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National Fish Habitat Board Meeting 


July 10 and 11, 2012 Draft Agenda and Board Book Tabs 


Holiday Inn and Convention Center by the Bay 


88 Spring Street/ Portland, Maine 


www.innbythebay.com 


[This meeting will be available by conference call and web-ex. See instructions below.] 


 


Tuesday, July 10   
8:30 – 8:45 Welcome and Introductions  


John Boland: Director, Bureau of Resource Management, Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and 
Wildlife  
Pat Keliher: Commissioner, Maine Department of Marine Resources 
 


8:45- 9:00 Housekeeping 
Desired outcomes: 


 Board action to approve draft agenda and draft minutes. 


 Board review of future meeting schedules. 


 Board update of Chair and Vice-Chair terms. 
 
 


 
 
Tab 1 


Kelly Hepler (Board  
Chair/AK Dept. of Fish 
and Game) 


9:00-9:30 Action Plan  
Desired outcomes: 


 Board action on final revised Action Plan. 


 
 
Tab2 
 


Mike Andrews (Board 
Member - The Nature 
Conservancy)/ Matt 
Menashes (Board 
Staff - Association of 
Fish and Wildlife 
Agencies) 
 


9:30-10:00 Habitat Conservation Committee Report 
Desired outcomes: 


 Informational update on 2012 work-plan to establish 
and consensus set of national conservation strategies. 


 
 
NA 


Kelly Hepler (Board  
Chair/AK Dept. of Fish 
and Game)/ Mike 
Andrews (Board 
Member - The Nature 
Conservancy) 
 


10:00-10:15 Break 
 


  


10:15-11:30 Science and Data Committee Report 
Desired outcomes: 


 Board action on proposal to develop standard 
effectiveness measures for conservation actions to 
address nationwide fish habitat focus areas.   


 Board action on Strategy for 2015 National Assessment. 


 
Tab 3a 
 
 
 
Tab 3b 


Gary Whelan (Board 
Staff -Michigan 
Department of 
Natural Resources) 
/Andrea Ostroff 
(Board Staff - U.S. 
Geological Survey) 
 


11:30-12:00 Multi-State Conservation Grants: 
Desired outcome: 


 Informational update on NFHP related multi-state 
conservation grant efforts. 


 
 
Tab 4a, 4b, 4c,  
4d 


Kelly Hepler (Board  
Chair/AK Dept. of Fish 
and Game)/ Matt 
Menashes (Board 
Staff - Association of 



http://www.innbythebay.com/
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Fish and Wildlife 
Agencies) 


12:00-1:30 Lunch  
Working Lunch  for the Executive Leadership Team, Chair and 
Vice-Chair (second floor meeting room) 


 Desired outcome:  first annual review and letters of 
appointment. 


 
 


 
 
 
Tab 5 


 
 


1:30-2:00 FHP Presentation  
Desired outcome: 


 Informational update on Atlantic Coast Fish Habitat 
Partnership efforts. 
 


 
 
Tab 6 


Emily Greene (ACFHP 
Coordinator) 


2:00-3:30 FHP Performance Evaluation 
Desired outcome: 


 Board action on proposed FHP Performance Evaluation 
Report Recommendations  


 


 
 
Tab 7a, 7b 


Steve Perry (Board 
Vice-Chair/ New 
Hampshire Dept. of 
Fish and Game) 


3:30-3:45  Break 
 


  


3:45-4:15 Fish Habitat Partnership Committee Report 
Desired outcome: 


 Informational update on 2012 work-plan to: 
o Enhance the leadership, managerial, and 


conservation capacity of FHPs. 
o Facilitate communication with and among FHPs. 
o Informational update on FHP organizational 


development project. 
 


 
 
Tab 8 


Steve Perry (Board 
Vice-Chair/ New 
Hampshire Dept. of 
Fish and Game)/Tom 
Busiahn (Board staff- 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service) 
 


3:45-4:15 Communications Committee Report 
Desired outcome: 


 Informational update on 2012 workplan to: 
o Broaden the community support and raise public 


awareness of the role of healthy fish habitats. 
o Communicate NFHP conservation outcomes. 


 Informational update on 2012 Award timeline. 


 Board action on proposed new award category. 
 


 
 
Tab 9 
 
 
 


Ryan Roberts (Board 
staff- Association of 
Fish and Wildlife 
Agencies) 
 
 
 


4:15-4:30 Legislative Update 
Desired outcome: 


 Informational update on status of NFHP and related 
legislation. 
 


 
 
NA 


Gordon Robertson 
(Board member – 
American Sportfish 
Association) 


4:30-5:00 2012 FWS Report 


 Informational update on 2012 FWS NFHP projects  


 
Tab 10 


Rowan Gould (Board 
member – U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service)/ 
Tom Busiahn (Board 
staff – U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service) 


 Evening gathering: TBD   
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Wednesday, July 11   
8:30-9:00 Federal Caucus Report 


Desired outcome: 


 Informational update and board feedback on the 
reporting format developed by the Federal Caucus for 
the first Federal agency NFHP report due in September 
2012. 
 


 
 
Tab 11 
 


Tom Busiahn (Board 
staff – U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service) 


9:00-9:30 Coordinating NFHP and Federal Initiatives 
Desired outcome: 


 Informational update 


 Board action to encourage improved linkages between 
the National Fish Habitat Partnership and Federal 
initiatives that affect fish habitat conservation. 
 


 
 
Tab 12  


Tom Busiahn (Board 
staff – U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service) 


9:30-10:00 Funding Committee Report 
Desired outcome: 


 Information update on 2012 workplan to develop a 
strategy to obtain new funding sources to implement 
NFHP. 


 
 
NA 
 


Krystyna 
Wolniakowski (Board 
member – National 
Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation)  
 


10:00-12:00 Sportfishing and Boating Council Fisheries Strategic Plan 
Process 
Desired outcome: 


 Informational update and discussion of the FWS 
Fisheries Program Strategic Plan revision process led by 
the Sport Fishing & Boating Partnership Council, 
including stakeholder engagement opportunities, and 
discussion of draft Vision and Framework. 
 


 
 
Tab 13a, 13b 


Doug Hobbs (U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service) 


12:00 Meeting adjourns 
 


  


1:00- 5:00 Field trip 
1:00 pm     Depart from hotel lobby  
1:00-2:00   Drive to ACFHP Shorey Brook project 
2:00-2:40   Shorey Brook presentation and tour  
2:40-3:00  Drive to Great Bay Estuary Research Reserve 
3:00-4:00  Great Bay Estuary Reserve presentation and tour 
4:00-5:00  Drive back to hotel 


Tab 14  


 



http://greatbay.org/
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Additional Information: 


 Board Members and Staff Contacts (Tab 15) 


 


 Conference call and Web-ex instructions: 


Note:  Board members who wish to participate by conference call must get prior approval from 


the Chair. 


Call in:  866-707-9322 / participant passcode 3163558. 


Go join the online meeting : 


1. Go to 


https://mminsusa.webex.com/mminsusa/e.php?AT=WMI&EventID=95566837&PW=NNjgz


NzViZjZl&RT=MiM0  


2. Enter your name and email address.  


3. Enter the meeting password: habitat  


4. Click "Join Now".  


5. Follow the instructions that appear on your screen. 


 



https://mminsusa.webex.com/mminsusa/e.php?AT=WMI&EventID=95566837&PW=NNjgzNzViZjZl&RT=MiM0

https://mminsusa.webex.com/mminsusa/e.php?AT=WMI&EventID=95566837&PW=NNjgzNzViZjZl&RT=MiM0
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National Fish Habitat Board Meeting Summary:  April 17-18, 2012 


Members Present: 
Kelly Hepler (AK DFG- Chair) 
Steve Perry ( NH FGD/ NEAFWA– Vice Chair ) 
Stan Allen (PSMFC)– for Randy Fischer 
Mike Andrews (TNC) 
Jim Estes (SC DNC/SEAFWA - phone) – for 
Nick Wiley 
Brad Gentner (Gentner Consulting Group/CCA) 
Rowan Gould (US FWS)– for Dan Ashe 
Chris Horton (Congressional Sportsmens 
Foundation) 
 


 
Joe Larscheid (IA DNR/MAFWA– phone) 
Stan Moberly (Northwest Marine 
Technology/AFS)  
Steve Moyer (TU) – for Chris Wood  
Sam Rauch (NOAA Fisheries) 
Gordon Robertson (ASA) – Alyssa Hausman 
(alternate) 
Mike Stone (WY GFD/WAFWA) 
Krystyna Wolniakowski (NFWF) 
Anne Zimmerman (US FS)  
 


Members Absent: 
Ron Regan (AFWA), Fred Matt (Native American FW Society), Bob Mahood (SAFMC), Doug Boyd 
(SFBPC) 


 


Key Discussion Items: 


 Board make-up:  Board members expressed support for further exploring corporate partnerships 
including Walmart and also recommended: 
 Developing a broader strategy for partnering with corporations before committing to Board 


membership for any single corporation.   
 Consider the full range of options for partnering with corporations (including Board membership 


and through other relationships). 
 Inviting Walmart’s sustainability committee to the October 2012 Board meeting. 
 Reviving an annual review by the Executive Leadership Team of Board membership.  


 


 10-Waters-to-Watch: Board members discussed the need to strengthen the value of the 10-Waters-
to Watch. Specific recommendations included: 
 Following up with past projects, including more footage and photos. 
 Use projects to develop messages for a general awareness campaign about NFHP. 


 


 Board Priorities:  The Board agreed to assign approved priorities and action plan objectives to 
existing Board committees or create new committees where necessary.  Confirmed committees and 
Board membership to include: 
 Krystyna Wolniakowski, Ann Zimmerman, and Steve Moyer to lead new Funding Committee  
 Kelly Hepler and Mike Andrews to lead a new Conservation Committee  
 Tom Busiahn and Steve Perry to lead a Partnership Committee  
 Joe Larsheid and Stan Allen will continue to provide Board leadership support to the Science 


and Data Committee Co-Chairs. 
 Chris Horton will provide Board leadership support to the Communications Committee which will 


also include Erica Stock from WNTI. 
 Gordon Robertson and Steve Moyer will continue to provide Board leadership to the Legislative 


team. 
The focus of each committee and/or team is described in the 2012 Board Priorities Team and 
Committee Assignments document (see below in “Board approved policy and/or technical 
documents”). 
 


 Action Plan:  Board members discussed the timeline for completing the Action Plan and made the 
following suggestions and recommendations: 
 The action plan should look like a strategy that can be used as a basis for setting agency 


priorities and making funding allocations. 
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 The “Case for Action” should include more economic justification. 
 The Board would like two weeks for review and requested time for FHP and partner review. 
 The Communications committee should develop concise messaging about the Action Plan that 


targets groups that are already part of the partnership (vs. the general public). 
 


 Science and Data: The Board received an update on the timeline for completing a strategy for the 
2015 National Assessment.  The Science and Data Committee plans to send to the FHP, Board, 
and Board staff by May 5.  Comments will be due by June 5.  Final revision will be available for 
Board review in late June and approval and the July 2012 Board meeting.  The Board also received 
the following updates and requests for action: 


 Approval of Science and Data Committee Terms of Reference  
 Update on Project Tracking project.  The Board expressed interest in seeing economics 


data reflected in the Project Tracking System. 
 Effectiveness Measures:  the Science and Data committee presented a proposal for tackling 


effectiveness measures that the Board will take up for action in July. 
 


 Western Native Trout Initiative Presentation on strategies to leverage resources. 
 


 Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture Presentation on measuring success at different scales.  
 


 Restoring Fish Passage While Disaster-Proofing Communities generated interest from Board for 
FHPs to get involved with large-scale planning efforts to affect habitat outcomes. 
 


 Performance Evaluation:  The Board received an update on the test drive for evaluating FHP 
performance.  The final report and recommendations will be available to the Board for approval in 
July.  The Board asked: 


 What options does the Board have when an FHP is a high or low performer? 
 Is there an across the board measure that all FHPs struggled with that should be addressed 


by the Board. 
 


 Multi-State Conservation Grants:  The Board discussed the opportunities for better coordinating the 
competition for Multi-State Conservation Grants dollars that support national and FHP-specific 
NFHP science and data needs.  The Board agreed to seek preliminary input from FHPs to assess 
possible commonalities across FHP needs and to inform the development of a broadly worded 
Letter of Intent by the May 11 deadline.  The Board would like to be involved in the development of a 
possible full proposal.  
 


 Fish and Wildlife Service Funding:  The FWS provided a report to the Board on the status of NFHP 
funding managed by the FWS including: 


 Current funding level remains at $7.1M. 
 Since 2007, FWS has requested cumulatively $35M. 
 The FWS is looking into a more rationalized approach to funding the partnerships in 2013. 


 


 Communications Team update:  The Board received an update on communication team plans to 
expand the use of social media platforms, complete the website update, use the newly signed 
Interagency MOU to build NFHP messaging, and opportunities to build a grassroots network.   
 


 Legislation:  There is a potential opportunity for NFHP legislation to be included in a larger 
sportsman package.  There may also be opportunities to approach Congressman Dix with a legacy 
opportunity. 
 


 Interagency Memorandum of Understanding: The Board received an update on the recent signing 
and implementation of the interagency Memorandum of Understanding between Departments of 
Agriculture, Commerce, and Interior.  The MOU includes a requirement for each agency to report 
progress to its Secretary every other year beginning in September 2012.  The Board recognized this 
report as an opportunity to establish a baseline understanding of Federal agency support for NFHP 
and elevate recognition of NFHAP and the Board’s role to the departments. 
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 Landscape Conservation Cooperatives:  Within the FWS, there is growing pressure from the Hill and 
OMB to demonstrate shared conservation delivery and planning across landscape- and ecosystem-
level programs.  OMB is interested in fewer species-based silos in the FWS budget and more 
outcomes based on collaborative goals.  Within the FWS budget, LCCs may be a connector across 
Joint Ventures and NFHP.  The Habitat Conservation Committee will serve as a bridge to ensure 
NFHP conservation goals are reflected in FWS efforts to respond to OMB and Congressional budget 
concerns about landscape and ecosystem-level programs 
 


 NOAA’s Habitat Blueprint:  NOAA has also received questions about coordinated outcomes and 
goals across all of NOAA’s habitat programs from the Hill and OMB.  The Habitat Blueprint is 
NOAA’s strategy to better align NOAA’s habitat-related programs, position habitat as a fisheries tool 
more prominently within NOAA and demonstrate the impact and value of these habitat programs.  
With NOAA’s recent success in addressing overfishing, NOAA is looking ahead to habitat as the 
next big opportunity to support sustainable fisheries.  With this strategy NOAA will be better able to 
support NFHP. 
 


 NFWF/NOAA Funding opportunity:  NFWF updated the Board on the funding opportunity for coastal 
habitat protection projects.  Pre-proposals are due May 1 and Board members are welcome to 
review them. 


 
Motions Approved by consensus: 


 Agenda and January 2012 conference call Minutes: Approved.  


 2013 Board meeting dates: Approved (see list below). 


 2012 Board Priorities Team and Committee Assignments: Approved 


 Science and Data Committee Terms of Reference and Operation:  Approved 
 


 
Action items: 


 Joe Starinchak will discuss possible partnership with Walmart at upcoming “National Behavior 
Change Campaign” meeting. 


 Agenda for the July 2012 Board meeting should include:  
 Executive Leadership Team annual review. 
 Report from Committee/Team leads on annual workplans. 
 Proposal for Board action on developing effectiveness measures. 
 Proposal for Board action on the FHP Performance Evaluation Report. 
 Discussion of Multi-State Conservation Grant full proposal. 
 Update from Federal Caucus plans for first MOU report. 


 Board staff should revisit the “Case for Action” in the updated Action Plan in light of Board 
comments. 


 The Communications committee should: 
 Develop concise messaging about the Action Plan that targets groups that are already 


part of the partnership (vs. the general public). 
 Develop a general awareness campaign that includes key messages illustrated by 10-


Waters-to Watch project results and outcomes for the general public. 
 Board staff will provide the Board with a draft of the Multi-State-Conservation Grant Letter of 


Intent. 
 Federal Caucus will consider opportunities for collaboration around carbon sequestration. 


Future 2012 meetings: 


 July 10 and 11 – Portland, ME 


 October 16-17 – Table Rock Lake, MO 
 
Future 2013 meetings: 


 January 16 – 2pm eastern time conference call 


 February 26 and 27 – Arlington, VA 
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 June 25-26 – Southeast (TBD) 
 
 
 
 


Board approved policy and/or technical documents: 


 2012 Board Priorities Team and Committee Assignments 


 Science and Data Committee Terms of Reference and Operation 
 


 
Additional attendees: 


Karen Abrams, NOAA-HQ and Board staff 
Tom Busiahn, FWS-HQ and Board staff 
Ryan Roberts, AFWA and Board       


Communications Director 
Gary Whelan, MI DNR, Co-chair, Science and 


Data Committee 
Andrea Ostroff, USGS, Co-chair, Science and 


Data Committee 
 
Mitch Bergeson, USFWS 
Thomas Bigford, NOAA-NMFS 
Maureen Gallagher, FWS-Midwest Region 
Jamie Geiger, USFWS-Northeast Region 
Nat Gillespie, USFS 
Emily Green, ACFHP 
Mark Hudy, USFS 
Linda Kelsey, USFWS 


 
 
Robin Knox, Western Native Trout Initiative 
Terra Lederhouse, NOAA-NMFS 
Stafford Lehr, CA DFG 
Kara Meckley, NOAA-NMFS 
Rick Murphree, Trout Unlimited 
Moe Nelson, NOAA-NOS 
Scott Robinson, SARP 
Chris Savage, USFS –Western Office 
Joe Starinchak, FWS-HQ 
Erica Stock, Western Native Trout Initiative 
Ben Thatcher, USFWS 
Todd Turner, USFWS-Midwest Region 
Amy Unthank, USFS 
Susan Wells, USFWS 
 
By telephone: 
Jeff Boxrucker – Reservoir FHP 
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The updated version of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan is too large to include in this Board Book.  


The final version for Board review will be available on about June 29, 2012.  To review the final version, 


please go to: 


http://fishresource.org/content/national-fish-habitat-action-plan-final-draft 


 


 



http://fishresource.org/content/national-fish-habitat-action-plan-final-draft






National Science and Data Committee Recommendations to the National Fish Habitat Board 


on a Developing an Effectiveness Measures Framework for NFHP 


Page 1 of 1   Recommendations Submitted to the NFH Board April 2012 


One of the intended uses of the national assessment is to be able to detect long-term progress of the 


condition of fish habitat across the United States.  The timeline needed both from a data availability and 


analysis perspective, as well as the time needed for the habitat to respond to specific conservation actions, 


leads to some of the challenges with measuring short-term effectiveness of aquatic conservation projects.  


Another challenge is the wide breadth of project types that are supported through NFHP and its partners in 


order to meet NFHP goals.  Other project actions that extend outside the scope of an “on-the-ground” 


activity are difficult to quantify and report effectiveness in a summarized way.  Despite these challenges, we 


recognize that the Board needs to determine an approach for measuring effectiveness of NFHP in the short 


term, leading to the charge of the Science and Data Committee at the October 2011 Board meeting. 


The Science and Data Committee recommends that (2) two approaches be implemented concurrently to 


determine which better addresses the needs to measure effectiveness for the range of conservation work  


implemented by the National Fish Habitat Partnership.  The first approach focuses on process and pre-


defined criteria, whereas the second can be place-based.  The two approaches are listed below with brief 


mention of the benefits and opportunities as well as coordination and resources needed. 


Approach Benefits/Opportunities Resources Needed 


(1)   Using the existing framework developed for 


the State Wildlife Grants program; form a new 


working committee (separate from the Science & 


Data Committee) to facilitate the development of 


a framework for evaluating effectiveness of all 


project types implemented through the NFHP.  


The new working committee would be expected to 


consult findings from other monitoring and 


evaluation procedures of habitat restoration 


programs such as USDA Conservation 


Effectiveness Assessment Program (CEAP) and 


NMFS community-based habitat restoration as 


well as solicit feedback and review from the 


Science & Data Committee while the framework is 


being developed.  


• Results would inform the 


development of the 


project tracking system by 


identifying specific 


information regarding 


effectiveness to be 


collected 


• Results could also inform a 


future revision of the FHP 


performance reviews in 


ways that would enable 


better comparison and 


summarization 


• Funding ($15K) to 


support a contract 


with experts  


• Committee 


members for new  


working group 


• Science & Data 


Committee 


• Project tracking 


development team 


• Performance 


development team 


• FHPs – For Review 


and feedback  


(2)   Identify up to 5% of all projects as 


demonstrations for evaluating effectiveness.  


Include past Waters to Watch with a clearly 


defined monitoring component and 


representatives that have had enough time to 


show ecological response.  Conduct detailed 


reviews of the project outputs to determine if and 


how project defined project objectives, specific 


actions implemented, monitoring efforts, and 


results led to measurable outcomes.  This work 


would be conducted as a cooperative work activity 


between members of the National Science & Data 


Committee and selected FHPs willing to 


participate.  A Board guidance document and SOP 


would be produced on how to such results could 


supplement or inform revision of the effectiveness 


framework developed under (1) above. 


• Results, data, and 


information provided to 


the National Science & 


Data Committee would 


inform future assessments 


through the increased 


understanding of regional 


responses to certain 


activities, as well as lead 


to the revision of Science 


& Data SOPs. 


• FHPs and Board will 


benefit from the increased 


opportunities to 


communicate project 


outcomes.  


• National Science & 


Data Committee 


• Time investment by 


a select number of 


associated FHPs 


• Communications 


Committee 


• NFHP website 


content 


development  
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National Fish Habitat Partnership 
2015 National Fish Habitat Assessment Strategy 


 


ASSESSMENT PURPOSE 


 


The National Fish Habitat Action Plan (Action Plan) calls for a status report on all fish 


habitat within the United States, with the initial report prepared in 2010 and every 5 years 


thereafter. The purpose of the National Fish Habitat Assessment (Assessment) is to 


provide a comprehensive analysis of the status of aquatic habitats at the national and 


regional scales to facilitate planning and success measurement by the National Fish 


Habitat Partnership Board (Board) and Fish Habitat Partnerships (Partnerships). The 


Assessment is designed to complement and support assessment efforts by the 


Partnerships along with providing national perspectives on fish habitat condition. 


 


The Assessment will: provide information on the relative condition of aquatic systems; 


identify both intact and degraded aquatic habitats; clearly define key disturbance or stress 


factors; and illustrate the scope and effectiveness of habitat conservation activities 


overtime. The results of the Assessment will be a key tool for both the Board and 


Partnerships to achieve the vision (side box) outlined in the National Fish Habitat Action 


Plan. In addition to providing access to assessment products, the data system supporting 


the Assessment will ultimately serve as a repository for both the Board’s and 


Partnerships’ assessment input data, detailed geospatial results from the Board’s and 


Partnerships’ assessment analyses, and Partnership conservation project descriptions, 


making these data readily available to Partnerships and other stakeholders for further use 


and analysis.  


 


LONG TERM ASSESSMENT VISION 


 


The long term vision for the National Assessment is to incorporate all available and 


relevant landscape and process information into a spatial framework and work towards 


including measureable process-related data and habitat condition scores for all United 


States aquatic habitats from the mountains downstream to the continental shelf.  The six 


processes (Hydrology, Connectivity, Water Quality, Material Recruitment, 


Geomorphology, and Energy Flow) that control habitat quality are detailed in the Science 


and Data Framework Document along with potential variables that represent these 


processes.  Process variables to be eventually incorporated by the Assessment will be 


those that are directly related to fish habitat maintenance and development and can be 


manipulated or influenced by Partnership actions.  These variables are also sensitive to 


the changing landscape baselines attributable to climate change and land use changes. 


 


PROGRESS TO DATE 


 


This unprecedented effort successfully met an initial milestone in 2010 with the 


completion of the first national assessment by Michigan State University (inland) and the 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) (marine), with oversight 


from the Board’s National Science and Data Committee (Committee).   
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The 2010 National Fish Habitat Assessment successfully:  


 


 developed a geospatial framework for the Lower 48 states based upon the 


1:100,000 National Hydrography Database + (NHD+) 


 developed the 1:24,000 NHD for Hawaii and the initial geospatial framework for 


Alaska and marine areas;  


 developed a geospatial framework for estuaries in the contiguous United States 


and Southeast Alaska 


 attributed the geospatial framework with available habitat-related national 


databases;  


 developed analytical approaches for condition analysis; and  


 conducted stressor analyses for inland habitats in the contiguous United States, 


Alaska, and Hawaii, and for estuarine habitats in the contiguous United States and 


Southeast Alaska.   


 


The 2010 Assessment provides an initial, though incomplete, view of aquatic habitat 


from a very course national perspective and lays the foundation for future efforts.  The 


2010 Assessment has clear and acknowledged gaps that did not allow detailed habitat 


condition analysis to be conducted as a result of the lack of detailed process data 


measured in a consistent manner on a national scale.  Gaps were particularly noted in 


connectivity, hydrology, and water quality processes, and the unavailability of fish data 


precluded finer resolution analysis of estuarine information.   


