	

	



	Regional Collection Plan of the AZA’s Taxon Advisory Group for the avian Orders: Passeriformes, Apodiformes, Coliiformes and Trogoniformes


Mission:

To foster public awareness of, and support for, the conservation of Passeriformes, Apodiformes, Coliiformes and Trogoniformes (PACT) species in ecosystems worldwide. To promote responsible management practices that achieve sustainable, captive populations. 

Goals:

1. To be a strong advocate for PACT species so as to encourage and support their exhibition and interpretation by AZA facilities.

2. To develop captive populations that are:

i.
      long-lived and reproductive to the best of our abilities.

ii. taxonomically representative of the PACT Orders.

iii. inclusive of all zoogeographic regions where possible, including North America.

iv. desired by AZA facilities for their exhibition, education and conservation programs.

v. likely to preserve or originate avicultural skills.

3. To develop conservation and education programs that will perpetuate PACT species in the wild by supporting their habitats.

Specific Objectives:


Zoological programs

1
Develop informational resources to assist zoos in their captive management, interpretation, and conservation programs. E.g. Husbandry manuals, videos, photographic references.

2
Develop resources for aviary construction and design, including basic and standard attributes of good aviaries.

3
Develop and maintain a Regional Collection Plan to achieve TAG Goal #2.

4
Develop, test and record techniques that will facilitate the long-term management of species in captivity.

5
Facilitate the acquisition of species that are recommended by the TAG.


Conservation
6
Develop ex-situ programs that support wild populations of PACT species using the resources and strengths of AZA organizations.

7
Identify, and provide assistance for, in-situ conservation programs that focus on ecosystems. 

8
Identify, and provide assistance for, in-situ conservation programs that focus on

PACT species.

For complete document see PACT Goals and Objectives.doc  


TAG Structure and Composition


Steering Committee
Serving a three-year term (2000-2003)
Chair          Martin Vince, Riverbanks Zoo
Vice-chair   Robert Webster, Toledo Zoo
Secretary    Peter Luscomb, Honolulu Zoo
Ken Reininger, North Carolina Zoo
Dave Rimlinger, San Diego Zoo

Serving a three-year term (2001-2004)
Aliza Baltz, Philadelphia Zoo
Herb Roberts, Memphis Zoo
Stan Searles, Cleveland Metroparks Zoo
Greg Toffic, Woodland Park Zoo
Serving a two-year term (2000-2002)
John Azua, Denver Zoo
Scott Barton, Disney's Animal Kingdom
Ted Fox, Rosamond Gifford Zoo at Burnet Park
Patty McGill, Brookfield Zoo
Jimmy Pichner, Minnesota Zoo
Lee Schoen, Houston Zoo
Species Interest Groups:
The PACT TAG comprises 23 Interest Groups, below. Each Group functions like a TAG, being responsible for recommending species for studbook management, creating its segment of the PACT TAG’s Regional Collection Plan, and developing or improving husbandry techniques. Each Group is led by an Organizer and brings together knowledgeable aviculturists of the American Zoo and Aquarium Association. 
Full membership list on-line 



	Babblers (laughing thrushes etc)
Organizer: Jimmy Pichner- Minnesota Zoo
	Mousebirds
Co-organizer: Angela Hardy - Riverbanks Zoo
Co-organizer: Jodi Daugherty - DAK

	Birds of paradise and bowerbirds
Organizer: James Mejeur - National Aviary
	Oropendolas and troupials
Co-organizer: Scott Barton - DAK
Co-organizer: Mark Myers - Audubon

	Broadbills
Organizer: Robert Webster - Toledo Zoo
	Pittas
Organizer: Herb Roberts - Memphis Zoo

	Bulbuls
Organizer: Jennifer Carney - DAK
	Shrikes
Organizer: Chris Munch - National Aviary

	Cotingas and manakins
Organizer: Kym Parr - Cleveland Zoo
	Starlings and mynahs
Co-organizer: Susan Congdon - DAK
Co-organizer: Greg Bockheim - Potawatomi

	Crows, jays and magpies
Organizer: Tex Fox - Burnet Park Zoo
	Tanagers 
Organizer: Kathy Pingry - Brookfield Zoo

	Fairy bluebirds, leafbirds and ioras
Organizer: Lee Schoen - Houston Zoo
	Thrushes (shamas, chats etc)
Co-organizer: Hannah Baily - Houston Zoo 
Co-organizer: Kelly Ryder - Lowry Park Zoo

