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The Logic of Good Decisions: Learning from Population Viability Analysis
by Mark Burgman

Accurate predictions improve decisions. However, it may be just as important that predictions are

comprehensible, persuasive, feasible, coherent, or authoritative. Effective social outcomes involve group

decisions and usually depend on participatory decision making processes (O’Brien 2000, Pielke 2003). Models

are important for conservation decision-making because they combine our current understanding of ecological
systems with objective functions that measure the value of management alternatives. Stochastic models of the
dynamics and persistence of species (population viability analyses, Reed et al. 2002) are important because of the
pervasiveness of natural variation and lack of ecological knowledge. The new challenge in conservation biology

is to develop frameworks that harness tools such as PVA to improve decision-making (Reed et al. 2002, Beissinger

et al. 2006).

Steele et al. (in press) outlined a number of substantial issues in decision-making relevant to conservation biology. The objectively
“correct” decision might not please any members of a group. Conversely, a popular decision may fail to be the correct decision. The
conditions under which happy decision makers and correct decisions coincide may be enhanced by formal consensus methods.
However, Steele et al. emphasised that consensus is futile when no fact of the matter exists.

In most practical circumstances, sufficient data are unavailable for accurate predictions. Typically in conservation biology, we lack
understanding of population dynamics, parameters, spatial processes, distributional shapes, and dependencies. One attribute of good
decisions is that they are robust to uncertainty. They provide for the possibility that models and data are wrong. For example, Regan et
al. (2005) concluded that the most robust management option provided at least some benefits for a species, irrespective of the
(uncertain) causes of decline. Explicit, coherent information about uncertainty gives decision-makers the opportunity to evaluate their
attitudes to risk. For instance, Halpern et al. (2006) concluded that explicit modeling of uncertainty in marine planning allowed

managers to quantify costs and benefits, and to communicate to management challenges to stakeholders.

2006 ANNUAL MEETING

The 20th annual meeting of the Society for
Conservation Biology, Conservation Without
Borders, was held in San Jose, California, USA
from 24-28 June. SCB was delighted to meet
concurrently with the Society for Conservation
GIS. We thank our major supporters, The David
and Lucile Packard Foundation, Gordon and
Betty Moore Foundation, and The Christensen
Fund, as well as our many sponsors.

The 2006 meeting was SCB’s largest to date,
with ~1700 participants. More than 55
countries were represented, and 25% of
participants were students. The

scientific program included

approximately 150 symposium
presentations, 450 contributed oral
presentations, and 200 posters.

Tremendous thanks to Volunteer
Coordinator Karim Al-Khafaji and
the 125 volunteers who ensured that
on-site logistics ran smoothly and
participant needs were met.

see Burgman, page 17

SCB Decides to Offset Its Carbon Impact

Emission of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases by humans are altering
the earth’s climate in ways that will profoundly affect our lives. In this century
global climate change may produce a one meter rise in sea level, which would
put most of Bangladesh and some island nations—and much of the United States
state of Florida—under sea level. In addition to these impacts on humans, global
climate change will have enormous impacts on biodiversity. For instance, in
2004 a team of conservation biologists at the University of Leeds concluded that
by 2050, 15% to 37% of all land-based animals and plants may become extinct
under the most plausible projections of climate change.

More than 95% of SCB’s contribution to global warming derives from jet fuel
burned to take people to our annual meeting. Each passenger on a fully-booked
London—New York flight, for instance, is responsible for about 1.2 tons of
carbon. Running our Executive Office for one year generates about 2% as

much carbon as our annual meeting. In late May we polled registrants for
the 2006 annual meeting about their willingness to increase
registration fees to invest in projects that would offset the carbon
generated by our travel. Nearly 350 registrants (25% of those registered
at that time) responded. The survey results were the same for students and
for non-students, and for people from developed or developing countries. By
overwhelming majorities, respondents said

see Carbon, page 15
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2007 ANNUAL MEETING e 1—5 July, Port Elizabeth, South Africa

Call for proposals for short courses, symposia, workshops, and
organized discussions

The 21st annual neeting of the Society for Conservation
Biology, One World, One Conservation, One Partnership, will
be held from 1-5 July 2007 in Port Elizabeth, Eastern Cape,
South Africa. The Local Organizing Committee (LOC)
welcomes proposals for short courses, symposia, workshops,
and organized discussions.

Proposals for short courses must be submitted by 13
November 2006. The LOC expects to select these sessions by
early December 2006. Proposals for symposia, workshops,
and organized discussions must be submitted by 16 October
2006. The LOC expects to select these sessions by 8 December
2006. Submit all proposals to 2007 @conbio.org as Microsoft
Word documents.

MEETING THEMES

The themes of the 2007 annual meeting emphasize the need to
move away from national, regional, and disciplinary
territoriality in support of a joint effort to conserve the world’s
biodiversity by uniting towards a common goal.

Partnerships for effective conservation. Biodiversity
conservation is dependent on partnerships at all levels, ranging
from international agreements to co-management arrangements
with local communities. The most effective implementation
often occurs at informal levels involving interest groups,
NGOs, academic institutions, and management agencies. Topics
could include current and future implementation challenges of
conservation, and how these might be overcome.

Global change and conservation challenges beyond
boundaries. Global effects such as climate change challenge
the current temporal and spatial paradigms in conservation. For
example, biogeographic, political, and management boundaries
may be realigned over time and thus challenge the ongoing
utility of current formal and informal conservation areas.
Discussions on new approaches to conservation planning and
implementation are invited, taking cognizance of large scale
and long-term effects of global change.

Linking freshwater, marine, and terrestrial conservation.
Terrestrial, marine, and freshwater systems form a network of
life, with threats, resources, and organisms moving among
them. Due to this interconnectedness, impacts on biodiversity
cannot be considered in isolation and are often more noticeable
away from the point of impact or over time. Non-human
induced factors shape populations and communities, which in
turn respond by evolving or adapting in order to deal with
change. The challenge is to quantify these changes in
communities, populations, or species across these various
systems in order to appropriately protect biodiversity.

Interactions between biodiversity and society. Biodiversity
adds value to society by providing ecosystem goods and

services and contributing to human survival and well-being.
How does resource use and economic, social, and cultural
pressure influence the balance between maintaining natural
capital, biodiversity, and societal benefits? What approaches
and innovations are required to ensure sustainable delivery of
these services to society at large and into the future? This is a
wide-ranging theme and presentations could investigate ethical
perspectives, highlight ideas for and application of new
technologies, or discuss approaches to awareness, education,
and advocacy.

AW PROPOSALS

All short-course instructors and participants; organizers of
symposia, workshops, and organized discussions; symposium
speakers; and other invited participants must register for the
meeting by the early registration deadline of 16 March 2007.

It is the responsibility of organizers of short courses, symposia,
workshops, and organized discussions to obtain funding for
their own expenses and those of their invited speakers or
invited participants. The LOC is not responsible for obtaining
funds to support speaker travel to the meeting and cannot
guarantee that any support will be available. Preference may be
given to proposals for which organizers can demonstrate that
funds are likely to be available. We can offer free meeting
registration to a maximum of two instructors per course.

As a general rule, no individual may give more than one
presentation at the meeting. Please ensure that your invited
speakers have not accepted multiple invitations.

SHORT COURSES

Preference will be given to proposals that deal with tools or
concepts that are relevant to one or more of the four major

themes of the meeting and advance the goals of SCB. Short
courses should be aimed at professional skills development.

Budgets for short course proposals, including costs, anticipated
fees, and sponsorships, should be devised on the break-even
principle, but include a reasonable contingency.

Individuals may not submit more than one proposal.



Short courses will be scheduled before the meeting. One-day
courses will take place on 1 July 2007. The longer format 4-5
day courses will take place from 25-30 June 2007 (scheduling
as per logistics and travel constraints, but dates finalized on
course acceptance).

Proposals must not exceed 1200 words and must include the
following information.

1. Short-course title

2. Instructor(s) name, affiliation, and complete contact
information

3. Length of the course: one-day or 4-5 day course (justify
longer course)

4. Description of the course content and explanation of how
it relates to one or more of the themes of the meeting and
the goals of SCB

5. Minimum and maximum number of students that can be
accommodated

6. Whether any special instructional or audiovisual
equipment beyond that which the instructor(s) will
provide is needed

7. An itemized budget (in dollars) for the course and a
description of any funds available to cover costs. In your
budget, include the space required (note that we may have
to make use of external facilities, in which case there may
be a cost related to the venue) and that internet access will
cost approximately $30 per computer (laptop, desktop, or
workstation). Please be sure to include all budget items.
Do not include any stipend for the instructor(s).

sYMPOSiA. WORKSHOPS. AND ORGANIZED DISCUSSIONS

Preference will be given to proposals that relate to one of the
four major themes of the meeting. We encourage organizers to
address unifying conceptual issues (ecological, social, or both)
rather than presenting a series of stand-alone case studies.
Topics should differ from those presented at recent SCB annual
meetings (see www.conbio.org/2006 for lists). Individuals may
not submit more than one proposal.

