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ABSTRACT

Environmental licensing is one of the most important tools of environmental policiesin any country, asit allows to adopt
preventive and mitigation measures on predicted or observed environmental impacts. However, Environmental |mpact
Assessments are recurrently criticized dueto their low quality and effectivenessto support decisionsfor project viability or
mitigation planning. One way to counteract those limitations is by strengthening terms of reference. Here we present the
results of acollaborativeinitiative carried out in southernmost state of Brazil to improve terms of reference for assessments
of vertebrate road mortality in acontext of road widening. Thisinitiativeintegrated contributionsfrom stakeholdersinvolved
inroad planning, construction, operation and road environmental assessments and licensing through a series of workshops
undertaken during two years. Using the Why, What and How schema, wefirst briefly present the reasonsto evaluatewildlife-
vehicle collisions in environmental assessments, and then we comment some limitations of current legal regulations and
environmental impact assessmentsin Brazil and identify theimprovements needed. We describe the approach and principles
used to devel op asampling protocol for what and how to sample and how to analyze vertebrate road mortality datain Brazilian
roads. Finally, we present the result of this effort, the guidelinesitself. Although focused on asingle road impact (road-kill),
we expect that our approach could be replicated to produce guidelines to improve assessments of other road impacts and
even other types of infrastructures or activities for which environmental licensing is a pre-requisite.

Keywords. environmental licensing; road mortality; sampling protocol; scoping; wildlife-vehicle collisions.

INTRODUCTION

Environmental licensing is one of the most
important tools of environmental policiesin any country
(Lawrence 2003), sinceit hasthe aim of preventing or
minimizing environmental impacts of individuals,
corporations or state activities. Licensing through
Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAS), or other

simplified study versions, is established in most
countries, and isamandatory pre-requisitefor activities
with potential impacts ranging from local (e.g., land
use division for housing) to global scale (e.g. nuclear
plants) (Abaza et al. 2004). Although there are other
planning instruments enforced in environmental
legislation of most countries (e.g., ecological zoning,
strategic environmental assessment), EIAsaretheonly
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land use planning tool that follows the entire mitigation
hierarchy, that is, avoiding, minimizing, mitigating and
compensating impacts (Chee 2015).

ElAs have been criticized by their low quality
and low effectiveness to avoid or mitigate
environmental impacts (Lawrence 1997, Jaeger 2015).
The quality is related to study inputs (adequacy of
methods, data, and analysis), while effectiveness is
related to outputs (direct and indirect consequences
of the licensing process, Lawrence 1997). Usually,
studies do not include good assessment and prediction
of potential environmental impacts of an activity
(Jaeger 2015), often apply inadequate methodological
approaches for evaluated impacts, and rarely have
influence on decision making (Karlson et al. 2014).

Strengthening and enforcing of regulations are
recognized as a way of increasing EIA quality and
effectiveness (Landim & Sé&nchez 2012). Among
regulations, there is the requirement of a Term of
Reference (ToR) to define how EIA should be
performed, establishing the scope of the study and,
usually, presenting the guidelines of what and how data
should be collected. The ToR has the status of a legal
step in each licensing process that should be attended
by every stakeholder, but it is a technical and relatively
flexible document, with scope and procedures defined
by the Environmental Agency frequently in
collaboration with consultants. ToR can be adapted to
different contexts according to the type and size of
the activity, its location and potential impacts. ToR can
be continually revised, following novel or revised
scoping approaches (Hansen & Wood 2016) and new
knowledge or new technologies made available.

Improvement of ToR should be promoted by the
integration and collaboration of all involved
stakeholders: road builders and planners, environmental
and regulating agencies, environmental consultants and
researchers (Teixeira et al. 2016). Here we present
the results of an experience carried out in Rio Grande
do Sul State, southern Brazil, to improve the quality of
ToR focusing on the wildlife-vehicle collisions impact
of road widening projects. Following the Why-What-
How schema, we present the reasons to assess road
mortality and current limitations of EIAs for roads.
Then, we describe our approach to build improved ToR
for vertebrate road mortality assessments, and present

the recommendations for a new sampling protocol.
Why-what-how schema

Any data collection should be preceded by a
planning step structured in three fundamental questions:
"Why?", "What?", and "How?" (Yoccoz et al. 2001,
Ferraz 2012). Many environmental studies fail to clearly
state their goals, and the definition of the aims of a
study (Why?) need to be related to the management
options available and the hypothesis of how the system
respond to project activities (Mackenzie et al. 2006).
After clearly stating why data should be collected to
address specific questions, one can decide what data
should be collected in an environmental study (What?).
The decision of "what" depends on which systems need
to be described and on the different management
possibilities. Only then it is possible to define the
methodological procedures for data collection and
analysis (How?) (Mackenzie et al. 2006).