	Finches
Organizer: Josef Lindholm - Cameron Park
	Trogons
Organizer: Martin Vince - Riverbanks Zoo

	Flycatchers, drongos etc
Organizer: Peter Luscomb - Honolulu Zoo
	Weavers and whydahs
Organizer: Robert Webster - Toledo Zoo

	Honeyeaters
Organizer: Mark Myers - Audubon
	White-eyes and sunbirds
Organizer: Bill McDowell - Audubon

	Hummingbirds
Organizer: Dave Rimlinger - San Diego Zoo
	Native Passerines
Organizer: Ken Reininger - North Carolina Zoo

	
	Native warblers
Organizer: Ken Reininger - North Carolina Zoo


 

TAG membership comprises 85 Institutional Representatives:
	Akron Zoo
	Kelly Vineyard
	kvineyard@colszoo.org

	Audubon Zoo
	Mark Myers
	birds@auduboninstitute.org

	Arizona Sonora Dsrt 
	Karen Krebbs
	kkrebbs@desertmuseum.org

	Baltimore Zoo
	Steve Sarro
	bzbirds@aol.com

	Baton Rouge Zoo
	Sam Moran
	swinslow@brzoo.org

	Binder Park
	Andi Kornak
	akornak@binderparkzoo.org

	Birmingham Zoo
	Tim Snyder
	TSnyder@birminghamzoo.com

	Brookfield Zoo
	Patty McGill
	pamcgill@brookfieldzoo.org

	Buffalo Zoo
	Gerald Aquilina
	gdaquilina@aol.com

	Burnet Park Zoo
	Ted Fox
	bpzoo@emi.com

	Busch Gardens
	Mike Wells
	Mike.Wells@BuschGardens.com

	Calgary Zoo
	Pam Pritchard
	pamp@calgaryzoo.org

	Central Florida Zoo
	Cindy Dupree
	birdnerd@netscape.net

	Charles Paddock Zoo
	Claudia Collier
	cpzoo@calinet.com

	Cincinnati Zoo
	David Oehler
	davidoehler@fuse.net

	Cleveland Zoo
	Stan Searles
	sws@clevelandmetroparks.com

	Columbus Zoo
	Doug Warmolts
	dwarmolt@colszoo.org

	Disney's Animal Kingdom
	Scott Barton
	Scott.R.Barton@disney.com

	Dallas zoo
	Chris Brown
	avicons@airmail.net

	Denver Zoo
	John Azua
	curbird@denverzoo.org

	Detroit Zoo
	Tom Schneider
	tschneider@detroitzoo.org

	Folsom County Zoo
	Randy Scheer
	rscheer@lincolnzoo.org

	Fort Wayne Children's Zoo
	Mark Weldon
	mark@kidszoo.com

	Fort Worth zoo
	Brad Hazelton
	Bhazelton@fortworthzoo.org

	Franklin Park Zoo
	Fred Beall
	fbeall@zoonewengland.com

	Glen Oak Zoo
	Dawn Petefish
	gozooreg@aol.com

	Great Plains Zoo
	Dan Brands
	dbrands@gpzoo.org

	Henry Vilas Zoo
	Jeff Stfford
	Stafford@co.dane.wi.us

	Honolulu Zoo
	Peter Luscomb
	luscom@hgea.org

	Houston Zoo
	Lee Schoen
	schoen2@juno.com

	Idaho Falls Tautphaus Zoo
	Bill Gersonde
	billg@ci.idaho-falls.id.us

	Jackson Zoo
	Dave Wetzel
	Dlwetzel@msn.com

	Jacksonville Zoo
	Pam Lewis
	krusahara@hotmail.com

	John Ball Zoo
	Cheryl Dykstra
	cheryld@zoo.co.kent.mi.us

	Kansas City Zoo
	DiAnn Roberts
	dndzoo@aol.com

	Knoxville Zoo
	Mark Armstrong
	marka@knoxville-zoo.org

	Lee Richardson Zoo
	Jeff Bullock
	city.zoocurator@gcnet.com

	Lincoln Park Zoo
	Megan Reinertsen 
	MeganR@LPZoo.org

	Living Desert
	Terrie Correll
	Idanimal@netscape.net

	Louisville Zoo
	Gary Michael
	gmichael@louky.org

	Lowry Park Zoo
	Jennifer Hackshaw
	lpz6@aol.com

	Lufkin Zoo
	Celia Falzone
	cfalzone@ci.lufkin.tx.us

	Memphis Zoo
	Herb Roberts
	hroberts@memphiszoo.org

	Miami Metrozoo
	Jeff Sailer 
	jsailer@miamidade.gov

	Mill Mountain Zoo
	Laurie Spangler
	Lsprangler@mmzoo.org

	Miller Park Zoo
	Jack Ritter
	JackRitter1@csi.com

	Milwaukee Zoo
	Kim Smith
	kasmith@execpc.com

