation such as viewing.) 

I believe the time has come to really explore the elimination of taking wildlife for their fur or skin. 

Little—just see increasing conflicts arising as population increases and national wealth declines.  Is subsistence 
harvesting a legitimate use for someone unable to find more than a part-time job? 

Although it may be inferred, there is no mention of using harvest to balance wildlife population with available 
habitat.  With increasing habitat fragmentation and proliferation of de facto refuges at multiple levels (private 
property closed off to hunting, open space land acquired by gov. entities that do not allow hunting), this is an 
increasingly important legitimate reason for hunting.  With change in society less likely to view harvest for food or 
fiber or for property protection as legitimate reasons to kill animals, it is important to highlight the essential role of 
hunting in maintaining balance between populations and diminishing habitat upon which they depend. 

Self defense and property protection can be gray areas, and often predators, or less popular species, are killed out of 
misunderstandings and fear.  Better definition and in some cases regulation of these forms of take could be 
beneficial. 

Fur trades are becoming more questionable; those that are sustenance rather than sport are acceptable.  The sport of 
trapping or hunting for fur is a waste of the resource. 

This is a value judgment.  What is wanton waste?  How do we address predator hunting, etc.? 

Legitimate use has been heavily biased towards consumptive uses.  While legitimate consumptive uses should 
continue, the general public needs better opportunities and recognition of the opportunities to use wildlife in a 
variety of non-consumptive ways, with equal considerations of these uses as afforded (especially by states) the 
consumptive uses. 

Personally I think the time of trapping for fur is long over.  It is the least defensible ‘use’ of wildlife in the public’s 
mind. 

Should be maintained and enhanced. 

If anything, maybe change the regulations to be a little more lenient on property protection in certain areas.  
Changes within the last decade through mandates have led to the increase of predators within certain regions. 

Needs to de-emphasize consumptive uses and promote more sustainable use of wildlife, such as viewing, which are 
enjoyed by and relevant to a broader segment of the public. 

Eliminate the high fences for purposes of hunting.  Eliminate wildlife game breeders that sell animals to these high 
fence areas. 

Should be maintained. 

Very value laden.  What is ‘legitimate?’  Deer for meat?  Furbearers for fur?  Prairie dogs for fun?  Crows?  Who’s 
to say what’s legitimate?  Regardless of what we say, society makes this determination despite this tenet. 

This really shouldn’t present a problem because the sale of furs has always been countenanced under this tenet of 
the Model. 

Here ‘fur’ is included as a legitimate use of wildlife, but from the above tenet, does this mean that fur can only be 
used for personal interest and use and not sold in the commercial marketplace? 

We may be at the point of redefining legitimate use at the species level, as is currently done in fisheries. 

Possibly tie to legitimate commercial uses, but central historic themes of the NA Model are still accurate. 

This needs to be balanced better with the values of those citizens who prefer not to ‘use’ fish and wildlife, but who 
rather prefer that fish and wildlife are valuable for their own sake. 

Too much geared for recreation, protection of property, and harvest.  Need to focus on ecosystem. 

What is ‘legitimate’?  I would think it’s anything not wasteful like varmint hunting or woodchuck/prairie dog 
shooting where carcasses are left on the ground.  Do we want to acknowledge other consumptive, if not ‘game’ 
uses?  Is collecting frogs for science or as pets less legitimate than people who collect them to eat them? 

To ensure that intrinsic value is recognized. 

No change, although careful assessment of lethal control for property protection should be exercised.  For example, 
people should not be allowed to indiscriminately kill porcupines at any rate simply because the people are suffering 
damage to vehicle wiring or buildings. 
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Table 7.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Legitimate Use Should Be Changed 

Q12. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Legitimate Use need to be changed? (Legitimate Use: To 

protect and maintain wildlife populations, legal use of wildlife is deemed to be the harvest of wildlife for food 

and fur, self-defense, and property protection, as well as the "use" of wildlife for recreation such as viewing.) 

I would include the taking of wildlife for scientific purposes (museum specimens, captive breeding, etc.), in 
accordance with established standards, to be a legitimate purpose, as well as retention for educational purposes of 
non-releasable rehabilitated wildlife.  I would also include some limited provisions for the taking of certain wildlife 
as pets.  Many of us drew our appreciation of wildlife from childhood possession of pet frogs, turtles, snakes, or 
mice. 

The tenet is still good, but the definition and actual application by agencies will need to do a better job of 
respecting the value of some types of wildlife, e.g., predators. 

It is a ‘delicate balance’ we are charged with in maintaining acceptable populations.  Insurance companies, farmers, 
anti-hunters, game breeders, etc., all want a say in how populations are managed.  It must be based on science and 
compromise from all sides. 

Prairie dogs are hunted in many areas with no intent to consume, use the fur, and largely not to benefit property 
protection or self defense.  In some instances, predators may be harvested with similar lack of intent.  While this is 
generally not detrimental to prairie dog or coyote populations, it is not consistent with the primary interpretations 
of the model.  While this is not bad for wildlife populations, it may be perceived poorly by the public.  How do we 
reconcile this use of wildlife with the model? 

Social Media and Marketing towards legitimate uses needs to be beefed up in the future.  The fish and wildlife 
agencies need to continue to enhance their image, social media use, social media enforcement efforts, and 
marketing (and social research) efforts—embracing the power of selling the much wider public audiences on 
hunting, fishing, and other legitimate uses of wildlife. 

Viewers shouldn’t be able to lock up hunting resources, especially when those populations are unnaturally 
abundant. 

I get confused on legitimate use too.  Often legitimate use for viewing means you can disrupt others who might be 
hunting the animals you are viewing.  Stronger laws should be enacted to protect those who are viewing with the 
intent to harvest. 

Not sure.  May need more detail on how to protect and maintain wildlife populations. 

Protection to those who are lawfully harvesting wildlife.  EDUCATION to those who do not hunt/fish—as to why 
hunting/fishing should be accepted. 

Harvest of wildlife for fur to be used for decorative purposes is not legitimate. The description of wildlife viewing 
as a ‘use’ of wildlife is clumsy in my mind and probably in the public’s. How do we ‘use’ wildlife for self-defense 
and property protection? This also seems to be clumsily phrased. 

Limited commercialism. 

More education of the general public. 

Conflating harvest, self-defense, property protection, and viewing as equal ‘legitimate use’ is the problem—too 
much values level thinking here.  Who is opposed to apple pie?  But these uses are sometimes in opposition, and 
we need some better priorities on that score. 

Some relaxation of use definitions relative to game or fish taken in compliance with laws and regulations for non-
profit use such as fish and game dinners to help introduce others to the food value of wildlife.   

This clause needs to be written to have hunting, fishing, and trapping spelled out. Define seasons as per the state’s 
wildlife department, and harvest date must be kept and maintained. I do not care for wildlife for food; you are 
kissing someone’s ass.  You kill wildlife and do not waste it, period! 

This also has been well established over time and does not need excessive tweaking by people that are just busy 
bodies with big egos that just like to fiddle with things. 

Watch so called animal rights groups. 

Recognize that to receive payment for providing increased public opportunity to harvest fish and wildlife on 
private, as well in some cases on public lands, is also a legitimate use when it promotes conservation of fish and 
wildlife resources.  This recognizes the value of hunting and fishing leases and private guide services to provide 
incentive to manage and promote wildlife that, like it or not, is viewed as having commercial value. 

Add commercial harvest. 

No change, at least in Alaska.  The State owns the animals and dictates use. 

What does legitimate mean?  Can it be misinterpreted?  This has and does happen and in some cases, fish and 
wildlife resources suffer.  Again, need to review the law and amend where necessary. 
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Table 7.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Legitimate Use Should Be Changed 

Q12. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Legitimate Use need to be changed? (Legitimate Use: To 

protect and maintain wildlife populations, legal use of wildlife is deemed to be the harvest of wildlife for food 

and fur, self-defense, and property protection, as well as the "use" of wildlife for recreation such as viewing.) 

Fur and self-defense should be removed. 

More proactive law enforcement. 

Allow for uses that do not require take, such as photography, selling photos, and use of wildlife in making 
commercials. Use of rehabilitated animals. 

Viewing needs to be considered as a secondary use as viewers do not contribute to sustain and management 
wildlife. 

Again the word ‘use’.  Oftentimes reducing disturbance and reducing stress on populations is more important that 
continual incessant use.  Sometimes the use of wildlife degrades habitats and there needs to be a standardized 
wildlife viewing etiquette and ethic also. 

Agencies need to recognize the diverse values that people place on wildlife, many of which are non-consumptive.  
Agencies also need to take a firm stand on ‘illegitimate uses’ such as wildlife as pets, domestication of wildlife, 
‘canned hunting’, etc. 

Served us well so far, enabling many species to come back from very low populations. 

We still need to work within our community when viewing conflicts with harvest. 

This is a difficult principle that demands a constant reappraisal to make sure populations are properly managed. 

It occurs to me that we may wish to add language regarding principles of fair chase under this heading.  The 
increasing propensity for sportsmen to adapt every new technology that comes along increases our exposure as less 
than ethical to the general public. 

The definition, while good, dates back centuries and even to ideals established by thinkers in the late 19th century 
and early 20th century.  Viewing and enjoying wildlife should be evenly appreciated, and thus evenly supported, 
unlike what is seen in many states where game species receive multiple times the expenditures of funds than non-
game. 

Viewing is not as important for conservation as scientifically regulated hunting. 

This is a tenet that has been slowing evolving as anglers realize that if they harvest/kill an individual fish, they no 
longer have the opportunity to catch it again and again as it grows. This idea has to be part of the definition of 
legitimate use.  Anglers are far ahead of most state administrators and in some cases biologists in recognizing this 
important tenet. 

The only change here that I see needed is to not specify what a legitimate use is as a tenet.  We exclude 
commercialization of wildlife for good reason, and we create laws to guide wildlife management which in my mind 
defines legitimate use.  I just don’t see the need to identify appropriate uses as a tenet. 

Some forms of wildlife use, I believe, are archaic and inhumane.  This is primarily trapping for fur.  The exception 
should only be fur harvest for indigenous people.  I am also opposed to poisoning wildlife, for any reason. 

What, exactly, is the legitimate use of predator killing contests or using prairie dogs as targets? 

Eliminate self defense and property protection; not necessary in the tenet. 

We have a difficult cult of payment for wildlife management.  Current payment is almost only from those who 
take, i.e., hunt, trap, or fish the public’s wildlife.  There is little or no, or even negative payment by citizens who do 
not take.  The current cult of payers says that if we let the non-takers pay, then the non-takers will want a say in the 
take...i.e., maybe we should not take any antlered deer this next two seasons, or maybe the dove limit should be 
four and no more, or we should not bait bears with jelly donuts.  So...Legitimate Use needs to be paid for by non-
takers and takers alike. 

Fisheries that result in excessive bycatch or waste or are not sustainable should not be considered legitimate use.   

I see some needed changes in the self-defense and property-protection categories.  Wildlife existed before 
homesteading or other land acquisition by Europeans and wildlife should have some ‘ecological right’ to continue 
their existence.  What I see now is that some landowners now seem to be expecting to profit from their resource 
with no interference or diminution of income from harboring wildlife, or, they expect sportsmen or the general 
public to somehow pay for such wildlife use.  That seems to be a distinct change from 50+ years ago when wildlife 
tolerance was higher and wildlife damage was thought of as a normal cost of doing business. 
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Table 8.  Ways in Which the Tenet of International Resources Should Be Changed 
Q13. In what ways does the principle or tenet of International Resources need to be changed?  (International 

Resources: Because fish and wildlife migrate freely across boundaries of states and nations, fish and wildlife 

management policies and laws consider fish and wildlife to be international resources.) 

We built a wall that wildlife can’t cross (but immigrants still can with a cheap or homemade ladder).  There is a 
lack of international thought. 

We need to return to the time when the U.S. Senate approves international treaties.  There are several important 
international treaties pertaining to fish and wildlife that the President has signed, but that the Senate has not 
approved.  This issue goes back 20 years now. 

No change—1970’s era environmental laws should recognize that species restoration is often an international broad 
landscape scale undertaking the may need to be affected beyond national borders. 

Keep this quiet, there is already enough debate, or yelling, between our neighbor states and nations.  The small 
groups that do good deeds between native nations and states and countries can continue without our lens.  The 
work to strengthen these partnerships does not need introspection by our leaders.  They have enough to do what 
with ISIS and Greece and snowstorms and other vicious attacks from across the isle. 

Better coordination beyond waterfowl for big game and upland game and fisheries. 

Consideration of other foreign policy objectives may need to be considered. 

Care should be taken in balancing where the home river of internationally harvested salmon is. 

Strengthen. 

Because of international boundaries and resources there needs to be more flexibility in management and views and 
much more collaboration.  Not all agencies or organizations have the same mission in management. 

Because wildlife knows no boundaries, we somehow have to cross borders globally and work with the less 
fortunate to figure out ways to protect wildlife populations and habitat.  With an estimated 9 billion people on earth 
by 2050, international concerns become paramount.  The way this tenant should change is to recognize the need to 
work with other countries about wildlife conservation and protection, particularly those countries with growing 
human populations and needs. 

Those species of wildlife that cross state, national, and international boundaries should be given equal management 
attention/protection throughout their travels. 

In the North American continent we have, in my opinion, done a good job of managing across international 
borders.  That said, with ocean fisheries, similar success is very limited and needs to be improved. 

Again, with dwindling fish populations due to a number of things (overpopulation by humans, resource 
degradation, climate change), protection of ocean fisheries needs to be far more robust. 

Determine needs for additional laws/treaties and address needs to fully support international management of 
wildlife. 

I think the tenet as stated is too broad and absolute.  There is no doubt that it is wholly appropriate in certain 
circumstances but within most species in most states and nations they are national and state resources in most 
cases.  This needs clarity to potential litigation challenges. 

Need better inter-jurisdiction cooperation.  This is lacking or failing in some parts, whether across the USA, 
between Mexico and Canada, etc. 

This tenet does not need to change, but more emphasis should be give to working across borders to meet 
conservation challenges that span state and international boundaries. 

This tenet works well for species that actually cross our international borders, but the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
has taken this tenet to apply to the importation of game harvested in countries far from our borders.  In several 
cases the USFWS has supported importation actions of the animal rights groups that are not supported by science 
and wildlife professionals in the impacted countries. 

Harsher penalties for violators of the laws. 

Support international resources. 

There are crises in biodiversity that cross borders: invasive species, habitat destruction, climate change, and 
explosive population growth that are international in scope.  Any national or border state (in particular) fish and 
game focused organization seems to have an ethical obligation to consider the international scope of what is in play 
over the next fifty to one hundred years. 

Greater engagement by collaborators across nations. 

Seems to be an increasing trend to allow the agenda of dubious ‘resource conservation’ groups to dictate US policy.  
For example, nonsensical bans on spotted cat imports, etc. 
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Table 8.  Ways in Which the Tenet of International Resources Should Be Changed 
Q13. In what ways does the principle or tenet of International Resources need to be changed?  (International 

Resources: Because fish and wildlife migrate freely across boundaries of states and nations, fish and wildlife 

management policies and laws consider fish and wildlife to be international resources.) 

Keep international bureaucrats who ‘go green’ far away from the North American model of wildlife conservation. 

While numerous efforts to work across borders are known and in existence, and some have worked well (Atlantic 
Seabird Working Group), others (often non-game) have fared less favorably.  Again spotted sandpipers should 
receive even status as waterfowl. 

Think we need to continue to try to maintain international populations of wildlife that spend a portion of their life 
cycle in the US. 

The illegal trade of wildlife is and always has been an issue.  It takes us back to the market hunters that nearly 
destroyed a healthy population of many species.  This requires trained professionals and a passion to do the right 
thing from all corners of our globe.  We must maintain good relationships and share the knowledge and 
understanding of respect toward wildlife and each other. 

This is complicated, especially when borders are between very different countries with very different economies 
and cultures.  I don’t think this is something that can be addressed in a single approach. 

For avian species and anadromous fish, international treaties are required.  For terrestrial species, bi-lateral 
arrangements between states/provinces should suffice. 

Big question. The North American model has worked pretty well and with good cooperation among parties.  As to 
the southern states boys and waterfowl hunting, I had my taste of it. They are poachers and over the limit takers. 
The belief that ‘we own a lease, give us unlimited kill capacity’ is vulgar.  The African model of wildlife is a 
disregard for any laws outside of the country of South Africa. 

Better ‘buy-in’ from developing countries.  De-incentivize this activity in poor or developing nations. 

Attempt to have South American countries in migratory bird regulations; outlaw import and export of species. 

US: join the Convention on Biological Diversity already.....We are 1 of only 4 countries that have not ratified this. 

Fish and wildlife seldom spend equal amounts of time in multiple countries.  Management authority should 
consider relative use and relative significance of time spent in a country. 

The degree of migration should be taken into account. 

When located inside geographic boundaries, that country’s laws should be the only governing factor. 

Legal boundaries must be respected, yet gaming the system to extract from where laws are lax is wrong. 

Very important, seems to be adequate right now?  Continue to emphasize. 

These tenets too are well established; witness the migratory bird treaty.  Any suggestions ought to beg the question 
as to who is going to pay for the changes and who is going to benefit. 

Many fish and wildlife species are traded internationally—in this day and age of the internet and global markets, 
not to mention black market trade in wildlife, this tenet needs to be more closely examined for the species that are 
being impacted, or could be impacted, due to international market demands (both legal and illegal). 

Simply keeping current.  Model is in evolution. 

Not so much that the tenet needs to be changed, but this is a huge undertaking and could create international 
tensions between nations. 

Strive for consistent regulations among states and nations. 

The majority of species actively managed are not migratory so this tenet is overstated; should be revised to be more 
accurate, such as ‘Some species of fish and wildlife....’Those species are considered to be international resources’. 

It needs to be strengthened particularly with some of the hydropower operations in place, being built and in design 
that literally rob another country of water or the associated fisheries resources.  USAID and other such 
organizations worldwide do not need to be supporting such operations and instead should be promoting 
sustainability across country boundaries. 

To the extent that such fish and wildlife populations, i.e., populations of a species, transcend international 
boundaries, such policies and laws are appropriate.  They may become inappropriate if nation X attempts to use 
terms of a treaty to impose its own nation’s policies and laws on the bordering state.  Nations must also cooperate 
on differentials in harvesting between the two (or more) parties. 

No change except maybe to say—an international resource with local significance to highlight the different values 
along a species range—the species may be extra valuable in some places but less so in others but the highest value 
is the one afforded to it. 



134 Responsive Management 

Table 8.  Ways in Which the Tenet of International Resources Should Be Changed 
Q13. In what ways does the principle or tenet of International Resources need to be changed?  (International 

Resources: Because fish and wildlife migrate freely across boundaries of states and nations, fish and wildlife 

management policies and laws consider fish and wildlife to be international resources.) 

Not all fish and wildlife populations cross international boundaries; therefore it seems we may want to modify this 
somewhat as we assuredly don’t want other governments dictating whether we can use our resources.  It may not 
be a concern at this time, but we need to remember that the U.N. is currently working to abrogate America’s second 
amendment.  I’m not sure America’s outdoorsmen would view such a move in a favorable light where management 
of fish and wildlife are concerned. 

No change, or enforcement across international boundaries and cooperation among international bodies.   

While we need to coordinate with other nations, we also need to recognize that the U.S. is sovereign. 

I don’t trust international laws that we will follow and others won’t.  Efforts can be made, but I do not want to be 
subject to laws made by anti gun and anti hunting advocates. 

Each state needs a state law, like the federal Lacey Act. 

Be open to working with new governments and perhaps better ideas. 

We need to strengthen the international conservation ties within the hemisphere and around the globe. 

More attention to Mexico and Latin America for migratory species. 
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Table 9.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Scientific Policy Should Be Changed 

Q14. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Scientific Policy need to be changed?  (Scientific Policy: 

Fish and wildlife management and policy is directed by science and trained professionals.) 

Science informs policy decisions, but we need to recognize that public values set the framework for policy.  We 
know little about what the public wants while we can tell you how many hairs are on mouse’s body.  We need to 
integrate a better understanding of human aspects in our decision making. 

Continue to jointly share in the efforts of protection and biological balance of all species across all borders and 
landscapes. 

...without interference by politicians. 

We still let the people with money and influence dictate policy and how our wildlife is managed.  This is a pathetic 
attempt at managing our wildlife resources.  Let the science tell us what the appropriate population levels of species 
should be. 

It needs to be listened to, without influence from outside sources like insurance companies. 

Public access and promotion of data and information of the science/trained professionals. 

MORE scientific and LESS political influence in policy. 

The tenet that fish and wildlife management is directed by science and trained professionals has been diluted by 
politics and men making decisions out of fear instead of wisdom. 

Scientific policy is great when properly interpreted but when there are holes in the science and the professionals 
use scientific privilege to fill holes to their benefit without proper review and consultation then it becomes an issue. 

Must be clear—science must be the basis of wildlife management, but always subject to democratic procedure in 
legislatures and parliament, and must be applied in a way that serves the public good.  Wildlife professionals can 
define the science of an issue, but it should never be their prerogative to make the laws—that is the business of 
elected members of legislatures. 

There is NO state agency I know of that manages strictly by science as this tenet infers.  Almost every agency takes 
into account various socio-political factors in making management decisions; the tenet should be modified to 
reflect that. 

Science and trained professionals are fundamental to sound policy, but there needs be more awareness of the need 
for incorporation of social aspects; the values, interests, and input of the public. 

More science, less ‘trained professionals’ who represent entrenched interests. 

In which state does science always trump politics? 

Recognize the importance of stakeholder processes and stop the still present omnipotent forester/biologist/wildlife 
manager mentality. 

Scientific policy should have the highest authority for fish and game management. 

Science is only part of the equation and ever changing; other social values must be considered (economic, safety, 
etc.) or advocates for bad science and alternate science can unduly influence decisions.  Basing decision on science 
is not what we have right now.  There are other reasons driving wildlife management.  Let’s not fool ourselves 
anymore moving forward. 

Science needs to be put first in making management decisions, not politics.  This is most apparent in discussing 
wildlife impacts related to climate change.  The science talks and the politics speak louder.  There need to be more 
advocates for science and less emphasis on short term financial or political gains. 

Bias already dictates what we manage for and we use science to drive management for preferred species. 

Increase support for decisions and recommendations by scientists.  Remove the restrictions on federal government 
scientists to provide recommendations and input into the policy process. 

Please do a poll some day about the number of climate scientists employed by fish and wildlife agencies.  Consider 
the decline in numbers of people focused on specific species as they proceed through grad school.  There may be a 
developing irrelevance that needs to be addressed. 

No change needed but conservation professionals need to receive additional training on dealing with opposing 
viewpoints, negotiations, etc. 

Unfortunately, we have to recognize policy is never going to be totally science based as it is a disconnect with the 
real world.  In our political world, policy is never going to be relinquished by those in power.  We have to form 
coalitions with the private sector to be successful and that can only be done by gaining powerful allies in politics, 
business, and industry who are willing to listen and make decisions based on the best science available, and 
recognize compromise will often result in the best outcome for management. 
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Table 9.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Scientific Policy Should Be Changed 

Q14. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Scientific Policy need to be changed?  (Scientific Policy: 

Fish and wildlife management and policy is directed by science and trained professionals.) 

It does not need to be changed, it just needs to be adhered to.  The politicians still make the rules in many states 
without considering the advice and recommendations of the professionals.  If we think it is otherwise then we are 
fooling ourselves. 

Correct as stated.  However, in the USA, scientists and trained professionals (i.e., within government agencies) are 
responsible to a greater or lesser degree to elected officials.  Those elected officials may have partisan views, either 
self-drawn or imposed by outside interests.  There is no counter to this in a democratic system, other than accurate 
and effective education, and honest and effective education by and from the citizenry. 

The Public Trust Doctrine proclaims it is the public’s wildlife to be managed in trust for their use.  This tenet needs 
to incorporate in that element harnessing science and trained professionals as servicing the trust beneficiaries as a 
guard against over riding beneficiaries’ desired management by institutional values derived from science and 
professionals. That said, it does not mean that the obligation to preserve the wildlife resource for future trust 
beneficiaries is diminished, rather the beneficiaries (public) needs to have a heightened notice in statements about 
how by whom policy and management is directed. 

Scientific information will continue to be improved as scientists evolve new and improved ways to assess animal 
populations.  As this happens Scientific Policy will also change...knowledge is power. 

Greater application of this tenet (i.e., stop the increasing trend of fish and wildlife management decisions being 
based on politics or ideology). 