Why is road mortality important?

Road mortality from wildlife-vehicle collision is
a major impact of roads on wildlife (Forman et al.
2003), and should be mitigated for different reasons
(adapted from Seiler & Helldin 2006):

1) Ethics: Ethical issues involving animal care
and the recognition of the intrinsic values of every
species has a legal support on the Environmental
Crimes Law in Brazil (DOU 1998). Traffic is
responsible for road mortality of a large number of
species, from invertebrates (Mufioz et al. 2015) to
vertebrates (Trombulak & Frissell 2000), including
domestic and wild animals. For ethical reasons,
mitigation measures can be planned aiming to decrease
or eliminate animal-wildlife collisions of every species.

2) Safety: Animal-vehicle collisions can cause
huge economic losses (e.g., 4 billion dollars estimated
in costs to insurance companies due to deer-vehicle
collisions in USA in 2011-2012; Cramer et al. 2015)
and many human injuries and losses of lives. Based on
online news, Freitas & Barszcz (2015) recorded 66
human deaths from wildlife-vehicle collisions on
Brazilian roads between 2007 and 2012, which is
already a high number although strongly
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underestimated. Concerns about human safety and
economic losses justify the identification of high-risk
species, such as large mammals, for mitigation
prioritization (Huijser et al. 2009, Huijser et al. 2013).
However, vehicle collisions with small-sized species,
such as birds being hit by the windshield, might cause
serious accidents as well, depending on driver reaction.

3) Conservation: Road mortality may decrease
population viability of some species due to abundance
(Fahrig & Rytwinski 2009) and genetic diversity
reduction (Jackson & Fahrig 2011). Some species are
more prone to road mortality than others and can be
prioritized for mitigation, for example, species that do
not avoid vehicles or species with higher mobility and
lower reproduction rates (Rytwinski & Fahrig 2011).
Miotto et al. (2012) provided a dramatic example of a
species threatened by roads to be prioritized in the
fragmented Atlantic Forest, Puma concolor, although
the prediction of locations with higher mortality
probability for this species is challenging.

Considering the need to mitigate road mortality
based on the reasons above, data on road mortality
can and should be used to plan mitigation measures.
Data on which species are road-killed, estimates of
mortality magnitude and information of spatial and
temporal patterns are relatively easy to access and
should be used to support decision making about the
necessity of mitigation as well as to decide type and
location for selected measures.

What should be improved in road-kill assessments?

ElAs using data collected and analyzed
properly have a higher probability to result in
evidence-based decision making. When there is no
data or low quality data, mitigation proposition is based
on the opinion of environmental consultants or
literature extrapolations, rarely linked to the
information produced by the study. Studies of low
quality will result in low effectiveness of decision
making, and consequent environmental damage and
economic waste.

Some authors document the low quality and low
effectiveness of EIAs for roads. The main critics are
related to: the lack of methodological details, gaps in
covered impacts on biodiversity, poor consideration of
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the effects of fragmentation and barrier, emphasis on
descriptive approaches instead of using analytical or
predictive models, and poor assessment of indirect and
cumulative impacts (Karlson et al. 2014, Jaeger 2015).
In the case of road mortality evaluation, E1As usually
fail by not answering the fundamental questions to
measure the magnitude of this impact (Which? How
many?) and to guide adequate mitigation measures
(When? Where?).

Methodological problems in study design can
make it impossible to compare data collected before
and after the impact or the mitigation (Roedenbeck et
al. 2007). Analytical problems are also common, such
as not considering bias (e.g., mortality estimates
corrected for carcass removal and detection, Teixeira
et al. 2013b), or using analyses with low power and
without indication of uncertainty (Tenngy et al. 2006).

How assessments could be improved?