 


ASSESSMENT COMPONENTS AND PRODUCTS OF THE 2015 ASSESSMENT 


 


The 2015 Assessment will address the identified gaps of the 2010 Assessment, where 


possible, and will work to more strongly relate the national landscape scale assessment to 


fisheries management or Partnership objectives to facilitate direct implementation at 


Partnership, regional or local planning.  A series of demonstration projects will be 


compiled and evaluated to help advance this approach.  These efforts will result from 


coordinated activity between the Committee and willing Partnerships, and will represent 


both inland and marine areas distributed across the United States. Some potential 


example demonstration projects that may be considered include: incorporation of springs 


and ciénegas information and analysis (possibly in cooperation with the Desert Fish 


Habitat Partnership); broader analysis of riparian zone condition using the Southeastern 


Aquatic Resources Partnership methodology; attribution and analysis of fine scale water 


quality data (possibly in cooperation with Southeastern Aquatic Resources Partnership or 


the Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture); incorporation of water withdrawal locations, data 


and analyses into the Assessment (possibly in cooperation with the Western Native Trout 


Initiative or Hawaii Fish Habitat Partnership); and attributing and analyzing coastal 


navigation projects and hardened structures (possibly in cooperation with the Atlantic 


Coast Fish Habitat Partnership, Great Lakes Basin Fish Habitat Partnership or the Pacific 


Marine & Estuarine Fish Habitat Partnership).   
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The lists that follow identify tasks necessary to complete the 2015 assessment in priority 


order for all inland and coastal assessments which will be conducted in parallel.  The 


number of tasks that will actually be completed will depend on the budgetary and 


technical resources available to the Committee and in cooperation with interested 


partners and/or Fish Habitat Partnerships.    


 


Inland 


1. Catalog all FHP assessments completed or underway 


2. Refine and update 2010 Assessment by addressing identified data gaps, 


attributing new fish data including available and appropriate 


anadromous/catadromous/diadromous fish data, and incorporating improvements 


to the analytical approach 


3. Add new national connectivity analysis 


4. Determine how to incorporate process data using FHP demonstration projects 


5. Add socioeconomic data to spatial framework 


6. Add national hydrology analysis using existing stream gauging information 


7. Attribute lakes and reservoir data to Assessment geospatial framework 


8. Attribute AK anadromous fish catalog data into Alaska spatial framework 


9. Attribute fish and selected invertebrate data into Hawaiian spatial framework 


10. Attribute local catchment data for Southeast Alaska into spatial framework 


11. Develop and incorporate fish-stressor analyses for Alaska and Hawaii 


12. Develop and incorporate downstream summaries of landscape condition at the 


reach scale 


13. Incorporate available fisheries management and FHP objectives into the spatial 


framework. 


14. Attribute springs, ciénegas, water withdrawal, instream flow prescriptions, and 


water use data into spatial framework as feasible. 


15. Attribute additional water quality data 


16. Attribute additional mining and energy development data 


 


Marine (includes estuaries, nearshore, and offshore) 


1. Catalog all FHP assessments completed or underway 


2. Improve analytical basis of marine assessment to inland standards by 


incorporating all available fish and shellfish data and stressor relationships and 


addressing additional gaps 


3. Incorporate additional spatial framework information for estuaries in Alaska 


4. Incorporate additional spatial framework information for estuaries and nearshore-


marine habitats in  Hawaii 


5. Develop an initial assessment of nearshore-marine habitats 


6. Develop an initial assessment of offshore-marine habitats 


7. Determine how to incorporate process data using FHP demonstration projects 


8. Add socioeconomic data to spatial framework 


9. Incorporate available fisheries management and FHP objectives into the spatial 


framework. 


10. Develop inland-marine system scoring linkages 


11. Incorporate the final Great Lakes assessment into overall Assessment 
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12. Attribute additional water quality data 


13. Attribute additional mining and energy development data 


 


Inland Spatial Framework and Assessment:  


 


The overall goal for the inland component of the 2015 Assessment is to refine and fill the 


identified gaps in the 2010 Assessment.  This effort will include the incorporation of 


natural lakes (> 10 acres) and reservoirs along with the appropriate lake and reservoir-


sheds needed to allow Assessment work to continue on these waters. 


 


Key milestones for this assessment component are: 


 


 By 2012 – Catalog all existing FHP assessments and determine how to best 


coordinate efforts between the Board and Partnerships assessment work (Science 


and Data Committee)  


 By 2013 – The assessment will refine and update fisheries, aquatic nuisance and 


invasive species, dam inventory, land conservation status, and water quality status 


(focusing on potentially using Section 303d listings and NPDES violation data) 


information as data become available.  Improved river fragmentation analyses and 


national calculation of fragmentation metrics will be completed.  Demonstration 


project areas will be identified with interested Partnerships.  Approaches to refine 


the marine-inland linkages between the inland and marine assessments will be 


evaluated.  


 By 2014 – The assessment will refine habitat models and system scoring with 


additional available information collected and organized.  Demonstration process 


projects will begin with interested Partnerships and focused work within specific 


regions on key resources will be conducted.  The assessment will continue to 


explore approaches for developing marine-inland linkages between the 


assessments.  


 By 2015 – The assessment will delineate lake catchments and attribute landscape 


scale information for natural lakes for waters over 10 acres that are not in the 


NHD+ network into the assessment spatial framework.  With the assistance of the 


Reservoir Partnership, reservoir and reservoir catchments for reservoirs over 250 


acres will be incorporated into the assessment spatial system.  Demonstration 


projects will be conducted with Partnerships.  The assessment will complete 


incorporating the new data detailed above to fill outstanding data gaps, and refine 


habitat models and system scoring with all available information. The assessment 


will allow for suggested refinements for future assessments to be recommended. 


 


If additional resources become available for the Inland Assessment, the following areas 


will be addressed: 


 


 By 2013 – Attribute and incorporate available information on small dams and 


culverts into spatial framework to improve connectivity analysis. 


 By 2014 – Downstream summaries of landscape conditions will be summarized 


for stream reaches, providing information at a spatial scale relevant important to 
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anadromous/catadromous/diadromous fishes.  Available fisheries management 


and Partnership objectives will be incorporated into the spatial framework.   


 By 2015 – Attribute and incorporate springs, ciénegas, water withdrawal, 


instream flow prescriptions, and water use data into spatial framework and use 


these data to refine the hydrology analysis.  The assessment will also identify 


river and stream reaches where the magnitude and timing of river flows have been 


altered if sufficient and appropriate data is available. The assessment will 


incorporate new and updated national datasets to include attributing the 2006 


National Land Cover Dataset and develop analytical methods to examine 


temporal landscape variable changes.   Incorporate additional water quality, 


mining and energy development data into the assessment and refine assessment 


analyses. 


 


Marine Spatial Framework and Assessment:  


 


The overall goal for the 2015 Marine Assessment is to strategically address the identified 


gaps in the 2010 Marine Assessment, particularly the lack of a fish-stressor analysis in 


the 2010 estuarine assessment. This will be addressed by refining the assessment methods 


and incorporating fish and shellfish (where available) abundance and diversity data for 


the contiguous United States in a manner similar that used in the Inland Assessment.  


Additional gaps will be met by adding additional datasets on estuarine physical habitat 


characteristics, anthropogenic stressors, and biological responses. As time and resources 


allow, the Marine Assessment will be extended into  near shore- and offshore-marine 


waters to provide an initial habitat condition analysis of these habitats. Another identified 


gap was the lack of consistent methodology between the contiguous United States and 


Southeast Alaska portions of the 2010 Marine Assessment, and a lack of any data or 


analysis for the rest of Alaska’s coastal areas. To address this, the Marine Assessment 


Team will develop a geospatial framework for estuarine habitats across all of Alaska and 


develop a refined methodology that applies to all United States estuarine habitats.  


 


Key milestones for this assessment component are: 


 


 By 2012 - Catalog all existing Partnership Assessments and determine how to best 


coordinate efforts between the Board and Partnerships assessment work (Science 


and Data Committee) 


 By 2013 – Refine the existing geospatial framework for estuaries in the 


contiguous United States and complete initial development of a geospatial 


framework for all estuaries across Alaska. A pilot project, illustrating the 


proposed new fish stressor methodology and regional assessment approach, will 


be conducted for estuaries in the Gulf of Mexico, including methodological 


refinements as necessary. Begin data collection and processing to support 


additional regional estuarine assessments, including datasets on fish/shellfish 


abundance and diversity, physical habitat, anthropogenic stress, and biological 


response. Explore methodologies to improve linkages between the inland and 


marine components of the National Assessment.  
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 By 2014 – Continue to develop refined estuarine assessments for additional 


regions using the methodology developed and refined during the pilot project for 


Gulf of Mexico estuaries. Continue to work on improving connections between 


the inland and marine components of the assessment and incorporate information 


into assessment as available. 


 By 2015 – Complete estuarine fish stressor analyses for all regions in the 


contiguous United States and Alaska (as time and resources allow and where 


sufficient data exists). Assemble individual regional components of estuarine 


assessment together to form national assessment and address any inconsistencies 


or potential issues with interpretation. Ensure accuracy of results at the national 


scale. 


 


If additional resources become available for the Coastal Assessment, the following areas 


will be addressed: 


 


 By 2013 - Refine the existing geospatial framework for near shore- and offshore-


marine waters for the contiguous United States and Alaska. Acquire available 


habitat and fisheries data for nearshore- and offshore-marine waters.    


 By 2014 - Begin development of nearshore and offshore marine assessment 


strategy including incorporation of available fish, shellfish and habitat data into 


spatial framework and develop analytical methods. 


 By 2015 - Complete initial nearshore and offshore-marine assessment. The 


Marine Assessment will incorporate new and updated national datasets to include 


attributing the 2011 National Land Cover Dataset (depending on availability) and 


develop analytical methods to examine temporal landscape variable changes on 


marine habitat.  Incorporate additional water quality, mining and energy 


development data into the assessment and refine assessment analyses. 


 


Great Lakes Spatial Framework and Assessment 


 


The overall goal for the 2015 Great Lakes Assessment is to complete an initial inshore 


assessment for the Great Lakes to include a spatial framework and a stressor level 


analysis using all available assessment information.  Currently, multiple partial 


assessments are either completed or close to completion.  If resources become available 


and with the assistance of the Great Lakes Basin Fish Habitat Partnership and other Great 


Lakes partners (i.e. Great Lakes Fishery Trust and the Great Lakes Fishery Commission), 


an initial composite habitat assessment will be developed by 2015 to include an initial 


linkage approach between inland and Great Lakes systems.  With additional resources, 


attribute and incorporate socioeconomic data into the spatial framework for the Great 


Lakes.   


 


Inland Alaska Spatial Framework and Assessment 


 


The overall goal for the 2015 Inland Alaska Assessment is to refine the 2010 Assessment 


by incorporating fish data into analysis and to continue to fill existing identified 


information gaps.  We expect progress to be impaired by the lack of a spatial framework 
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similar to the NHDPlus, except in localized areas around Anchorage and potentially 


southeast Alaska.  


  


Key milestones for this assessment component are: 


 


 By 2012 - Catalog all existing AK FHP assessments and determine how to best 


coordinate efforts between the Board and Partnerships assessment work (Science 


and Data Committee) 


 By 2013 – The assessment will begin to incorporate Alaska anadromous fish 


catalog data into the spatial framework where possible following the guidance of 


Alaska Partnerships.  Additional planning will be done to determine the extent of 


local catchments that can be determined in Southeastern Alaska and initial work 


started in this area.  Demonstration project areas will be identified with interested 


Partnerships with an emphasis on characterizing connectivity. 


 By 2014 – Work will be completed on developing local catchments for Southeast 


Alaska, where data are available.  The incorporation and attribution of Alaska 


anadromous fish catalog data into the spatial framework will be completed.  


Initial fish-stressor analyses will be completed and refinement initiated.  


Evaluation of demonstration projects will begin with interested Partnerships. 


 By 2015 – Fish analyses will be completed. Results from demonstration  projects 


will be compiled. 


 By April 2015 – An updated and refined Inland Alaska Assessment to include 


demonstration projects will be completed. 


 


If additional resources become available for the Inland Alaska Assessment, the following 


areas will be addressed: 


 


 By 2013 – Begin development of additional demonstration projects with Alaskan 


FHPs to focus on climate change information.  Attribute and incorporate new data 


sets to fill outstanding data gaps. Begin development of marine-inland linkage 


work for Alaskan systems. 


 By 2014 - Complete incorporation of socioeconomic data into spatial framework 


and develop analytical methods for use of these data. The assessment will 


continue to incorporate new data to fill outstanding data gaps with potentially 


localized work on hydrology.  Continue work on refining marine-inland linkage 


work for Alaskan systems.  Incorporate all available fisheries management and 


Partnership objectives into the spatial framework will be completed.   


 By 2015 - The refined inland-marine linkage will be completed and incorporated 


into the Assessment.  The assessment will continue to incorporate new data to fill 


outstanding data gaps.   


 


Hawaii Inland and Marine Spatial Framework and Assessment 


 


The overall goal for the 2015 Hawaiian Assessment is to refine the 2010 Assessment by 


incorporating a fish-stressor analysis, linking inland and marine systems, and to continue 


to fill existing identified information gaps using the existing 1:24,000 NHD spatial 
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framework.  By 2015, the Hawaiian Assessment will also develop a demonstration 


project with the Hawaiian Fish Habitat Partnership (HFHP) to determine the best way to 


incorporated detailed process-level data at smaller geographic scales with a focus on 


connectivity and hydrology data. 


 


Key milestones for this assessment component are: 


 


 By 2012 - Catalog all existing HI FHP assessments and determine how to best 


coordinate efforts between the Board and HI FHP assessment work (Science and 


Data Committee) 


 By 2013 – In cooperation with the HFHP, the assessment will incorporate fish and 


selected invertebrate data for inland systems into the spatial framework and will 


develop a plan for refining scores based on a biologically-driven classification of 


Hawaiian stream reaches.  Continue to incorporate new habitat data to fill 


outstanding data gaps, particularly water withdrawal information where available.  


Identify demonstration projects with the HFHP.   


 By 2014 – Complete the initial fish-stressor analysis for inland systems, and 


develop approaches that can be considered for initial inland-coastal linkage 


products.  Continue to incorporate new habitat, fish and invertebrate data to fill 


outstanding data gaps.  Complete initial HI FHP demonstration process projects. 


 By 2015 – Complete fish-stressor analyses.  The assessment will continue to 


incorporate new habitat (particularly water withdrawal information), fish and 


invertebrate data to fill outstanding data gaps.  Refinements will be made to the 


demonstration process projects with the HFHP. 


 By April 2015 – In consultation with the HFHP, complete the updated and refined 


Hawaiian Assessment to include demonstration projects. 


 


If additional resources become available for the Hawaiian Assessment, the following 


areas will be addressed: 


 


 By 2013 – A plan for completing a marine spatial framework (focusing on 


estuaries and priority reef areas) and developing linkages between inland and 


marine assessments will be completed in concert with the HFHP.  Attribute and 


incorporate new data sets to fill outstanding data gaps.   


 By 2014 - Complete an initial marine spatial framework.  Continue to incorporate 


new data to fill outstanding data gaps along with the initial work to examine 


riparian buffer zones.  Incorporate all available fisheries management and 


Partnership objectives into the spatial framework will be completed.  Develop a 


plan for completing the marine coastal assessment (focusing on estuaries and 


priority reef areas) in concert with the HFHP. 


 By 2015 – Complete initial marine spatial framework, an initial marine 


assessment, riparian buffer analysis, and initial inland-marine linkages for 


incorporation into the Hawaiian Assessment.  The refined inland-marine linkage 


will be completed and incorporated into the Assessment.  The assessment will 


continue to incorporate new data to fill outstanding data gaps. 
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Socioeconomic Assessment 


 


At the October 2011 Board Meeting, the Science and Data Committee was directed to 


develop potential approaches for including socioeconomic variables into the Assessment.  


To appropriately include such information into the assessment, additional expertise is 


needed along with a new strategy with a result to fully incorporate socioeconomic data 


into the 2020 Assessment.  The 2015 Assessment will develop and complete a series of 


demonstration projects to determine the appropriate variables and methodology to 


incorporate these data into future assessments.  This component cannot be completed 


with the currently available resources of the assessment. 


 


With the provision of additional resources, the key milestones for this assessment 


component are: 


 


 By 2012 - Catalog all existing FHP socioeconomic assessments and determine 


how to best coordinate efforts between the Board and Partnerships socioeconomic 


assessment work (Science and Data Committee) 


 By June 2013 – The Science and Data Committee will identify and engage 


socioeconomic expert(s) to assist in guiding this part of the Assessment.  A 


literature review and a review of identified FHP projects in which socioeconomics 


have been incorporated will be completed.  Demonstration projects will be 


identified and plans for evaluating the demonstration projects with interested 


Partnerships will be developed.   


 By 2015 – Complete the evaluation of the demonstration projects and develop a 


strategy for incorporating socioeconomic information into future assessments for 


Board approval. Attribute and incorporate socioeconomic data into the spatial 


framework. 


 By April 2015 – Complete a report on the demonstration projects to include the 


socioeconomic strategy for future Assessments.  Complete incorporation of 


socioeconomic data into the inland and marine spatial frameworks and develop 


analytical methods for use of these data. 
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Immediate Next Steps 


 


July 2012   


 Finalize the 2015 Assessment Strategy 


 


October 2012 


 Estimate costs for each milestone, assessment compilation and editing, and 


printing costs. 


 Secure partner commitments. 
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Multistate Conservation Grant Program Overview 


The Multistate Conservation Grant Program (MSCGP) funds projects that address the regional or national 
level priorities of state fish and wildlife agencies.  


The MSCGP was established in 2000 by the Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Programs Improvement Act, 
which amended the Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act and the Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish 
Restoration Act. 


The Association of Fish & Wildlife Agencies and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) cooperatively 
administer the Multistate Conservation Grant Program. 


The Association solicits grant applications and makes “priority list” recommendations to the USFWS, which 
can only fund projects from the Association's list. Once the USFWS makes its final selection, AFWA notifies 
the successful applicants and then manages and monitors grant awards. Each year, up to $6 million is 
available to fund MSCGP projects. Projects may be funded for one, two or three years on a calendar year 
basis. 


Eligibility Requirements 
 


  Projects must benefit sport fish, wild birds or wild mammals since the funding comes from the 
Sport Fish Restoration Account and the Wildlife Restoration Fund. 
 


 Projects must benefit (a) more than 26 states; (b) a majority of the states in a region of the USFWS; 
or (c) a regional association of state fish and wildlife agencies. 
 


  A project must address a National Conservation Need (NCN), which are selected each year to 
establish the states' funding priorities for the grant program. 
 


 Eligible grant recipients are (a) a state or group of states; (b) a non-governmental organization; and 
(c) the USFWS only for the purpose of conducting the National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and 
Wildlife-Associated Recreation. 
 


  Any non-governmental organization that applies for a grant is required to certify that grant funds 
will not be used to fund any activity, project or program that promotes or encourages opposition to 
the regulated hunting or trapping of wildlife, or to the regulated taking of fish. 


 
Multistate Conservation Grant Cycle 


At the North American Wildlife and Natural Resources Conference, state agency directors adopt National 
Conservation Needs (NCN) for the annual cycle, through AFWA Committee’s.  


LOIs are evaluated by AFWA's National Grants Committee, which will invite selected LOI applicants to 
submit a full proposal. Applicants will be notified in late June whether they are invited to submit a proposal. 
Full proposals will be due in early August for final selection at AFWA's Annual Meeting in September.  



http://www.fishwildlife.org/files/2013MSCGP_LOIs.pdf

http://www.fishwildlife.org/files/2013MSCGP_LOIs.pdf
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Letter of Intent for 2013 Multistate Conservation Grant Program 


Project Title: Promoting Strategic Fish Habitat Conservation through Regionally-


coordinated Science and Collaboration  


Applicant: Kelly Hepler, Assistant Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and 


Game; Chair, National Fish Habitat Board 


 Phone:  907-242-1907, email:  Kelly.hepler@alaska.gov 


 


 If awarded, the grant will be administered on behalf of the National Fish 


Habitat Board by the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, 444 


North Capitol Street NW, Washington DC, 20001 


Primary Investigator: Matt Menashes, Director of Operations, Association of Fish &Wildlife 


Agencies 


 Phone:  202-642-3602, email:  mattm@fishwildlife.org 


  


Co-Investigators: Tom Busiahn, U.S. Fish &Wildlife Service 


 Karen Abrams, Office of Habitat Conservation, NOAA Fisheries 


Primary 2012 NCN addressed by the project: 


 Subject 1:  Strengthening the National Fish Habitat Partnership. 


Project Length: 


 3 years in duration 


Project beneficiaries: 


 The outcomes of this project will benefit all 50 states 


Estimated MSCGP funding request: 


 $1,200,100 ($400,000 per year for three years) 


Funding Source: 


 Sport Fish Restoration fund 


Through regional collaboration, Fish Habitat Partnerships will compile biological and process-


level information on fish habitats to meet FHP needs and supplement the national fish habitat 


assessment; establish new or improved strategic goals, objectives, and priorities for conserving 


fish species and habitats; expand the scope of partners; and develop best management practices 


for implementing habitat conservation actions across species ranges and boundaries of 


jurisdiction and land ownership. 


 


 



mailto:Kelly.hepler@alaska.gov

mailto:mattm@fishwildlife.org
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Narrative 


How will this project meet the needs of the NCN?  


The National Fish Habitat Board has the responsibility to oversee and coordinate implementation 


of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan.  As the primary work units of the Action Plan, Fish 


Habitat Partnerships are responsible for:   


 Coordinating and compiling scientific assessment information on fish habitats within 


their partnership areas,  


 Establishing strategic goals and objectives that define desired outcomes for fish species 


and habitats within their partnership areas,  


 Identifying priority places and/or issues to focus conservation action, and prioritize fish 


habitat conservation projects to meet goals and objectives,  


 Coordinating and compiling information on outputs (conservation actions) and outcomes 


(changes in habitat condition) for reporting to the Board and stakeholders, and 


 Collaborating with other FHPs where appropriate to carry out these responsibilities. 


The responsibilities of FHPs align closely with the needs documented in NCN #1.  This project 


will provide resources to support broad regional collaboration among FHPs to carry out these 


responsibilities in an efficient manner. 


 


What states and/or USFWS regions or Regional Associations are targeted?  


Currently, each State is engaged with one or more FHPs; therefore benefits will extend to fish 


habitats in all 50 states. 


 


What are the goals of this project? (Goals should be written as outcome oriented.) 


Through regional collaboration among FHPs,  


 Collectively advance each FHP’s habitat assessments through identification of mutual 


data needs, data acquisition and landscape-level analysis for the benefit of fish, mussels, 


and other aquatic animals. 


 Provide region-specific fish population, habitat, and human impact data to fill major data 


gaps and assist the national Science & Data Committee in improving the 2015 national 


status report.   


 Develop and demonstrate Best Management Practices for habitat conservation, and 


methods to effectively engage local communities in fish habitat conservation projects. 


 Develop and/or improve strategic plans of individual FHPs, and develop landscape-scale 


linkages among FHP priorities and those of other landscape conservation efforts. 


 


What activities or actions will this project undertake to achieve the stated goals? 


The National Fish Habitat Board, through its fiscal agent, the Association of Fish and Wildlife 


Agencies, will distribute funds to Fish Habitat Partnerships to support operations and regional 


collaboration needs that have been identified by FHPs.  Some FHPs are expected to submit 


stand-alone Letters of Intent addressing these needs in more detail.  It is the intent of this 


proposal for the Board to consult with FHPs throughout the planning and implementation 


process to meet the highest priority needs on a national scale.   


 


In broad terms, western FHPs will 1) develop a spatial framework for estuarine and nearshore 


marine habitats and compile information on threats relevant to fish and shellfish communities; 2) 
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compile habitat and species assessments for salmonids and desert fishes to fill gaps (e.g. 


hydrological information) in the national assessment; and 3) collaborate among FHPs to develop 


or improve methods to identify priority places and projects.  Eastern FHPs will 1) compile 


habitat and species assessments to fill gaps in the national habitat assessment; 2) employ 


landscape-level analysis methods to prioritize places and projects; and 3) expand the scope of 


conservation partners through outreach.  Midwestern and Reservoir FHPs will 1) organize 


landowner committees to provide local leadership of fish habitat conservation projects and train 


agency employees in how to engage landowners and local communities; 2) conduct outreach to 


expand membership in the Friends of Reservoirs Foundation, enhancing public awareness of 


healthy reservoir habitats and engagement in conservation projects; 3) compile additional fish 


and physical data such as lake bathymetry to fill national assessment gaps; and 4) develop 


guidance (Best Management Practices) to address impairments in reservoir habitats, including 


sedimentation, eutrophication, water regime, habitat structure, water quality, habitat 


connectivity, and aquatic macrophytes.   


 


Provide a specific timeline of the project activities.  


2012 Q3-4 – Board staff convenes meetings with FHP coordinators (Eastern, Western, 


Midwestern) to identify specific tasks and subcontractors. 


2013 Q1 – Statements of work initiated for subcontracts. 


Q2 – National workshop for FHP representatives (supported by existing MSCG project) will 


include regional breakouts on FHP needs.  Statements of work for subcontractors finalized. 


Q3 – Subcontracts let.  Work by FHPs begins. 


Q4 – Planning for 2014 through meetings / teleconferences of Board and FHPs. 


2014 Q1 – Second year subcontracts let. 


Q2-3 – Implementation by FHPs. 


Q4 – Planning for 2015 through meetings / teleconferences of Board and FHPs. 


2015 Q1 – Third year subcontracts let. 


Q2 – FHPs meet with national Science & Data Committee to integrate regional data with 


national assessment. 


Q2-3 – Implementation by FHPs. 


Q4 – Wrap-up of subcontracts.  National fish habitat assessment report completed. 


