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Introduction 
 
 

Maine, the most northeasterly of the United States, encompasses a great wealth of natural 

diversity, providing habitat for numerous species at the northern or southern extremes of their 

ranges. Its varied landscape includes thousands of miles of rugged coastline, millions of acres of 

forests and mountains, thousands of lakes and ponds, and some of the most significant 

agricultural areas and grasslands in the Northeast. The vast majority (95%) of this landscape is 

privately owned, with less than 15% of the state representing conservation land, including 

private conservation easements, ecological reserves, and multiple-use public lands. 1 2   While 

almost as large as all other New England states combined, Maine has a population of only 1.2 

million, or about 1 person per 36 square miles.3 This population, which is concentrated in the 

southern and coastal regions of the state, has traditionally been sustained through resource 

extraction industries such as fishing, quarrying, and forestry and forest products and textile 

manufacturing, though the economy is now far more dependant on service industries, particularly 

those associated with recreation and tourism.4 Maine ranks sixth in the nation for per capita 

participation in fish- and wildlife-related recreation; these activities contribute an estimated one 

billion dollars a year to the state’s economy.5  

 Wildlife management in Maine has undergone a significant shift in the past several 

decades, moving from an exclusive focus on game animals to a more comprehensive, habitat-

based approach. In recognition of this shift, the name of the agency primarily responsible for 

non-marine wildlife management was changed from the Department of Inland Fisheries and 

Game to the Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W) in the mid 1970s. Even as 

its mission has become more comprehensive, however, the agency’s principal funding sources 

(federal allocations through the Pittman-Robertson and Dingle-Johnson acts) have remained 

restricted to game species management. Funding for non-game wildlife management is primarily 
                                                 
1 Teaming With Wildlife. Maine Wildlife Action Plan Summary (2006) 
http://www.wildlifeactionplans.org/pdfs/action_plan_summaries/maine.pdf (accessed April, 15, 2007), 1. 
2 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 4, 9. 
3 Ibid, Chapter 2, 1.  
4 Galen Rose,, A Brief History of the Maine Economy (Augusta, Maine: Maine State Planning Office, June 2003), 2. 
5 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Executive Summary, vi.  

 2

http://www.wildlifeactionplans.org/pdfs/action_plan_summaries/maine.pdf


derived from a voluntary state income tax donation, a scratch-off lottery ticket, the Maine 

conservation license plate, and the Federal State Wildlife Grant Program.6  According to a 

knowledgeable state employee, all forms of non-game wildlife funding, with the exception of the 

State Wildlife Grant (SWG) funds, have declined in recent years.7 Maine receives approximately 

$600,000 a year in SWG funds, the minimum allocation for qualifying states as derived under a 

formula based on state size and population 8 

 In order to continue to qualify for SWG funds, Congress required states and territories to 

submit Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategies (CWCS or Strategy) to a U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service National Advisory Acceptance Team by October 1, 2005. It should be noted 

that some states also refer to CWCS as State Wildlife Action Plans (SWAPs).  Maine’s Strategy, 

submitted in September of 2005, was developed by a set of committees primarily comprised of 

individuals from the MDIF&W, though sections pertaining to marine species were primarily the 

responsibility of the Maine Department of Marine Resources (MDMR). A stakeholder working 

group was also convened to provide guidance and review various aspects of the Strategy. The 

CWCS that resulted from this process is a document totaling over 600 pages with an additional 

several hundred pages of appendices.  

 A characterization of the Strategy is offered below, which follows the outline of the eight 

CWCS elements required by Congress. The concluding section of the characterization is a 

discussion of the progress towards CWCS implementation that has occurred in the two years 

since it was approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  

 

1. Identification of Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) 

 
 Prior to defining the criteria for selecting the Species of Greatest Conservation Need 

(SGCN) on which the majority of the Strategy focuses, the Maine CWCS offers an overview of 

all wildlife within the state. Information on wildlife distribution is laid out primarily through 

tables broken into the following categories (which are used throughout the CWCS): birds, 

herpetofauna (reptiles and amphibians), better known phyla of invertebrates, inland fish, non-

                                                 
6 Ibid, Chapter 1, 3 
7 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI.  
8 Ibid 
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Table 1: Criteria for Conservation 
Prioritization  

Priority 1 species must be: 
• State or federally listed or endemic to the 

Northeast and 
• Identified as a regional or global/continental 

species of concern by one of several external 
assessments (NatureServe etc…) 

Priority 2 species include: 
• Species listed as having a moderate to high 

potential for state extirpation by one or more 
specified external source2 

• State endemic species or those with a large 
percentage of their global range within the 
state  

• Species for which extirpation risk is thought 
likely, but for which insufficient data exists 

• Species currently believed to be state 
extirpated but for which rediscovery is thought 
possible through further survey effort

marine mammals, and marine wildlife. These tables describe the occurrence of each species in 

one or more of six general geographic areas (e.g. Coastal, South, North, etc.).  Preceding  the 

tables for each species category, some 

qualitative information is included on the 

abundance of species, though this is primarily 

restricted to describing certain species as 

threatened, endangered, or species of 

concern.9 It should be noted that, while plant 

species are not considered in the current 

Strategy, the CWCS suggests that future 

iterations may include those that are of 

particular concern, obligates with SGCN 

wildlife, or indicators of “high quality natural 

communities.”10  

 To facilitate Strategy development, 

technical committees were assembled to 

assess the abundance, habitats, threats, and conservation strategies for each species category. 

