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Goal of inquiry

• Identify gaps: Survey & 4 regional AFWA landscape plans 

• Use priorities to:
• Shape MSCG process/priorities

• Inform federal research partners’ priorities

• Help inform other multi-state collaboratives’ discussions 

(SEACAS, Natures’ Network)

Identify priority areas and the barriers that stymie 

agencies ability to address critical conservation 
challenges to…



20 questions, 3 core themes + social science
o Invasive species, wildlife health/disease, climate change, & social science

Survey design

Climate Change

High importance, low performance High importance, high performance

Low importance, low performance Low importance, high performance
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1. Agency research priorities (Not a priority – Essential priority)

Ex. To what extent are invasive species critical research priorities for 

our agency across each of the following categories? 

2. Addressing them (Below – Exceeding expectations)

Ex. For each category that you indicated something was a Medium, 

High, or Essential invasive species research priority above, please 

specify how well your agency is addressing them.

3. What barriers exists (Not at all – Major barrier)

Ex. To what extent do the following barriers reduce your ability to 

adequately address those invasive species priorities that you identified 

as Medium, High, or Essential?

Question wording

Performance 

(“expectations”)
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Qualtrics

• Emailed to 88 individuals (April 24) 

• Reminders emailed to non-respondents (May 1, 15, 29)

• Survey closed (June 5)

Survey Implementation



58 Responses (≈ 66% response rate)  

o SEAFWA = 21 responses

o WAFWA = 18 responses

o MAFWA = 13 responses

o NEAFWA = 12 responses

Some belong

to >1 region

Results



Invasive Species

Results



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Game mammals

Fur-bearers

Non-game mammals

Birds

Non-game fish

Sportfish

Reptiles/amphibians

SGCN, threatened, endangered

Terrestrial communities

Aquatic communities

Not at all a priority Low priority Medium priority High priority Essential priority

INVASIVE SPECIES priorities (“Importance”)

Highest 

priorities

• 65-75% 

High+

• 88-92% 

Medium+

Lowest 

priorities

• 57-69% 

Not-Low 

priority



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Game mammals

Fur-bearers

Non-game mammals

Birds

Non-game fish

Sportfish

Reptiles/amphibians

SGCN, threatened, endangered

Terrestrial communities

Aquatic communities

Below expectations Meeting expectations Above expectations Exceeding expectations

ADDRESSING INVASIVE SPECIES PRIORITIES (“Performance”)

Most meeting 

expectations

• 24-47% below 

expectations

Few (15% or <) 

above expectations



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Technological capacity (e.g., tools/equipment,
monitoring or modeling needs)

Internal research capacity

Funding

Disconnect between research timeframes and
agency needs

Staff capacity

Support from senior leadership or decision makers

Support from key, external stakeholders or the
public

Outcompeted by other High or Essential priorities

Not at all a barrier Somewhat of a barrier Moderate barrier Major barrier

What gets in the way? (invasive species “Barriers”)

2. Funding    

(73%)

3. Internal  

research   

capacity  

(68%)

1. Staff capacity  

(93%)

*Other priorities (64%)



Overall Invasive species summary

SGCN, Terrestrial & 

Aquatic Communities 

(Sportfish)

High importance, low 

performance

High importance, high 

performance

Low importance, low 

performance

Low importance, high

performance

Performance (“expectations”)
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Wildlife Health & Disease

Results



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Game mammals

Fur-bearers

Non-game mammals

Birds

Non-game fish

Sportfish

Reptiles/amphibians

SGCN, threatened, endangered

Terrestrial communities

Aquatic communities

Not at all a priority Low priority Medium priority High priority Essential priority

Fish & Wildlife health priorities (“importance”)

Game mammals 

and Birds are 

highest priorities

Include “Medium”
• Birds (92%)

• SGCN (91%)

• Game mammals 

(90%)

• Reptiles (79%)

• Sportfish (72%)



ADDRESSING fish & wildlife health PRIORITIES 

(“Performance”)