We also encourage organizers to think carefully about the
format that best meets their goals. Symposia tend to present
information to an audience, with limited opportunity for
interaction. Workshops, whether geared toward students or
professionals, are more interactive and often have an
educational component. Organized discussions are participatory
and may be relatively informal.

Symposia will be included in the main scientific program.
Workshops and organized discussions will be scheduled to have
minimal conflict with symposia and contributed paper sessions
(the day immediately before the meeting or during lunch).

The selection of symposia, workshops, and organized
discussions is a highly competitive process and we encourage
proposals from individuals / groups involved in cutting edge
conservation science who can demonstrate an alignment with
the goals of SCB.

The LOC will accept proposals for two-hour (up to eight
presentations) or four-hour (up to 16 presentations) symposia.

Presentation length must be in multiples of 15 minutes (e.g., 15
minutes or 30 minutes) so that the timing of symposium
presentations can be coordinated with contributed paper
sessions. The last 15 minutes of the symposium may be left
open for discussion, thereby reducing the number of
presentations by one.

Proposals for Symporsia

Proposals must not exceed 1200 words and must include the
following information.
1. Symposium title
2. Organizer(s) name, affiliation, and complete contact
information, including email address
3. Length (two or four hours)
4. Proposed theme and justification (why the topic is
appropriate and significant for presentation at One World,
One Conservation, One Partnership)
5. Expected outcomes and, if appropriate, plans for
communication of results
6. A tentative list of speakers, presentation titles, and whether
each speaker has agreed to participate
7. Whether necessary funding for organizer and speaker
expenses has been secured (for example, are funds
available for speaker travel, other expenses?)

Proposals for Worlshops and Organized Discussions

Proposals must not exceed 1200 words and must include the
following information.

1. Workshop or discussion title (specify whether workshop
or discussion)

2. Organizer(s) name, affiliation, and complete contact
information, including email address

3. Length and preferred location in program (pre-meeting or
lunch). Pre-meeting workshops and discussions may be
proposed for a maximum of eight hours. Lunch sessions
may be a proposed for a maximum of 1.5 hours.

4. Proposed theme and justification (why the topic is
appropriate and significant for One World, One
Conservation, One Partnership)

5. Expected outcomes and, if appropriate, plans for
communication of results

6. Format of workshop or discussion and any special logistic
requirements (e.g., a room with internet access)

7. Maximum number of participants that can be
accommodated

8. Method of selecting participants (invited, open
registration, or a combination). If any participants will be
invited, include a tentative list of individuals and indicate
whether each has agreed to participate.

For more information, contact

Local Organizing Committee SCB 2007
Centre for African Conservation Ecology
Department of Zoology, PO Box 77000
Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University
Port Elizabeth 6031

+27 41 504 4278, FAX +27 41 504 1778
2007 @conbio.org; www.conbio.org/2007



Treasurer’s Report to the SCB Membership, June 2006

2005 Budget Year Highlights
(See Tables 1-3)

Audit Findings. The 2005 audit was completed at the end of
May. We are in compliance with accepted accounting
standards and our financial statements have been found to
reflect fairly SCB’s financial situation. We expected no lesser
result, but the rapid growth of SCB — greater revenue and
expenses as well as new programs —is something of a
challenge, and this indicates we are staying on top of things.

SCB income was 112% of planned, at $2,078,222, largely due
to additional journal receipts and annual meeting receipts.

Conservation Biology constituted 47% of income, followed by
Conservation In Practice (20%), annual meetings (11%), and
Smith Fellows (8%). Together, publications and the annual
meeting account for more than 75% of SCB income, with
publications alone bringing in 66% of total income.

SCB expenses were 113% of planned, due to expert advice and
assistance with publication contract negotiations, annual
meeting costs, and membership services. In the case of
annual meeting expenses, income also was proportionately
higher. Membership services costs included conversion to a
new fulfillment system.

Program related expenses (everything except administration and
development) were just over 79% of total expenses—a very
good ratio in both absolute and comparative terms.

The budget anticipated a net of ~$54,000; the actual net was
~$43,000.

The Board Designated Reserve gained 6.6% in earnings and
another $23,300 in “regular” lifetime memberships; an
additional $84,000 in lifetime membership income resulted
from a one time purchase on behalf of the Smith Fellows.
The total market value at year end was $1,053,508. This is
very respectable growth, especially given market volatility.
(Cost basis for the BDR is $577,340.) It is considered sound
NGO financial management to have a reserve in excess of
one year’s core operating expenses. Although our reserve has
grown, so has SCB, so we have still not reached the
recommended reserve level.

2006 Budget Year to Date Highlights
(See Tables 4-6)

The Board Designated Reserve reflects a slight increase (just

over 2%) in net earnings so far this year, standing at $1.076
million as of mid-June. Steve Humphrey notes that the
market has been volatile, costing us some earlier gains, but
we have been outperforming the Standard & Poor’s 500,
which had only a 0.3% gain over the same period.

The Blackwell signing bonus of $500,000 will be received in

January of 2007. The Board has directed staff to treat this as
amortized income, spreading it over the eight years of the
contract. The Board will implement this decision as part of
its annual budget approval process.

New, unbudgeted income has been generated, primarily in

support of the Europe Section meeting and the 2006 annual
meeting. The Board will be notified formally of the exact
amounts, the source, the purpose, and the staff’s
recommendation for budgeting expenses so they will have an
opportunity to review the information and act as needed.

As of 31 May 2006, with 42% of the year gone, income is at

84% of budget or $2.058 million; expenses are at 45% of
budget, or $1.106 million.

* Income is high due to profit sharing, annual meeting
receipts, receipt of grants supporting the Smith Fellows, and
other forms of support.

* Personnel expenses, which generally track evenly
throughout the year, are at 39% of budget. There were some
vacancies early in the year so it was expected we would be
under budget at this time. We budgeted the development
and policy positions at 75% of full cost with this in mind.
Personnel costs make up about 40% of SCB expenses.

¢ Contracts are expensed when signed as are some other
costs, which is partly why expenses exceed 42%. Timing of
payments for publication of journals is not straight-line.

* Annual meeting income is somewhat higher than planned.

* Section income and administrative income also exceed
budgeted income, due to unplanned grants from Blackwell
and other sources.

* Fundraising continues for the policy position, which

Income Expense
Conservation Biology $951,595 $544,025
Conservation In Practice $405,589 $405,589
Other Publications $6,486 $65,893
Membership Services $11,687 $51,906
Marketing $0 $9,576
Annual Meetings $221,711 $196,180
Contract—Peer Review $0 $23,259
Contract—Smith Fellows $160,100 $162,637
Policy $0 $0
Governance $0 $56,093
Sections & Chapters $96,730 $96,930
Administration & Development $222,695 $420,246
Other $1,629 $2,923

Total $2,078,222 $2,035,257

Table 1. 2005 SCB Budget Summary by Program—Actual Income and Expense

received seed support last
year from the Marissa
Difference % Expense / | Foundation; these funds are
Income being held and will be
$407,570 57% released when the position
$0 100% is filled
($59,407) 1016% 1s illed.
($40,219) 444% * Administrative expenses
($9,576) appear to have exceeded the
$25,531 88% 1 bud d
($23,259) annual budgeted amount
($2,537) 102% because administrative costs
$0 attributable to programs are
($56,093) 1l d il d
($200) 100% not allocated until year-end.
($197,551) 189% Actual expenses are 54% of
($1,294) 179% actual income overall. Not
$42,965 98%




all programs have dedicated or designated income: the
newsletter and Web site, for example, are perquisites of
membership. They and the fulfillment system are funded by
publications income. Marketing and governance periodically
receive limited income but not enough to cover costs.
Administration costs are built into some grants and other
income streams.

To date, half of our income is from publications, against 62%
planned. 75% of income thus far is from publications and the
annual meeting, against 85% planned. We expect both to
catch up.

By comparison, publications are planned to account for 48% of
SCB expenses and are tracking at 49% of all expenses.
Outreach actual expenses are at 16% of total, against ~29%
of planned, largely because annual meeting expenses are yet
to be paid.

Overall Assessment

* SCB is financially healthy.

* As we grow more complex and larger we need to watch
expenses and income more carefully; small glitches defined
by being a small percentage of our budget can be large in
absolute dollar terms. In the case of some programs, no
money in means no money out. But in the case of others we
can quickly accrue costs, especially in the area of personnel.

* We continue to rely heavily on publications to carry other
programs. Many of these programs are closely associated
with services to members, or with managing SCB as a
whole. Diversification of income remains a priority. We have
just hired development staff —a role the Executive Director
has been playing—increasing our capacity in this area.

