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National Fish Habitat Board Meeting
October 16-17, 2012 Draft Agenda and Board Book Tabs
Big Cedar Lodge
612 Devil’s Pool Road/ Ridgedale, MO 65739
http://www.bigcedar.com/default.aspx

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

Tuesday, October 16
8:30 - 8:45 Welcome and Introductions (Chris Vitello (Fish Chief) Missouri Department of Conservation)

8:45-9:00 Housekeeping
Desired outcomes:

e Board action to approve draft agenda and draft Tab 1la  Kelly Hepler (Board Chair-AK
minutes. Dept. of Fish and Game)
e Board review of future meeting schedules. Tab 1b

9:00-9:15 Chair and Vice-Chair elections
Desired outcome:
e Board action on nominations for Board Chairand NA Mike Andrews (Board member
Vice-Chair. - TNC)

9:15-10:30 Board Composition/Charter

Desired outcome:
¢ Informational update on establishing the Board Kelly Hepler (Board Chair-AK
as a 501(c(3)). Dept. of Fish and Game) Matt

e Board action on recommendations for addingan Tab2a  Menashes (Board Staff-AFWA)
FHP representative to the Board.

e Board action to appoint a working group to Tab 2b
develop strategies to increase corporate
engagement with the Board.

10:30-10:45 Break

10:45-11:00 Conservation Committee Reports

Desired outcomes:
¢ Informational update to the Board on committee Tab 3 Mike Stone (Board Member -
accomplishments towards meeting 2012 priorities, WAFWA)

priority issues and funding needs for 2013.

11:00-11:20 Funding Committee Report

Desired outcome:
e Informational update to the Board on committee Tab 4 Krystyna Wolniakowski (Board
accomplishments towards meeting 2012 priorities, Member — NFWF)

priority issues and funding needs for 2013.



http://www.bigcedar.com/default.aspx
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11:20-11:40

11:40-12:10

12:10-1:15

1:15-1:35

1:35-1:45

1:45-2:15

2:15-2:30

2:30-3:15

3:15-3:30

Partnership Committee Report

Desired outcome:

¢ Informational update to the Board on committee
accomplishments towards meeting 2012 priorities,
priority issues and funding needs for 2013.

Science and Data Committee Report

Desired outcome:

¢ Informational update to the Board on committee
accomplishments towards meeting 2012 priorities,
priority issues and funding needs for 2013.

¢ Informational update on working group membership
and costs for developing effectiveness measures.

Lunch

Communications Committee Report

Desired outcomes:

¢ Informational update to the Board on committee
accomplishments towards meeting 2012 priorities,
priority issues and funding needs for 2013.

Legislative Report

Desired outcomes:

¢ Informational update on National Fish Habitat
Conservation Act

Government Affairs outreach

e Informational update on draft legislative
communications strategy.

e Board discussion on overall staff role on government
affairs and strategizing for future congressional
outreach.

Break

Coordinating NFHP and Federal Initiatives

Desired outcome:

¢ Informational update

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

Interagency MOU Report

Desired outcome:

¢ Informational update on the status and content of
the first interagency report on implementing the
MOU.

Tab 5

Tab 6a

Tab 6b

Tab 7

NA

Tab 8

Tab 9

NA

Stephen Perry (Board Vice-
Chair — NH Dept. of Fish and
Game)

Andrea Ostroff (Board Staff-
USGS) and Gary Whelan
(Board Staff — MI Dept. of
Natural Resources)

Ryan Roberts (Board Staff-
AFWA)

Steve Moyer (Board Member
— Trout Unlimited)

Chris Horton (Board Member-
Congressional Sportsman’s
Foundation)

Kelly Hepler (Board Chair/AK
Dept. of Fish and Game),
Rebecca Wodder (DOI)

Tom Busiahn (Board Staff —
FWS)





E3FiSH HABITAT

3:30-4:00

4:00-5:00

Fishery Management Commission/Council Presentation

Desired outcome:

¢ Informational update on the role of the Commissions
and Councils in fish habitat conservation.

Sportfishing and Boating Partnership Council

Desired outcomes:

e Informational update on status of SFBPC strategic
review.

e Board action on policy statements

Tab 10

Tab 11

Stan Allen (Board Member-
Pacific States Marine Fisheries
Commission)

Doug Hobbs (USFWS)
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Wednesday, October 17

8:15-8:30 Executive Session (Board members only) NA Kelly Hepler (Board
Desired outcome: Chair-AK Dept. of Fish
e Board action on proposed NFHP awards and Game)
8:30-8:45 Partnerships Overview and Status Report Tab 12 Tom Busiahn (Board

Staff — FWS) and Lisa
DeBruyckere (Pacific
Marine and Estuarine

FHP)
8:45-9:45 Partnership Presentation
Desired outcome:
¢ Informational update on the accomplishments and Tab 13a, 13b Jeff Boxrucker
challenges facing the Reservoir Fish Habitat Partnership (Reservoir Fish Habitat
Partnership)
9:45-10:00 Break
10:00-11:20 Board 2013 Priorities and Draft Budget
Desired outcomes:
e Informational update on Multistate Conservation Matt Menashes
Grants on 2012 grant in place and the 2013 approved (Board Staff-AFWA)
grant. Existing MSCG, 2013, 2013 process for 2014
money.
e Informational update on draft budget (full budget Tab 14a

voted on in January)
e Board action on list of proposed 2013 Board Priorities Tab 14b

Board Meeting Adjourns

11:30-12:20 Field Trip Overview Jointly with the Reservoir FHP and the White River Partnership
e Presentation on National Fish Habitat Initiative at Table Rock Lake and its tributaries since
2007.
12:20-1:15 Lunch

1:15-5:00 Field trip
1:15 - Board assembles for field trip at lake dock (walk to/or transportation optional to dock).
1:30 — Pontoon boats tour of lake including brushpile placement barge, electrofishing habitat
evaluation cove, shallow water rock fence projects
3:30 — ACOE visitors center @ Table Rock Lake tour
4:15 Board pontoons for return trip
4:30 Q & A session at Big Cedar Marina

5:00 Dinner for National Fish Habitat Board, Reservoir Fish Habitat Partnership, White River Partnerships -
hosted by Bass Pro Shops (additional details will be provided at Board meeting)
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Additional Information:
e Board Members and Staff Contacts (Tab 15)

e 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.Goto
https://mminsusa.webex.com/mminsusa/e.php?AT=WMI&EventID=95566837& PW=NNjgz
NzViZjZI&RT=MiMO
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: July 10-11, 2012

Members Present:

Kelly Hepler (AK DFG- Chair) Stan Moberly (Northwest Marine

Steve Perry ( NH FGD/ NEAFWA- Vice Chair) Technology/AFS)

Stan Allen (PSMFC)- for Randy Fischer Steve Moyer (TU) — for Chris Wood

Mike Andrews (TNC) Tom Bigford (NOAA Fisheries) — for Sam Rauch
Doug Boyd (SFBPC) Ron Regan (AFWA),

Brad Gentner (Gentner Consulting Group/CCA) Mike Stone (WY GFD/WAFWA)

Gary Kania (Congressional Sportsmens Jeff Underwood (US FWS)- for Dan Ashe
Foundation)- for Chris Horton Krystyna Wolniakowski (NFWF)

Joe Larscheid (IA DNR/MAFWA) Anne Zimmerman (US FS)

Fred Matt (Native American FW Society)

Members Absent:
Nick Wiley (FL FWCC/SEAFWA), Bob Mahood (SAFMC), Gordon Robertson (ASA)

Board motions approved by consensus:

e April 2012 meeting summary.

e Establishment of an Effectiveness Measures Working Group that includes members from Fish
Habitat Partnerships and uses S&D Committee proposed approaches to determine how best to
ascertain effectiveness measures.

e Strategy for the 2015 National Assessment.

e Performance Evaluation Report recommendations (in concept).

Approval by acclamation:
e Draft second edition of the Action Plan with recommended addition of the MOU and changes to the
introductory letter to recognize overall funding needs.

Board motion not approved:
e Creation of a new annual NFHP award category to recognize outstanding Fish Habitat Partnerships.

Board approved policy and/or technical documents:
e Strategy for the 2015 National Assessment.
e National Science and Data Committee Recommendations on Developing an Effectiveness
Framework for the NFHP.
e Second edition of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan.
o FHP Performance Evaluation Report and Recommendations.

Action items:

e Agenda for the October 2012 Board meeting should consider including:

» Report from the Effectiveness Working Group on the full cost of developing effectiveness

measures and Working Group membership.
Draft legislative team strategy will report on their legislative communications strategy.
Options and implications for establishing National Fish Habitat Board as a Section 501(c(3)) Non-
profit organization.
Overview of the TRACs system and how NFHP could be integrated.
Update from the Sport Fish Boating Partnership Council.
Coordinating NFHP and Federal Initiatives.
Election of Board Chair and Vice Chair

VVVYVY VYV
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e Board Chair and Vice Chair should establish regularly scheduled meetings with agency leadership
about MOU implementation.

o Legislative team and Communications committee will develop a template for FHPs to use for
congressional outreach and to respond to the FHP performance measure to communicate with policy
makers. This product should be discussed at the next Partnership Call.

e Legislative team should develop a legislative outreach strategy with AFWA to implement over the
next year.

e FHPs should keep track of unfunded priority project needs to show the extent of habitat funding
requirements and discuss how accomplish this task at the next Partnership Coordination Call.

o Board staff will revise the introductory letter in the second edition of the Action Plan to incorporate
funding needs of at least the Science and Data efforts and include the MOU as part of Appendix 3 or
as its own Appendix.

e The Funding Committee should initiate a connection with the Environmental Grantmakers
Association (ega.org).

e The Board will develop a policy document for the Sport Fish Boating Partnership Council on that
outlines basic tenets of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan for inclusion their strategic review of the
FWS Fisheries Program. Staff will provide the Board with the report summarizing the SFBPC’s most
recent strategic review.

Executive Leadership Team Decisions and Action Items:
Meeting participants included Kelly Hepler, Steve Perry, Sam Rauch, and Ron Regan.

Decisions:

e Agreed to provisionally adopt the draft transitional terms consistent with the charter and distributed
these terms at the meeting for at-large Board members. Final approval is pending input by absent
ELT members Rowan Gould and Jon Gasset.

e Conduct an annual review each July of one third of at-large Board members according to transitional
terms.

Actions:

¢ Ron Regan will confirm draft transitional terms with Rowan Gould and John Gasset.

e Board staff will provide ELT and Board with list of at-large Board members due for review at least
three months prior to ELT review in July.

Key Discussion Items:
e Habitat Conservation Committee Report: Mike Stone will be playing a key role in establishing that
committee and is looking for volunteers. In addition to further exploring linkages with LCCs, Board
members suggested the committee revisit the interim conservation strategies.

o Effectiveness Measures: Board members discussed the value of measuring project effectiveness as
an important component of measuring overall FHP and Partnership effectiveness. Board members
also suggested that the workgroup:

» Consider using the state wildlife grant program as a model for reporting outcomes.

» Keep the process as simple as possible.

» Keep in mind OMB’s interests in outcome-based, comparable metrics across agencies.
» Include project cost effectiveness.

e Strateqy for the 2015 National Assessment: Board members discussed that in the absence of
sufficient funding to cover total costs (estimated at $4-$5M), the Science and Data Committee will
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focus on the core, top priority components identified in the Strategy.

NFHP Data Uploader and Exchanger: The Board discussed how this system would serve as a
science and data clearinghouse for NFHP and the value of linking these data with existing database
systems.

Multi-States Conservation Grants: Decisions have not yet been made about the MSCG Letters of
Intent. The Board discussed the value of working with the Partnerships farther ahead of time to pre-
identify priority common needs.

Federal Caucus Interagency MOU Report: The Board recommended that the MOU report:

» Capture baseline agency investments and lay the groundwork to demonstrate future federal
investment growth in NFHP.