These committees were primarily made up of MDIF&W staff members with the exception of the 

marine committee which was composed of two MDMR staff members and a member of the 

Maine Atlantic Salmon Commission.11 Committee members assisted in developing the process 

for selecting SGCN and reviewed each species in accordance with the developed criteria. The 

stakeholder working group, which is described further below, also reviewed and offered 

recommendations on SGCN prioritization, as well as on threats and actions. Species were 

assigned a conservation priority of 1 (very high) to 4 (low). Priority 1 and 2 species were 

designated as SGCN and are considered to have a moderate to high potential for state extirpation 

without effective management.12 See Table 1 for SGCN criteria. Inland and diadromous fish 

species were prioritized using a separate system based on restricted and declining populations 

and ranges, the narrowness of habitat requirements, and whether each species is on or proposed 
                                                 
9 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 3,1-76. 
10 Ibid, Chapter 3, 9. 
11 Ibid, Chapter 8, 3.  
12 Ibid, Chapter 3, 77 
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for a federal or state endangered or threatened list. SGCN marine mammals and turtles were 

drawn exclusively from the state and federal threatened and endangered species lists and were 

assigned a priority of 1 (for more on the integration of marine species in to the Strategy, see 

below under Element 7).  In the end, 213 species were designated as SGCN, including 103 bird, 

72 invertebrate, 13 marine, 12 inland fish, 7 herpetofauna, and 6 non-marine mammal species.13  
14 

                                                

 Acknowledging that financial constraints will prevent conservation goals from being met 

for all SGCN, CWCS developers devised a two-step triage process for further prioritization.  

Under this process, species are first ranked through a combination of their SGCN priority rating 

and a score for knowledge and readiness. Knowledge and readiness scores, which may be “very 

high,” “high,” or “moderate,” are determined primarily by whether or not a species assessment 

(preferably with goals and objectives derived from public working groups) has been conducted 

and how well the status, distribution, threats, and conservation needs of the species are 

understood.  This combined score is then matched with a funding component based on 

anticipated federal financial support beyond the State Wildlife Grant Program (SWG) monies.15 

The Canadian lynx, to which a comparatively significant amount of federal funding is directed, is 

a good example of a species that is less highly ranked through this process than one might expect 

from a strictly status-based prioritization.16 It should be noted that there were preexisting 

management plans for many SGCN, though often goals and conservation actions have not been 

accomplished due to limited non-game wildlife funding.17 Management plans will be developed 

for the additional SGCN species as they are taken through Maine’s established comprehensive 

species planning process.  

 Data for both distribution descriptions and prioritization were drawn from a wide variety 

of sources, including four ecoregionally-based rare species surveys, MDIF&W species 

assessment surveys, NatureServes’ Natural Heritage Program, the Audubon Christmas Bird 

Count, Maine’s Amphibian and Reptile Atlasing Project, and state and federal threatened and 

endangered species lists.18  

 
13 Ibid, Chapter 4, 31 
 
15 Ibid, Chapter 3,108 
16 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
17 Ibid 
18 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 11, 1-10. 
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2. Identification of Key Habitat and Community Types 

 

 For more information on the distribution and abundance of wildlife in Maine, as well as 

on the process of prioritizing the conservation needs of these species, see Chapter 3 of the 

Maine CWCS. See Appendix 4 for a list of state and federal endangered and threatened species, 

and Appendix 13 for a list of species targeted by ecoregional surveys between 1977 and 2002.  

 To facilitate survey, inventory, and broad goal setting efforts, Maine makes use of 8 

ecoregions which are consolidated from 15 biophysical regions based on climate variables, soil 

characteristics, topography, and vegetation as described by McMahon (1990).19 While large, 

these ecoregions are geographically specific and maps are provided in the Strategy.  For SGCN 

conservation, however, a finer set of 21 key habitats, set in three broad ecosystems (coastal, 

freshwater, and upland) are used. These key habitats are “crosswalked” with NatureServe 

ecological systems and National Vegetation Classification.20  The maps focusing on each 

individual ecoregion also denote the presence of key habitat types within the region, although the 

scale makes it difficult to pick out their locations. These 21 habitat types are not otherwise 

geographically specified or prioritized (e.g. we know that many bird species require “rocky 

coastline” but not the location of particularly critical habitat areas).   

  For each of the 213 SGCN species, primary and secondary habitats were designated 

within the 21 key habitats.  Freshwater habitat types accounted for 39% of primary habitats, with 

37% accounted for by upland habitat types, and 24% by coastal habitat types. In later sections of 

the CWCS, SGCN species are grouped by primary habitat type with threats, conservation needs, 

and actions specified. 