I am concerned about future generations of scientists and the fact that the scientific role seems to be increasingly 
diminished in the drive for increased stakeholder input. 

Needs to be reinforced and funded across more taxa. 

Science should stand on its own / ‘ethics’ should not be paraded as science. 

More and more management is being driven by public perceptions, referendums, and good ’ol boy mentalities.  
Agencies need to reassert the importance of use of science in policy and management, and wildlife related 
organizations need to step up and endorse this. 

Scientific policy should govern HOW wildlife is managed.  It cannot determine WHY or what are the 
OBJECTIVES of such management.  That requires a broader public process. 

The pillars of the North American Model are well established and have stood the test of time.  I am sure there are 
some citizens and legislators with infinite wisdom that would like to make significant changes, and probably much 
to our regret. 

Stakeholders and citizens must be engaged early on in the review and development of scientific studies. We can’t 
afford to roll out science and expect the citizenry to own and buy-in to the data because we are providing it. 

Need to include more awareness of the involvement from private land ownership and changing leadership within 
each state.   

There are well trained and highly educated professionals throughout wildlife and resource management who simply 
are not allowed to make decisions as necessary for this nations resources. Long drawn out litigation is the issue.  
Also extreme environmental wackos, are at very same level of state agency’s also stifling decision making. 

Need more transparency. 

What constitutes ‘science?’  Local and traditional knowledge has been referred to as a form of science in some 
cases.  Need to recognize the role and potential value of this form of science as well as mainstream western science 
and find ways to balance.  Speaks back to recognizing local role in conservation as stewards. 

Should be very important; goes hand in hand with public education. 

Wildlife agencies need to utilize educated, qualified, Biologists to make their decisions concerning wildlife and not 
just use the ‘good old boy’ technique. 

Too much of wildlife management and policy is still influenced by politics, to the detriment of fish and wildlife.  
This tenet of Science-based Management needs strengthening, to reduce the influence of politics in decisions on 
fish and wildlife management.  Not sure how we do that effectively, but providing a platform for science-based 
decision-making is critical. 

Science needs a bigger seat at the table.  And needs to do better at educating the public. 

Allow for some room for social values and traditions. 

I do not always believe federal regulatory and science professionals that receive their funding from the government 
when it comes to BMPs.  You need to include the hunters who pay for everything. 

Continue to integrate human dimensions. 
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Table 9.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Scientific Policy Should Be Changed 

Q14. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Scientific Policy need to be changed?  (Scientific Policy: 

Fish and wildlife management and policy is directed by science and trained professionals.) 

Fish and wildlife management is NOT managed by science and trained professionals on a State or Federal basis.  
The only thing that manages fish and wildlife (or any other resource) is political views and/or demand.  This is 
probably the most critical thing that needs changed. 

Why isn’t this tenet put to use?  It appears that many of the fish and wildlife management policies are driven by 
political policies or personal preferences of the decision makers and their buddies. 

Unfortunately, science doesn’t always have the answer.  Common sense would be a good change to management. 

It needs to be followed...too many decision makers use that term without understanding what it means. 

Reduce law-suit driven activities, establish professionally-based priorities. 

All laws need to be more specific and require that any rules must take into consideration the wishes of sportsmen.  
Sportsmen must be represented in any rules concerning wildlife. 

It is very important for trained scientific professionals to be part of management and policy, but we also need to 
figure out how to incorporate professionals in human dimensions, public relations, media, advertising, etc.  A hard 
thing to do, given our budgets and the tremendous background knowledge it requires to convey issues accurately 
but meaningfully. 

Scientific policy cannot create an environment where customers are turned away from enjoying or consuming the 
resources.  Policies that create excessive confusion for customers (leading to decisions not to participate) cannot 
trump sensible balances that benefit ‘both sides.’ 

Wildlife needs to be managed scientifically in conjunction with public opinion. 

Again, too often politics, not science, sways management decisions. 

Sound science needs to guide laws and policy formation as well as field practices for wildlife conservation.  
Control needs to be in the hands of those with training; not everyone interested in wildlife has the needed training 
to be trusted to steer our laws and policies.  Many States laws are held in place due to whims of legislatures. 

I think the stakeholders and partners should also have a say in policy. 

No change, but if so only to reinforce that wildlife management should be province of trained professionals, not the 
citizenry or politicians or political appointees. 

Better definitions. 

This suggests that science alone drives public decision making.  This should better acknowledge our greater 
inclusion of human dimension research into decision making.  Few decisions are science alone.  If you MEAN to 
include HD as part of ‘science,’ then it needs to be better articulated. 

Policy and management is not necessarily performed well by all scientists.  We must understand that we are in the 
BUSINESS of conservation, not the conservation business.  To deliver good scientific policy there is a need to 
blend good businessmen, marketers, and scientists.  We cannot keep scientists talking only to their own 
community! 

Biology is what’s implied here, but social science is equally important. 

The tenet does not need to be changed, just followed more strictly, especially in cases of wolf and other predator 
control which does not have a solid scientific basis.   

Wildlife management decisions need to be more of a collaborative effort between those charged with managing use 
of those resources (wildlife professionals) and those who without whom there would be no wildlife habitat (private 
landowners). 

Needs to manage the public better. 

The tenet is accurate ‘as is’ but the use of science is not always applied so diligently or purely as the tenet implies.  
Science is a process as much or more than it is an output or product.  Like all processes the scientific method must 
be continually monitored and assessed.  This is a critical role for the peer reviewed journals. 

Fish and wildlife management and policy is becoming more and more sociopolitical.  Today, good science should 
be defined to include more than just the ‘biological’ sciences.  Good science also includes the human dimensions 
aspects of fish and wildlife management.  Fish and wildlife management in the contemporary world is a blending of 
both biological and human dimensions science in trying to meet the diverse needs of fish/wildlife as well as diverse 
people and their interests. 

The future likely will require an expansion of the scope of the science and trained professionals needed to operate 
under this tenet; for example, human dimensions, marketing, communications, and other social sciences likely will 
need to be integrated into the North American Model. 

No change needed, except to assure that communications with public stakeholders is improved or maintained. 
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Table 9.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Scientific Policy Should Be Changed 

Q14. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Scientific Policy need to be changed?  (Scientific Policy: 

Fish and wildlife management and policy is directed by science and trained professionals.) 

It is great to get citizen input on fish and wildlife resource issues, but once this input is collected, decisions should 
be driven by sound science.  The success of the North American Model can be traced back to scientific decisions 
made to benefit these resources. 

Wildlife professionals talk a lot about this, but have never taken the brave and bold steps necessary to police their 
own ranks by requiring certification and licensing to practice as a wildlife manager/scientist.  This allows imposters 
to develop a rogue industry that has infiltrated the ranks of consulting and NGO leadership.  Our brand has 
suffered. 

Science needs to be the basis for more decisions rather than special interests and monetary gains. 

Scientific policy needs to incorporate social science. 

Science’ and ‘trained professionals’ are not the same thing.  Science does not direct policy.  Mixing the two is a 
fatal issue.  There needs to be two separate processes.  So, for any action you need independent scientists AND 
trained professionals.  Right now, the ‘professionals’ tend to have about 90% of the input to policy.  We need to 
bring the scientists into the process—early. 

Scientific Policy is sorely lacking in the states and particularly out of country.  It is going to take some kind of a 
ground swell to get the politics and the ‘me first’ philosophy brought into a compromise situation where 
sustainability and social impacts are brought into a meaningful management role. 

Do we have scientific policy?  We have recommendations based on science, but policy is created by elected 
officials. 

We should strive for science-based information to be the driver of political decisions related to wildlife species. 

Simply keeping current.  Model is in evolution. 

It fairly works, keeping the agency based in science and the humanities while the Directors fill the space between 
the politics of power and the science of the resource.  We vote for the politicians who appoint the Commissions 
who hire the Directors who run the agencies.  It is not perfect, but it often keeps the decisions where they need to 
be kept, the politics at the high level and the science at the base.  Because both sides say they are cheated, it is 
likely we are as close to a good style as we are going to get. 

It’s everything.  Anglers and hunters always want more to enjoy the sport, scientists must be empowered by agency 
leaders to express that there are limits and we need to embrace management rules that teach us to accept sharing the 
limited amount we can take to keep the resource sustainable. 

But science and the dynamics of nature changes.  There needs to be more than this because not all science and 
trained professionals advocate for conservation. 

Because science is value-laden, we need to do a better job recognizing our own biases, which should be added to 
this tenant.  A perfect example is the former Global Warming which evolved into Climate Change.  It is pretty 
obvious that the science is circumstantial and very weak, and many professionals, including those in our own field, 
have mistaken theory for fact.  Something that should have been apolitical has become very polarizing.  I am very 
disappointed with scientists and those in our own profession who seemingly forgotten the notion of skepticism 
before acceptance. I would like to see more ‘null’ results published in our professional publications not only for 
this topic, but many others as well.  ‘Null’ results can speak volumes in science.  The recognition of science as not 
a static but growing body of knowledge needs to be added to this tenant. 

Stop phony science in government arguments such as MSPCA living with wildlife. 

I disagree that management and policy is directed by science and professionals.  I’ve seen too many instances 
where fish and wildlife officials cave to public pressure, despite knowing what needs to be done.  High deer 
populations in the East, and wildlife officials’ limited attempts to control high populations, are a good example.   

This tenet is being undermined greatly; I recommend its continuation. 

A recognition that politics does play a major role in the management of our wildlife resources. 

Science should always receive the heaviest weight in making policy decisions.  Social underpinnings will always 
weigh in, but things easily go awry without good science and sensibility. 

Although managers of departments and programs in management for states may have training or credentials ... they 
may not be as skilled at taking the messages of the ground troops to legislators and the public, caving to pressure.  
They are trained, but they may not always use the best science in the advance of natural resources / wild life. 

Allow the input from private citizens, but allow the professionals the final say. 
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Table 9.  Ways in Which the Tenet of Scientific Policy Should Be Changed 

Q14. In what ways does the principle or tenet of Scientific Policy need to be changed?  (Scientific Policy: 

Fish and wildlife management and policy is directed by science and trained professionals.) 

Sadly, the ‘professionals’ are increasingly becoming the ‘advocates’, usually for preservation in lieu of 
conservation (i.e., wise use).  Need to reestablish that it is the PUBLIC that determines POLICY through elected 
officials, appointed boards, etc.  The professional manages to achieve this policy within the limitations of 
ecological, economic, and cultural sustainability.  Again, professionals DO NOT make policy—they IMPLEMENT 
policy whether they personally agree with it or not.  Today, we increasingly see the will of the people ignored in 
favor of the desires of professionals. 
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After the section wherein fish and wildlife professionals rated the importance of the 
tenets/principles and then rated the amount of change each one needed, the survey asked 
respondents if there were any other tenets/principles that should be considered in North 
American fish and wildlife conservation.  About a fourth of respondents (24%) indicated that 
there was (Figure 12), after which they were asked to name them, as shown in Figure 13.   
 
Figure 12.  Percent Naming Another Tenet/Principle To Be Considered 

 
  

24

36

40

0 20 40 60 80 100

Yes

No

Don't know

Percent (n=260)

Q15. Do you think there should be any 
additional principles or tenets that are not 

generally considered in North American fish 
and wildlife conservation?
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Figure 13.  Additional Tenets/Principles That Should Be Considered 
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SUCCESSFUL AND UNSUCCESSFUL INITIATIVES, 
PROGRAMS, AND EFFORTS, AND THEIR REASONS FOR 
SUCCESS OR LACK OF SUCCESS 
The next part of the survey asked fish and wildlife professionals to cite examples of a successful 
and/or unsuccessful initiatives, programs, and efforts.  They were then asked to rate the success 
of each one that they named, indicate the elements of it that were successful (if applicable), and 
indicate the elements of it that were unsuccessful (if applicable).  These are shown in Table 10.   
 
Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Abuse of ESA!  It’s 
killing our wildlife 
funding.   

Not at all successful    

The listing, partial listing 
of 12,000 critters, has 
resulted in dire budget 
crunches, reduced staffs, 
decades of building 
wildlife populations lost 
and vast areas with 
closed access on land 
and water to sportsmen.   

Access for 
hunters/legislators to 
fight and constrain at 
every turn.   

Somewhat successful 

We’ve created access programs 
that are temporary and added 
more options for landowners to 
consider giving access rather 
than fighting to purchase land.   

   

Access to public lands 
for hunting, fishing, 
trapping and wildlife 
viewing.   

Very successful 

Without ample access and 
opportunities for average citizens 
to participate in wildlife-related 
recreation, we are doomed.   

   

Act creating National 
Wildlife Refuges.   

Somewhat successful 
Strong support by constitutes.  
However needs more funding 
now.   

   

Adaptive management 
of waterfowl harvest.   

Very successful 

The management decisions are 
focused around explicit 
objectives of stakeholders which 
can and have been revisited.  The 
data are collected too explicitly 
to inform decisions.  The 
importance of robust data was 
acknowledged and funded. 
Resources are allocated to 
support statisticians to develop 
the sampling and analyze the 
data.   

   

AK Intensive 
Management.   

Very successful 
Scientific basis and consistency 
of application.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Alaska National 
Interest Lands 
Conservation Act.   

Somewhat successful 

100 million acres of generally 
unfragmented wildlife habitat—
doubling the size of our park and 
refuge system used by wildlife 
and fish and tripling wildlife 
wilderness.   

   

Alligators.    

Protection afforded to the 
American alligator has allowed 
the species population to respond 
to the point of having a huntable 
population.   

   

Alternative funding 
efforts.   

Somewhat successful 

Infused new dollars in support of 
a broader range of wildlife. 
Provided the non-hunter a way to 
support wildlife without 
endorsing hunting. Over time is 
slowly being co-opted by hunting 
base in agencies.   

   

America’s Longleaf 
Restoration Initiative.   

Very successful Already told you earlier.    

American Alligator 
Restoration.   

Very successful 

Some very knowledgeable 
professionals, especially with the 
Louisiana Department of 
Fisheries and Wildlife conducted 
pioneering research and 
management efforts.   

   

Angler Action 
Program.   

Somewhat successful 

Communicating with anglers, but 
they need to be engaged in 
fishery science—be part of the 
solution rather than angry over 
perceived rights.   

   

Arctic grayling.   Very successful 

Multi-partner project that showed 
clearly how agencies and private 
landowners can work well 
together to provide the necessary 
measures to assure conservation 
of the species.   

   

Atlantic Coast Striped 
Bass.   

Very successful 

1. Political will of policy makers 
to take hard actions. 2. ‘Best 
Available Science’ that provided 
the ultimate solutions (and 
measures for those solutions).   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Bald eagle recovery.   Very successful 

Management was based on what 
the bald eagle needed to recover, 
was done at the local level (bald 
eagle management plans) and the 
recovery/delisting process 
worked.   

   

Bald eagle recovery.   Very successful 
Successful cooperation between 
state agencies for the benefit of 
eagle recovery.   

   

Bald eagle recovery.   Somewhat successful 
Saw a problem, identified a 
solution, and acted on it. 

   

Bald eagle restoration.  Very successful 
Engaging the public with 
education about the species and 
habitat needs.   

 

Bald eagle restoration.  Very successful 

Saving our national symbol 
galvanized many average citizens 
who otherwise might not have 
cared about wildlife 
management.   

   

Bald eagle.   Very successful Delisting.    

Bald eagle.   Very successful Federal protection.  Iconic status.   

Bald eagle.   Very successful 
By the species nest/roost 
protections and buffers.  Also the 
use of herbicides/pesticides.   

   

Ballot 
initiatives/wolves.   

Not at all successful    

The continual use of 
ballot initiatives to 
manage wildlife often 
leads to a suspension of 
professional 
management in favor of 
emotional drivers. It also 
forces the redirect of 
large funding sources 
away from conservation 
efforts.   

Becoming an Outdoor 
Woman (BOW 
program).   

Somewhat successful 

Engaging women with women. I 
have not seen the studies so I do 
not know the results: did we 
change our client base with this 
program? And at what cost per 
participant?   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Big game (deer, black 
bear).   

Very successful 

These species are fully restored, 
and in the case of black bear, 
range is expanding. Adequate 
funding and capacity to 
implement deer stocking, and 
adequate protection through 
regulations has allowed these 
species to thrive.   

   

Bighorn sheep 
management, 
including transplants.   

Somewhat successful 

Multiple agencies involved in 
sharing research and 
management knowledge through 
WAFWA and Wild Sheep and 
Goat Symposiums. Cooperation 
on cross border transplants to 
improve or establish extirpated 
herds.   

   

Bison.   Very successful 

Key information shared widely; 
relationships with individuals 
and groups on the ground; 
disease monitoring.   

   

Black bear restoration.  Very successful 
The life history of the species 
and the educational efforts of the 
state agencies.   

   

Black-footed ferret 
recovery efforts to 
date.   

Somewhat successful 

Using science to build a 
sufficient population for working 
on recovery efforts, cooperative 
efforts between state-federal-
private interests for starting 
recovery efforts, willingness to 
be flexible in management 
paradigms to shift techniques to 
get the job done.  Persistence is a 
huge part of success, if at first 
you don’t succeed try, try again!   

   

Black-footed ferret 
recovery.   

Very successful State funding and management.      

Black-footed ferret.   Very successful 

Luck (finding ferrets when we 
thought they were extinct); 
science (learning how to breed 
them in captivity and reintroduce 
them to the wild successfully); 
outreach (building support for 
reintroduction).   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Black-footed ferret.   Somewhat successful 

Given the flexibility in 
opportunities for landowners to 
apply through Safe Harbors and 
that the species is listed as a 
‘experimental-population.’   

   

Boldt ruling of 1974 
allocating wildlife in 
the Northwest. 

Somewhat successful 

While it took decades to be 
accepted, without this ruling the 
taking of wildlife would be much 
less controlled.   

   

California condor.   Somewhat successful 

People’s devotion to this cause; 
public-private partnerships in 
reintroduction; cooperative 
efforts with hunters to reduce 
lead exposure among condors.   

   

California mountain 
lions are now pest 
because of successful 
initiatives.   

Not at all successful    

Unsuccessful because 
people want something 
for nothing. Also, fish 
and wildlife agencies are 
not a priority for many 
of our citizens, except 
for agencies’ immediate 
constituents.  Agencies 
and NGOs need to wake-
up and educate the 
public as to the 
importance of the 
outdoor environment, 
fish, and wildlife to their 
existence.  The 
‘canaries’ are dying, and 
we are facing a silent 
spring in which through 
resilience the world will 
not resemble anything 
that we would currently 
recognize.   

Catch and release of 
saltwater gamefish.   

Very successful 

Sustained messaging about 
recalibrating expectations for 
saltwater game fishing in order to 
ensure a successful, sustainable 
future.   

   

CITES.   Somewhat successful 

When the political stars line up 
this treaty serves to protect 
species which could be 
threatened by international trade.  
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

CITES.   Somewhat successful 

Still a long way to go, but 
concerted networks with the 
autonomy of individual countries 
to enforce through their existing 
infrastructure in ways that work 
for them.   

   

Citizen funding of 
conservation—
Successful for 
Missouri, Arkansas, 
Minnesota, and the 
Federal system. 

Not at all successful    

Has largely eliminated 
habitat management on 
significant chunks of 
Federal lands. Has all 
but killed meaningful 
long-term planning and 
multiple-use 
management.   

Citizen science.   Somewhat successful 

Scientists’ acceptance of the idea 
that non-scientists can help build 
valuable data bases; also proven 
track records over time, like the 
Cornell University Lab of 
Ornithology’s Project 
FeederWatch.   

   

Clean Water Act.   Very successful Monetary fines.    

Clean Water Act.   Very successful It reclaimed degraded habitat.    

Clean Water Act.   Very successful 

Provides leverage for 
conservation work and 
purchasing land around waters to 
improve water resources.   

   

Clean Water Act.   Somewhat successful       

Clean Water Act.   Somewhat successful Compliance requirements.      

Clean Water Act.   Somewhat successful 
Force of law. The generality of 
its original content was also 
important.   

   

Clean Water Act.   Very successful 
River cleanups have restored 
native species and invigorated 
pubic support/public use.   

   

Clean Water Act.   Very successful 

Brought forth a conservation 
ethic that all Americans could 
relate to, not just hunters and 
anglers. And, dramatically 
improved the future of fishing in 
America, with fishing being one 
of the first outdoor experiences 
of many young people.   

   

Clean 
Water/Environment 
Acts.   

Somewhat successful 
Set some basic standards for how 
society treats its water and air 
quality.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Climate change 
adaptation.   

Not at all successful    

People are being killed 
by mountain lions and 
the animal is considered 
a dangerous pest.   

Climate change 
adaptation.   

     

Communication.  
Education science 
used in the North 
American 
Conservation 
Education Strategy.   

Very successful 

Laying a foundation for these 
activities through science and 
understanding of national and 
local standards, unifying the 
approaches state to state, 
illuminating pathways to connect 
the goals of the wildlife agency 
with the goals of education 
systems. This initiative has 
recently gathered the attention of 
a large national NGO who wants 
to partner, endorse the toolkit 
created through 10 years of work 
and increase the use of these 
materials and approaches 
creating a broader use and 
relationship between agencies 
and schools and Department of 
Education. The most recent 
efforts of this initiative are 
directed at an examination 
(research) into how people move 
toward hunting, fishing and 
shooting from a position of no 
connection with an agency 
programs, using the same 
national R3 plan and approaches.  

   

Conservation 
easement.   

Somewhat successful Volunteer, incentive based.      

Conservation 
easements.   

Somewhat successful Flexibility in CE tenets.      

Conservation elements 
of federal agricultural 
legislation.   

Somewhat successful 

Recognizing the importance of 
conservation in farm policy and 
the importance of healthy 
environments.   

   

Conservation Farm 
Bill Program.   

Very successful 
Financial support to offset land 
profits for farming, development 
or other non-wildlife purposes.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Conservation of 
pacific salmon and 
other fisheries vs. the 
ground fish and 
diadromous fishes. 

Somewhat successful 

Unsure of the details of the 
conservation of the Pacific 
diadromous and marine species, 
but I know whatever was done 
there was not attempted or 
conducted on the Atlantic and 
that is why more than 90% of the 
~24 diadromous / catadromous 
fishes of the Atlantic have 
declined to levels that are below 
10% of even 1900 levels.  Read 
Running Silver: John presents the 
facts for the Atlantic.   

   

Conservation of the 
polar bear in 
anticipation of human-
caused habitat loss.   

Very successful 

This program has forced the 
Nation, even the world, to talk 
about the effect of humans on not 
only a single species but the 
planet—our home.   

 

Conservation 
Reserve— positive.   

Somewhat successful 

I think targeting the resources of 
CRP to certain, identified 
watersheds that met various 
criteria helped to magnify the 
positive impact of Conservation 
Reserve. Other similar models 
have been diluted, politically, to 
spread funding to wider areas, 
diluting the ultimate effect. 

   

Conservation Reserve 
Program, successful.   

Very successful 

10-15 year contracts, relatively 
undisturbed by humans 
throughout the year, re-
enrollment of successful habitats, 
30+ million acres enrolled.   

 

Conservation Reserve 
Program.   

Just a little successful 

By far the most effective 
program to restore grassland 
habitat in fairly large chunks 
across the landscape. It’s been 
more effective in areas/states on 
the western end of the corn belt 
where land rental rates are lower 
that farther east. Also numbers of 
acres in the program have 
declined in recent years due to 
lower caps placed on the 
program by Congress and very 
high commodity prices.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Conservation Reserve 
Program.   

Just a little successful 
Secondary focus on wildlife led 
to creation of monoculture stands 
of grass.   

   

Conservation title of 
Farm Bill.   

Very successful 
Huge geographic impact, 
especially at restoring a very 
endangered habitat—grasslands.   

 

Conservation Title of 
Farm Bill.   

Very successful Lots of money.      

Cooperative efforts at 
state, regional, and 
national level.   

Somewhat successful 
Understanding that wildlife is not 
a local issue and take partners to 
defend.   

   

Cooperative Fish and 
Wildlife Research 
Units.   

Very successful 

Collaboration, sharing resources, 
diversity (Federal, State, 
University, NGO and other 
partners), new well-rounded 
scientists, managers and policy-
makers.   

 

Cooperative Units.   Very successful 
Cooperative research between 
state natural resource agency, 
universities and federal sponsor.   

   

Cooperative Wildlife 
Research Unit 
Establishment/ 
Multiple Species.   

Very successful 

Directed and provided research 
efforts that provided science 
based knowledge for 
management with wide scale 
public support.   

   

CREP.   Very successful 
Partnership between agriculture 
and wildlife that benefits all the 
public good.   