To change this scenario of poor quality in EIAs,
we need to modify the rationale and order of its
structure (Ferraz 2012). Nowadays, most of Brazilian
ElAs still start with the extensive description of the
biotic and abiotic attributes of the area that will be
impacted, the so called baseline studies. This is followed
by identification of potential impacts, a practice
certainly rooted on the beginnings of environmental
assessments in the 1980s. However, standard best
practice recognized scoping as a key step long ago,
previous to ToR, focusing on priority potential impacts
(IAIA 1999). This principle was fully recognized and
developed in the "Voluntary guidelines on
biodiversity-inclusive impact assessment”, a COP8
decision (CBD 2006). We recommend that data
collection and analysis for EIA urgently should follow
these principles and guidelines particularly valuing the
scoping process, with key study issues oriented directly
from expected impacts. In the specific case of road
widening and the risk of vertebrate mortality increase,
we propose that the baseline studies are guided, at
least, by the fundamental questions to describe the
current mortality pattern: "Which animals are being
road-killed?", "How many individuals are road-killed?",
"Where are the road-kills occurring?" and "When are
the road-kills occurring?".
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Answering these questions is crucial to
determine if there is an impact high enough to be of
concern and, if yes, to orient mitigation planning and
itseffectivenessmonitoring. Identifying which species
arebeing road-killed allowsidentifying if road mortality
should beaconcern for driver safety or for population
persistence of those species, besidesinforming which
specific type of mitigation could be better. Estimating
road mortality magnitude will be needed for before
and after comparisons, including before and after the
impact (road widening) or before and after mitigation
implementation. Also, if dataon population abundance
is available, the effect of mortality magnitude on
population persistence can be assessed. Finally,
identifying the locations and periods with higher
mortality may indicate where and when mitigation
should be prioritized. Although most mitigation
structures, like underpasses and overpasses, are
spatially static, speed reducers could be spatially
changed, and speed controllers, traffic calming, road
closure or even small animal driving fences could be
programmed for specific time windows.

This proposed change in the rationale of EIAS
isbased on two principles:

First Principle- EIAsshould describethelikely
future state of an area, with and without the proposed
project, by estimating the magnitude (intensity, location,
extent, frequency, and duration) of environmental
changes resulting from the expected impact drivers.
This means that assessments should be directed by
stated questions connected to available management
decisions for each impact, fully recognizing the
mitigation hierarchy (Chee 2015). Defining or
standardizing methodsfor datacollection or metricsto
be used only makes sense after stating the questions
that need to be answered by the EIA (Ferraz 2012,
Yoccoz et al. 2001).

Second Principle- Every environmental licensing
process should be faced as an experiment, as a way
of answering questions and testing hypothesis about
the potential impacts using scientific rigor in defining
the variables to be measured. The use of appropriate
study designsincreasesthe EIA influence on decision
making related to the activity under environmental
licensing and other licensing processaswell (Rytwinski
et al. 2015).
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Beanlands & Duinker (1983) described
reasoning and suggestions for appropriate scoping
and study strategies considering these kinds of
principles more than three decades ago. According
to our experience, these two principles are rarely
followed in Brazilian EIAs, athough they areimplicit
intheenvironmental legislationin Brazil (CONAMA
1986).

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Between November 2013 and December 2015,
we carried out a series of six workshops involving
the Rio Grande do Sul State (FEPAM-RS) and the
federal (IBAMA-RS) environmental licensing
agencies, theroad state agency (DAER-RS), the state
environment secretary (Setor de Fauna, Secretaria
Estadual do Ambiente e Desenvolvimento
Sustentavel, SEFAU-SEMA), researchers on road
ecology from the university (NUcleo de Ecologiade
Rodovias e Ferrovias, NERF-UFRGS), and
environmental consultants experienced in EIAs of
roads. The discussions during the workshops were
based on the Normative Instruction issued by the
federal environmental agency IN IBAMA 13/2013
(MMA 2013), which establishes the procedures for
methodol ogical standardization of wildlife sampling
inenvironmental licensing of roads and railroads. The
Normative Instruction itself states that the
recommended procedures should be revised, which
has started to be discussed in a national level (a
workshop was carried out during the conference
Road Ecology Brazil in 2014, and the results are
available at https://issuu.com/portal .cbee/docs/
workshop_reb 2014). Furthermore, the sampling
protocol established by the Normative Instructionis
not adopted by the state environment agency, so this
debate isneeded in alocal level aswell.