	Minnesota Zoo
	Jimmy Pichner
	Jpichne@mnzoo.state.mn.us

	Nashville Zoo
	Joe DeGraw
	piciforme@aol.com

	National Aviary
	James Mejeur
	james.mejeur@aviary.org

	North Carolina Zoo
	Ken Reininger
	Ken.Reininger@ncmail.net

	Oakland Zoo
	Colleen Kinzley
	colleen@oaklandzoo.org

	Oklahoma Zoo
	Jim Fish
	srw@okczoo.com

	Oregon Zoo
	Jan Steele
	steelej@metro.dst.or.us

	Philladelphia zoo
	Aliza Baltz
	baltz.aliza@phillyzoo.org

	Phoenix Zoo
	No Reply
	

	Potawatomi Zoo
	Dean Bowman
	dbowsbend@aol.com

	Prospect Park Zoo
	Ric Urban
	RicUrban@aol.com

	Pueblo Zoo
	Marilyn McBirney
	zoo@coyotenet.net

	Reid Park Zoo
	Ed Hansen
	reidzoo@azstarnet.com

	Riverbanks Zoo
	Martin Vince
	martinv@riverbanks.org

	Sacramento Zoo
	Susan Healy
	shealy@saczoo.com

	Safari West
	Nancy Lang
	nancyalang@yahoo.com

	San Diego Zoo
	Dave Rimlinger
	drimlinger@sandiegozoo.org

	San Fransico Zoo
	Peter Shanon
	phoenicops@aol.com

	Santa Barbara Zoo
	Lori Warner
	supermodel@earthlink.net

	San Diego WAP
	Mike Mace
	mmace@sandiegozoo.org

	Sea World Cleveland
	Jill Golgosky
	Jill.Golgosky@SeaWorld.com

	Sea World Orlando
	Sherry Branch
	Sherry.Branch@SeaWorld.com

	Sea World San Diego
	Wendy Turner
	wendy.turner@SeaWorld.com

	Sedgwick County Zoo
	Joe Barkowski
	JCBski@aol.com

	Seneca Park Zoo
	Larry Sorel
	mczoo@servtech.com

	South Carolina Aquarium
	Clint Ball
	cball@scaquarium.org

	St Augustine Alligator Farm
	Amanda Whitaker
	alligator@aug.com

	St Louis Zoo
	Mike Macek
	macek@stlzoo.org

	Tennessee Aquarium
	Kevin Calhoon
	kac@tennis.org

	Toledo Zoo
	Robert Webster
	robert.webster@toledozoo.org

	Tracy Aviary
	Nigella Hillgarth
	hillgarth@biology.utah.edu

	Tulsa Zoo
	Dianne Fell
	dianefell@ci.tulsa.ok.us

	Virginia Zoo
	Louise Hill
	llhill@city.norfolk.va.us

	WCS / Central Park
	Anthony Brownie
	abrownie@wcs.org

	WCS / Bronx Zoo
	John Rowden
	jrowden@wcs.org

	Woodland Park Zoo
	Greg Toffic
	greg.toffic@zoo.org

	Zoo Atlanta
	James Ballance
	jballance@zooatlanta.org

	Zoo New England
	Robert Hayes
	bulletbobhayes@hotmail.com


Development of this Regional Collection Plan

In April 2001, at the AZA Regional Conference in Chattanooga, the PACT TAG met over 1 ½ days to start discussing the development of this Regional Collection Plan. We worked through a spreadsheet (taken from ISIS data) that described all of the PACT species in NA institutions at that time. During the meetings, the data were confirmed or corrected by material from Robert Webster, Toledo Zoo and Josef Lindholm, Cameron Park Zoo. See the spreadsheet Chattanooga Recommendations.xls. Virtually every Species Interest Group Organizer, literally every Steering Committee member, plus an additional 50 or so interested people met to discuss this spreadsheet. The objective was to arrive at some “first pass” recommendations that were the result of substantial collective expertise. It is true to say that practically every important Bird Curator was in the room at some point over the 2 day meeting. Most were in the room for the entire meeting – this document is the result off everyone’s persistence and collective expertise. 