   

Crop Reserve 
Program/ground 
nesting birds and a 
variety of amphibians, 
reptiles, insects, and 
small.  

Somewhat successful 

It conserved elements of critical 
habitat to survival of wildlife 
resources otherwise that would 
be eliminated on a wide 
geographic scale in much of the 
Midwestern farm belt.  
Unfortunately, without continued 
funding this may only be of 
limited value to the future of 
many prairie dwelling species.   

   

CRP initiative in 
USA; Wildlife Habitat 
Canada (positive).   

Very successful   

CRP.   Very successful 
The creation of a diverse cover 
habitat within agricultural areas.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

CRP.   Very successful 

A voluntary program that worked 
very well with willing private 
landowners to provide habitat for 
wildlife while preventing soil 
erosion and improving water and 
air quality.   

   

Dedicated funding 
initiatives, PR, DJ; 
MS, AR and MN 
dedicated sales taxes.   

Very successful Broad base of support.    

Deer and turkey 
restoration.   

Very successful 
Creating a heritage (hunting) that 
will fight for wildlife.   

   

Deer farming.   Not at all successful    

Serious threat to the 
North American model 
of wildlife conservation.  
Competing values—free 
enterprise.  Regulation 
by agriculture agencies 
rather than wildlife 
agencies. Influencing 
legislators to protect 
wildlife interests.   

Deer management.   Somewhat successful Biologists and research.      

Deer restoration.   Very successful 
Public buy-in, effective 
laws/regulations and enforcement 
efforts.   

 

Deer restoration.   Somewhat successful 
The use of science to guide 
habitat work and population 
management.   

   

Demise of bobwhite.   Very successful    

Failure to admit there 
was a problem; failure to 
address demise in a 
timely matter because 
‘easier’ species (e.g., 
whitetail deer, turkey) 
could show a more 
positive ‘return on 
investment.’   

Department of 
Agriculture, Farm 
Bills.   

Somewhat successful 

Some programs have done 
irreparable harm to habitat by 
encouraging unsustainable 
practices on marginal crop land, 
while others such as CRP have 
been widely successful in 
promoting habitat and 
acknowledging landowners’ 
contribution to wildlife.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Development of 
effective conservation 
within US 
Agricultural system 
(E.g. CRP).   

Somewhat successful 
Broad political support along 
with compromise with unlikely 
bedfellows.   

   

Development of State 
Wildlife Action Plans.  

Very successful 

Strong planning engagement by 
all 50 states plus the territories 
with appropriate support from the 
USFWS. Strong commitment to 
craft excellent plans by all 
parties.   

   

Dingell-Johnson Act.   Very successful 
The fact that is a user pay/user 
benefit model that is easily 
explained.   

 

Dingell-Johnson Act.   Very successful 
Providing funding to states to 
conduct fisheries management 
activities.   

   

Dingell-Johnson Act.   Very successful 

It provided funding for research, 
water development and facilities 
and other aquatic management 
programs.   

   

Dingell-Johnson 
excise tax.   

Very successful 

Available funding to further 
fisheries science and fish 
management nationwide.  
Funded by anglers to benefit 
anglers.   

 

Dingell-Johnson 
provides a self 
imposed tax on 
consumers/sportsmen 
to help fund fisheries 
management. 

Very successful 
The fact that it was sportsman 
(first conservationists) driven 
from the onset.   

   

Dingell-Johnson.   Very successful User-based tax.    

Dingell-Johnson.   Very successful 
Again funding to those that are 
responsible to manage our 
fisheries.   

   

Dingell-Johnson.   Very successful Created a funding source.      

Dingell-Johnson.   Very successful 
Drafters had pure motives and 
protected the funding.   

   

Dingell-Johnson.   Very successful User pay—user play.      

Dingell-Johnson.   Very successful 
Funding mechanism for research 
and management for fisheries.   

   

Dingell-Johnson.   Very successful       

Dingell-Johnson.   Somewhat successful Funding.      
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Dingell-Johnson.   Somewhat successful 

I am less experienced here, but 
my impression is that though 
funding was brought, too much 
of it went to hatcheries and not 
enough to habitat preservation 
and enhancement.   

   

Dingell-Johnson.   Just a little successful       

Dingell-
Johnson/Wallop-
Breaux Amendments.   

Very successful 

Expansion of P-R funding into 
aquatic arena, user based funding 
stream, protection of funds in 
perpetuity.   

   

Dingell-
Johnson/Wallop-
Breaux.   

Very successful 

Steady and reliable stream of 
funding for fisheries 
conservation and management 
projects.   

 

DJ Act.   Very successful 
Connection of license revenue to 
excise tax and flow of funds to 
state fish agencies.   

   

DJ and PR.   Somewhat successful 

It provided the resources for state 
natural resources agencies to 
protect and manage public trust 
resources.   

   

DJ.   Very successful Same as PR.      

DJ.   Somewhat successful Getting funds to the states.      

DJ.   Somewhat successful Taxation.      

D-J.   Somewhat successful 
Sizable, dependable source of 
income for the States.  Reporting 
requirements.  Need for a match.   

   

Dredge and fill 
provision administered 
by the Army Corps of 
Engineers.   

Somewhat successful 

It has slowed down or stopped 
some projects that otherwise 
would have seriously impaired 
habitat.   

   

Duck Stamp Act.   Very successful 
Provides an important funding 
source.   

   

Duck stamp program.   Somewhat successful 
Using monies to protect 
waterfowl habitat.   

   

Duck stamp.   Very successful 

It connected a well defined 
stakeholder group with a 
mechanism for delivering 
conservation.  In other words, it 
gave duck hunters a way to 
financially support waterfowl 
conservation.   

 

Duck stamps.   Very successful 
Again, stakeholder buy-in and 
support.   

   

Duck stamps.   Very successful 
Conservation of waterfowl 
habitats.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Duck stamps.   Somewhat successful 
Same as my answer for P-R 
funding.   

   

Ducks Unlimited—
creating collaborative 
partnerships between 
diverse stakeholders. 

Very successful 

The collaborative attitude of DU 
allows them to work with all 
types of interested parties—
government, NGO, private 
individuals, corporations, 
foundations, landowners, etc. 
The singular mission—habitat 
conservation—makes it easy for 
diverse people and entities to 
find common ground.  DU is the 
only conservation organization 
that delivers science, policy and 
habitat on the ground.   

   

Eagle(s) Recovery 
Act.   

Somewhat successful Bald eagle recovery.      

Efforts to increase the 
range of elk and 
therefore associated 
hunting and wildlife 
viewing opportunity. 

Somewhat successful 

Again, the combination of 
increased availability, increased 
economic benefits, and a support 
group (Rocky Mountain Elk 
Foundation) has provided a 
recipe of success in managing elk 
throughout the traditional 
western range and into suitable 
habitat in the Eastern United 
States. 

   

Elk management in 
the United States.   

Very successful 

Developing techniques to 
manipulate elk on the landscape, 
employing management 
techniques to restock elk on 
historical ranges, using science to 
monitor populations and 
determine appropriate harvest 
levels for long-term 
sustainability, implementing 
game damage programs 
(including Habitat Partnership 
Program in Colorado) to 
compensate for damage which 
limits frustration of landowner 
dealing with elk on their private 
lands.   

 

Elk Reintroduction.   Somewhat successful 
Viable populations have been 
reestablished and even created 
hunting opportunities.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Elk restoration in 
Kentucky 
RMEF/KDFWR.   

Very successful 
The utilization of reclaimed coal 
mining areas for reintroduction 
of elk in Eastern KY.   

   

Elk.   Just a little successful 

Populations have been high, 
which can be good for hunters 
but not for agricultural 
producers. Poor conflict 
mitigation occurs; cost to 
landowners is perceived to be 
high and a responsibility of 
government not individuals; poor 
relations in some cases between 
landowners and hunters.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act (laudable in 
concept, but largely 
unsuccessful).   

Just a little successful 

Where/when successful, it has 
tended to be with 
‘showy’/charismatic species 
(e.g., bald eagles, peregrine 
falcons, timber wolves, etc.) that 
readily/easily captured the 
public’s imagination and were 
the subjects of intensive, species-
specific management (rather than 
more holistic ecosystem 
management) efforts.   

   

Endangered species 
act, protection of the 
Bald Eagle.   

Very successful 
Re-established a healthy bald 
eagle population.   

   

Endangered species 
Act.   

Very successful 

science based and public 
involvement. At the very lest for 
many species the Act has meant 
halting further declines.   

 

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Very successful 

National program.  Frequent 
reports, public and scientific, of 
successes and failures.  No 
giving up or giving in.   

 

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Very successful 

It provided a way for the implicit 
value of wildlife populations to 
be a consideration in their 
management.  The population did 
not have to be accompanied by a 
societal benefit to be worthy of 
protection.   

 

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Very successful 
Regulatory framework.  
Requirement for all federal 
agencies to lead recovery efforts.  
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Very successful 

Through Section 7 Consultation 
between the action agency and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service.   

 

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Very successful law has real teeth/consequences.    

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Public/political will.  Science 
based decision making.  
Individual species success 
stories.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

When species in true need of 
listing are listed it has served to 
protect them.  When it used by 
animal rightists to subvert the 
North American model, it often 
results in improper listings and 
creates road blocks to 
management and public use.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

In my opinion this act created a 
time out.  Wildlife are seen as 
indicators of the overall 
ecosystem health. Because of 
declining wildlife numbers this 
act is usually called in to look at 
the situation.  It causes folks to 
alter their behaviors for the 
benefit of the public.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 
It is one of the few acts that 
actually has teeth in it to help 
protect wildlife.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful Federal law.      

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Unfortunately, we have needed a 
hammer to protect a number of 
species in the USA. ESA has 
provided us with a hammer.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Just a little successful 

The efforts to increase public 
awareness of the need for 
biodiversity and the importance 
of each species. Moving away 
from a cut and run timber policy 
over the last several decades.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Not at all successful    

Poor use of science in 
making listing decisions.  
Implementing the 
Incidental Take 
prohibition as an 
enforcement action 
against farmers, 
ranchers, and forest 
landowners.  Allowing 
special interest groups to 
use the ESA as a proxy 
for their agenda.   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Very successful 

It targeted the fact that general 
citizens understand the wisdom 
of not letting species go extinct. 
That general public sentiment 
was channeled into legislation 
that makes it illegal to drive 
something to extinction.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Very successful 
Focus on wildlife species that 
may have gone extinct.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Very successful 

Single species approach, 
preventing extinction as the 
metric, overwhelming regulatory 
approach when many species 
issues cannot be addressed via 
regulation the way the law is 
written, no way to work at a 
systems level to benefit today 
and tomorrow’s endangered 
species Only successful when 
there is a key killer threat such as 
DDT but not at all successful 
where habitat condition is a 
threat. If the metric is to prevent 
extinction then the numerous 
species that exist wholly or 
mostly as captive reared 
populations could be called 
success but not ‘wildlife’ 
conservation.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Very successful 

The strength of the language of 
the ESA, the commitment by the 
executive branch to do the work 
needed to bring back endangered 
species from the brink of 
extinction. The funding provided 
to states to assist with protection 
of listed species has been very 
helpful. At least in the past, the 
leadership of the DOI and FWS 
was making the law work.  The 
support of the public for the 
ESA.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful Enforceability.      

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 
Cooperation among state and 
federal agencies.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Lack of consistent science as the 
means of determination in and 
out of listing and complicated by 
the judicial system.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Legal protection for endangered 
or threatened species; 
development of recovery 
programs; identification of 
critical habitat; dedication of 
resources to enforce.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 
Putting a focus on species that 
are in trouble or declining.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Identifying species, identifying 
critical habitat and protecting and 
developing both.  However, this 
act is under threat due to 
potential misuse by ‘activists’ 
trying to protect beyond the need 
consistent with the act.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

This act has been both successful 
and unsuccessful.  Problems 
include overzealous proponents 
who want to ‘save the world’ and 
are not realistic or rational 
(including implementers of the 
program); antagonists who wish 
to void the program; and the 
ridiculous and un-useful 
litigation that occurs regardless 
of ruling.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 
State development of threatened 
and endangered species lists.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 
Recognizing the scientific data to 
support animals being placed on 
and also removed from the ESL.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 
Created strong regulatory powers 
for institution of protective 
measures.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 
Collaboration among federal 
agencies, state agencies and 
industry.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Just a little successful 

As I stated before, there are 
success stories but the ‘true’ 
population status at a state level 
may not reflect what is truly 
occurring.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Not at all successful    

There is not enough 
public outrage to this 
use, because people 
don’t see its effects, and 
are generally hardened to 
the impacts on wildlife 
that they do not regularly 
interact with. They are 
willing to give up 
impacted wildlife in 
exchange for an insect 
pest free environment 
and inexpensive food.   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Very successful Useful tool to save habitat.      

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Very successful 

Resulted in protection of 
important habitats and 
improvement or recovery of 
some species.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Very successful 

Protection of species with 
diminished populations, funding 
stream for restoration, framework 
for cooperative federal/state 
management of endangered 
species.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

The success comes from letting 
science lead the way. Those who 
oppose the rulings and listings 
are those who have not educated 
themselves on the science behind 
the decision.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful Science based.      

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 
Protected species from extinction 
and helped their restoration.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful Force of law.      

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

This final safety net for species, 
has brought back several from 
the brink of extinction. Not 
popular, but with legal standing it 
is effective as a last resort.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

The fact that the state and federal 
government had to work with 
nongame species which generally 
led to a shift in focus from only 
working on game fish and 
animals.  This also brought 
additional focus on declining 
habitats needed by specialists 
that were largely ignored before 
the passage of the act.  This 
forced our efforts to be more 
balanced and shifted them to a 
more holistic approach.   

   

Endangered Species 
Act.   

Don’t know       

Endangered Species 
Act: Our state 
legislature is trying 
their hardest to take 
scientific input from 
state. 

Somewhat successful 

The efforts of agencies, educated 
publics and some legislators who 
realize that removing science out 
of the equation would be bad for 
our resources as well as people.   

   

Endangered Species.   Very successful 

This is a difficult issue to 
tackle—it requires identification 
of endangered species; 
collaborative efforts to preserve 
them and their habitat in the face 
of encroaching development and 
with climate change many more 
species are losing their habit. 

   

Endangered species.   Somewhat successful 

Acknowledgement of role of all 
species of wildlife and focus on 
the critical species in need of 
special conservation. At times 
positive elements are 
unfortunately applied in 
restrictive manner.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Endangered Species.   Very successful Created awareness.      

Endangered Species.   Very successful 
The process of listing and 
managing threatened and 
endangered species.   

   

Environmental 
education programs in 
schools, (K-college).   

Very successful 
Great teachers. Much 
institutional support.  Passion 
and imagination.   

   

EPA ban on 
organochloride 
compounds.   

Very successful 

It’s relatively strict enforcement 
leading to rapid reduction in use 
and eventual reduction in 
exposure and bio-accumulation 
within the US.  This success is 
not occurring in other countries 
that continue to use these 
chemicals, so migrants are still 
exposed and dying from this 
exposure.   

 

EPA.   Very successful 

They are trying (if allowed by 
Congress) to apply protection 
measure to land, air, water, and 
most importantly address climate 
change.   

   

ESA—even if 
recovery is really hard 
to accomplish.   

Somewhat successful 

ESA works because it has a 
single focus and a clear set of 
guidelines. And their science is 
generally pretty good. They 
generally have good relationships 
with academics, and they listen 
to the scientists they work with.   

   

ESA implementation 
e.g., wolves 
(negative).   

Just a little successful 
Wolf reintroduction was 
biologically successful, but has 
been a social challenge.   

   

ESA programs.   Somewhat successful Federal oversight.      

ESA, Bald eagle.   Very successful Same as 1.      

ESA.   Very successful 

It served as a wakeup call when 
the extinction rates were 
publicized and when there have 
been success in bringing critters 
and plants back from the ‘brink’.   

 

ESA.   Very successful 
focusing attention on threats, 
public awareness, funding for 
recovery, legal protections.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

ESA.   Very successful 

The marketing of charismatic 
mega vertebrates and the 
recovery of same following the 
disuse of DDT.  Basically Rachel 
Carson was exceptionally 
important in this respect though 
only marginally involved with 
state game and fish agencies.   

 

ESA.   Somewhat successful How broad reaching it is.      

ESA.   Somewhat successful 
It’s the law that must be adhered 
to. Gets folks’ attention to protect 
species and biodiversity.   

   

ESA.   Somewhat successful 
Science-based that is complete, 
and if not it was researched more 
to fill in gaps.   

   

ESA.   Somewhat successful       

ESA.   Just a little successful 

Created a program that brought 
the loss of habitat and other 
threats of wildlife populations 
into everyone’s conversations.  
Raised awareness of the need for 
conservation and habitat 
protection.   

   

ESA.   Very successful Congressional authority.      

ESA.   Very successful 

Identified species in critical 
danger of becoming extinct or 
extirpated at regional and 
national levels. Engendered 
broad participation across 
geographic regions and among 
multiple conservation partners. 
Only partly successful because 
recovery efforts often are 
thwarted by politically 
conservative, anti-environment 
persons and initiatives.   

   

ESA.   Somewhat successful 

Established a process for 
identifying endangered species 
(but tedious); established 
standards for recovery (but not 
all and not all RPs followed very 
well); attracted public interest 
(but also opposition); some 
recovery efforts successful and 
some not so.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

ESA.   Somewhat successful 

1. Addressed needs of high value 
species.  2. General public 
support.  3. Some documented 
successful recoveries.   

   

ESA.   Just a little successful 

Its lack of success is the 
divisiveness it causes. Very little 
middle ground to make decisions 
from. It should be a separate 
bureau in Interior that is 
reorganized and better funded to 
demand the data needed for 
decision-making.   

Wildlife populations that 
took decades to build 
have been dramatically 
reduced and the overall 
economic impact to 
communities and states 
are gone.   

ESA.   Not at all successful    

Coordination among 
states, anglers and 
ASMFC to implement 
conservation plans to 
restore the stripped bass 
population.   

ESA.   Somewhat successful 

To me, the whole point of the 
ESA is to get species recovered, 
and delisted, returning 
management back to the states; 
Delisting (e.g., grizzly bears, 
gray wolves in northern Rockies) 
has failed, even though 
biologically, animals are 
recovered, and far exceeded 
delisting criteria. 

   

ESA.   Somewhat successful 
Awareness, funding and 
management.   

   

ESA.   Just a little successful 

It served its purpose, but now as 
species are recovered courts, 
which make it impossible to 
delist species. It needs to be 
modified to allow species that are 
recovered to be delisted or we 
risk losing our ability to 
effectively recover and manage 
species.   

   

ESA-successful.   Somewhat successful 

Not sure tally for #19 is working 
properly—somewhat successful.  
Lack of funding for USFWS to 
complete recovery plans and 
conservation actions is limiting 
the success.   

   

ESA—unsuccessful.   Just a little successful 
State participation under Section 
6.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Establishment of a 
secure funding stream.  

Very successful 

Language in the P-R Act 
precluding diversion; vigilance 
of USFWS personnel in 
protecting the integrity of this 
funding stream against unlawful 
diversions; dedication of wildlife 
professionals to uphold the 
system.   

   

Establishment of a 
wildlife profession.   

Somewhat successful 

The Cooperative Fish and 
Wildlife Research Unit system; 
the creation of a professional 
organization; certification of 
wildlife biologists.   

   

Establishment of 
National Forests, 
Refuges, Parks, BLM 
etc.   

Very successful 

These acts set aside lands for 
everyone to enjoy and these 
lands are managed for the 
purpose of public benefit.  They 
can be managed to meet the 
demand of society, and as that 
demand changes, the 
management can change.  They 
have broad sideboards on what 
the lands can be used for, but 
they all are intended to be used 
for the benefit of the public.   

   

Establishment of 
National Wildlife 
Refuge System.   

Very successful 

Strong early leadership in 1930’s 
thru 1950’s; independent funding 
source for the large part (i.e., 
duck stamps).   

 

Establishment of PR 
funding.   

Very successful 
Cooperation among legislators 
and the public.  Public education.  

 

Evolution of hunter-
funded groups as 
conservation partners.   

Very successful 

Gave volunteers an avenue by 
which to donate their time, 
money, or talent to the cause of 
wildlife conservation and in 
doing so, made them vested in 
the future of the resource.   

   

Failure of states to 
obtain earmarked 
funding for wildlife 
conservation.   

Very successful 

Engaging the entire public with 
responsible and knowledgeable 
marketing.  A loud segment of 
sports persons like it the way it is 
with no other interest group 
fiscally enfranchised. If you’re a 
non-hunter you must be an anti-
hunter. There’s no persistence; 
too often failure is accepted, end 
of efforts.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Failure to establish a 
citizen based funding 
mechanism for all fish 
and wildlife 
management.   

Not at all successful     

Families Afield 
Program.   

Somewhat successful 
Improving access by people to 
hunting.   

   

Farm Bill 
conservation 
programs.   

Very successful 
Significant funding enables 
habitat on private land, 
stakeholders very invested.   

   

Farm bill 
Conservation 
Programs.   

Just a little successful 

Collaboration among 
conservation groups (NGOs, 
State, Federal) to unify behind 
defined programs within farm 
bills.   

   

Farm Bill programs.   Very successful 
Cost-sharing, but need more 
strict programs regarding quality 
control and efficacy.   

   

Farm Bill.   Very successful 

Conservation Title of the Farm 
Bill has been productive when 
viewed in isolation.  When the 
total effects of the Farm Bill are 
considered, it is apparent that 
some perverse incentives have 
resulted in millions of acres of 
native grassland conversion.   

   

Farm Bill.   Very successful 

Providing the resources to have 
an impact at a landscape level. It 
also provides an avenue for state 
agencies to develop programs 
that compliment habitat acres 
generated from conservation 
programs like CRP.   

   

Farm Bill.   Somewhat successful 
Provided funding to private 
landowners for conservation 
benefits.   

   

Farm Bill—
Conservation Title.   

Very successful 

On the ground technical support 
for private lands conservation; 
many acres; implementable, 
sustained effort, practical.   

   

Farm Bill-CRP.   Somewhat successful 

Soil conservation, ground water 
storage, habitat for migratory 
neo-trop and upland game birds 
in areas where habitats were not 
available.  Tertiary benefits for 
all native wildlife.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Federal Aid (PR, DJ); 
one should not be 
elevated above the 
other.   

Very successful 
Influx of funding; state-federal 
partnership; reporting process.   

 

Federal Aid funding, 
Hunter Education.   

Very successful 

Legal requirement that all new 
hunters prove the taking and 
passing of a Hunter Education 
course.   

   

Federal Aid in 
funding.   

Very successful 

Conservationists provide the 
funding and USFWS provides 
funds based on number of license 
holders.   

   

Federal Aid in 
Wildlife Restoration 
Act.   

Very successful 

Provides cash to states based on a 
formula considering number of 
hunters and areal extent to 
conduct research and 
management activities in support 
of scientific wildlife 
management.  However, it does 
not take into account non-
consumptive users or non-game 
animals. 

   

Federal Aid positive.   Very successful 
Provided for a stable funding 
base.   

 

Federal Aid such as 
Dingell-Johnson.   

Very successful 

Research and Management 
require money; the Federal Aid 
program assisted states in 
meeting their goals.   

 

Federal Aid.   Very successful 

Clear connection between user 
groups and programmatic 
outcomes funded by the trust 
funds.   

 

Federal Endangered 
Species Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Created barriers for development 
interests to obtain personal 
financial gain at the expense of 
public resources (fish and 
wildlife habitat).  Brought 
attention to and rallied efforts to 
recover at-risk species.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Federal ESA.   Somewhat successful 

Has been successful providing a 
way to focus on species of 
conservation need.  
Unfortunately has not been 
successful in providing federal 
funding or commitments to 
‘recover’ species.  The ESA has 
now been ‘confiscated’ by 
special interest groups with 
political agendas.  Has diverted 
funding and focus from helping 
species to legal battles over 
process.   

   

Federal Excise Tax—
Pittman-Robertson.   

Very successful 
The partnership between industry 
and the wildlife agencies.   

 

Federal Migratory 
Bird Stamp, positive.   

Very successful 

I think the Federal Migratory 
Bird Stamp program has been 
successful because a high 
proportion of stamp receipts have 
actually been spent on the 
acquisition and management of 
wetlands.   

   

Federal Species at 
Risk Act(s).   

