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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Desert Tortoise Recovery Office




Objectives

 Update managers on Recovery Implementation Team
(RIT) efforts undertaken to date

 Manager discussion and direction concerning RIT next
steps

 Update managers on other topics of range-wide
interest







Recovery Implementation Teams

e Recovery Implementation Teams (RITs) set the stage for
sustained management efforts

Each RIT consists of regional:
e land managers
e Wildlife managers
e Stakeholders
e Scientists

e Create a documented track record of recovery in the
spatial decision support system
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e May 2011: Revised recovery plan signed
e Early 2012: RIT appointment letters from FWS
e March 2012: RIT orientation webinars
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Restore Habitat

Ernvironmental Education

Restore roads {wertical mulching-roads)

Install and maintain bortoise barrier Fencing
Decrease predator access ko hurman subsidies
Targeted predatar conkral

Sign and fence proktecked areas

Withdraw mining

Inskall and mainkain human barriers (preserves)

Sign Designated Foukes

Increase law enforcernent

Restore habitat (koxicantsfunexploded ardinance)
Manage disease in wild populakion

Inskall and maintain human barriers (wildland-urban inkerface)
Fire management planning and implementation
Manage disease in capkive population (permitting)
Designate and close roads (travel management pland
Speed limits

Remowve grazing (close allotments)

o 0% o
= *T a

3 . o

i ¢ o

@ P =]

] 0 . :

N ©  Ranked Recovery Actions
; O =

e . a

] O——

Fremont-Kramer & DTRNA

0 20 40 &0 30 100120140 160130200220240 260230:300320340 360 350400420440 460430

Reduction in Risk




» Jun-Sep 2012: RIT webinars and input recovery
action proposals




Oct, Dec 2012: RIT In-person Meetings

Using a consensus-based
framework, RIT workgroups
prioritized:

1) Action proposals; and

2) Effectiveness monitoring
& research topics




» Feb 2013: Draft recovery action plans
» Apr-Jul 2013: Revised draft recovery action plans







Draft Recovery Action Plans

PRIORITIZED ACTIONS BY WORKGROUP AND TCA

|. Actions as prioritized at the in-person meetings -
: : .. S

II. Comments and dissenting opinions

Ill. Priority needs for effectiveness monitoring/research

ONLINE APPENDIX: SDSS BACKGROUND & SUPPORTING
INFORMATION

l.  Ranked threats for the each workgroup’s TCAs & region

Il. Ranked recovery action types for each workgroup’s
TCAs & region



DRAFT

DRAFT
RECOVERY AcCTION PL, DRAFT
FOR THE RECOVERY ACTION PLAN
MoJAVE DESERT TORTOISE IN CA FOR THE

RECOVERY ACTION PLAN
FOR THE
MoJAVE DESERT TORTOISE IN THE
- UpPER VIRGIN RIVER
iCalifornia Mojave RIT Area =

MoiavE DESERT TORTOISE IN THE
NORTHEAST MOJAVE

June 2013
Version 1

Recommendations for on—the-ground actions in need of funding to be
considered by agencies as budgeting and planning opportunities arise




Draft Recovery Action Plans

e |terative “living” documents intended to be updated based
on new information and implementation progress

e Continued RIT coordination will provide opportunities for
integration across workgroup boundaries

e Dissenting opinions capture concerns related to
implementation and may stimulate ideas for alternative
actions

e Cost, feasibility, politics excluded

e Recovery Action Plans do not preclude alternative
innovative ideas to achieve tortoise recovery







Participant Feedback: Draft Recovery Action Plans

Over 60% of respondents: recovery actions plans will be mostly
or extremely useful in implementing recovery actions

= 30% were somewhat to extremely dissatisfied with the RIT
process and recovery actions plans

 The plans are not comprehensive—lack of policy-level
prescriptions rather than site-specific actions

e Participants did not universally support all recommendations
e Lack of cost estimates for actions in plans

e Many participants felt the workgroups did not all contain the
local management expertise to provide specific prescriptions

 Workgroup compositions heavily influenced recovery plan
emphases



Participant Feedback: Process & Direction

Most RIT survey respondents felt that:

e Webinars were helpful

* |In-person meetings were invaluable

e SDSS influenced prioritization for some and not for others

e Funding (and lack of staff) are greatest challenge to
implementation

Other comments:

e Diametrically opposed concerns about representation on
workgroups

 Need for greater cross-workgroup coordination to reconcile
Inconsistencies







Proposed Recommendations for RIT Next Steps

= MOG endorses Recovery Action Plans Version 1

= DTRO works with RIT task-groups to develop brief, specific,
“shovel-ready” project proposals and seek implementation
funding

= Agencies use Recovery Action Plans and specific project
proposals to implement actions

= RITs use SDSS to track and evaluate recovery efforts
= Future RIT coordination occurs virtually
= RITs/DTRO report progress for review by MOG and public

= Version 2 of the recovery action plans produced in 5 years



|.  Status of Renewable Energy Supplement
Il. Desert Tortoise Conservation Center: Status and Implications
Ill. Range-wide Monitoring: Recent Results and Future




Trends in Abundance of Adult Tortoises
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Relative Abundance of Smaller Tortoises (<180-mm)
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Range-wide Monitoring Progress
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