During this initial assessment we spent no time formally testing each species through the Decision Tree: it would have taken too long and important momentum would have been lost. However, all of the conversations included criteria that already were, or would later become, part of the formal selection process. 

In conversation, every species was assessed for:

1. exhibit value

2. whether the ISIS data inferred sufficient spaces

3. a sense in the “room” of zoo interest

4. whether there were sufficient numbers of specimens or expectations of getting more

5. conservation value

6. husbandry ability / breeding success

7. education value

Space survey
In June 2001, Peter Luscomb, Honolulu Zoo developed an amazingly detailed population / space survey which was e-mailed to the TAG. The responses were returned and compiled by September 2001. See Survey Results.xls. 82% of the surveys were returned. See Number of Survey Responses.doc. The survey collected data on species currently in NA institutions, as well as potential “Phase-in” species which would later be assessed by the relevant Species Interest Groups. It counted spaces per species currently available, and spaces projected to be available over the next 3 years. We feel that this survey is of particularly high quality for two reasons: 1. it is very current, 2. it considers spaces per species, and not generic spaces. It is important to differentiate spaces: for example a honeycreeper space is different to a crow space. The results gave the TAG a clear indication of what the desired species are, as well as confirmation that sufficient spaces will be available to house them. 


In September 2001, the survey results were given to the Interest Group Organizers along with directions to develop their segment of the RCP. Each Interest Group was asked to carefully check the Chattanooga recommendations by using the Decision Tree (below), and by considering the available spaces shown in the survey. In addition, the Interest Groups considered potential Phase-in species by using the space survey and the Decision Tree (below) for species NOT in NA Collections.

4794 spaces currently available

8029 spaces projected over the next 3 years

6790 spaces needed to accommodate all RCP recommended programs (all DERPs + PMPs)

Once the Interest Groups had completed their work, it was apparent that all of the recommended species could be accommodated by AZA facilities. In fact, 1239 more spaces are available than are currently needed. Moreover, surveys from several zoos were not available for the database, suggesting that even more PACT spaces exist. Significant omissions include the Cincinnati, Lowry Park, Oklahoma, and Omaha Zoos. This surplus of spaces allows the TAG to consider many more managed programs, including SSP’s. Such recommendations will appear in the 2005-2008 RCP.

Zoogeographic and Taxonomic variety

The PACT TAG attaches great importance to recommending the widest possible variety of species that are representative of the PACT Orders. Summary data has been taken from the space survey to ensure that the recommended species cover a broad range of zoogeographic regions, and broadly represent all of the PACT Interest Groups. See Summary of Species Data.doc
Why are there so many more “projected spaces” than “currently available” spaces?

Virtually all zoos reported that they could keep larger PACT collections than they presently maintain. This is partly due to the addition of new facilities at AZA institutions. However, we feel that the majority of “projected spaces” actually exist, but are simply unoccupied because desired species are unavailable. This is because we have collectively failed to breed them, or collectively failed to import them, or have otherwise not yet developed systems for their sustained availability. See end of this document - Three Year Action Plan 

In December 2001, all of the Interest Groups returned their work to Martin Vince to be compiled into the PACT TAG Regional Collection Plan. The RCP was e-mailed to the TAG in December for the required 30 day comment period. A small number of comments were received, and added to the document.

Species Selection Criteria 

The following selection criteria are used to establish taxon priorities for programs within the PACT Orders. At least three of these selection criteria must be true of a species before it can be recommended in the RCP.

1. Conservation value: A conservation need must be identified through sources such as the Endangered Species Act, IUCN/ICBP, CITIES, USFW, Birdlife International, and other similar documents. Collaborative conservation projects endorsed by the range country already exist or have the potential to exist. A review of all conservation options should be made and a captive program should be initiated only when it is deemed an essential part of a conservation program. It is important that the range country has the cultural and political will to conserve the habitat of the targeted species. 
2. Educational / special exhibit value: A species may be important because of appearance, natural history, or because it is the best / sole representative of the family. E.g. the only trogon species that is being recommended by the TAG. Or a species may be the only representative of its family from a specific zoogeographic region. E.g. the only Asian trogon.  