Somewhat successful 

Despite the economic and social 
challenges this has created, it has 
raised the bar of the discussion 
and actions needed to recover 
species. It has forced the 
discussion of preventative 
measures and the need for multi-
species and ecosystem 
approaches to conservation.  We 
can’t do it species by species 
once they have entered the 
‘emergency room;’ we obviously 
need a preventative health care 
system.   

   

Federal: Dedicated 
funding through the 
Federal Waterfowl 
Stamp and P-R funds.   

Very successful 

Legally protected dedication of 
funds. The partnership created 
with state agencies with P-R 
funds.   

 

FERC.   Just a little successful 
Reality that waterways and 
resources belong to the public.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Fire management.   Not at all successful    

Feeling that it is 
someone else’s problem 
(along with invasive 
species), failure to look 
at long term 
repercussions, politics.   

Fish and Wildlife 
Acts.   

Very successful 
Legislating public ownership of, 
and access to, wildlife.   

 

Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act.   

Very successful 

It created greater communication 
and collaboration among the 
various conservation 
organizations.   

 

Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act.   

Very successful 

Proposed federal projects that 
may affect fish, wildlife and their 
habitats must consider the 
potential impacts and ways to 
avoid, minimize or mitigate those 
impacts.   

   

Fish and Wildlife 
Recovery Act.   

Somewhat successful       

Fish Hatcheries.   Somewhat successful 
Public support. Need better 
control over stocking the wrong 
species in the wrong places.   

   

Fisher release in the 
northeast.   

Very successful       

Flathead catfish 
introduction.   

Not at all successful    

Managed to provide 
fishing opportunity, but 
that opportunity came at 
great cost in terms of 
loss of native gamefish 
species that became prey 
for the stocked fish.   

Flyway system for 
management of 
waterfowl.   

Very successful 

Strong history of cooperative 
management of a shared resource 
with a clear reason to do so: the 
establishment and maintenance 
of waterfowl hunting regulations 
that promote sustainable 
waterfowl populations and the 
waterfowl hunting tradition.   

   

Formation of species-
specific conservation 
groups (RMEF, QU, 
PF, etc.).   

Very successful 
Involvement of ordinary citizens 
working in consort with wildlife 
professionals.   

   

Formation of USFWS 
as cooperative venture 
with Ducks Unlimited.  

Very successful 
A very early example of public 
agency/private interest group 
cooperation.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Grasslands/Wetlands.   Somewhat successful 

Again, Farm Bill programs have 
helped provide incentives and 
cost-share programs that entice 
landowners to implement 
additional conservation efforts 
which will also benefit their 
operation. In situations where 
programs can benefit both 
wildlife and the landowners 
operation, we can consider the 
program a success.   

   

Gray wolf recovery.   Just a little successful 

Gray wolf populations are 
recovering, thanks to protective 
laws, the West’s reintroduction 
effort, and largely the species’ 
productivity and resilience.  
Acceptance of wolves back on 
the landscape is far from 
successful, with extremists on 
both sides of the issue getting the 
most attention (both wolf-haters 
and wolf-worshipers); change is 
hard, and it takes a long, 
sustained public outreach, 
information and education effort 
to help develop even grudging 
consent to accept this change.   

   

Gray wolf restoration.   Not at all successful 

The ecological need for this top 
predator in the western systems 
in which wolves have been 
restored; the federal dedication to 
its success; education.   

   

Great Lakes 
restoration/protection.   

Somewhat successful 

We have returned the Great 
Lakes to a prominent worldwide 
fishery, but there is still a long 
way to go.   

   

Great Lakes Salmon 
Fishery.   

Somewhat successful 
Support from angling groups. 
Jobs for charter boat operators.   

   

Great Lakes, Pacific 
salmon introductions.   

Somewhat successful 
Very successful. Multi-million 
dollar recreational fisheries 
created.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Great Lakes.   Somewhat successful 

1. A series of crisis that propelled 
the public to demanding and 
supporting solutions to  
a) water quality, and b) 
unbalanced fish populations.  
2. Professional environmental 
scientists/managers willing to 
take risks to provide innovative, 
conservation-based solutions. 

   

Grey Wolf.   Very successful    

Agencies failed to 
realize the impact on Elk 
herds and domestic 
animals from these 
predators.   

"Griz wolves" 
predator restoration.   

Somewhat successful Science made it successful.      

Grizzly bear and wolf 
recovery.   

Very successful State funding and management.      

Grizzly bear recovery.  Somewhat successful 

Multiple agencies involved with 
good funding directed to research 
and management programs. 
Coordinated and cooperative 
work.   

   

Grizzly bear.   Somewhat successful 
Building relationships with 
multiple audiences external to 
government.   

   

Grizzly Bear.   Very successful 

State-led efforts at conflict 
resolution have been huge; it’s a 
really hard lesson for some 
people to absorb, but in my 
opinion, the best thing to 
engender further support for 
grizzly bears is to delist them, 
and resume well-regulated sport 
hunting, for the opportunity, and 
to assist with conflict resolution.   

   

Grizzly bears.   Not at all successful       

Growing politicization 
of agencies.   

Just a little successful 

Only time will tell how big this 
problem will be. However, it is 
and will continue to undercut 
current efforts to manage 
wildlife.   

   

Habitat conservation.   Somewhat successful N/A.      

Habitat protection, 
conservation and 
restoration for 
waterfowl.   

Very successful 

Coordination among states; the 
flyway councils and conservation 
organizations such as ducks 
unlimited and delta.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Harvest management 
of waterfowl—model 
for state-federal 
collaboration.   

Very successful 
Flyway Councils—Excellent 
forums for science based 
recommendations and dialogue.   

   

Human dimensions 
research.   

Just a little successful 

The need to do better with the 
problems we were facing. There 
is only so much you can do 
managing the habitat and the 
land. At some point you need to 
look on the demand side of the 
situation. Know more about it 
and adjust your management to 
account for the users and their 
predilections.   

   

Hunter education.   Just a little successful 

Although incident rates have 
dropped dramatically since the 
NRA instituted firearms safety 
programs, hunter education 
programs across the country have 
failed to evolve to meet customer 
needs and customer demand. 
There is significant unmet 
demand as new customers are 
turned away by lack of 
availability and excessive 
program demands. There is 
enormous waste of funds across 
the country within the current 
programs, funds that could be 
used to create more compelling 
and inviting opportunities for a 
new generation of hunters and 
shooters.   

   

Hunter education.   Very successful       

Hunter 
recruitment/retention
—unsuccessful.   

Somewhat successful 

I think we are still learning about 
what works and what doesn’t on 
this one and that learning is 
coming through adaptive 
feedback.   

   

Hunting license sales.   Just a little successful 
It pays the greatest amount of 
conservation funds annually.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Implementing 
adaptive harvest 
management for 
waterfowl 
populations.   

Somewhat successful 

Using science to base our harvest 
restrictions on, across North 
America, for continental 
populations of waterfowl. Basing 
harvest restrictions on sound 
science is the way to go. Then 
the states have the flexibility to 
be more restrictive as they see fit, 
which allows localized 
management of continental 
populations.   

   

In Alabama the 
restoration of white 
tail deer.   

Somewhat successful 

Whitetail deer were non-existent 
in Alabama in the 1950s. Now it 
is the number-one hunting 
activity and generates 350M 
dollars to our states economy.   

   

Inability to incorporate 
the human dimensions 
of fish and wildlife 
management 
applications into more. 

Not at all successful    
‘We are just a bunch of 
biologists.’   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Inclusion of science 
into the process—
Unsuccessful, except 
in a few cases.   

Not at all successful    

Even under adaptive 
management where 
science and management 
are ‘married’, I have 
heard administrators 
state, ‘But where does 
guy feeling come into 
play.’ I have watched 
decision makers develop 
regulations that would 
help them with some 
hunting and fishing 
activity during their later 
years of retirement, 
while they are ignoring 
the biological and 
scientific basis for such 
decisions. I have set in 
Commission meetings, 
when regulations are 
being proposed, 
discussed, and modified 
based on ‘my friend 
wants us to exclude this 
area from the regulation’ 
and ‘we need to up our 
wildlife damage 
payments, because I am 
having this type of 
damage.’   

Individual species 
restoration 
programs—wild 
turkeys, Whitetail  
deer.   

Somewhat successful 

Relocating wild stock from 
remnant populations into 
available and adequate habitats 
where the target species had been 
extirpated or was at low levels; 
and then affording adequate 
protection through science based 
regulations on harvest.   

   

Joint Ventures.   Somewhat successful 
Being highly collaborative. 
Being non-regulatory.   

   

Lacey Act.   Very successful 
Enforcement across state 
boundaries.   

 

Lacey Act.   Very successful 
Strong penalties and 
imprisonment for offenses.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Lacey Act.   Somewhat successful 

Place a high monetary value on 
fish and wildlife and had stiff 
penalties for those that violated 
the law.   

   

Lacey Act.   Very successful Started it all, enough said.      

Lacey Act.   Very successful 

Enforcement of laws to prevent 
transport of wildlife across state 
boundaries for commercial 
purposes.   

   

Lacey Act.   Very successful 
Eliminated a refuge for violators 
who crossed state lines.   

   

Lacey Act.   Very successful 
Making sure those that would 
steal or over harvest wildlife 
across our state borders.   

   

Land 
Acquisition/Protection
.   

Somewhat successful 

Funding via PR, LWCF, 
NAWCA, duck stamps, bond 
issues. And a wide variety of 
appropriations and private 
efforts. Much more needs to be 
done.   

   

Land and Water 
Conservation Fund.   

Somewhat successful 
Funding for land acquisition.  
Not taxpayer funded.   

   

Land and Water 
Conservation Fund.   

Very successful 

State side aspect of this program 
has protected important 
conservation lands from further 
development.  Its regulations on 
land protection exceed that of the 
PR/DJ funds and it has protected 
large tracts of state lands for 
perpetuity.   

   

Land and Water 
Conservation Fund.   

Somewhat successful 

Moving private lands into 
conservation easements and 
increasing the national refuge 
system has big payoffs for 
wildlife.   

   

Land and Water 
Conservation Fund.   

Somewhat successful 
Appropriations and priority 
setting. Public support.   

   

Landscape 
Conservation 
Cooperatives.   

Very successful 

It may be too early to tell in some 
cases, but the concept of self-
directed partnerships is a 
legitimate approach that can be 
successful should the FWS 
enable (and not restrict) the 
ability of those 22 self-directed 
partnerships to actually chart 
their own course. 
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Landscape 
Conservation 
Cooperatives.   

Somewhat successful 

Cooperative efforts of natural 
resource managers at varying 
levels to bring a greater scientific 
focus to management of our 
nation’s resources.   

   

Landscape resiliency 
or ecosystem 
management.   

Just a little successful 

Single species management 
preference, viewing wildlife as 
game or a use instead of a natural 
resource of high value, difficulty 
in quantifying wildlife value.   

   

Landscape scale 
conservation (Joint 
Ventures, LCCs).   

Somewhat successful 

Joint Ventures have been very 
successful in implementing the 
North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan.  Other efforts 
of JVs have been less successful.  
LCCs are less than ten years old, 
so too early in the game to assess 
their success or lack thereof.   

   

Large-scale habitat 
conservation through 
reservation of federal 
public lands.   

Very successful 

Conserved habitat in general 
rather than focused on 
conserving a single species of 
fish or wildlife.   

 

LCCs (negative).   Just a little successful 

Poorly conceived and not rolled 
out in the spirit of partnership. 
Funding comes at expense of 
other programs. Shifting goals. 
Demand on state agencies 
(especially staff time) not offset 
by accomplishments. Has 
conflicted with existing and 
effective partnerships and 
programs.   

   

Legal conservation 
easements on private 
lands.   

 

Though often not specifically 
intended to conserve wildlife 
habitat, conservation easements 
often result in properties not 
being developed, subdivided, or 
otherwise degraded and thereby 
protecting habitat connectivity 
and contiguity.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Lesser prairie chicken.  Not at all successful    

Failure to act at the 
appropriate time, lack of 
coordination between 
state/federal agencies, 
unwillingness to address 
impacts from grazing 
and energy development 
until after listed as 
threatened.   

LWCF.   Somewhat successful 

Mostly successful.  Not a big fan 
of the state-side funding 
component, but understand the 
need.  Also not a fan of using 
LWCF for easements (unless it’s 
an access easement).  We need 
more land for hunters/anglers and 
generally easements do not 
provide.  

   

Maine successfully 
stopped an initiative to 
ban bait hunting for 
bear.   

Very successful 

Professional wildlife step into the 
political TV and other 
advertisement and the people 
believed the professional over the 
animal rights organizations.   

   

Mallard, successful.   Very successful 

Conservation efforts focused on 
restoring nesting and brood-
rearing habitats.  Harvest 
management reviewed and 
executed through flyway 
councils.  State, federal and NGO 
involvement.   

   

Management of 
continental waterfowl.  

Very successful 

Passionate stakeholder, public 
and private, representing 
waterfowl hunters, conservation 
NGOs, state and federal 
agencies, and cooperative 
agreements and treaties between 
the U. S., Canada, and Mexico.  
You have to give a shout out to 
the Farm Security Act of 1985, 
which introduced CRP to the 
Prairie Pothole Region.   

 

Marine mammals.          

Marketing.   Not at all successful    
Politics, reluctance to 
take a long (strategic) 
view, funding.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Massachusetts beaver, 
fox, coyote and other 
wildlife are now 
considered a pest 
rather than natural 
resources. 

Not at all successful    

The above wildlife 
suffered and are 
suffering because of 
their pest status, while 
the elites got what they 
wanted and changed the 
wildlife board to include 
political appointments 
instead of sportsmen.   

Migratory Bird Act.   Very successful 

Continental Focus, elimination of 
commercial harvest, application 
of limits set by scientific basis, 
regulation of potentially harmful 
methods of taking.   

 

Migratory Bird 
Conservation Stamp 
Act.   

Very successful 

Simplicity and directness. Funds 
are used to conserve habitat for 
migratory birds. All stakeholders 
can understand this basic 
principle and communicate it to 
others.   

 

Migratory Bird 
Flyway Councils.   

Very successful 

Accumulation of science/life 
history information; 
collaboration among states, 
federal agencies and provinces; 
funding sources (migratory bird 
stamps and license fees); defined 
processes for decision-making.   

 

Migratory Bird Treat 
Act.   

Very successful 

Provided for the basis of our 
wildlife regulation. Stopped 
market hunting and mass 
slaughtering of wildlife.   

   

Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act.   

Very successful 

Flyway Management; Migratory 
Bird Initiatives; International 
cooperation to conserve shared 
resources.   

 

Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Recognizing the migratory nature 
of birds and getting hunting of 
birds into a more sane framework 
to minimize over exploitation 
and waste.   

   

Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act.   

Very successful 
Establishing value of migratory 
birds and a legal framework for 
managing them.   

   

Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act.   

Very successful 
Protection of species that cross 
political boundaries.   

   

Migratory Bird treaty 
Acts.   

Very successful Depredation Permits.    
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act—waterfowl and 
migratory upland 
game species.   

Very successful 
Cooperation amongst the nations 
to manage populations and 
habitats on a sustainable basis.   

 

Migratory Birds.   Very successful 
Cooperation of many 
stakeholders. Still need better 
funding for nongame.   

   

Migratory birds.          

Moose in Colorado.   Somewhat successful 

The diligence of Colorado Parks 
and Wildlife (Colorado Division 
of Wildlife) in preparation to find 
suitable habitat, and the constant 
monitoring to evaluate their 
progress in that habitat.   

   

Mountain lions.   Somewhat successful 

Years ago, the estimate of cats in 
the Black Hills was greatly 
underestimated to anyone who 
spent time there. Elk, deer and 
turkey populations have all taken 
a hit.  The state has now dialed in 
a proper strategy and it appears 
we might be going in the right 
direction. I am happy to see the 
lions expanding their territory 
east and hope they can someday 
have a season too.   

   

MRIP.   Just a little successful 
Reliability of data in which to 
make marine fisheries 
management decisions.   

   

National Bobwhite 
Conservation 
Initiative.   

Very successful 
Inclusivity.  Range-wide scope.  
Focused on manageable drivers.  
Offers support to state efforts.   

 

National Conservation 
Training Center.   

Very successful 

There is flexibility to develop 
(and update) the different types 
of training experiences needed by 
resource professionals.  There is 
a great variety of training 
targeted for professionals at all 
levels in their career.  Very 
collaborative environment.  
Partners from outside of Interior 
can participate in projects, which 
mirrors the environment in which 
these resource decisions have to 
be made.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

National 
Environmental Policy 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

This law has certainly benefited 
wildlife in various ways; 
however, in general, this law is a 
terrible time and money waster 
for federal agencies.  In recent 
times we are witnessing a trend 
towards litigation similar to the 
ESA.  Because the law is 
complex, new challenges 
frequently arise.  As a result, 
government agencies attempt to 
perform more complex analyses 
and conduct more reviews, to 
avoid lawsuits.  This adds to 
workloads and takes away from 
agency missions.   

   

National 
Environmental Policy 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Forcing consideration of wildlife 
when making long term 
commitments to land uses that 
destroy critical habitat.   

   

National 
Environmental 
Protection Act, 
Endangered Species 
and other regulatory 
acts.   

Just a little successful 

These regulatory laws were 
successful and appropriate for the 
time they were developed, 
however over time I think they 
have become time and funding 
sinks that also open up decisions 
to litigation which typically 
impedes conservation.  They 
focus on enforcement and 
punishment and do not provide 
an incentive to exceed the 
minimum required by law.  They 
do however stop extremely bad 
things from occurring, so that is 
where their success has been 
realized.   

   

National Forest 
Management Act.   

Somewhat successful 

NFMA helped specify how 
management of federal lands 
needs to consider and incorporate 
various societal needs, including 
wildlife.   

   

National Forest 
system.   

Very successful 
Purchase of public lands for 
multiple use.   

 

National Parks system.  Very successful 
Near complete protection of 
habitat and wildlife.   

   

National Wildlife 
Refuge System.   

Very successful Preservation of Habitat.    



180 Responsive Management 

Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

National Wildlife 
Refuge system.   

Very successful 

Generally refuges have done a 
great job at providing habitat, but 
limiting access to the resource 
has been a shortcoming of the 
initiative—USFWS is too slow to 
allow access sometimes when 
Duck Stamp funding is used.   

   

National Wildlife 
Refuges.   

Somewhat successful 
Provides habitat for wildlife and 
recreation opportunities for 
people.   

   

NAWCA.   Very successful 

Broad partnerships to match 
federal dollars to local dollars 
with a very focused impact on 
waterfowl.   

   

NAWCA.   Very successful Protection of breeding grounds.      

NAWCA.   Somewhat successful 

It’s done a very nice job of 
encouraging wetland 
development/restoration in areas 
where those activities are mostly 
effective.   

   

NAWMP and JVs.   Very successful Visionary, partnership based.      

Neonicotinoids 
pesticides still 
available for use will 
wipe out insect eating 
wildlife if allowed to. 

Not at all successful    See earlier comments.   

Neotropical Migratory 
Bird Conservation 
Act.   

Very successful 

It has provided the first-ever 
public funding for habitat 
conservation and management, as 
well as research and monitoring 
in Latin America, which is 
critical to the survival of 
migratory birds in North 
America, a key public trust 
resource.   

 

NEPA.   Very successful 
It has prevented bad development 
projects and improved other 
projects to reduce habitat effects.  

   

NEPA.   Somewhat successful 

With the broad reach of the 
federal nexus, NEPA has 
required analyses of potential 
impacts to species, at least 
partially bringing to light 
potential impacts from various 
development activities.   

   

NEPA.   .       
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

NEPA.   Somewhat successful 

Human populations are growing, 
and human demands on the 
environment are growing. NEPA 
requires developers to slow down 
and gives opponents of 
development a chance to be 
heard and to minimize negative 
impacts of development.   

   

NEPA.   Not at all successful    

Need for EAs and/or 
EISs for just about every 
action on Federal lands 
has eliminated the 
federal biologist as a 
resource management 
tool.  It has also killed 
the job satisfaction of 
many Federal 
biologists—they get to 
sit inside wading through 
legal and regulatory 
requirements while what 
little actual wildlife work 
done on fed lands is 
contracted to consultants 
often with far less 
experience, 
understanding, and 
training.  Also, has not 
improved resource 
management nor 
contributed to recovery 
of threatened and 
endangered species. 

NEPA.   Don’t know 

NEPA forces the agencies to 
analyze what will and will not 
impact a specie or species from a 
particular planned action. NEPA 
and ESA go hand-in-hand.   

   

NEPA/CEQA—makes 
people think before 
they act.   

Somewhat successful 
Still too much politics 
involved—can’t change nature’s 
laws like we can man’s.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

New England 
cottontail restoration 
program in the 
Northeast.   

Very successful 

There is a path that has been 
followed and supported by 6 
states in the Northeast that has 
made great strides in habitat 
restoration, captive rearing and 
outreach efforts. Begin with a 
formal relationship among states, 
USFWS and NRCS in contract 
form, establishing an executive 
committee. In addition, establish 
a technical committee and a 
series of work groups to involve 
many hands in the work. Support 
research and continuous learning. 
Write a restoration plan with the 
input of all. Include an outreach 
plan within the restoration. Seek 
funding from many sources, 
establish priority actions and 
follow-through. Build and 
maintain relationships among all 
the parties—trust each other. 
Meet regularly and share success 
stories.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

No non-fishing/non-
hunting user 
connected system of 
funding support.   

Not at all successful    

Past attempts to follow 
the P-R and D-J models 
of excise taxes on 
equipment used to enjoy 
fish and wildlife 
recreation have failed 
with the non-
consumptive public 
because targeted 
equipment (i.e., 
binoculars) are not 
exclusive to wildlife 
watching, or we’ve 
failed to inform/educate 
viewers that taxing 
backyard bird feeders or 
seed is not punitive to 
those already ‘helping’ 
wildlife. Efforts to 
collect funds through 
income tax check-off or 
personalized motor 
vehicle license plate 
programs are relying on 
government-by-donation 
(which we don’t do for 
other government 
services like education 
or transportation).   

Non-Game Act of 
1980.   

Just a little successful 

Many more Americans view 
wildlife than fish or hunt. Few of 
these Americans relate to fish 
and wildlife agencies in the USA. 
The non-game act of 1980 and 
related efforts in non-game 
conservation since that time have 
provided a venue for improving 
non-game fish and wildlife 
populations and for engaging the 
great numbers of Americans that 
enjoy wildlife in a non-
consumptive way.   

   

Non-toxic shoot for 
hunting waterfowl—
Successful, why do we 
continue to combat 
initiatives that work? 

Somewhat successful 

As stated, why do we continue to 
combat similar initiatives that 
would positively affect other 
wildlife and fish species?   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

North American 
Grassland 
Conservation Plan for 
Prairie Grouse.   

. 

A range-wide perspective was 
developed using a science-based 
approach, lack of funding and 
long-term commitment has 
hindered its objectives being met.  

   

North American 
Model for 
Conservation/ 
Whitetail  deer.   

Very successful 

The biggest factor in the success 
of this conservation success story 
involved the willing participation 
of millions of hunters who 
supported restoring deer 
populations because those deer 
had value to them.   

 

North American 
Model of 
Conservation.   

Very successful 

Simply put...Sportsmen Pay for 
Conservation. This program also 
supplied the necessary financial 
resources to manage fish and 
wildlife.   

   

North American 
Waterfowl 
Management Plan.   

Very successful 
Scientific basis and collaborative 
implementation.   

 

North American 
Waterfowl 
Management Plan.   

Very successful 

Capturing a wide and growing 
interest. Being highly 
collaborative. Being non-
regulatory.   

 

North American 
Waterfowl 
Management Plan.   

Very successful 

Born out of a crisis, the partners 
worked together to develop an 
approach that was scientifically 
sound and measurable.  The trust 
and dedication of the partners has 
made it successful.   

 

North American 
Waterfowl 
Management Plan.   

Very successful 

Shared goals and vision based on 
clear need for action; promotion 
of collaboration and cooperation 
in setting objectives and 
developing strategies to meet 
goals.   

 

North American 
Waterfowl 
Management Plan.   

Very successful 

Vision!  Well thought-out plan 
that included an Implementation 
arm (which by the way was 
based on partnerships).   

 

North American 
Waterfowl 
Management Plan.   

Very successful 

Community program with many 
stakeholders involved. Good 
financial contributions from 
governments (all levels) and non-
profits.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

North American 
Waterfowl 
Management Plan.   

Very successful 
Grassroots planning, diverse 
partnerships; international 
cooperation.   

   

North American 
Waterfowl 
Management Plan.   