 


Project Budget 


Cost 


Direct Indirect 


Salaries and Benefits $45,000 $4,500 


Project related Expenses $1,046,000 $104,600 


Equipment purchases $0 $0 


      


MSCGP request (Sport Fish Restoration source) $1,200,100 


      


Partnership Funds (Waiver of 14% IDC by AFWA) $152,740 


  


Total Cost of Project $1,352,840 


 


Measurable Outcomes 
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Landscape and process-level approaches  to fish and wildlife conservation addresses root causes 


of species declines, and promotes adaptation to broad-scale stressors such as climate change, 


urbanization, and water availability.  This project will enhance the landscape conservation 


capability of Fish Habitat Partnerships (and their individual partners such as states) by 


developing scientific information, analytical models, conservation tools, and expanded 


partnerships.  The results will include quality recreational fishing, improved status of species of 


greatest conservation need, and expanded engagement by partners, especially landowners. 


 


Extended Benefit 


The second national assessment of fish habitat, scheduled for 2015, will be significantly 


enhanced by the addition of finer-scale regional data compiled by the FHPs.  Completion of this 


challenging task will also make the national assessment more accessible and relevant to FHPs 


and useful for its long-term purposes of prioritization and measurement of results.   


 


Summary 


The National Fish Habitat Partnership brings a focused and coordinated approach to protecting, 


restoring, and enhancing the nation’s aquatic habitats.  This proposal strengthens that approach 


by linking the oversight responsibility of the Board and the operational responsibility of the 


FHPs to achieve national and regional scientific and conservation goals.   


 


Qualifications 


Kelly Hepler, Chairman, National Fish Habitat Board 


Kelly Hepler began working at the Alaska Department of Fish and Game in 1979 as a fisheries 


biologist and has held increasingly complex positions throughout his career.  Kelly served as 


director of the Division of Sport Fish and most recently as a special assistant for the previous 


commissioner.  He represents the department in numerous national forums and is presently chair 


of the National Fish Habitat Board.  Kelly holds a B.S. in Fish and Wildlife Management from 


Montana State University. 


Matt Menashes, Director of Operations, Association of Fish & Wildlife Agencies   


Matthew E. Menashes is the Association’s Director of Operations, and as such will serve as the 


Principal Investigator on this award.  Mr. Menashes has over 10 years of experience as an 


association executive.  In his position, Mr. Menashes oversees the Association’s grants and 


contracts, finances and accounting, and leadership and organizational development functions.   


 


Staff level leadership and management support of the work of the Board group will be provided 


by AFWA, USFWS, NOAA, state agencies and other partners such as NGO’s.      


 


National Fish Habitat Board Members April 2012 


http://www.fishhabitat.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=94&Itemid=63 


 


Staff Support: 


Tom Busiahn, USFWS; Karen Abrams, NOAA; Ryan Roberts, AFWA  



http://www.fishhabitat.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=94&Itemid=63
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Letter of Intent for 2013 Multistate Conservation Grant Program 


Project Title: Strengthening the National Fish Habitat Partnership through improved 


tools and resources for fish habitat assessment, conservation planning, and 


project effectiveness measurement. 


Applicant: Kelly Hepler, Assistant Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and 


Game; Chair, National Fish Habitat Partnership (NFHP) Board          


Phone:  907-242-1907, email:  Kelly.hepler@alaska.gov              


                                           If awarded, the grant will be administered by the Association of Fish and 


Wildlife Agencies, 444 North Capitol Street NW, Washington DC, 20001 


Primary Investigators: Gary Whelan, Michigan Department of Natural Resources – Fisheries 


Division, Program Manager; Co-chair NFHP Science and Data Committee  


 Phone:  517-373-6948, email:  whelang@michigan.gov 


 


 Andrea Ostroff, U.S. Geological Survey, Aquatic GAP Operations 


Manager; Co-chair NFHP Science and Data Committee 


 Phone:  703-648-4070, email:  aostroff@usgs.gov  


Primary 2013 NCN addressed: Subject 1: Strengthening the National Fish Habitat Partnership 


Project Length: 3 years in duration 


Project beneficiaries: The outcomes of this project will benefit all 50 states. 


Estimated MSCGP funding request: $1,782,000 


Funding Source: Sport Fish Restoration fund 


  


Funds requested would be used to fill critical data and analytical gaps identified by National Fish 


Habitat Board (Board) and Fish Habitat Partnerships (FHPs) in the 2010 National Fish Habitat 


Assessment (Assessment) and to develop new effectiveness measurements for FHPs.   To fill 


data gaps, we will: 1) characterize network connectivity at multiple scales and develop an 


approach to characterize hydrology at a national scale; 2) incorporate socioeconomic metrics into 


the assessment framework; and 3) coordinate refining the coastal assessment.  By filling these 


critical data gaps, the value of the national assessment to the Board and FHPs as a conservation 


planning tool will be greatly enhanced.  Additionally, this proposal will develop effectiveness 


measures for fish habitat conservation projects which will improve the outcome analysis and 


reporting abilities of FHPs along with identifying data gaps that must be addressed in the future.   


Narrative 


 


NCN Needs and Target Area.  This LOI addresses all of the specified objectives, needs and 


outcomes identified in NCN Subject 1 (Strengthening the National Fish Habitat Partnership) by: 



mailto:Kelly.hepler@alaska.gov

mailto:whelang@michigan.gov
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addressing identified Assessment gaps in representing stream network connectivity, hydrology 


and socioeconomic information in a manner compatible with Board data standards; developing 


new tools and analytical approaches to conduct landscape habitat analyses to include approaches 


for integrating detailed process level information; and developing new fish habitat conservation 


project effectiveness measures and measurement tools.  All of these items will directly address 


the objectives and needs stated in the desired proposals and results/expected benefits of the NCN 


along with the Board’s 2015 Assessment Strategy under review at this time.  Since FHPs are 


now distributed throughout all 50 states, this proposal will directly benefit all 50 states. 


Proposal Goals.  This proposed project will have the overall goals of increasing available 


information and analytical capability of the Assessment and ability for the Board and FHPs to 


measure conservation effectiveness of projects and programs designed to address fish habitat 


needs.  The specific goals of this proposal are: 


 Assessment Refinement.  Incorporate improved representation of network connectivity at 


a national scale, develop initial approaches to incorporate hydrologic and socioeconomic 


metrics, and coordinate incorporation of all available estuarine and coastal fisheries and 


shellfish data along with fish/shellfish-habitat relationships into the improved 2015 


Assessment.  Identify or develop FHP demonstration projects to develop approaches to 


incorporate fine-scale information into future Assessments. 


 Socioeconomic Information Incorporation.  Assemble available socioeconomic data and 


information and provide access to all partners and stakeholders of the National Fish 


Habitat Partnership.  Develop a socioeconomic evaluation framework to allow quick and 


consistent evaluations of the complete economic footprint of NFHP investments.  This 


will include assistance in interpreting and communicating socioeconomic impacts of 


NFHP-supported fish habitat conservation projects. 


 


 Effectiveness Evaluation. Develop methods and tools for evaluating effectiveness of 


NFHP-supported fish habitat conservation projects for use by the Board and FHPs.  This 


will include incorporating and attributing fisheries and habitat management objectives 


into the national assessment spatial framework. 


Activities, Actions and Measureable Outcomes.  The Board, acting through its fiscal agent, the 


Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies will distribute funds to coordinate with FHPs and 


assemble improved data of small barriers to better characterize habitat fragmentation and related 


network connectivity metrics.  From these improved available data, initial approaches will be 


explored to address incorporation of hydrology data into the NFHP spatial framework.  These 


data will be combined with available fisheries data to refine the habitat-fish community 


relationships and to identify metrics to improve Assessment scoring.  This effort will require 


additional statistical analysis that will yield new analytical tools for the landscape analysis of 


fisheries habitat. 


For coastal areas, this proposal will coordinate refinement of the estuarine/coastal assessment to 


the same analytical standard as the inland assessment. Available estuarine and potentially coastal 
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fisheries and shellfish data will be attributed to the NFHP coastal geospatial framework and the 


appropriate statistical analysis will be conducted to develop fish/shellfish-habitat metrics. 


The 2010 Assessment and geospatial framework lacked socioeconomic information.  Available 


economic information will be collated and attributed for local, regional and national partners.  


Current socioeconomic data will be enhanced by providing economic values of: restoring 


threatened and endangered species; improving water quality; non-fishing benefits; and other 


values not captured in the current data.  The final component of this objective will be to educate 


the Board and FHPs to increase their use and understanding of these data and to identify key 


gaps in the economic data to address in future work. 


 


To ensure that a full accounting of NFHP project benefits is available to the Board and to FHPs, 


this project will develop case studies using “Waters to Watch” focusing on an evaluation 


component comparing project goals, management objectives and/or conservation targets to 


project outcomes.   This project will also assemble and evaluate existing approaches, determine 


the best fit, and inform a process for developing consistent measures that can be used by the 


Board and FHPs to evaluate effectiveness of future conservation actions. 


Finally, the Assessment needs to begin to move from broad-based landscape to detailed process 


level variables that can be directly influenced by FHP actions. This proposal will explore this 


approach by incorporating improved connectivity metrics and conduct specific demonstration 


projects with interested FHPs to exhibit the potential of developing similar methodologies for 


other process variables in the future.   


Project Timeline and Tasks 


 


January 2013 – Spring 2013:  Initiate project development and hire contractors (two Post-docs 


or post-graduate interns (for 3 years), socioeconomic staff (for 2 years) and two data managers 


(for 3 years)).  Develop approaches for each objective. Coordinate collection and attribution of 


data for coastal fish/shellfish communities, connectivity and socioeconomics. 


Summer 2013 - Winter 2013:  Coordinate collection and attribution of data for estuarine and 


coastal fish/shellfish communities, connectivity and socioeconomic data. Assist in developing 


analytical approaches for coastal assessment and connectivity. Collect all effectiveness 


measurement options and begin development of NFHP effectiveness measurement process. 


Provide initial socioeconomic information and analyses and initiate socioeconomic assistance to 


Board and FHPs. 


Winter 2013 - Fall 2014:  Complete analyses for estuarine and coastal fish/shellfish 


communities and habitat stressors.  Complete development of new connectivity layer and 


analyses. Develop NFHP effectiveness measurement process to on “Waters to Watch”. Initiate 


and complete scoping work on hydrology layer. Initiate development of detailed process level 


demonstration project approach. Complete development of socioeconomic data layer and 


analysis, complete module report, and provide socioeconomic assistance and gap analysis to 


Board and FHPs. 


Winter 2014- Fall 2015: Complete development of initial approach for attributing hydrology 


data and analyses for refined hydrology metric(s). Implement related demonstration projects with 
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interested FHPs. Complete work on NFHP effectiveness measurement process to include 


analysis of designated “Waters to Watch” and development of best practices document.  


Complete reports on all project areas. 


    


Project Budget – Three Years 


Cost 


Direct Indirect 


Salaries and Benefits $0 $0 


Total Project related Expenses – Contracted Services $1,600,000 $160,000 


     Oversight Travel $  20,000 $  2,000  


      


MSCGP request (Sport Fish Restoration source) $1,782,000 


Partnership Funds (Waiver of 14% IDC by AFWA) $   226,800 


Total Cost of Project $2,008,800 


 


Summary.  This proposed project will address critical gaps in the 2010 Assessment, provide new 


analytical tools for landscape-scale analysis of fish habitat, and provide new methods and tools 


to measure FHP project effectiveness that will benefit all 50 states.  Additionally, this proposal 


will begin to integrate socioeconomic information and detailed process level information into the 


spatial framework data, steps that will greatly enhance the utility of future Assessments.  The 


products from this proposed project will: greatly improve the 2015 and future National Fish 


Habitat Assessments as conservation planning tools; provide new analytical tools for FHPs and 


the Board to examine fish habitat priorities; develop new tools to measure project effectiveness; 


and develop the approach to integrate detailed process related data into the Assessment 


framework. 


Qualifications 


Kelly Hepler, Chair National Fish Habitat Board 


Kelly Hepler began working at ADF&G in 1979 as a fisheries biologist and has held increasingly 


complex positions throughout his career. Kelly served as director of the Division of Sport Fish 


and most recently as a special assistant for the previous commissioner. He represents the 


department in numerous national forums and is presently chair of the National Fish Habitat 


Board. Kelly holds a B.S. in Fish and Wildlife Management from Montana State University. 


Gary Whelan, Co-chair, National Fish Habitat Board – Science and Data Committee   


Gary Whelan has over 29 years of fisheries experience, most of which is with the Michigan 


Department of Natural Resources where he manages four key fisheries programs.  He was a 


member of the core team that developed the National Fish Habitat Action Plan and a co-chair of 


the Science and Data Committee since its inception.  Gary holds a B.S. in Fisheries Management 


from the University of Wyoming and a M.S. in Fisheries Management from the University of 


Missouri. 


 


Andrea Ostroff, Co-chair, National Fish Habitat Board – Science and Data Committee   
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Andrea Ostroff is a Biologist with the United States Geological Survey implementing 


informatics and technology approaches that promote data standards and best practices to enable 


data-driven science.  She is involved with a number of initiatives through which she collaborates 


with a wide variety of federal, NGO, and state partners and cooperators.  Andrea holds a B.S. in 


Agricultural Sciences from the University of Delaware and a M.S. in Environmental Biology 


from Emporia State University in Kansas. 


Project oversight assistance will be provided by Matt Menashes, Director of Operations, 


Association of Fish & Wildlife Agencies, the NFHP Science and Data Committee members, 


AFWA, USFWS, NOAA, state agencies and other partners such as NGO’s.      
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Letters of intent submitted under NCN #1 - Strengthening the National Fish Habitat 


Partnership   


1) Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission   


Setting restoration and protection priorities for juvenile fish and shellfish nursery habitats in Pacific coast 


estuary and nearshore environments $412,435.00  


2) The Nature Conservancy in Michigan Mapping Critical Migratory Fish Habitat in the Lake 


Michigan and Lake Superior Basins: Understanding Biological Significance and Connectivity Restoration


 $216,664.00  


3) National Fish Habitat Board/Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies Promoting Strategic 


Fish Habitat Conservation through Regionally-coordinated Science and Collaboration  $1,200,100.00  


4) National Fish Habitat Board/Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies Strengthening the 


National Fish Habitat Partnership through improved tools and resources for fish habitat assessment, 


conservation planning, and project effectiveness measurement.    $1,782,000.00  


5) Fishers & Farmers Partnership for the Upper Mississippi River Basin Fishers & Farmers 


Partnership Puts Landowners in the Lead to Improve Aquatic Habitat:  A Model for the National Fish 


Habitat Partnerships  $150,000.00  


6) Arkansas Game and Fish Commission /Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership  Compilation of 


Reservoir Habitat Restoration Best Management Practices and Expansion of Local Partnerships to Work 


with the Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership (RFHP) to Facilitate Implementation of the National Fish 


Habitat Partnership Action Plan $250,000.00  


7) Gulf of Maine Research Institute  


The Gulf of Maine Coastal Marine Ecosystem Study $1,136,700.00  


8) Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission Conserving Fish Habitat from Whitewater to 


Bluewater $321,750.00  


9) Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies  


Enlarging the Scope, Capabilities, and Impact of the Western Native Trout Initiative (WNTI) – A National 


Fish Habitat Partnership (NFHP)  $284,000.00  


10) Caddo Lake Institute  


Cypress-Caddo Floodplain: Fish and Wildlife Habitat Restoration and Inundation Analysis    $210,000.00  


11) Alaska Department of Fish & Game  


Develop and Test a Methodology to Improve Existing Hydrography Data in Alaska $150,000.00 


 


 


(Italicized projects indicate submissions from NFHP FHPs) 








National Fish Habitat Board 


Executive Leadership Team 


Working Lunch Draft Agenda 


July 10, 2012 


12:00-1:30pm 


 


Second Floor Conference Room 


Holiday Inn and Convention Center by the Bay 


88 Spring Street/ Portland, Maine 


www.innbythebay.com 


Purpose:  


 Initiate an annual review of Board membership consistent with the Board’s Executive Leadership 
Team’s responsibility to appoint Board members. 


 Establish appointment terms consistent with the National Fish Habitat Board charter and letters 


of appointment. 


 
Agenda: 


 Review board member balance (State/industry/Federal/NGO representation). 


 Discuss key criteria for review and terms for appointment. 


 Review attendance data and membership periods. 


 Establishment as a 501(c(3)) – pros and cons. 


 Determine appointment terms going forward. 


 Report back to the Board. 
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Who We Are  
A coast‐wide partnership of fish habitat 
resource managers, scientists, and 
communications professionals from 30 
different state, federal, tribal, and non‐
governmental entities. 
 
What We Do  
Develop goals, objectives, action strategies 
and priorities to guide conservation efforts 
directed towards fish habitat conservation on 
the Atlantic coast. 
 
Secure, leverage, and distribute resources for 
on‐the‐ground fish habitat conservation 
projects. 
 
Coordinate the implementation of fish habitat 
conservation projects on a coast‐wide, 
regional, and local scale. 
 
Develop coast‐wide scientific projects whose 
outcomes serve as decision support tools for 
our partners and other entities working to 
conserve aquatic habitat. 


 
Our Goals 
Support projects that protect and maintain 
healthy aquatic systems, prevent further 
degradation, or restore degraded aquatic 
habitats.  


 


Working towards healthy, thriving habitats of 
sufficient quality to support all life stages of 
Atlantic coastal, estuarine‐dependent, and 


diadromous fishes. 


Where We Work 
From the headwaters of coastally draining 
rivers to the edge of the continental shelf, 
from Maine to the Florida Keys, with a focus 
in estuarine environments. 







 


 


How You Can Get Involved 
You can help the Partnership develop, refine, or achieve 
the following:  
 


 Conservation strategies 
 Long‐term funding strategies 
 Partners from  the national, regional, and local 


levels 
 


Science Projects 
 


Our Species‐Habitat Matrix and 
Assessment of Existing Habitat 
Information projects were completed 
to inform or verify the development of 
conservation objectives and priorities.   
 


The Species‐Habitat Matrix 
evaluates the relative importance of 
coastal, estuarine, and freshwater 
habitat types in terms of their value to 
the major life stages of over 100 fish 
species.   
 


The development, review, and 
analysis of the Species‐Habitat Matrix 
represents a truly coast‐wide 
cooperative effort to which scientists 
from state, federal, NGO, and 
academic entities contributed.   
 


The Assessment of Existing Habitat 
Information was conducted through a 
contract with the NOAA National 
Ocean Service.  It is a database of 
documents, datasets, and information 
portals on Atlantic coastal fish species 
and habitats which were collected and 
analyzed for indicator, threat, and 
action information.  The Assessment is 
web‐based, enabling all resource 
managers to access this information 
at: http://www8.nos.noaa.gov/bhv/ 
spatbibindex.html. 


Snap Shot of the Assessment of Existing Habitat Information  


 Illustrative Snap Shot of the Species‐Habitat Matrix 


For more information on the Partnership visit us at: 
 www.atlanticfishhabitat.org  
 


Or contact Emily Greene, Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat  
Partnership Coordinator at:  
703.842.0740 or egreene@asmfc.org 
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Title: Fish Habitat Partnership Performance Evaluation - Final Report and Recommendations 


 


 


Desired outcome:  Board approval of a process for evaluating Fish Habitat Partnership 


performance. 


 


 


Background:  The Board conditionally approved a set of Fish Habitat Partnership 


performance measures at its July 27, 2011 meeting and requested a “test drive” of the 


evaluation process.  The primary purposes of the test drive were to: 


 


A. Assess the relevance of the measures and the performance rating criteria associated with 


each measure; and, 


 


B. Assess the effectiveness of the evaluation process. 


 


The findings from the test drive were to be reported back to the Board, along with 


recommendations for finalizing the process for evaluating Fish Habitat Partnership 


performance.   


 


The Board received an overview of the outcomes of the Fish Habitat Partnership 


performance evaluation test drive during its April 2012 meeting and so the purpose of this 


briefing is to review the recommendations in the Final Report for Board considerations and 


actions. 


 


 


Reference material: Performance Evaluation of Fish Habitat Partnerships - Final Report and 


Recommendations June, 2012 (Tab 7b in the July 2012 Board Book) 
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Initial Performance Evaluations of Fish Habitat Partnerships  
 
 
Executive Summary 
 
The Board conditionally approved a set of ten Fish Habitat Partnership performance measures 
and requested a “test drive” to assess the performance measures, the  rating criteria associated 
with each measure, and the effectiveness of the evaluation process.  The findings from the test 
drive were to be reported back to the Board along with recommendations for finalizing a process 
for evaluating Fish Habitat Partnership performance levels.  A five-member review team was 
tasked with accomplishing this initial assessment of the evaluation process. 
 
The team conducted the performance evaluation with cooperation from the 17 recognized Fish 
Habitat Partnerships between September 2011 and March 2012.  Scores for each performance 
measure ranged from a high of 4 to a low of 1.   
 
When the scores for each performance measure are averaged among all Fish Habitat 
Partnerships, efforts directed towards addressing strategic priorities and focusing on the causes 
of fish habitat decline had the highest average scores (3.7 and 3.6, respectively), whereas 
performance associated with coordination with NFHP Science and Data Committee, use of 
resource condition assessments, and measuring progress had the lowest average scores (1.5, 2.0, 
and 2.1, respectively).  The average performance scores for use of project effectiveness 
measures, leveraging NFHP funds, prioritizing projects for funding, level of engagement with 
other FHPs, and quality and quantity of outreach ranged from 2.4 to 3.2. 
 
For three of the performance measures (use of project effectiveness measures, use of resource 
condition assessments, and quality and quantity of outreach) that had consolidated average 
scores that were less than 2.8, the older Fish Habitat Partnerships (recognized 3.6 years or more) 
generally received higher ratings than the younger partnerships (recognized for 2.7 years or less).  
Age of the Fish Habitat Partnership did not play a discernable role for the scores received for 
performance measures related to coordination with NFHP Science and Data Committee and 
measuring progress. 
 
Seven Fish Habitat Partnerships received ≥ 70% of the total number of performance rating points 
available (28 points or higher); two of these seven had total scores that exceeded 80% of the 
available points.  The average age (years recognized) for the Fish Habitat Partnerships who 
received a total score of 28 points, or more, is 3.7 years (range = 2.7 to 4.2 years) and for those 
partnerships whose scores were < 28, the age averaged 2.3 years (range = 1.8 to 3.6 years). 
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Recommendations for Board Action 
 
 
Recommendation 1:  Develop response templates to bring more clarity on the type of 
information required to assess performance levels for Measures 1-5 and 10. 
 
Recommendation 2:  Expand the scope of Measures 1-5 to include all categories of fish habitat 
conservation projects as described in the Board's Guidance on the Use of the National Fish 
Habitat Partnership Brand (October 2009). 
 
Recommendation 3:  Utilize the current suite of criteria that Fish Habitat Partnerships use to 
prioritize projects for funding to develop a minimum benchmark set of criteria that should be 
used by all partnerships. 
 
Recommendation 4:  Revise Measure 6 so that it evaluates how well Fish Habitat Partnerships 
are engaged (i.e. coordinating and collaborating) with other regional partnerships and what that 
engagement produces for outcomes. 
 
Recommendation 5:  Revise Measure 7 so that it evaluates how resource condition assessment 
and analyses are being used to identify threats, establish priorities, and set objectives by the Fish 
Habitat Partnerships. 
 
Recommendation 6:  Task the Board’s Partnership Committee with facilitating the development 
of strategies that assist Fish Habitat Partnerships with gaining media attention for key 
components of their work and strengthening their relationships with pertinent policy-makers. 
 
Recommendation 7:  Task the Board’s Science and Data Committee with implementing 
processes that lead to better engagement with Fish Habitat Partnerships.  The principal focus 
areas should include the development and review of scientific and data analysis methods; data 
transfer methods and policies; and, communicating science and data related information. 
 
Recommendation 8:  Task the Board’s Partnership Committee with strengthening guidance on 
developing strong, strategic priorities and associated milestones and targets to track outcomes. 
 
Recommendation 9:  Provide Fish Habitat Partnerships with an opportunity to review and 
respond to the Review Team’s initial scoring of their performance prior to finalizing the 
evaluation outcomes. 
 
Recommendation 10:  Initiate the first “formal” performance evaluation of Fish Habitat 
Partnerships in January 2015, covering operational functions for a 3-year period (2012-2014), 
and repeat this process every 3 years thereafter.
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Background 
 
The National Fish Habitat Partnership (National Partnership or NFHP) is an unprecedented effort 
to build and support partnerships that are strategically focused on fish habitat conservation. The 
National Fish Habitat Action Plan (Action Plan) guides this initiative and establishes processes 
for bringing partners together, challenging them to collaboratively advance strategic priorities, as 
well as measure and report on the outcomes of their conservation actions. A high level of 
commitment to these principles distinguishes the National Partnership from other fish habitat 
conservation programs. 
 
To uphold the high standards set by the Action Plan, the National Fish Habitat Board (Board) 
tasked its Criteria Development Committee (Committee) with developing a set of measures that 
would evaluate Fish Habitat Partnership performance levels for core operational functions (i.e. 
coordination, scientific assessment, strategic planning, data management, project administration, 
communications, and outreach).   The Committee presented ten performance measures for the 
Board’s considerations and action during its meeting on July 27, 2011. 
 
Direction from the National Fish Habitat Board 
 
The Board conditionally approved the set of Fish Habitat Partnership performance measures 
(Appendix A), and requested a “test drive” of the evaluation process.  The primary purposes of 
the test drive were to: 
 


A. Assess the performance measures and the rating criteria associated with each measure; 
and, 


 
B. Assess the effectiveness of the evaluation process. 


 
The findings from the test drive are to be reported back to the Board with recommendations to 
finalize the process for evaluating Fish Habitat Partnership performance. 
 