3. Sufficient current population: data from studbooks, ISIS and 2001 PACT population survey. 

4. Availability: Probability that there are sources of birds outside of AZA zoos that can be acquired.

5. Potential for links with field programs: Species with active or probable field projects will be given higher priority, if all else is equal. 

6. Flagship potential: Species may serve as representatives of entire ecosystems, for conservation education, legislation, or habitat protection. 

7. Zoo interest: The 2001 Population Survey shows that sufficient space and interest exists in zoos. 

8. Research potential: Common species may be valuable as surrogates for developing management and conservation techniques, answering medical and dietary questions, or as foci for PR, fundraising etc.

The number of important and available PACT taxa exceeds the limits of the space and manpower resources available for managed programs. In order to optimize our ability to achieve the goals set for the TAG, we have used two decision trees (below) to help us evaluate each taxon and assign it to an appropriate Management Category (below). These assignments should not be considered permanent, since this RCP is a fluid document that will be updated every 3 years in response to program changes.

Species currently in NA Collections

Space?


No

Phase Out





Yes
 Is there an existing program?


 No


Yes


Is there a nucleus population of

Is program still recommended, 



( 3 pairs in AZA collections; or

based on current program definitions?



a realistic plan to acquire more?


No


Yes


No


Yes
Phase Out
(3 Selection Criteria?
Change program
Continue program


No

Yes
 Phase Out

Is there someone to develop

or manage the program?


No

Yes
DERP-exhibit

SSP, PMP or DERP-monitor

Species NOT currently in NA Collections
Available?

No

Not recommended


Yes
Space?


No

Not recommended


Yes
(3 Selection Criteria? 

No

Not recommended



Yes
Is there a species champion?
No

Not recommended


Yes



SSP, PMP or DERP-monitor

Management categories

Conservation programs

SSP (Species Survival Plan():  Species needing intensive, genetic and demographic team management for either:

i.  Long term population management with reintroduction goal 

ii. Long term population management for education/exhibition. 

Studbook and Memorandum of Participation required.

PMP (Population Management Plan):  Usually important exhibit species, needing genetic management to increase population numbers or maintain stable numbers. Studbook required.

Display, Education and Research Populations (DERP’s)

These are usually important exhibit species that are common, even injurious, in the wild. Conversely, in captivity the majority of PACT species remain poorly understood and difficult to breed. Most could therefore not be managed genetically and have been given a “DERP” designation in this Collection Plan. We have taken care, however, to prevent “DERP” from becoming a general category for species that do not breed readily. 


i. Many PACT species have been bred in captivity. However, breeding has been sporadic and sometimes inexplicable. The TAG has started to develop Model Programs (see PACT Goals and Objectives.doc 

) to help improve or develop management techniques for difficult species. This will help promote certain DERP species to PMP management through better aviculture and better information dissemination. 

ii. Breeding has been difficult or erratic partly because many species are represented by only a small number of healthy pairs (three pairs or less). The population is therefore handicapped at the outset, and the chances of breeding are low. This Regional Collection Plan aims to increase the population size of designated species.

DERP – monitor 
Previously, these have been called “unofficial studbook” or “registry” species. ”DERP – Monitor” species are intermediate between a simple “DERP” designation and PMP management. They are most likely to become PMP managed when / if more specimens are bred in captivity. A named person is assigned to proactively monitor the captive population. Although these populations will not be managed genetically, the success of the species in captivity will be assessed annually by using key indicators such as longevity and breeding. Where a monitor has been found, the program designation will read “DERP-monitor Fred Birdman”. Where a monitor has yet to be found, the interim monitor will be the Interest Group Organizer, and the designation will read “DERP-monitor”. If a species remains without a named monitor by the next RCP cycle, its program designation will be re-evaluated.  

DERP – exhibit

A good exhibit and education species that is not the subject of specific research, and is not sufficiently prominent to warrant a monitor.
DERP – rehab.

Non-releasable, native species. 