Very successful 

International cooperation, long-
term goals, science-based 
approach, use of adaptive 
management principles, and key 
‘champions’ in the conservation 
community that dedicated their 
work toward the initiative.   

   

North American 
Waterfowl 
Management Plan.   

Somewhat successful 

Providing a forum for common 
goal setting and partnership on a 
continental scale. But this effort 
has plateaued as well, and needs 
new energy and broadening.   

   

North American 
Waterfowl 
Management Plan.   

Somewhat successful 

International 
agreement/cooperation.  Science 
based knowledge of species 
status and needs. Political 
support.   

   

North American 
Waterfowl 
Management Program.  

Very successful 
Vision, resources, and 
commitment to make it happen.   

   

North American 
Waterfowl Plan.   

Very successful       

North American 
Waterfowl Plan; help 
preserve and protect 
wet lands.   

Very successful 
Establish regulations and funding 
to protect wet lands.   

   

North American 
Wetlands 
Conservation Act 
(positive).   

Very successful 
Widespread political support. 
Good funding (generally). 
Quantifiable successes.   

   

North American 
Wetlands 
Conservation Act, 
(successful).   

Very successful 

Focused on restoring 
grassland/wetland complexes 
over large landscapes.  
Conservation efforts led by a 
well educated and experienced 
council and management boards.  
Conservation efforts designed 
and implemented by well-
educated and well-trained 
scientists.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

North American 
Wetlands 
Conservation Act.   

Very successful 

Due to its longer history and 
much larger annual budget, this 
program has protected and 
enhanced even more acres of 
wetlands than the NMBCA.   

   

Northwest Forest 
Plan-successful and 
we need to stick to it, 
change survey and 
manage as needed. 

Somewhat successful 

Somewhat successful, 
comprehensive look and attempt 
to protect all species while still 
managing federal forests.   

   

NRCS Conservation 
Initiatives.   

. 

It has provided dollars for 
conservation that is directed 
towards species and the 
management of that ecosystem to 
create sustainable habitat that can 
co-exist with farmers and 
ranchers needs.   

   

Outreach to non 
sportsmen about 
wildlife issues.   

Not at all successful    

Willingness to engage.  
Knowledge of whom to 
engage and in what 
manner.   

Pacific salmon.   Don’t know       

Partners in Flight.   Very successful 

Collaboration among 
federal/state agencies, NGOs, 
industry, academia; full lifecycle 
conservation focus.   

 

Partners in Flight.   Very successful 

Capturing a huge, undervalued, 
and growing demographic in 
society. Being highly 
collaborative. Being non-
regulatory.   

   

Passage of Pittman-
Robertson Act.   

Very successful 

Mission focus; constituent 
support and involvement; 
structure and provisions of the 
Act and state participation 
requirements; oversight by the 
Fish and Wildlife Service; and 
commitment from professional 
staff.   

 

Pheasant.   Very successful 
Utilization of federal Farm Bill 
programs, collaboration between 
state agencies and NGOs.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Pittman-Robertson 
(positive).   

Very successful 

The program created a sustained 
funding base for wildlife 
conservation programming 
across USA; without this funding 
many programs would not have 
been developed/ implemented.   

   

Pittman-Robertson / 
Dingell-Johnson.   

Very successful 

Very successful in the context of 
providing a steady and largely 
reliable stream of funding for 
state fish and wildlife agencies 
and for supporting habitat 
conservation.   

   

Pittman-Robertson 
Act (= successful).   

Very successful 
The elegant simplicity of its user-
pay concept/nature.   

 

Pittman-Robertson 
act, funding for 
wildlife agencies.   

Very successful Funding to wildlife agencies.    

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful 
Protection of funds in perpetuity 
and user generated funding.   

 

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful 
Standardization across the nation 
and hunter/trapper involvement.   

 

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful 

Contributions by important 
stakeholder groups, e.g., hunters. 
Helps keep state game agencies 
focused on species of 
importance.   

 

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful 

Contributes important funding to 
conservation. Should be 
expanded to other equipment 
such as bird watching equipment, 
etc.   

 

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful 
Funds received for states to 
utilize for their individual 
concerns.   

 

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful 

The dedicated and consistent 
funding, and the excellent 
administration of those funds by 
USFWS, and the state agencies 
were key.   

 

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful 

Voluntary taxation by a user 
group who is willing to pay for 
the improvement of a resource 
they value.   

 

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful 

Consistent funding and ability to 
acquire important lands, conduct 
research, monitor populations, 
manage habitats.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful 
Mandatory government and 
citizen involvement in wildlife 
preservation.   

 

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Enabled agencies to establish 
more management areas for 
public use and create educational 
and youth programs.   

   

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

1) Created integrated State—
Federal—private conservation 
efforts/partnerships;  2) Created 
sustainable conservation funding;  
3) Created a level playing field 
for all participants and funders;  
4) Created systems of science, 
governance, and conservation 
delivery. 

   

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful See my comments earlier.      

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful 

It created significant funding for 
all states for research, land 
acquisition and other important 
wildlife related programs.   

   

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful 

Hunters created the program via 
congressional action.  A tax 
created by those that would be 
taxed to help fund programs they 
support.   

   

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Very successful 
Strong Public and Industry 
Support.   

   

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Those that use the resource pay 
for its conservation. The short 
coming is that hikers/ viewers 
don’t pay sufficiently for the 
amount of use they have.   

   

Pittman-Robertson 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Good program to support state 
level efforts, however, would be 
better if law enforcement was 
eligible to receive funds.   

   

Pittman-Robertson 
and Dingell Johnson 
Acts/ Multiple species.  

Very successful 
Continuous funding for wildlife 
research, management, and land 
acquisition.   

 

Pittman-Robertson is 
positive.   

Very successful 

Its establishment at a time when 
hunter numbers were growing, 
thus maximizing the dollar 
contribution by hunters as a 
whole, at a critical time in the 
history of conservation.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Pittman-Robertson 
provides self imposed 
tax on 
consumers/sportsmen 
to help fund wildlife 
management.  

Very successful 
The fact that it was sportsman- 
(first conservationists-) driven 
from the onset.   

 

Pittman-Robertson—
(money should not be 
restricted).   

Somewhat successful 
Money should not be restricted to 
spending only on game species.   

   

Pittman-Robertson, 
Dingell Johnson.   

Very successful 

Inclusiveness, this act includes 
industry, users, and public 
officials and enables the public 
managers the flexibility to use 
funds where they are most 
needed under current conditions.  
It does not restrict the use of the 
funding as long as the use is 
within the broad sideboards of 
the law, which is important.   

 

Pittman-Robertson, 
Dingell-Johnson.   

Very successful 
Unfortunately, we live in a time 
when money drives everything. 
No dough, no go.   

   

Pittman-Robertson, 
Whitetail deer.   

Very successful Same as #1.      

Pittman-Robertson, 
Wild Turkey 
Restoration.   

Very successful 

Supported by federally collected 
money from a populace desiring 
to give it; state agencies worked 
with an NGO (Wild Turkey 
Federation) to capture, transport, 
release, protect and conserve 
wild turkeys. Multiple people 
with diverse backgrounds came 
together for a common interest 
and solved this problem.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
User-pay/user-play aspect and it 
is protected statutorily.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
Funding for management and 
research for wildlife.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful Funding aspect.    

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful Funding.    

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
Protection of License revenues!  
Fiscal Resources to conduct 
activities.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
The funding it provides at the 
state level.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
The willingness of the 
manufacturers to initiate the 
program.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 

It has generated hundreds of 
millions of dollars for wildlife 
management and research over 
the years and, as importantly, it 
has helped protect money 
generated from hunting license 
sales from diversion.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 

It was initiated by those who use 
the resource the most (mostly 
hunters) and not forced by some 
small extreme group.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
Needed funding to the agencies 
that area mandated to manage 
and protect our resources.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
Funding, required state match, 
well organized, sustained effort.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 

It provided funding and there 
was no way the politicians could 
divert the funds to another 
source.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
Excise taxes paid on every single 
firearm and round of ammunition 
sold since 1937.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
State agencies could not operate 
without this funding mechanism.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful It is mandated.    

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 

Provided critical ‘user pays’ 
funding.  It is limited because it 
only provides funding from an 
increasingly narrow slice of the 
public, and the narrow 
application of funds has not led 
to expansion of the segment of 
society that is supporting 
conservation.  

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
The formula to all states, the 
requirement of assent legislation, 
the reporting requirements.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful Industry buy-in.    
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 

Significant financial support for 
wildlife conservation, research, 
and management through the 
purchase of outdoor equipment; 
primary reason for success was 
forward-thinking legislators.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful Funding.    

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
It brought significant funding to 
many programs that otherwise 
would not have been there.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 

Pittman-Robertson funds 
research and makes the 
connection with recreational 
anglers. It also provides 
opportunities to reach boat 
enthusiasts through Clean Marina 
Programs and pump-outs 
drawing the connection between 
clean water, recreation and 
wildlife/fish. 

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful   

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 

User pay tax widely supported by 
hunters both at its inception as 
well as today. Direct link 
between dollars taxed and actual 
work on the ground.  Linking 
state eligibility to continued use 
of hunting license fees for 
wildlife conservation.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful Created a funding source.    

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
Drafters had pure motives and 
protected the funding.   

 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful The continuous flow of funding.    

Pittman-Robertson.   Somewhat successful 
Return of funds to state wildlife 
management programs.   

   

Pittman-Robertson.   Somewhat successful 
Provision of secure funding for 
state agencies to manage the 
resources.   

   

Pittman-Robertson.   Somewhat successful 
Sustained funding source to 
support state management needs.  

   

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
Steady and reliable stream of 
funding for wildlife conservation 
and management projects.   

   

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful       

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
Funding for many, many 
important wildlife programs.   

   



192 Responsive Management 

Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 

Sustained funding for wildlife 
regulation activities; also 
provides contributions to funding 
from non-consumptive users who 
purchase designated 
merchandise.  Sharing with state 
agencies ensures efficiency of 
program delivery.   

   

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 

Clear objectives and purpose, 
including a clear link between 
those who pay and those who 
benefit. The economics of it 
simply make sense given the 
linkage between the tax and use.   

   

Pittman-Robertson.   Very successful 
Sustained funding which has a 
measurable output.   

   

Pittman-Robertson.   Somewhat successful 
Provided the infrastructure and 
resources to manage game 
species.   

   

Pittman-Robertson.   Just a little successful       

Pittman-Robertson.   Somewhat successful 

Unique funding mechanism that 
uses specific tax to support the 
resource being taxed.  PR should 
be expanded to all outdoor 
recreation related equipment and 
clothing.   

   

Pittman-Robertson.   Somewhat successful State-level control.      

Pittman-Robertson.   Somewhat successful 
Unsure, work for feds and not 
state.   

   

Pittman-Robinson.   Very successful 
Making sure the money is used 
as intended is the key to its 
success.   

   

PR Act.   Very successful 
Provides science based 
management.   

 

PR Act.   Very successful 
Dedicated, permanently 
appropriated funding mechanism.  

 

PR and DJ act 
programs.   

Very successful User tax.    

PR and DJ.   Very successful 

Excise taxes provided the 
funding for wildlife and fisheries 
management. Without these two 
acts, funding would be primarily 
issue driven and resource 
management would be even more 
of a mess.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

PR and DJ.   Very successful 

Funded by primary user group 
i.e., hunters and fishermen. 
Funds focused on science based 
management and research.   

 

P-R and D-J.   Very successful 

Dedicated funding, strict rules to 
prevent funds from being used 
for unintended and unrelated 
purposes, and the user pays—
public benefits model.   

 

P-R and SFR.   Very successful Stable stakeholder based funding.   

PR funding: without 
this initiative our 
agency would have no 
funding for hunter 
education.  

Very successful 
The ability for state agencies to 
receive tax funding on arms and 
ammunition.   

 

P-R, D-J.   Very successful 
Dedicated funding source, assent 
legislation.   

 

P-R, W-B.   Very successful N/A.    

PR.   Very successful 
User pay = user (and public) 
benefit.   

 

PR.   Very successful   

PR.   Very successful 
Support of the end user.  
Appropriate allocation to the 
states.   

 

PR.   Very successful Getting funds to the states.    

PR.   Very successful Support of those being taxed.    

PR.    

Funding numerous programs for 
research, land acquisition, and 
habitat creation/management/ 
rehabilitation; applied at national 
extent but on local levels.   

   

PR.   Somewhat successful 
Taxation of ammo and all 
firearms and archery tackle.   

   

PR.          

P-R.   Very successful Solid funding.    

P-R.   Very successful 
Sizable, dependable source of 
income for the States.  Reporting 
requirements.  Need for a match.   

 

P-R.   Very successful 

Willingness on the part of 
hunters, anglers, recreational 
shooters, etc. to help pay the 
costs of fish and wildlife 
management.   

 

P-R.   Very successful 
Total dollars delivered and they 
were never diverted.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

PR/DJ (positive).   Very successful 
Visionary at inception.  Political 
support and strong protection in 
law.  Tangible benefits.   

 

PR/DJ Funds.   Very successful 
Long-term vision, impact on the 
ground, stable impact, 
defendable approach.   

 

PR/DJ.   Very successful 
User-pay, user-benefit.  Ensuring 
that funding was such that states 
were able to manage.   

 

PR/DJ.   Very successful 
That it is a trust fund dedicated to 
wildlife and sport fish restoration 
and management.   

 

PR/DJ.   Somewhat successful 
User supported, sustainable and 
significant.   

   

PR/DJ.   Somewhat successful 

I say somewhat because due to 
the lack of required reporting 
from the states it’s hard to say if 
the money equates to a 
measurable outcome.   

   

PR/DJ-WB.   Very successful 
Simplicity, integrity, grassroots 
support (especially initially).   

   

Private lands efforts.   Very successful 

Engagement of the public; 
expansion of knowledge; 
broadening of professional 
skill—sets (including and 
especially social skills), 
expansion of partners and 
policies; collaboration.   

   

Professional Staff.   Very successful 

Establishment of accredited 
university programs that gave 
professionals the basic training 
coupled with the creation of 
professional societies (TWS, 
AFS, etc.) that provide 
opportunities for continuing 
education.   

   

Professional, science-
based wildlife 
management.   

Very successful 

De-politicized (for the most part) 
process of managing fish and 
wildlife placing an emphasis first 
on following science.   

   

Protection of salmon 
in habitats.   

Very successful 

Identifying the need to protect 
limited, critical habitat for 
popular sport fishes (many 
endemic).   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

PR—provides a 
foundation for many 
of our day-to-day 
efforts.   

Somewhat successful 

The funding it provides is huge, 
however, the process for 
obtaining those funds has 
become increasingly difficult to 
receive and the annual workload 
is now horrendous.   

   

Public Land 
Management.   

Just a little successful 

Failure to align state wildlife 
management with public land 
(habitat) management. Failure to 
exert influence on decision 
making process for major 
projects/impacts (energy, 
grazing). Public lands are 
supposed to be managed for 
multiple uses (success) and 
include input from the public 
(democratic principle).   

   

Public land use.   Very successful 
The provision of extensive public 
lands, particularly in the West.   

 

Public lands.   Somewhat successful 

Landscape scale habitat benefits, 
land use regulations fairly well 
enforced, public awareness and 
investment fairly high.   

   

Public opinion 
research and an 
increased emphasis on 
the importance of 
people.   

Somewhat successful 

Sound wildlife policy and 
management are more effective 
when you win the hearts, minds 
and behavior of the people you 
serve. When we talk with, 
survey, listen to the public, we 
can share information that helps 
them do the right thing for 
wildlife and act as ambassadors 
for the work.   

   

Publication of A Sand 
County Almanac.   

Very successful 
Sound science and 
commonsense.   

 

Puerto Rican parrot.   Very successful 

Using science to direct 
conservation efforts. Developing 
targeted partnerships and linking 
the conservation of a species to 
the cultural values of the people.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Recent versions of the 
Farm Bill.   

Somewhat successful 

1. More emphasis on long-term 
conservation than short-term.  2. 
Economics of farming changed 
to encourage landowners to set-
aside marginal farmland.  3. 
Improved economic incentives 
for wildlife conservation.  4. 
Sustainability issues on-farm 
dictated operational changes.   

   

Recovery of game 
species via P-R 
programs (deer, geese, 
etc.).   

Very successful 
User-pay system with 
professional leadership.   

   

Recovery of multiple 
wildlife populations.   

Just a little successful 

Hunter’s desires to perpetuate 
their sport and their willingness 
to participate in person and with 
funding restoration efforts.   

   

Recovery of popular 
games species such as 
Whitetail  deer and 
wild turkey.   

Very successful 

Good management, reduced 
hunting pressure, better habitat, 
re-introduction into certain areas 
(e.g., wild turkey).   

 

Recovery of the 
peregrine falcon.   

Very successful 

The Peregrine Fund.  Elimination 
of DDT from most of North 
America’s food web.  It is a 
species that the public can see 
and understand.   

   

Recovery of the 
Whooping Crane.   

Very successful 

Public Awareness and use of the 
species as a symbol of 
endangered species.  USFWS.  It 
is a large charismatic species.   

   

Recruitment and 
retention of hunters.   

Not at all successful    

The intentional 
allocation of resources 
that mirror those 
distributed to other 
efforts within the 
wildlife profession.   

Recycling of wild 
trout resources.   

Very successful 

The largest change has been the 
thinking of anglers from a 
consumptive view of use, to one 
of recycling (catch and release) 
ethic. What was only a small 
movement in the ‘60s and 
become very important to serious 
wild trout anglers.   

 

Reintroduction of 
game species.   

Very successful Support of public.      
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Restocking and proper 
management of the 
wild turkey have 
restored historic 
population levels 
across.  

Very successful 

Comments related to the 
whitetail deer can be applied to 
the success of managing the wild 
turkey across America.   

   

Restocking and proper 
management of 
Whitetail  deer have 
restored historic 
population levels. 

Very successful 

Increased hunting opportunities 
gave rise to economic gains from 
local to national levels.  The 
economic gains fueled the 
development of governmental 
regulatory agencies and the 
increasing need for professional 
wildlife managers. Also, the 
development of non-government 
organizations as species-specific 
support groups has been an 
integral influence on the 
management success of Whitetail  
deer.   

 

Restoration of key 
wildlife species.   

Very successful 

Habitat conditions were restored; 
and we learned the methods for 
restoration of wildlife 
populations. None of this would 
have happened without secure 
funding and without the 
dedication of trained 
professionals.   

   

Restoration of the 
whitetail deer.   

Very successful 
Reintroductions and management 
by state wildlife agencies.   

   

Restoration of the wild 
turkey / whitetail deer 
management.   

Very successful 

Public appeal and resulting 
recreational interest and 
connection with industry plus 
enjoyment of the successes.   

   

Restoration of the wild 
turkey.   

Very successful 

1) Turkey Hunters. 2) NWTF. 3) 
They taste good. 4) They are 
visible to the general public and 
easy to identify.   

 

Restoration of the wild 
turkey.   

Very successful 
Reintroductions and management 
by state wildlife agencies.   

   

Restoration of various 
wildlife species.   

Very successful       

Restoration of 
Whitetail  deer across 
the country—model 
for successful 
restoration.   

Very successful 
Good research, well-trained 
managers, and appropriate 
stateside regulatory constructs.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Restoration of 
whitetail deer.   

Very successful 

Funding for restoration.  Hard 
work of many individuals and 
agencies.  Cooperation of many 
individuals and agencies.   

   

Restoration of wood 
duck populations 
through the wood 
duck box program and 
CWA.   

Very successful 

Restricting harvest, 
implementing the wood duck box 
program which anyone could 
participate in—nationwide 
interest and capacity to 
participate across very broad 
stakeholder groups.   

 

River Otter.          

Ruffed 
grouse/woodcock.   

Not at all successful    
Losing the professional 
argument for active 
forest management.   

Sage Grouse Initiative.  Somewhat successful 

Broad scale coordinated 
management efforts including 
monitoring, research, planning 
and habitat restoration efforts 
across state lines.  Historic 
proportions, unfortunately took 
lawsuits in order to get federal 
land managers to final 
acknowledge and implement 
change.  May be too little to late 
in spite of state efforts.  Lacks 
federal funding for federal lands.   

   

Sage grouse.   Very successful 

Identification and education 
surrounding sage grouse habitat 
and the host of species impacted 
by said habitat.   

   

Same as 16.   Not at all successful    

Lack of consistency of 
application and zealotry 
resulting in examples of 
sea otters wiping out all 
other species in Alaska.   

Same as 17.   Not at all successful    Same.   

Science based 
restoration and 
management.   

Very successful 

This initiative supplied the 
trained professionals needed to 
get the job of restoration, habitat 
protection and development 
done.  It supplied those that had 
the ‘Fire in Their Belly’ for 
conservation.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Because wetlands are connected 
to the waters of the US and 
because it is illegal to dump 
pollutants into these waters, the 
wetlands have received far more 
legal protection that the uplands 
which do not have this ‘water’ 
connection.   

   

Section 6 of the 
Endangered Species 
Act.   

Somewhat successful 

Funding for land acquisition for 
endangered species or their 
habitat.  Directly linked to the 
species at risk.   

   

Smallmouth bass 
management in 
streams and lakes.   

Somewhat successful 

Smallmouth bass management, 
of a slow growing long lived 
species, has improved greatly in 
most states where this species 
contributes to the fisheries 
program. Wisconsin, Minnesota, 
Iowa, and Missouri come to 
mind. There is room for 
improvement, which will come 
as anglers require agencies to 
improve management efforts. A 
problem has been the distribution 
of smallmouth to river systems 
where they are not native, mostly 
in the west. This should not be 
allowed, but in my view there is 
no way they are going to be 
stopped. 

   

Special reports in 
newspapers and 
magazines.   

Very successful       

Species at risk (both 
positive and negative 
impacts).   

Somewhat successful 

Positive: raised the 
understanding and profile of 
species at risk and, in many 
cases, identified why and/or what 
significance that species had to 
the overall sustained health of the 
landscape.  Negative: in Canada 
at least, the legislation does not 
go far enough to recognize and 
accept the value of current 
landscape stewardship best 
practices by landowners in the 
overall ability to sustain a species 
or bring a species back from 
being at risk.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Sport Fish and 
Wildlife Restoration.   

Very successful 

Provided a stable funding base 
that allowed the establishment of 
a professional and trained fish 
and wildlife conservation staff in 
every state.   

 

Sport Fish Restoration 
Act.   

Very successful 

Very successful (button doesn’t 
work).  Wallop-Breaux 
amendment that tripled revenue.  
Permanent-indefinite funding and 
license fee protection.   

 

Sport Fish Restoration 
Fund.   

Somewhat successful 

Successful: providing stable 
funding for states to conduct fish 
and wildlife work. Less 
Successful: Becoming controlled 
by a small voice that is 
amplified—not truly addressing 
all citizens.   

   

Sport Fish Restoration 
Program.   

Very successful 

Permanent federal funding, 
protected license fees, increased 
funding of Wallop-Breaux 
amendment resulted in 
tremendous advances in research, 
professional development etc.   

 

Sportfish and Wildlife 
Restoration Acts.   

Very successful 
Protection of States hunting and 
fishing funds.   

 

Sportfish Restoration 
Fund.   

Somewhat successful 
Reliable funding source for 
fishery science to keep resources 
sustainable.   

   

Sportfish Restoration.   Very successful 
Funding for many, many 
important fisheries programs.   

   

State and Tribal 
Wildlife Grants/State 
Wildlife Action Plans.  

Very successful 

Provided funding to support the 
conservation of nongame fish 
and wildlife in all the states and 
territories.  Led to the 
development of State Wildlife 
Action Plans.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

State funding to 
support Canadian 
NAWMP projects.   

Somewhat successful 

This programs success is 
primarily a result of strong 
science that supports the 
connection between the states 
and the waterfowl breeding 
grounds in Canada. Many state 
agencies value waterfowl 
relatively high within their 
resource responsibilities and thus 
invest significantly into 
waterfowl conservation. Most 
states employ highly educated 
waterfowl biologists to provide 
direction in managing their 
waterfowl resources and budgets.  

   

State voter initiatives 
creating state wildlife 
agencies.   

Very successful 
Diverse partnership—voters—
created the agencies.   

 

State Wildlife Action 
Plan.   

Somewhat successful 

A great document that has been 
hamstrung by an unreliable 
funding source and a 
bureaucratic approach to its 
implementation. Stakeholder 
engagement made it stronger.   

   

State Wildlife Grants.   Very successful 

Additional funding for state 
agencies to organize, inventory 
and begin to adapt management 
practices for conservation of non-
game species as funds have been 
expended to obtain greater 
understanding of species 
presence and biological needs.   