Performance Review Team 
 
The Board Chair established a Review Team charged with implementing and assessing the 
performance evaluation of Fish Habitat Partnerships.  The Review Team members were: Steve 
Perry (Board member), Krystyna Wolniakowski (Board member), Tom Busiahn (Board staff), 
Andrea Ostroff (Board staff), and Karen Abrams (Board staff). 
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Performance Evaluation Process 
 
Step 1:  Performance evaluation forms (Appendix B), along with instructions for completing the 
forms, were sent to the coordinator or Steering Committee Chair of each Fish Habitat Partnership 
on September 14, 2011.   
 
Step 2:  Five regional conference calls were held with representatives of each Fish Habitat 
Partnership (Appendix C) to answer questions about the performance evaluation process and 
completing the forms. 
 
Step 3:  Completed performance evaluation forms were received from all seventeen recognized 
Fish Habitat Partnerships by January 10, 2012; covering their activities during the 2011 calendar 
year (January 1-December 31). 
 
Step 4:  The Review Team met by conference call on January 9, 2012 to discuss the process it 
would follow to complete its assessment of each Fish Habitat Partnership’s responses to the 10 
performance measures.  The first part of the process entailed having each team member review 
and rate the performance level independently and then the scores were averaged (n=5 for each 
Fish Habitat Partnership response) to determine the final rating.  This was completed by 
February 15, 2012.  
 
Reviewers rated each Fish Habitat Partnership on each of the 10 performance measures on a 
scale of 1 to 4.  Thus the lowest possible composite score for a Fish Habitat Partnership was 10, 
and the highest possible score was 40. 
 
The Review Team collectively discussed each Fish Habitat Partnership’s performance evaluation 
outcome by teleconference and where warranted, made recommendations on how the partnership 
might improve their level of performance for specific measures.  This was completed on March 
7, 2012 
 
Step 5:  The performance evaluation outcomes were sent to the Fish Habitat Partnerships for 
their review and considerations. This was completed between March 9 and March 13, 2012. 
  
Step 6:  The Review Team participated in conference calls with representatives of eleven Fish 
Habitat Partnerships to discuss their performance evaluation and to solicit the partnerships 
feedback on all facets of the evaluation process.  This was completed between March 20 and 
May 9, 2012. 
 
Step 7:  The Review Team presented an overview of the Fish Habitat Partnership performance 
evaluation findings to the Board during its April 17-18, 2012 meeting. 
 
Step 8:  The Review Team prepared a report on the initial performance evaluation of Fish 
Habitat Partnerships, which was distributed it to the Board in June 2012 so that any actions 
needed to finalize the performance measures and evaluation process could be taken during its 
July 2012 meeting. 
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Performance Evaluation Outcomes 
 
Overview 
 
Fish Habitat Partnerships cooperated very well with the Performance Review Team.  Responses 
by Fish Habitat Partnerships on the Evaluation Form were filed in a timely manner, but varied 
widely in their depth and completeness.  Members of the Review Team used somewhat different 
approaches in evaluating responses; some considered only the content of the responses, and 
others supplemented the responses with their personal knowledge of Fish Habitat Partnerships.  
This report includes recommendations that are intended to achieve more uniform responses from 
Fish Habitat Partnerships and more uniform evaluations by reviewers. 
 
Performance Measures 
 
When the scores for each performance measure are averaged among all Fish Habitat 
Partnerships, five measures (#1, #3, #4, #5, and #6) received ratings that were ≥ 2.8 points (2.8 
represents 70% of the available points) while five measures (#2, #7, #8, #9, and #10) fell below 
this point total (Figure 1).  Performance measures #1 (addressing strategic priorities) and #3 
(focusing on the causes of fish habitat decline) had the highest average scores (3.7 and 3.6, 
respectively), whereas performance measures #9 (coordination with NFHP Science and Data 
Committee), #7 (use of resource condition assessments), and #10 (measuring progress) had the 
lowest average scores (1.5, 2.0, and 2.1, respectively).  The average scores for performance 
measures #2 (use of project effectiveness measures), #4 (leveraging NFHP funds), #5 
(prioritizing projects for funding), #6 (level of engagement with other FHPs), and #8 (quality and 
quantity of outreach) ranged from 2.4 to 3.2. 
 
For three of the performance measures (#2, #7, and #8) that had consolidated average scores that 
were less than 2.8, the older Fish Habitat Partnerships (recognized 3.6 years or more) generally 
received higher ratings than the younger partnerships (recognized for 2.7 years or less).  With 
performance measure #2 (use of project effectiveness measures), five of six (83%) older Fish 
Habitat Partnerships received a score ≥ 3.0, while only three of eleven (27%) younger 
partnerships received a similar score (Figure 2).  For performance measure #7 (use of resource 
condition assessments), three of the six (50%) oldest Fish Habitat Partnerships received scores 
that were ≥ 3.0, whereas just one of the eleven (9%) younger partnerships scored a 3.0 or higher 
(Figure 3).  Likewise, with performance measure #8 (quality and quantity of outreach), three of 
six (50%) of the older Fish Habitat Partnerships received scores of ≥ 3.0 for this measure; only 
four of eleven (36%) of the younger partnerships achieved scores this high (Figure 4).  Age of 
the Fish Habitat Partnership did not play a discernable role for the scores received for 
performance measures #9 (coordination with NFHP Science and Data Committee) and #10 
(measuring progress), as none of the partnerships received a score that was 3.0 or more for 
former measure (Figure 5) and only one partnership scored as high as 3.0 for the latter measure 
(Figure 6). 
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Fish Habitat Partnerships 
 
Seven of the seventeen (41%) Fish Habitat Partnerships received ≥ 70% of the total number of 
performance rating points available (28 points or higher); two of these seven had total scores that 
exceeded 80% of the available points (Figure 7).  Of the ten Fish Habitat Partnerships that 
received less than 70% of the available points, only one fell below the 50% point total (20 
points).  The average age (years recognized) for the Fish Habitat Partnerships who received a 
total score of 28 points, or more, is 3.7 years (range = 2.7 to 4.2 years) and for those partnerships 
whose scores were < 28, the age averaged 2.3 years (range = 1.8 to 3.6 years). 
 
Performance Measures – Review Team Discussion and Recommendations 
 
Performance Measure #1 (addressing strategic priorities) 
 
Fish Habitat Partnerships scored high for their support of fish habitat conservation projects that 
address their strategic priorities and/or the NFHP Final Interim Strategies, although if these 
priorities are interpreted broadly enough almost any project could be linked to them.  Descriptive 
narratives detailing how the projects were addressing priorities was lacking in many cases, and 
there were instances where a few partnerships used their strategic goals/objectives as surrogates 
for their priorities.  A few partnerships also included projects receiving NFHP funds that were 
not “fish habitat conservation projects.” 
 
Recommendations: 
o Clarify that only fish habitat conservation projects as defined in the Board’s Policies and 


Guidance for Fish Habitat Partnerships (October 2008) should be listed under this measure.  
This would exclude planning, assessment, or education projects that do not have a 
conservation outcome. 


 
o Include all of the categories of fish habitat conservation projects as described in the Board's 


Guidance on the Use of the National Fish Habitat Partnership Brand (October 2009). 
 
o Add a requirement that a narrative accompany each listed fish habitat conservation project 


that describes, with sufficient details, how it is addressing the relevant priority. 
 
o Provide a template that better structures responses to this measure. 
 
o Strengthen the guidance and criteria for developing strong strategic priorities that drive 


conservation outcomes. 
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Performance Measure #2 (use of project effectiveness measures) 
 
There was a lack of clarity and consistency in how Fish Habitat Partnerships responded to this 
performance measure.  In a number of responses, project outputs (i.e. immediate result of 
completing an activity) rather than its outcomes (i.e. desired end state) were identified.  It was 
also difficult to determine whether the responses were short-term or long-term project 
effectiveness measures and, whether they were suitable for measuring project success. 
 
Recommendations: 
o Provide more guidance on what is meant by a conservation outcome. 
 
o Provide a template that better structures responses to this measure. 
 
o Focus on completing 2012 Board Priority #4 – development of standard effectiveness 


measures for conservation actions that address nationwide fish habitat focus areas. 
 
Performance Measure #3 (focusing on the causes of fish habitat decline) 
 
Fish Habitat Partnerships received high scores for their focus on supporting conservation projects 
that address the causes of fish habitat decline.  However, the more important question may be 
whether or not the causes or processes being targeted by conservation projects are priority focus 
areas for the partnerships, which Performance Measure #1 may deal with more directly. 
 
Recommendations: 
o Provide a template that better structures responses to this measure. 
 
o Revise the wording of Performance Measure #3 so that it uses the language from the Action 


Plan "Address the causes of and processes behind fish habitat decline, rather than the 
symptoms." 


 
o Consider establishing a new measure that replaces the existing Performance Measure #3 so 


the focus is on the quality of the Fish Habitat Partnerships strategic priorities.  Criteria could 
include - 1) specific geographic focus area where magnitude of expected dollars would make 
a difference, 2) use of resource assessment to specify habitat types and processes for 
conservation, 3) overlap with existing state wildlife management plans, and 4) overlap with 
NFHP Final Interim Strategies. 
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Performance Measure #4 (leveraging NFHP funds) 
 
Fish Habitat Partnerships are doing a solid job with leveraging NFHP funds, though at this point 
only fish habitat conservation projects receiving funding through the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s appropriations are being included in the performance review process.  There are other 
conservation actions being taken that support Fish Habitat Partnership goals and objectives, 
which should be accounted for when trying to determine how well all available funds are being 
leveraged.  This would also apply to funds being used to support operational functions of the 
Fish Habitat Partnerships. 
 
Recommendations: 
o Enhance Performance Measure #4 by gathering information about all Fish Habitat 


Partnership projects, including those the partnership implements through the use of funds that 
are not specifically appropriated for NFHP and projects that are not funded by NFHP sources 
or implemented by Fish Habitat Partnerships through other sources but are endorsed by the 
partnership because they address one or more of their strategic priorities. 


 
o List funding by project rather than as an aggregate and identify federal vs. non-federal 


matching funds. 
 
o Add a specific query about the Fish Habitat Partnership’s operational funding (non-project) 


using the template previously developed (see Tab 10 in the July 2011 Board Meeting Book). 
 
Performance Measure #5 (prioritizing projects for funding) 
 
Most Fish Habitat Partnerships have good criteria and processes for prioritizing projects for 
funding.  It was evident though, that some partnerships were not familiar with the criteria listed 
under section 1.10 in the FWS Manual 717 FW1. 
 
Recommendations: 
o Utilize the current suite of criteria that Fish Habitat Partnerships use to prioritize projects for 


funding to develop a template that describes a minimum benchmark set of criteria that should 
be used by all partnerships. 


 
o As part of the formal response to Performance Measure #5, have Fish Habitat Partnerships 


include a copy of the specific rating criteria they use to rank individual project submissions. 
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Performance Measure #6 (level of engagement with other FHPs) 
 
Fish Habitat Partnerships are relatively active in coordinating (and in some instances 
collaborating) with other neighboring partnerships, however the intent of this measure would be 
better served if it focused on  understanding the outcomes that result from the coordination and 
collaborative efforts, rather than just  whether it’s occurring. 
 
Recommendations: 
o Revise the question associated with Performance Measure #6 so that it asks the Fish Habitat 


Partnerships to describe how they are engaged (i.e. coordination and collaboration) with 
regional partnerships and what that engagement has produced for outcomes. 


 
o Meaningful engagement with a variety of regional partnerships (e.g. LCCs, Joint Ventures, 


watershed coalitions), beyond just other Fish Habitat Partnerships, should result in a higher 
performance rating. 


 
Performance Measure #7 (use of resource condition assessments) 
 
Performance Measure #7 needs to be better developed; the intent is an important one, but 
determining how a resource condition assessment is being used by the Fish Habitat Partnerships 
should be given more thought.  Additionally, more than a few partnerships are still in the process 
of completing their resource condition assessments. 
 
Recommendations: 
o Focus the evaluation of Performance Measure #7 more on whether resource condition 


assessments are underway, or have been completed, and how assessment results are being 
used (i.e. identifying threats, establishing priorities, setting objectives) by the Fish Habitat 
Partnerships. 


 
Performance Measure #8 (quality and quantity of outreach) 
 
Performance Measure #8 provided useful responses from the Fish Habitat Partnerships and the 
rating guide was highly useful in determining their performance levels.  Overall Fish Habitat 
Partnerships are doing well with sharing information and expanding their visibility.  However, 
only a handful of partnerships are focused on tailoring activities and events to garner media 
coverage and even fewer are engaged in communications aimed at strengthening their 
relationships with policy-makers, including all levels of government and influential private 
organizations. 
 
Recommendations: 
o Task the Board’s Partnership Committee with facilitating the development of strategies that 


assist Fish Habitat Partnerships with gaining media attention for key components of their 
work and communicating with pertinent policy-makers. 
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Performance Measure #9 (coordination with NFHP Science and Data Committee) 
 
Performance Measure #9 generated the lowest average performance score (1.5) among the 
measures, so clearly there is a need for more focus on linkages between Fish Habitat Partnerships 
and the Board’s Science and Data Committee. 
 
Recommendations: 
o Task the Board’s Science and Data Committee with implementing processes that lead to 


better engagement with Fish Habitat Partnerships.  The principal focus areas should include 
the development and review of scientific and data analysis methods; data transfer methods 
and policies; and, communicating science and data related information. 


 
Performance Measure #10 (measuring progress) 
 
Performance Measure #10 was among the measures that received a low average score (2.1).  Fish 
Habitat Partnership responses to this measure varied widely, which made it difficult to discern 
the progress being made towards addressing their priorities. 
 
Recommendations: 
o Task the Board’s Partnership Committee with developing guidance that assists in 


strengthening the milestones and targets partnerships use to track progress in achieving their 
strategic priorities and conservation outcomes. 


 
o Provide a template that better structures responses to this measure.  This should include 


breaking out short-term and long-term priorities; target dates for achieving each priority; and 
status of progress. 
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Fish Habitat Partnership Feedback – Review Team Discussion and Recommendations 
 
Eleven of the seventeen recognized Fish Habitat Partnerships that participated in the 
performance evaluation test drive provided feedback on the process used and the outcomes 
generated.  In general, these partnerships felt the process worked well, the measures were 
pertinent, and the outcomes were fair in their assessment of performance levels.  However, there 
were a number of suggestions offered for improving the process overall.  This included 
providing more clarity on the type of information needed to assess performance levels; allowing 
inclusion of supporting documentation for each of the responses; a summary of the Review 
Team’s comments describing the reasoning behind each performance measure score; soliciting 
partnership feedback on the initial performance level outcomes prior to finalizing the scores; 
sharing the attributes associated with highly rated performance levels; and, expanding the period 
of time being covered by the evaluation. 
 
Recommendations: 
o Include the Review Team’s reasoning behind the scores for each performance measure and 


provide Fish Habitat Partnerships with an opportunity to review and respond to the Review 
Team’s initial scoring of their performance prior to finalizing the outcomes. 


 
o Initiate the first “formal” performance evaluation of Fish Habitat Partnerships in January 


2015, covering operational functions for a 3-year period (2012-2014), and repeat this process 
every 3 years thereafter.







  National Fish Habitat Board July, 2012 Meeting 


 14


 


0.0


0.5


1.0


1.5


2.0


2.5


3.0


3.5


4.0


A
ve


ra
g


e 
S


co
re


 (
A


ll
 F


H
P


s 
C


o
m


b
in


ed
)


#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 #10
Performance Measure


 
Figure 1.  Average scores for the ten measures used to evaluate Fish Habitat Partnership 


performance levels. 
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Figure 2.  Fish Habitat Partnership scores for their use of project effectiveness measures 
(performance measure #2).  Fish Habitat Partnerships are ranked from the 
oldest on the left to the youngest on the right. 
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Figure 3.  Fish Habitat Partnership scores for their use of resource condition assessments 
(performance measure #7).  Fish Habitat Partnerships are ranked from the 
oldest on the left to the youngest on the right. 
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Figure 4.  Fish Habitat Partnership scores for their quality and quantity of outreach 
(performance measure #8).  Fish Habitat Partnerships are ranked from the 
oldest on the left to the youngest on the right. 
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Figure 5.  Fish Habitat Partnership scores for their coordination with NFHP Science and 
Data Committee (performance measure #9).  Fish Habitat Partnerships are 
ranked from the oldest on the left to the youngest on the right. 
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Figure 6.  Fish Habitat Partnership scores for measuring progress (performance measure 
#10).  Fish Habitat Partnerships are ranked from the oldest on the left to the 
youngest on the right. 
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Figure 7.  Fish Habitat Partnership performance scores (all measures combined).  Fish 


Habitat Partnerships are ranked from the oldest on the left to the youngest on 
the right.
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Appendix A 
 
Fish Habitat Partnership Performance Measures (adopted by the Board on July 27, 2011) 
 
1. Addressing FHP strategic priorities (i.e. geographic focus areas, habitat types, key stressors 


or impairments) and/or NFHAP Final Interim Strategies & Targets with fish habitat 
conservation projects. 


 
2. Use of effectiveness measures (i.e. indicators that measure short and long term progress 


toward achieving desired conservation outcomes) for fish habitat conservation projects. 
 
3. Focus on conservation projects that protect vulnerable fish habitats or address causes and 


processes behind fish habitat decline. 
 
4. Leveraging NFHAP funds in fish habitat conservation projects recommended for funding. 
 
5. Prioritizing fish habitat conservation projects for NFHAP funding. 
 
6. Level of coordination (i.e. consulting, cooperating, and collaborating) with neighboring or 


overlapping FHPs and other regional habitat conservation planning entities. 
 
7. Use of science-based resource condition assessments and/or analysis to identify priority 


conservation actions. 
 
8. The quality and quantity of outreach aimed at raising awareness and understanding of the 


FHP’s strategic priorities, its conservation activities, and changes in habitat conditions. 
 
9. Coordination of FHP aquatic resources data and regional assessment information with the 


NFHAP Science and Data Committee for use with the national information system. 
 
10. Measuring progress and achieving FHP goals & objectives and/or NFHAP Final Interim 


Strategies & Targets. 
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Appendix B 
 
Fish Habitat Partnership Performance Evaluation Form 
 
Instructions:  The ten performance measures listed on the following pages are being “test 
driven” at the request of the Board.  Please be aware that these measures are not aimed at 
evaluating the fish habitat conservation projects themselves, but rather the processes by which 
your FHP selects the projects it supports in conjunction with how your partnership executes its 
core operational functions (i.e. coordination, scientific assessment, strategic planning, data 
management, project administration, communications, and outreach).  Please provide a complete 
description of the information requested for each performance measures as the review team will 
rely on your responses when assessing your FHP’s level of performance, using a scale of 1 to 4 
(low to high).  The time period that is being covered by this performance evaluation test drive is 
the 2011 calendar year (Jan 1 – Dec 31). 
 
Performance Measures 
 
1. List the title of each of your FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects approved for funding 


during calendar year 2011 and identify the specific strategic priority (i.e. geographic focus 
areas, habitat types, key stressors or impairments) and/or the NFHAP Final Interim Strategies 
& Targets each project addresses. 


 
Note:  The intent of this measure #1 is to evaluate the level to which an FHP is addressing its strategic priorities 
and/or NFHAP Final Interim Strategies & Targets with fish habitat conservation projects. The Performance 
Review Team will use the criteria listed below to guide its assessment of performance for this measure. 


 
a. Less than 70% of the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year clearly 


focused on addressing FHP strategic priorities and/or NFHAP Final Interim Strategies & Targets (1 point). 
b. 70% to 79% of the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year clearly focused 


on addressing FHP strategic priorities and/or NFHAP Final Interim Strategies & Targets (2 points). 
c. 80% to 89% of the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year clearly focused 


on addressing FHP strategic priorities and/or NFHAP Final Interim Strategies & Targets (3 points). 
d. 90% or more of the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year clearly focused 


on addressing FHP strategic priorities and/or NFHAP Final Interim Strategies & Targets (4 points).  
 


2. Describe the indicators that are being used to measure short and long term progress toward 
achieving desired conservation outcomes (effectiveness measures) for each of fish habitat 
conservation projects identified under #1. 


 
Note:  The intent of measure #2 is to evaluate the level to which an FHP is using indicators that measure short 
and long term progress toward achieving desired conservation outcomes for its fish habitat conservation 
projects.  The Performance Review Team will use the criteria listed below to guide its assessment of 
performance for this measure. 
 
a. Less than 50% of the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year clearly 


identified and employed effectiveness measures (1 point).  
b. 50% to 69% of the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year clearly identified 


and employed effectiveness measures (2 points).  
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c. 70% to 89% of the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year clearly identified 
and employed effectiveness measures (3 points).  


d. 90% or more of the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year clearly 
identified and employed effectiveness measures (4 points). 


 
3. Describe the vulnerable fish habitat that is protected or the causes and processes behind fish 


habitat decline that are being addressed by each of each of fish habitat conservation projects 
identified under #1. 


 
Note:  The intent of measure #3 is to evaluate the level to which an FHP focuses on conservation projects that 
protect vulnerable fish habitats or address causes and processes behind fish habitat decline.  The Performance 
Review Team will use the criteria listed below to guide its assessment of performance for this measure. 


 
a. Less than 50% of the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year clearly focus 


on protecting vulnerable fish habitats or addressing the causes and processes behind fish habitat decline (1 
point).  


b. 50% to 69% of the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year clearly focus on 
protecting vulnerable fish habitats or addressing the causes and processes behind fish habitat decline (2 
points).  


c. 70% to 89% of the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year clearly focus on 
protecting vulnerable fish habitats or addressing the causes and processes behind fish habitat decline (3 
points).  


d. 90% or more of the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year clearly focus on 
protecting vulnerable fish habitats or addressing the causes and processes behind fish habitat decline (4 
points).  


 
4. In aggregate for all the projects listed under #1, what is the total amount of NFHAP funds 


(i.e. US Fish and Wildlife Service NFHAP funds) allocated in support of these projects and 
what is the total amount of funding from all other sources? 


 
NFHAP Funds = 


 
All Other Funds = 
 
Note:  The intent of measure #4 is to evaluate the level to which an FHP is leveraging NFHAP funds in the fish 
habitat conservation projects it supports.  The Performance Review Team will use the criteria listed below to 
guide its assessment of performance for this measure. 


 
a. In aggregate, the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year were supported by 


less than a 1:1 match for the NFHAP funds (1 point).  
b. In aggregate, the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year were supported by 


a 1:1 to 1.5:1 match for the NFHAP funds (2 points).  
c. In aggregate, the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year were supported by 


a 1.6:1 to 2:1 match for the NFHAP funds (3 points).  
d. In aggregate, the FHP’s fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year were supported by 


more than a 2:1 match for the NFHAP funds (4 points).  
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5. Describe the process and the criteria your FHP used to prioritize the fish habitat conservation 


projects listed under #1. 
 
Note:  The intent of measure #5 is to evaluate the process an FHP is using to prioritize fish habitat conservation 
projects for NFHAP funding.  The Performance Review Team will use the criteria listed below to guide its 
assessment of performance for this measure. 


 
a. The FHP’s process for prioritizing fish habitat conservation projects for NFHAP funding during the 2011 


calendar year had no clear rating standards in place (1 point).  
b. The FHP’s process for prioritizing fish habitat conservation projects for NFHAP funding during the 2011 


calendar year had clear rating standards in place but they only partially meet the criteria listed under 1.10 in 
FWS Manual 717 FW1 (2 points).  


c. The FHP’s process for prioritizing fish habitat conservation projects during the 2011 calendar year had 
clear rating standards in place that meet all the criteria listed under 1.10 in FWS Manual 717 FW1 (3 
points).  


d. The FHP’s process for prioritizing fish habitat conservation projects for NFHAP funding during the 2011 
calendar year has clear rating standards in place that are more comprehensive than the criteria listed under 
1.10 in FWS Manual 717 FW1 (4 points).  


 
6. Describe the ways your FHP engaged (i.e. coordinated, collaborated, cooperated, and 


consulted) with neighboring or overlapping FHPs and other regional habitat conservation 
entities during the 2011 calendar year. 


 
Note:  The intent of measure #6 is to evaluate the level to which an FHP is engaging (i.e. consultation, 
coordination, collaboration) neighboring or overlapping FHPs and other regional habitat conservation entities.  
The Performance Review Team will use the criteria listed below to guide its assessment of performance for this 
measure. 


 
a. The level of engagement with neighboring or overlapping FHPs and other regional habitat conservation 


entities during the 2011 calendar year only included consultations (1 point).  
b. The level of engagement with neighboring or overlapping FHPs and other regional habitat conservation 


entities during the 2011 calendar year included consultation and coordination (2 points).  
c. The level of engagement with neighboring or overlapping FHPs and other regional habitat conservation 


entities during the 2011 calendar year included collaboration on a joint project (3 points). 
d. The level of engagement with neighboring or overlapping FHPs and other regional habitat conservation 


entities during the 2011 calendar year included collaboration on multiple joint projects (4 points). 
 
7. Describe your FHP’s use of science-based resource condition assessments and/or analysis to 


identify the priority conservation actions undertaken during the 2011 calendar year. 
 