» Show the funding gaps, stress the outcomes of agency investment, and include tribal
relationships.

Atlantic Coast Fish Habitat Partnership Presentation: Focused on accomplishments, challenges and
opportunities for this partnershjp.

FHP Performance Evaluation: Board members discussed the pros and cons of using a scoring
system and affirmed that the scoring is more to help FHPs identify gaps. The Board also discussed
the importance of implementing recommendations that provide more consistency across reviewers
and the role of the value of this process to roll up individual project effectiveness into some measure
of FHP effectiveness.

Communications Committee: Board members discussed the merits of adding a new category to the
NFHP awards, the value of peer-based awards, and also the value using awards for only truly
outstanding nominations. The Board recommended that Board staff consider an award category that
recognizes an outstanding partnership project award which would include a peer element.

Partnership Committee: The Partnership Committee has three principle focus areas it will be
concentrating on in 2012. These include: providing guidance that assists with the implementation of
Multi-state Conservation Grant project; assisting with developing strategies that help grow the
National Fish Habitat Partnership’s community of support; and developing a minimum benchmark set
of fish habitat conservation project prioritization criteria that all Fish Habitat Partnerships should use
in an effort to ensure the principle tenets of the Action Plan are covered in the processes used to
rank fish habitat conservation projects.

Legislation Update: The Board received an update on the status of the National Fish Habitat
Conservation Act bill S.1201 which was reported out of the Senate’s Environment and Public Works
Committee and the inclusion of the NFHCA into the multi-bill sportsman’s package proposed
amendment to the Farm Bill which was not successful.

FWS funding update: The Board discussed the merits and costs of supporting a small grants
program and the difficulty with tracking unfunded needs using the Fishery Operational Needs
System (FONS) system now and Tracking and Reporting Actions for the Conservation of Species
(TRACS) in the future.

Action Plan: The Board discussed how best to include the MOU and express the resources needs
for implementing the Action Plan.

Fundraising Committee Report: The Board discussed the value of using endorsement letters up
front in the funding process for alternative fund sources such as the NFWF “Bring Back the Natives
Program” and NOAA-NFWF grants for NFHP. The Board also heard suggestions from partnerships
about NFWF using the FHPs to solicit projects more actively and ideas for efficiently endorsing
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priority projects.

e Sport Fish Boating Partnership Council: The Board discussed the upcoming review of the FWS
Fisheries Program by the Sport Fish Boating Partnership Council and how best to engage the

National Fish Habitat Board.

Future 2012 meetings:
e October 16-17 — Table Rock Lake, MO

Future 2013 meetings:
e January 16 — 2pm eastern time conference call
e February 26 and 27 — Arlington, VA
e June 25-26 — Southeast (TBD)

Additional attendees:

Karen Abrams, NOAA-HQ and Board staff

Tom Busiahn, US FWS-HQ and Board staff

Ryan Roberts, AFWA and Board
Communications Director

Gary Whelan, Ml DNR, Co-chair, Science and
Data Committee

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

John Boland — ME Fisheries and Wildlife
Jeff Boxrucker — Reservoir FHP

Mark Brouder — US FWS

Jonathan Celmer — AFWA

Lou Chiarella — NOAA

Maureen Gallagher — US FWS

Emily Greene — Atlantic Coast FHP

Mark Hudy — US FS

Pat Keliher — ME DMR

Linda Kelsey — US FWS

Robin Knox — Western Native Trout Initiative
FHP

Steve Krentz — US FWS, Great Plains FHP

Callie McMunigal — US FWS

Mike Weimer — US FWS

Gwen White — DJ Case

By telephone:

Katie Haws - Midwest Glacial Lakes Partnership
Cecilia Lewis - US FWS

Alan Ellsworth - National Park Service.
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Meetings of the National Fish Habitat Board 2006-2012

Year Date Location Facility
1 | 2006 | September 22 Aspen, Colorado Hotel
2 November 16 Washington, DC Hall of States
3 | 2007 | January 16 Teleconference
4 March 1-2 Washington, DC Environmental Protection Agency
5 June 6-7 Washington, DC Commerce Department
6 October 2-3 Arlington, VA Hotel
7 | 2008 | February 20-21 St. Petersburg, FL | Tampa Bay Watch
8 May 13-14 Arlington, VA The Nature Conservancy
9 October 7-8 Arlington, VA The Nature Conservancy
10 | 2009 | March 4-5 Harrisburg, PA Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission
11 June 25, 2009 Leesburg, VA National Conference Center
12 October 7-8 Arlington, VA The Nature Conservancy
13 | 2010 | January 15 Teleconference
14 March 3-4 Memphis, TN Ducks Unlimited
15 June 9-10 Silver Spring, MD NOAA headquarters
16 August 25 Teleconference
17 October 12-14 Portland, OR Columbia River Intertribal Fish. Comm.
18 | 2011 | January 13 Teleconference
19 March 11 Teleconference
20 April 12-13 Arlington, VA The Nature Conservancy
21 July 26-27 Madison, WI Hotel
22 October 19-20 Albuguerque, NM FWS Regional Office
23 | 2012 | January 12 Teleconference
24 April 17-18 Arlington, VA The Nature Conservancy
25 July 10-11 Portland, ME Hotel
26 October 16-17 Ridgedale, MO Big Cedar Lodge

Proposed schedule of future Board meetings 2013-2014

Year Date Location Comments

27 | 2013 | January 23 Teleconference Inauguration Day is Jan 21
(Wed)

28 February 26-27 | Washington, DC TNC not available
(Tue-Wed) area

29 June 25-26 Southeast SAFMC is June 10-14
(Tue-Wed) (Charleston, SC?)

30 October 8-9 Mountain west FWS ARDs Oct 21-25
(Tue-Wed) (Utah?)

31 | 2014 | January 15 Teleconference
(Wed)

32 March 4-5 Washington DC TNC - get on the schedule
(Tue-Wed) area

33 June 25-26 West coast
(Wed-Thu) (California?)

34 October 8-9 Great Lakes FWS ARDs Oct 20-24

(Wed-Thu)

(Michigan?)

Tabl
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Title: Fish Habitat Partnership Membership on the National Fish Habitat Board

Desired outcome: Board action on establishing a representative of Fish Habitat Partnerships
(FHPs) as a Board member.

Background: The Board has had several discussions about expanding its membership to include
corporate/business representatives. The concept of providing FHPs with formal representation
on the Board arose after the July 2012 Board Meeting discussions, as they represent diverse
groups of public and private partners that are focused on conserving important fish habitat, and
as primary work units, FHPs play an essential role in implementing the National Fish Habitat
Action Plan.

Board Charter amendment options: If the Board votes to approve having a representative of
Fish Habitat Partnerships as a member of the National Fish Habitat Board, there are several

amendments to consider with regards to the Board’s Charter.

Amendment Proposal 1

Amend Section 111 B 5 to read as follows: The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, ané the
American Fisheries Society, and the Fish Habitat Partnerships each shall nominate a
representative for approval by the ELT.

Board adoption of amendment proposal 1 would then require a second amendment consisting of
one of the following two options (2a or 2b)

Amendment Proposal 2a

Amend Section 111 B 1 to read as follows: Members--The Board shall consist of up to 22 23
members.

OR
Amendment Proposal 2b

Amend Section 111 B 3 to read as follows: Federal Government Representatives--The Board
shall include up to five four representatives. (Note: There are currently three federal
government representatives on the Board.)
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Partnership Committee Feedback

The concept of having a representative of FHPs as a Board member and possibly establishing a
FHP Network that could undertake the nomination process (as well as possibly provide a forum
for facilitating stronger cooperation and collaboration among FHPs; serve as a conduit for
providing strategic guidance towards achieving common FHP objectives; and, address issues of
mutual FHP concern) was put forward to the Partnership Committee for initial feedback, which
resulted in the following comments from its members:

o | like the idea of having a FHP Board member. But would they be voting or non-voting
Board member?

o The idea of a FHP Network seems redundant to having a Partnerships Committee which
ostensibly is around to accomplish implementing the Action Plan and some "administrative"
tasks at the request of the Board. If you expand the committee to include all partnerships and
parse the work into sub-committees, it would be less confusing to the outside world than
having a FHP Network and a Partnership Committee. The Partnership Committee seems to
be already slated to address the issues of FHP coordination, common FHP objectives and
other issues of concern as they come up.

o Since there is a mix of individual FHP leadership amongst state, federal and private persons,
and some of those have restrictions on how they can sit on a policy-making Board, it may
limit the pool of applicants so to speak, for the FHP Board representative.

o The FHP Network and having a board member from FHPs seems like a good approach. |
agree that we probably do not need a Partnership Committee and an FHP Network. In
addition to the limited pool of applicants, another challenge is it could be difficult for one
person to represent all FHPs due to the differences in their size and scope. However, I think
having someone participate on the Board who is engaged with day-to-day operations of an
FHP would be valuable.

o One item that | would like to hear others thoughts on is adding another seat to an already
large Board. There has been discussion in the past about adding industry members to the
Board, and | would not want the FHP seat to displace a possible industry representative.
FHPs have opportunities to communicate with Board members, and most FHPs have at least
one Board member who has a relationship with the FHP. | think it would be valuable for an
FHP representative to be included in the Board deliberations from a seat at the Board table,
as opposed to commenting from the audience. That is more important to me than having a
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voting Board member. A designated FHP representative or non-voting member (in lieu of a
voting member) could help bring the FHP perspective to the Board without adding another
member or displacing a potential industry seat.

ACFHP leadership agree with having an FHP seat on the Board, and suggest that the Board
consider having an eastern seat and a western seat to help address the unique
perspectives/challenges of each FHP. ACFHP considers anything to facilitate interaction
between FHPs and the Board a good thing, including having more FHP representatives at
meetings and participating in the discussions, even if they are not voting members.

ACFHP has some concern with the time, resources, and travel that would be expected of the
FHP network and recommends linking it to existing infrastructure such as the existing
bimonthly calls with all of the FHPs or having it supplant existing groups (such as the
Partnership Committee, as you suggested in an earlier email).

ACFHP also agrees with the suggestion that a designated FHP representative or non-voting
member (in lieu of a voting member) could help bring the FHP perspective to the Board
without adding another member or displacing a potential industry seat (and think it could
also apply for two FHP seats, eastern and western).

It’s unclear what outcome or deliverable the Board seeks to achieve by providing one FHP
seat on the Board;

For one FHP coordinator/representative to truly represent the interests of all FHPs, a great
deal of coordination and communication will need to occur. Given the lack of resources that
currently exist to fund either FHP coordinators or FHP programs/projects, it doesn’t seem
feasible to add this type of workload to one FHP representative.

If the goal is to engage the FHPs more directly into the operations of NFHP, a more effective
approach might be quarterly conference calls with 4 FHPs and the Board to more directly
interface with the Board to share information, and discuss challenges, opportunities, and
perspectives.
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Strategies to increase corporate engagement with the National Fish
Habitat Board

Desired outcome: Board action to appoint a working group with a charge to
develop strategies leading to greater corporate engagement with the Board, either
through representation on the Board or within the Board’s overall structure.

Issue: As a public-private partnership, the Board recognizes the potential
contributions that the private sector makes to conservation. Board membership
has always included representation by the sport fishing industry. The proposed
National Fish Habitat Conservation Act lists several industry sectors for potential
inclusion as Board members: sport fishing, commercial fishing, livestock and
poultry production, land development, row crop, petroleum, and mineral extraction.

The National Fish Habitat Action Plan, 2™ edition, sets an objective to “broaden the
community of support for fish habitat conservation”. On July 10, 2012, the Board’s
Executive Leadership Team (ELT) discussed adding additional seats to the Board to
increase engagement by corporations, interest groups, and Federal agencies.