   

State Wildlife Grants.   Somewhat successful 

States have been successful in 
receiving funding for wildlife 
diversity programs for more than 
10 years.  However, the level of 
funding has been far short of 
what is needed to be very 
successful.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

State Wildlife Grants.   Very successful 

The requirement for all states and 
territories to describe habitats, 
species of greatest conservation 
need, stressors, conservation 
actions, and to place all of that in 
a state plan was the first time we 
ever communicated such a 
comprehensive package to the 
public.  This program was 
successful in planning, but the 
implementation is weak (due to 
lack of funding) and should be 
strengthened through land and 
water conservation funding.   

   

State Wildlife Grants.   Somewhat successful 

Default program in lieu of others 
(e.g., Teaming with Wildlife); 
provides variable degree of 
funding to states (incl. other 
entities) for approved programs 
in line with state’s Action Plan, 
esp. Species of Critical 
Environmental Concern.  Seems 
effective and useful so far; need 
longer timeline to ascertain 
effectiveness.   

   

State Wildlife 
Grants—positive.   

Very successful Created a stable funding base.      

State: Dedicated 
funding through 
hunting license 
revenues.   

Very successful 

Legal protection of the 
dedication along with the 
influence of science based 
management.   

   

State: Dedicated 
funding through 
lottery and sale tax 
receipts.   

Very successful 

Constitutional dedication of 
funds via voting by citizens not 
only protects funds but also 
sends a powerful political 
message.   

   

Stop Aquatic 
Hitchhikers.   

Somewhat successful 

Identifying basic best- 
management practices for the 
outdoor recreational community 
to follow in stopping the spread 
of invasive species.  Clean drain 
dry.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Striped bass 
restoration on the East 
Coast.   

Not at all successful    

Again, FWS has taken 
way too long to delist 
bear populations after 
they have reached 
recovery. Additionally, 
the FWS has continually 
raised the bar for 
recovery.   

Successful—Pittman-
Robertson Hunter 
Education and Range 
Development 
Programs.   

Very successful 

Reduced accident rate.  Improved 
compliance rate (wildlife laws).  
Enhanced image of hunting and 
hunters, especially by the non-
hunting public and families 
(fathers and mothers).   

   

Successful—Wildlife 
Land Acquisition 
using Pittman-
Robertson funding.   

Very successful 

Purchases of large tracts of 
wildlife habitat important to all 
species and to those that have 
little habitat left by which to 
survive.   

   

Technology.   Not at all successful    

State Fish and Wildlife 
agencies are between 8-
10 years behind current 
technologies. Successful 
businesses abandoned 
the oft-used terms 
‘webmaster’ and ‘web 
page’ years ago, 
indicating a level of 
technology ‘immaturity’ 
amongst the states.  The 
current cost recovery 
models for funding 
technologies such as 
licensing and permitting 
sales severely impedes 
opportunities to leverage 
new technologies to 
provide better Customer 
experiences, grow 
Customer numbers and 
revenues.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

The addition of 
Aquatic Resource 
Education to Wallop-
Breaux.   

Somewhat successful 

Having a professional association 
(AREA) that meets bi-annually 
to discus failures and successes 
in AREA programs, especially in 
engaging new publics, women 
and Hispanics, African-
Americans, and youth to the out 
of doors experience.   

   

The Endangered 
Species Act has been 
very much abused: 
needs rewritten or 
abolished.   

Somewhat successful 
Clean air and water was very 
positive in the late 1960. It is 
being abused today.   

   

The Endangered 
Species Act.   

. 

Those species like the alligator 
and the bald eagle, where the 
cause of their decline could be 
identified and easily fixed, (i.e., 
stop poaching alligators and 
remove DDT to prevent thinning 
of eagle eggs) it has been 
successful.  It has not been 
successful where less charismatic 
species occur on private land and 
the reasons for their rarity or 
decline are harder to remedy.  
Safe harbor for red cockaded 
woodpeckers needs to be 
expanded for many more 
protected species and we need to 
expand the concept of mitigation 
banking to many more species 
and ecosystems to provide an 
economic reason for landowners 
to conserve their land.   

   

The inability to 
develop a federal-state 
detente on fish and 
wildlife management 
initiatives. 

Not at all successful    See earlier comments.   

The Nature 
Conservancy—
successful without 
substantive conflict.   

Very successful 

TNC is successful because it has 
a single focus and has no adverse 
agenda.  The public understands 
TNC. And, it is not a doctrinaire 
organization.   

   

The North American 
Model of 
Conservation.   

Very successful 
These are the foundations that 
have proven to maintain wildlife 
populations.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

The Wilderness Act 
and the Wilderness 
Preservation system.   

Very successful 
110 million acres of wildlife 
habitat.   

   

The wolf 
reintroduction 
program has been 
hugely wasteful and 
politically motivated. 

Not at all successful    

The need is based on a 
political agenda and junk 
science. Any science that 
refutes the need is 
discounted in order to 
maintain the agenda. 
Sportsmen’s wishes are 
not considered in most 
cases. The hundreds of 
millions of dollars spent 
would have been better 
spent on habitat and 
management of existing 
wildlife. Return on 
investment is abysmal.   

Turkey management 
and relocation.   

.       

Turkey management 
in the United States.   

Very successful 

Using science to develop 
techniques for handling and 
managing turkeys, implementing 
management techniques to 
restock historical range for the 
most part with appropriate 
subspecies of turkey, using 
science to monitor and mange 
populations primarily through 
hunting, promoting interest in a 
concern for turkeys via 
public/private partnerships (The 
National Wild Turkey 
Federation).   

   

Turkey.   Very successful 
Finding that wild trapped birds 
are the best way.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

U.S. ESA.   Somewhat successful 

The ESA has been a success for 
some species.  However, this has 
been a huge burden to the 
USFWS private interest groups 
and individuals. This law has 
been used in ways it was never 
designed to, and has caused more 
unnecessary litigation than any 
other law designed to protect 
wildlife.  As a result, it has likely 
caused a net loss for the overall 
good of wildlife. The time and 
money spent in the courtroom 
has redirected many good 
conservation efforts.  The intent 
of the law is good, but it is time 
to correct the problems with this 
law for the overall benefit of 
wildlife.   

   

Urban Wildlife.   Somewhat successful 
The application of wildlife 
management principles to urban 
wildlife situations.   

   

US FWS Partners for 
Wildlife.   

. 

It put additional staff at the field 
level to provide outreach and 
education to producers so that 
they could learn more about the 
impacts of wildlife on the 
environment.   

   

USFWS Partners for 
Fish and Wildlife 
Program.   

Very successful 

Non-regulatory and voluntary 
initiative. Puts a ‘face’ to the 
federal government that is 
positive and helpful to private 
landowners (who own most of 
the wildlife habitat in this 
country). On the ground results 
quickly.   

   

USFWS Refuges—
successful to the 
extent that the 
resource is pretty well 
recovered.   

Very successful 
It works because the users care 
for it and pay for it.   

   

Waterfowl 
Management through 
the Flyway System.   

Very successful 

Science-driven decisions through 
coordinated efforts across 
jurisdictions (states, federal, 
provincial).   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Waterfowl 
Management.   

Very successful 

Strong citizen 
support/action/monitoring via 
nonprofit groups. Establishment 
of the North American 
Waterfowl Management Plan. 
Stable/increasing funding via 
North American Wetlands 
Conservation Act, other federal 
and state funding efforts (duck 
stamps, direct appropriations, 
bond initiatives). Improved 
management of the National 
Wildlife Refuge System, state 
wildlife areas, and private 
conservation areas, such as 
hunting clubs, conservation 
easements, etc.   

   

Waterfowl 
populations.   

Very successful 
International cooperation and 
funding (duck stamp) and set-up 
of the FWS refuge system.   

   

Waterfowl restoration.  Somewhat successful 
It has been presented as a 
national and international 
concern.   

   

Waterfowl.   Very successful Same as Q1.      

Waterfowl.   Very successful 

North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan; Flyway 
System; ample science. To 
support decisions.   

   

Waterfowl.   Very successful N/A.      

Waterfowl.   Very successful Sustainable use.      

Waterfowl.   Very successful 
The recognition of habitat and 
science to drive important 
decisions and investments.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Wetlands 
Conservation 
partnerships with 
agriculturalists.   

. 

This is a great example of 
partnership where both side 
accrue benefits—water quality is 
improved, habitat is improved or 
remains open for species, species 
thrive, agriculturists have the 
benefit of improved land and 
water, tax benefits and 
‘contributing to their own good 
karma’.  This type of partnership 
could be expanded to 
corporations or large land holders 
through the Natural Resource 
Damage Assessment Program or 
through a carbon credit 
exchange—having large land 
holders restore or enhance 
wetlands for credits in the future.  
The benefit being that it’s 
cheaper now to enhance or 
restore than it might be in the 
future and they would have 
increasing credits through an 
interest program.   

   

Wetlands 
Conservation.   

Somewhat successful 

See previous answer. Funding 
from the various sources (private 
and public). Establishment and 
enforcement of federal and state 
laws and regulations protecting 
and conserving wetlands. Strong 
citizen action focused on this 
topic, including education, 
funding, lobbying, and litigation.  
While wetlands continue to be 
lost, the rate of loss has been 
slowed or even stopped (in some 
areas). Private action to counter 
the ‘forces of evil’ that would 
drain, fill, or eliminate wetlands 
must continue and strengthen. 

   

White tailed deer 
restoration.   

Very successful 
State involvement, public 
involvement.   

   

White tailed deer.   Somewhat successful 
Hands on monitoring and 
constant public opinion.   

   

Whitetail  deer 
reintroduction into 
Georgia.   

Very successful 

Protection first, then the habitat 
protected them because they are 
difficult to hunt in their own 
element.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Whitetail  deer 
restoration.   

Very successful 
PR funds administered by some 
very capable professionals and 
administrators.   

   

Whitetail  deer.   Very successful Public support.      

Whitetail  deer.   Very successful 
Strong public support.  Good 
unoccupied habitat.   

   

Whitetail  deer.   Very successful 
Fecundity of species and hunting 
community incentives from 
sustainable use.   

   

Whitetail deer 
restoration (= 
successful).   

Very successful 

Committed/dedicated advocacy 
group/customer base, and the 
species is an habitat generalist 
(an ‘edge’/early successional 
mammal) with a high 
reproductive output.   

   

Whitetail deer 
restoration.   

Very successful 

The natural history and biology 
of whitetail deer in some ways 
made it easy to restore them 
(once re-established they 
reproduced readily).  But 
agencies relocated about 10,000 
whitetail deer nationwide to 
accomplish the restoration. That 
was an incredible amount of 
effort. It was successful because 
again there was a targeted 
stakeholder group (whitetail 
hunters) who supported it 
financially (Pittman- Robertson) 
and politically.   

   

Whitetail deer We 
have managed their 
recovery so well that 
we’ve gone beyond 
societal tolerances.  

Very successful 

Whitetail deer are in every 
county of our state now and deer 
hunting funds 1/8 of our overall 
agency budget, mostly through 
nonresident fees. We have to 
balance resident and nonresident 
access issues as a result.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Whitetail deer.   Very successful 

Establishment of the North 
American Model of Wildlife 
Conservation: wildlife agencies 
with expert scientists driving 
decisions, hunting laws, and 
enforcement.  The recent issue of 
deer overabundance comes down 
to the public not willing to accept 
what the wildlife biologists 
recommend (hunting) and 
restrictions on hunting access.  
Also, some hunters that have 
lobbied to keep deer numbers 
artificially high for their own 
enjoyment at the expense of the 
habitat.   

   

Whitetail deer.   Somewhat successful 

State management, especially the 
second half of the 20th century. 
Recent politics has negated some 
of the successful management.   

   

Whitetail deer.   Very successful 
Hunters, outdoor enthusiasts, 
species recovery, political and 
public support.   

   

Whitetail deer.   Very successful 

The scientific research and 
management programs developed 
and implemented by the state 
agencies and sportsmen’s 
organizations.   

   

Whitetail deer.   Very successful Distribution.      

Whitetail deer.   Very successful 
Provided public resource for use, 
generated revenue to manage 
other wildlife an fish species.   

   

Whitetail deer.   Very successful 
Coordinated efforts, funding 
made available, strong general 
public support.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Whitetail deer.   . 

Too successful when viewed 
from the time of scarcity 100 
years ago.  Has reached its zenith 
and now has a whole other set of 
problems including disease 
harboring private captive 
populations and overabundant 
urban and suburban populations.  
The profession will be engaged 
in a struggle addressing these 
relatively new concerns for 
decades to come. Success 
primarily a result of PR funding 
and broadly applied restoration 
programs coupled with land use 
changes (brush encroachment, 
reforestation in some areas) that 
benefitted the species.   

   

Whitetail deer.   Very successful       

Whitetail deer.   Very successful 

Using allocations of antlerless 
deer tags to help manage the deer 
population. Support from 
hunters. The addition of archery 
hunting as a sport.   

   

Whitetail deer.   Somewhat successful 

Sound management of the 
whitetail resources by state fish 
and wildlife agencies; stable 
funding (i.e., license funds and 
PR dollars.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Whitetail deer.   Not at all successful    

Whitetail deer continue 
to be a wedge issue 
between professional 
wildlife management and 
the hunting public and 
legislators.  The inability 
to control deer in some 
areas and provide a 
socially acceptable 
number of deer to 
hunters in others will 
likely result in the 
reduction of the 
management authority of 
many eastern wildlife 
agencies.  It creates 
distrust between hunters 
and wildlife agencies, 
weakening the bond 
necessary to sustain a 
long-term 
manager/hunter 
relationship that is 
necessary to support 
other important 
initiatives.   

Whitetail restoration.   Somewhat successful 

It is the big game species that 
just about anyone can hunt 
because of expense and 
abundance.   

   

Wild brook trout.   Just a little successful 
A good start in protection of the 
species, and in protection of 
headwaters.   

   

Wild sheep.   Very successful 
Sustainable use by and incentives 
of hunting community.   

   

Wild Turkey 
Recovery.   

Very successful     

Wild turkey 
reintroduction.   

Very successful 
Involvement by hunters in the 
reintroduction, joint effort. 
international support.   

   

Wild turkey 
reintroduction.   

Very successful Local support.      
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Wild turkey 
restoration.   

Very successful 

Grass roots efforts to help restore 
turkeys to habitat they once 
occupied that was coordinated 
among the states in cooperation 
with the National Wild Turkey 
Federation.   

   

Wild Turkey 
restoration.   

Very successful 

Vacant habitat combined with 
successful and innovative 
mechanisms to capture and 
transport wild birds to new areas.  

   

Wild turkey 
restoration.   

Very successful 
Some very knowledgeable and 
dedicated professionals were 
involved in this program.   

   

Wild turkey 
restoration.   

Very successful 

Bringing people and the resource 
together (connecting). Having 
state-led efforts. Private sector 
very engaged.   

   

Wild Turkey 
Restoration.   

Somewhat successful 

Cooperative work between the 
states and in partnership with 
NWTF to relocate birds for 
restoration. The use of science in 
evaluating habitat and population 
management.   

   

Wild Turkey 
Superfund.   

Very successful 

Money and effort dedicated to 
reestablishing turkeys, one of the 
first and most successful 
NGO/GOV. partnerships in the 
history of wildlife management.   

   

Wild turkey.   Very successful NGO participation.      

Wild turkey.   Very successful Translocation efforts.      

Wild Turkey.   Very successful 

State to state cooperation and 
good turkey habitat has made 
reintroduction and populations 
very successful.   

   

Wild Turkey.   Very successful 
Wildlife agencies and NGO 
Partnership.   

   

Wilderness Act.   Somewhat successful 
Just its very existence as a means 
for conserving wild places.   

   

Wilderness Act.   Very successful 

This act passed in Congress with 
all but one dissenting vote in 
1964. The law helps the Nation 
remember there is still much to 
be learned from fish, wildlife and 
their habitats that remain free 
from human influence. This 
humility was much needed in the 
early 60s and remains so today.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Wilderness Act.   Not at all successful    

Inconsistency of 
application and zealotry. 
In addition, misuse for 
political gain.   

Wilderness Act-
successful and 
outstanding.   

Very successful 

Somewhat successful in 
protecting large areas.  Needs 
more funding to be effective 
though.   

   

Wildlife and Sport 
Fish Restoration Act 
(PR and DJ).   

Very successful 

1. Sustainable funding source.  2. 
User pay public benefit model.  
3. Tangible benefits/results.  
4. Accountability to the public.   

   

Wildlife and Sport 
Fish Restoration 
Program.   

Very successful 

Dedicated funding; requirement 
for assent legislation at the state 
level to protect license monies 
from diversion.   

   

Wildlife and Sport 
Fish Restoration 
Program.   

Very successful     

Wildlife and Sport 
Fish Restoration.   

Very successful The secure funding source.      

Wildlife and Sportfish 
Restoration Act.   

Very successful 

Supplying the fiscal means to 
restore species and habitats and 
mandating a science-based staff 
and programs not driven by 
politics.   

   

Wildlife Restoration 
Act.   

Very successful 
Connection of license revenue to 
excise tax and flow of funds to 
state wildlife agencies.   

   

Wildlife Restoration 
Act.   

Very successful 
Very successful.  Permanent-
indefinite funding and license fee 
protection.   

   

Wildlife restoration in 
elk, antelope, beaver.   

Very successful Funding and commitment.      

Wildlife Restoration 
Program.   

Very successful 

Permanent funding, protection of 
license fees.  This program has 
resulted in research that helps 
understand wildlife management 
issues and has allowed for 
significant increases in the 
professionalism of wildlife 
conservation.   

   

Wolf Recovery.   Very successful 

Agency collaboration —true 
interpretation and 
implementation of intent of the 
Endangered Species Act.   

   



The Elements of Success in Fish and Wildlife Management 215 

 

Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Wolf reintroduction in 
Yellowstone and 
Greater Yellowstone 
Region.   

Very successful 

The underlying objectives, 
tenets, and guidance outlined in 
the ESA. The use of science to 
suggest that w/out the top 
predator the resources of this 
area were being or had the 
potential to be reversibly 
damaged.  Finally educating the 
public using scientific facts 
causing the public to 
overwhelming support the 
reintroduction.   

   

Wolf reintroduction.   Very successful 

I don’t look at wolf 
reintroduction as a victory for 
species reintroduction but rather 
as a victory for ecosystem 
preservation.   

   

Wolf.   Not at all successful 
Wolves are biologically 
relatively easy to restore if 
adequate habitat exists.   

   

Wolves.   Somewhat successful    
FWS took way too long 
after recovery to delist.   

Wolves.   Just a little successful 

They are very charismatic and 
have pulled people into wildlife 
issues that may have not become 
involved otherwise.  This 
reintroduction brought the 
concept of intact ecosystems and 
trophic cascades into public 
conversation, which is one 
element of its success. 

   

Wolves.   Just a little successful 

Reintroduction of wolves in the 
West constituted one of the most 
ambitious efforts toward 
conservation in the last 100 
years. Recent efforts by Wildlife 
Services and a few fish and 
wildlife agencies to work with 
ranchers and others on nonlethal 
coexistence skills is laudable and 
in some cases very successful.  
Efforts to include stakeholders in 
reaching state management plans 
has been successful.   
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Table 10.  Successful or Unsuccessful Initiatives/Programs/Efforts and Elements That Contributed to Their 

Success or Lack of Success 

Please name the 

initiative/program/ 

effort example. 

How successful or 

unsuccessful would you say 

this initiative/program/ 

effort has been for fish and 

wildlife conversation and 

management? 

What elements of this 

initiative/program/effort would 

you say created or contributed 

to its success? 

What elements of this 

initiative/ 

program/effort would 

you say were 

unsuccessful? 

Wolves.   Not at all successful 

Persistence to bring wolves back 
into the Yellowstone ecosystem 
was successful and we saw 
profound and positive changes in 
the ecosystem, however, we are 
too quick to delist species and 
human-wildlife conflicts need to 
be addressed.   

   

Wolves.   Just a little successful 

I’m all for reintroduction of 
native species, but when they get 
healthy populations and tip the 
balance of nature; they need to be 
managed with seasons in every 
area they are expanding. Not an 
easy animal to hunt or control 
when out of control.  See moose 
in MN. 

   

Wolves.   Somewhat successful    

The time and money it 
has taken to get the 
species under state 
control.   

Wolves.   Not at all successful    

Didn’t listen to the 
people most impacted by 
the decisions to 
reintroduce wolves.   

Wood Bison 
Restoration.   

Somewhat successful 

Large support of the hunter-
conservation community and the 
Native American villagers in the 
area where the bison are to be 
located.  The program could be 
even more successful if we are 
allowed to place bison on the two 
preferred sites.  Currently those 
sites are not available due to the 
mistrust of federal agencies and 
the anti-hunting community.  
Development interests don’t wish 
to be restricted or stopped 
through the presence of listed 
animal.   

   

Wood duck.   Very successful 

Recognition of population 
problem, use of regulatory 
framework and habitat 
enhancement to restore.   
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ESSENTIAL COMPONENTS OF SUCCESSFUL FISH AND 
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
The survey presented 15 components of fish and wildlife management to respondents, who were 
asked to rate how essential each component was to successful fish and wildlife management.  
The scale was from 0 to 10, with 0 being not at all essential and 10 being absolutely essential.  
While all components had a mean rating above the midpoint (the lowest having a mean of 7.17), 
there were differences among the components (Figure 14).   
 
The top component was obtaining funding overall (mean of 9.34), which is commensurate with 
other results previously discussed in which dedicated funding was deemed important.  Also 
important is that science and biology are used as the basis for management—these are ranked 
second (mean of 9.31) and third (mean of 9.14).  In opposition to science and biology are 
compromises and political lobbying (in an ideal world, presumably, compromises and lobbying 
would not be needed if decisions were purely the result of science and biology):  the lowest on 
the list are making compromises (mean of 7.17) and political lobbying (7.61).   
 
Communications are also deemed important, with outreach to the public ranked fourth (by the 
mean ratings), communications within an agency ranked fifth, and communications between 
agencies and organizations ranked seventh.   
 
Another way to examine this series of questions is included in Figure 15, which shows the 
percentage who gave a high rating (a 9 or 10) to the component.  Again, funding, 
science/biology, and communications are at the top.   
 
For all these same components, respondents rated how well the components have been 
performed by the fish and wildlife management community as a whole.  At the top is strategic 
planning (mean performance rating of 7.95), followed by science (7.16) and biology (6.79) 
(Figure 16).  All of the other components have performance ratings that hover around the 
midpoint.  Figure 17 shows the percentage giving high performance ratings, which mirrors the 
results of the mean ratings.   
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Figure 14.  Mean Ratings of Components of Successful Fish and Wildlife Management 
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Figure 15.  Percentage Giving a High Rating To the Components of Successful Fish and 

Wildlife Management 
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Figure 16.  Mean Ratings of How Well Components Have Been Performed 
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Figure 17.  Percentage Giving a High Rating To the Performance of the Components 
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The ratings of how essential the components are and the ratings of performance are graphed on a 
scatterplot (Figure 18).  Ideally, the two ratings would be commensurate with each other; in other 
words, those components considered the most essential would also be the components that have 
the top performance ratings.  The diagonal line in Figure 18 shows where the essential ratings 
and the performance ratings are equal.  As the graph shows, all of the components except one 
have mean ratings of essentialness that exceed ratings of performance, suggesting that the 
performance needs to be improved to be commensurate with how essential each component is.   
 
Figure 18 shows the full scale (i.e., each axis goes from 0 to 10).  Figure 19 on the following 
page shows a close-up of the components.  Those components the farthest from the line are those 
for which the ratings the least commensurate with one another.  The items with the most 
disparate ratings are outreach to the public (essential rating of 9.02, but performance rating of 
4.64), engaging public cooperation and participation (8.97, 4.73), and obtaining funding overall 
(9.34, 5.32).  Additionally, two communications components and cooperation/coordination 
among agencies and organizations are also far from the line.   
 
Figure 18.  Scatterplot of Essential Ratings and Performance Ratings 
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Figure 19.  Close-Up of Scatterplot of Essential Ratings and Performance Ratings 
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Finally in this section, Table 11 shows the verbatim comments on the components.   
 
Table 11.  Comments on the Components 

Q30. Please use the space below for any of the above items for which you would like to share some comments 

regarding any of the components on which you gave high or low ratings, such as reasons why you gave the 

particular rating or how the component could be improved. 

Operating in any political arena is difficult now because of the strongly partisan nature of the toxic political 
environment.   