* SCB’s effort to bring the annual meeting in house —at least
for North American meetings—is occurring. Nominally the

Table 2. 2005 SCB Budget Summary by Program Actual / Budgeted Income and Expense
Income-Budget Income-Actual % Actual Expense- Expense- % Actual
Budget Budget Actual Budget
Conservation Biology $903,250 $951,595 105% $534,999 $544,025 102%
Conservation In Practice $367,684 $405,589 110% $367,684 $405,589 110%
Other Publications $4582 $6486 142% $53,582 $65,893 123%
Membership Services $19,000 $11,687 62% $26,500 $51,906 196%
Marketing $0 $0 $14,500 $9576 66%
Annual Meetings $80,000 $221,711 277% $55,000 $196,180 357%
Contract—Peer Review $50,000 $0 0% $27,000 $23,259 86%
Contract—Smith Fellows $160,100 $160,100 100% $160,100 $162,637 102%
Policy $0 $0
Governance $0 $0 $36,250 $56,093 155%
Sections & Chapters $112,000 $96,730 86% $112,000 $96,930 87%
Administration & Development $157,825 $222,695 141% $415,131 $420,246 101%
Other $9000 $1629 18% $6000 $2923 49%
Total $1,863,441 $2,078,222 112% $1,808,746 $2,035,257 113%
Table 3. 2005 SCB Actual Income and Expenses as Proportion of Total
Income % of Total Income Expense % of Total Expense
Conservation Biology $951,595 45.79% $544,025 26.73%
Conservation In Practice $405,589 19.52% $405,589 19.93%
Other Publications $6,486 0.31% $65,893 3.24%
Membership Services $11,687 0.56% $51,906 2.55%
Total Publications $1,375,357 66.18% $1,067,413 52.45%
Marketing $0 $9,576 0.47%
Annual Meetings $221,711 10.67% $196,180 9.64%
Total Outreach $221,711 10.67% $205,756 10.11%
Contract—Peer Review $0 $23,259 1.14%
Contract—Smith Fellows $160,100 7.70% $162,637 7.99%
Total Contract $160,100 7.70% $185,896 9.13%
Policy $0 $0
Governance $0 0.00% $56,093 2.76%
Sections & Chapters $96,730 4.65% $96,930 4.76%
Administration & Development $222,695 10.72% $420,246 20.65%
Other $1,629 0.08% $2,923 0.14%
Total Organizational $321,054 15.45% $576,192 28.31%
Total $2,078,222 $2,035,257
Board Designated Reserve Cost Basis $577,340
31 Dec 2004 Market Value $887,351
31 Dec 2005 Market Value $1,053,509
Increase Earned 6.60%
New Principal $107,300




meetings are showing a
profit thus far, but “extra”
revenue is mostly being
used to support student
and some international
attendees.

* Costs of continuing to build
and maintain a truly
international society
remain a big challenge.

* Because of the increasing
complexity of our
operations and the number
of new programs or changes
to programs, our fiscal
management system is in
need of a review. Among
the items we need to review
are (1) how we account for
internal transfers, (2) how
we minimize manual
manipulation of system
information in order to
satisfy needs of the Board,

staff, funders, auditors, and others, and
(3) how our programs are delineated and

Table 4. 2006 Budget by Program, as of 31 May (42% of the Year)

Conservation Biology
Conservation In Practice
Other Publications
Membership Services
Publications /
Support Total

Marketing
Annual Meetings
Policy
Outreach Total

Contract—Peer Review
Contrac—Smith Fellows
Contract Total

Governance

Sections & Chapters

Development

Administration
Organizational
Total

Total

Income*

$1,038,000
$481,450
$5,500
$16,000
$1,540,950

$0
$502,000
$71,233
$573,233

$20,000
$238,838
$258,838

$0
$27,500
$0
$75,874
$103,374

$2,476,395

Expense*

$564,300
$481,450
$51,040
$93,940
$1,190,730

$62,227
$576,931
$71,233
$710,391

$18,950
$221,817
$240,767

$99,169
$56,720
$57,751
$120,528
$334,168

$2,476,056

Difference

$473,700

$0

($45,540)
($77,940) (Note 1)
$350,220

($62,227)
($74,931)
$0
($137,158)

$1,050
$17,021
$18,071

($99,169)
($29,220)
($57,751)
($44,654)
($230,794)

$339 (Note 1)

Note 1. An error in a formula missed totalling $14,000 in anticipated expenditures.

% of
Income

% of
Expense

62.23% 48.09%

23.15% 28.69%

10.45% 9.72%

4.17% 13.50%

Member Services expenses should be increased by $14,000 to $107,940, creating a deficit budget of -$13,661.
An actual deficit is not expected due to additional actual income received this year.

Table 5. 2006 SCB Actual Income and Expense by Program

costs allocated. 31 May 2006 31 May 2006 Actual
* In compliance with the California Non-Profit Actual Income Actual Expense Expense / Income
Integrity Act, the membership has amended Conservation Biology $722,928 $229,756 31.8%
. . Conservation In Practice $291,855 $250,626 85.9%
the bylaws to create the required Audit Other Publications $4,547 $21,600 475.0%
Committee. Membership Services $24,627 $40,997 166.5%
If you have any questions about this report or the | Marketing $0 $3,225 0.0%
fi ial stat £ SCB. pl tact th Annual Meetings $511,065 $172,483 33.7%
Tl‘nan(na S g'll}SIO oni 1, pkease contac € Policy $0 $2,014 0.0%
reasurer onns@viclink.com).
( J ) Contract—Peer Review $0 $10,671 0.0%
David Johns, Treasurer Contract—Smith Fellows $238,865 $110,658 46.3%
Governance $900 $23,780 2642.2%
. s £ . Sections & Chapters $84,922 $32,550 38.3%
NOTE: SCB’s fiscal year is the calendar year. Development %0 12 0.0%
Administration $178,364 $207,177 116.2%
Total $2,058,073 $1,105,549 53.7%
Table 6. 2006 Income and Expenses Planned vs Actual by Program
31-May-06 Budget / 31-May-06 Budget /
Budget Income Actual Income Actual % Budget Expense Actual Expense Actual %
Conservation Biology $1,038,000 $722,928 69.6% $564,300 $229,756 40.7%
Conservation In Practice $481,450 $291,855 60.6% $481,450 $250,626 52.1%
Other Publications $5,500 $4,547 82.7% $51,040 $21,600 42.3%
Membership Services $16,000 $24,627 153.9% $93,940 $40,997 43.6%
Marketing $0 $0 0.0% $62,227 $3,225 5.2%
Annual Meetings $502,000 $511,065 101.8% $576,931 $172,483 29.9% (Note 1)
Policy $71,233 $0 0.0% $71,233 $2,014 2.8%
Contract—Peer Review $20,000 $0 0.0% $18,950 $10,671 56.3%
Contract—Smith Fellows $238,838 $238,865 100.0% $221,817 $110,658 49.9%
Governance $0 $900 0.0% $99,169 $23,780 24.0%
Sections & Chapters $27,500 $84,922 308.8% $56,720 $32,550 57.4%
Development $0 $0 0.0% $57,751 $12 0.0%
Administration $75,874 $178,364 235.1% $120,528 $207,177 171.9%
Total $2,476,395 $2,058,073 83.1% $2,476,056 $1,105,549 44.6%
Note 1: 2006 meeting $511,065 $170,458
2007 meeting $0 $2,025




UPDATES FROM REGIONAL SECTIONS AND WORKING GROUPS

AFRICA

Meetings

The third in the series of Africa Section symposia successfully
was accomplished at the 2006 annual meeting. The symposium,
“The Quadruped Face of Biodiversity Conservation in Africa,”
was co-organized by Delali Dovie and Norbert Cordeiro. The
symposium emphasized four major issues: science, policy,
conservation, and development. It highlighted the key roles that
socioeconomic and gender issues play in conservation on the
African continent. The eight presenters were from Kenya (1),
Malawi (1), Tanzania (2), Uganda (1), South Africa (1), Senegal
(1), and Ghana (1). The symposia are part of the capacity-
building initiatives of the Africa Section. We thank to the
Steering Committee and SCB’s Executive Office for their
assistance in facilitating the symposium.

Collaboration

The Section has extended its partnership initiatives, this time
with the Social Science Working Group, to map out an action
plan that will focus on capacity building, membership drive,
and support for students in Africa, as well as preparations for
the 2007 annual meeting. The initiative coincides with the
desire of participants at the Section meeting to have a
recognized working committee on the social sciences; this
possibility currently is being considered by the Section Board.
The Africa and Austral and Neotropical America sections also
are collaborating to build capacity for young women in
conservation within the southern hemisphere and between
sections. This initiative cements the collaboration of the two
sections that began at the 2005 annual meeting through a co-
organized symposium that featured biodiversity conservation
and mainstreaming strategies in the southern hemisphere.

ACT Call for Articles

The African Conservation Telegraph (ACT) is the newsletter
for the Africa Section. The aim of the newsletter is to inform
readers worldwide of the recent advances and development
issues in conservation throughout the continent of Africa.
Cross-disciplinary features enable the newsletter to also
function as an information clearinghouse. The newsletter aims
to provide appropriate and relevant information to general
conservation workers, managers, policy makers, academics, and
students in the field of conservation. For submissions or further
information please contact the editor, Erika Barthelmess
(barthelmess@stlawu.edu). Articles in French are welcome.

