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Framework

The foundation for our framework is based on key review papers: Wade et al., (2015) and

Zeller et al., (2012). Our framework describes how to collect wildlife field data, construct Q
models based on wildlife data, set priorities for conservation actions, and base these
processes in carefully articulated conservation goals (Figure 3).

Background

Human infrastructure and urban development are increasingly fragmenting natural

landscapes, limiting dispersal and increasing vulnerability of many wildlife species.
Accordingly, conservation organizations, such as The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and the
Staying Connected Initiative (SCI), have begun modeling and integrating landscape
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Figure 1: Current Staying Connected Initiative connectivity modelling framework to create a
linkage area.
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We developed a framework to improve conservation outcomes through specific
conservation goals, enhanced connectivity models, and methods for priority setting.
We apply this framework to a case study in the Mohawk Valley of New York State, a new

Lower Travel Cost HEl | ..

Model and
Map

SCI priority area. Our case study informs future road barrier mitigation and land Connectivity 5 0 | - modeled local daily habitat movements and the Catskill Mountains in the Mohawk Valley. Demographic
conservation work undertaken by SCI partners, TNC, and the Mohawk Hudson Land Monitor to Since modelled connectivity is an untested using a moving window, a circuit theory movement is in the green to blue scale and daily movement is in
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potential road barrier mitigation projects.
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