In the current era of rapid social and technological change, organizational roles are
shifting rapidly. Government is increasingly constrained by budget shortfalls and
political gridlock, while the business sector is becoming more influential in the
policy arena. Businesses are adapting to shifting markets, and are sensitive to
public attitudes communicated broadly and instantaneously via the internet. Many
businesses recognize that long-term success depends on decreasing their
environmental footprint and on encouraging a sustainable economy in the context
of a sustainable environment.

In particular, the outdoor recreation industry, including but not limited to the sport
fishing industry, depends on a healthy outdoor environment that includes clean
water and abundant fish and wildlife. Other industry sectors will align with natural
resource conservation in other, perhaps less obvious ways. The learning curve
varies among companies and industries; while leading companies are exploring
opportunities to promote sustainability, others are still dominated by short-term
thinking and fixation on quarterly profits.

Engagement by appropriate industries in the National Fish Habitat Partnership could
lead to significant mutual benefits and more effective fish habitat conservation.
Potential benefits should be explored as part of strategy development for increased
corporate engagement with the Board.

A Board strategy for a focused and aggressive public-private partnership would
open the door for private sector partners to bring their assets to the table to more
effectively address the complex conservation challenges of the 21%* Century. This
would demonstrate evolutionary thinking and would position the Board as a leader
in corporate engagement for conservation.
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Title: Habitat Conservation Committee
Desired outcome: An informational briefing to the Board on the Habitat Conservation
Committee’s 2012 work plan outcomes and Board concurrence for the Habitat Conservation

Committee’s proposed priority issues it will address in 2013.

Background: At its April 2012 Meeting, the Board established a Habitat Conservation
Committee to address the following priority issue during 2012:

1. Establish a consensus set of national conservation strategies as a framework to guide future
actions and investment by the Fish Habitat Partnerships (Action Plan Objective 2).

2012 Work Plan Outcomes:

o A Habitat Conservation Committee (HCC) has been formed with a diverse array of members
that includes strong representation from the Fish Habitat Partnerships. Background material
was provided to facilitate initial committee work on this new assignment.

o Atime frame and approach were developed and reviewed by the committee. The HCC will continue
to develop and refine conservation strategies through the end of the year. It will then assess progress,
coordination with Fish Habitat Partnerships and any additional needs. A written progress report will
be provided to the National Fish Habitat Board at year’s end. Completion of this work plan objective
is anticipated by early 2013.

o An initial brainstorming exercise was completed by the committee to share ideas and begin
development of conservation strategies.

Tentative list of priority issues to be addressed in 2013:

o Complete remaining work needed to develop consensus national conservation strategies by
early 2013.

o Address additional work plan priorities the National Fish Habitat Board may develop for the
HCC. Potential budget need: pending additional work plan priorities.
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Title: Funding Committee

Desired outcome: An informational briefing to the Board on the Funding Committee’s 2012
work plan outcomes and Board concurrence for the Funding Committee’s proposed priority
issues it will address in 2013.

Background: At its April 2012 Meeting, the Board established a Habitat Conservation
Committee to address the following priority issue during 2012:
e Development of strategies focused on obtaining new funding sources that support
implementation of the National Fish Habitat Partnership (Board Priority 3).

2012 Work Plan Outcomes:

o The Funding Committee has met once to brainstorm approaches that would contribute to an
overall strategy to obtain new funding sources for NFHP. These include approaches to
enhance federal and private investments, including corporate commitments.

o Non-governmental members of the committee have pursued specific funding opportunities as
they arose, for example with the Pennsylvania Boating Commission, as well as Multi-State
Grants program.

o NFWEF continues to search for ways to give grants and leverage FHP funds for specific
projects and raise additional resources for the More Fish Campaign.

o NFWEF briefed WNTI steering committee on NFWF fish and water keystone initiatives and
will align priority areas to fund as much as feasible for maximum conservation impact.

o NFWF awarded five grants in support of FHP coastal habitat protection priorities through a
NOAA/NFWEF partnership worth $135,000 in NOAA Federal funds and matched with
$314,000 in non-federal funds. This is one approach to leverage non-NFHP specific Federal
funding sources to support NFHP implementation that may be considered as part of a larger
strategy.

Tentative list of priority issues to be addressed in 2013:
o Develop a timeframe for drafting a funding strategy to implement the National Fish Habitat
Action Plan and Partnership.
Assemble FHP and Board priority needs for the next 2-3 years.
Identify specific approaches to fill those gaps.
NFWF to implement branding guidelines/outreach to FHPs prior to release of RFPs for fish
related grant programs by November 2012.
Brief Board on draft strategy February 2013.
Provide Board with strategy for Board approval in June 2013.
Potential budget need: None at this time.

Funding committee includes: Krystyna Wolniakowski, Steve Moyer, Anne Zimmermann, Erica
Stock, Karen Abrams, and Cara Rose. (Other volunteers welcome!)
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Title: Partnership Committee

Desired outcome: An informational briefing to the Board on the Partnership Committee’s 2012
work plan outcomes and Board concurrence for the Partnership Committee’s proposed priority
issues it will address in 2013.

Background: At its April 2012 Meeting, the Board tasked the Partnership Committee with
addressing the following priority issues during 2012:

1. Provide guidance that assists with the implementation of the Board’s 2012 Multi-state
Conservation Grant project, which is focused on enhancing the leadership, managerial, and
conservation delivery capacity of Fish Habitat Partnerships.

2. Assist with growing the community of support for Fish Habitat Partnerships.

3. Develop a minimum benchmark set of fish habitat conservation project prioritization criteria
that all Fish Habitat Partnerships should consider using.

2012 Work Plan Outcomes

o The Partnership Committee reviewed and discussed the proposals submitted by two training
consultants that are linked to the NFHP’s 2012 Multi-state Conservation Grant Project
objectives. The Partnership Committee recommended selecting River Network as the vendor
for conducting the requisite training with two conditions — River Network is willing to
modify its on-line organizational assessment tool to better meet FHP needs and former River
Network clients are contacted to determine their satisfaction level with River Network’s
performance.

o The Partnership Committee discussed how it could best facilitate approaches that would help
FHPs with strengthening their community of support. As a first step in addressing this need,
the Partnership Committee is attempting to gain a better understanding of each FHP’s
outreach-related goals, objectives, and strategies in an effort to identify common needs.
Once these common needs are categorized, the Partnership Committee will be positioned to
assist in the development of tools that can be used by FHPs to strengthen their communities
of support.

o The Partnership Committee is reviewing the current suite of criteria FHPs use when
prioritizing fish habitat conservation projects in order to develop a minimum benchmark set
of criteria that all FHPs should consider including as part of their project prioritization
process. An initial draft is being refined down to a smaller core set of criteria, as well as
being better defining the intent of these core criteria.
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Tentative list of priority issues to be addressed in 2013:

o Guidance that assists Fish Habitat Partnerships in establishing strong, strategic priorities and
associated milestones or targets that tracks progress and outcomes.
Budget need: $5,000 to assist in supporting a face-to-face meeting of FHP representatives

o Development of a process that builds consensus support among Fish Habitat Partnerships for
Multi-state Conservation Grant proposals submitted by the National Fish Habitat Board on
their behalf.

o Establishment of a vetting process for fish habitat conservation projects submitted to non-
NFHP funding sources that need endorsements from Fish Habitat Partnerships.

o ldentifying approaches for estimating the costs for FHPs to achieve their priority
conservation outcomes.
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Title: Science and Data Committee Report for FY2012

Desired outcome: An informational briefing to the Board on the Science and Data Committee’s
2012 work plan outcomes and Board concurrence for the Science and Data Committee’s
proposed priority issues it will address in 2013.

Background: At its January and April 2012 Meetings, the Board tasked the Science and Data
Committee with addressing the following priority issues during 2012:

1. Through the in-kind contributions of the agencies that staff the Committee, develop standard
effectiveness measures for conservation actions used to address nationwide fish habitat focus
areas.

2. Develop and initiate implementation of a strategy to refine the 2010 National Fish Habitat
Assessment (Assessment) for 2015 and beyond.

3. Develop and submit a Multistate Conservation Grant (MSCG) Pre-proposal and Proposal (if
requested) to fund the Science and Data Strategy.

2012 Work Plan Outcomes

o The Science and Data Committee completed the 2015 National Fish Habitat Assessment
Strategy (Strategy), which was approved by the Board in July 2012. The strategy was
developed by key inland and coastal assessment team representatives and National Science
and Data Committee members, vetted by the Committee multiple times including a key
strategy meeting in April 2012, and reviewed by the Fish Habitat Partnerships and Board
members. The Strategy outlines assessment components and products of the 2015
Assessment and a prioritized list of tasks that are necessary to complete the assessment for
inland and coastal habitats by 2015. The approved Strategy also lays the groundwork for the
2020 Assessment.

o The Science and Data Committee developed the Science and Data Committee Terms of
Reference and Operation, which was approved by the Board in April 2012. The approved
document outlines the Committees’ purpose, member duties and roles, terms of membership
and co-chairs, and process for meetings and decisions.

o The Science and Data Committee established a Project Tracking Working Group to review
existing conservation project tracking systems and provide recommendations for project data
collection from Fish Habitat Partnerships and partner agencies for use in reporting progress
and effectiveness. The working group identified the basic project information that should be
collected from the Fish Habitat Partnerships, which was accepted by the Board in April 2012.
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o The Science and Data Committee developed and submitted a MSCG pre-proposal (May
2012) and proposal (August 2012) to address key Assessment needs. The proposal was not
accepted by AFWA for funding.

o Work continued on refinements to the 2010 Assessment including the initial development of
a new connectivity assessment methods for the inland assessment, the acquisition of fish
datasets for the marine assessment, and the development and completion of key peer review
documents on the 2010 Assessment. New staff were also hired for the inland assessment.

Draft Science and Data Priorities for FY2013:

o Refine Science and Data Committee membership to ensure the Committee can meet the
Board’s needs.

o The Science and Data Committee will catalog and review current Assessment activities
underway by the Fish Habitat Partnerships.
Resources: $20,000 to support a single Science and Data Committee meeting to focus on
FHP Assessment efforts and to review progress on the National Fish Habitat Assessment.

o Develop mechanisms and document procedures to guide Fish Habitat Partnerships and
partners in data management practices to improve data and information exchange that will
facilitate collaborative science and data efforts across the National Fish Habitat Partnership.
Resources: $197,000 to support applications developer, metadata specialist, infrastructure
maintenance and support — inkind from USGS, Core Science Analytics & Synthesis for
FY2013

o Catalogue science data products and assessments completed and underway within each of the
established Fish Habitat Partnerships via the NFHP Data System. Dedicated workflow
strategies will be developed to implement best practices in data management including data
curation and preservation tasks to ensure data access and re-use in the future.

Resources: $63,200 to provide dedicated data management support to catalog FHP data —
in-kind from USGS, Core Science Analytics & Synthesis for FY13

o The inland 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.
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Approaches to refine the marine-inland linkages between the inland and marine assessments
will be evaluated.

Resources: $42,300 to support data management activities for inland assessment team —
in-kind from USGS, Core Science Analytics & Synthesis for FY13

Resources: $151,000 to continue core development of the Inland Assessment — USFWS
funds.

o 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.

Resources: $220,000 to support continued core development of the Marine Assessment — in-
kind from NOAA-Fisheries for FY2013.

Resources Needed: $60,000 for 1 FTE for 6 months to do GIS and coordination support
with partners (AK FHPs and NMFS, FWS) to complete geospatial framework for Alaska
estuaries.

Key Areas Without Resources for FY2013:

o Strengthening the science foundation of the National Fish Habitat Partnership Board’s
National Assessment by determining the best approaches for incorporating data on
connectivity, hydrology and marine fish and shellfish. These were all gaps in the Assessment
that were consistently identified by reviewers and FHPs.