YWCRBC Call

The Young Women Conservation Biologists’ Committee
(YWCBC) is an initiative of the Africa Section with the support
of the Tropical Biology Association. Recently, the Austral and
Neotropical America Section also joined the initiative. The
YWCBC is inviting ideas on how best to benefit female African
conservation scientists. Contact Stephen Awoyemi

(awoyemi@tc-biodiversity.org) or Christina Ellis
(christinaellis@gmail.com) with your input. You also are
welcome to join the YWCBC by indicating your membership
in the following categories: (1) members (the young women),
(2) supporters (anyone who wants to help and is not a young
woman), (3) guides (committee organizers and so forth), (4)
mentors (relatively accessible high profile women), (5) role
models (high profile women who have little time on their
hands). You also are invited to join our online community at
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/ywcbc/. To subscribe, email
ywcbc-subscribe @yahoogroups.com

2007 SCB Meeting Call

You are invited to contact the Organizing Committee of the
2007 annual SCB meeting to disseminate information or to
suggest and drive funding opportunities. Contact Margot
Collett at 2007 @conbio.org or www.conbio.org/2007

Delali BK Dovie

AUSTRALASIA

Special Journal Prices

We finally can announce to individuals in developing countries
that if they join SCB they will receive the journals
Conservation Biology and Biological Conservation online for
only US$10 (provided they are not paid “developed” country
wages). More journals may join this offer in the future.

Australasian Presence at the Annual Meeting

Craig Morley, Nicky Nelson, and Wendy Jackson from the
Section Board attended the 2006 annual meeting.
Approximately 20 additional members of the Section also
attended; there were many papers of regional interest. We came
away with many ideas for our regional meeting in July 2007.

Inavgural Meeting of the Australasia Section

The inaugural meeting of the Australasia Section, The
Biodiversity Extinction Crisis, A Pacific and Australasian
Response, will be held from 10-13 July 2007 at the University
of New South Wales, Sydney, Australia. The meeting will
identify the major problems for biodiversity conservation in our
region, existing and potential solutions, and links to global
biodiversity initiatives. There will be five major themes:
Australasian regional challenges, managing threatening process
of universal importance, case studies of conservation in action,
including biodiversity monitoring and assessment, conservation
science and policy, and conservation science and the
community (nongovernmental organizations, indigenous
people). Further information on the meeting, including
registration and abstract submission, will be forthcoming.

The local organizing committee is pleased to announce that we
are in negotiations with an international superstar of
conservation biology as our plenary speaker. The meeting



organizers also are working to develop key sponsorships and
have approached (or been approached by) a number of
organizations, including the New South Wales Department of
Environment and Conservation, the Zoological Parks Board of
New South Wales, and the Invasive Animals CRC. Please
contact Richard Kingsford (richard kingsford @unsw.edu.au),
Karen Firestone (kfirestone@zoo.nsw.gov.au), or Wendy
Jackson (wendy.jackson@gmail.com) if you wish to discuss
sponsorship opportunities.

Upcoming Events

Ecology Across the Tasman

Third joint conference of the New Zealand Ecological Society
and the Ecological Society of Australia

28 August—1 September 2006, Wellington, New Zealand
www.vuw.ac.nz/ecology06/

Managing Weeds in a Changing Climate

15th Australian Weeds Conference

24-28 September 2006, Adelaide, South Australia
www.plevin.com.au/15AWC2006/

Eighth New Guinea Biology Conference

26-28 September 2006, University of Papua New Guinea, Port
Moresby. The conference will address interdependence of
biological and cultural diversity.

Sustaining our Social and Natural Capital

12th Australia New Zealand Systems Society conference

3-6 December 2006. Katoomba, New South Wales, Australia
www.bmwhi.org.au/bmwhi_currentevents.html

Call for Editorials

Please contact Nicky Nelson (Nicola.Nelson@vuw.ac.nz) if you
would like to contribute to either the SCB newsletter or to the
News and Views section of Pacific Conservation Biology.

Nicky Nelson

EUROPE

It has been a busy summer for the Section and as we enter the
final countdown to the first European Congress of Conservation
Biology (ECCB), things are going to get even busier. The
Section’s Education Committee was hosted by its chair, Renato
Massa, for an inaugural meeting 30 June-3 July in Goriaolo,
Italy. The ultimate aim of this committee is to increase
conservation literacy within Europe at all levels. To this end the
committee looked at the current provision of conservation
biology education within Europe and targeted the United
Kingdom, France, Spain, the Netherlands, Germany, and Italy.
This work will continue in order to encompass a wider range of
countries. In addition, the committee considered what it felt to
be the key elements of conservation biology literacy; these
were translated into a series learning outcomes that could
provide a common core for European courses in conservation
biology. Finally, strategies were discussed for the promotion of
excellence in conservation biology literacy within a diverse
audience including academics, politicians, practitioners, and the

general public. If you would like to get involved with the work
of this committee or simply wish to provide information about
opportunities in your country or at your institution, please
contact Renato Massa (renato.massa@unimib.it).

In June, SCB celebrated an exciting two decades at the 2006
annual meeting. Relatively few conservation biologists from
Europe attended, perhaps due to our upcoming congress in
Hungary. Consequently, only half a dozen people attended the
Section meeting. Nevertheless, Europeans had plenty of
opportunities to meet, mingle, and spread the word about the
ECCB. Cagan Sekercioglu represented the section board at the
meetings with SCB’s Conference Committee and Social
Science Working Group.

At the time of writing, the ECCB is just days away
(www.eccb2006.org). With nearly 1000 participants from 54
countries registered we have filled almost every hotel room in
town with conservation biologists; our scientific program truly
lives up to the conference theme, Diversity for Europe. Such a
large congress was well beyond even our most optimistic
forecasts when we started planning back in 2004.
Congratulations to Andrds Béldi and the local organizing
committee on how well they have coped with this expansion.
As we continue to work to enhance the profile and reputation of
the Section among practitioners, academics, and government
administrators at both the national and European level, this
congress marks a major step forward.

Owen Nevin, Cagan Sekercioglu, and Andrew Ramsey

MARINE
Marine Section Meeting

The Marine Section held a member’s meeting at the 2006
annual meeting. The Board of Directors was introduced to the
membership and solicited suggestions for ways to increase
member participation and to make the section more relevant
and vibrant. The following is a list of the suggestions.

* Use the Section email listserv more effectively. The listserv
will be used by for communication from the Board to the
membership and among members. We hope that the listserv will
help to build a strong (virtual) community of marine
conservationists. Please look for an upcoming email with
instructions for becoming involved.

* Make the Section a critical resource. It was suggested that
subcommittees could be organized to study important issues
(e.g., mariculture) to produce policy recommendations to the
SCB Board of Governors. Subcommittees also could be a
source of information and study for decision makers and other
stakeholders. It might be necessary to revise the Section’s
mission statement and bylaws to accommodate a more applied
role for the Section. Members identified a need to increase Web
presence and dynamism. The Board is exploring ways to make
the Web site interactive as a way to increase communication
between the Board and the membership and to provide a
“community center” for the Section. It appears that many
marine conservationists do not think, or are not aware, that



SCB is a good place for them. To help advertise that SCB
indeed is appropriate, it was suggested that Section members
who are members of other professional societies could hold
social gatherings at their annual meetings.

Create a Student Affairs Committee within the Section.
Students who are interested in helping to form this committee
should contact Ellen Hines (ehines@sfsu.edu). It may be
possible to expand the scope of the committee to include
professional organizations. Members expressed interest in
including postgraduate students, especially those who have
finished a master’s degree but have not yet matriculated in a
doctoral program, to educate them on opportunities available to
them during that transition. The Section also needs to reach out
to Latin America, where marine conservation is seen as a
fisheries issues and not a conservation issue. The SCB Board
suggested that all Section boards meet before the 2007 annual
meeting to work on collaboration. The Marine Section will
make a special effort to reach out to the Austral and Neotropical
America Section. The Section also hopes to reach out to other
disciplines / organizations that are relevant to marine
conservation, such as oceanographers, fisheries scientists,
NGOs, toxicologists / physiologists, social scientists, marine
veterinarians, mariculturists, estuary scientists, public policy
experts, and lawyers.

We encourage Marine Section members to participate more
fully in SCB standing committees. So far, Elise Granek is on
the Education Committee, and Ellen Hines is our representative
to the Student Affairs Committee. Other standing committees
are listed at www.conbio.org/Activities/Committees/

The Board will be sending out a survey to solicit ideas on how
to improve the Section and increase member participation.
Please complete and return the survey as soon as possible.

Marine Social

Between 80 and 100 people attended a Marine Section social at
the 2006 annual meeting. Elliot Norse, President of the Marine
Conservation Biology Institute and Past President of the
Section, gave an enthusiastic and inspiring talk on the need to
build conservation communities.