Note:  The intent of measure #7 is to evaluate the level to which an FHP is using science-based resource 
condition assessments and/or analysis to identify its priority conservation actions.  The Performance Review 
Team will use the criteria listed below to guide its assessment of performance for this measure. 


 
a. The FHP’s use of science-based resource condition assessments and/or analysis assisted with identifying no 


more than one priority conservation action during the 2011 calendar year (1 point). 
b. The FHP’s use of science-based resource condition assessments and/or analysis assisted with identifying 


two to three priority conservation actions during the 2011 calendar year (2 points). 
c. The FHP’s use of science-based resource condition assessments and/or analysis assisted with identifying 


four to five priority conservation actions during the 2011 calendar year (3 points). 
d. The FHP’s use of science-based resource condition assessments and/or analysis assisted with identifying 


more than five priority conservation actions during the 2011 calendar year (4 points). 
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8. Describe the outreach aimed at raising awareness and understanding of your FHP’s strategic 


priorities (i.e. geographic focus areas, habitat types, key stressors or impairments), its 
conservation activities, and changes in habitat conditions that occurred during the 2011 
calendar year. 


 
Note:  The intent of measure #8 is to evaluate the quality and quantity of outreach an FHP aims towards raising 
awareness and understanding of the FHP’s strategic priorities, its conservation activities, and changes in habitat 
conditions.  The Performance Review Team will use the criteria listed below to guide its assessment of 
performance for this measure. 


 
a. The FHP’s outreach effort during the 2011 calendar year was limited to information sharing (1 point). 
b. The FHP’s outreach effort during the 2011 calendar year included information sharing and building broader 


visibility among local and regional partners (2 points). 
c. The FHP’s outreach effort during the 2011 calendar year included information sharing, building broader 


visibility among local and regional partners, and tailoring activities and events to garner media coverage (3 
points). 


d. The FHP’s outreach effort during the 2011 calendar year included information sharing, building broader 
visibility among local and regional partners, tailoring activities and events to garner media coverage and 
developing strategic communications aimed at strengthening relationships among policy-makers (4 points). 


 
9. Describe the ways that your FHP coordinated its aquatic resource data and regional 


assessment information with the NFHAP Science and Data Committee during the 2011 
calendar year. 


 
Note:  The intent of measure #9 is to evaluate the level to which an FHP is coordinating its aquatic resources 
data and/or regional assessment information with the NFHAP Science and Data Committee for use with the 
national information system: 


 
a. The FHP’s efforts to facilitate information exchange with the NFHAP Science and Data Committee during 


the 2011 calendar year were minimal (1 point). 
b. The FHP facilitated information exchange with the NFHAP Science and Data Committee during the 2011 


calendar year by providing regional data sets or project outcomes for integration into the NFHAP National 
Assessment (2 points). 


c. The FHP facilitated information exchange with the NFHAP Science and Data Committee during the 2011 
calendar year by providing regional data sets and project outcomes for integration into the NFHAP 
National Assessment (3 points). 


d. The FHP facilitated information exchange with the NFHAP Science and Data Committee during the 2011 
calendar by providing regional data sets and project outcomes for integration into the NFHAP National 
Assessment; and, the information and data related to project evaluations were described in an annual report 
(4 points). 


 
10. List your FHP’s strategic priorities (i.e. geographic focus areas, habitat types, key stressors or 


impairments) and describe the progress that has been made toward achieving these priorities 
during the 2011 calendar year.  Also include an assessment on whether your FHP feels it’s on 
track with the anticipated schedule for accomplishing each of these priorities. 


 
Note:  The intent of measure #10 is to evaluate the level to which an FHP is measuring progress towards 
achieving its strategic priorities. 


 
a. The FHP made limited progress toward achieving its strategic priorities during the 2011 calendar year (1 


point). 
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b. The FHP made progress toward achieving its strategic priorities during the 2011 calendar year, but is 


behind its anticipated schedule for completion (2 points). 
c. The FHP made progress towards achieving its strategic priorities during the 2011 calendar year and is on 


track or ahead of its anticipated schedule for completion (3 points). 
d. The FHP has achieved one ore more of its strategic priorities during the 2011 calendar year (4 points). 
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Appendix C 
 
Regional Teleconferences with Fish Habitat Partnerships 
 
Call Date: October 12, 2011 
 
o Driftless Area Restoration Effort (DARE): Jeff Hastings and Louise Mauldin 
o Ohio River Basin Fish Habitat Partnership (ORBFHP): Nate Caswell 
o Great Lakes Basin Fish Habitat Partnership (GLBFHP): Mark Brouder and Phil 


Schneeberger 
o Midwest Glacial Lakes Partnership (MGLP): Pat Rivers 
o Others participants: Maureen Gallagher (FWS), Tom Busiahn (FWS), Andrea Ostroff 


(USGS), and Steve Perry (NFHB) 
 
Call Date: October 13, 2011 
 
o Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat Partnership (ACFHP): Emily Greene 
o Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture (EBTJV): Doug Stang 
o Reservoir Fish Habitat Partnership (RFHP): Jeff Boxrucker 
o Southeast Aquatic Resource Partnership (SARP): Scott Robinson 
o Others participants: Tom Busiahn (FWS) and Steve Perry (NFHB) 
 
Call Date: October 17, 2011 
 
o Fishers and Farmers Partnership (FFP): Heidi Keuler 
o Others participants:  Steve Perry (NFHB) 
 
Call Date: October 25, 2011 
 
o Desert Fish Habitat Partnership (DFHP): Kayla Barrett, Stephanie Carman, and Jeff 


Sorenson 
o Great Plains Fish Habitat Partnership (GPFHP): Steve Krentz 
o Hawaii Fish Habitat Partnership (HIFHP): Gordon Smith and Robert Nishimoto 
o Western Native Trout Initiative (WNTI): Robin Knox 
o Others participants:  Colin Hume (FWS), Scott Roth (FWS), Andrea Ostroff (USGS), and 


Steve Perry (NFHB) 
 
Call Date: October 27, 2011 
 
o California Fish Passage Forum (CFPF): Donald Radcliff 
o Kenai Peninsula Fish Habitat Partnership (KPFHP): Robert Ruffner 
o Mat-Su Basin Fish Habitat Partnership (MatSu): Corinne Smith 
o Southwest Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership (SWAK): Tim Troll 
o Others participants:  Cecil Rich (FWS), David Wigglesworth (FWS), Tom Busiahn (FWS), 


Stan Allen (PSMFC) and Steve Perry (NFHB) 
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Tab 8 


1 


 


Title:   Partnership Committee 


 


Desired outcome:  An informational briefing to the Board on the Partnership 


Committee’s plan of work for 2012. 


 


Background:  At its May 2008 meeting, the Board endorsed establishing a standing 


Partnership Committee consisting of Board members, staff, and representatives of Fish 


Habitat Partnerships. The purpose of the Partnership Committee is to provide 


information, analysis, and recommendations for Board action on the full range of FHP 


issues.  The Partnership Committee was first convened in August 2008.  The Partnership 


Committee’s members include: 


 


Steve Perry (Board member)  


Tom Busiahn (FWS, Board staff, liaison to FHPs)  


Stan Allen (Board member proxy)  


Scott Robinson (SARP)  


Doug Stang (EBTJV)  


Robin Knox (WNTI)  


Emily Greene (ACFHP)  


Jeff Boxrucker (RFHP)  


Kayla Barrett (DFHP)  


Heidi Keuler (FFP)  


Lisa DeBruyckere (PMEP)  


Cecil Rich (FWS)  


Maureen Gallagher (FWS)  


 


Issues to be addressed in 2012: 


 


1. Provide guidance that assists with the implementation of the Board’s current Multi-


state Conservation Grant project, which is focused on enhancing the leadership, 


managerial, and conservation delivery capacity of Fish Habitat Partnerships. 


 


Task 1A:  Review RFP being developed to solicit a training consultant for the Multi-


state Conservation Grant project.  


 


Task 1B:  Solicit a priority listing of organizational development needs from each 


Fish Habitat Partnership and compile the results. 
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2. Assist with growing the community of support for Fish Habitat Partnerships. 


 


Task 2A:  Develop strategies that will assist Fish Habitat Partnership’s generate more 


media attention towards their conservation actions.  


 


Task 2B:  Develop guidance that Fish Habitat Partnership’s can use to enhance their 


relationships with pertinent policy-makers. 


 


3. Develop a minimum benchmark set of fish habitat conservation project 


prioritization criteria that all Fish Habitat Partnerships should use. 


 


Task 3A:  Utilize the current suite of criteria that Fish Habitat Partnerships use to 


prioritize fish habitat conservation projects for funding. 


 


Tentative list of issues to be addressed in 2013 


 


o Develop guidance that assists Fish Habitat Partnerships in establishing strong, 


strategic priorities and associated milestones or targets that tracks progress and 


outcomes. 


 


Task:  Compile and review each Fish Habitat Partnership’s priorities and use these as 


a basis for developing guidance strategies. 


 


o Develop a process that builds consensus support among Fish Habitat Partnerships 


for Multi-state Conservation Grant proposals submitted by the National Fish 


Habitat Partnership Board on their behalf. 


 


Task:  Conduct an assessment among Fish Habitat Partnerships that determines their 


priority needs best suited for funding from the Multi-state Conservation Grant 


Program. 
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National Fish Habitat Partnership Communications Committee Update 


 Broadening the Community of Support through Campaigns 


 You Tube Channel 


 Social Media Update 


 Highlighting 2012 Projects 


 


Other Business: 


 Communications Committee Conference Calls 


 4-Page Annual Update (Distributed at Meeting) 


 Website 


 Press Releases  


 


Board Actions: 


Discussion and Board decision on including a fifth Award category annually for “Outstanding National 


Fish Habitat Partnership”  
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THE NATIONAL FISH HABITAT ANNUAL AWARDS PROGRAM GUIDELINES 


Program Overview  


The National Fish Habitat Annual Awards honor exceptional individuals or partner entities who have 


demonstrated a commitment to fish habitat conservation, science, or education. The awards celebrate 


those who have demonstrated extraordinary dedication, innovation or excellence in aquatic resource 


conservation. National Fish Habitat Awardees show how individuals can and do make a difference. 


Awards will be made annually on the basis of nominations submitted by Fish Habitat Partnerships and 


the hundreds of organizations and members that make up the Partners Coalition.  


 


From the nominations submitted by Partnerships and Coalition, the National Fish Habitat Board will 


select several of the most meritorious for these nationally recognized awards. Honorable mentions may 


be made.  


Eligibility 


The Awards Program is open to all members of the 18 Board-recognized Fish Habitat Partnerships and 


members of the Partner Coalition.  The planning and writing of the nominations are the responsibility 


of the Partnership staff and partner/coalition organizations.  


 


Award Categories: 


  


For Exceptional Vision in support of Fish Habitat Conservation  


Purpose: to bestow a well-deserved honor in the name of fish habitat conservation to someone whose 


career is a reflection of the enlightened and progressive nature of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan. 


Awarded to an individual, who sees beyond the limits of one state or region, with a focus on a national 


need.   


 


For Extraordinary Action in support of Fish Habitat Conservation 


Purpose: to recognize outstanding conservation action(s) that has/have made a true difference in fish 


habitat conservation. Awarded to an individual or entity, that has implemented an on-the-ground 


conservation project that has demonstrated positive results in terms of fish habitat quality and/or 


quantity. 


 


For Scientific Achievement in support of Fish Habitat Conservation 


Purpose: To recognize outstanding achievement in the use of science to improve fish habitat 


conservation by bringing attention to the need for and benefits of fish habitat management.  Awarded 
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to an individual or entity, that has developed and/or implemented science-based tools, assessments, 


or methodologies that assist in the conservation of aquatic habitat.     


 


For Outreach and Educational Achievement in support of Fish Habitat Conservation 


Purpose: to recognize outstanding achievement in promoting and encouraging fish habitat 


conservation and partnerships through outreach and education. Awarded to an individual or entity, 


that has developed and/or implemented programs or taken other action to increase the public’s 


understanding and appreciation for fish habitat.  


 


 


Requirements: 


1) Nominations in each award category should be submitted by Board-recognized Fish Habitat 


Partnerships or Partner Coalition members.  


2) The nomination must contain a precise statement of the proposed Partnership 


activity/project/person deserving of the award. 


3) It must show evidence of imaginative and thoughtful appraisal of the ways in which the individual / 


entity contributes towards achieving the goals and objectives of the NFHAP.  


 


Preparation of the Nomination 


A. Only one copy of the nomination is required. Nominations should be e-mailed. 


 


B. The nomination must contain the following information:  


1) The award category for which the group or person(s) is being nominated. 


2) The name of nominated group or person. 


3) Your relationship with the person or group you are nominating. 


4) If nominating a group, the contact person who represents the group. 


5) A brief narrative or abstract of no more than 200 words clearly summarizing the reasons for 


nominating the individual /group. 


 


PLEASE NOTE: 


You may also provide no more than four pages of supporting information that describes the actions of 


the nominee that merit the proposed award, and how it is related to the goals and objectives of the 


NFHAP, or any other information that would assist the judges in determining the merits of this 


nomination (Please attach these pages to your nomination form). Please provide your contact 


information as the nominator.  
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NFHP projects approved for 2012 
 
On June 6, 2012, the Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) approved a slate of 
90 projects that were proposed and ranked by 17 Fish Habitat Partnerships (FHPs). 
 
FWS made $3,317,200 available for projects that address priorities of FHPs.  Seventeen 
FHPs submitted a total of 136 projects, totaling $6,857,011, with $14,152,403 in match.   
 
Based on the FWS allocation among FHPs and the FHP rankings, the top 90 projects 
were funded, totaling $3,396,957, with $9,326,317 in match. Since these projects exceed 
the amount available by $79,757, five projects were partially funded, and will be scaled 
back or funded from a supplementary source. 
 
The projects were reviewed by a Joint Project Review Team, including members of the 
National Fish Habitat Board and senior staff from the FWS Fisheries Program.  The 
Team considered whether to recommend re-ordering projects for funding; provided 
recommendations on improving quality of projects and the review process; and submitted 
its recommendation to the FWS Director and the National Fish Habitat Board. 
 
Several FHPs requested operational support through the project funds, as allowed under 
FWS guidance: 


 California Fish Passage Forum $60,000 
 Midwest Glacial Lakes Partnership $31,491 
 Ohio River Basin Fish Habitat Partnership $14,667 
 Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership $107,143 (reduced to $90,000) 
 Western Native Trout Initiative $20,000 


 
The following documents are provided for the Board’s information and reference: 
 


1. List of projects organized by Fish Habitat Partnership, including all projects 
submitted for approval 


2. List of approved projects organized by State 
3. Report of the Joint Project Review Team 
4. Western Native Trout Initiative response to the report of the Joint Project Review 


Team 
 
 
Prepared by Tom Busiahn, FWS NFHP Coordinator 
Tom_busiahn@fws.gov, 703-358-2056 
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Project Name State FWS Funds Partially 


funded


Partner 


Match


Cumulative 


FWS funds


Project 


Length


NFHAP 


Strategy


ACFHP/NFHAP Fish Habitat Restoration, Restoring the 


Mangroves of the Indian River Lagoon, South FL


FL $71,429 $74,375 $71,429 1 4


Atlantic Sturgeon Habitat Restoration, James River, VA‐


NFHAP/ACFHP


VA $43,200
*


$159,560 $114,629 1 3


Eelgrass Restoration with Conservation Moorings in 


Salem Sound and Buzzards Bay, MA NFHAP/ACFHP


MA $44,766 $32,538 $159,395 2 4


Little Choptank Sanctuary Oyster Reef, MD NFHAP/ACFHP MD $48,672 $52,738 $208,067 1.5 4


CFPF ‐ NFHAP ‐ 2012 Coordination and Assistance CA $60,000 $0 $60,000 2 1,2,3,4


NFPP Conner Creek Barrier Removal Project (Trinity River 


Watershed)


CA $30,000 $535,291 $90,000 1 3, 4


NFHAP – Fishway Construction ‐ Larsen Creek at Sir 


Francis Drake Blvd., San Geronimo, CA


CA $350,000 $50,000 $440,000 1 3


NFHAP‐CFPF ‐ Barrier Removal‐Quiota Creek Crossing 7 CA $398,587 $601,986 $838,587 1 3


NFHAP – Barrier Removal – Bridge & Concrete Sill, Powers 


Creek‐Mad River, Humboldt County, CA


CA $150,000 $93,000 $988,587 2 3


CFPF ‐ Water and Wine Watershed Stewardship Plan CA $100,000 $50,000 $1,088,587 1 1, 3


NFHAP DARE Pigeon Creek Bank Stabilization and Brook 


Trout Restoration Project, WI


WI $57,143 $51,000 $57,143 1 1,4


NFHAP DARE Culvert Replacement on Douglas Creek, 


Black River Watershed, WI


WI $33,136 $23,195 $90,279 1 1,3,4


NFHAP DARE Culvert Replacement on Big Slough Creek in 


Trempealeau Watershed, WI


WI $21,000 $14,000 $111,279 1 1,3,4


NFHAP Borst Valley Creek Bank Stabilization and Brook 


Trout Restoration Project, WI


WI $50,000 $83,500 $161,279 1 1,4


NFHAP DARE Swinns Valley Creek, WI WI $28,571 $68,000 $189,850 1 1,4


NFHAP DARE Eagle Valley Creek, WI WI $21,429 $84,427 $211,279 1 1,4


NFHAP DARE Garrison Grove & Dodge Branch Stream and 


Grassland Habitat Improvement Project, WI


WI $57,143 $90,500 $268,421 2 4


NFHAP DARE/Fishers & Farmers Rush/Pine Watershed 


Farmer‐Led Council Pilot Project


MN $9,979 $31,468 $278,400 3 4


NFHAP DARE Camp Creek Restoration Project, Wisconsin WI $57,143 $52,000 $335,543 2 4


NFHAP DARE Little Sugar River Enhancement Project, 


Wisconsin


WI $57,143 $72,000 $392,686 2 4


NFHAP DARE Lower Root River Watershed Restoration MN $142,857 $300,000 $535,543 2 2,4


NFHP: DFHP Shoshone Pupfish Pond Construction CA $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 1 NA


NFHP: DFHP Condor Canyon Meadow Valley Wash 


Restoration for Big Spring spinedace


NV $50,000 $50,000 $65,000 2 2, 3


NFHAP DFHP Alamito Creek Restoration Project TX $24,000 $78,000 $89,000 1 2


NFHP: DFHP Lower Weber River Diversion Passage 


Modification


UT $1,000 $485,000 $90,000 1 3


Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat Partnership


Desert Fish Habitat Partnership


Driftless Area Restoration Effort


California Fish Passage Forum


NFHAP Strategies


1 – Identify and protect intact and healthy waters


2‐ Restore natural variability in flows and water surface elevations


3 – Reconnect fragmented habitat 


4 – Reduce sedimentation, phosphorus and nitrogen runoff
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Brook Trout Climate Change Vulterability Assessment 


EBTJV NFHAP


NY, VA, 


MA, NH, 


VT, WV, 


NC, PA, 


TN, GA


$102,142 $83,500 $102,142 1 NA


EBTJV Connectivity Improvement: Removal of two dams 


in the Wetmore Run Watershed, Potter County, PA


PA $71,429 $387,000 $173,571 5 3


Restoration of Native Charr in Big Wadleigh Pond through 


Maine's NFHAP/EBTJV Conservation Strategy


ME $65,729 $126,046 $239,300 1 1


Jam Black Brook Culvert Replacement. Searsmont ME‐


EBTJV‐NFHAP


ME $57,858 $193,700 $297,158 1 3


Nash Stream restoration b/t Emerson Brook & Long 


Mountain Brook, Coos Co, Stratford,NH NFHAP / EBTJV


NH $71,429 $336,280 $368,587 1 2


Culvert replacement and instream habitat restoration in 


the Nulhegan River, VT NFHAP/EBTJV


VT $71,429 $429,800 $440,016 5 3


Oats Run Brook Trout Passage Project Pocahontas County 


WV EBTJV NFHAP


WV $71,429 $230,000 $511,445 1 3


EBTJV: Wolf Laurel Branch culvert replacement NC $71,429 * $247,000 $582,874 1 3


EBTJV NFHAP St. Mary's Re‐Liming Project, Augusta 


County VA


VA $42,857 $120,000 $625,731 1 NA


White Lot Brook Large Woody Debris Placement, North 


Conway, Carrole County, NH NFHAP EBTJV


NH $47,071 $57,200 $672,802 1 3


NFPP Restoring Brook Trout Connectivity on Spring Run 


and Fishing Creek, PA via Culvert Replacement


PA $42,857 $30,000 $715,659 4 3


Habitat Enhancement & Barrier Assessment Martin 


Stream/Nezinscot River, ME: NFHAP/EBTJV


ME $33,804 $23,785 $749,463 1 3


EBTJV NFHAP Phase 2 Brook Trout Restoration in Garth 


Run, Madison County, VA


VA $28,571 $25,000 $778,034 1 2


Aldrich Brook Reconnection Project. A NFHAP project for 


the EBTJV in Maine


ME $14,286 $32,700 $792,320 1 3


EBTJV Glade Run Alkaline Sand Addition Project Dunbar, 


PA


PA $14,286 $11,500 $806,606 3 NA


Meduxnekeag Watershed, ME in‐stream habitat 


restoration: A NFHAP project for the EBTJV


ME $64,989 $122,050 $871,595 1 2


Sandy Run Watershed PA EBTJV Mine Drainage 


Remediation


PA $7,143 $5,000 $878,738 2 NA


West Brook trib (Mitchell Brook) Culvert Replacement, 


Whately, Franklin Co., MA NFHAP EBTJV


MA $71,429 $142,150 $950,167 1 3


EBTJV Rock Run PA Water Quality Restoration PA $71,429 $550,814 $1,021,596 5 NA


EBTJV Morgan Run, PA Water Quality Restoration PA $71,429 $782,700 $1,093,025 5 NA


Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture


NFHAP Strategies


1 – Identify and protect intact and healthy waters


2‐ Restore natural variability in flows and water surface elevations


3 – Reconnect fragmented habitat 


4 – Reduce sedimentation, phosphorus and nitrogen runoff
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NFHAP Lower Bourbeuse & Middle Meramec Aquatic 


Conservation Opportunity Areas Landowner Partnerships


MO $42,857 $30,000 $42,857 >5 1


NFHAP Fishers and Farmers Boone River Watershed 


Oxbow Restoration Project, IA


IA $12,143 $15,000 $55,000 3 3, 4


2011 NFHAP Fishers & Farmers Seven Mile Creek 


Watershed Program, MN


MN $28,000 $68,680 $83,000 1 1,4


NFHAP DARE/Fishers & Farmers Rush/Pine Watershed 


Farmer‐Led Council Pilot Project


MN $7,000 $21,468 $90,000 3 4


NFHAP DARE/Fishers & Farmers Rush/Pine Watershed 


Farmer‐Led Council Pilot Project


MN $14,286 $0 $104,286 NA 4


2011 NFHAP Fishers & Farmers Seven Mile Creek 


Watershed Program, MN


MN $39,943 $0 $144,229 NA 1, 4


NFHAP Fishers and Farmers Boone River Watershed 


Oxbow Restoration Project, IA


IA $4,286 $15,000 $148,514 NA 3, 4


GLBFHP ‐ STH 13 Raspberry River Culvert Replacement 


Project


WI $90,000 $237,000 $90,000 2 3, 4


NFHAP‐Avon Creek Restoration – Phase III MI $119,286 $104,375 $209,286 1 4


NFHAP Hi Lonesome Prairie Riparian Fencing MO $1,100 $1,100 $1,100 1 3


NFHP‐Remove Correll Dam, KS ‐ Restore access to 31 


miles habitat for native fish & rec‐fishing.


