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Prioritize sections « The spatial pattern of hot-, warm-, and coldspots of roadkill allows for
did] prioritizing road sections for mitigation:
» e.g. hotspots should be fenced and, ideally, adjacent warmspots as
4 This graph shows well.
how road mortality can be  Fencing certain sections will be more effective than fencing others:
Warmspots reduced with a given fence « Fencing hotspots will be most effective, while fencing coldspots will
length (at the 1000 m scale). :
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cl. Changing the confidence interval
(C.1.) affects the amount of » In some cases, however, coldspots may need to be fenced as well
- hotspots/coldspots detected: + e.g. if they are between two hotspots, because animals may move
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Our Adaptive Fence Implementation Plan consists of 13
v steps to follow in order to prioritize road sections for wildlife
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« There are no thresholds in the effect of fence length on reduction in road mortality:
« There are no abrupt changes between hot-, warm-, and coldspots: the transition is gradual.
« This is shown by using different scales of analysis and different C.I.s.

+ Hotspots have high priority for fencing and coldspots have low priority :

« Hotspots occurring at 99% C.I. have the highest priority.

« Coldspots occurring at 99% C.I. have the lowest priority.
« Larger scales of analysis should generally be used for animals with larger home ranges and smaller scales for animals with

smaller home ranges (e.g., deer vs. porcupines).

« Hotspots might change over time, especially if a new hotspot emerges at the end of a fence (*fence-end effect”).
« The FLOMS trade-off and the fence-end effect should be considered: Longer fences are recommended where feasible.

« Therefore, the Adaptive Fence Implementation Plan requires adaptive management (steps 10 - 13).