  Since 2000, MDIF&W, in conjunction with the Maine Natural Areas Program and the 

Nature Conservancy, has worked through its Beginning with Habitat Program to target critical 

habitats as Species at Risk Focus Areas. This effort has recently been expanded to encompass the 

whole state, though it was restricted to southern and coastal Maine until 2007.21 The criteria 

upon which the current 93 focus areas were delineated include: location of rare flora and fauna 

                                                 
19 Ibid, Chapter 4, 10 
20 Ibid, Chapter 4, 23 
21 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
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communities; location of the best examples of common natural communities; locations of 

significant wildlife habitats; and overlap of these features with large blocks of undeveloped land. 

After identification through systematic surveys, a suite of maps and a basic conservation plan are 

developed for each focus area. These materials, along with other geographically specific 

information, are provided to town and county governments for planning purposes through the 

Beginning with Habitat Program (see below, Element 4). These focus areas are also a priority for 

funds made available to private landowners through the Maine Landowner Incentive Program .22 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Identification of Threats to Species and Habitats 
 

 For more information on key habitats and natural areas in the Maine CWCS see Chapter 

4. For an example of a Species at-Risk Focus Area plan see pages 56-61 of this chapter. See 

Appendix 7 for a more detailed description of Maine’s biophysical regions, Appendix 8 for 

profiles of Maine’s natural communities, and Appendix 9 for a list of all Focus Areas. 

 In identifying threats, research priorities, and conservation actions, the Maine CWCS 

developers grouped SGCN species first by species category and then by primary critical habitat 

(e.g. SGCN herpetofauna primarily found in early successional upland systems).  Some Priority 

3 bird, herpetofauna, invertebrate, and mammal species are also included so as to “help partners 

understand where the species they are most concerned about fit into the relative conservation 

scheme.”23  From the marine category, only diadomous fish are included in this section, with 

threats to marine mammal species described in appended documents. Threats and strategies are 

listed for all other SGCN species and all priority habitats.  This information is presented in the 

CWCS through detailed tables in Chapter 5.24  A summary table of threats to the 21 key habitats 

is also included.25  

 Given the specificity of this process, it is not surprising that the Strategy identifies many 

more threats than it would be possible or constructive to list here. However, key threats that are 

identified for multiple key habitats include: climate change (identified as a threat to all five 
                                                 
22 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 11, 1-10. 
23 Ibid, Chapter 5, 1 
24 Ibid, Chapter 5, 11-240 
25 Ibid, Chapter 5, 242-246 

 7



marine key habitats); habitat loss and alteration due to development; habitat fragmentation due to 

large-scale forestry (identified as a threat for three out of the four forest key habitats); invasive 

species (identified as a threat for six out of nine aquatic or wetland key habitat); and pollution 

and contaminants. The sources of the threats in a particular habitat are frequently listed – such as 

agricultural or forestry practices, aerial pesticide spraying, or peat mining.   

 It should be noted that threats associated with marine mammals, turtles, and non-

diadromous marine fish are addressed primarily in Appendix10. This appendix includes a fact 

sheet on marine threatened and endangered species, the cooperative management plan for large 

whales and sea turtles in Maine, a list of marine fisheries with management plans, and an 

example management plan.  

 Information on threats was drawn from a wide variety of sources including national, 

regional, and state assessments, as well as management plans developed through the preexisting 

Maine comprehensive species planning process (see Element 4 below). 

 
 
4. Description of Conservation Actions for Species and Habitats 

  

 For more information on threats to SGCN species and critical habitats please see 

Chapter 5 of the Maine CWCS. More general threats are also described in the landscape 

overview in Chapter 4 (MDIF&W, 2005).   

  While numerous actions tied to SGCN species and key habitats are listed in the Strategy, 

the MDIF&W developed the CWCS to be highly “process driven” rather than intending it to 

spell out and prioritize specific steps needed to address the management of particular species.26 

This process is comprised of the existing programs described below, particularly the 

comprehensive species planning process and Beginning with Habitat program. The Strategy is 

primarily seen by the agency as having “validated” their existing approach to non-game wildlife 

conservation, though the interviewed agency employee described the CWCS as increasing the 

focus trained by these programs on all SGCN species, rather than strictly on threatened, 

endangered, and game species.27  While praising current programs such as Beginning with 

Habitat, at least one stakeholder was disappointed that the MDIF&W did not use the 
                                                 
26 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
27 Ibid 
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development of the CWCS as an opportunity to think strategically about new approaches to 

conservation or to identify a few geographically specified priority areas around which to focus 

action among conservation organizations in Maine.28  

  The Maine CWCS also identifies a set of six broad program components or “super 

strategies” for SGCN management. These program components are: surveys and monitoring; 

research; population management; habitat conservation; and education and outreach.29 The 

technical committees, in conjunction with the stakeholder working group, selected the two 

highest priority program components for each SGCN.  Increased surveys and monitoring were 

selected as a top priority for 156 of the 213 SGCN, with habitat conservation selected as a top 

priority for 95 SGCN. According to the Strategy, this points to a lack of adequate information on 

the population status, trends, and distribution of many SGCN species.30  

  Maine has worked for several decades to develop a wildlife management approach that 

includes the following programs: ecoregional surveys of rare animal and plant communities; 