Resources Needed - $300,000 for 2.0 FTEs and workshops to fully develop strategy to be
combined with $100,000 in matching resources from USGS.

o Refinement of the National Fish Habitat Partnership Board’s National Assessment by
initiating the filling analytical gaps on connectivity, hydrology and in the marine assessment
identified by National Fish Habitat Board (Board) and Fish Habitat Partnerships (FHPS) in
the 2010 National Fish Habitat Assessment (Assessment).

Resources Needed - $150,000 for 2.0 FTEs to fill key gaps in the Marine Assessment to be
combined with $220,000 in matching resources from NOAA- Fisheries.

o Strengthening the science foundation of the National Fish Habitat Partnership Board’s
National Assessment by developing standardized effectiveness measurements for FHPs’
connectivity projects which will include developing new methods to incorporate fine-scale
system process information from FHP projects. This task was requested by the Board.
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Resources Needed - $206,000 for 2.0 FTEs to develop standardized connectivity
effectiveness measures that will be combined with $177,500 from USGS.

o Development and attribution of detailed socioeconomic data and analyses on the same
geospatial scale as habitat assessment to improve conservation planning abilities of the Board
and FHPs. This information was requested for inclusion into the Assessment by the Board.
Resources Needed - $100,000 to contract for the acquisition and attribution of
socioeconomic data.

Report Prepared By:

Andrea Ostroff, US Geological Survey
Gary Whelan, MI Department of Natural Resources

September 25, 2012






NATIONA National Fish Habitat Board
X3FISH HABITAT et e oS

PARTNERSMIF Tab 6b

Title: Science and Data Committee — Update on working group membership and approach for
developing NFHP project effectiveness measures

Desired outcome: An informational briefing to the Board on the Science and Data Committee’s
recommendations for developing an effectiveness measures framework for projects implemented by the
National Fish Habitat Partnership including priority issues to be addressed in 2013.

Background: At its July 2012 Meeting, the Board tasked the Science and Data Committee to further
develop recommendations to establish NFHP Project Effectiveness Measures Workgroup (Workgroup)
membership, approach, and cost.

2012 Work Plan Outcomes

o Consultation was completed with Mark Humpert, Wildlife Diversity Director, (AFWA) to
understand the framework development process used by the Effectiveness Measures Working Group
of AFWA’s Teaming With Wildlife Committee for evaluating State Wildlife Grants. Cost estimates
were strengthened.

o Made initial contact with Foundations of Success, the consulting firm that worked with the working
group identified above, and discussed options for facilitating the process. Development of a scope
of work is underway that will outline potential approaches for the Board and committees to consider.

Tentative list of priority issues to be addressed in 2013:
o Scope of work, timeline and products for the Workgroup will be completed in early 2013 after
additional scoping is complete.

o The Workgroup will be established to include: 2 participants from the Science and Data Committee;
participants from project tracking working group; and 3 representatives from Fish Habitat
Partnerships. The Workgroup will have participation that is distributed across the U.S. and will use
virtual meeting technology to minimize costs.

o The Foundations of Success will provide an overview on the Open Standards for Practice of
Conservation to provide the needed background information about existing conservation project
evaluation approaches. The Workgroup will evaluate the approach developed for common
conservation project actions implemented through State Wildlife Grants to identify gaps in project
evaluation under NFHP. This initial evaluation will better determine the scope of the effort,
timeline, and outcomes for the working group.

Resources: $18,000 is needed to contract services of Foundations of Success to facilitate
framework development with the working group.
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Title: Communications Committee Report

Desired outcome: An informational briefing to the Board on the committee’s 2012 work plan
and consensus on Board’s priorities for the committee in 2013.

Background: At its April 2012 Meeting, the Board tasked the communications committee with
addressing the following priority issues during 2012:

1. Develop concise messaging about the Action Plan that targets groups that are already
part of the partnership (vs. the general public).

Accomplishment: Continued outreach on our rebranding effort of the National Fish
Habitat Partnership with the FHPs and coordinated on messaging within the 2" edition of
the National Fish Habitat Action to address the priority of the Board.

2. Develop a general awareness campaign that includes key messages illustrated by 10
Waters-to-Watch project results and outcomes for the general public.

Accomplishment: Site visits and communication began in 2012 on highlighting current
Waters to Watch projects. An increased effort was emphasized on reporting results of
previous projects to track them and stress the significance of the projects and their
impact. Video work through site visits underway will document this priority of the
Board.

2012 Work Plan Outcomes
o We are currently coordinating the rollout strategy for the 2™ Edition of the National Fish
Habitat Action Plan.

o We launched a new website in August 2012 that improves the online presence of the
partnership by making it user-friendly and more efficient for staff to update. The new
website helps build the community of support for the national partnership by making it easier
to add groups to the partner coalition.

o We are working with the legislative team and the FHPs to help educate Members of
Congress and Congressional district office staff about the FHPs and specific conservation
project efforts.
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o We created, reviewed and approved--and the Board published--the National Fish Habitat
Partnership 2012 Update that included recent successes and milestones for years 2011-12.
http://fishhabitat.org/sites/default/files/www/NFHP_2012_update.pdf

o We announced the 10 Waters to Watch Campaign for the 6™ straight year. We received more
media coverage on the Waters to Watch in 2012 than in any other year. Major success was
coverage of the dam removal on the Harpeth River, TN. SARP was key in advancing the
message of the partnership.

o We increased our social media by including Scoop.it news service in our Facebook and
Twitter efforts and on the new website. This allowed us to incorporate fish habitat related
news in our social media platforms and website. We set a goal of 1,000 Facebook likes
(groups and individuals) by the end of 2012. We are currently at about 850 likes with (400+)
individuals.

o Ryan Roberts attended two steering committee meetings of Fish Habitat Partnerships and
gave presentations on the Board’s and the communications committee’s activities.

o Ryan completed several site visits to increase board-to-FHP communications and shoot video
that can help tell the story of the FHPs and the national partnership. The committee will
create an outreach campaign that uses the video work from this summer (see below).

o We engaged in several marketing events in 2012 including River Rally 2012 and the
American Fisheries Society annual meeting. These events helped engage individuals in
explaining what the National Fish Habitat Partnership is and how to stay connected to the
FHPs and the work they do in different regions of the country. We received 150 sign-ups for
our newsletter/database at each event.

Tentative list of priority issues to be addressed in 2013:

o Continue building database for newsletter distribution to increase engagement with partner
coalition.

o Increase usage of video and further campaign to document work of Fish Habitat Partnerships.
(Budget need: $2,000)

o Increase usability in engaging partners through the fishhabitat.org website and increase
functions of the Science and Data page of site. (Budget need: $8,000)



http://fishhabitat.org/sites/default/files/www/NFHP_2012_update.pdf
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o Establish a regular schedule of meetings for the communications committee and work to
include more FHP members on the committee.

o Review and make any needed changes to the communications strategy (Board approved
2011) to ensure that it remains a guide for committee work and maintained as a living
document.
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Congressional and Legislative Topics of Interest

There are three topic areas related to NFHP congressional and legislative affairs that are on
the agenda for Board discussions during its October 2012 Meeting, they are:

1. Next steps on NFHCA following anticipated November passage of the Sportsmen’s Bill;

2. Improving coordination on congressional outreach (per Gary Kania’s input at the July
2012 Board Meeting); and,

3. Building an overall congressional and administration outreach strategy.

With regards to NFHCA, the Board should decide:

o If Sportsmen’s Bill passes the Senate, the appropriate way to thank Senator Tester and
the Senators who vote to pass the bill.

o What needs to be done to get the House to move on its bill and how the Board can affect
the conference committee working to reconcile the House and Senate bills.

o If the conference committee cannot come up with a compromise, or if either chamber
cannot pass a conference bill, what’s the strategy for the next Congress? What messages
need to be delivered by the legislative team?

On coordination issues related to Congressional outreach:

o Isthere a need to increase communications between the legislative team and the board?

o How do we approach having the NFHP reflected in related legislation/reports?

o How can we use the NFHP Partners Coalition to support overall legislative efforts?

With regards to a comprehensive congressional and administration outreach strategy:

o Knowing we need to be sensitive to constraints the Board’s federal agency members’
face, how should a comprehensive effort to educate Congress and the administration
about NFHP be handled?

o What would be the goals of a comprehensive outreach strategy?
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o What is the appropriate way (internally) to handle this undertaking?
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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.

e America’s Great Outdoors - Presidential Memorandum
e Healthy Watersheds Initiative — Environmental Protection Agency
e 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:

e 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.

e 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.

e Identify a lead from the government affairs team (Robertson, Moyer, AFWA,
other?) to facilitate connections between NFHP and Federal initiatives.

e 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



The National Blueways System

Wohere Land and Water Stewardship and Recreation ;Meet

Healthy rivers and watersheds are among
America’s most loved national treasures.
These resources are vital to local economies,
to enjoyment of the natural world, and to the
quality of the environment on which we all
depend. Rivers connect communities, rural
and urban, human and natural. Across the
nation, towns, county and state governments,
civic organizations, businesses, landowners,
and volunteers are working together to
protect and restore healthy rivers and lands
capable of providing quality outdoor
4| recreation and other benefits within a working
Connecticut River - Photo: USFWS landscape.

The National Blueways System is where water and land stewardship come together, creating
synergy and a framework for partnerships. The National Blueways System uses a
landscape-scale approach to river conservation and outdoor recreation that unites activities
from the headwaters to the mouth and across the watershed.

o The National Blueways System recognizes
and rewards the work of stakeholder partnerships
and provides federal support to increase
collaboration among diverse partners.

o The National Blueways System, established
on May 24, 2012 by Secretarial Order 3321, will
provide a blueprint for communities to plan and
manage for the health, resiliency, and connectivity
of their rivers and watersheds. It supports
communication, cooperation and collaboration
among different stakeholders, who strive for an
integrated approach to managing land and water
resources.

Secretary Salazar signing the National Blueways
Secretarial Order - Photo: USFWS

e Healthy rivers and watersheds provide outdoor recreation, clean water, flood and drought
protection, and other valuable economic, social and ecological services. The National
Blueways System seeks to sustain and enhance these services providing long-term value
for the American people.

A National Blueway is a nationally significant river and its watershed recognized for having a
diverse stakeholder partnership committed to integrative and adaptive management in land

and water management that sustains working lands, natural resources, and outdoor
recreation.
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Regional Fishery Management Councils
and
Fisheries Commissions

National Fish Habitat Partnership Board Meeting
October 17, 2012






Healthy Habitats Support Fisheries,
Jobs, and the Economy

e Saltwater recreational fisheries
generate more than S50 billion in

sales and support more than
326,000 jobs a year.

e Commercial fishing supports
S116.2 billion and over 1 million
jobs






Fishery Management Councils

Created in 1976 by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act

Eight Councils comprised of representatives from
state, tribal, commercial and recreational industry

Responsible for area adjacent to its constituent
states (EEZ)

Develop management plans and measures for
fisheries within their EEZ

NOAA Fisheries Service implements plans and
measures





Fishery Management Councils

New England Fishery Management Council -
www.nefmc.org

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
www.mafmc.org

South Atlantic Fishery Management Council
www.safmc.net

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
www.gulfcouncil.org

Caribbean Fishery Management Council
www.caribbeanfmc.com

Pacific Fishery Management Council
www.pcouncil.org

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc

Western Pacific Fishery Management Council
www.wpcouncil.org




http://www.nefmc.org/

http://www.mafmc.org/

http://www.safmc.net/

http://www.gulfcouncil.org/

http://www.mafmc.org/

http://www.pcouncil.org/

http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc

http://www.wpcouncil.org/



Fisheries Commissions

* 3 Marine Fisheries Commissions formed by Congress in
1942 and 1947 (Interstate Compact)

— Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (15 states: ME,
NH, MA, RI, CT, NY, NJ, PA, DE,MD, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL)

www.asmfc.org

— Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission (5 states:TX, LA,
MS, AL, FL)

www.gsmfc.org

— Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission( 5 states :AK,
WA, OR, CA, ID)

www.psmfc.org




http://www.asmfc.org/

http://www.gsmfc.org/

http://www.psmfc.org/



What Drives Our Habitat Work?

