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Ecological Sections 
This chapter contains high-level summaries of the adaptive voluntary conservation 
management plans for all 14 of Idaho’s ecological sections (hereafter sections; Fig. 1). These 
plans represent a substantial advancement of the original section plans developed as part of 
the 2005 Idaho State Wildlife Action Plan (formerly Idaho Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy; IDFG 2005). The original plans had static descriptions of each section as well as lists of 
species of greatest conservation need, including priority habitats in each section. These 
updated plans now contain the beginnings of a true strategic plan that outlines the ecological 
conditions in each section as well as prioritized conservation strategies. 

In each section, we summarize general species habitat associations and/or requirements and 
indicate habitat management priorities and opportunities. We tier these priorities and 
management direction to existing species management plans when possible. In addition, we 
indicate priorities for inventory and monitoring, applied conservation research, disease 
management, and other species-specific conservation priorities. 

We consider the segregation of species management priorities and habitat management 
priorities to be important. State species management is the responsibility of the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game (IDFG). The listed actions will be important for the development 
and monitoring of work plans and for maintaining programmatic focus and coordination. 
Habitat management is the responsibility of land managers and other regulatory agencies. 
Nevertheless, management priorities for wildlife are important to communicate, and this 
document provides an opportunity to articulate those priorities for important habitats and to 
provide opportunities for partnerships. 

Overview of Methodology for Section Plans 
A key premise behind the section plans presented in this report is that we view each section as a 
long-term “project” in which cross-organizational working groups seek to coordinate their 
ongoing work to achieve mutually agreed upon conservation goals and objectives. Our goal is 
to produce an effective plan that can frame the basis for ongoing adaptive management of 
conservation needs in each section. 

These section plans were developed in partnership with the nonprofit Foundations of Success 
following the Conservation Measures Partnership’s Open Standards for the Practice of 
Conservation (CMP 2013) (Fig. 2). The Open Standards provide an adaptive management 
framework for designing, managing, monitoring, and learning from conservation projects. Key 
advantages of using the Open Standards include the following: 

• A Framework for Making and Documenting Strategic Choices—True strategic planning 
involves specifying and communicating not just what a project team WILL focus on, but 
also what the team WILL NOT do—it is about making systematic choices about how best 
to allocate time and funding. The Open Standards help project teams make judicious 
choices by helping them to strategically select focal conservation targets, assess the 
current viability of each target, consider and prioritize threats to these targets, identify 
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key leverage points in each system, and then identify and rate potential strategies to 
restore degraded targets and/or mitigate key threats. 
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Fig. 1 Map of Idaho’s 14 ecological sections 
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• A Common Neutral Language—An increasing number of conservation implementing 
organizations, agencies, and funders use the Open Standards and thus this growing 
uniformity provides a common language for sharing and coordinating conservation work 
across organizations and cultures. The Open Standards can also be cross-walked to other 
similar planning systems such as the Strategic Habitat Conservation framework used by 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service. 

• Collaborative Tools—Key Open Standards tools like Miradi Software (CMP and Sitka 
Technology Group 2013–2016) and Miradi Share (FOS 2016) can be used to capture 
results in a common format and to share them electronically over the wires across the 
project team and with stakeholders. 

• The Ability to Harness the Wisdom of Crowds—The Open Standards provides a common 
framework through which diverse groups of stakeholders can share their perspectives 
and mental models, discuss options, and arrive at a shared consensus of both problems 
and solutions. This ability to pool the collective knowledge of many different stakeholders 
results in a solution that is generally both robust and accurate. 

• A Platform for Iterative Adaptive Management—Key outputs of this process are the 
section plans provided in the remainder of this chapter. Perhaps more importantly, 
however, are the groups of stakeholders who came together to create these initial plans 
and who will hopefully form the basis of cross-organization/interagency working groups 
that can practice ongoing adaptive management of these sections in the coming years. 

Each section plan was developed through a multistep, metacognitive process: 

1. A small working group of IDFG staff and key experts developed an initial draft of a plan for 
each section using the Open Standards framework. 

2. This draft plan was then vetted and refined at an in-person workshop attended by a wide 
variety of stakeholders from key state and federal agencies, tribes, NGOs, and other 
partners. 

3. Feedback from each workshop was then incorporated into a revised version of each plan, 
which was sent out within the Department for additional internal review and comment. 

4. The current version of each plan represents continued work by Department staff to improve 
each section plan. Existing content is the sole responsibility of the Department. 

5. We will continue to update and refine these plans as we receive additional comments. 

6. Each plan will ultimately provide the basis for ongoing adaptive management work by the 
project teams established in each section. 

 

http://www.miradi.org/
http://www.miradishare.org/
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Fig. 2 The CMP Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation. Source: http://cmp-
openstandards.org/ 

  

http://cmp-openstandards.org/
http://cmp-openstandards.org/
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A User’s Guide to Section Plans 
The following shows a guide to the materials presented in each section. These materials 
represent only a high-level summary of more detailed information developed by each section’s 
working group. Guidance to steps in the Open Standards is available in the FOS training guide 
(FOS 2009). 

 
  

Information in this 
chapter summarizes 
an ongoing adaptive 

management plan for 
the section 

Ecological sections 
were selected as the 
“unit of analysis” for 

this work as they 
represent ecologically 
functional units and 

come from an external 
standard framework 

The section 
description provides a 
basic overview of the 

section 

http://www.fosonline.org/resource/conceptualizing-and-planning-manual
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Focal conservation 
targets are selected to 
represent the overall 
wildlife values of the 
section; we start with 
“coarse-filter” habitat 
targets that contain 

“nested targets” 
within them 

Habitat target names 
follow standard 
nomenclature 

Some targets are 
mosaics of different 
habitat types while 

others represent 
human-created 

habitats that are 
important for wildlife 

Viability analysis is 
used to systematically 
determine the status 
of each target; this 
draft has high-level 

viability estimates but 
subsequent drafts will 
have more empirically 

determined 
assessments using a 
common framework 
and set of indicators 

for each type of target 

We add “fine filter” 
species targets that 
face specific threats 

and/or require 
separate conservation 

strategies beyond 
habitat conservation  

A key feature of this 
adaptive management 

approach is that 
additional information 
can always be added 
over time so it is okay 
to show uncertainty 

This page contains 
high-level descriptions 

of priority threats in 
the section 

Priority threats 
include those threats 

that have a “very 
high,” “high,” or 

“medium” impact on 
at least one target 

For a more detailed 
description of the 

threat rating 
methodology, see 

(FOS 2009) 
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Describes the project 
team that was 

involved in creating 
the initial section plan; 

a key feature of this 
approach is that it 

integrates 
perspectives of many 
different stakeholders 
involved in managing 

each section. 

Contact these 
individuals to join the 
team for this section 

going forward 

This part contains a 
high level summary of 

the strategies and 
conservation actions 

either being 
implemented or under 

consideration 

Strategies roll up to 
objectives  

This column identifies 
key SGCN that will 

benefit from a given 
objective, strategy, or 

action 