Beginning with Habitat, a landscape based conservation program initiated in 2000; and a 

comprehensive species planning process in place since 1968. This approach has gotten 

progressively more comprehensive over time, though funding dictates that a significant focus 

remains directed at game species.31  

  Assessments and management plans developed through the comprehensive species 

planning process significantly inform the threats and actions laid out in the CWCS, though due to 

funding constraints less than half of SGCN species are currently covered under the program.32 

This planning process involves producing comprehensive assessments and developing 15 year 

strategic conservation plans for both individual species and natural communities. Objectives for 

these plans are developed jointly by agency experts and stakeholders. Since 1985, assessments 

encompassing 279 species have been completed, 90 of them for SGCN species.33 Of the 90 

SGCN to have received assessments, full management systems have been developed for 70. 

                                                 
28 Representative of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 19, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
29 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 6, 2 
30 Ibid, Chapter 6, 12 
31 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
32 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 6, 12 
33 Ibid 
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Partially in accordance with the priorities laid out in the Strategy, additional species will be taken 

through this process.34  

  The Beginning with Habitat program takes a non-regulatory, habitat-based approach to 

wildlife conservation. The program focuses on organized towns primarily in Southern and 

Coastal Maine, though an approach is being developed to extend the focus to unorganized 

townships in the Northern region of the state. Beginning with Habitat provides local boards, 

committees, and planning staff with the technical assistance, including GIS data layers and maps, 

need to conserve areas of high quality habitat. Targets of this program include riparian habitat, 

high-value plant and animal habitats, and large habitat blocks.35  This program emphasizes 

partnerships between state agencies, town and county governments, and private landowners. 

Beginning with Habitat, which is well respected both within and beyond state borders, is funded 

using nearly 40% of the annual State Wildlife Grant Program allocation.36  The program is 

specifically cited in the Strategy as the highest priority program for ongoing funding.37  

  The Maine CWCS lays out five guiding principles for prioritizing funding for 

conservation actions, including those engaged under the programs described above.  These are: 

to seek action opportunities that will to address the information and conservation needs of the 

maximum number of species; to provide some funding to address critical population 

management issues; to provide some research funding to address critical conservation questions; 

to maintain steady funding to programs likely to benefit the maximum species and address the 

maximum threats over time; to maintain the flexibility to address key super strategies by 

leveraging and enhancing funding and partnerships.38  

 It should be noted that threats associated with marine mammals, turtles, and non-

diadromous marine fish are addressed primarily in Appendix 10, which includes a fact sheet on 

marine threatened and endangered species, the cooperative management plan for large whales 

and sea turtles in Maine, a list of marine fisheries with management plans, and an example 

management plan. A link to the Gulf of Maine Council’s Gulf of Maine Habitat Restoration 

Strategy is provided in Appendix 5. 
                                                 
34 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
35 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 6, 23 
36 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
37 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 6, 33 
38 Ibid, Chapter 6, 32-33 
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5. Proposed Plans for Monitoring Species, Habitats and Conservation Actions 
 

 For more information on species and habitat specific conservation actions see Chapter 

5 pages 11 through 240 in the Maine CWCS. Conservation strategies for marine mammals 

and habitats are found in Appendices 5 and 10.  A sample species assessment developed 

under the comprehensive species planning process is located in Appendix 11.  Information on 

super strategies and existing programs is located in Chapter 6 of the CWCS. 

 The Maine CWCS identifies three areas for which monitoring is essential: species-

specific population conservation; species-specific habitat conservation; and landscape habitat 

conservation.39 The first area encompasses traditional monitoring regimes, while the second and 

third appear to require monitoring of progress towards conservation indicators.  

 The species monitoring requirements of SGCN vary from those that are already covered 

by a developed iterative management plan, to those that have not gone through the planning 

process but for which sufficient knowledge for an assessment is available, to those for which 

available knowledge is inadequate for assessment.  The comprehensive species planning process 

requires sufficient knowledge of a species’ distribution, population, and habitat requirements 

before an assessment and management plan can be developed.40 As noted above, additional 

surveys and monitoring are identified as priority management program components for over half 

of all SGCN, though bird and inland fish species are addressed by existing monitoring efforts to 

a greater degree than other species. “Citizen scientist” efforts and federally supported monitoring 

programs represent a large portion of these existing programs.41  The CWCS promotes 

expanding population monitoring to encompass species that are not covered by current efforts as 

a goal, though no specific strategies for doing this are described.42  

 Monitoring of the success of species-specific habitat conservation takes place almost 

exclusively through components of existing species management plans. Such monitoring 