Councils:

e Essential Fish Habitat
requirements

* Deep Sea Coral
Authority

* Discretionary protection

e Marine Reserves and
Protected Areas

* Fishing Communities

Commissions:

* Mission
e Commissioners/States
e Councils

* Grants, Contracts,
Agreements

* When asked for help...





Council and Commission Habitat Work

Council: Commissions:

* Northwest and Northeast Groundfish e Data coordination and assistance
closed areas * People coordination

* Swept Area Seabed Model * Direct participation in FHPs at

* Wave, Tidal and Offshore Wind Energy national, regional, state/local levels

e Southeast Network of Marine * Administration

Protected Areas

* Protected over 900 million acres of fish
habitat from impacts of fishing gear
since 2000
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Salman in the City
Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Partnershiu

Naorth American Saiman
Stronghold Partnership

Geographic/Species Based Partners hips

1. Atlantic Coastal FHP

2. Califomia Fish P assage Forum
3. Desert FHP

4. Drittless Area Restoration E ffort

‘5. Eastern Brook Trout Joint Verture

6. Fishers and F arm ers Partnership

7. Great Lakes Basin FHP

B. Great Plains FHP

‘9. Hawaii FHP

10. Kenai Peninsula FHP

11. Mat-Su Basin Salmon Habitat Patnership
12, Midwest Gladial Lakes P artnership

13. Ohia River Basin FHP '

14. Southeast Aqustic Resources Partnership
15. Southwest Alaska Salmon Habitat P artnership
16. Western N ative Trout I nitistive

17 . PacificMarine and Estuarine FHP

System Based Partnership '

Lower Mississippl River
Caonsewation Committee

- e 2
Denotes "Candidate” ’ " ,D" e
— Partnersr"p — Puerto Rico & U.S. Virgin Islands
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Atlantic Coastal FHP
|:| California Fish Passage Forum
Desert FHP

m Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture
|:| Kenai Peninsula FHP

m Mat-5Su Basin Salmon Habitat Partnership
Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership
m Southwest Alaska Salmon Habitat Partnership

Western N ative Trout Inifiative






Gaps

In many cases, a weak understanding between
Councils/Commissions and FHPs of shared habitat
conservation objectives

Integrating Council and Commission priorities with NFHP
priorities

Council emphasis is offshore and FHPs needs often tend to
be more coastal/inland

Better use of assessments and data in support of
conservation priorities and objectives





Benefits of Collaboration

Integrate partnership efforts into Council and Commission
habitat conservation objectives

Position Councils and Commissions through information
sharing to more effectively influence non-fishing impacts to
habitats for priority fish stocks and partnership priorities.

Position Councils and Commissions to deploy and target their
habitat conservation authorities and resources in support of

partnership objectives. These include non-regulatory work in
habitat assessments and science, and regulatory work under

the essential fish habitat authorities.





Opportunities for Bridging Gaps

Attend Council and Commission meetings
Engage Commissions on legislation

Board or Legislative Committee contact Commissions
and Councils letting them how to help

Invitations to steering committee meetings
Board engagement strategy?

Connect habitat work to fishery management actions
and activities taken by Councils and Commissions





o
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Agenda Item: Sport Fishing and Boating Partnership Council (SFBPC): Brief and Update on Council
Process to Conduct a Needs Assessment & Develop a Strategic Vision for Fishery and Aquatic Resource
Conservation within the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Background: In October 2011 the assistance of the SFBPC was requested by the FWS to renew
the Fisheries Program vision as a foundation for updated strategic plan. Recognizing that
SFBPC’s ability to engage partners, stakeholders and experts was integral to FWS’s ability to
successfully address the nation’s aquatic resource challenges, the SFBPC was asked to convene
a diverse group of stakeholders to assist in this strategic planning effort.

The on-going project is being undertaken in 3 phases. In Phase 1, a revised strategic vision and
needs assessment for FWS activities in support of fish and aquatic resources, including the
Fisheries Program and other key elements within the agency, is being developed (April -
October 2012).

In Phase 2, the SFBPC and its steering committee will work to ensure buy-in and ownership of
strategic vision and needs assessment by stakeholders and partners (July - November 2012).

The 3" and final phase is the development of final Strategic Vision and Needs Assessment for
the approval of SFBPC, and subsequent presentation to the FWS Director (December 2012 —
March 2013).

Relevant Update:

Recently, after consultation with FWS leadership, the SFBPC has decided to broaden the effort
to not only look at the fishery and aquatic resource conservation efforts of the Fisheries &
Habitat Conservation Program, but also these activities across the rest of the FWS.

This update will review the revised products created by the Strategic Vision steering committee
and will highlight the revised process for the remainder of the effort.

Action Item (if necessary): No action necessary, but Board feedback will be solicited.
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Michael Nussman, Chairman
Fisheries Issues Committee
Sport Fishing and Boating Partnership Council

Whitney Tilt
DJ Case and Associates

Re:  Policy statement of the National Fish Habitat Board with respect to the roles and
functions of the Fisheries Program of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Gentlemen:

The National Fish Habitat Board (Board) is responsible for promoting, overseeing, and
coordinating implementation of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan (Action Plan). Through
the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, the states led the development of the Action Plan
in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), NOAA Fisheries Service and
other key partners.

In 2002, the Sport Fishing and Boating Partnership Council (Council) recommended that the
FWS and its Fisheries Program should serve as a catalyst to lead development of a national
aquatic habitat plan. Subsequently FWS agreed to “explore the benefits ... and the appropriate
Service role” in development and implementation of such a plan. During the scoping and
development phases of the Action Plan (2004-06), FWS worked in close coordination with states
and other partners. Since receiving its first appropriation for implementing the Action Plan in
Fiscal Year 2006, FWS has provided financial support for national and regional coordination,
scientific advancements, and on-the-ground conservation projects, often in close coordination
with partners.

Given this history, the Board is indebted to the Council and FWS for their critical roles in
creating and implementing the Action Plan, and is pleased to assist the Council and FWS in
defining the roles and functions of the FWS Fisheries Program to meet the future challenges of
aquatic resource conservation.

Much has changed in the ten years since the Council last issued recommendations on the roles
and functions of the Fisheries Program. Since then, the Action Plan has spawned a national
partnership of thousands of organizations and individuals working toward common fish habitat
conservation goals, facilitated by 18 approved Fish Habitat Partnerships, and overseen by the
Board. The Board’s Science and Data Committee led the first-ever national assessment of the
condition of fish habitats in 2010, with planned updates every 5 years. To its credit, FWS
provided considerable funding to support these accomplishments.

The Board supports FWS’ embrace of a landscape focus, and development of scientific
capabilities to ensure success of this new approach as long as it does not come at the expense of
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other long-term FWS fisheries programs and commitments. In fact, these concepts are at the
heart of the Action Plan and the National Fish Habitat Partnership (NFHP). FWS should take
full advantage of the NFHP’s strategic landscape conservation approach, its ground-breaking
scientific products and capabilities, and its broad scope of partners poised to deliver strategic
conservation of aquatic habitats throughout the United States. These assets can be leveraged
along with those of FWS’ network of Landscape Conservation Cooperatives and migratory bird
Joint Ventures to link aquatic and terrestrial landscape processes and conservation priorities.

As FWS and its Fisheries Program seek to inculcate the concepts of landscape-level conservation
into the strategic habitat conservation of aquatic ecosystems, they need look no farther than the
National Fish Habitat Partnership, which makes those concepts reality. We request that NFHP
and the Action Plan be woven throughout any future strategic plans for the FWS Fisheries
Program, and indeed through the strategic plans of other FWS programs that affect aquatic
habitat. For these reasons, we recommend that NFHP be a foundational cornerstone of the FWS
Fisheries Program, helping to integrate components within the Fisheries Program, and to form
common cause with states and other partners.

To enable the integration of NFHP into the FWS Fisheries Program, we request that the Council
ensure active participation of the NFHP Board in the development of the details and
implementation strategy that will occur in future planning phases of the FWS Strategic Plan.
This participation is critical to guarantee the close integration of the NFHP objectives into the
FWS plan of work. In particular, it is our opinion that the following two points are key this
integration:

= The NFHP Board should be clearly identified as a key collaborator with the FWS
Fisheries Program actively assisting in identifying overlapping priorities and
conservation objectives between these programs with a clear outcome of developing joint
strategies that reduce redundancy and increase the effectiveness of both programs.

= Similarly, the NFHP Board should be directly requested to identify opportunities for and
impediments to collaboration with the FWS Fisheries Program with a clear outcome of
developing joint strategies to improve collaborative efforts between these programs.

Finally, the Board desires to have a strong and capable partner in the FWS Fisheries Program.
We recognize that FWS has many important statutory responsibilities, including endangered
species, migratory birds, wildlife refuges, and trust responsibilities that must be met into the
future. The need for a federal leadership role in fisheries conservation is just as strong as it was
in 1871, when Congress created the precursor to today’s FWS Fisheries Program and NOAA
Fisheries Service. While states have primary responsibility for managing fisheries within their
borders under their respective public trust responsibilities and Native American governments
have important responsibilities for fisheries conservation on treaty lands, federal leadership is
crucial to our collective future success. We urge the Council advocate for a strong and capable
Fisheries Program, within the scope of FWS roles and responsibilities, across all the FWS
Regions, with identifiable and accountable national leadership in the FWS headquarters.
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Thank you for seeking input from the Board at our July 10-11 meeting in Portland, Maine. We
look forward to follow-up discussion at the Board’s next meeting on October 16-17 in Missouri.

Sincerely,

Kelly Hepler, Chairman
National Fish Habitat Board
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Mission

* Work with partners
to protect, enhance, and
restore ecological processes
and habitats within estuaries
and nearshore marine
environments to sustain
healthy native fish
communities and support
sustainable human uses that
depend on healthy fish
populations.
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Geographic Scope

e e All marine and estuarine tidal and subtidal
Geographic Scope waters of the states of California, Oregon,
and Washington, from the 200-meter depth
of the marine region landward to the high
tide line, including the upstream extent of
saltwater intrusion into coastal river
systems (defined as upstream and landward
to where ocean-derived salts measure less
than o.5 parts per thousand during the
period of average annual low flow) -
includes adjacent shorelands and marine
riparian areas that provide inputs to these

waters
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Priorities
Protect, restore, and

enhance:

e juvenile fish habitat in
nearshore marine and
estuary habitats;

e tidal wetland-intertidal-
subtidal-nearshore
connectivity; and

e water quality and
quantity in estuaries and
nearshore marine
environments.