To involve and motivate everyone in the
discussion process and increase the productivity of the
workshops, we adopted the following strategies:

1) Two-step discussions: inthefirst step we had
five meetings including researchers and technicians
from the state road agency and from the environmental
agencies (state and federal). The product of these
meetingswasthefirst version of the sampling protocol
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that was then discussed, in asecond step, in ameeting
involving alarge group of environmental consultants,
after they had accessed the document.

2) Meetings in 4h-shifts. we restricted the
duration of the meetings to guarantee the presence
of all professionalsinvolved during all discussions.
To ensure the productivity in this short 4h-shift we
previously defined the subjects to be discussed
involving only one study question per meeting, we
applied facilitation rulesto the meetings, and we made
available the memories of previous meetingsto avoid
returning to previously discussed topics.

3) Different workshop locations: each meeting
wascarriedin adifferent ingtitution among theingtitutions
participating in thediscuss ons. We madethisto enforce
the involvement of participants and to stimulate the
ingtitutional recognition of individuas participationinthe
process, increasing the probability of our
recommendations being enforced by these institutions.

We believe that three elements should be
explicitly presentinany ToR, or at least in the technical
documents supporting sampling protocols. We made
an attempt to include them explicitly in our
recommendations:

1) Questions to be answered in the EIA,;

2) Justification for each question: the number
of interesting questions in environmental studiesis
almost infinite, but the First Principle (see above)
should not be forgotten: the stated questions should
be directed by the management options available
during thelicensing process, from the viability of the
activity to how impactsthat cannot be mitigated should
be compensated, respecting the mitigation hierarchy;

3) Supporting evidence for the methods and
analysis recommendations. the recommendations
presented in a sampling protocol should not be seen
as a definitive or rigid protocol. There are many
different approaches to describe and seek for
explanations for nature phenomena and which one
will be used can be a subjective choice. Thisis the
reason why the supporting evidence for
methodological decisionsshould be stated and justified
based on literature, when possible.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this paper, we recommend a protocol for
sampling road mortality to beincorporated in TRs of
environmental impact assessment of road widening.
Therecommendation was built in Rio Grande do Sul
with the collaboration of different professionals
(academia, environmental agencies, road agency, and
environmental consultants), and can be replicated in
other regions. We summarize the workshop results
(Table 1), presenting a sampling protocol
recommended for studies devel oped for the Previous
Environmental License (which atteststhe viability of
the project) and for the Installation Environmental
License (which allows construction to begin) in cases
of road widening. Adaptations are needed for other
contexts (Operation License or other cases such as
road construction or paving), although many of the
guestions would be the same.

Good scientific basis may be lacking for some
recommendations of approaches, methods, or variables.
Our discussion exercise, along with the proposed
guidelines highlighted a number of methodological
knowledge gapsthat should befilled to further qualify
decision making. We encourage collaboration between
academia, environmental agencies and consultantsto
address these questions by testing new methods and
approachesduring the licensing (Second Principle).

When long road segments are under survey, is
carcass detection affected by observers fatigue or
other spatially structuring effect? Although the
detection error as well the carcass persistence error
can be corrected to estimate mortality magnitude,
spatia patternsand even road-killed assemblage might
be biased if significant spatial differences in
detectability and persistence are found. Do we need
to survey the entire road or can we sample random
segments to estimate road-kill magnitude? This
extrapolation might bevalid when focusing on aspecies
or group of specieswith clear habitat affinities. If this
is the case, efforts can be optimized by monitoring
random road segments and extrapol ating the resultsto
the entire road network.