                                                 
39 Ibid, Chapter 7, 1 
40 Ibid, Chapter 6, 14 
41 Ibid, Chapter 7, 9-12 
42 Ibid 
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involves the tracking of progress towards habitat management goals and objectives established 

through the public working group process for each species taken through the comprehensive 

species planning process. The CWCS mentions that adaptive management measures have been 

included in at least some management plans, though the specifics of these measures are not 

detailed in the Strategy.43  

 Landscape conservation monitoring includes tracking of both program success through 

set indicators and statewide habitat changes. The latter is being undertaken through a satellite 

imagery program initiated in 2004 to track land-use changes. The former involves the setting of 

objectives and indicators for programs including Beginning with Habitat, the Maine Landowner 

Incentive Program, and the Essential Habitats Program.44 As an example, sample indicators for 

Beginning with Habitat include the number of towns and regions mapped, and number of towns, 

land trusts, and planning groups receiving presentations.45 

  

  

6. Procedures for Strategy Review 

 

 For more information on monitoring see Chapter 7 of the Maine CWCS.  For 

information on species specific monitoring requirements see Chapter 5. 

 Congress requires states to review CWCS at intervals of no more than ten years. 

Describing the CWCS as an ongoing work in progress, MDIF&W has decided to engage in a 

detailed evaluation every five years. The Strategy does not offer details as to what this evaluation 

will specifically entail. 

 In addition to the five year evaluation, the Strategy states that opportunities will be made 

available for regular input, evaluation, and revision of the CWCS. These opportunities are 

intended to exist through the ongoing species technical committees and the CWCS 

implementation team (which is intended to be made up of both agency employees and active 

non-agency stakeholders). The Maine CWCS is one of only seven plans across the country to 

describe the creation of a committees designed to guide the implementation process for the 

                                                 
43 Ibid, Chapter 7, 32 
44 Ibid, Chapter 7, 39-41 
45 Ibid, Chapter 7, 39 
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CWCS.46 .Due to several unforeseeable circumstances, including serious health issues among the 

agency staff,  this steering committee has not yet met and the implementation team has been 

convened only once since the publication of the plan47.  The first meeting of the implementation 

team, which took place in May of 2007, is described further below under the implementation 

section.48  While recognizing that legitimate delays have occurred, some stakeholders are 

disappointed with the extent of continued partner engagement during CWCS implementation.49  

  

7. Coordination with Federal, State and Tribal Agencies 

 

 For more information on the periodic review process see Chapter 8 of the CWCS. It 

should be noted, however, that the first half of this chapter is devoted to a description of the 

CWCS development process. 

The Maine CWCS offers an extensive table detailing the frequency and type of 

collaborative interaction occurring on wildlife conservation efforts in Maine.  Included in this 

table are interactions between federal agencies, state agencies, local agencies, tribes, and non-

governmental conservation partners.  These interactions are broken out by the five major project 

components (“super strategies”) described above as well as by partner category (federal agency, 

tribe, etc.). It appears that by far, the most frequent collaborations take place through habitat 

conservation actions, with significant interactions also taking place through population 

management.50  While data gathered through federal and non-governmental sources is clearly 

essential to wildlife management in Maine, there appears to be a relatively low level of 

collaborative interactions on survey, monitoring, and research efforts.51 52 The primary state 

                                                 
46 Defenders of Wildlife,.Conservation Across the Landscape: A Review of the State Wildlife Action Plans 
(Washington, DC: 2006), 32. 
47 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
48 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 27,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
49 Representative of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 28, 2007. Ann Arbor, 
MI; Representative of Small  Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, October 24, 2007. Ann Arbor, 
MI 
50 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 9,9 
51 Ibid, Chapter 11. 
52 Ibid, Chapter 9,9. 
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wildlife agencies are shown to most frequently interact with state and federal agencies and non-

governmental organizations, and less frequently with tribes and local agencies.53 

According to the interviewed agency employee, the CWCS represents the first attempt by 

the Maine state government to integrate into a single comprehensive strategy the management of 

wildlife and inland fish with marine fish and mammal species.54 Some disappointment was 

expressed over the limited involvement of MDMR in this process, which, though they were 

invited to fully participate, was described by one stakeholder as “token.”55  This limited 

engagement resulted in a list of SGCN marine mammals and reptiles limited to those listed by 

the State or Federal government as threatened or endangered.56 Threats and conservation actions 

regarding marine mammals, turtles, and non-diadromous fish are  addressed through a fact sheet, 

list of existing management plans, and two example management plans in Appendix 10.  A link 

to the Gulf of Maine Council’s Gulf of Maine Habitat Restoration Strategy is also provided in 

Appendix 5. 

Coordination with stakeholders on the development of the Strategy is outlined below 

under Element 8. The primary mechanisms for gathering input from conservation partners on the 

strategy were the stakeholder working group and the public comment period. The steering 

committee and species technical committees were, however, composed primarily of MDIF&W 

employees. 