Signatories/Partners

e NOAA Fisheries - NMFS Southwest Region
e NOAA Fisheries - NMFS Northwest Region
e USFWS Region 1

e Pacific Coast Joint Venture

e Ducks Unlimited

e The Nature Conservancy

e (CA Department of Fish and Game = X

* OR Department of Fish and Wildlife }HSHd 3 % (&k

e South Slough National Estuarine Research &) L ~ DUCKS
Reverve : UNLIMITED

* WA Department of Fish and Wildlife
e Washington Department of Ecology
e Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission

e Yurok Tribal Fisheries Program OREGON

e Makah Tribe TheNature (‘) r

e US Forest Service Conservancy &= %
Protecting nature. Preserving life. Fish &Wildiife






Progress in 2012

Planning - Completed strategic framework
Communication/Coordination

e Launched new website in September 2012

e Convened CFPF and California and North Pacific Landscape
Conservation Cooperatives

e Presentations/posters:
» Pacific Coast Joint Venture meeting (Tacoma, WA)
« Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission meeting (San Francisco, CA)
» American Fisheries Society meeting (Vancouver, BC)

Grants (applied for $1,816,764)
4 Climate and Societal Interactions Grant: Estuary conservation strategies in the face of sea level rise on the
Pacific coast: what's the biggest bang for the buck? ($150K)

¢ Landscape Conservation Cooperative: Monetary costs of protection, restoration, and enhancement in
Pacific Coast estuaries: Making strategic investments to “move the needle.” ($165,329)

¢ Multi-State Conservation Grant Pre-proposal: Setting restoration and protection priorities for juvenile fish
and shellfish nursery habitats in Pacific coast estuary and nearshore environments. ($476,435)

¢ National Fish and Wildlife Foundation: Monetary costs of protection, restoration, and enhancement across
the Pacific Coast: what’s the biggest bang for the buck? ($25K)

¢ NOAA - Community Restoration - $1 million for coastal habitat restoration and assessment work
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“Partnering with
conservation-minded
users of aquatic
resources is vital to
maintaining quality
habitat for generations to
come”

Third Annual RFHP Meeting-
Table Rock Lake, Missouri

The Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnershlp is inviting its partners
and all interested parties to attend its 3™ Annual Membership
Meeting at Big Cedar Lodge (http://www.bigcedar.com/default.aspx)
on Table Rock Lake, near Branson, Missouri. This meeting will build
on the momentum from the last two years’ meetings held at Lake
Conroe, Texas and Lake Havasu, Arizona. This year's meeting will
be held in conjunction with the fall meeting of the National Fish
Habitat Partnership (NFHP) giving attendees an opportunity to hear
discussions about aquatic habitat issues on a national scale. The
NFHP Board will meet all day on October 16 and until noon on the
17", A field trip is scheduled for 1:00 p.m. on October 17 to view
habitat restoration activities in and around Table Rock Lake. This
project was named one of NFHP’s 2012 “Ten Waters to Watch”
(http://www.fishhabitat.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=ca
tegory&layout=blog&id=49&Itemid=76) giving partners an
opportunity to visit one of the leading aquatic habitat restoration
efforts in the country. The Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership
will meet on October 18 with a final report on the reservoir habitat
assessment and 2013 project selection highlighting the agenda.

Accommodations

Individuals should make reservations directly with Big Cedar at 1-
800-225-6343 or 1-417-335-2777. A block of rooms has been
reserved at the government rate of $77/night. When making your
reservation please mention that you’d like to reserve a room in the
Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership block.

Transportation from/to airport

Air travel should be booked to the Springfield airport. Big Cedar is
approximately 45 minutes from the airport. Rental cars are available
at the airport. If you are interested in sharing a ride to and/or from
the airport to Big Cedar contact Jeff Boxrucker at
jboxrucker@sbcglobal.net with your travel plans and we will try to
coordinate rides with other attendees.

405-659-1797



http://www.bigcedar.com/default.aspx

http://www.fishhabitat.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout=blog&id=49&Itemid=76

http://www.fishhabitat.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout=blog&id=49&Itemid=76

mailto:jboxrucker@sbcglobal.net

http://www.reservoirpartnership.org/

http://www.waterhabitatlife.org/

mailto:jboxrucker@sbcglobal.net
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Featured Friends of Reservoirs Chapters-Lake Fork
Sportsmqn’s ASSOCiCIﬁOn by Dick Walker and Arlen Jaeger

Lake Fork, located in east Texas, has proven itself to be a bass

Lake Fork fishery of legendary proportions, attracting anglers from across t_he

@ Sportsman’S % country_and a_lround th_e wor_ld. As a_result, Lake Fork is a vital
economic engine for this region, creating a tremendous amount of

M local interest in the quality of the fishery. Texas Parks and Wildlife

P0. Box 126
Yantis, Texas 75497

ASSOCIATION

Department (TPWD) has been managing the bass fishery using a
slot length limit to promote the development of a trophy fishery. This
management plan came under fire in 1999 when a substantial fish
kill caused by largemouth bass virus occurred. Reports spread
quickly of fish dying off in large numbers and fishing pressure
declined precipitously. The impact on the local economy was
dramatic and many businesses were suddenly facing very real
financial jeopardy. Merchants organized in an effort to find ways to
help promote more fishing-related tourism and called upon TPWD as
well as politicians for economic help. The quick and easy solution put
forth was to remove the slot limit, thereby attracting additional fishing
tournaments. Major tournaments tend to avoid lakes with slot length
limits because it reduces the number and size of fish that can be
weighed-in at large media events. The merchants organized and
quickly began asserting political pressure on TPWD to remove the
slot limit.

The Lake Fork Sportsman’s Association (LFSA) was formed to
provide an organized front to counter the call for the slot limit
removal. LFSA met with TPWD staff to discuss the merits of the slot
regulation. The debate centered on what the impact would be to slot
fish during the weigh-in process. There were no scientific data
Lake Fork Sportman’s Association’s Live available to settle this issue. A summertime angling mortality study

Release Boat. was conducted which indicated higher mortality rates than expected.
Armed with the scientific data, TPWD had the needed information to
withstand the political pressure and retain the slot limit, thereby
preserving the quality of the fishery. The LFSA now had the support
to move onto other projects to positively influence the Lake Fork
fishery.

The Lake Fork Sportsman’s Association’s most visible presence on
the lake is a 24-foot Live-Release Boat (LRB). Purchased in 2000,
the LRB is equipped with three 100-gallon aerated tanks. The water
is medicated to help reduce stress on the fish during the release
process. Survival using the LRB has been estimated at 99%. The
LRB is provided to tournaments at no charge. LFSA members
participate in training sessions, explaining the proper operation of the
LRB. Experienced members explain the aeration system and
monitoring equipment, along with proper fizzing techniques. This
training markedly improves tournament handling survival.
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In 2010, through the support of the Sabine River Authority, a fund
was established to provide the financial resources necessary to spray
water hyacinths. The water hyacinth problem had been building for
the past several years. Mild winters permitted the plants to remain
active, resulting in dense hyacinth stands. The SRA and TPWD
provided $50,000 and $25,000, respectively to contract with
professional sprayers. Recognizing the need for on-going spraying,
the LFSA made a donation of $10,000 for the purchase of chemicals.

TPWD and the LFSA have partnered on habitat restoration projects.
In 2011 we jointly planted 1,000 button bush seedlings in various
undeveloped areas around the lake. The objective of the project is to
improve cover for bass fingerlings. Because of the severe drought,
survival of these seedlings was compromised. TPWD found a
supplier who could provide mature, potted button bush plants. TPWD
again approached the LFSA and asked that we partner in another
planting. LFSA members approved the purchase of 400 of these
plants and planting took place in November, 2011. Since planting,
several trips to observe these plants show that most are thriving.
Plans are being formulated to continue the habitat restoration project
with additional plantings in known spawning areas.

The Lake Fork Sportsman’s Association has grown to be an
influential and respected service organization throughout the Lake
Fork area. We plan to continue to look for opportunities to further the
reputation of this great fishery. We will support our communities in
endeavors that will provide for the economic and social well-being of
our citizens. The future of our great outdoors lies in the hands of our
young people. At every opportunity we will strive to provide guidance
and support that encourages our young people to be responsible
stewards of our outdoor resources. We will do this through the many
outreach activities that have become a part of our association.

In the near term the LFSA will be addressing a lake safety issue.
With the help of TPWD, we have received approval from the Texas
Department of Transportation, to post signs on all of the bridges that
provide emergency response information.

The LFSA was born out of adversity, but survives today as an
organization of dedicated sportsmen whose mission is to promote this
great fishery, and stand ready to protect it if the need arises. The
Lake Fork Sportsman’s Association and Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department have forged a strong partnership and are working
together on projects for the betterment of Lake Fork.

LFSA members making $10,000 donation to
TPWD Representative Howard Elder.

LFSA and TPWD established button
bushes in the Glade Creek area of Lake
Fork

“The Lake Fork Sportsman’s
Association has grown to be
an influential and respected
service organization
throughout the Lake Fork
area.”
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Featured Friends of Reservoirs Chapter-Central Oregon Bass Club

by Charles Lang

The Central Oregon Bass Club is a small club with about 40
members with focus on improving angling at Prineville Reservoir.
Prineville Reservoir is a typical high desert reservoir in Oregon.
Impounded in 1961, Prineville is 3,030 acres and is about 15 miles
long and was created for irrigation and flood control. Prineville
supports healthy populations of smallmouth bass and crappie. The
rocky shoreline limits aquatic vegetation growth which along with
fluctuating water levels limit largemouth bass habitat. The Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) determined that largemouth
bass population is limited by a lack of over-wintering habitat for age-

Spider block construction in club : : ; . _
member's garage 8 bass making them vulnerable to predation during the winter draw.
owns.

The Club’s long-term goal has been to add over-wintering cover for
small bass. Spider blocks are being used for longevity, ease and
stability of placement. We have been adding 50-53 spider blocks
annually, but last year we were able to add 105. To date the club has
placed 255 structures, utilizing 5 miles of ploy pipe. During the first 4
years of the project the structures were built during the winter
months in a garage; 6 at a time each week to cure without freezing.
Each spring after ice-out, we would transport the blocks to the ramp,
load them on an ODFW sled and install them in the lake. Structures
are placed at locations and depths pre-approved by the Bureau of
Reclamation and their Native American archeological specialist. Our
success and dedication has been rewarded by an increasing number

On-site spider block construction project; ) , . . .
note the increased quantity of units from of age-1 bass in ODFW'’s spring electrofishing surveys and by being

what was feasible In photo above. granted beach access to construct the structures in late summer.

The club has plans to continue the program until ODFW determines
that overwinter survival is no longer the limiting factor.
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Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation’s Aquatic Habitat

Restoration Program

The Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation (ODWC’s) has
been adding structural habitat to reservoirs on a small scale for
years as part of on-going fisheries management efforts. The
program received a needed boost in 1993 when the agency began
receiving a percentage of State boat and motor registration fees.
Funds received annually have averaged $158,000 over the past 20
years. These funds are then matched with Sport Fish Restoration
dollars to make approximately $600,000 available for aquatic habitat
enhancement projects statewide. These funds are used principally to
purchase equipment, supplies and pay for staff time.

Each management district has its own barge for use in habitat work.
In addition, BassPro Shops designed and donated a habitat barge
with a hydraulic lift to make brush installation less labor intensive.
The Oklahoma landscape is heavily populated with invasive eastern
red cedar which have degraded habitat on many of ODWC'’s Wildlife
Management Areas. Aquatic Habitat Program funds have been used
to purchase skid steers for use by the Wildlife Division to cut and
control eastern red cedar on their management units. Wildlife
Division equipment is then used to haul cut cedars to a nearby
reservoir where Fisheries Division personnel use their barges to
install brush piles at locations that lack structural habitat.

Brush piles degrade over time, so ODWC is increasingly using
spider blocks as part of their routine structural habitat enhancement
efforts. Spider blocks consist of 6-12 foot lengths of poly pipe
embedded in concrete. These structures are relatively permanent
and are proven fish attractors. Spider block projects are also
conducive to volunteer involvement.

In 1996, ODWC began an intensive effort to restore native aquatic
vegetation to its reservoirs. Working with U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers staff from the Lewisville Aquatic Ecosystem Research
Facility, ODWC began experimenting with propagation and planting
techniques along with reservoir features which would be conducive
to establishing native plants. To date, experimental plantings have
been conducted at 20 reservoirs. Over the past 15 years, staff have
learned more about was does not work than what has been
successful. Currently, ODWC’s staff operates under the following
Best Management Practices when implementing an aquatic
vegetation project:

Og or
S~ l:’:.c'o‘::l'lw atvon

BassPro Shops barge placing brush at
predetermined locations on Thunderbird
Reservoir.