261

Evaluation of Road Mortality in Environmental Impact Assessments

gbed Xeu Uo panunuod

[eAOLWIB. SSedsed
U0 90URRJJIp [e11eds Yybnoiy) Uoiseaso

Adnins
UJea 10} Julod Mess peol Yo)vs ‘Ajqenpid
(suinoy A1innoe sebusneds

a|dwes awes syl e seiq [elleds pIoAY 10 21fen ybiy) swi [eAowdl sseased b1y pIoAy awin Aoning
(®poD (€745
Oljfel | Uel|izeld Z9'He) Jwi| paads jeH ab.e| 01 Wnipsw)
(Y102 "fe 1 uosul1(|0D) So|ndal pue
uo13091ep AU} Jamo| ‘paads auy} el sy pasds pemo|fe 59M0T  PIRASPPIBA  SPIIg ‘Slewwe
(TToZesod ep 7 Jeleq) sssuyoll
S91090s ||1M-Pe0. 10} Jeak auo eyl alo N ©I1geLsy
1S00 1Sea|  UO U0 19ss ,¢,Buliindoo s||1-peod ayl afe UsypA.,
UM elep JO UOIR LIeA [euosess Wwinwi ixe |\ 895 1NQg) 9oUBd 1 Uoleeisu | aid syuow g7 poled Buldures
ssAeue eleds
1o} 8z1s a|dures aseaoul 01 ABAINS Yoes
ulyIm patesldal aq ues Bulioliuow bpng (GloeLsiyruo Burinaoo s||i-peo. Aanuns
109 f04d pue uosuaixe peos uo Buipusdep  ake UBUMA,, pUe LoTEeNeAS [eAOWB) SSedle)) , 888 yJea uiym
“;eaf e Inoybnouy) Joeanguisiq  Ing) ASAINS Ydes 2 aduo pelo}iuow 8q ||IM peoy uoieoldey
1500 15e9| (1081 Siy uo uondss ,¢BuINd20 [eALU sueiqiydure
UM EFep JO UO e LIeA [euosess wnwixe N S||1X-peos dyr 8 UsYA,, 888 INq) Ajyuo Budwes 1deox® ||V
a|qissod uaym xas pue aby
uoed lynuspl
Ayde.Bowsp uolirendod S9198ds 0] PaPs_U UBYM SSed.Jed 10 SO0y
uo s1094e se |pmse ‘ulited eloduwiel SaeUIpJo0d 199109 8q
pue fe1reds 8zA feue 01 pesn aq Ued ereq d1yde.fosf pue uoirelNUSPI SII0adS ‘Ble@ 01 eRRp ||1Y-PeoY
Aeriow Jebusneds aonpay
anss| uoseAu| 2160[01q [eluUSI0d s9108ds 2110Xd JO
Apjes oljel L SOA  [ID-peolajdwes
A1eriow Jebusneds aonpay
Bununod a|gnop pIoAy peoJ awes ayl e yokessal Joyio  Buipiodal Jeie
APesolfel]l  Slalyl usym 1090X9 papI0dal SSeofed 9A0WRY  [eAOWSI Sseoe)d
UOISI[|0J 3[DILYRA (1] sa100ds
W04} S1Ssealed eyl Ajuenad JBeals  Uo pinoys g ‘safewlnss apniiufew ui papnjoul
UO0991ep SSedfed 8( 10U PINOYS 3PISINO puno} A|jeuoiseddo Aonins
sapn|2a.d sepispeo. uo uomephen Jo 11g Sa5Se0./e0) S9PISPRO. Jes|d pue ssue| peoy 0]eale peoy 1\ v
SaNss |
uolrew Jojul Buiyioddns uoljepuswodDy [eoibojopoye N sdnoio ebre]  suolsend

"BuiuepIM PR0. JO Sased Ul Buisuad | [piuswUoIAUT Ul A1l fe1iow peod few iue Buifen eAs 10} papuswiiodal |090104d Bulidures T ajgqel

Oecol. Aust., 21(3): 256-267, 2017



Kindel et al.

262

~afed xeu uo panunuod

(uonoasep 19944ed paJepIsuod s|1004 Aq

AaAIns ‘5. SIY) Ul) SeydpeIs wopuel e ked Aq
Buidures Je1e ApreIipawiwi 100} uo Bu|dures -
SaUo.AIS Wopuel e sseased Buise(d -
2Infeel| Ul a|ge|eAe saydeolddy