Marine Section Meeting

The Board is planning a Section meeting to be held in 2008
with the hope of bringing together researchers, practitioners,
stakeholders, and organizations interested in marine
conservation. The meeting will be modeled on the successful
Asia and Europe section meetings. We are exploring several
sites including Vancouver, British Columbia. We are also
exploring different time periods and the possibility of running
the meeting in conjunction with another society or section.

2007 Annval Meeting

The organizers of the 2007 annual meeting would like to have a
strong marine presence. Please plan to present papers / posters
and / or to offer symposia and workshops. Please use the
marine listserv to help plan your proposals.

Requests from the Marine Board

* Complete and return the survey as soon as possible. Please
also send us any other suggestions for improving the Marine
Section and increasing member participation.

* Please let us know if you are planning to submit an abstract or
a proposal for a symposium or workshop at the 2007 annual
meeting symposia. We would like to estimate how much marine
content is being proposed for the meeting.

* If you would like to volunteer to help organize the Section
meeting, to organize a subcommittee, or to help the Board in
any way, please let us know. The Board can be contacted at
MarineBD @conbio.org

John Cigliano

FRESHWATER WORKING GROUP

Election Results

We thank all members who took part in the election process and
congratulate all those elected to serve in their respective
capacities. Election results are presented below.

Ken Vance-Borland (USA), President
ken.vance-borland@oregonstate.edu

Mordecai Ogada (Kenya), President-Elect
mordyogada@yahoo.com

Carlos Reyes (Ecuador)
Joshua Viers (USA)

Simon Linke (Australia)
Aventino Kasangaki (Uganda)
Dirk Roux (South Africa)
Nathaniel Hitt (USA)
Xianfeng Zhang (China)
Changging Yu (China)

carrera.carlos@gmail.com
jhviers@ucdavis.edu
simon.linke@gmail.com
aventinok@yahoo.com
droux@csir.co.za
than@vt.edu
zhangx@ihb.ac.cn
cqgyu@tsinghua.edu.cn

Committee Membership

Policy and Conservation. Carlos (chair) and Dirk

Program, Nominations, and Audit: Josh (chair) and Xianfeng

Education: Simon (chair) and Than

Communications and Membership: Aventino (chair) and
Changqing

We invite volunteers to work on the various committees of the
working group. Please contact the committee chair to help.

Activitics at the 20006 Annval Meeting

The 2006 annual meeting was held jointly with the Society for
Conservation GIS. Approximately 55 presentations (oral and
poster) addressed issues related to freshwater conservation.

Working Group members and well wishers attended a reception
and members’ meeting on 25 June 2006. Working Group
President Ken Vance-Borland introduced members of the Board
present. Members also were addressed by Margot Collett, the
project manager for the 2007 annual SCB meeting. Margot
called on members to help with fundraising to support the
attendance of as many students as possible.

The Freshwater Working Group Board meeting was held on 26
June 2006 with seven out of ten members present. SCB



Executive Director Alan Thornhill gave a presentation on
SCB’s strategic planning process. The Board will undertake the
process of strategic planning following the guidelines in SCB’s
strategic plan. It was noted that the membership of the working
group should be consulted so their views will be represented.

Mordy suggested organizing a field course or trip to a
freshwater site before or after the 2007 annual meeting. It also
was suggested that a symposium to deal with freshwater
conservation in Africa be organized in addition to other
freshwater related talks to be given at the meeting.

listrsery

Only about half of the Working Group members have
subscribed to the freshwater listserv. If you would like to stay
informed about freshwater activities in SCB, please subscribe at
http://list.conbio.org/mailman/listinfo/freshwater/. The list is
moderated and the volume of messages is not high, so you will
not be inundated with mail. Please join! You do not need to be
a member of the working group to subscribe.

Aventino Kasangaki

SOCIAL SCIENCE WORKING GROUP

Election Results

In May, the Social Science Working Group (SSWG) held
elections for four Board seats (political science representative,
economics representative, at large, student at large). Mike
Mascia (political science, World Wildlife Fund), Jennifer Jones
(at large, International Honors Program), and Josh Drew
(student at large, Boston University) were reelected to their
positions. Brian Czech (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) is the
newly elected economics representative. Terms for these Board
members began at the conclusion of the 2006 annual meeting.
91 people voted in the election (~16% of SSWG membership).

Call for Conservation Social Science Sessions at SCB 2007

The SSWG seeks social scientists interested in biodiversity
conservation to develop symposia, workshops, and short
courses for the 2007 annual meeting. Conservation social
science was well represented at the 2006 annual meeting and
we look forward to an equally strong showing in 2007. We are
particularly interested in sessions promoting collaboration
between African and non-African conservation social scientists
or between social and natural scientists and that address
conservation issues transcending location or case-specific
application. For more information, see http://compworx.isat.
co.za/scb/ or contact Murray Rudd (mrudd@swgc.mun.ca).

For general information about the Social Science Working
Group, please contact Rich Wallace (rwallace@ursinus.edu).

Social Sciences a Hit at Annual Meecting

SSWG turned in an impressive performance at the 2006 annual
meeting. In addition to business and members’ meetings, we
ensured that conservation social science was very well
represented, with four symposia, five workshops, two short
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courses, and several dozen contributed oral presentations. These
were excellent and very well attended. Well done, everybody!

New Products from the SSWG. Both the members’ meeting
and the social were well attended (~60 people at each event,
with approximately 50% overlap between the groups).

We launched two products at our members’ meeting: the
graduate student toolkit and the compilation of conservation
social science course syllabi. Thanks to both the Student Affairs
and Education committees for these.

Conservation Committee chair Diane Russell introduced a
prototype of the online Catalog for Conservation Social Science
Resources. Explore the draft Web site at http://wwfblogs.org/
rodolfo/index.htm. To learn more, contact Diane
(dirussell@usaid.gov).

We expect to launch the working paper series in the next
several weeks. If you missed the members’ meeting, we’ll be
posting all of the above products on our Web site soon, or
contact Nejem Raheem (nejemraheem@yahoo.com).

Policy Sciences Symposium. SSWG Vice President Rich
Wallace, Board member Peter Wilshusen, Program Committee
member David Cherney, and Murray Rutherford, David
Mattson, and Kate Semmens presented a symposium on the
application of the policy sciences to species and ecosystem
conservation. Participants presented cases on topics ranging
from community-based conservation in Latin America to
managing complexity for conservation goals across ecological
and political boundaries in the northern Rocky Mountains of
the United States and Canada. The symposium was extremely
well attended, with more than 130 people present. For more
information on the policy sciences approach to conservation,
please contact Rich Wallace (rwallace@ursinus.edu).

Conservation Psychology Workshop. SSWG Board member
Carol Saunders and Amara Brook ran a conservation
psychology workshop highlighting that discipline’s usefulness
for conservation practitioners. A wide range of presentations
(including those by Saunders, Brook, SSWG President Michael
Mascia, Susan Clayton, and Gene Myers) covered topics
ranging from how moral norms can be preconditions for
valuing other forms of life to how principles from psychology
could have prevented a clash between Texan landowners and an
out-of-state environmental group. The workshop was attended
by more than 80 people. There was a great deal of interest in
what conservation psychology is and how it can be applied. If
you are interested in conservation psychology please contact
Carol Saunders (casaunde@brookfieldzoo.org).

Conservation Economics Short Course. John Reid and Kim
Bonine of the Conservation Strategy Fund organized a short
course, Economic Tools for Conservation. The course filled
early, with 40 people in attendance. John and Kim told us that it
was a huge hit and there was considerable demand for more
hands-on economics presentations. We intend to respond to this
demand at Port Elizabeth in 2007 (see below). If you are
interested in economics questions please contact our economics
representative, Brian Czech (brianczech@juno.com).

Nejem Raheem



2006 Conservation Biology Editor’s Report

Gary K. Meffe, Editor

Overview

In 2005 six issues of Conservation Biology were published on time. The number of manuscripts submitted in
2005 (780) increased from the previous year by 10.3% and is the highest number of manuscripts ever received
at the journal. A total of 2065 pages was published (an increase of 20.3% from 2004), including two Special
Sections, Brazilian Conservation: Challenges and Opportunities (162 pages) and Implementation and
Management of Marine Protected Areas (73 pages). The Brazilian Special Section was also reprinted in
Portuguese in the inaugural volume of the new journal Megadiversidade. We thank Blackwell Publishing for
their cooperation and support of this effort. The October issue featured a Conservation Focus, Amphibian
Declines and Chytridiomycosis. The journal’s impact factor increased in 2005 from 3.67 to 4.11, the first time
in our history that we exceeded 4. Conservation Biology continued to receive excellent national and
international press coverage on many of its articles in 2005.

Major Developments and Events in 2005

1. Growth of the submittal rate continues unabated and once again exceeded the previous year by more than
10%. It also exceeded the projected increase at this time last year (6—7%). The projection for 2006 is an
increase of 7-8% (to around 840 submittals).

2. A new section of the journal, “Conservation and Policy,” debuted in 2005. It is intended to address the
intersections and relationships of conservation science with appropriate policy issues.