Spider blocks placed on a dry lake bed
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ODW(C’s Aquatic Habitat Restoration Program-continued

e Select reservoirs with minimal annual water level fluctuations (< 6 feet);

e Select sites with low wave energy, proper sediment (clay/sand mix) and
good water clarity;

e Protect plantings from herbivores (carp, turtles) using exclosures
constructed of long-lived fencing materials that are resistant to damages
during flood events;

. e Extend exclosures to deeper water as water levels recede during drought

Plant propagation cells at one of . . . .

ODWC's regional offices. periods and construct lids to prevent breeching during flood events;

e Saturate high-quality sites with plantings rather than scatter colonies over
many sites;

e Concentrate on species of plants with proven success in locality:

o Submergents: American pondweed, sago pondweed, coontail, eel
grass
o Emergents: pickerelweed, bulrush, white water lily

e Replant as needed; assume 5-7 years to develop seed bank and

establish founder colonies.

ODWTC received a grant from the Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership in
2011 to establish native aquatic vegetation in Ft. Cobb Reservoir. This effort

Planting pondweed in an exclosure : X | . . i .
to prevent herbivory is part of a long-term project aimed at improving water quality in the

reservoir.
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A Pilot Project to Increase Species Diversity and Spatial Distribution of
Submersed Native Aquatic Vegetation in Lake Palestine, Texas bvyrickot

Aquatic plant communities may take hundreds or even thousands of years
to develop in natural lakes. The average age of the 670+ reservoirs
managed by the Corps of Engineers is just over 50 years. Reservoirs in
Texas were constructed due to lack of natural lakes, and may be remote
from populations of aquatic plants. Therefore, reservoir ecosystems can
be inhospitable places for establishment of native macrophyte seedlings,
particularly if exotic species are already established. Furthermore,
excessive inorganic turbidity and water level fluctuation that is
asynchronous with seasonal weather cycles produce disturbance patterns
that may favor exotic pioneer species with efficient dispersal mechanisms.
As a result, many reservoirs have no aquatic plant seed bank and receive
only limited inputs of seed and other plant propagules from their
watersheds or other sources. These reservoirs are often first colonized by
nuisance exotic weeds, frequently a result of accidental introduction by
boaters. Many exotic species are adapted for exploiting disturbed
conditions, and may quickly spread to become problematic. Once
established, exotic weeds can prevent establishment of beneficial native
plants, regardless of subsequent propagule availability.

In Lake Palestine submersed aquatic vegetation is limited to a relatively
small area of shallow water separated from the rest of the reservoir by a
causeway and bridge. Diversity of the species community north of the
causeway is relatively impoverished and dominated by the invasive exotic
species hydrilla Hydrilla verticillata. Although openings under bridges in
this causeway allow flow of water similar to historical stream flow, the
causeways themselves act as a barrier to dispersal of propagules to the
main lake area south of the causeway. Furthermore, prevailing wind
direction from the south during the growing season further limits unaided
movement of propagules. Fortunately in the area of Lake Palestine
proposed for this project it will not be necessary to first remove exotic
aquatic plant populations so prevalent in many of the East Texas
waterways and reservoirs.

Native plant propagules will be obtained from the newly constructed East
Texas Woods and Waters Foundation Aquatic Plant Nursery at the Texas
Freshwater Fisheries Center in Athens. Species selected will be those
previously evaluated in the TPWD FY 2000 Inland Fisheries Habitat
Initiative that has shown the ability to persist in Texas reservoirs. All have
a low probability of causing biological or sociological problems, and do not
currently occur or only occur in limited spatial distribution within the
reservoir. The proposed species are the emergent species Water willow
Justicia Americana and the submersed species wild celery Vallisneria
Americana, water star-grass Heteranthera dubia, and lllinois pondweed
Potamogetin lllinoensis.

TEXAS

PARKS &
WILDLIFE

Dense stands of hydrilla provide poor
fish habitat in addition to being
nuisances for boaters and shoreline
property owners.

Plant nursery at Texas Freshwater
Fisheries Center
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Palestine Lake, Texas Aquatic Vegetation Project-continued

If the listed species survive and spread from the exclosures,
additional species may be introduced later to further improve species
diversity. Robust potted propagules of all species will be planted in
protective enclosures to reduce the effect of herbivory during the
initial establishment phase.

The areas selected for the project are 0.5 miles of shoreline on the
east side and 0.2 miles on the west side approximately 1 mile north
of the dam. These locations have the advantage of being highly
visible to anglers and thus can be used as an educational tool to
promote the use of native aquatic vegetation for reservoir habitat
restoration. Furthermore these locations will serve as protected
founder colonies that will allow the prevailing southerly wind during
the growing season to distribute seed and fragments north toward

TPWD staff and volunteers planting biologically impoverished areas of the reservoir. These locations
native vegetation in exclosures i
e e L e were specifically selected due to the lack of waterfront homes to

reduce conflict with property owners.

A total of 30 8’ x 16’x 5’ exclosures will be constructed (10 in each of
three sites). Exclosures will be positioned perpendicular to the
shoreline with the deep end in approximately three feet of water. This
will allow the planted specimens to expand up or down gradient as
water level changes. Each exclosure will be planted with five pots of
one of the species of the submersed species listed above. Each
structure will be marked with signage designating its function.
Between the individual exclosures, water willow will be planted along
the wetted shoreline to stabilize the shoreline, reduce erosion,
sequester fine sediment, and promote expansion of the submersed
Mature stands of native plants, species planted in the individual exclosures.

established through introductions,
provide excellent fish habitat and help

combat the spread of invasive plants. Success of native plant establishment will be evaluated using
procedures outlined in the Guide to Propagation and Establishment
of Native Aquatic Plants in Reservoirs. Exclosures will be monitored
for damage and repaired as necessary.






FOR Membership
Benefits

e guidance and assistance in local fund raising, organization
development, and capacity development

e enhanced fund-raising capacity by virtue of certification and
public exposure; banking services for management of locally-
raised funds

e eligibility for priority points toward RFHP project awards;

e eligibility for project fuding and national recognition of
restoration efforts

¢ access to technical support from the RFHP, including reservoir
best management practices and associated publications and
web-based information

® web services

e bumper stickers, logos, patches, signs

* networking with other Chapters, States, experts

e quarterly newsletter

® access to and assistance in use of the RFHP reservoir inventory
and assessment

® access to educational forums and meetings

Visit the website.

Membership Types:

- such as “sportsmen’s groups’, who
wish to work on habitat restoration issues on a single reservoir.

- larger,
multidisciplinary groups who are interested in working on
reservoir habitat issues on a watershed scale.

- organizations that do not have specific
projects in mind but wish to contribute to FOR's efforts.

- individuals who do not have specific
projects that they wish to get involved in but wish to contribute
to FOR'’s efforts.

Photo Credits;

Recreational Boating and Fishing Foundation “Take Me Fishing” (mother
and child fishing); background photo of page 1;

Ft. Cobb: Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation (also the cover
photo).

Lovewell: Kansas Department of Wildlife, Parks, and Tourism;

Leaser Lake: Pensylvania Fish and Boat Commision.
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Federation Nation conservation programs to concentrate our habitat restoration and

enhancement efforts where they will do the most good.The Reservoir Fish Habitat
W h o We A re Partnership under the National Fish Habitat Action Plan was a dream come true for me
L as B.A.S.S. Conservation Director, and through the Friends of Reservoirs partnerships

we can make that dream a reality” Noreen Clough, B.A.S.S. Conservation Director

Friends of Reservoirs (FOR) is a 501(c)(3) charitable foundation P - R F H P d FO R h f d d .
dedicated to the restoration, enhancement and protection of fish rOI ects a n ave u n e =
habitat in reservoir systems nationwide. FOR is the funding arm

of the Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership (RFHP), a certified Ft CObb Reservoir

Fish Habitat Partnership of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan -
made up of natural resource professionals, recreational

6 ‘ “Friends of Reservoirs is an outstanding opportunity for B.A.S.S. and the B.A.S.S.

The Oklahoma Water Resources Board, the Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation, and
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation are working to reestablish native vegetation in Ft. Cobb Reservoir.
This project is part of a nearly 20-year effort to improve water quality by reducing nutrient input
into Ft. Cobb. Aquatic vegetation will utilize excess nutrients thereby reducing the possibility of the
occurrence of Harmful Algal Blooms. This project was partially funded by the Reservoir Fisheries
Habitat Partnership and Friends of Reservoirs in 2011.

industry representatives, and conservation organizations. FOR
implements the RFHP strategic plan through a membership
coalition of citizen-based Chapters, Partnerships for Fish Friendly
Waters (PFFW), and individual and group Affiliates.

Visit our Websites:

www.waterhabitatlife.org

www.reservoirpartnership.org

www.fishhabitat.org - Leaser La ke Q?\

How You Can Help. BN 2, B

i Leaser Lake, a popular angling lake in southeast Pennsylvania, suffered from chronic dam

One: Join "

Go to www.waterhabitatlife.org; click on the “Join” button

issues. As part of a series of grants targeting repairs to the dam, the Reservoir Fisheries Habitat
Partnership and Friends of Reservoirs provided funding in 2011 to assist the Pennsylvania Fish
and Boat Commission add fisheries habitat during the drawdown.

and read about the membership options and benefits

that FOR has to offer you or your organization; Become a
Chapter, PFFW or Affiliate and help FOR restore the nation’s
reservoir fisheries habitat.

Two: Donate

Go to www.waterhabitalife.org and click on the “Donate”

' Seven Coves Bass Club, in conjunction with Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department, has been working to maintain an aquatic plant nursery and

Rl leh S < ea L etiB ocontribution. thabwil EERE reestablish native aquatic vegetation in Lake Conroe, Texas. The objective of

reservoir fisheries habitat restoration projects.

Three: Volunteer

Get involved with local groups that share a common interest

this project is to create shoreline cover and to establish native plants capable
of outcompeting invasive Hydrilla. This project was partially funded by the
Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership and Friends of Reservoirs in 2010.

A . . ngr . " . E " —
in local aquatic rescources. Join a “fishing club” or other [ —— x 4" - j

sportsmen’s group. Volunteer your time in lake clean-up 'a_“ew a7 ®
L ell Reservoir G~

projects or habitat restoration work. The time that you

-

volunteer can be used as match on grants dedicated to
aquatic habitat restoration.

Four: Get Involved

We are always looking for individuals who can donate their

Lovewell Reservoir in Kansas suffers from chronic loss of fish

during water releases for irrigation. The Reservoir Fisheries Habitat

Partnership and Friends of Reservoirs is working with Kansas

Department of Wildlife, Parks and Tourism and other partners to

install a fish exclusion device to significantly reduce fish loss during =

time to help our conservation efforts. Contact us or go to
www.waterhabitatlife.org for more information on how you %‘& i fishing on Lovewell.

. can help. . . N\ \

irrigation releases and subsequently improve the overall
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Draft 2013 Board Budget

This document provides some information to help relate expenses presented in the 2013 draft
budget to (1) the National Fish Habitat Action Plan, 2™ Edition and to (2) board and committee
priorities. Specific budget notes are provided to help clarify spending plans.

Relationship of Budget to 2nd Edition Action Plan
Objective 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.
Activity: 2013 Multi-state Conservation Grant
Funding: $446,000
Lead Committee or Partner: AFWA
This funding will be used to support specific deliverables from FHPs for both
conservation (Objectives 1 and 2) and science and data (Objective 4) needs. AFWA will
sub-award funds to five regional organizations to support projects conducted by 11
FHPs. Project funding will be targeted as follows:
e Eastern - $195,000
e Midwest - $50,000
e West-$100,000
e Pacific Coast-$50,000
e Alaska-$51,000

Activity: Develop guidance that assists Fish Habitat Partnerships in establishing strong,
strategic priorities and associated milestones or targets that tracks progress and
outcomes.