(weay Buifonins

u1sabueyo Jo Buluepim peol e ‘69)

abueyd uonoeIep Buios e SIo1Je) 8yl S.,BYM pue

UsyM pateadal 8 pue ‘SJeAIesro/poysl ASAINS uoienens
(e€T0?) e P RIBXB L ‘(2002) PRIS ayy ApoLis Buliepsuod parenfens ag sniA uondseQ
(5102) "Ie 1B 1PBBMASIN-IBUIOY ‘(GTOZ) T8 &paIIN
B 0ypoD ‘(¥T0Z) SBUIH % Uokd ‘(eETOZ) uooeiep pue [eAOW. SSedled JO S10949 104 uolrewss -peol are
‘le RRIBXPL ‘(0T0Z) "6 MORBD 1091100 Tey poyew e Busn psrew nss aq sn A apniube IV Auew moH
uosess Buipsa.q
Burinp Ajiqeqoud Bussoo eybiH S91090k 19611 Jo uosess Bulpsaig  polied Buldures sueiqiydwy
ASnuns yJes uiylim saedijdal fedodwial
10} padU By} Se |pMm se ‘sayolelss Jo Yibus|
pue Jaquinu aulep 01 buljdwres 10(id 1onpuo) saYoRIB
80U8.In220 1XIU0D 214108ds Ag pa1ajes peo. paloo s
ueiqiyduwre Joybiy ylimseare afeneAnd  Seale JAYlo Jo Skelicey Juenspl ‘seste pajaelold uo Aaning
eetoz
‘e PeleXP L ‘TT0Z '[e 1 SOleS) 15e) AA
S1SSIRIgPLIA |[eWSS JO [eAOWIB) SSeded
pue 1yb1u e A1iAnde uelqiydure BybiH Buiuiow Ajreg awn fening
SJanesqo
UoJ91BP 8sE8.U | apspeol + aue| sod sup 10 JaquinN SoRIgRLBA
AanIns adIYeA [fews Jay1o
yBnoJy) sesseded |fews Jo UoNaskep Mo J00JUO0  PRASPPIBA  puesueiqiyduy 1\
000°0T <dl4fen} A|rep Ylimspeos aue| omy
puUe speoJ aue| 0M] Ueyl alow Suondaliip yiog
Blleq
uonoeep AU BMO| aue| ou pue 000'0T > 2141 A|lep Yiim speol Aanins 0y
‘D141 81 Joybiy pue peod syl epIMmsy aue| OM] 0 SpeoJ aue|a|buk :UoNdXBIpau)  SuoldalIp peoy
1oz
‘[e 1B uosu1]10D) sleAkesqo se siabuassed SJAABSI0
pUe SJIBALIP USBMIB( 80UsJe ) Ip ON (JoALIp BY1 B UeD 3Uo) OM | 10 JaquinN
SaNss |
uolrew Jojul Buiyioddns uolTepuswiodsy eoibojopoyw N sdnouo pbre]  suonsend
panuuoo

Oecol. Aust., 21(3): 256-267, 2017



263

Evaluation of Road Mortality in Environmental Impact Assessments

(suserred [euosEss 10) SIeak o] 1Sea| e 69)

polenens aeds elodwiel aedljdey — parenfeAs ag 01 9eds [eJodwial ay) uo spusde  poliad Buldures ¢buinnaoo
(STOZ) BIRXPL adh SIIM
% UosuN ‘(T02) “fe 1 ployveld ‘(2T0z) uoeb i iw uo Bu pusdep suseiied [eUOSESS Jo feARl -peos ayy
uoreaq ¥ |1 uowind ‘(0T0Z) ‘e 1 Aipreag  Apjeam ‘Ajrep aqg1iasap 01 Syuow Jo sfep ‘sinoH Bu Idwres ale UBY M\
sa100ds 106.1e]
B0 10 pausTesIy) :011090SSaRIgeLA |
‘(sainseaw uoIreb niw 01 pare pJ Ss1e]) sdnolb SeAeue
(9eT0?) "R IPRIBXIP L [EUOI12UN] ‘S3SSe[J JIWIoUOXe] :01119ads 1IN Jojsdnoio
(KZysuL1ul UoIeBR166e Ba) pa1dalep afe Auew
J1s10ds10y Usamiaq azniiolid 01 uoleiLd Ajddy ¢buinnaoo
pa.J8p sU0D SIIM
aq 1snw Aouan1yyns Buijdures pue (sfeakeiul uoirenens -peol ay
(5T02) eIBXB1 ‘(STOZ) BIBXB1 % UOSUND 90UBP1JU0I) AJurelieoun ‘9eas uo s Ibby S100510H ale alYM
[peo. 8yl Uo sseaed a|qe|reAe Busn -
SoUd1e.1S WopLe. e sseased buise|d -
2Nl Ul 9|qe|reAe saydeoiddy
Jesawi ] sed uoienens saup
(SPewwrew
abfe| 1o} sAep pue ‘sueigiydiLe Joj sinoy
(¥T02) Te o uopey ‘(eToz) ‘e "69) ponowsl s saads 1ehe) 1sey Moy JOpsuod uonenpeAs
elBXPR] ‘(TTOZ) "2 1 Solues ‘(2002) BrIS ISNW aouLIsIslad SSedled aInseawl 0) eARIU|  [RAOWSI SSedfe)
Sanss |