Most meeting expectations, 

more above, few exceeding

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Game mammals

Fur-bearers

Non-game mammals

Birds

Non-game fish

Sportfish

Reptiles/amphibians

SGCN, threatened, endangered

Terrestrial communities

Aquatic communities

Below expectations Meeting expectations Above expectations Exceeding expectations

4 categories are “below” for 

1/3 of respondents 

• Reptiles/amphibians (38%)

• Non-game mammals (38%)

• SGCN (36%)

• Non-game fish (36%) 

• Game mammals (93% meeting+ 36% above+)

• Birds (78% meeting+; 11% above) 

• Positive: for any med-essential 

priorities (62-94% meeting, 

above or exceeding)



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Tech

Internal research capacity

Funding

Timeframes vs. agency needs

Staff capacity

Support from leadership

Support from external stakeholders, public

Outcompeted by other priorities

Not at all a barrier Somewhat of a barrier Moderate barrier Major barrier

What gets in the way? (WL health “Barriers”)

1. Staff capacity (82%)

2. Internal research capacity (66%)

3. Other priorities (59%)

*Funding (56%)



Overall wildlife health/disease summary

Game mammals, birds

(SGCN, sportfish, reptiles)

High importance, low 

performance

High importance, high 

performance

Low importance, low 

performance

Low importance, high

performance

Performance (“expectations”)
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Climate Change

Results



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Game mammals

Fur-bearers

Non-game mammals

Birds

Non-game fish

Sportfish

Reptiles/amphibians

SGCN, threatened,…

Terrestrial communities

Aquatic communities

Not at all a priority Low priority Medium priority High priority Essential priority

Climate change priorities (“Importance”)

Climate Change lower 

priority than others

High-Essential

• Aquatic comms (46%)

• SGCN (45%)

• Sportfish (43%) 

>70% (w/“med”)

• SGCN (78%)

• Aquatic (75%)

• Terrestrial (71%)



ADDRESSING climate change PRIORITIES (“success”)?

Overall, greatest % below 

expectations (30-57%)

• <5% above+

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Game mammals

Fur-bearers

Non-game mammals

Birds

Non-game fish

Sportfish

Reptiles/amphibians

SGCN, threatened,…

Terrestrial communities

Aquatic communities

Below expectations Meeting expectations Above expectations Exceeding expectations

All 3 highest 

priorities are around 

50% below 

expectations.

• Sportfish around 45% 

below expectations 

(in top priority for  

high+)



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Tech

Internal research capacity

Funding

Timeframes vs. agency needs

Staff capacity

Support from leadership

Support from external stakeholders, public

Outcompeted by other priorities

Not at all a barrier Somewhat of a barrier Moderate barrier Major barrier

What gets in the way? (“Barriers”)

1. Staff capacity 

(84%)

*Funding (69%)

3. Internal research  

capacity (71%)

2. Outcompeted by  

other priorities  

(79%)



Overall climate change summary

SGCN, Aquatic

communities, Sportfish

(Terrestrial comm’s)

High importance, low 

performance

High importance, high 

performance

Low importance, low 

performance

Low importance, high

performance

Performance (“expectations”)
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Social Science

Results



Applying Social science

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Invasive species

Fish and wildlife

health/disease

Climate change

Never Sometimes Often

Rarely used in climate 

change & invasive species 

research 

(never-to-sometimes)

Social science is used 

often in F&WL health 

research

(34%)

(83%)

(83%)



6%

50%

31%

13%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Not at all successful

Somewhat successful

Moderately successful

Very successful

Integrating SS: success?

44% successful 

56% limited success



Integrating Social science: success?
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2023 (Science & Research) 2021 (Conservation Social Scientists)

Slight differences in perceptions 

about success of SS integration



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Ideological barriers

Institutional barriers

Knowledge barriers

Capacity barriers

Not at all a barrier Somewhat of a barrier Moderate barrier Major barrier

Social science barriers?

Capacity (70%)

Knowledge (61%)



Barriers to integrating social science
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Significant differences in perceptions about organizational (internal) barriers



Discussion 

(Q&A)