Wildlife agencies are terrible at communicating to the public. Survey after survey shows the public is fairly 
ignorant on wildlife issues. More skilled communicators need to be hired to develop agency outreach. Only once 
the public knows who we are and what we do can we solicit their support.   

While I think that strategic planning could be important, it is difficult among so many competing interests and 
changes in leadership often leave these large efforts collecting dust somewhere on a shelf.   

Science is extremely important.  Our profession’s ability to engage non-hunters has not been remarkable and not 
through lack of effort for our part.   

All agencies have a strong culture of silence, largely because the top-level decision-makers must kowtow to politics 
and thus are forced to discourage field-level honesty of input. Thus, for all the talent, funding and effort invested in 
scientific ecosystem management, ‘political necessity’ renders most of it a waste and bad joke, because field level 
managers and researchers are not allowed to advocate for their own good work.   

Training—Need funding.  Lobbying—Need leaders with backbone.  Compromises—The political system is not 
conducive to managing based on science, and it is not likely to change.   

At this point, your few minutes is up and I’m gone.   

This is a challenging survey.  I’m tired.   

Absent public support and awareness, we cannot accomplish conservation in a democracy.   

Public outreach is extremely important to the future of wildlife management in the U.S., but it is typically one of 
the least emphasized areas of state wildlife agency work.  Training and communication are very important to state 
wildlife agencies but are not done consistently. Obtaining outside funding for wildlife agencies will become 
increasingly important, requiring more engagement in the political arena.  Strategic planning is frequently done but 
infrequently implemented.   

Funding—We still have to gain sources of public funding for State fish and wildlife agencies.  Hunters and anglers 
continue to pay the vast majority.  Education/outreach—This will be our biggest challenge in the future as it is 
linked to every component in some way.   

Agencies are quick to make compromises even when these compromises will have major impact upon the resource.  

Outreach programs to the public have been greatly underfunded (due in most cases to the lack of funding) and they 
have not been structured for real success.   

Federal agencies don’t communicate or compromise then mislabel their edicts as ‘collaborative efforts.’   

Self interest groups commonly outweigh science.  Very few training programs for the technicians we need to help 
manage the resource. We are very poor at finding and using funding for fish and wildlife management. Very poor 
at engaging the public in fish and wildlife management.   

Political Lobbying—while fish and wildlife management has great education programs they don’t seem to translate 
to legislators—so either the education is not directed at them or education should be directed at users to inform 
their legislators of the importance of the issues to them.  Science—fish and wildlife management uses good science 
but is often slow in making changes to management actions—federal level.  Cooperation between federal 
agencies—I deal with many different agencies and often there are competing programs and initiatives where 
cooperation and leveraging would be beneficial.  This could be resolved through federal agency strategic planning 
with an objective towards cooperation.   

State—Federal relations on marine fisheries is awful; often states are unwilling to accept their limited authority, 
ignore science and fail to cooperate and fairly partner in sharing the largely federal resource.   

General public needs to fund nongame management. 

There is way too much politics in this profession. Sometimes things are successful and sometimes they’re not and 
we need to have the political willpower to acknowledge both and pursue those activities where we have a chance of 
succeeding and put down the others—and not pick them up again.   
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Table 11.  Comments on the Components 

Q30. Please use the space below for any of the above items for which you would like to share some comments 

regarding any of the components on which you gave high or low ratings, such as reasons why you gave the 

particular rating or how the component could be improved. 

Fish/wildlife professionals need both biological and human dimensions training.  Better communication between 
agencies, between agencies and the public, is needed across the board.  Agencies need to more comprehensively 
communicate with diverse public interests, not just traditional hunting/fishing interests.  Fish and wildlife 
management has not been strategic in its long-term thinking.  This includes a lack of strategic thinking at both the 
national and state level in working with political, legislative, and other formal decision-making arenas.  Funding for 
fish and wildlife management needs to meet the comprehensive needs of all public interests.  We’ve done good job 
with fishing/hunting...but comprehensive funding from all interests gets everyone at the table.  Outreach to the 
public goes back to a need for more consistent communication with the public in decision-making processes.   

Strategic plans rarely get used at the grassroots levels (i.e., sit on shelves)—they must permeate throughout the 
management structure in the form of concrete, supported strategies and programs.  *We’ve overdone the biology 
and management of deer and a few other species—the politics (i.e., deer breeding) have taken over regardless of 
the biology and science—we need more positions in agencies dealing with the social side rather than the biological 
side. We need to be part of mainstream media somehow. 

Training of new biologists is terrible; they are very poor naturalists and hence have little ability to see the big 
picture and have little credibility with the public.  The University community is poor as well—virtually no field 
biologists left, yet their understanding of science and experimental design is lacking as well (usually shipped off to 
a statistician with no understanding of biology).  Last, virtually none have ever worked in the field for the private 
sector or a public agency; hence, little or no understanding of what students actually need to know.   

I hate making rankings without specific standards for choosing the rankings, and the rankings in #25 above are just 
made up off the top of my head.  I would disregard the question but the system probably wouldn’t let me continue 
(this has happened in other surveys) without checking something.  Personally, I disbelieve any survey based on 
numerical rankings.   

Why just biology?  There’s a ton of other disciplines that are as important (hydrology, geomorphology, statistics. 
etc.).   

Conservationists mostly talk amongst ourselves, and most often only to the subgroups of conservationists we 
completely agree with.  Ironically, we don’t even communicate with ourselves well—intra and interagency 
communication is at turns self important, disjointed, rambling, too little too late, or irrelevant.   

Communication and bringing together people with opposite views is never done successfully and it is more about 
people getting their own way no matter what. Training in effective negotiation skills is never a priority.   

Communication to the public is paramount to success in a wildlife agency. However, messaging is usually skewed 
and needs to be repackaged by the state agencies. Many of the public do not realize most state agencies have the 
responsibility to manage all wildlife not those hunted and fished.   

There has generally been poor cooperation between federal and state agencies.  federal land managers tend to 
ignore state programs and priorities which create conflicts for western states where much of the fish/wildlife habitat 
base is in pubic ownership.  The general focus on resource extraction to the detriment of f/w has led to lawsuits, 
many times the state has pointed out the need for conservation and been ignored.   

Agencies (federal and states) are doing a fairly poor job of informing public of program accomplishments resulting 
from WSFR supported activities. —agency match is becoming more of an issue for states using WSFR funds.  
Alternate sources need to be explored, including license fee increases. Communication needs to vastly improve.  
Social media provides this opportunity if used properly.  The general public is quick to make rash interpretations if 
information about an issue is not properly presented. Hunting is a successful wildlife management tool.  Agencies 
(both federal and state) should not be afraid of potential backlash from anti-hunting groups about the ‘evils’ of 
hunting.  Agencies have good tools to depict hunting in social media as such, but many are not doing so because of 
this potential backlash.   

The importance of bringing legislators and the public onside, to become committed supporters, has been too often 
subordinated to aspects of ‘science’ that really have little relevance, and wildlife has been the loser.   

Our biological community still resents public involvement in what we believe should be scientific decisions. We 
must understand that wildlife management will never be made exclusively by biologist on a biological basis. We 
must learn to embrace public involvement in decision making.   
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Table 11.  Comments on the Components 

Q30. Please use the space below for any of the above items for which you would like to share some comments 

regarding any of the components on which you gave high or low ratings, such as reasons why you gave the 

particular rating or how the component could be improved. 

Although the wildlife profession will survive and continue to do great things, I doubt if we will see a return of the 
knowledge, drive and interest exhibited by those professionals that came before us.  We are witnessing daily the 
‘brain drain’ of the folks that ‘brung us to the dance’.   

To maintain or heritage and not foreclose options for future generations, society needs to be more willing to make 
economic compromises today to support broader conservation and economic opportunities and options for the 
future.   

The turf guarding that occurs among state and federal agencies, organizations, and academia needs to be 
substantially reduced.  All need to recognize the shared needs of the resource, an work together to achieve its 
proper management.   

Modern environmental legislation should better support partnerships and the integrated role of federal, state and 
private sector conservation.  Training should grow from sound, shred understanding of our conservation 
foundations.  Science should be understood to be a structured process as much or more than an output or product.  
Non-governmental funding should understood in light of the value proposition that good conservation delivers not 
only to society in general but also to potential direct beneficiaries of conservation outputs.   

Need more diverse public participation and outreach to understand what constitutes a desire for fish and wildlife.  
A more diverse public needs to fund fish and wildlife management.   

I do not feel that making compromises is essential to our success.  I believe that we should strive to get the best 
conservation accomplished using the best science and let the public decide to support or not support conservation.  
In my view, our outreach is critical to getting the support of the public so that when science tells us what we need 
to do for conservation the public will support those decisions.   

These are all important building blocks—it would be interesting to look at a ranking of these.  Clearly we need to 
have adequate funding, training to keep our skills sharp, proper laws and the support of the public to do our work.   

There are 47 million wildlife viewers out there, and we don’t begin to mobilize their power. Agencies are focused 
on the wrong demographics and the wrong values.   

Taking away the research component from USFWS, severed the link between land managers’ ability to get 
questions answered on adaptive management and the researchers doing research for research. Especially, when the 
USGS scientists have to earn their own salaries. It is Geological Survey not biological.  I thought Salazar’s AGO 
initiative was a great start to bring the agencies together at the top and on the ground—more so at the local level. It 
was difficult to be successful at the top without buy in from agency leadership. 

Communications within an agency are poor.  More effort needs to be spent on communicating with those that have 
vested interest in the resource.  Wildlife agencies are spirit killers; fostering frustration, not conservation.  Public 
Outreach is critical to conservation.  People will not save things they don’t care about.  Agencies need to make this 
the number one priority if they wish to fulfill their mission.  Engaging ALL part of the public are essential, not just 
one sliver.   

With invasive species, climate change, immigration, etc., I am not sure the federal community can be trusted to be 
fair and objective with the facts. They like to twist things suitable to their preconceived outcomes they desire, 
especially to keep directing funding at these operations.   

Agencies have always failed in communicating to non-users or users as to how conservation is funded.  The low 
knowledge citizen is never able to tell you who pays for conservation.  All agencies get a failing mark for this!  I 
would challenge you to stand in front of Walmart and ask: ‘How is conservation of our natural resources funded?’   

Science/Biology: We do not need to wait for perfect information to make most decisions. While support for 
research is always appreciated, a lack of scientific information has NOT been the main reason for the failure of 
wildlife programs, nor the present degraded condition of resources.  The public is not engaged or fully aware of the 
condition of resources on their public lands, and scientists do not believe we are creating the 6th major extinction.  
Training: Traditional Wildlife degrees and training have not adequately prepared resource managers.  The focus on 
natural history (e.g., memorizing clutch sizes) has little bearing on the actual and difficult decisions about 
management. The filed of natural resource management still reflects our views from the 1940s, where a passion for 
the outdoors and field skills were all that was necessary to be successful.  The field has not sufficiently matured.   

Outreach and Education is always at the bottom of the matrix both in funding and communications.  Long term 
funding of education is the only answer to changing behavior and stopping the problem of spreading invasive 
species.  Funding is very competitive. Educating the youth of America is key to conserving our outdoor heritage.   
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Table 11.  Comments on the Components 

Q30. Please use the space below for any of the above items for which you would like to share some comments 

regarding any of the components on which you gave high or low ratings, such as reasons why you gave the 

particular rating or how the component could be improved. 

Communication within regulating agencies and between such agencies and their constituents is sorely lacking.  
Also, too many political decisions are made in the absence of science-based and or biological information.  Many 
political decisions are influenced by ill-informed and or ill-directed special interest groups.   

Wildlife conservationists don’t feel comfortable lobbying, and we need to change that.  Lobbying can be done 
legally, ethically, and successfully.   

Running the WSFR program through the USFWS (or any federal agency) has led to enormously complicated 
roadblocks to effective on-the-ground management work. The federal dollar comes with significant strings 
attached. It can take 6 months to get approval to create a firebreak, and the cost is appreciably elevated due to 
federal obligations the state might not otherwise have for that same activity, such as an archaeology survey, an 
archaeologist on site when the bulldozer is running, etc. I feel certain the current debacle of federal bureaucracy 
was not anticipated when the PR/DJ were established. The federal-state partnership is very much strained in 2015, 
not only by oppressive government oversight but also by diverging priorities in wildlife management.   

We need more focus on implementation and less focus on planning.   

Many agencies, especially federal, go through the motions of collecting input from the public and sportsmen but 
almost exclusively do what the lobbyists and political agenda people want them to do. They throw sensibilities and 
sound science to the wind in order to maintain the agendas.   

I think all are very important and rate all high.  Communication within the agency I worked for was segregated, 
mostly due to poor administrative direction and recognition that the agency had to function as one part and not four 
or more sections.  Each section was a component of the whole.  Training is always critical to stay up with new 
information, techniques and technology.  Most of our training was a result of volunteering to be part of professional 
organizations and their meetings.  Political lobbying requires working closer with the non-profits to make them 
aware of what they can do to help push through important legislation and to carry the political pressure the agencies 
cannot.  Agencies are paranoid about getting into the arena, and particularly during the last 30 years of ‘Political 
Correctness’.   

We know our science, but we fail at communicating internally, with sister agencies, or in general.   

I think my previous comments about better understanding of or audiences, strategic planning of our programs and 
building cooperation through building conservation partnerships will go a long way.   

Engagement, outreach, and compromise are key.   

State and Federal agencies operate in a strange land, different from the real world. It is not that these agencies lie; it 
is that they do not have a truth that can’t be changed next week. These agencies have difficulty operating in the real 
world because their results are not measured, outcomes do not lead to profit or loss. Agencies do what they 
consider to be good work. On the outside, in the real world, good work is easily measured and rewarded with 
profit. Bad work is punished with job loss and bankruptcy. Creative destruction and profit rewards are strong 
benders of the best laid plans. Agency work is most often judged by the political beast. It is rare to see an agency 
action result in real world results. Agency job loss is based on the political beast, not on outcomes. There is no such 
thing as a resource agency going bankrupt.   

The only rating that I gave a higher rating to implementation than importance was biology.  We are very well 
trained as biologists, and good with taking that into consideration with management decisions.  But much of the 
time it’s so complicated and hard to explain or predict when combined with myriad other biological and social 
factors, that the importance of biology to overall management is ultimately less important than, say, public 
perception.   

Public education of wildlife issues is sadly lacking and greatly harmed by the gulf between hunters and anti-
hunters.  While we won’t all agree all the time, we need to move away from disagreeing all the time.   

Again, the future of our trade and livelihood depends directly on our ability to recruit and retain hunters.  Without 
this our main source of funding will continue to diminish and fade away.   

The items I rated high are important components of a successful program. Unfortunately those same items seem to 
be unimportant and instead politics and hunting organizations make the policies and rules.   

Employing folks that love working in the field, we often forget the need to keep up with the times, including 
technology, and training staff to become more efficient in all manners of their work tasks.   
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Table 11.  Comments on the Components 

Q30. Please use the space below for any of the above items for which you would like to share some comments 

regarding any of the components on which you gave high or low ratings, such as reasons why you gave the 

particular rating or how the component could be improved. 

My general thesis above is that while we in fish and wildlife management have had a number of laudable 
successes; on balance, we have been far less successful at engaging the broader, non-hunting ‘public’ in the cause 
(and financial support) of fish and wildlife conservation and management.  We have had even less success in 
working within the national, state, and local political arenas.  As for how to improve on/in these critical 
deficiencies, perhaps our profession should ‘retool’ and start producing (and hiring/promoting) staff that are a little 
less biological scientists and somewhat more communications specialists, social scientists, political scientists, 
economists, and/or business (or marketing) ‘types’.  In my opinion, we’ve been overly strong on ‘science’, and not 
strong enough on/in the disciplines enumerated above.  Finally, as for comprehensive planning efforts, in my own 
agency they have largely been a travesty because, rather than a critical review/analysis of where we are versus 
where we need to go, our plans have simply been written (and periodically revised) to conform to what we are 
already doing and want to do, etc.   

We have too many meetings where the experts get together and talk and share information among themselves, but 
that’s where it stops—it never gets transmitted to the public and/or put into practice.   

The states have done a poor job at obtaining funding from groups other than hunters and anglers to pay for fish and 
wildlife conservation.   

Communication by well trained professionals to public and private sectors, as well as to political leaders is 
essential to achieving management success and support for any gains to be made.  Thus training, knowledge, and 
ability to compromise are absolutely essential to success.   

Consider interagency ‘sharing’ of personnel for time periods to enable new perspectives to be provided in different 
agencies; include university faculty members who are training future generations of wildlife professionals in this 
initiative; funding for this program should be provided by Federal agencies.   

Cultural differences across one government agency, let alone across many different groups and individuals can be a 
huge barrier to communications, using science to inform decisions, applying good process (let alone agreeing on 
process), ensuring funding can be obtained, etc. Its overall a tragedy of the commons—we all drive toward the 
same or very similar goal and yet get seem to get past our own roadblocks...   

The science is there, however there is a lack of funding overall, especially government to support wildlife 
conservation efforts. There is also a problem of education and communication to the public about wildlife issues 
and also between agencies and within agencies. We must bridge those gaps, bureaucratic conflicts must be 
addressed.   

Communications within state agencies has been good; communication within Federal agencies, by my experience, 
needs work.   

Communication within a respective agency or between agencies/entities is extremely important to the success of 
wildlife conservation.  It is one of the most challenging aspects of our work and one that tends to get overlooked 
the most.  Too easy to get caught up in the every day activities and moving on to the next issue without properly 
informing all those that should be informed.  Regardless if we are talking internal or external communication, it 
must be an area of management that is placed high on the priority list.  In most instances this needs to be a 
conscious cultural change.   

One of the biggest challenges related to all of these is building partnerships among diverse entities and the 
excellent communications skills required to do so. We are trained as biologists/scientists and do not have the skills 
necessary to navigate the politics and bureaucracy associated with wildlife management.   

Habitat, habitat, habitat.  Wildlife management will fail without habitat The bias in the wildlife management arena 
will cause conservation to fail.  The narrow focus for special interest has caused division that cannot work well for 
the goal of conservation.  The outreach has been to a small select group that is declining.  Engage and welcome the 
larger groups interested in wildlife.  There are 71 million of them.   

Strategic planning is essential for setting direction, and we often fail to take this important (but sometimes difficult) 
step.   
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Table 11.  Comments on the Components 

Q30. Please use the space below for any of the above items for which you would like to share some comments 

regarding any of the components on which you gave high or low ratings, such as reasons why you gave the 

particular rating or how the component could be improved. 

I think that science is critical, but our notion of science seems to exclude sociopolitical factors. Even when we 
conduct social research, the results are either not trusted or not valued at the same degree as biological sciences.  
We do a horrible job of planning: setting goals, evaluating our programs and considering the implications for future 
funding/wildlife conservation. It seems like we just keep adding licenses, programs, etc. and say how awesome 
they are, but we really have no clue what the impacts are of these programs.  We only engage the public when it 
benefits us. We seem to forget that we work for the public and we need to do a better job including them in our 
planning, and policy-making processes.   

Interesting to see that landowners as owners of all habitat are not addressed directly at all in any of these 
components unless you lump them in with the public.  The public that consumes your resource and the public that 
creates and sustain your resource of concern are different, that should be recognized and addressed even within this 
survey!   

I think we continue to struggle to get the appropriate message to the public about wildlife management, we have 
now let social media, media in general and politics associated with interest groups drive the message.  The correct 
and appropriate messages need to be driven by the professionals.   

Communications and involving the public needs improvement.   

This is a twenty beer question.   

Lobbying is different from educating elected officials.  There is a difference between using science to inform 
decisions and only using biological science in decision making.  We need to get much better in clearly articulating 
wildlife conservation with the public. All too often we are too specific to be understandable.   

Funding can always be an issue for state wildlife agencies for staffing, operations, habitat management actions, 
etc., but decision making and future resource planning are important and don’t cost any money, yet we continue to 
have inaction or inappropriate actions that go against what the biologists recommend. Politics and public value 
judgements often win over the science, which is unfortunate. For example, ask the Pennsylvania deer biologists 
why they have a hard time getting their recommendations to pass for increasing antlerless permits and bringing 
down their deer numbers. Or, ask why suburban areas have issues with wildlife overabundance and nuisance, yet 
have all kinds of laws prohibiting hunting.   

Agencies know how valuable cooperation and communication is for success.  Egos get in the way and people don’t 
want to lose some control.  Most agencies have excellent workers at all levels in their agencies.  Unfortunately, 
they are not always asked for opinions and are not part of a team to resolve conflicts.   

The social science has been poorly addressed or ignored completely in many instances, lack of skills and influence 
in the political/legislative arena, failure to understand the need for compromise and coordination amongst 
agencies/organizations.   

Not clear what you mean for non-federal funding.   

I believe we are not preparing conservation professionals for leading the profession and the public through change. 
All the data in the world is not going to solve our conservation challenges. We need biologists that understand how 
to engage and move people to solutions.   

Success is about money, the application of funds based on good science, and cooperation.  You cannot get work 
done without these three elements.   

Coordination among federal and state agencies and NGO’s—coordination between state wildlife agencies and 
NGO’s is very good—a ten (10), however coordination between state wildlife agencies and federal agencies is 
getting worse, especially with the USFWS—a zero (0).  State USFWS offices are giving too much authority, and 
rouge Ecological Services office employees are not reigned in by the regional or national office.  USFWS has no 
interest in listening to the state wildlife agency, federal natural resource agencies, NGO, and private industry 
discussion, and is not using the best science to make decisions.  They are making decisions based on personal 
biases and not the majority of science on a subject, giving the entire field of wildlife science a black eye and 
reducing the credibility of us all.  Eventually state wildlife agencies will be backed into the corner of suing the 
federal wildlife agency.   

We do not do enough to help the public connect fish and wildlife with their daily lives and quality of life. Public 
support is essential to any other effort, whether it is legislation, additional funding, or management strategies.   
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Table 11.  Comments on the Components 

Q30. Please use the space below for any of the above items for which you would like to share some comments 

regarding any of the components on which you gave high or low ratings, such as reasons why you gave the 

particular rating or how the component could be improved. 

I believe that, in general, it has been a failing of the wildlife management profession and establishment that it has 
tended to speak only, or primarily to hunters. I am a hunter but I believe we need to cultivate more understanding 
of issues among and support from the non-hunting public which may share an interest in wildlife.   

Many of the low ratings would change if fish and wildlife management was driven by science and not politics.   

Citizen funding thru licensing for conservation is a foundation that needs to be preserved.  Other governmental 
funding for those species not in that circumstance is what’s critical and currently lagging.   

I believe state wildlife management agencies try very hard through comments via NEPA to influence USFS and 
BLM decisions but I don’t see the federal agencies respecting those biological opinions to the extent I think they 
should.   

The cooperation among partners really varies across the country, and across the key partnerships.  Some can be 
held in high regard and used as a model while others are plagued by distrust.   

Public Education and Outreach need a wider role and priority in wildlife agencies. In the past decade more of the 
support has been lip service and not a true integration into the culture of the agency. Focus needs to shift to the 
broad public and not just the wildlife ‘in’ crowd.   

Information and education efforts are a waste of resources. We have wasted tremendous resources for decades with 
zero result.   

Management policies must be science based, with as little legislative interference as possible. In most cases 
legislators are not biologists.   

Engaging public cooperation and participation is the key to everything.  Without participation, this industry and the 
$$ disappears.  There has been nothing done to improve the public land experience other than adding more lands.  
This does nothing more than create another place to go and run into the same problems.  I have a fix.   

Biology? I think this falls under ‘science.’  Where is litigation? This seems to be a huge current driving factor.  
Standing up for public trust should not be compromised.   

Wildlife diversity funding will be the key issue to solve for the future of wildlife management. Plugging in the 
public through outreach and ownership and marketing the responsibility of all Americans to provide for the quality 
of life for all Americans will be critical as well.   

It is said that 50% of all peer-reviewed scientific literature is proven wrong in as little as 100 years, with the aid of 
hindsight and better technology. That may be optimistic. We do not know what we do not know.   

We need to let the science talk and eliminate the lawsuits against federal agencies just to try and expedite a 
decision when the science isn’t there.   

Communication and funding are so important but we fail in these components too often. We need to put more time 
and effort into both and get creative about the latter (i.e., look for new ways for the non-fishing/non-hunting public 
to support fish and wildlife management, maybe through excise taxes on birdwatching apps and other very specific 
equipment.).   

Generally very little coordination between agencies or even within state fish and game agency between divisions 
on anything but the most pressing topic of the day.   