3. In 2005, in conjunction with Blackwell Publications, we began publishing “Online Early.” Accepted papers
generally will now be published online well before they will appear in hard copy, significantly reducing the
time to publication (usually by a couple of months).

4. In 2005, also in conjunction with Blackwell Publications, we instituted the ability to publish supplementary
materials (large appendices, pertinent data) electronically in an archival system. This should make these
available to scientists for at least decades into the future and will allow comparative studies and other uses of
information that is too large to publish within the hard-copy journal.

Submissions

The submission rate for this journal year (780) increased from 2004 (707), indicating continued and growing
interest in publishing here. The trend in submittal rate is as follows:

Year Number of manuscripts % change
1993-94 302

1994-95 378 25.2
1995-96 434 14.8
1996-97 540 24.4
1997-98 579 7.2
1998 614 6.0
1999 581 -5.3
2000 580 -0.2
2001 643 10.9
2002 573 -10.8
2003 613 7.0
2004 707 15.3

2005 780 10.3
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We also received and processed 189 preliminary manuscript inquiries, a 30% increase from the previous year's
total of 145, another indicator of increased interest in publishing in Conservation Biology. These consist of an
abstract and an inquiry as to its suitability for the journal. These inquiries typically are responded to within
1-3 days of receipt.

We used 59 ad hoc assigning editors this year, individuals who handled one or more manuscripts but are not
on the editorial board. Ad hoc editors were used when a manuscript did not fall within the expertise of existing
editors, when they had special expertise in the area, or if the appropriate assigning editor was particularly busy
with other manuscripts. This system has worked very well and will continue to be employed. Ad hoc editors
are acknowledged in the December issue of each year and are an integral part of this journal’s review process;
I thank them for their contributions.

Decisions and Rejection Rates

Of the 780 papers received in 2005 (Table 1), 336 (43.1%) were rejected by the editor without review, usually
within 3 days of submittal and usually due to inappropriateness of subject matter or low quality; 444 (56.9%)
were sent for review, most through assigning editors and a few directly by the editor.

Of the 444 manuscripts sent for review, 254 (57.2%) were rejected, 163 (36.7%) were accepted, and no
decision had yet been reached as of 25 May 2006 on 32 (7.2%), which are still in review or in revision with
authors. Of the total number of papers submitted (780), 585 (75.0%) were rejected (slightly more than last
year’s 71.5%), 163 were accepted (20.89%, down from 24.6 % last year), and no decision was yet reached on
32 (or 4.1%, very close to the 3.8% of last year). Of the 748 papers for which decisions have been made, 585
(78.2%) were rejected, somewhat higher than last year’s 74.4%. Some of the “no decision” papers are being
revised and are likely to be accepted, so the overall rejection rate will be lower than this, probably near 72%.

Table 1. Journal-year statistics, 1 January — 31 December 2005

NUMBER OF MANUSCRIPTS

Month Submitted Rejected by  Sent for Total Accepted No decision
editor review rejected
January 44 24 20 36 8 0
February 61 28 33 50 11 0
March 63 25 38 46 16 1
April 74 29 45 47 24 3
May 67 26 41 49 15 3
June 50 25 25 41 9 0
July 63 27 36 52 8 3
August 53 21 32 38 13 2
September 82 35 47 62 19 1
October 65 33 32 53 9 2
November 77 33 44 60 12 5
December 81 30 51 51 19 11
TOTAL 780 336 444 585 163 32
(43%) (57%) (75%) (21%) (4%)

Turnaround Time

See the 2003 report for a discussion of how turnaround statistics are calculated (i.e., these are relative but not
absolute times because they are right-truncated due to manuscripts still in process).

Mean turnaround time for manuscript review decreased significantly in 2005, from 63 to 57 days (a 9.5%
decline; Figure 1), a new record. We attribute this entirely to better performance and hard work by assigning
editors and reviewers. As always, we are not yet completely satisfied with this time and will continue to work
to reduce it further.
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Time from acceptance to publication (Figure 2) dropped slightly in
2005, from 225 days to 218 days, but we expect this to decrease
significantly next year when Online Early fully takes effect. Total time
from submission to publication (Figure 3) decreased slightly from 327
to 323 days but again this should drop significantly next year because

of Online Early.

Region of Authorship

Region of authorship is
determined by the address
of the first author at the
time the work was done
and only partially reflects
sovereignty of contributions. International participation in
authorship is actually higher than indicated by these statistics
due to secondary authorships. Of the 163 papers submitted and
accepted in 2005, the proportion of first authors from the United
States increased from 42.5% in 2004 to 54.0% in 2005 (Figure
4). This is partly or
mostly an artifact of the

25-paper Brazilian Special Section that was received and processed

in 2004 (most of whose authors were Brazilian). Thus, we are still

working toward increased authorship by non-United States based

scientists. Other regional changes from 2004 to 2005 include modest

increases in accepted papers from Africa (2.9 to 3.1%), Australia

(8.0 to 8.6%), and Asia (4.0 to 4.9%), and decreases in accepted

papers from Central / South America (16.1 to 6.1%), Europe (21.9

to 19.5%) and Canada (4.6 to 3.7%).
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Social Science Working Group Grant
Recipient Wins Goldman Prize

Silas Kpanan’Ayoung Siakor, one of the scholars
that the Social Science Working Group
supported at the 2005 annual meeting with a
travel grant from The Christensen Fund, won the
2006 Goldman Prize for his work in Liberia. Silas
was a presenter in the symposium Conservation
and the Social Sciences: Lessons from the Field.
His research on the links between deforestation,
armed conflict, and environmental injustice led
to major policy actions by the U.N. Security
Council and the new Liberian government. For
complete information, see
www.goldmanprize.org/node/442




Smith Fellows 2007 Call for Proposals Announced

The Society for Conservation Biology is pleased to solicit applications for the David H. Smith
Conservation Research Fellowship Program. These two year post-doctoral fellowships enable outstanding
early-career scientists to improve and expand their research skills while directing their efforts towards
problems of pressing conservation concern for the United States.

Each Fellow is mentored by both an academic sponsor who encourages the Fellow’s continued
development as a conservation scientist, and a conservation practitioner who helps to connect the Fellow
and her/his research to practical conservation challenges.

Fellows will spend up to four weeks per year during their fellowship attending orientation and training
events. These offerings provide opportunities to cultivate professional networks and to gain better
understanding of applied research needs. Fellows will participate as a group in three or more Program-
sponsored meetings, conferences, or professional development events each year.

The Program especially encourages individuals who want to better link conservation science and theory
with pressing policy and management applications to apply. We envision that the cadre of scientists
supported by the Smith Fellows Program eventually will assume leadership positions across the field of
conservation science. Fellows are selected on the basis of innovation, potential for leadership and
strength of proposal.

The deadline for receipt of application materials is 29 September 2006. The Program expects to select
four Fellows in January 2007 for appointments to start in March 2007. Fellowship awards include an
annual salary of $37,823, benefits, and generous travel and research budgets. For detailed proposal
guidelines, please visit http://www.smithfellows.org/proposalguidelines.cfm. Questions may be directed
to Shonda Foster, Program Coordinator (sfoster@conbio.org).
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Carbon, from page 1

* SCB should increase registration fees to offset the carbon
impact of attending the annual meeting (97% support).

* Everybody should pay at least a symbolic amount, but
persons from developing countries should pay much less
(only 9% favored equal payments for attendees from
developing countries).

* SCB should invest in projects like restoration of natural
landscapes that directly benefit biodiversity in addition to
reducing the amount of carbon in the atmosphere, even if
these tons of carbon cost more (84% support).

A decisive majority (88%) of respondents were willing to
increase their fees by $20 or more —and nearly half (46%) were
willing to pay “whatever it takes” —to offset the

carbon impact of attending the meeting.

Most respondents (71%) were willing

to pay an additional $10 or more if the

project not only offset carbon, but did so in

a way (such as restoration of degraded

landscapes) that directly benefits biodiversity.

At the annual meeting, the SCB Board voted to act

in accordance with the clear wishes of meeting

attendees. As a result, you can expect registration fees for

the annual meeting to increase by about US$20 if you are from
a developed country, and about $5 if you are from a developing
country!. To offset the carbon impact of our 2007 meeting in
South Africa, we are considering an exciting project to restore
degraded landscape on a World Heritage Area (Baviaanskloof,
the third largest natural area in South Africa, and the site of one
of the optional field trips associated with the Port Elizabeth
meeting). The project would store carbon, benefit biodiversity,
and (by employing local people to restore native vegetation)
alleviate poverty in the project area, with long term
sustainability through ecotourism. Most carbon would be stored
in an indigenous succulent evergreen plant which has been
demonstrated to store carbon efficiently in a low rainfall
system, with high resistance to loss from wildfire and
decomposition.

To our knowledge, we are the first professional organization in
ecology, conservation, or management of natural resources to
take responsibility for our carbon footprint. We should be proud
of ourselves as a professional society. As many respondents to
the survey stated, global climate change is the most important
issue of our time, and SCB simply must walk the talk and put
our money where our mouth is.