KS $50,000 $81,223 $51,100 1 3


Turtle River Habitat Enhancement Using Lunkers ND $3,000 $19,370 $54,100 1 1, 3


Pumpkin Creek Riparian Restoration NFHP MT $15,000 $40,000 $69,100 1 3


NFPP Replace 142‐Mile Creek culvert ‐ gain 7.2 mi stream 


habitat for endangered Topeka Shiner


KS $20,000 $60,000 $89,100 5 3


NFHAP: Gimlet Creek SD Stream Crossing Rehabilitation 


Black Hills NF


SD $15,000
*


$50,500 $104,100 1 3


NFPP Modifying Weir on West Fork 102 River in Taylor 


County, Iowa to Improve Fish Passage


IA $168,000 $210,000 $272,100 2 3


River and Riparian Conservation on the Lower Heart River 


North Dakota NFHAP


ND $20,000 $30,000 $292,100 3 3


HFHP NFHAP FY12 Restoration of tsunami‐damaged 


anchialine pools at Kaloko Honokohau Nat. Hist. Park


HI $45,000 $20,000 $45,000 2 2, 4


HFHP NFHAP FY12 Vulnerability assessment of Hawaiian 


streams: A state‐wide decision support tool


HI $20,000 $142,360 $65,000 2 1, 3


HFHP NFHAP FY12 Stream and estuary habitat 


enhancement for native Hawaiian fish and shrimp species


HI $25,000 $27,000 $90,000 2 4


Great Plains Fish Habitat Partnership


Great Lakes Basin Fish Habitat Partnership


Fishers and Farmers Partnership ‐ Upper Mississippi River Basin


Hawaii Fish Habitat Partnership


NFHAP Strategies


1 – Identify and protect intact and healthy waters


2‐ Restore natural variability in flows and water surface elevations


3 – Reconnect fragmented habitat 


4 – Reduce sedimentation, phosphorus and nitrogen runoff
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NFHAP ‐ Cook Inletkeeper Stream Temperature 


Monitoring Network


AK $21,700 $21,700 $21,700 1 1


NFHAP ‐ Science‐based Land Conservation Phase I AK $30,452 $21,247 $52,152 3 1


NFHAP ‐ Kenai Peninsula Science and Conservation 


Symposium


AK $25,000 $25,000 $77,152 1 1


NFHAP ‐Improve instream habitat by removing potential 


hazardous wastes, vehicles and related debris


AK $12,848 $75,000 $90,000 1 3


NFHAP ‐ Develop NHD and NHDPlus capability for the 


Anchor River watershed as a pilot project


AK $70,000 $25,000 $160,000 2 1


NFHAP ‐ Matanuska River Clearwater Side Channel 


Conservation Project


AK $38,000 $38,000 $38,000 2 1


NFHAP ‐ 2012 Mat‐Su Water Reservation Program Flow 


Data Acquisition


AK $53,000 $55,828 $91,000 2 1


NFHAP ‐ Mat‐Su Stream Temperature Monitoring 


Network


AK $23,300 $23,300 $114,300 1 1


NFHAP ‐ USSWCD Riparian Revegetation and Shoreline 


Rehabilitation at Montana Creek


AK $21,908 $22,221 $136,208 1 1


NFHAP ‐ Inventory and Fish Distribution in the Mat‐Su 


Basin, 2012 ‐CVTC


AK $39,357 $54,500 $175,565 1 1


NFHAP Fisheries ‐ Inventory of Fish Distribution in the 


Mat‐Su Basin, 2012 ‐ FWS


AK $23,208 $54,500 $198,773 1 1


NFHAP ‐ Juvenile Salmon Use of Knik Arm Estuaries AK $33,223 $15,319 $231,996 2 1


NFHAP ‐ WSWCD Swiftwater Creek ATV/ORV Outreach 


and Restoration Pilot Project, Mat‐Su, Alaska


AK $14,150 $18,970 $246,146 1 3


NFHAP ‐ Salmon Habitat Restoration in the Knik River 


Public Use Area, Mat‐Su, Alaska


AK $30,150 $30,150 $276,296 1 1


NFHAP ‐ Sunshine Creek Fish Passage Project AK $2,104 $100,000 $278,400 2 3


NFHAP ‐ Aquaria and Displays for the Salmon Education 


Center


AK $40,452 $60,369 $318,852 1 1


NFHAP Fisheries ‐ Distribution of Juvenile Coho Salmon in 


Fish Creek, AK


AK $100,342 $108,959 $419,194 1 1


NFPP‐NFHAP MGLP Portage Creek Dam Removal and 


Restoration Project, MN


MN $14,286 $98,000 $14,286 2 3


MGLP Near Shore Woody Habitat Restoration‐Long Lake, 


Chippewa County, WI.


WI $19,651 $13,756 $33,937 1 NA


Working to meet NFHAP Goals and Objectives through 


the Midwest Glacial Lakes Partnership 


MN, IN, 


WI, ND, 


SD, MI, 


IA, IL


$31,491 $45,000 $65,428 1 1,2,3,4


MGLP Greenbelt Workshops for Lakefront Property 


Owners in Northern Michigan.


MI $24,571 $10,348 $90,000 1 4


MGLP Large Wood Restoration on Inland Lakes of 


Bayfield and Douglas Counties, WI.


WI $25,714 $18,000 $115,714 1 NA


MGLP Assessment of Cisco Habitat in Indiana Glacial 


Lakes


IN $42,857 $30,010 $158,571 1 1


MGLP Duck Lake, Allegan County, MI clean water 


initiative. 


MI $42,857 $30,000 $201,428 1 NA


Midwest Glacial Lakes Partnership


Kenai Peninsula Fish Habitat Partnership


Matanuska Susitna Basin Salmon Habitat Partnership


NFHAP Strategies


1 – Identify and protect intact and healthy waters


2‐ Restore natural variability in flows and water surface elevations


3 – Reconnect fragmented habitat 


4 – Reduce sedimentation, phosphorus and nitrogen runoff







U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service


National Fish Habitat Partnership


Fiscal Year 2012.  All Project List by Partnership in priority order.  Projects in Red are outside of available funding


Page 5 of 7


NFHAP: Oil Creek Fish Habitat Restoration, PA PA $42,857 $71,750 $42,857 5 1,2,4


NFHAP: "Ramping" up to Control Hydrilla on the Ohio 


River


OH, IN, 


WV, PA, 


KY, IL


$32,476 $22,733 $75,333 4 1


NFHAP ‐ Coordination, Assessment, and Outreach for the 


Ohio River Basin FHP


NY, VA, 


MD, OH, 


IN, WV, 


NC, PA, 


TN, KY, 


IL


$14,667 $0 $90,000 1 1


NFHAP: Strodes Creek Wetlands Restoration (KY) KY $42,857 $32,000 $132,858 1 1,4


Hurley Creek/McKinley Lake Water Quality Project IA $15,000 $0 $15,000 1.7 4


Smithville Lake Habitat Enhancement Partnership MO $15,000 $147,794 $30,000 1 3


Meeting NFHAP restoration goals: Reestablishing native 


aquatic vegetation in Lake Ouachita, Arkansas


AR $10,000 $39,680 $40,000 1 N/A


Creation of Freshwater Fish Habitat at Fellsmere Water 


Management Area


FL $10,000 $387,000 $50,000 1.5 N/A


Riparian Habitat Restoration & Fisheries and Aquatic 


Species Enhancement at W. Kerr Scott Reservoir


NC $15,000 $11,820 $65,000 1 N/A


Aquatic Rehabilitation Impacts on Reservoir Food Webs NE $5,000 $0 $70,000 3 N/A


Pilot Project to Evaluate Effectiveness of Aquatic 


Vegetation Islands to Control Golden Alga Bloom


NM $10,000 $38,600 $80,000 3 4


Littoral habitat enhancement at F.J. Sayers Reservoir PA $10,000 $16,530 $90,000 1 N/A


NFHAP:  SARP Operational Support AL, LA, 


MO, FL, 


VA, MS, 


OK, SC, 


AR, NC, 


TX, TN, 


KY, GA


$90,000 $0 $90,000 1 1,2,3,4


NFHAP:  Restoraton of connectivity to Coal Pile, a 


backwater of the Arkansas River


AR $88,572 $106,600 $178,572 1 1,4


NFHAP:  Pelican Point Shoreline Protection and Habitat 


Restoration Project


AL $112,589 $78,812 $291,161 1 2


NFHAP:  Restoration of a backwater of the Arkansas 


River, Rector Chute


AR $100,000 $139,000 $391,161 1 1,4


NFHAP:Stream bank & riparian restoration along the Wild 


and Scenic Cossatot River on the Ouachita NF


AR $30,000 $21,840 $421,161 1 2,4


NFHAP:  Restoration of Essential Habitats for Juvenile 


Tarpon and Snook


FL $146,459
*


$103,975 $567,620 1 2,4


Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership


Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership


Ohio River Basin Fish Habitat Partnership


NFHAP Strategies


1 – Identify and protect intact and healthy waters


2‐ Restore natural variability in flows and water surface elevations


3 – Reconnect fragmented habitat 


4 – Reduce sedimentation, phosphorus and nitrogen runoff
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NFHAP:  Oyster habitat restoration and capacity building 


for future oyster restoration in SC:  Ph II


SC $102,357 $72,744 $669,977 1 2,4


NFHAP:  Restoration of Riparian Lands and In‐Stream 


Habitat in the Ouachita Ecoregion


AR $108,460 $110,313 $778,437 1 2,4


NFHAP:  St. Catherine Creek Biological Monitoring in 


Support of Landscape Model Development


MS $71,429 $75,000 $849,866 1 1


NFHAP:  Restoring connectivity to secondary channels in 


the lower Mississippi River


MS $107,143 $118,000 $957,009 1 1


NFHAP: Chipola River Watershed Restoration for Listed 


Mussels and Black Bass Initiative


FL, AL $71,429 $53,000 $1,028,438 1 1


Monitoring selected water quality parameters on the 


Saint Marys River addressing NFHAP goals.


FL, GA $29,286 $20,500 $1,057,724 1 1


SWAK NFHAP‐Southwest Alaska Salmon Habitat 


Partnership Fish Passage Assessment Program


AK $37,819 $17,400 $37,819 3 1


SWAK NFHAP‐Togiak River Chinook Salmon Habitat Use 


and Genetic Analysis


AK $31,635 $80,143 $69,454 2 1


SWAK NFHAP‐Baseline Data Collection & Monitoring of 


Headwater Streams in Nushagak and Kvichak Rivers


AK $30,546 $30,546 $100,000 2 1


SWAK NFHAP‐Baseline Data Collection & Monitoring of 


Headwater Streams in Nushagak and Kvichak Rivers


AK $69,454 $69,454 $169,454 2 1


WNTI Small Grant Funding program CA, MT, 


ID, WY, 


NV, CO, 


NM, WA, 


OR, AZ, 


AK


$15,000 $30,000 $15,000 1 1,2,3,4


WNTI 2013 Operations Funding CA, MT, 


ID, WY, 


NV, CO, 


NM, WA, 


OR, AZ, 


AK


$20,000 $10,000 $35,000 1 1,2,3,4


WNTI FY12: Mabel Creek (Youngs River) resident 


cutthroat trout passage and habitat restoration


OR $27,000 $401,850 $62,000 2 3, 4


NFPP, Weber River watershed improvements to enhance 


BCT habitat beyond 3 restrictive barriers


UT $78,500 $115,000 $140,500 1 3


NFHAP:WNTI: Assessment of potential Gila Trout 


Restoration Streams impacted by the Wallow Fire


AZ $40,000 $13,000 $180,500 1 1


Southwest Alaska Salmon Habitat Partnership


Western Native Trout Initiative


NFHAP Strategies


1 – Identify and protect intact and healthy waters


2‐ Restore natural variability in flows and water surface elevations


3 – Reconnect fragmented habitat 


4 – Reduce sedimentation, phosphorus and nitrogen runoff
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NFHAP Native Colorado River Cutthroat restoration in the 


Middle Fork Sheep Creek Drainage Utah.


UT $72,000 $90,000 $252,500 1 1


NFPP FY10 YCT#1 ‐ Chadbourne Dam fish passage project, 


Yellowstone River Basin, Montana (YSRC)


MT $50,000 $270,000 $302,500 3 3


WNTI Little Kern Golden Trout Population Assessment 


and Post‐Fire Monitoring/Habitat Assessment


CA $40,000 $115,000 $342,500 2 1


Genetic analysis of Great Basin Redband Trout OR $70,134 $1,293,000 $412,634 1 3


Restoring genetically pure Westslope Cutthroat trout to 


Elkhorn Creek, MT NFHI FY10 WCT#2 


MT $25,000 $77,062 $437,634 4 1,3


NFHAP ‐ Protecting Lacustrine Habitat for Coastal 


Cutthroat through Reservation of Water in SE AK.


AK $39,500 $39,000 $477,134 2 1


WNTI‐ Jocko River (Bison Range Reach) Native Trout 


Restoration; Flathead Indian Reservation, Montana


MT, ID $40,000 $130,000 $517,134 3 1


Barrier construction on tributaries to the Rio Hondo, NM 


For Rio Grande cutthroat trout per WNTI


NM $20,000 $10,000 $537,134 1 1


Genetic assessment of extant Rio Grande cutt. trout 


populations in Colorado. FY10 RGC #2. NFHAP


CO $23,800


*


$5,000 $560,934 3 1


WNTI‐ Jocko River (Bison Range Reach) Native Trout 


Restoration; Flathead Indian Reservation, Montana


MT, ID $106,817 $130,000 $667,751 3 1


WNTI FY 12 Tenas Creek Riparian Restoration, Suiattle 


River, WA


WA $55,000 $17,700 $722,751 1 1


Habitat assessment of the West Fork Mogollon Creek for 


Gila trout per WNTI priorities


NM $30,000 $10,000 $752,751 3 1


NFHAP WNTI Milk Creek Native Colorado Cutthroat Trout 


Habitat Restoration. FY11#1 NFHAP


CO $103,500 $167,500 $856,251 2 1,2


WNTI FY12 Improving spawning and habitat for 


Bonneville cutthroat trout in the Bear River basin.


ID $14,980 $111,001 $871,231 1 4


NFHAP Strategies


1 – Identify and protect intact and healthy waters


2‐ Restore natural variability in flows and water surface elevations


3 – Reconnect fragmented habitat 


4 – Reduce sedimentation, phosphorus and nitrogen runoff
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State Congressional 


District


Fish Habitat 


Partnership


Project Name FWS funds Partial 


Funding


Partner 


Match


Alabama AL01 SARP NFHAP:  Pelican Point Shoreline Protection and Habitat 


Restoration Project


$112,589 $78,812


ALABAMA TOTALS $112,589 $78,812


Alaska AK00 KPFHP NFHAP ‐ Cook Inletkeeper Stream Temperature Monitoring 


Network


$21,700 $21,700


Alaska AK00 KPFHP NFHAP ‐ Science‐based Land Conservation Phase I $30,452 $21,247


Alaska AK00 KPFHP NFHAP ‐ Kenai Peninsula Science and Conservation 


Symposium


$25,000 $25,000


Alaska AK00 KPFHP NFHAP ‐Improve instream habitat by removing potential 


hazardous wastes, vehicles and related debris


$12,848 $75,000


Alaska AK00 Mat‐Su NFHAP ‐ Matanuska River Clearwater Side Channel 


Conservation Project


$38,000 $38,000


Alaska AK00 Mat‐Su NFHAP ‐ 2012 Mat‐Su Water Reservation Program Flow Data 


Acquisition


$53,000 $55,828


Alaska AK00 Mat‐Su NFHAP ‐ Mat‐Su Stream Temperature Monitoring Network $23,300 $23,300


Alaska AK00 Mat‐Su NFHAP ‐ USSWCD Riparian Revegetation and Shoreline 


Rehabilitation at Montana Creek


$21,908 $22,221


Alaska AK00 Mat‐Su NFHAP ‐ Inventory and Fish Distribution in the Mat‐Su Basin, 


2012 ‐CVTC


$39,357 $54,500


Alaska AK00 Mat‐Su NFHAP Fisheries ‐ Inventory of Fish Distribution in the Mat‐Su 


Basin, 2012 ‐ FWS


$23,208 $54,500


Alaska AK00 Mat‐Su NFHAP ‐ Juvenile Salmon Use of Knik Arm Estuaries $33,223 $15,319


Alaska AK00 Mat‐Su NFHAP ‐ WSWCD Swiftwater Creek ATV/ORV Outreach and 


Restoration Pilot Project, Mat‐Su, Alaska


$14,150 $18,970


Alaska AK00 Mat‐Su NFHAP ‐ Salmon Habitat Restoration in the Knik River Public 


Use Area, Mat‐Su, Alaska


$30,150 $30,150


Alaska AK00 Mat‐Su NFHAP ‐ Sunshine Creek Fish Passage Project $2,104 $100,000


Alaska AK00 SWAK SWAK NFHAP‐Southwest Alaska Salmon Habitat Partnership 


Fish Passage Assessment Program


$37,819 $17,400


Alaska AK00 SWAK SWAK NFHAP‐Togiak River Chinook Salmon Habitat Use and 


Genetic Analysis


$31,635 $80,143


Alaska AK00 SWAK SWAK NFHAP‐Baseline Data Collection & Monitoring of 


Headwater Streams in Nushagak and Kvichak Rivers


$30,546 $30,546


Alaska AK00 WNTI NFHAP ‐ Protecting Lacustrine Habitat for Coastal Cutthroat 


through Reservation of Water in SE AK.


$39,500 $39,000


ALASKA TOTALS $507,900 $722,824


Arizona AZ01 WNTI NFHAP:WNTI: Assessment of potential Gila Trout Restoration 


Streams impacted by the Wallow Fire


$40,000 $13,000


ARIZONA TOTALS $40,000 $13,000


Arkansas AR04 RFHP Meeting NFHAP restoration goals: Reestablishing native 


aquatic vegetation in Lake Ouachita, Arkansas


$10,000 $39,680


Arkansas AR01 SARP NFHAP:  Restoraton of connectivity to Coal Pile, a backwater 


of the Arkansas River


$88,572 $106,600


Arkansas AR02 SARP NFHAP:  Restoration of a backwater of the Arkansas River, 


Rector Chute


$100,000 $139,000


Arkansas AR02, AR04 SARP NFHAP:  Restoration of Riparian Lands and In‐Stream Habitat 


in the Ouachita Ecoregion


$108,460 $110,313


ARKANSAS TOTALS $307,032 $395,593


California CA 01‐53 CFPF CFPF ‐ NFHAP ‐ 2012 Coordination and Assistance $60,000 $0


California CA02 CFPF NFPP Conner Creek Barrier Removal Project (Trinity River 


Watershed)


$30,000 $535,291


California CA25 DFHP NFHP: DFHP Shoshone Pupfish Pond Construction $15,000 $15,000


California CA21 WNTI WNTI Little Kern Golden Trout Population Assessment and 


Post‐Fire Monitoring/Habitat Assessment


$40,000 $115,000


CALIFORNIA TOTALS $145,000 $665,291


Colorado CO03 WNTI Genetic assessment of extant Rio Grande cutt. trout 


populations in Colorado. FY10 RGC #2. NFHAP


$23,800
*


$5,000


COLORADO TOTALS $23,800 $5,000


Florida FL15, FL16 ACFHP ACFHP/NFHAP Fish Habitat Restoration, Restoring the 


Mangroves of the Indian River Lagoon, South FL


$71,429 $74,375


Florida FL15 RFHP Creation of Freshwater Fish Habitat at Fellsmere Water 


Management Area


$10,000 $387,000


Florida FL14 SARP NFHAP:  Restoration of Essential Habitats for Juvenile Tarpon 


and Snook


$146,459
*


$103,975


FLORIDA TOTALS $227,888 $565,350
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Hawaii HI02 HFHP HFHP NFHAP FY12 Restoration of tsunami‐damaged 


anchialine pools at Kaloko Honokohau Nat. Hist. Park


$45,000 $20,000


Hawaii HI01, HI02 HFHP HFHP NFHAP FY12 Vulnerability assessment of Hawaiian 


streams: A state‐wide decision support tool


$20,000 $142,360


Hawaii HI02 HFHP HFHP NFHAP FY12 Stream and estuary habitat enhancement 


for native Hawaiian fish and shrimp species


$25,000 $27,000


HAWAII TOTALS $90,000 $189,360


Iowa IA04 F&FP NFHAP Fishers and Farmers Boone River Watershed Oxbow 


Restoration Project, IA


$12,143 $15,000


Iowa IA03 RFHP Hurley Creek/McKinley Lake Water Quality Project $15,000 $0


IOWA TOTALS $27,143 $15,000


Kansas KS01, KS02, KS03, 


KS04


GPFHP NFHP‐Remove Correll Dam, KS ‐ Restore access to 31 miles 


habitat for native fish & rec‐fishing.


$50,000 $81,223


Kansas KS01 GPFHP NFPP Replace 142‐Mile Creek culvert ‐ gain 7.2 mi stream 


habitat for endangered Topeka Shiner


$20,000 $60,000


KANSAS TOTALS $70,000 $141,223


Maine ME02 EBTJV Restoration of Native Charr in Big Wadleigh Pond through 


Maine's NFHAP/EBTJV Conservation Strategy


$65,729 $126,046


Maine ME02 EBTJV Jam Black Brook Culvert Replacement. Searsmont ME‐EBTJV‐


NFHAP


$57,858 $193,700


MAINE TOTALS $123,587 $319,746


Michigan MI01 MGLP MGLP Greenbelt Workshops for Lakefront Property Owners 


in Northern Michigan.


$24,571 $10,348


MICHIGAN TOTALS $24,571 $10,348


Minnesota MN01 DARE NFHAP DARE/Fishers & Farmers Rush/Pine Watershed 


Farmer‐Led Council Pilot Project


$9,979 $31,468


Minnesota MN01 F&FP 2011 NFHAP Fishers & Farmers Seven Mile Creek Watershed 


Program, MN


$28,000 $68,680


Minnesota MN01 F&FP NFHAP DARE/Fishers & Farmers Rush/Pine Watershed 


Farmer‐Led Council Pilot Project


$7,000 $21,468


Minnesota MN08 MGLP NFPP‐NFHAP MGLP Portage Creek Dam Removal and 


Restoration Project, MN


$14,286 $98,000


MINNESOTA TOTALS $59,264 $219,616


Missouri MO08, MO09 F&FP NFHAP Lower Bourbeuse & Middle Meramec Aquatic 


Conservation Opportunity Areas Landowner Partnerships


$42,857 $30,000


Missouri MO04 GPFHP NFHAP Hi Lonesome Prairie Riparian Fencing $1,100 $1,100


Missouri MO04, MO05 RFHP Smithville Lake Habitat Enhancement Partnership $15,000 $147,794


MISSOURI TOTALS $58,957 $178,894


Montana MT00 GPFHP Pumpkin Creek Riparian Restoration NFHP $15,000 $40,000


Montana MT00 WNTI NFPP FY10 YCT#1 ‐ Chadbourne Dam fish passage project, 


Yellowstone River Basin, Montana (YSRC)


$50,000 $270,000


Montana MT00 WNTI Restoring genetically pure Westslope Cutthroat trout to 


Elkhorn Creek, MT NFHI FY10 WCT#2 


$25,000 $77,062


Montana, Idaho MT00, ID01, ID02 WNTI WNTI‐ Jocko River (Bison Range Reach) Native Trout 


Restoration; Flathead Indian Reservation, Montana


$40,000 $130,000


MONTANA TOTALS $90,000 $387,062


Nebraska NE03 RFHP Aquatic Rehabilitation Impacts on Reservoir Food Webs $5,000 $0


NEBRASKA TOTALS $5,000 $0


Nevada NV02 DFHP NFHP: DFHP Condor Canyon Meadow Valley Wash 


Restoration for Big Spring spinedace


$50,000 $50,000


NEVADA TOTALS $50,000 $50,000


New Hampshire NH02 EBTJV Nash Stream restoration b/t Emerson Brook & Long 


Mountain Brook, Coos Co, Stratford,NH NFHAP / EBTJV


$71,429 $336,280


NEW HAMPSHIRE TOTALS $71,429 $336,280


New Mexico NM02 RFHP Pilot Project to Evaluate Effectiveness of Aquatic Vegetation 


Islands to Control Golden Alga Bloom


$10,000 $38,600


New Mexico NM03 WNTI Barrier construction on tributaries to the Rio Hondo, NM For 


Rio Grande cutthroat trout per WNTI


$20,000 $10,000


NEW MEXICO TOTALS $30,000 $48,600


North Carolina NC11 EBTJV EBTJV: Wolf Laurel Branch culvert replacement $71,429 * $247,000


North Carolina NC07 RFHP Riparian Habitat Restoration & Fisheries and Aquatic Species 


Enhancement at W. Kerr Scott Reservoir


$15,000 $11,820


NORTH CAROLINA TOTALS $86,429 $258,820


North Dakota ND00 GPFHP Turtle River Habitat Enhancement Using Lunkers $3,000 $19,370
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NORTH DAKOTA TOTALS $3,000 $19,370


Oregon OR01 WNTI WNTI FY12: Mabel Creek (Youngs River) resident cutthroat 


trout passage and habitat restoration


$27,000 $401,850


Oregon OR02 WNTI Genetic analysis of Great Basin Redband Trout $70,134 $1,293,000


OREGON TOTALS $97,134 $1,694,850


Pennsylvania PA05 EBTJV EBTJV Connectivity Improvement: Removal of two dams in 


the Wetmore Run Watershed, Potter County, PA


$71,429 $387,000


Pennsylvania PA05 ORBFHP NFHAP: Oil Creek Fish Habitat Restoration, PA $42,857 $71,750


Pennsylvania PA05 RFHP Littoral habitat enhancement at F.J. Sayers Reservoir $10,000 $16,530


PENNSYLVANIA TOTALS $124,286 $475,280


South Dakota SD00 GPFHP NFHAP: Gimlet Creek SD Stream Crossing Rehabilitation Black 


Hills NF


$15,000
*


$50,500


SOUTH DAKOTA TOTALS $15,000 $50,500


Texas TX23 DFHP NFHAP DFHP Alamito Creek Restoration Project $24,000 $78,000


TEXAS TOTALS $24,000 $78,000


Utah UT01, UT02 DFHP NFHP: DFHP Lower Weber River Diversion Passage 


Modification


$1,000 $485,000


Utah UT01 WNTI NFPP, Weber River watershed improvements to enhance BCT 


habitat beyond 3 restrictive barriers


$78,500 $115,000


Utah UT02 WNTI NFHAP Native Colorado River Cutthroat restoration in the 


Middle Fork Sheep Creek Drainage Utah.