We need to do a better job of engaging the non hunting public to build a strong constituency to support wildlife 
conservation.  We have historically done a poor job although efforts are improving.   
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
At the conclusion of the survey, respondents were given the opportunity to provide any further 
comments.  These are presented in Table 12.   
 
Table 12.  End Comments 

Q31. Is there any aspect of fish and wildlife conservation that you feel was not covered by your survey 

responses or that you wish to elaborate on? If so, please provide your comments below. 

A cross-cutting issue that never seems to rise to the top on its own is invasive species.  It is ever increasing in it 
scope and intensity, and ranges from diseases of plants (oak wilt) and animals (white-nose syndrome) to insects 
(emerald ash borer) to animals themselves (Asian carp, zebra mussels) to plants (stilt grass, mile-a-minute) that 
compete for habitat.  It is further influenced by big issues like climate change and energy development.  
Reasonable control already exceeds entire agency budgets.  The impact on both rare and common species is 
dramatic, driving more species to listing, further handcuffing managers’ ability to control the invasives and manage 
habitats.   

A large part of the success of fish and wildlife conservation over the last 100 years has been due to the passion and 
commitment of dedicated wildlife professionals.  These are the true heroes of wildlife conservation!   

Again—if a fraction of the money spent on planning—LCCs e.g., was spent on actual habitat restoration and 
preservation, fish and wildlife populations would be in a much better place today. If a fraction of the money spent 
on counting, trapping and monitoring was spent on building habitat, there would be fewer animals with tags but a 
lot more habitat.   

Again Conservation versus Preservation: Habitat and forest management: much of the public is against cutting 
trees—they would like the forest alone and think it will go into balance like it was 1000s of years ago. It will not; 
and we have prevented many of the natural disturbances (flooding, fires, etc.) that created a diversity of forest age 
classes and cover types in the forest that are great for myriad wildlife. We live in a much different landscape now, 
so we need to do the best we can to keep it healthy and balanced. 

All things considered, maintaining personal property rights must be the primary factor when considering any 
conservation laws and/or rules that may be implemented. If they restrict personal (not commercial) use of one’s 
own property, then there must be a clause that proclaims said law/rule null and void in each individual case.   

As fewer citizens engage in activities that provide them with real life outdoor fish and wildlife experiences I think 
agencies must find ways to provide that interaction and education or we will see funding continuing to erode.   

As they say in real estate, what matters is location, location, location.  What matters for wildlife is habitat, habitat, 
habitat.  Our habitat programs, spread among many agencies and NGOs as well as within an agency, lack from a 
high level coordination to ensure interconnectedness, scale and robustness in the face of climate and economic 
changes.  It is an extremely difficult task that we are doing very poorly.   

Climate change.   

Climate change is seen and predicts changing needs of fish and wildlife.  It is the change maker of our habitat, 
wildlife species and future management.   

Create an online collectable wildlife license image opportunity by famous painters or photographers, welcoming all 
Americans for $1.00 on all state agencies websites just like the first hunting license.  Create databases that 
accurately give demography of purchasers of Migratory Bird Conservation Stamps and other funding mechanisms.  
Include and celebrate the diversity of people and wildlife rather than exclude.   

Deer Farming and spread of CWD. Pen raised deer and elk should be strictly regulated if allowed at all to prevent 
the spread of diseases.   

Don’t forget the current historical trend of managing wildlife for people to observe in the wild without harvesting 
it.   

Enforcement of wildlife laws and regulations, the most important element of wildlife conservation.   

Engaging our new populations, of ethnic minorities becoming majorities, of the new mixed culture of young adults, 
these peoples are the key to meeting the resource needs of our changing natural landscape. And of water, the 
wildlife resource needs the right amount at the right times. The same holds true for fire, for battling invasives, for 
habitat recovery and for the dollars that drive the management of our resource.   

Future threats, such as water quantity and quality, climate change, human diversity challenges for the user—pay 
model, human population expansion and sustainable funding mechanisms come to mind.   

Having adequate numbers of law enforcement personal dedicated to law enforcement to support the management 
goals.   
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Table 12.  End Comments 

Q31. Is there any aspect of fish and wildlife conservation that you feel was not covered by your survey 

responses or that you wish to elaborate on? If so, please provide your comments below. 

I’m newer to Fish and Wildlife management so I don’t have a ton of knowledge on what we’re doing well and not 
well in the past 100 years (except the really major programs that I mentioned).   

I am concerned about the differences between the private ownership of wildlife in the European/Asian/African 
model vs. the North American Model. We appear to be moving in the European model’s direction (i.e., Texas game 
ranches) and turning access to wildlife into a rich man’s hobby. Also, the fact that zoos may become what the 
public thinks of as ‘wildlife conservation.’  It makes me sad.   

I am very concerned with the dilution of wildlife education in our universities. Agencies need to ensure that the 
academics must value wildlife conservation, and not dilute our profession by not offering students core 
education—including wildlife biology, wildlife management, ecology, botany, zoology.   

I believe that in today’s social environment, it would be useful and constructive for wildlife agencies to 
communicate more information about the value of huntable wildlife (venison, etc.) as high quality, healthful food, 
and how to utilize that food. I believe that hunting for food is one of the few motivations that are fertile grounds 
remaining for agencies to recruit new hunters who, otherwise, have no traditional avenue into the hunting culture.   

I believe the greatest challenge for this profession is what is called the Anthropocene. It’s what Leopold alluded to 
but didn’t have a word for. We can’t stop solving traditional conservation challenges but we must start 
communicating how mankind is impacting the Nature that we all love and need for survival.   

I love the fact that these issues are being requested for the North American Wildlife and Natural Resources 
Conference.  I believe findings and possible meetings with all the various agency managers should be a requisite of 
them holding their positions.  At the very least I would recommend a synopsis of the meeting be sent to every 
appropriate administrator in all agencies.  Many are doing a great job for their agency and the resource.  Many are 
doing a great job for their personal agendas and egos.  These managers should be held accountable for doing the 
jobs we all demand to protect, conserve and enhance the legacy of wildlife and natural conservation we all hold 
close to our hearts and culture.  Dedication, communication, collaboration, hard work and open mindedness all in 
the name of conservation are needed for the next 100 years.  Thank you for contacting me for my opinions.  P.S. I 
have been working non-stop for 48 years for conservation personally and professionally.  I appreciate you bringing 
together this conference.   

I really feel the community needs to do some serious soul searching on fundamental aspects of what we do/don’t 
know.  I’m not talking about diversity, climate change or another in vogue issue.  I’m talking about the 
fundamentals of the North American Model, the principles or tenets of wildlife cons. Are we living up to these?  
Which are we falling down on and what are we going to do to correct.   

I think more emphasis needs to be placed on scenario planning within strategic planning efforts and that those 
strategic plans need to actually be followed through on.  The whole concept of adaptive management/strategic 
habitat conservation enables us to do the implementation of practices before we know all the answers.  We need to 
embrace that more.   

I think you covered most aspects directly or indirectly.  I think the need to bring together the conservation 
community could get some direct attention.  By bringing together the conservation community I mean that we have 
several users groups that want our natural resources managed, and many times the tolerance of these users groups 
toward each other is not great.  Hunters, OHV users, ranchers, preservationists, and many others all want to 
conserve our wildlife and lands, they just differ on how to do this.  I think our role is to raise the awareness of our 
users groups on what they have in common and build off of that.  Once we get our conservation community 
together we have a strong backing to take on other parts of society that are threats to wildlife. 

I would love to discuss our solution with someone that wants to fix the problem.  Unfortunately, that isn’t where 
the focus lies for most.  The industry is moving to private lands, leases, paid hunts and the public continues to get 
the same crappy experience on public lands.  My phone number is listed in an earlier answer.   

Impact of expanding urban population on conservation over the next 100 years.   

Increased use of social media is a must to reach out to the average person and engage them in thinking about what 
our challenges are in todays world.  There is more to talk about than global warming!   

Innovative ways to catalog lessons learned in the past that will be useful/helpful in the future.  Each agency 
continues to go through turn over with staff.  Several agencies are now finding young professionals in leadership 
positions, however much of the institutional knowledge is lost.  Developing ways to ‘catalog’ key past scenarios, 
solutions, approaches, and lessons learned would be helpful as new administrators find themselves dealing with 
tough situations.   
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Table 12.  End Comments 

Q31. Is there any aspect of fish and wildlife conservation that you feel was not covered by your survey 

responses or that you wish to elaborate on? If so, please provide your comments below. 

It is high time we change the paradigm and do the right thing for the ecosystems and not the public.  The majority 
of the public is not educated on the facts and issues and have their own self interest in mind.  We need to have 
biodiversity in mind and let science lead the policy and decisions that are made regarding which species and 
ecosystems are managed for and where the funding is spent.   

It saddens me to see so many young professionals that seemingly have no to little interest in the programs initiated 
between state fish and wildlife agencies.  The science based knowledge of todays professionals just does not seem 
to be alive and well.   

Just to emphasize how myopic vision and poor training is killing any accomplishment in the profession.  Myopic 
focus on only single issues (esp. threatened and endangered), ignoring economic and cultural impacts of actions on 
people (esp. rural landowners), attacking other consumptive resource use (logging, grazing, etc.), and biologists 
with increasingly simplistic views (threatened and endangered need to be saved at any cost; all predators bad; etc.) 
make for a profession that has (and deserves) increasingly less credibility and is largely devoid of recent 
accomplishment.   

Leadership—has been modest at best. Some leaders stay way past their usefulness and we fail to recruit/train early 
in careers. The good ole boy network is alive and well.  Diversity—our racial make-up is changing and we are not 
embracing it nor planning for it.   

Looking inward, we need to make sure that our office and program management is conducive to professional 
development at all levels, from early career to late.  We are not trained as good managers of people, but in order for 
future generations of managers to thrive, a nurturing work environment in terms of creative problem-solving, 
professional growth, intellectual challenge, and personal relationships must be make more a part of our work 
culture.   

Loss of access is causing us to lose many hunters and anglers.  Without working more diligently toward that, the 
entire foundation of conservation and the future of hunting and fishing is weakened.   

Lots—a focus group could be fun and informative—best wishes for success in your endeavor! 

Need for long term, secure funding source for species not eligible for WR and SFR funding.   

Need to better communicate value of resources to a new and disconnected youth.  Need to better understand and 
communicate tradeoffs that occur with growing population (global and national).   

Not enough government flexibility, far too bureaucratic process to get anything of value completed without 
substantial loss of time, energy and money.   

One of the biggest impacts we can have is through education, we need public educational reform to create more 
opportunities for children to appreciate nature (not just learn about wildlife in the classroom). The best way to 
provide wildlife conservation for the future is to educate young children.   

One of the key problems we have as a profession is being distracted into fighting among ourselves by a few issues. 
Those who focus too much on the hunting/anti-hunting issue or gun control or similar minor issues make us 
ineffective. We need to go further and faster with our efforts to obtain and effectively use public support, funding, 
and new laws that will actually improve things rather than being distracted into meaningless arguments. 

Only to reiterate that we in this profession have simply got to become more adept at dealing with the non-biological 
(e.g., the social, political, and marketing/business) aspects of our jobs, or we are going to continue to lose ground 
both in the ‘market place of ideas’ and, more importantly, in reality.   

our profession’s inability to mobilize public understanding and action, our lack of marketing ability and messaging 
is dwarfed by the preservationist and anti-use rhetoric.   

Part of the real challenge isn’t how the major Fish and Wildlife programs are structured or on the basic elements 
they are based around, but how they are applied on a day to day basis. The agencies and organizations need to 
continue to open up and embrace more of the general public in wildlife conservation. They need to earn the trust of 
the public. They need to look at how they do business from and external view and acknowledge they are not the 
only management show in town. Public education and outreach and programs like Watchable Wildlife need to be 
pushed more to the front of the need and not get pushed aside by limited value initiatives like hunter recruitment 
and shooting sports.   

Public outreach/information/education efforts should focus on the two ways that most non-hunting/non-fishing 
people interact with wildlife: 1) How to attract wildlife or where to go see it, and 2) How to deal with nuisance 
wildlife or how to get rid of it.   
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Table 12.  End Comments 

Q31. Is there any aspect of fish and wildlife conservation that you feel was not covered by your survey 

responses or that you wish to elaborate on? If so, please provide your comments below. 

Public support is critical to co other success in wildlife conservation and the increased use of human vales and 
attitude science is a welcome development.   

Public trust includes public support.  The Missouri model of all citizens helping pay the way is a concept that must 
be promoted, marketed and sold.  Taxes are not popular, but we will never realize the potential opportunity unless 
we get professionals to sell the importance.   

Question: What do you think are the primary threats facing fish and wildlife management in the future?  My 
answers: (1) I think habitat loss and degradation continues to be the primary or at least most immediate threat; 
followed perhaps by (2) climate change.   

Radical fringes hold too much sway over wildlife/habitat management decisions.   

See my previous comments on litigation.  It has and will continue to shape our efforts long into the future.   

So we’re celebrating 100 years, but I don’t think the survey captured the changes over that 100 years—how 
conservation has matured and morphed and where it’s going. So many of the principles of the NA Model will be 
tested in the coming decades as we see wildlife and human interactions become more tense (urban/nuisance 
wildlife, humans increasingly distant from nature).  Conservation in the first 50 years of this century was vastly 
different than post-60s and then again post-80s.   

Somewhat related to successful fish and wildlife management is recruitment and retention of hunters and anglers.  
There are demographic segments of society that have an interest in these activities.  Agencies need to take a more 
active role and put more resources towards these R/R activities as these not only benefit the users, but will 
ultimately benefit fish and wildlife resources, because in many examples some species which have been brought 
back from near extinction are now considered nuisance species (deer, geese, coyotes, etc.).  Eventually, some of 
these overly populated species will need to be managed and who better to do this than new hunters.   

State agencies and FWS should be required by policy to hire TWS certified wildlife biologists.  A major 
impediment to this is too much infinite wisdom form human resource managers who place emphasis on diversity 
over professional training and competence.   

The composition of many commissions and governing bodies of state fish and wildlife agencies lack diverse view 
points and diversity.   

The conflict of interest that’s created in state agencies making marine fisheries decisions that are not sustainable or 
science based because they want to give recreational anglers who contribute to their budget via the sportfish 
restoration fund more fishing opportunities.   

The fact that the general public is not aware that it does not fund most management is huge problem, more funding 
from general tax revenues is essential to future success.   

The focus on the NA ‘model’ is really troubling.  I don’t like how that ‘model’ has been used as a rallying point for 
fish and wildlife agencies.  The model is really nothing more than a suite of philosophies and approaches that have 
evolved over centuries and represent nothing more than an incomplete attempt to characterize fish and wildlife 
management in the US.  In fact, the model falls far short in getting at the underlying progression of actions over the 
last century that really have led to reasonable natural resources.  Where would fishing be without the Clean Water 
Act?  How much huntable land would there be in the US West without the Forest Service and BLM land 
acquisitions where the NA model had no real impact.  Certainly, state agencies have done well with deer and turkey 
by either regulating hunting or stocking birds.  However, it is a nice but small victory when compared with the big 
game-changers noted above.   

The general hostility toward science rampant in this country today, especially among some political groups, 
coupled with the apparent feeling that we cannot ‘afford’ to maintain this country secured for us by the blood, 
sweat, tears and sacrifices of past generations and the lack of political will to deal with these matters does not bode 
well for the future. We cannot wish or ignore problems away, yet that seems to be the approach taken far too often. 
My fear is that a future impoverished and perhaps enslaved population of these United States will look back at us 
and ask, ‘What the hell were they thinking when they decided that preserving the greatest country in the world was 
less important than lower taxes and the right to own the latest gadget?’   

The high fence enclosures that are springing up all over the nation, in my opinion, eliminate fair chase, privatize 
our wildlife, eliminate the average citizen and create an environment where only the wealthy will be able to afford 
to hunt. The also creates the appearance that the non-hunting population does not accept.   
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Table 12.  End Comments 

Q31. Is there any aspect of fish and wildlife conservation that you feel was not covered by your survey 

responses or that you wish to elaborate on? If so, please provide your comments below. 

The horse is out of the barn on the commercialization of wildlife. We, as a group of professionals, need to redefine 
how we want to treat game farms. We either unite and try to overturn the federal destination of cervids as livestock 
or we need to move on.   

The importance of comprehensive state wildlife health programs and coordination among states. Emerging diseases 
have the potential to have a huge impact on natural resources and the general public and could be a large demand 
on agency resources.   

The need to rebrand the role of the Wildlife Agencies. Our profession is steeped in tradition with strong leaders 
such as Roosevelt, Leopold, and Grinnell. However, I feel the profession has focused only on a few elements of 
their beliefs. For examples the Non-Frivolous Use.  In North America, individuals may legally kill certain wild 
animals under strict guidelines for food and fur, self-defense and property protection.  Laws restrict against the 
casual killing of wildlife merely for antlers, horns or feathers. Many states have shoot and let lie for nongame 
species like prairie dogs.   

The overall policies and infrastructure of wildlife conservation in North America—our deployment of resources, 
our ideology, our understanding of society, our looking to and preparing for the future—is badly outdated, and we 
will be overwhelmed by events in the next few decades unless fundamental change occurs.  We are like the French 
behind their Maginot Line—preparing for tomorrow’s problems with yesterday’s solutions.   

The role of private funding, conservation easements, and work non-governmental agency contributions needs to 
receive more recognition and support.   

The social issues—that is, the sad true fact that in most state and federal agencies, rules are made and carried out 
not nearly so much based on the land ethic or North American Model, as they are based on political/economic 
interference—are the greatest enemies of our national natural resource past, present and future, yet none are 
directly addressed in your questions. I suggest a ‘safe’ survey of field level agency employees—those folks who 
are actually out there doing the science and dealing with the public and facing reality ‘on the ground’—would be 
most revealing.   

The States are the primary managers.  The federal agencies should be relying on State data and direction for items 
such as determining ‘conservation concerns,’ rather than requesting this data but rejecting it in their decision 
making.  More detailed definitions are needed for conservation thresholds to curtail haphazard and inconsistent 
application of these terms by federal agencies in decision making.   

The three greatest threats to fish and wildlife conservation in the state, country, and world:  1) Insufficient funding 
for public and private conservation efforts.  2) Increasing use of motorized vehicles in natural areas.  3) Climate 
change.  The absence of consideration of the effects of climate change for conservation of fish and wildlife in this 
survey is a serious mistake.  How could the makers of this survey not included climate change as a central 
consideration?  Don’t they read the papers?  Don’t they know?  ‘Fish and wildlife.’  Fish, of course, are part of 
wildlife, not apart from it.   

There are innovative thinkers interested in ‘environmental issues’ which the resource community could cooperate 
with.  Those innovative thinkers do not know how to frame natural resource issues/questions the way seasoned 
natural resource professionals do. A collaboration of some kind to address specific issues could really advance our 
field and the ability to meet our goals (which are?)  Huge thanks for asking these questions and allowing a chance 
to comment.  This could be exciting.   

There is a greater need for collaboration on research efforts that can answer questions common to multiple states 
(pooling money to accomplish).  In addition, we need increase capacity to conduct human dimensions work 
associated with conservation strategies.   

There is no conservation without diverse and robust habitats. Save it and they will come. But a public resource 
needs an informed and committed public constituency.  We need to be telling the conservation story more broadly, 
resisting the temptation to use it to justify certain beliefs.   
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Table 12.  End Comments 

Q31. Is there any aspect of fish and wildlife conservation that you feel was not covered by your survey 

responses or that you wish to elaborate on? If so, please provide your comments below. 

Throughout my career in fish and wildlife research and management, I have seen most agency people doing things 
based on tradition, unsubstantiated ‘facts’, personal experiences and preferences, and hear-say.  Even college 
professors continue to teach what their professors taught them without up-dating their lectures given the most 
recent scientifically sound information available.  For example, the most recent Journal of Wildlife Management 
contains articles that have incorrectly conducted analyses and interpretation of the results produced by these same 
academics that the profession holds in high regards; however, a few of the articles have some ‘real science’ behind 
them in which others can build.  The profession and the natural resources owned by the people are suffering during 
this critical time for fish and wildlife throughout the world.  Yes, a few success stories do exist, but for the vast 
majority of fish and wildlife species and ecosystems they are in trouble or posed to fall into trouble.  The time is 
now for a wake-up call and a major shift in our paradigm for how we managing these resources and understand the 
goals and objectives that we are managing towards.   

Turnover in state wildlife agency leadership is hurting our cause. Need more incentives to keep leaders in place 
longer.   

Increased emphasis on the importance of wildlife in the public school system so as to engender a more informed 
citizenry.   

We are so far behind in trying to conserve what we have today, and so short on resources, that we can hardly think 
about what we need to conserve tomorrow.   

We have to find ways to stabilize long term funding for conservation and maintenance of critical habitat for 
wildlife.  Unfortunately, we will have to choose, with our wallets, which species of wildlife we are willing to 
conserve and maintain habitat for.   

We need a focused effort to get whitetail deer hunters to support future conservation of their sport.  Whitetail 
hunters are a major portion of the conservation advocates, land managers, and hunting community in North 
America, but they are poorly organized.  In addition, agencies are doing little to look at the future of whitetail 
hunting, especially as it is being affected by fragmentation, and that needs to be changed.  Such a big component of 
our conservation and hunting community needs more focus on its future. 

We really need to identify the challenges facing us in managing wildlife in the future and take a very deliberate and 
strategic approach for addressing them.   

We seem to be in the ‘age of large scale conservation planning’ often without adequately communicating between 
planning groups even when there are overlapping interests. And many plans are developed without consideration of 
the practicality or feasibility of implementation.   

Yes, I think there are components of the North American Model that absolutely need revision to recognize the real 
world crisis we now face to conserve North American flora and fauna.   

You covered it well.   
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ABOUT RESPONSIVE MANAGEMENT 
Responsive Management is an internationally recognized public opinion and attitude survey research 
firm specializing in natural resource and outdoor recreation issues.  Our mission is to help natural 
resource and outdoor recreation agencies and organizations better understand and work with their 
constituents, customers, and the public.   
 
Utilizing our in-house, full-service telephone, mail, and web-based survey facilities with 50 
professional interviewers, we have conducted more than 1,000 telephone surveys, mail surveys, 
personal interviews, and focus groups, as well as numerous marketing and communication plans, 
needs assessments, and program evaluations.   
 
Clients include the federal natural resource and land management agencies, most state fish and 
wildlife agencies, state departments of natural resources, environmental protection agencies, state 
park agencies, tourism boards, most of the major conservation and sportsmen’s organizations, and 
numerous private businesses.  Responsive Management also collects attitude and opinion data for 
many of the nation’s top universities.   
 
Specializing in research on public attitudes toward natural resource and outdoor recreation issues, 
Responsive Management has completed a wide range of projects during the past 25 years, including 
dozens of studies of hunters, anglers, wildlife viewers, boaters, park visitors, historic site visitors, 
hikers, birdwatchers, campers, and rock climbers.  Responsive Management has conducted studies 
on endangered species; waterfowl and wetlands; and the reintroduction of large predators such as 
wolves, grizzly bears, and the Florida panther.   
 
Responsive Management has assisted with research on numerous natural resource ballot initiatives 
and referenda and has helped agencies and organizations find alternative funding and increase their 
membership and donations.  Additionally, Responsive Management has conducted major 
organizational and programmatic needs assessments to assist natural resource agencies and 
organizations in developing more effective programs based on a solid foundation of fact.   
 
Responsive Management has conducted research on public attitudes toward natural resources and 
outdoor recreation in almost every state in the United States, as well as in Canada, Australia, the 
United Kingdom, France, Germany, and Japan.  Responsive Management has also conducted focus 
groups and personal interviews with residents of the African countries of Algeria, Cameroon, 
Mauritius, Namibia, South Africa, Tanzania, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.   
 
Responsive Management routinely conducts surveys in Spanish and has conducted surveys in 
Chinese, Korean, Japanese and Vietnamese and has completed numerous studies with specific target 
audiences, including Hispanics; African-Americans; Asians; women; children; senior citizens; urban, 
suburban, and rural residents; large landowners; and farmers.   
 
Responsive Management’s research has been upheld in U.S. District Courts; used in peer-reviewed 
journals; and presented at major natural resource, fish and wildlife, and outdoor recreation 
conferences across the world.  Company research has been featured in most of the nation’s major 
media, including CNN, The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and on the front pages of USA 
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Today and The Washington Post.  Responsive Management’s research has also been highlighted in 
Newsweek magazine.   
 

Visit the Responsive Management website at: 
www.responsivemanagement.com 

 
 