But this is just a first step. As the science of carbon cycling is
better understood, and as carbon offset markets mature, each
year SCB will have to refine our estimate of our carbon impact,
more rigorously ensure that our investments produce offsets
that would not have happened without our dollars, and increase
the durability of carbon stored by our projects.

The Board of Governors will need annual advice on these
important recurring issues. We could simply partner with an
existing and respected player in carbon offsets. But I'd like to
explore an alternative, namely an advisory committee of SCB
members to help SCB manage its growing portfolio of carbon
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investments, much like Steve Humphrey and others help SCB
manage its portfolio of financial investments. Right now I chair
the Ad Hoc Carbon Offset Committee, and we have no expert
in carbon cycling, carbon storage, carbon markets, or
verification procedures. I'd like to replace most committee
members (myself included) with appropriate experts from the
SCB membership. I’ve learned just enough to realize that the
realm of carbon offsets is every bit as complex as population
genetics or landscape ecology, and I respect those with
experience and knowledge of these issues. If you’d like to
serve, send an email to paul.beier@nau.edu; briefly explain the
expertise you’d bring to the committee.

The committee also will need policy experts and generalists to
address some issues. For instance, in selecting an investment,
should we favor a project near the location of our annual
meeting? How much should we weigh risk relative to yield, or
biodiversity benefit relative to carbon benefit? And will SCB
move beyond offsetting our carbon impact toward
reducing the amount carbon dioxide that needs to
be offset? Several thoughtful respondents to
our survey suggested that SCB reduce
carbon impact by holding global
meetings once every two to
three years (perhaps with
regional meetings in off-
years), or by devising a
“virtual meeting”
format that does not
require most
participants to travel2. These are
the sort of “outside the box”
suggestions that had not occurred to
me, but that this committee should seriously consider as it
advises the Board. Again, if you‘d like to serve on this ad hoc
committee (or the standing committee that may replace it), send
me an email.

Paul Beier, SCB Secretary

1 This surcharge is considerably less than our willingness-to-pay as
indicated by the survey. The amount was calculated from the
frequency distribution of distances traveled to our recent annual
meetings, estimated carbon emitted per passenger on such flights, and
the dollar cost of offsetting that carbon in a project that would benefit
biodiversity. Note that we are collectively taking responsibility for
“our carbon” —we do not charge different fees to those who walk,
bicycle, or fly to the meeting.

2 Amphibian conservationists and conservation veterinarians held
several virtual conferences during 1996-2000, and the Convention on
Biodiversity held one in 2005.
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articles contact the Editor: Erica Fleishman, National Center
for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis, 735 State Street, Suite
300, Santa Barbara, CA 93101, USA, (805) 892-2530,
fleishman@nceas.ucsb.edu. Decisions concerning publication
rest with the Editor.
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2006 Student Awards

The Student Awards Program was highly successful this year.
Twelve finalists gave presentations at SCB’s 2006 annual
meeting. Special thanks to Blackwell Publishing, Oxford
University Press, and Sinauer Associates for their support.

First Place o Carolyn Kurle

Introduced rats indirectly transform
island intertidal communities

Second Place » Mya Thompson

Applied acoustic monitoring: African forest elephant
population estimates from Kakum National Park, Ghana

Third Place » Jeffrey Milder

Assessing the conservation benefits of
sensitive land development

Fourth Place  Jennifer Solomon

Polling for poachers: testing a unique method for
estimating illegal resource use in protected areas

FINALISTS

Jami Barnes—Linking population viability analysis and habitat
suitability for the conservation of Audubon’s Crested Caracara
(Caracara cheriway) in Florida

Megan Gahl— Amphibian disease: can landscape features of
breeding pools distinguish wetlands at risk?

Elizabeth Harper—Demographic consequences of buffer zone
diameter for pond-breeding amphibian populations

Wendy Kuntz—Identifying non-breeding habitat in mobile
species: seasonal elevational movement in a
Hawaiian honeycreeper

Daniel McGarvey—The “power” of science: confronting Type
IT error under the Endangered Species Act

David Patrick—Effects of forest harvesting on juvenile
amphibian dispersal

Ryan Sensenig— Spatial ecology of fire in an East African
savannah: effects of burn size and patchiness on the foraging
ecology of grazers of varying body size

Christopher Stallings—Indirect effects of fishing on coral-reef
fish communities

ThanKs to the Judges of Oral Presentations

Delali Dovie (Africa), Karl Flessa (Marine), Jaime Jiminez
(Austral and Neotropical America), Margaret Kinnaird (Asia),
Nicola Nelson (Australasia), Julianne Newton (Europe), Oliver
Pergams (North America)
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Call for 2007

Award Nominations

Edward T. LaRoe lll Memorial Award

The Edward T. LaRoe III Memorial Award is given annually to
an individual with a distinguished record of research and
outstanding application of science to the conservation of our
biological resources. The intention of the award is to recognize
the innovative application of science to resource management
and policy. Although all scientists are eligible for the award,
because of Edward LaRoe’s distinguished career as a public
servant, preference is given to employees of governmental
resource management agencies or science agencies.

Past recipients of the LaRoe Award are

2006  Stuart Pimm

2005  Daniel Pauly

2004  Jerry Franklin
2003  Stephen Schneider
2002  John Lawton

2001  Robert Pressey
2000  Phil Pister

1999  Chandler Robbins

Please send nominations for the 2007 LaRoe Award to J.
Michael Scott, Department of Fish and Wildlife, P.O. Box 44-
1141, Room 103, University of Idaho, Moscow, ID 83844-
1141, USA, mscott@uidaho.edu (with copies to Sarah
Martinez, sarahm@uidaho.edu). Nominations should be in the
form of a nominating letter with an accompanying resume of
the nominee. Multiple letters of support for nominees are
encouraged. Nominations must be received by 1 October 2006.

Distinguished Service Awards

SCB annually presents awards for distinguished service in the
field of conservation biology. For 2007, SCB is soliciting
nominations from its members and other conservation
professionals. Among the categories eligible for awards are

Academia

Government

Outside academia and government

Social, economic, and political work

Education and journalism

Nominations for individuals or institutions, including a
nomination form and a minimum of two supporting letters,
must be received by 1 October 2006. The form is available at
http://conbio.org/SCB/Activities/Awards/. Letters and form
must be submitted as a single document in Word. Separate
letters will not be accepted. Please send nominations to
Saterson.Kathryn@epamail.epa.gov. If the nominator does not
have internet access, contact Kathryn Saterson, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 109 TW Alexander Drive,
MC: B305-02, Research Triangle Park, NC 27711, USA, 1 919
541-2535.



Burgman, from page 1

Population viability analyses have been criticized because
confidence intervals for parameters and risk metrics are large.
Models may be unnecessary, unhelpful, wasteful, or misleading
because predictions are difficult (for discussion, see Reed et al.
2002, Brook et al. 2002, Beissinger et al. 2005 and references
therein). Many criticisms of PVA are valid. Often, there are too
few data to answer a question. Functions and parameters may
over or underestimate future population sizes. Bounds on most
predictions for single species are disturbingly large. The
variability represented in most PVAs underestimates the full
extent of natural variation and lack of knowledge.

Critiques of PVA have stimulated tests of its strengths and
weaknesses, employing theoretical simulations, retrospective
and cross-validation studies, and empirical tests of predictive
accuracy (Brook et al. 2000, Ellner et al. 2002, Lindenmayer et
al 2003). They have explored biases and missing data (Holmes
and Fagan 2003, McCarthy et al. 2004), the relative accuracy of
predicted ranks of management options (Ellner and Fieberg
2003, McCarthy et al. 2003, Lotts et al. 2004, Holmes et al.
2005), and have decomposed predictive uncertainty into its
sources (Ellner and Fieberg 2003, Wiegand et al. 2004).

New analytical techniques are evolving that take a broad range
of uncertainties, propagate

often illuminated when they are translated into equations.
Model building is the simplest way of finding and reconciling
the linguistic ambiguities and vague concepts that plague
informal risk assessments (Regan et al. 2002). It may be
enough to establish data collection and research priorities from
a sensitivity analysis. The ranks of management options may be
sufficient basis for managing a species.

Even when uncertainties are large, PVAs can guide species
management, set research priorities, establish recovery criteria,
support monitoring programs, and characterize the risks faced
by populations (see Staples et al. 2005, Beissinger et al. 2006).
For example, Yamada et al. (2004) built a model for Sindh Ibex
in Khirthar National Park, Pakistan, based largely on collateral
data and allometric relationships, together with historical
records and expert judgement. Information on dependencies
between vital rates (within populations and in space) could only
be inferred from rainfall data. Dependencies can strongly affect
extinction probabilities (Burgman 2005). However, a sensitivity
analysis indicated that dependencies between vital rates and in
space, for this species, contributed a relatively modest amount
to uncertainty. Further, a decision about whether it was safe to
harvest 25 adult males from an adjacent game reserve would
not change, irrespective of knowledge about these parameters.