 
 

8. Public Participation 
 

For more information on coordination with conservation partners please see Chapter 9 

of the Maine CWCS. Information on the process by which stakeholders (including non-

MDIF&W agency officials) were incorporated into CWCS development can be found in 

Chapter 8 of the CWCS.  

For the purpose of this section, the “public” is considered to encompass all stakeholders, 

with the general public just one component of this larger group. In developing the CWCS, 

                                                 
53 Ibid, Chapter 9, 10 
54 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 27,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
55 Representative of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 28, 2007. Ann Arbor, 
MI 
56 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
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MDIF&W invited 64 individuals to join a stakeholder working group (also known as the CWCS 

coalition).57 Between 20-30 non-MDIF&W participants attended each working group meeting, 

though participation varied from one meeting to the next.58  A substantial number (14-18) of 

MDIF&W staff members, including those making up the species technical committees, also 

attended the meetings. 

The working group convened for three six-hour meetings over the course of the CWCS 

development process. The group was tasked with reviewing and providing feedback on various 

components of the CWCS, including on the prioritization of species, the tables used to present 

information, the guidelines for funding allocation, and, to some extent, conservation actions.59 

Participants were also invited to comment on the Strategy as a whole, though only a handful did 

so.60  

 The range of those invited to become members of the working group included staff of 

other state and federal agencies, representatives of Maine conservation NGOs, academics and 

researchers, representatives of the state’s Native American tribes, and a few individuals 

representing small scale resource-based industries (Maine Trappers Association, Professional 

Guides Association).  The first three broad groups listed above were well represented at the 

meetings, but the final two accounted for very few of the participants.61  Stakeholders who did 

attended, and particularly those who participated most robustly, tended to be those individuals 

and groups with long-standing relationships with MDIF&W.62.  Notable absences include 

meaningful participation from tribal representatives and marine-focused organizations. The latter 

may be indicative of the limited role taken by the MDMR, as MDIF&W is not likely to have 

significant ties to the marine conservation community. At least one stakeholder was very pleased 

with the inclusiveness of the CWCS development process, feeling that the agency “went out of 

their way to try to include all stakeholders.”63 

                                                 
57 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 8, 3-4 
58 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
 
59 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Appendix 14  
60 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
61 Ibid 
62 Ibid; Representative of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 19,  2007. Ann Arbor, 
MI 
63 Representative of Small Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, October 24,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
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The preexisting wildlife conservation and management programs described in the 

Strategy also provide numerous opportunities for stakeholder engagement. Since 1990, public 

working groups, which engage experts from agencies and conservation organizations as well as 

members of the general public, have convened to develop management goals and objectives for 

species being shepherded through the comprehensive planning process.64  The Beginning with 

Habitat steering committee also engages a number of representatives from stakeholder groups, 

many of whom participated on the CWCS stakeholder working group.65  The two interviewed 

stakeholders, however, both expressed frustration over the lack of transparency and opportunities 

for stakeholder engagement in the process by which decisions are made about the allocation of 

the state’s SWG funds.66  This perception may affect the ability of the agency to solicit 

contributions from partner organizations as they attempt to meet the match requirements for the 

SWG funds, an issue which is discussed further below under Implementation.  

Outreach to the general public was conducted primarily through the use of a CWCS 

website, newsletter, and two press releases.67  The draft strategy was posted on the website for a 

three and a half week review and comment period, though only a very limited number of 

comments were received from the general public.68  

Information on invited participants to the stakeholder working group, as well as on the 

role of this group, can be found in Chapter 8 of the Maine CWCS. Further information on the 

engagement of the general public can be found in Chapter 10. Agendas for the three working 

group meetings comprise Appendix 14.  

 

Implementation 
 

Overview 

                                                 
64 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 8, 5 
65 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
66 Representative of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 28,  2007. Ann Arbor, 
MI; Representative of Small Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, October 24,  2007. Ann Arbor, 
MI 
67 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 10, 3-4 
68 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
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Major Successes and Challenges of 
Implementation  
Successes 

• Continuation of the well-respected 
Beginning with Habitat Program 

• Expansion of the identification and 
mapping of Species-at-Risk Focus areas 
to encompass the whole state 

Challenges 
• Funding constraints 
• Lack of key messages to communicate 

the importance of the CWCS and SWG 
funds to broad audiences 

• Stakeholder frustration with limited 
partner engagement  

  In the two years since the CWCS was submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

progress towards implementation has primarily taken the form of the continuation of preexisting 

programs described in the Strategy, such 

as the Beginning with Habitat program, 

the Landowner Incentive Program, and the 

comprehensive species planning process 

(see Element 4 above for further 

descriptions of these programs).69  To the 

frustration of some stakeholders, neither 

CWCS development nor implementation 

has been used as an opportunity to 

enhance the strategic coordination of 

stakeholder and agency action or to 

increase the transparency of decisions 

regarding the allocation of SWG funds.70 There does, however, seems to be general approval of 

ongoing non-game wildlife programs, and, in particular, praise for Beginning with Habitat  