DERP – research
Species for which a defined research objective exists, that does not include husbandry research. E.g. test collecting techniques on the feral birds in Hawaii. 
DERP – husbandry
Species that are managed primarily for their exhibit/education value, but still represent a considerable avicultural/husbandry challenge. E.g. broadbills, hummingbirds, trogons, cotingas etc. 
Additional categories

Proposed new program: High priority species, that does not exist in collections, which might be acquired. Relevant Species Interest Group must publish a written program, including suggested husbandry guidelines, for new species before acquisition. Husbandry guidelines should be based on similar, known, species or work done in other regions. 

In-situ: TAG supports or initiates programs in home range, although species not currently in collection.

Phase out: takes up space needed for species with higher priority. Prevent breeding in the short-term; replace with TAG recommended species in the medium/long-term.

Target Populations – how are they calculated?

The overriding feature of the species selection process was to ensure that all of the recommended species would “fit” into the collective accommodations of AZA institutions. To this end, the space / population survey measured spaces available over the “next 3 years” (from 2001 to 2004). These spaces were carefully allotted recommended species so as to arrive at:

i. PMP populations that may be viable.

ii. A representative array of DERP and PMP (and one SSP) species that can be accommodated by AZA institutions.

The need for imports
To maintain viable captive populations, there will always be a need for birds imported either from the wild or other regions (see Acquisition of birds; PACT Goals and Objectives.doc 

). The only (PMP) species not commonly imported are the red sisken and the birds-of-paradise. Only zoological institutions are likely to import these species since they are listed on CITES and affected by the Wild Bird Conservation Act. However, none of the other PMP recommended species is listed on CITES – they are all imported fairly often and available as potential founders. 

Acquiring the numbers of additional founders required in this Plan is therefore entirely feasible, with the exception of the birds-of-paradise and the red sisken. Significant attempts will be made during the life of this Plan to restructure the populations of the red sisken and birds-of-paradise, as well as developing a more proactive acquisition strategy. Better links will be developed with foreign zoos. More spaces will be developed for the birds-of-paradise and a better population model will be developed that does not rely on the Bali mynah. We are optimistic, but realistic, and intend to re-evaluate our successes and failures once this Collection Plan has been given a chance to express itself (over a 3 year period 2002 – 2005). The performance of every species will be carefully re-assessed in the next RCP cycle program changes will be made where appropriate.
 

DERPs
The vast majority of spaces are occupied by DERP species in this Collection Plan. It is therefore important to measure, and sometimes limit, such populations to conserve spaces. Also, some DERP (monitor) populations are likely to become managed in the future and would otherwise compete for existing PMP spaces.  The “DERP – rehab.” species are the only exception. Most have been left without a target population because they are not kept in significant numbers and the spaces available to them are usually very few. In addition, their availability and health status is often highly variable.

The target population for a DERP species is proportional to its projected available spaces. When practical and if necessary, spaces were redistributed to similar birds (in the same Interest Group) to bolster less endowed populations. 

PMPs
The Population Management Center in Chicago prepared an extraordinary report entitled Management Recommendations for the Passeriformes, Apodiformes, Coliiformes & Trogoniformes Taxon Advisory Group. Please see file name PACT TAG Kt evaluations.doc 

. Target populations were calculated for all the current and proposed PMP species. For each species, more than one target population was provided (based on the addition of different numbers of founders). The real-world conditions of each species (such as availability) were considered by the TAG to select the most practical target populations for this Collection Plan. The preferred target population was the number that most closely matched the number of available spaces, provided that it seemed possible to easily provide the associated number of additional founders. In fact, almost all of the PMP species appear to sustainable at 88% Genetic Diversity over 50 years.
SSPs

SSPs are currently conspicuous by their absence in this TAG. The PACT TAG only has 1 SSP – the critically endangered Bali mynah. The resources needed to operate an SSP are sufficiently great that we are not rushing to instate any. In any case, the overwhelming number of species in the Plan are of modest conservation value and would not warrant SSP management. Instead they are excellent exhibit species that are superior ambassadors for rainforest ecosystems and conservation. However, during the 3 year life of this Regional Collection Plan, the TAG will carefully explore the need to establish additional SSPs. A hummingbird SSP may be appropriate for example.

Three Year Action Plan-
i. Collect certain feral Hawaiian species according to this Regional Collection Plan by 01-01-03.

ii. Species Interest Groups to develop husbandry manuals for targeted species. 

iii. Support International Migratory Bird Day and develop as flagship program.

iv. Develop broad-based conservation projects to protect rainforests. Establish conservation projects in PNG and Suriname.