Work over the last 20 years has led to a realization that much

them through chains of
calculations, and provide
platforms for formal
decision analysis (e.g.,
Ben-Haim 2001, Ferson
2002, Possingham et al.
2002, Dorazio and Johnson
2003). They provide
decision-makers with a
more transparent
appreciation of what is
possible to predict.

Learning from PVA

Prediction is a part of the
process of quantitative
modeling (Figure 1). The
heuristic benefits (Brook et
al. 2002) accrue from the
full process of building,
fitting, predicting, testing,
and revising the models.
Of these, arguably, model
building is the most
valuable because it
contributes the most to
learning (Starfield 1997).

The value of any of the
steps in Figure 1 depends

uncertainty is
irreducible (inherent,
natural variation) and
that some theoretically
reducible uncertainty is
not within our grasp
(Pielke 2003). More
knowledge may
increase uncertainty
because better models
enhance appreciation of
its magnitude. Without
such insight, decisions
often are unrealistically
optimistic (Burgman
2005).

Conclusions

The easy solution for
conservation decision-
making under
uncertainty is to turn to
expert judgment or to a
single model-based
prediction, thereby
assuming a cloak of
unassailable and
unverifiable scientific
authority to produce

on context. Discrepancies,
logical flaws, and
mismatched units in

arrows and boxes.
conceptual models are

Figure 1. Learning from population viability analysis. The “learning” phase
encapsulates the benefits of thinking carefully and coherently about data,
population biology and uncertainty. This diagram could include many more

persuasive
rationalizations.
Unfortunately, many
alternative scenarios
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may unfold and both experts and models are characteristically
optimistic and narrow in their appreciation of uncertainty
(Burgman 2005). Alternative views of a system may be
coherent and consistent with data and theory. Conservation
needs decisions that provide satisfactory utilities for all
stakeholders, irrespective of which model for the future is true.

Beissinger et al. (2006) concluded that the best conservation
decisions will occur where field biologists, modelers,
statisticians, and managers cooperate. Good decision-making
makes use of the full power of explicit modeling to explore
data and the status of knowledge relevant to a decision, and
then gives uncertainty full credibility by finding a solution that
is maximally robust to uncertainty. The task remains in
conservation biology to embrace tools for uncertainty analysis
in ways such that the models are subordinate to the quality of
the data, the people who carry the burden of the risks have a
place and a voice, and field biology, modeling, and
management planning contribute to decisions.
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Announcements

Conservationevidence.com

The Web site conservationevidence.com aims to collate
information on the effectiveness of species or habitat
management. It summarizes the details of published studies,
unpublished reports, and the experience of managers. The site is
available to all and the information within it can be freely
extracted by others who have dealt with similar problems as
well as for use in reports, reviews, or management plans. The
site already has more than 400 cases with many more being
written. Further examples from across the world are welcome.
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Gratis Book Scheme: Free Books for Developing Countries

The nhbs.com bookstore has joined with Blackwell Publishing,
Cambridge University Press, and Oxford University Press to
provide free ecology and conservation books to individuals or
libraries outside western Europe, North America, Australia,
New Zealand, and Japan who otherwise would be unable to
afford them. The British Ecological Society is paying for the
postage. This follows from a scheme in which 3116 copies of
The Conservation Handbook were distributed to 160 different
countries. For that scheme the books were given in lieu of the
author’s royalties, the nhbs.com bookstore coordinated
distribution, and The Christensen Fund paid for the postage.



Following the generosity of the publishers the following books
are available.

The Conservation Handbook. W.J. Sutherland. Blackwell
Publications. 250 copies are available.

Ecology: From Individuals to Ecosystems. M. Begon, J.L.
Harper, and C.R. Townsend. Blackwell Publications. 200
copies of the fourth edition of this textbook are available.

Wildlife Ecology, Conservation and Management. Blackwell
Publications. A. Sinclair, J. Fryxell, and G. Caughley. 200
copies of the latest edition of this classic are available.

Bird Ecology and Conservation: A Handbook of Techniques.
Edited by W.J. Sutherland, I. Newton, and R.E. Green.
Oxford University Press. 300 copies already have been
distributed. An additional 100 copies are available.

Conservation Education and Outreach Techniques. S. Jacobson,
M.D. McDuff, and M.C. Monroe. Oxford University Press.
To be published in early 2007. 200 copies available.

Ecological Census Techniques. Edited by W.J. Sutherland.
Cambridge University Press. 200 copies of the second
edition are available.

These books can be ordered by completing the form available
at the link on the bottom right of the home page of the
nhbs.com bookstore (www.nhbs.com) and can be completed
either for yourself, if eligible, or to recommend someone else.

This scheme is not available for those who have moved to the
region to work or for those from the region who are currently
working elsewhere (e.g., graduate study in western Europe).

If any other authors or publishers (or funders —we have ideas
for expanding this further) wish to be involved in the scheme
please contact William Sutherland (w.sutherland @uea.ac.uk).

Volunteers Needed

PROJECT WILDBIRD is a three-year study of wild bird
feeding in the United States and Canada. Sponsored by the
WBFI Research Foundation, PROJECT WILDBIRD will study
food and feeder preferences of birds by geographic region and
season, and also will examine the human dimensions of bird
feeding. Participation as a citizen scientist in PROJECT
WILDBIRD is an excellent way for individuals of all ages and
skill levels to learn more about animal behavior and the
scientific method through participation in a large scale research
project. Members of the Animal Behavior Society from the
United States or Canada who would like to be citizen scientists
for the project should visit www.projectwildbird.org or contact
shays@wbfi.org for more information.

An international conference on felid biology and conservation
will be held 17-21 September 2007 at Oxford University,
United Kingdom. The conference is organized by the Wildlife
Conservation Research Unit in partnership with the IUCN /
SSC Cat Specialist Group. Sessions will cover aspects of felid
systematics, palaecontology, biogeography, genetics, ecology,
behaviour, physiology, management and conservation biology.
For further information contact Andrew Loveridge, Wildlife
Conservation Research Unit, Tubney House, Tubney OX13
5QL, United Kingdom, +44 1865 393115,

felid.conference @zoo0.0x.ac.uk, www.wildcru.org/conference
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2007 Annual Meeting < Visit Spectacular South Africal

South Africa is spectacular, and SCB members have an excellent
opportunity to experience this part of the world. I visited Graham
Kerley in May, and drove most of the routes I would recommend
for participants in the 2007 annual meeting. A travel agency in
New York is primed to facilitate escorted travel programs with
private, local guides exclusively for SCB members and their
traveling companions. Although this is certainly not the only
agency available to meeting attendees, this agency is aware of
our interests.

The travely agency will offer pre- and post-meeting itineraries
that include many of the magnificent destinations in the western
Cape Province (geographically between Cape Town and Port
Elizabeth) and Kruger National Park near Johannesburg. The
agency already has contacted a number of South African travel
entities to enrich my ideas. We have talked through a number of
scenarios for people traveling from North America to Africa
beyond simply attending the meeting.

There also will be officially arranged field trips around the
meeting. The Local Organizing Committee has negotiated a
substantial discount on South African Airways that can be
accessed by individuals through South African Airways offices.
See www.conbio.org/2007 for current and emerging details.
There also is substantial information on the meeting Web site to
guide individuals in developing their own travel packages.

Many itineraries for side trips will cost under US$2000, arguably
quite reasonable compared with the US$3000 it is likely to cost
North American attendees to reach Port Elizabeth from departure
points other than New York or Atlanta. Travel packages will
highlight marine and coastal ecology, Tsitsikamma Forest (with
the new attraction of forest canopy exploration), Outdshoorn,

Klein Karoo desert, Cape fynbos, eastern Cape beaches (July is
whale season; watch whales from beach-launched adventure
boats out of Plett, where the Dolphin Research Centre is based),
and of course, Kruger National Park with a drive through eastern
Transvaal. Travel agents can assist you in finding the best airfare
from your departure point to South Africa, and also can book
sightseeing tours of South Africa through major companies such
as American Express.

Premier Travel also is able to arrange several private, escorted
trips for SCB members— with their own local guides—that will
take place both before and after the meeting. These trips vary in
length and cost, and are available exclusively to SCB members
and their traveling companions. The itineraries developed are
available to all SCB members; however, space on trips will be
limited. Each of these programs will be arranged through one of
the top Africa travel specialists in the United States.

June and July is a busy tourism season in South Africa. Please
make air and land travel plans as soon as possible. Email Ron
Abrams (ronwoolf@ix.netcom.com) or visit the meeting Web site
if you have questions about the ecology of the attractions.

If you would like to join one of these private, escorted trips, or to
coordinate your flights at the lowest available airfares to and
from South Africa, call Premier Travel. Detailed information on
the pre- and post meeting tours, including day-by-day itineraries
and costs, is available from Ron Abrams or Premier Travel (+1
800 645-3350, +1 516 625-6868, or premiertrv@aol.com).

Note: neither SCB nor any of its officials benefit financially from
travel guidance.
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