  None of the individuals interviewed for this characterization noted a significant shift in 

the MDIF&W priorities in terms of either the scale or focus of wildlife conservation projects 

undertaken by the agency.  The interviewed agency employee noted, however, that the Strategy 

did somewhat strengthen MDIF&W’s focus on SGCN species by prioritizing these species for 

the development of management plans through the comprehensive species planning process (see 

above, Element 1 for an explanation of this prioritization process), though significant focus 

remains on game, endangered, and threatened species.71 While the scale of agency projects and 

programs, which vary considerably, have not generally changed, there are several recently-

initiated interstate collaborations that seek to monitor species of concern and create GIS layers 

for habitat classification at a regional scale.72  

                                                 
69 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
; Representative of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 28,  2007. Ann Arbor, 
MI 
70 Representative of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 28,  2007. Ann Arbor, 
MI; Representative of Small Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, October 24,  2007. Ann Arbor, 
MI 
71 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 27, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI. 
72 Ibid 
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  The CWCS itself has not been amended since its submission in 2005, but work is 

underway to expand certain aspects of one of its “pillars.”73 Restricted in scope to the Southern 

and Coastal regions of the state until 2007, the Beginning with Habitat program, and specifically 

its identification and mapping of species-at-risk focus areas (see above under Element 2 for focus 

area criteria), has recently been expanded to cover the expansive Northern region of Maine. 

While the expansion of this program has been discussed for years, the impetus for embarking on 

the effort at this time was a message from the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation that its block 

grants would only be available to states with CWCS that include full-state priority maps.74 There 

is also work underway, though still in its very early stages, for the agency and conservation 

partners to collaboratively develop an additional GIS layer for Beginning with Habitat maps and 

planning materials that would highlight particularly important aquatic habitat.75  

 While pre-existing monitoring programs are ongoing, monitoring has not been 

undertaken to specifically track the progress of CWCS implementation.76  

 

 

 

Who is Involved and What are They Doing? 

 

 As described above, most implementation actions are associated with the continuation of 

activities such as the Beginning with Habitat program, the Landowner Incentive Program, and 

the comprehensive species planning process.  These programs, particularly the Beginning with 

Habitat Program, are generally well-thought of within the Maine conservation community and 

within neighboring states.77 Major partners in these efforts include the Nature Conservancy, 

Maine Audubon, and the Maine Department of Conservation’s Maine Natural Areas Program.78 

                                                 
73 Ibid 
74 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 27, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI; Representative 
of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 28,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
75 Representative of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 28,  2007. Ann Arbor, 
MI 
76 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 27, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
77 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 27, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI; Representative 
of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 28,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
78 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 27, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI; 
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Representatives of these organizations sit on the steering committees for the Beginning with 

Habitat and Landowner Incentive programs and are frequently participants in comprehensive 

planning process public working groups.  

 None of the interviewees reported that the CWCS has driven significant changes in 

wildlife oriented agencies or organizations in Maine. Interviewed stakeholders did, however, 

report some shift in focus towards SGCN species and the use of the CWCS to support grant 

applications within their own organizations.79 One interviewed stakeholder voiced the hope that 

the CWCS development process would result in a “galvanizing plan” that would strategically 

focus the efforts of partner groups, but has found the Strategy’s “long tables and lists of species 

and generic habitats” have not proved useful in this capacity.80  As described below, the 

MDIF&W is currently working on creating key messages to make the highlights of the CWCS 

more accessible to a wider audience.81  

 The Strategy describes MDIF&W’s intention to periodically convene an implementation 

team, made up of agency employees and active stakeholders.82  Due in part to health issues 

among agency staff, the implementation team has had only one meeting, which took place during 

May of 2007. To varying degrees at least some stakeholders are frustrated by the lack of 

continued engagement after the completion of the Strategy.83 One stakeholder was highly 

frustrated by this lack of engagement, particularly in terms of partner involvement with the SWG 

fund allocation, which is discussed further below.84  

 The stakeholder meeting that took place this summer had two primary objectives. First, 

the agency was interested in engaging partners in “developing key messages and strategies to 

distil the [the CWCS] into some usable messages to help us work with our partners…to generate 

additional funds.”85 These key messages are intended to make the more than six hundred page 

(not including appendices) Strategy more accessible and compelling to a broader audience. 
                                                 
79 Representative of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 19,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI; 
Representative of Small Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, October 24,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
80 Representative of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 19,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
81 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 27, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
82 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W). Maine’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (aka State Wildlife Action Plan) (Augusta, Maine: 2005), Chapter 8, 7 
83 Representative of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 19,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI; 
Representative of Small Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, October 24,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
84 Representative of Small Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, October 24,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
85 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 27, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
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Second, MDIF&W asked partners to consider raising money to meet the match requirements for 

the SWG funds if the agency is unable to do so.86   

 The SWG program has recently been changed to require that the agency put up a higher 

level of match (50% rather than 25%) for the majority of SWG projects. The interviewed agency 

employee expressed concern that MDI&W might not be able to obtain its full SWG allotment in 

coming years.87 The ability of the agency to obtain matching funds from partners may be limited 

by the perception of at least some stakeholders that SWG allocation decisions are neither 

participatory nor transparent. The allocation of SWG funds and changes in the match 

requirements are discussed further below under Changes in Non-Game Wildlife Funding.   