$72,000 $90,000


UTAH TOTALS $151,500 $690,000


Vermont VT00 EBTJV Culvert replacement and instream habitat restoration in the 


Nulhegan River, VT NFHAP/EBTJV


$71,429 $429,800


VERMONT TOTALS $71,429 $429,800


Virginia VA04 ACFHP Atlantic Sturgeon Habitat Restoration, James River, VA‐


NFHAP/ACFHP


$43,200
*


$159,560


VIRGINIA TOTALS $43,200 $159,560


West Virginia WV02 EBTJV Oats Run Brook Trout Passage Project Pocahontas County WV 


EBTJV NFHAP


$71,429 $230,000


WEST VIRGINIA TOTALS $71,429 $230,000


Wisconsin WI03 DARE NFHAP DARE Pigeon Creek Bank Stabilization and Brook Trout 


Restoration Project, WI


$57,143 $51,000


Wisconsin WI03 DARE NFHAP DARE Culvert Replacement on Douglas Creek, Black 


River Watershed, WI


$33,136 $23,195


Wisconsin WI03 DARE NFHAP DARE Culvert Replacement on Big Slough Creek in 


Trempealeau Watershed, WI


$21,000 $14,000


Wisconsin WI03 DARE NFHAP Borst Valley Creek Bank Stabilization and Brook Trout 


Restoration Project, WI


$50,000 $83,500


Wisconsin WI03 DARE NFHAP DARE Swinns Valley Creek, WI $28,571 $68,000


Wisconsin WI03 DARE NFHAP DARE Eagle Valley Creek, WI $21,429 $84,427


Wisconsin WI03 DARE NFHAP DARE Garrison Grove & Dodge Branch Stream and 


Grassland Habitat Improvement Project, WI


$57,143 $90,500


Wisconsin WI07 GLBFHP GLBFHP ‐ STH 13 Raspberry River Culvert Replacement 


Project


$90,000 $237,000


Wisconsin WI07 MGLP MGLP Near Shore Woody Habitat Restoration‐Long Lake, 


Chippewa County, WI.


$19,651 $13,756


WISCONSIN TOTALS $378,073 $665,378


NY, VA, MA, NH, VT, 


WV, NC, PA, TN, GA


Many EBTJV Brook Trout Climate Change Vulterability Assessment EBTJV 


NFHAP


$102,142 $83,500


MN, IN, WI, ND, SD, 


MI, IA, IL


Many MGLP Working to meet NFHAP Goals and Objectives through the 


Midwest Glacial Lakes Partnership 


$31,491 $45,000


OH, IN, WV, PA, KY, IL Many ORBFHP NFHAP: "Ramping" up to Control Hydrilla on the Ohio River $32,476 $22,733


NY, VA, MD, OH, IN, 


WV, NC, PA, TN, KY, IL


Many ORBFHP NFHAP ‐ Coordination, Assessment, and Outreach for the 


Ohio River Basin FHP


$14,667 $0


AL, LA, MO, FL, VA, 


MS, OK, SC, AR, NC, 


TX, TN, KY, GA


Many SARP NFHAP:  SARP Operational Support $90,000 $0


CA, MT, ID, WY, NV, 


CO, NM, WA, OR, AZ, 


AK


Many WNTI WNTI Small Grant Funding program $15,000 $30,000


CA, MT, ID, WY, NV, 


CO, NM, WA, OR, AZ, 


AK


Many WNTI WNTI 2013 Operations Funding $20,000 $10,000
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Report of the Joint Project Review Team 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service / National Fish Habitat Board 


National Fish Habitat Partnership 
May 2012 


 
In 2012 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will provide funding to support projects that protect, 
restore, or enhance fish and aquatic habitats, or otherwise directly support habitat-related 
priorities of 17 Fish Habitat Partnerships.   
 
A national review of proposed projects was done by a joint FWS / Board Project Review Team.  
Members of the Team were: 
 


 Steve Perry, New Hampshire Department of Fish & Game, Board Vice-chair 
 Krystyna Wolniakowski, National Fish & Wildlife Foundation, Board member 
 Mike Andrews, The Nature Conservancy, Board member 
 Jaime Geiger, Assistant Regional Director-Fisheries, Region 5 
 Steve Klosiewski, Deputy Assistant Regional Director-Fisheries & Ecological Services, 


Region 7 
 Doug Damberg, Acting Deputy Chief, Division of Fisheries & Aquatic Resource 


Conservation, Washington Office 
 
The Team was staffed by Tom Busiahn, FWS NFHP Coordinator. 
 
Each Team member received electronic files containing: 


 Lists of projects as ranked by each FWS Region and FHP, including more projects than 
can be funded from available funds.   


 Narrative descriptions of individual projects from FWS’ Fisheries Operational Needs 
System (FONS). 


 FWS Director’s guidance on selecting and submitting projects for approval. 
 
The Team met by telephone and web conference on May 25, 2012.  The Team reviewed its 
charge, i.e. to review projects submitted and ranked by Fish Habitat Partnerships (through the 
FWS Regions); consider whether to recommend re-ordering projects for funding; provide 
recommendations on improving quality of projects and the review process; submit 
recommendation to the FWS Director and the National Fish Habitat Board. 
 
General comments and recommendations 
 
The Team recommends that the slate of projects be approved for implementation as submitted, 
with one exception noted below.  Additional information is requested on three projects. 
 
The Team expressed the view that project descriptions have improved over previous years, but 
also stressed the need for continued improvement in describing clear outcomes and overarching 
strategies in project proposals.  FHPs should consider more targeted themes in the projects they 
solicit and recommend in a given year, so that projects can address larger strategic issues, and are 
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not just disconnected pieces.  Continuing improvements are needed in project narratives, and 
also in project titles, some of which do not clearly describe the nature of the project. 
 
Projects that are related to each other (e.g. Weber River projects from Desert FHP and WNTI) 
should clearly describe their linkages.  The Team commends the FHPs for working together, but 
is concerned about possible double-counting of funds and performance measures in these and 
similarly related projects.   
 
Due to the late date in the fiscal year and imminent contracting and acquisition deadlines, some 
projects may not be implemented in 2012.  In those cases, the Service should ensure that FY 
2012 funds are be carried over into 2013 and obligated as soon as practicable to achieve project 
goals. 
 
Several FHPs propose to use project funds for operations, as allowed by FWS guidance.  Most of 
those proposals lacked necessary detail on what would be done with the funds, and how 
operational support would increase conservation delivery results over what could otherwise be 
achieved.  The Service’s guidance should require this information be provided in future years as 
a pre-requisite to receiving operational funds. 
 
The Team noted numerous projects whose length exceeds one year, and notes the importance of 
documenting annual accomplishments of multi-year projects.  The Service’s Accomplishment 
Module database is the proper repository for this information. 
 
Some proposed projects might be better suited to funding sources other than the Service’s limited 
NFHP funds (e.g. invasive plant control).  The team encourages FHPs to look at the full range of 
possibilities for funding projects, to maximize the effectiveness of funds dedicated to NFHP. 
 
Some FHPs evidently reduced the scope of individual projects in order to fit all of their projects 
within the amount of funds available.  The Team has strong reservations about this approach.  
Spreading limited funds in this way is likely to reduce the effectiveness of the projects and of the 
FHP, and is inconsistent with the NFHP approach to conservation, which is to focus on priorities 
rather than spread resources thinly across the landscape.  FHPs are strongly discouraged from 
using this approach. 
 
The amount of matching funds generated by some FHPs is of concern.  The match ratio for 
funded projects by FHP ranges from a high of 7.13 to a low of 0.79.  All but one FHP had a 
match ratio greater than 1.0.  FHPs with low matching funds should expand the scope of 
partnerships to increase their matches.   
 
Comments and recommendations on specific projects 
 
The Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership requested $107,143 for SARP operational support, 
exceeding the Service’s guidance of “up to $90,000 per FHP”.  The Team recommends that the 
request be funded at the maximum of $90,000 and that funds in excess of that amount be put 
toward a fish habitat conservation project that addresses SARP’s conservation goals. 
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The Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture requested funds for a brook trout climate change 
vulnerability assessment.  Several Team members are aware and supportive of this project, but 
documentation is sparse.  Additional description should be provided for the record to the 
Service’s national NFHP coordinator and in the FONS database. 
 
The Western Native Trout Initiative and Desert Fish Habitat Partnership should work with 
Region 6 of the Service to clarify and verify the various contributions toward their related 
projects on the Weber River, Utah.  This information should be provided for the record to the 
Service’s national NFHP coordinator and in the FONS database. 
 
The Hawaii Fish Habitat Partnership requested funds for a project to enhance stream and estuary 
habitats by reducing nutrient and sediment loading using floating racks of plants.  The proposal 
states that temperature and salinity would be monitored, but does not mention monitoring of 
nutrients or sediments.  Clarification on monitoring should be provided for the record to the 
Service’s national NFHP coordinator and in the FONS database. 
 
The Western Native Trout Initiative requested funds for a small grant funding program.  The 
Team is concerned that the costs of administering a small grant program exceed its benefits, and 
that the performance of a small grant program cannot be predicted or measured.  Such a program 
may be valuable to some partners, but also adds another layer of bureaucracy.  In order to reduce 
administrative costs and to tie projects directly to FHP strategic priorities, the Team strongly 
recommends that WNTI substitute a different project for the small grant funding program (e.g. a 
Bonneville cutthroat project that has a similar cost).  With this recommendation, the Team hopes 
to head off any future proposals for small grant programs under the Service’s NFHP funds. 
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Transmitted by e-mail, June 1, 2012, from Robin Knox, Coordinator, Western Native 
Trout Initiative 
 
To the National Fish Habitat Board and NFHP Project review committee: 
 
Recently, the 2012 Project review committee released its report on the review of the FHP 
submitted projects.   It is obvious that there was insufficient information in the FWS FONS 
documents for the review committee to study before they made their decisions on several 
Western Native Trout Initiative (WNTI) proposals.    Soon, you will be reviewing the report and 
the project lists 
 
         The Western Native Trout Initiative (WNTI) would like to express its concerns over the 
comments and recommendations in the “Report of the Joint Project Review Team”, that was 
released on Tuesday, May 29, 2012. 


 
In that report there are several comments and recommendations directed to WNTI 
projects that reflect a lack of sufficient information and understanding of the projects and 
their relationship to NFHP objectives and Board priorities.  Clearly there is a need for 
WNTI and our FWS Regional NFHAP Coordinators to do a better job of clearly 
identifying the best information to be placed in the FONS documents, since those now 
seem to be the basis for project review committee decision-making.  It needs to be noted 
that as a non-FWS coordinated partnership, WNTI does not have direct access to the 
FONS System, so we are dependent upon the 5 FWS Regional NFHAP Coordinators for 
the FONS input. 
 
There are two report comments/recommendations that need to be addressed: 
 


1. “Projects that are related to each other (e.g. Weber River projects from Desert 
FHP and WNTI) should clearly describe their linkages.  The Team commends the 
FHPs for working together, but is concerned about possible double-counting of 
funds and performance measures in these and similarly related projects.” “The 
Western Native Trout Initiative and Desert Fish Habitat Partnership should work 
with Region 6 of the Service to clarify and verify the various contributions toward 
their related projects on the Weber River, Utah.  This information should be 
provided for the record to the Service’s national NFHP coordinator and in the 
FONS database.”(Committee Report) 


 
WNTI response:  Joint projects within a watershed that falls within the boundaries of two 
FHPs, directly addresses Objective 1 of the new Action Plan: “1. Achieve measurable 
habitat conservation results through strategic actions of Fish Habitat Partnerships that 
improve ecological condition, restore natural processes, or prevent the decline of intact 
and healthy systems leading to better fish habitat conditions and increased fishing 
opportunities.”   
 
By working on a “watershed” the two FHPs address complimentary objectives and goals 
of their respective Partnerships.  WNTI does not understand the statement - “possible 
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double-counting of funds and performance measures in these and similarly related 
projects.” as a valid concern.  Each FHP component will have its own measurables and 
outcomes, and these will be reported only as a “WNTI” component” or a “DFHP” 
component.  There will be no “double counting” of funds and/or performance 
measures.    
 
 
2.  “The Western Native Trout Initiative requested funds for a small grant funding 
program.  The Team is concerned that the costs of administering a small grant program 
exceed its benefits, and that the performance of a small grant program cannot be 
predicted or measured.  Such a program may be valuable to some partners, but also adds 
another layer of bureaucracy.  In order to reduce administrative costs and to tie projects 
directly to FHP strategic priorities, the Team strongly recommends that WNTI substitute 
a different project for the small grant funding program (e.g. a Bonneville cutthroat 
project that has a similar cost).  With this recommendation, the Team hopes to head off 
any future proposals for small grant programs under the Service’s NFHP 
funds.”(Committee Report) 
 
The WNTI Small Grant funding program directly addresses two of the priority objectives 
in the 2012 NFHP Action plan: 
 
“3.  Broaden the community of support for fish habitat conservation by increasing 
fishing opportunities, fostering the participation of local communities – especially 
young people – in conservation activities, and raising public awareness of the role 
healthy fish habitats play in the quality of life and economic well-being of local 
communities.” and “4. Communicate the conservation outcomes produced collectively 
by Fish Habitat Partnerships as well as new opportunities and voluntary approaches 
for conserving fish habitat to the public and conservation partners.” 
 
The following statement in the report reflects a clear mis-understanding about how the 
program is administered: “The Team is concerned that the costs of administering a small 
grant program exceed its benefits, and that the performance of a small grant program 
cannot be predicted or measured.  Such a program may be valuable to some partners, but 
also adds another layer of bureaucracy.”  WNTI requested $15,000 for the 
program.  The total amount is granted to the project recipients.  There are detailed criteria 
that describe the intent of the program and what types of projects are eligible to be 
funded.  Grants to local communities or NGO conservation groups that have western 
Native trout conservation objectives, are limited to $3000 per project.  Each funded 
project has measurable deliverables and outcomes.  The program is administered by the 
WNTI Coordinator as part of his regular WNTI administration duties.  There is no 
validity to the statement that “the performance cannot be predicted or measured”; nor is 
there any “layer of bureaucracy” added.  The program really seeks to drive the intent and 
purpose of the National Fish Habitat Plan to the local level, and raise the awareness of 
our constituents about aquatic habitat and species conservation.  The WNTI Small 
Projects Small Grants program description is attached. 
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Why would the Board want to discourage such efforts?  The statement: “With this 
recommendation, the Team hopes to head off any future proposals for small grant 
programs under the Service’s NFHP funds.” seems to conflict directly with the new 
Board priorities and objectives in the 2012 Action Plan shown above.  The Small Grant 
Program fosters participation of local communities and young people in conservation 
activities, raises public awareness of the role of healthy fish habitats at the local level, 
and represents and promotes new opportunity to the public and WNTI partners.  It also 
reflects WNTI’s efforts to think outside of the box and seek additional sources of funding 
through cooperative match dollars. 
 
The WNTI Steering Committee believes the recommendation of the Joint Review Team 
should be rescinded, and the project allowed to proceed. 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
The WNTI Steering Committee 
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WNTI	Small	Project	Funding	Program	 Information	and	Project	Request	 for	
Proposals	


	
Introduction	
	
The	 Western	 Native	 Trout	 Initiative	 (WNTI)	 promotes	 the	 initiation	 and	 completion	 of	
projects	 that	will	 help	 improve	 the	 abundance	 of	western	 native	 trout	 across	 a	 variety	 of	
landscapes	as	well	as	 increasing	public	knowledge	of	the	National	Fish	Habitat	Action	Plan	
and	participation	in	related	activities.			
	
WNTI,	 a	 venture	 of	 the	Western	Association	 of	 Fish	 and	Wildlife	Agencies,	 and	 a	National	
Fish	Habitat	 Partnership,	 has	 set	 up	 a	 “Small	 Project	 Funding	 Program”	 to	 support	 small‐
scale	projects	focused	on	the	conservation	of	western	native	trout.	
	
The	Small	Project	Funding	Program	can	provide	 funding	 for	 the	protection,	restoration,	or	
enhancement	 of	 native	 trout	 populations	 and	 associated	 habitats,	 as	 well	 as	 to	 support	
development	 of	 community‐based	 educational	 or	 outreach	 programs	 or	 related	 activities	
where	 additional	 funding	 is	 needed	 to	 support	 native	 trout	 related	 activities.	 	 WNTI,	 in	
collaboration	with	 its	partner	agencies	and	organizations,	will	be	annually	soliciting	native	
trout	 conservation	or	educational	projects	 to	be	 considered	 for	 funding	 through	 the	Small	
Project	Funding	Program.	


	
Small	Project	Funding	Program	Project	Eligibility	Criteria	
	
In	order	to	encourage	participation	in	the	program,	the	process	and	types	of	eligible	projects	
for	applying	for	a	grant	(request	for	proposals	–	RFP)	have	been	kept	relatively	simple:	
	


 The	 project	 should	 either	 address	 a)	 habitat	 occupied	 by	 one	 of	 the	 trout	 or	 char	
species	that	are	listed	by	WNTI	as	a	native	salmonid;	or	b)	a	related	activity	or	project	
that	could	improve	the	status	or	knowledge	of	a	native	trout	species	in	the	local	area.		
Projects	 such	 as	 a	 local	 science	project,	 equipment	needs	 for	habitat	monitoring	or	
improvement,	 or	 a	 community‐based	 educational	 or	 outreach	 effort	 will	 be	
considered.	


 Local	state	fishery	management	agencies	should	be	consulted	about	the	suitability	of	
the	project.	


 A	reasonable	time	frame	for	completion	of	the	project	needs	to	be	provided.	
 Participating	partners	and	matching	funds	need	to	be	described.	
 The	uses	of	the	requested	monies	in	the	project	are	well	defined	in	the	project	RFP.			
 Any	 environmental	 compliance	 requirements	 (e.g.,	 NEPA,	 ESA	 compliance,	 404	


Fill/Removal	 permits,	 etc.)	 for	 ground‐disturbing	 or	 other	 project	 types	 MUST	 be	
completed	prior	to	application	submission.		


 Project	awards	will	generally	be	less	than	$3000.	
 Upon	project	 completion	 a	Completion	Report	must	be	 submitted.	The	Completion	


Report	 is	 required	 once	 the	 portions	 of	 the	 project	 listed	 in	 the	 grant	 application	
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have	 been	 completed.	 	 This	 document	 shall	 be	 no	 more	 than	 one	 page	 long	 and	
submitted	to	the	WNTI	Coordinator.	


 Any	 curriculum	developed	 through	 funds	granted	by	WNTI	must	be	made	publicly	
available.		


	
 Eligible	types	of	projects	could	include	but	are	not	limited	to:	


 Designs	for	native	trout	habitat	enhancement	projects	
 Help	with	securing	environmental	compliance	
 Riparian	fencing	
 Soil	moisture	meters	
 Temperature	data‐loggers	
 Field	work	gear	such	as	boots,	waders,	light	equipment	
 Off‐site	water	development	
 Gravel	replenishing	
 Head‐gate	modifications	to	reduce/prevent	entrainment	
 Educational	stations/displays	along	rehab	projects	
 Signage	identifying	native	trout	projects/populations	
 Community‐based	youth	fishing	events	involving	native	trout	
 Community‐based	special	events	or	Trout‐in‐the‐Classroom	projects	
 Portions	of	larger	projects,	such	as:	


·				Barriers	to	exclude	non‐native	fish	
·				Streambank	revegetation	
·				Fish	ladders	or	passage	enhancements	
·				Fish	screens	
·				Culvert	replacements	
·					Instream	flow	enhancement		
	


	The	total	amount	applied	for	should	not	exceed	$3000.	
	


Application	Process	
	


WNTI	has	a	standard	application	form	for	a	“Request	for	Proposals	“(RFP)	that	can	be	used.		
Requests	for	the	Small	Project	Funding	Program	funding	will	be	sent	to	the	Western	Native	
Trout	Initiative	Coordinator	for	processing.	
	


1. Deadline	–	The	applications	will	have	a	submittal	deadline	for	sending	to	the	WNTI	
Coordinator.		The	deadline	is	likely	to	be	June	1	of	each	year	funding	is	available.		


2. Project	 Review	 –	 projects	 will	 be	 reviewed	 by	 the	 WNTI	 Steering	 Committee	 to	
determine	if	they	meet	the	criteria.	


3. Selection	–	Eligible	projects	will	be	ranked	by	the	Steering	Committee	for	funding.	
4. Project	Agreements	–	Selected	projects	will	have	a	project	agreement	that	details	the	


expected	 result	 of	 the	 grant,	 the	 time	 frame	 of	 actions	 to	 implement	 the	 project,	
reporting	requirements,	and	how	the	grant	will	be	paid.	


5. Payments	 could	 be	 either	 up‐front	 with	 a	 %	 withheld	 until	 completion,	 or	
reimbursable	as	the	project	is	completed	depending	on	the	situation.	


6. Awarded	funds	remain	available	for	several	years.	
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Tab 11a 


 


Proposed format for reporting Federal agency accomplishments and 
progress under the Secretarial MOU 


Desired outcome:  Feedback from Board members on the reporting format 
developed by the Federal Caucus for the first Federal agency NFHP report 
due in September 2012. 


Synopsis: 


 In March 2012, the Secretaries of Agriculture, Commerce, and the Interior 
signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on implementing the 
National Fish Habitat Action Plan. 


 In September 2012, Federal bureaus within the three Departments will 
submit the first reports on agency accomplishments and progress in 


support of NFHP to their respective Secretaries as prescribed by the MOU.   
 The Federal Caucus has developed a template to promote consistency in 


reporting across bureaus and departments.  The template is presented 


here for the Board’s review.  
 The template includes three sections:  


o A cover page describing the mission, goals, and implementation 
strategy of the Action Plan  


o A tabular report that will present brief narrative or bulleted items 


from each agency, organized according to the four Implementation 
Strategies of the Action Plan.  (The template includes example 


bullets from BLM, FWS and NOAA.)   
o An appendix, consisting of one-page fact sheets to highlight select 


projects in more detail.  (An example from NOAA is included in this 


draft) 


 








 


NFHP Federal Agency Accomplishments Report 


In March 2012, the Secretaries of Agriculture, Commerce, and the Interior signed a 
memorandum of understanding to promote collaborative, science-based conservation of the 
nation’s waterways and fisheries through the National Fish Habitat Partnership and the 
implementation of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan. 
 
The National Fish Habitat Action Plan (Action Plan) provides a national strategy to address 
aquatic habitat from the interior to the oceans.  The Action Plan is a science-based, voluntary, 
and non-regulatory effort providing a nationwide strategy to harness the energies, expertise, 
and existing programs of Federal and state agencies, conservation organizations, foundations, 
and individuals. It supports cooperative, proactive, aquatic habitat protection and restoration 
goals at multiple geographic scales.  
 
The mission of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan is to protect, restore and enhance the 
nation’s fish and aquatic communities through partnerships that foster fish habitat 
conservation and improve the quality of life for the American people.  
 
The goals of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan are: 


1. Protect and maintain intact and healthy aquatic systems. 
2. Prevent further degradation of fish habitats that have been adversely affected. 
3. Reverse declines in the quality and quantity of aquatic habitats to improve the overall 


health of fish and other aquatic organisms. 
4. Increase the quality and quantity of fish habitats that support a broad natural diversity 


of fish and other aquatic species. 
 
This report highlights agency accomplishments and progress, through September 2012, in 
implementing the Action Plan through four key strategies:  


• Supporting existing fish habitat partnerships and fostering new efforts. 
• Mobilizing and focusing national and local support for achieving fish habitat 


conservation goals. 
• Measuring and communicating the status and needs of aquatic habitats. 
• Providing national leadership and coordination to conserve fish habitats. 


 
 







Agency Timeline


•  The USFWS plays a large role in supporting  a number of FHPs by providing staff, funding support, 


and technical assistance 


•  FHP support and assistance is delivered through Service programs like the National Fish Passage 


Program, Fish and Wildlife Conservation Offices, and in cooperation with NGOs, community 


organizations, state and other federal  agencies. 


FWS


Brief Project or Program Description


Kenai Fish Habitat Partnership, Mat‐Su Fish Habitat Partnership, 


and Southwest Fish Habitat Partnership support 2006‐present 1, 2, 3 , and 4


Brief Project of Program Description


Leadership in the Desert Fish Habitat Partnership 2005‐current 1, 2, 3, and 4


Purpose:  Provide examples of bureau accomplishments and progress supporting the National Fish Habitat 


Action Plan


Contents:   An assemblage of four tables based on the Implementation Strategy of the National Fish Habitat 


Action Plan.  Following the tables are collections of one‐page fact sheets that provide project specific bureau 


highlights.


Multi-Bureau NFHP Highlights


(reference the NFHAP Implementation Strategy #1 ‐Support existing Fish Habitat Partnerships and foster new 
efforts.)


Foster New and Support Existing FHPs


Submitted to the Secretary of the Department of the Interior


NFHAP Goal Project Title


My Awesome NFHP Project 2006‐present 1, 2, 3 , and 4


Brief Project of Program Description
• Beginning in 2005, the BLM worked with state, federal, and local partners in the west to develop 


the Desert Fish Habitat Partnership


• The BLM played an integral role in the budding partnership, including providing a coordinator 


during the critical time when the partnership applied for NFHP recognition and developed the 


strategic plan


• The BLM continues to be a vital member, providing leadership on the executive committee and 


involvement on the steering committee.


BLM


AKR staff participate on the steering committees of 3 of the 4 recognized partnerships that are 


present in Alaska (The Kenai Fish Habitat Partnership, the Mat‐Su fish Habitat Partnership and the 


Southwest Fish Habitat Partnership). Staff have dedicated considerable amount of time and 


provided technical expertise for the Strategic Planning processes for these partnerships, including 


drafting portions of the Strategic Plans and setting priorities. Staff continue to support these 


partnerships through active participation in activities such as planning and execution of symposia to 


share the results of activities funded by the partnerships. Staff have supported the 2 candidate 


partnerships in similar activities. In particular, AKR staff were instrumental in moving forward with 


the Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership.


NOAA







Agency Timeline


NOAA


Mobilize and Focus National Support
(reference the NFHAP Implementation Strategy #2 ‐Mobilize and focus national and local support for achieving 
fish habitat conservation goals.)


BLM


Weber River Watershed Improvement 2009‐present 3


Brief Project of Program Description
• Working with federal, state, and local partners through the Desert Fish Habitat Partnership and 


Trout Unlimited, the BLM is leading the effort to restore connectivity and hydrologic function to the 


Weber River.   To date, 6 barriers have been removed, opening over 20 miles of river to imperiled 


species such as bluehead sucker, flannelmouth sucker, and Bonneville cutthroat trout.