uoirew Jojui Bunioddns

uoI1epPUBIOISY

feaiBojopoye N

sdnoio pbIe]  suoisend

penunuog

Oecol. Aust., 21(3): 256-267, 2017



264 Kindel et al.

Other methodological questions may arise
related to the effects of frequency and intensity of
monitoring. Can we concentrate road-kill monitoring
in only one period of the year? Sampling frequency
and intensity have consegquences for the estimates of
mortality magnitude (by sampling in the period when
animals are more or less active) and for detecting
gpatial and temporal patterns (minimum sampling effort
to detect these patterns). These effects can be tested
by simulating the effects of different sampling
frequencies and intensities upon different metrics
(mortality magnitude, hotspotslocation) using available
datasets. Rosa & Bager (2012) demonstrate that bird
mortality was concentrated in the summer and autumn
in southern Brazil, and Coelho et al. (2012) showed
that amphibian mortality was concentrated in spring.
Reduction of survey costsand timefor decision making
might be obtai ned by concentrating monitoringin ashort
period, but the effects of intensive monitoring in one
season on the patterns detected should still be tested.
Santos et al. (2011) recommended daily monitoring to
counteract low detectability of small mammals,
amphibiansand birds, but Snow et al. (2015) suggests
that undersampling of large mammals do not affect
predictive models.

We focused on vertebrate road mortality, but
invertebrate road-kills should also be evaluated when
though to be relevant. Several studies have been
documenting evidences of severe reduction in insect
populations due to road mortality, which may have
potential effects in ecological processes such as
pollination (Mufioz et al. 2015).

Our guidelines explore the most fundamental
guestions related to identifying and describing road
mortality on a road. However, the effect of such
mortality on populations (Roedenbeck et al. 2007,
Stokes 2015) or the explanations for mortality
magnitude and spatial and temporal patterns are other
questions that should be incorporated in the future
(Gunson et al. 2011). Although we focused on
mortality, the same principles and approach
(workshops) presented here might be replicated to
improvethe assessment of other road impactsin EIAS,
such as direct or indirect habitat loss or habitat
degradation by noise (Trombulak & Frissell 2000,
Forman et al. 2003).
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A challenging issue is how to plan vertebrate
mortality avoidance and mitigationin new road projects,
since there are no road-kill data. Predictive modeling
isan availabletool (Gunson et al. 2011) and new road
projects should be used as experiments to test and
validateit. We call for an urgent cooperation between
all stakeholders for scoping and recommending
procedures for this type of studies. We suggest that
our workshop approach is a way to compromise all
involved institutions and technicianswith that task.

We recommend changes in ToR for road
widening projects, but the improvements on data
collection and analysis for assessing, avoiding and
mitigating impacts of roads should beincorporated in
other environmental planning policiesaswell. Thatis
the case of studies carried out by the Brazilian road
and railway department (DNIT - Departamento
Nacional de Infraestrutura de Transportes) to assess
thetechnical, economic and environmental viability of
projects before applying to environmental licenses
(called EVTEA -Estudos de Viabilidade Técnica,
Econdmica e Ambiental), or other tools for Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) at asingle or road
network levels. In the context of SEA, the structure
of studies oriented by questions about the potential
impacts should be adopted, incorporating assessment
of the cumulativeimpactsand of fragmentation caused
at the landscape scale (Jaeger 2015).

Our goal was to illustrate a possible way of
improving the quality and effectiveness of
environmental licensing, presenting as a result a
sampling protocol to guide how to answer the
fundamental questionsin EIAsfor roads. The success
of our approach depends on the recognition that
knowledge is dynamic and the definition of these
protocols should be carried out following an adaptive
management approach, with periodic revisions of
successes and failures, and the incorporation of new
methodological approaches (Noble 2000, Morrison-
Saunders & Art 2004).
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