 MDIF&W is also participating in northeastern regional efforts to identify and monitor 

species of shared concern and to develop regional GIS-based habitat classifications. The first 

year of each effort is being funded by the Doris Duke Conservation Foundation with subsequent 

support coming from the pooling of four percent of each states’ SWG funds.88 

 

 

 

How Has Funding for Non-Game Wildlife Changed? 
 

The agency interviewee described the MDIF&W as “constantly under the gun” in terms 

of non-game wildlife funding and staffing limitations. Programs such as the Beginning with 

Habitat program and sometimes agency staff positions exist only because of the SWG funds. 

According to the interviewee, the state has recently announced further cuts in MDIF&W funding, 

which may affect the ability of the agency to obtain SWG funds.89  Under the SWG program, 

states are allocated grant money based on a 75% match for planning projects and a 50% match 

for implementation projects. Guidelines for these matches were changed at the beginning of 2007 

to significantly restrict the types of projects that can be designated as planning. For example, 

                                                 
86 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 27, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
87 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
 
88 Interview with MA DFW Plan Coordinator, John O’Leary, 9/24/2007; Interview with Audubon representative, 
Jennifer Ryan, 10/19/2007; & Interview with ELM representative, Bernie McHugh, 10/26/2007. Also, 
http://www.rcngrants.org/habitat_classification.shtml. 
89 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 27, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
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survey and inventory projects can no longer be matched at the 75% level but are now considered 

implementation projects. Given that non-game funding, as derived from conservation license 

plates, scratch-off tickets, and voluntary income tax check-offs, has been declining for several 

years, the interviewed agency employee believes that it may soon be difficult to find the money 

to match and access Maine’s SWG allocation.90  

The allocation of the $600,000 that MDIF&W normally obtains annually from the SWG 

program seems to be the aspect of CWCS implementation that raises the most significant 

discontent among stakeholders. The distribution of these funds has been called a “black box” by 

at one stakeholder, and another has expressed significant frustration that the stakeholder 

members of the implementation team have not been engaged in decisions regarding the 

allocation of SWG funds.91 92  While a proposal is being considered to make some portion of 

SWG funds available to stakeholders on a competitive basis, notably, the main source of this 

discontent seems to be the lack of transparency and partner involvement rather than the actual 

uses to which the agency is putting the funds. .  

The allocation of SWG funds has not changed dramatically through the development of 

the CWCS. The majority of funds are used to support: a) Beginning with Habitat (to which as 

much as 40% of the CWCS allotment is directed); b) a statewide lake and stream habitat 

inventory; c) a Canada Lynx monitoring project; and d) a series of ecoregional surveys. Since the 

publication of the CWCS, pots of SWG funds are also given to each taxa committee for use in 

supporting conservation actions focused on each committee’s particular species group. SWG 

funds may also be used to support relevant MDIF&W staff salaries if the agency budget falls 

short.93 

 

Changes within MDIF&W 

 One of the chief frustrations described by the interviewed agency employee was the 

limited amount of staff time available to address the various Strategy components and the SWG 

allocation process. MDIF&W is currently under a freeze that does not allow for the hiring of 

                                                 
90 Ibid 
91 Representative of Large Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 19,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
92 Representative of Small Maine NGO. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, October 24,  2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
93 Agency Employee. Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, April 11, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI;  Agency Employee. 
Telephone Interview with Lauren Pidot, September 27, 2007. Ann Arbor, MI 
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additional staff members, so there is little that has been, or can be, done to address this.94 With 

the exception of a possible shift in relative focus towards SGCN species, the agency interviewee 

did not report significant changes at MDIF&W due to the CWCS. Neither stakeholder reported 

seeing significant changes at the agency, though one did note that the Beginning with Habitat 

program and staff are now housed permanently within the agency, which was not the case 

several years ago.95 96 It was not clear, however, that this shift was a direct result of the Strategy 

development process. 

 

Conclusion 

 
 Maine has a number of exemplary, well developed non-game wildlife management 

programs that have long been a part of the state’s wildlife management landscape. However, 

while there seems to be general approval of the pre-existing programs described in the Maine 

CWCS (particularly Beginning with Habitat), few would argue that the Strategy’s development 

was a transformative process for the wildlife conservation and management in Maine. In this 

state, as in many others, the ability of the agency to expand non-game management programs is 

severely constrained by a lack of available funding and staff time. That said, there does seem to 

be room for improvement in the areas of transparency and communication, particularly regarding 

the allocation of the SWG funds, and enhanced strategic action coordination and fund leveraging 

with partner organizations. MDIF&W may wish to consider more actively engaging partners in 

the SWG allocation process, and perhaps making some portion of the SWG funding available on 

a competitive basis, if is going to require partner assistance in meeting match requirements for 

SWG funds in the future.  
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