Project Title NFHAP Goal 


FWS


Brief Project or Program Description


Brief Project of Program Description







Agency Timeline


Measure and Communicate Aquatic Habitat Needs
(reference the NFHAP Implementation Strategy #3 ‐Measure and communicate the status and needs of aquatic 
habits.)


Project Title NFHAP Goal 


FWS


LIDAR data and aerial imagery acquisition for the Mat‐Su Valley 


and nearby areas 2010‐2012 1 and 2


Brief Project or Program Description
•  Aquatic habitat assessments are conducted by technical experts from USFWS Fish and Wildlife 


Conservation Offices and in conjunction with partners like the USGS.


•  This project acquired LIDAR and orthorectified aerial imagery for about 2,000 square miles of the 


Matanuska‐Susitna Basin.                                                                                                                                                     


•  The resulting geospatial dataset will be used to determine the baseline status of aquatic habitat 


in the Mat‐su Basin and will also be available to the public. 


BLM


Public Awareness of Western Watersheds Ongoing 1, 2, 3, and 4


Brief Project of Program Description
• BLM staff throughout the west have given multiple presentations on the status of watersheds and 


the efforts of fish habitat partnerships, including at local, tribal, and national meetings.


NOAA


National Fish Habitat Assessment 2011
Brief Project of Program Description
• In 2010, NOAA completed the coastal portion of the National Fish Habitat Assessment that was 


incorporated into the "Through a Fish's Eye" report released by NFHP in April 2011. The final report 


has been submitted to a r‐reviewed journal and additional analysis and data will be released as a 


NOAA Technical Memo.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        


• The coastal team has already begun work on the 2015 assessment, which will include a more 


robust assessment model, incorporate additional data sets, and evaluate the assessment using fish 


and shellfish data. This assessment will be regionally based to take advantage of regional variability 


and associated data sets.







Agency Timeline


NOAA


Ongoing 1, 2, 3, and 4


Brief Project of Program Description


National Fish Habitat Assessment 2011
Brief Project of Program Description


Provide National Leadership and Coordination
(reference the NFHAP Implementation Strategy #4 ‐Provide national leadership and coordination to conserve 
fish habitats.)


Project Title NFHAP Goal 


FWS


Brief Project or Program Description


BLM


Public Awareness of Western Watersheds







 
Project Summary:  NOAA and partners are working together to improve the 
health of the Cape Fear River for migratory fish. The Cape Fear River 
Partnership includes key federal, state, local, academic, and other organizations 
working together in the region to develop a multi-year action plan that will use a 
broad range of tools and capabilities to provide long-term habitat-based 
solutions for the most pressing challenges for migratory fish.  The Action Plan 
will be completed by the end of 2012, with implementation to follow. The 
Atlantic Coast Fish Habitat Partnership is an active member of the Cape Fear River Partnership and 
is considering endorsement of the Action Plan. 
 


 
 
Strategic Value: At more than 9,000 square miles, the Cape 
Fear River basin is one of the largest watersheds in North 
Carolina, stretching from the Atlantic Ocean to past 
Greensboro. Poor habitat quality in rivers and streams 
threatens fish, such as American shad, striped bass, river 
herring, and endangered Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon 
populations. Dams and other blockages prevent fish such as 
these from migrating upstream to spawn.     


   
 
 
 
 


Benefits: Improved habitat conditions in the Cape Fear River will benefit not only these important 
fish species, but also the communities that depend on the river for its abundant water supply and 
rich recreational opportunities.  Many North Carolina counties, cities, and businesses depend on the 
Cape Fear for water, such as Brunswick and New Hanover Counties, the Smithfield Packing 
Company, Fort Bragg, DuPont, and cities of Wilmington and Fayetteville. 


 
The economic value of recreational fishing in 
the Cape Fear is estimated to be more than $1 
million annually. This number has potential 
to grow substantially as populations of some 
fish species grow in the Cape Fear. 
 












 


National Fish Habitat Board Meeting 
July 10-11, 2012 


Tab 12 


 


 


 


Coordinating the National Fish Habitat Partnership and Federal initiatives 


 
Desired outcome:  Board action to encourage improved linkages between the 
National Fish Habitat Partnership (NFHP) and Federal initiatives that affect fish 


habitat conservation. 
 


Issue:  Federal agencies and the Administration frequently launch initiatives that 
affect fish habitat conservation.  Linkages with the National Fish Habitat Partnership 
help these initiatives to be more successful and enduring.  However, linkages are 


often not made, with potentially confusing and duplicative results. 
 


Example:  Landscape Conservation Cooperatives, a recent initiative of 
the Department of the Interior, are successfully addressing aquatic 
science needs where they are cooperating with Fish Habitat 


Partnerships established under the National Fish Habitat Action Plan.   
 


Example:  The National Blueways System was established by 
Secretarial order on May 24, 2012 “to recognize river systems 
conserved through diverse stakeholder partnerships that use a 


comprehensive watershed approach to resource stewardship”.  Despite 
its similar purposes, the Order does not refer to the National Fish 


Habitat Partnership or the March 2012 Memorandum of Understanding 
signed by the Secretaries of the Interior, Commerce, and Agriculture. 


 


Opportunity:  Improve effectiveness of Federal initiatives that affect fish habitat 
conservation by establishing linkages with the National Fish Habitat Partnership, 


building upon the March 2012 Memorandum of Understanding.   
 


Benefit:  Coordinating science, partnerships, and conservation delivery 
with NFHP will provide for more efficient use of Federal resources to 
achieve goals of multiple related initiatives. 


 
Benefit:  Enlisting NFHP’s broad base of support will help Federal 


initiatives endure across multiple Administrations to achieve lasting 
results for the American people and realize significant cost savings. 
 


Benefit:  Connecting Federal initiatives to NFHP will enhance 
awareness among partners, policymakers, and the public, increasing 


understanding and engagement, and enhancing implementation of 
NFHP. 


 


Examples of recent Federal initiatives that affect fish habitat conservation 
This may not be a complete list.  Click on the initiative titles to see their web sites. 


 America’s Great Outdoors – Presidential Memorandum 
 Healthy Watersheds Initiative – Environmental Protection Agency 
 Urban Waters Initiative – Environmental Protection Agency 



http://americasgreatoutdoors.gov/

http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/nps/watershed/index.cfm

http://www.epa.gov/urbanwaters/
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 National Blueways System – Department of the Interior 


 National Water Trails System – Department of the Interior 
 Landscape Conservation Cooperatives – Department of the Interior 
 National Ocean Policy – National Ocean Council 


 Habitat Blueprint – National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration 
 National Water Census – U.S. Geological Survey 


 Working Lands for Wildlife – USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 
 
Possible actions for Board consideration: 


 Request that the Federal Caucus and Federal agencies include in their 
respective MOU reports a list of Departmental programs that could benefit 


from stronger collaboration with NFHP, identifying specific examples of NFHP 
initiatives or programs that could further reinforce these departmental 
programs. 


 
 Send letters of support from the Board to the Departments about 


Departmental programs.  The Board may wish to request that the Federal 
Caucus identify such programs for Board consideration. 
 


 Identify a lead from the government affairs team (Robertson, Moyer, AFWA, 
other?) to facilitate connections between NFHP and Federal initiatives. 


 
 Through AFWA, increase State input to Federal agencies on the importance of 


linking to NFHP. 



http://www.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/AMERICAS-GREAT-OUTDOORS-RIVERS-Secretary-Salazar-Creates-National-Blueways-System-Designates-Connecticut-River-and-Its-Watershed-as-First-National-Blueway.cfm

http://www.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/New-National-Water-Trails-System-to-Promote-Healthy-Accessible-Rivers.cfm

http://www.fws.gov/science/shc/lcc.html

http://www.whitehouse.gov/administration/eop/oceans/policy

http://www.habitat.noaa.gov/blueprint/

http://water.usgs.gov/wsi/

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/national/programs/financial/whip/?&cid=STELPRDB1046975
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FWS Fisheries Vision and Strategic Plan Development 
Outline of Process, Schedule, and Deliverables 


 
The Sport Fishing and Boating Partnership Council (SFBPC) has contracted with DJ Case & 
Associates (DJ Case) to assist the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the SFBPC in 
coordinating and conducting the Fisheries Program Vision/Strategic Plan Revision. To 
accomplish this task, the SFBPC, DJ Case and the subcontractor will work closely with the SFBPC 
Fisheries Issues Committee, FWS Fisheries staff, and wide range of stakeholders and partners in 
this process. Specifically the project involves 3 groups of fisheries expertise and experience: 
 


1. FWS Fisheries Strategic Plan Team (FWS Team) consisting of 9 Assistant Regional 
Directors and/or their designees, and representatives from other FWS programs. 


2. SFBPC Strategic Plan Steering Committee (Steering Committee) consisting of SFBPC 
Fisheries Issues Committee, the FWS Team, and representatives from the larger fisheries 
community. 


3. FWS Fisheries Stakeholders and Partners (Partners) comprising the broad fisheries 
conservation community including states, tribes, other federal agencies, conservation 
organizations, research and academia, and private interests. 


 
The SFBPC and DJ Case propose to conduct this project in three phases: 
 
Phase 1: Revise FWS Fisheries Vision and develop Strategic Plan framework linked to vision 
(April - July 2012). 
 


1. SFBPC and FWS Fisheries staff meet with DJ Case to agree on process, schedule of 
deliverables, and staffing responsibilities. 


a. Preliminary meeting with FWS Fisheries Leadership, March 22, 2012 
b. Second set of meetings April 22-25, 2012 with FWS leadership and others to 


initiate project. 
 


2. Assemble SFBPC Strategic Planning Steering Committee.  
a. Steering Committee is the primary work group that DJ Case will staff. Steering 


Committee members represent a diversity of backgrounds and viewpoints, 
including representatives from states, tribes, industry, conservation community 
and academia.  


b. FWS fisheries issue white papers and other pertinent information collected and  
posted to web-based workspace for access by steering committee members. 
 


3. The SFBPC and DJ Case assemble vision elements, drawing from previous 
visions/strategic plans, programmatic evaluations, and other published reports. The 
elements of a Strategic Plan Framework will also be assembled outlining how the 
Vision’s broad constructs will be accomplished. 
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4. First meeting of Steering Committee to assemble preliminary vision draft and strategic 
plan framework. 


a. First steering committee meeting, June 6-7, 2012 in Washington DC, staffed and 
moderated by SFBPC Coordinator and DJ Case.  


b. Steering Committee will work to ensure draft Vision & Framework provides list 
of topic areas to generate discussion among partners on directions for FWS 
Fisheries, but does not feel like a done deal before the partners comment. 


c. Outcome: draft FWS Fisheries Vision and Strategic Plan Framework.  
 
Phase 2: Ensuring Buy-in and Ownership of Vision and associated Strategic Plan Framework by 
partners (July - October 2012). 
 


1. Review of draft Vision/Framework by FWS Staff, Stakeholders and Partners. 
a. Gain input from wide range of interests using existing professional meetings, 


face-to-face meetings of Steering Committee members with fellow 
stakeholders/partners, and series of electronic briefings. Ensure rigorous process 
for review by wide range of partners Include wide range of communication tools 
including conference calls, webinars, collaborative workspace, survey tools and 
on-line forums. For example: 


i. Stakeholder Input Sessions (held in association with existing related 
events/meetings, where possible to facilitate travel access)  


ii. Stakeholder Input Webinars  
iii. Stakeholder Input 1-on-1 Briefings 
iv. Collaborative workspace for Steering Committee document exchange. 
v. Electronic online commenting forums for participants to provide 


feedback on issues and view input from others (e.g., online stakeholder 
assessment question form). 


vi. Process description and other summaries will be used to keep FWS 
Directorate involved and understanding status. 


b. Develop face-to-face meeting list, appropriate meetings (FWS to provide list), 
and other outreach vehicles (i.e., 170 AFS contacts).  
 


2. Revise Vision and Strategic Plan framework as required based on comments. 
a. DJ Case will track all comments received to ensure reviewers able to determine 


treatment of their recommendations. 
b. Outcome: revised FWS Fisheries Vision and Strategic Plan Framework. 


 
Phase 3: Development of Final Vision and Draft Strategic Plan (November 2012 - February 
2013). 
 


1. SFBPC Coordinator and Fisheries Issues Committee, and DJ Case develop draft Strategic 
Plan based on Vision/Framework. 
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2. Second meeting of Steering Committee to finalize Vision and Strategic Plan Framework, 
and develop Strategic Plan. 


a. 2-day face-to-face Work Group wrap up meeting, staffed and moderated by DJ 
Case.  


b. Outcome: FWS Fisheries Vision and draft Strategic Plan. 
 


3. Present final work products to SFBPC.  SFBPC transmits to FWS Director. 
 
Exhibits: 
 


1. Invitation Letter to Fisheries Community 
2. Steering Committee list 
3. Fisheries Community Contact list 


 
 








 


National Fish Habitat Board Meeting 
July 10-11, 2012 


Tab 13b 
  1  


 


Steering Committee List (6-20-2012) 


 


SFBPC FWS Fisheries Strategic Plan Project 


Steering Committee 


 


Stakeholder & Partner Representatives 


Tom Champeau 


Director of Freshwater Fisheries Management 


Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 


620 South Meridian Street   


Tallahassee, FL  32399-1600 


cell: 850-556-7684  


work: 850-617-9561 


email: tom.champeau@Myfwc.com 


Noreen Clough 


Conservation Director 


Bass Anglers Sportsman Society 


1170 Celebration Place, Su 200   


Celebration, FL  34747 


cell:  334-590-2617 


work: 407-566-2073 


email: noreen.k.clough@bassmaster.com 


Michael Grayum 


Executive Advisor 


Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission 


6730 Martin Way East   


Olympia, WA  98516-5540 


cell:  360-280-9908 


work: 360-438-1180 


email: mgrayum@nwifc.org 


Fred Harris 


National Board Representative 


American Fisheries Society 


2413 Mary Marvin Trail 


Fuguay Varina, NC 27526 


cell: 919-810-3918 


work: 919-639-8503 


email: fahadh92@hotmail.com 


Elise Irwin 


Associate Professor 


Auburn University 


Fisheries & Allied Aquaculture, Wildlife Sciences  


119 Swingle Hall  


Auburn University, AL 36849  


cell: 334-703-1663 


work: 334-844-9190 


email: irwiner@auburn.edu 


Gary Kania 


Vice President 


Congressional Sportsmen’s Foundation 


110 North Carolina Avenue, SE 


Washington, DC 20003 


cell:  


work: 202-543-6850 x16 


email: garyk@sportsmenslink.org 


Scott Kovarovics 


Conservation Director 


Izaak Walton League of America 


707 Conservation Lane 


Gaithersburg, MD 20878 


cell:  


work: 301-548-0150 x223 


email: skovarovics@iwla.org 


Joe Larscheid 


Chief of Fisheries 


Iowa Department of Natural Resources 


502 East 9th St., Wallace Building - 4th Floor 


Des Moines, IA 50319 


cell:  


work: 515‐281‐5208 


email: joe.larscheid@dnr.iowa.gov 


Christine Moffitt 


Asst. Unit Leader, Idaho Cooperative Research Unit 


University of Idaho 


PO Box 441142 


Moscow, ID 83844-1142 


cell:   


work: 208-885-7047 


email: cmoffitt@uidaho.edu 


Mike Nussman 


President & CEO 


American Sportfishing Association 


1001 North Fairfax Street, Su 501 


Alexandria, VA 22314 


cell: 301-873-7255 


work: 703-519-9691 


email: mnussman@asafishing.org 


Steve Perry 


Chief, Inland Fisheries Division 


New Hampshire Fish and Game Department 


11 Hazen Drive 


Larry Riley 


Fisheries Chief 


Arizona Game & Fish Department 


5000 W. Carefree Highway 
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Concord, NH 3301 


cell: 603-455-9704 


work: 603-271-1745 


email: stephen.perry@wildlife.nh.gov 


Phoenix, AZ 85086-5000 


cell: 623-680-2623 


work: 623-236-7302 


email: lriley@azgfd.gov 


Tom Sadler 


Middle River Group 


179 Bald Rock Road 


Verona, VA 24482-2814 


cell: 202-957-4748 


work: 540-248-4554 


email: tom.sadler@midrivgroup.com 


Mark Smith 


Deputy Director, North American Freshwater Team 


The Nature Conservancy 


99 Bedford Street, 5th Floor  


Boston, MA 02111 


cell: 617-283-1564 


work: 617-532-8361 


email: mpsmith@tnc.org 


Jesse Trushenski 


Assistant Professor 


Fisheries and Illinois Aquaculture Center 


Southern Illinois University 


173 Life Science II, 1125 Lincoln Drive 


Carbondale, Illinois 62901-6511 


cell: 618-559-9397 


work: 618-536-7761 


email: saluski@siu.edu 


Chris Williams 


Vice-President, Conservation 


American Rivers 


1101 14th Street Northwest #1400   


Washington, DC 20005 


cell: 


work: 202-347-7550 


email: cwilliams@americanrivers.org 


Krystyna Wolniakowski 


Director, Western Partnership Office 


National Fish and Wildlife Foundation 


806 Southwest Broadway, Suite 750 


Portland, OR 97205 


cell: 503-702-0245 


work: 503-702-0245 x22 


email: wolniakowski@nfwf.org 


Scott Yates 


Director, Western Water Project 


Trout Unlimited 


 Bozeman, MT 59715 


cell: 307-349-0753 


work: 406-522-7291 


email: syates@tu.org 


 


Jim Zorn 


Executive Administrator 


Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission 


72682 Maple Street, PO Box 9  


Odanah, WI  54861 


cell: 715-209-1618  


work: 715-682-6619, fax:  


email: jzorn@glifwc.org 


 


FWS Team 
Bryan Arroyo 


Assistant Director, Fisheries 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


1849 C Street, NW, ms3024-MIB 


Washington, DC 20240 


cell: 703-254-8941 


work: 202-208-6394 


email: Bryan_Arroyo@fws.gov 


Michael Carrier 


Assistant Regional Director, Fisheries 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


911 NE 11th Avenue 


Portland, OR 97232 


cell: 


work: 503-231-2217 


email: Michael_Carrier@fws.gov 
 


Robert Clarke 


Assistant Regional Director, Fisheries 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


2800 Cottage Way W-2606 


Jaime Geiger 


Assistant Regional Director, Fisheries 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


300 Westgate Center Drive 
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Sacramento, CA 95825 


cell: 


work: 916-414-6400 


email: Robert_Clarke@fws.gov 


Hadley, MA 01035-9589 


cell: 


work: 413-253-8500 


email: Jaime_Geiger@fws.gov 


Tim Jennings 


Assistant Regional Director, Fisheries 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


1011 East Tudor Road 


Anchorage, AK 99503 


cell: 


work: 907-786-3505 


email: Timothy_Jennings@fws.gov 


Linda Kelsey 


Assistant Regional Director, Fisheries 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


1875 Century Blvd, NE. 


Atlanta, GA 30345 


cell:  


work: 404-679-7083 


email: Linda_Kelsey@fws.gov 


Mike Oetker 


Assistant Regional Director, Fisheries 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


PO Box 1306 


Albuquerque, NM 87103 


cell:  


work: 505-248-6620 


email: Mike_Oetker@fws.gov 


Sharon Rose 


Assistant Regional Director, Fisheries 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


134 Union Boulevard 


Lakewood, Colorado 80228  


cell:  


work: (303) 236-4580 


email: Sharon_R_Rose@fws.gov 


Rick Sayers  


Chief, Division of Consultation, HCPs, Recovery & 


State Grants  


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  


4401 North Fairfax Drive, Room 420  


Arlington, VA 22203  


cell:   


work: 703-358-2171  


Rick_Sayers@fws.gov 


Todd Turner 


Assistant Regional Director, Fisheries 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


5600 American Blvd. West 


Bloomington, MN 55437-1458  


cell:  


work: 612-713-5127  


email: Todd_Turner@fws.gov 


Mike Weimer 


Chief , Fisheries (Acting) 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


4401 North Fairfax Drive 


Arlington, VA 22203  


cell: 612-713-5102 


work: 703-358-2279  


email: Mike_Weimer@fws.gov 


 


Project Coordination 


Doug Hobbs 


Coordinator for the Sport Fishing & Boating Partnership 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


4401 North Fairfax Drive ms3103 AEA  


Arlington, VA  22203 


cell: 202-413-7107 


work: 703-358-2336 


email: Doug_Hobbs@fws.gov 


Whitney Tilt (Leader-Project Consultant) 


Conservation BenchMarks 


2525 Highland Blvd. 


Bozeman, MT  59715 


cell: 406-223-8972 


work: 406-585-8818 


whitneytilt@gmail.com 


 


Gwen White (Leader-Project Consultant) 


D.J. Case & Associates 


3837 N. Delaware St. 


Indianapolis, IN  46205 


 



mailto:Jaime_Geiger@fws.gov





 


National Fish Habitat Board Meeting 
July 10-11, 2012 


Tab 13b 
  4  


 


Steering Committee List (6-20-2012) 


 


cell: 317-281-9445 


work: 317-281-9445 


email: gwen@djcase.com 
 



tel:317-281-9445

tel:317-281-9445






OONN‐‐TTHHEE‐‐GGRROOUUNNDD  PPRROOJJEECCTTSS  
Spotlight on Shoreys Brook Diadromous Fish Passage 
and Habitat Restoration  


  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Located  in  South  Berwick, ME  this  project will  restore  approximately  800  feet  of 
habitat for diadromous fish species and enhance approximately 4.3 miles of habitat 
in  Shoreys  Brook.    The  Great Works  Regional  Land  Trust  completely  removed  a 
partially‐breached  dam  and  restored  the  streambed  to  its  approximate  original 
condition in 2011, and is coordinating with the Maine 
Department  of  Transportation  to  replace  a  failing 
perched  culvert  with  an  open‐arch  culvert  in  the 
summer  of  2012.    The  project  was  identified  as  a 
priority  by  the  Atlantic  Coastal  Fish  Habitat 
Partnership.    
 


The  former  dam  was  located  at  head‐of‐tide  on 
Shoreys  Brook,  approximately  1,500  feet  upstream 
from its confluence with the Salmon Falls River.   The 
culvert  is  located  upstream  of  the  dam.    Shoreys 
Brook  is a small, second‐order stream surrounded by 
upland  forest.  The  multi‐habitat  property,  through 
which the brook runs, is managed to promote wildlife 
and biodiversity and the greater watershed includes 
upland forest, forested wetland, and open marsh.  
             
The  dam  and  the  failing  culvert  together  rendered  Shoreys  Brook  impassable  to 
diadromous  fish species. Additionally, significant erosion has a negative  impact on 
Shoreys Brook and  the Salmon Falls River, and  the eroded stream bank presents a 
significant public safety hazard. Dam removal and culvert replacement should allow 
resumption  of  normal  in‐stream  flows  that,  over  time  and  assisted  by  stream 
restoration  efforts,  will  provide  access  to  suitable  diadromous  fish  habitat.    The 
project should also eliminate the ongoing source of sedimentation discharging  into 
the Salmon Falls River, eliminate  the potential  for Shoreys Brook  to  create a new 
channel due to erosion, and eliminate a significant public safety hazard.  
 


With the assistance of US Fish and Wildlife Service funds, Great Works Regional Land 
Trust contracted with a  local vendor  to  remove  the partially‐breached dam.   Many 
additional  partners  (federal,  state,  private,  and  non‐governmental  organizations) 
have or will contribute to various components of the project. 


In  2012,  the  project was  expanded  to  include  the  replacement  of  a  failing  bridge 
located upstream of the original project site, which could take place as early as 2013.  
 
Project text and photo provided by Great Works Regional Land Trust. 


 


For more information on the Partnership visit us at: 
 www.atlanticfishhabitat.org  
 


Former dam on Shoreys Brook 
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National Fish Habitat Board Member and Staff Contact Information 


BOARD MEMBERS: 


Kelly Hepler – Chair/State Representative  


Alaska Department of Fish and Game 


333 Raspberry Rd.  


Anchorage, AK 99518-1599 


Ph:  907 242-1907 


Kelly.Hepler@alaska.gov  


 


Stephen G. Perry – Vice Chair/State 


Representative (Northeast AFWA) 


Chief, Inland Fisheries Division  


NH Fish and Game Department  


11 Hazen Drive  


Concord, NH 03301  


603-271-1745  


603-271-1438 (fax)  


stephen.perry@wildlife.nh.gov    


 


Mike Andrews - At Large 


Vice President  


The Nature Conservancy  


6114 Fayetteville Road, Suite 109  


Durham, NC 27713 


Ph:  919-484-7857 ext 117 


mandrews@tnc.org  


Dan Ashe – Federal Government 


Director  


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


1849 C Street, N.W. 


Washington, DC 20240 


Dan_Ashe@fws.gov  


Douglass Boyd – At Large 
Sportfishing & Boating Partnership Council  
1945 Lockhill Selma #101 


San Antonio, TX 78213 


douglassboyd@yahoo.com  


 


 


 


 


 


Randy Fisher – At Large 


Executive Director 


Pacific States Marine Fisheries 


Commission 


205 SE Spokane Street, Suite 100 


Portland, Oregon 97202 


Ph:  503-595-3100  


Randy_Fisher@psmfc.org 


 


Brad Gentner – At Large 


Coastal Conservation Association 


Gentner Consulting Group 


9007 Eton Road 


Silver Spring, MD 20901 


Ph: 202-455-4424 


brad@gentnergroup.com  
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