Funding: $5,000

Lead Committee or Partner: Partnerships Committee

Objective 2. Establish a consensus set of national conservation strategies as a framework to
guide future actions and investment by FHPs by 2013.
Activity: Complete report identifying the national conservation strategies.
Funding: Funded in 2012
Lead Committee or Partner: Habitat Conservation Committee
The board contracted with Mike Stone to lead the habitat conservation committee in
developing the set of national conservation strategies.





Objective 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.

Activity: Communications
Funding: $127,000
Lead Committee or Partner: AFWA
This objective is anticipated to be a continued heavy emphasis for Ryan in 2013. He will
continue to focus on increasing the size of the Partner Coalition, the Partnership’s
grassroots network. It is anticipated that Ryan will continue to attend events with the
express purpose of soliciting new members for the Partner Coalition; improve the
management and maintenance of the Partner Coalition database; increase the level of
communications to the Partner Coalition; further the Partnerships social media efforts;
and increase the use of video in grassroots network development. This focus area will
also include Ryan’s work on the Partnership’s awards program. Other communications
needs included are:

e NFHP annual update

e media outreach

e website hosting, maintenance, and improvements.

Objective 4. Fill gaps in the National Fish Habitat Assessment and its associated database to
empower strategic conservation action supported by broadly available scientific information,
and integrate socio-economic data in the analysis to improve people’s lives in a manner
consistent with fish habitat conservation goals.

2 | Page

Activity: Continue to 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.

Funding: $151,000

In Kind: $42,300 from USGS

Lead Committee or Partner: Science and Data Committee through FWS cooperative
agreement with MSU

Activity: Evaluate results chains developed for State Wildlife Grants and identify any
gaps specific to NFHP actions and work with Foundations of Success to understand the
Open Standards for Practice of Conservation

Funding: $18,000

Lead Committee or Partner: Science and Data Committee

Draft 2013 Board Budget Supporting Information





Activity: Catalog and review current Assessment activities underway by the FHPs and
host a Science and Data Committee meeting to focus on FHP Assessment efforts and to
review progress on the National Fish Habitat Assessment.

Funding: $20,000

Lead Committee or Partner: Science and Data Committee

Activity: Development and attribution of detailed socioeconomic data and analyses on
the same geospatial scale as habitat assessment to improve conservation planning
abilities of the Board and FHPs. This information was requested for inclusion into the
Assessment by the Board.

Funding: $23,000

Lead Committee or Partner: Science and Data Committee

Objective 5. 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.
Activity: 10 Waters to Watch. This program is our principal public outreach campaign
and is designed to call attention to the work of the FHPs and the NFHP. We will be
building upon earlier efforts to increase attention to the list; expand media
opportunities for FHPs; and generate additional awareness of the NFHP.
Funding: $4,000
Lead Committee or Partner: Communications Committee

Other Board and Committee Priorities
Activity: Develop mechanisms and document procedures to guide Fish Habitat
Partnerships and partners in data management practices to improve data and
information exchange that will facilitate collaborative science and data efforts across
the National Fish Habitat Partnership.
In Kind: $197,000 from USGS
Lead Committee or Partner: Science and Data Committee and USGS

Activity: Catalogue science data products and assessments completed and underway
within each of the established Fish Habitat Partnerships via the NFHP Data System.
Dedicated workflow strategies will be developed to implement best practices in data
management including data curation and preservation tasks to ensure data access and
re-use in the future.

In Kind: $63,200 from USGS

Lead Committee or Partner: Science and Data Committee and USGS

Key Areas Without Resources for FY2013
Activity: 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,

3| Page
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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.
Resources Needed: $220,000 to support continued core development of the Marine
Assessment. Awaiting clarification from NOAA Fisheries on in kind contribution.
Lead Committee or Partner: Science and Data Committee and NOAA Fisheries

Activity: Refinement of the National Fish Habitat Partnership Board’s National
Assessment by initiating the filling analytical gaps on connectivity, hydrology and in the
marine assessment identified by National Fish Habitat Board (Board) and Fish Habitat
Partnerships (FHPs) in the 2010 National Fish Habitat Assessment (Assessment).
Resources Needed: $150,000 for 2.0 FTEs to fill key gaps in the Marine Assessment to
be combined with $220,000 in matching resources from NOAA- Fisheries.

Lead Committee or Partner: Science and Data Committee and NOAA Fisheries

Activity: Strengthening the science foundation of the National Fish Habitat Partnership
Board’s National Assessment by determining the best approaches for incorporating data
on connectivity, hydrology and marine fish and shellfish. These were all gaps in the
Assessment that were consistently identified by reviewers and FHPs.

Resources Needed: $300,000 for 2.0 FTEs and workshops to fully develop strategy to be
combined with $100,000 in matching resources from USGS.

Lead Committee or Partner: Science and Data Committee and USGS

Activity: Strengthening the science foundation of the National Fish Habitat Partnership
Board’s National Assessment by developing standardized effectiveness measurements
for FHPs’ connectivity projects which will include developing new methods to
incorporate fine-scale system process information from FHP projects. This task was
requested by the Board.

Resources Needed: $206,000 for 2.0 FTEs to develop standardized connectivity
effectiveness measures that will be combined with $177,500 from USGS.

Lead Committee or Partner: Science and Data Committee and USGS

Activity: Development and attribution of detailed socioeconomic data and analyses on
the same geospatial scale as habitat assessment to improve conservation planning
abilities of the Board and FHPs. This information was requested for inclusion into the
Assessment by the Board.

Resources Needed: $77,000 to contract for the acquisition and attribution of
socioeconomic data.

Lead Committee or Partner: Science and Data Committee

Draft 2013 Board Budget Supporting Information





Budget Notes

Note 1. Budget Accounts.

The NFHP Board’s budget includes seven “accounts” as listed below. The accounts that are
numbered (e.g. 2100) are held by AFWA and the numbers are internal to AFWA’s accounting
system.

1. FWS NFHP. These funds are internal to the USFWS Fisheries Program and are allocated
annually based on USFWS priorities. While we have budgeted an 8.4 percent decrease
in the available funds in this line based on an assumption of across-the-board
sequestration cuts to available federal funding.

2. AFWA/FWS Cooperative Agreement. This cooperative agreement has generally been
funded at $135,000 and is budgeted at $124,000 to account for the sequestration cuts.
For the purpose of highlighting that this is transfer of funds between accounts, the
transfer is shown in yellow highlighted cells. Please note that the columns that total the
revenue amounts do NOT double count these funds. A new cooperative agreement is
required for 2013 and funding must be in place by March 1, 2013 at the latest.
Carryover from prior years is anticipated to be $63,000.

3. Multi-state Conservation Grant — Operations 1. This grant was awarded to AFWA in
January 2008 and will close out on December 31, 2012.

4. Multi-state Conservation Grant — Operations 2. This grant was awarded to AFWA in
January 2011 for three years at $80,000 annually. The NFHP budget allocation is based
on the commitments AFWA made in its grant application to the USFWS. In general, this
grant funds AFWA personnel costs (Ryan Roberts and Matt Menashes), some travel,
communications products, and a $15,000 placeholder for consultants as needed by the
NFHP Board. There is an estimated $20,000 carryover from prior years to 2013.

5. Multi-state Conservation Grant — FHP Development. This grant was awarded to AFWA
in January 2012 for two years.

6. Multi-state Conservation Grant — FHP Coordination. This grant will be awarded to AFWA
in January 2013, providing the first year of funding for a project expected to last up to
three years. These funds will be sub-awarded to FHPs.

7. AFWA State Funds. This account includes funds received from state fish and wildlife
agencies either paid directly to AFWA or through draws from the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation (NFWF).

8. NFWF State Funds. This account is a “holding” account for the NFHP Board and includes
funds received from state fish and wildlife agencies. An obligation for payment of
$100,000 to the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) for database work
is included in this budget; these funds had not been invoiced by PSMFC as of November
2011.

5 | Page
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National Fish Habitat Partnership Board
DRAFT 2013 Budget

Multi State
AFWA/FWS Conservation MSCG - MSCG -FHP  MSCG - FHP
FWS NFHP Coop (2100 9::\:’7:1‘,:28) Grant - Operations 2 Development Coordination :L :VXSA;:)T:) NF\;\:;?;ate TOTAL
and 2101) Operations 1 (2151) (2152) (2153)
REVENUES (2150)
Program Income $ 275,000 $ 124,000 $ 80,000 $ 20,000 $ 490,617 $ - $ -
Carryover $ - $ 63,000 $ - $ 20,000 $ 65,150 $ - $ 12,000 $ 28,930
|SUBTOTAL $ 275,000 $ 63,000 $ 124,000 $ = $ 100,000 $ 85,150 $ 490,617 $ 12,000 $ 28,930 $ -
EXPENSES
Coordination of Board, FHPs, and Development
AFWA Coop Agmt $ (124,000) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (124,000)
AFWA Staff $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (13,000) $ (5,000) $ - $ - $ - $ (18,000)
Travel $ - $ - $ (5,000) $ - $ (5,000) $ (21,175) $ - $ - $ - $ (31,175)
Travel - AFWA Staff $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (5,000) $ (3,230) $ - $ - $ - $ (8,230)|
Supplies $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (3,000) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (3,000),
Contractual to FHPs $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (446,015) $ - $ - $ (446,015)
Consultants (Effectiveness Measures) $ - $ (3,000) $ - $ - $ (15,000) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (18,000),
Consultants (Org Development Training) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (48,000) $ - $ - $ - $ (48,000)
SUBTOTAL $ - $ (3,000) $ (5,000) $ - $ (41,000) $ (77,405) $  (446,015) $ - $ - $  (696,420)
Communications $ -
JRNCC $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
\Website $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (8,000) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (8,000)
AFWA Staff $ -8 (35,000) $ (40,500) $ -8 (26,000) $ S S -8 - $  (101,500)
Awards $ - $ - $ (4,000) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (4,000),
Annual Report $ - $ - $ (1,000) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (1,000)
Assessment Hill Mailings $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Signs/Posters $ - $ - $ (500) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (500),
Telephone $ - $ - $ (2,000) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (2,000)
Computer $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Travel - Comms $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (6,000) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (6,000)
Travel - Expand Grassroots Outreach (per 2nd Edition Action F $ - $ - $ (5,000) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (5,000),
Contractual $ - $ - $ (11,000) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (11,000),
SUBTOTAL $ - $ (35,000) $ (64,000) $ - $ (40,000) $ - $ - $ - 8 - $  (139,000)
Science & Data
MSU Assessment $ (151,000) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (151,000)
Data System - USGS $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
National Fish Habitat Database - PSMFC* $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Acquisition of Socioeconomic Data $ - $ - $ (23,000) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (23,000)
Travel - (9,000) (20,000) - - - - - (29,000)
SUBTOTAL (151,000) (9,000) (43,000) $ - - - - - - (203,000)
TOTAL DIRECT 151,000 47,000 112,000) $ = 81,000 77,405 446,015 - - 914,420
IDC at 24% $ - $ (11,280) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (11,280),
IDC at 10% $ - (4,700) (11,200) - (8,100) (7,741) (44,602) - - (76,343)
TOTAL INDIRECT $ - (15,980) (11,200) - (8,100) (7,741) (44,602) = = (87,623)
NET $ = 20 800 - 10,900 5 - 12,000 28,930 52,655

= These funds are transferred from USFWS to AFWA under a cooperative agreement and therefore are NOT
double counted in the budget.

= These funds are obligated from the NFWF account to the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission for
database work.
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Cell: D1
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Need new Cooperative Agreement for 2013-2017

Cell: E1
Comment: Matt Menashes:
This award ends 12/31/12

Cell: F1
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Three year MSCG to AFWA for NFHP

Cell: G1
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Two year MSCG awarded to AFWA for FHP organizational development needs. Another $20k will be added in 2013

Cell: H1
Comment: Matt Menashes:
First year funding for three year project awarded to AFWA for FHP needs.

Cell: B2
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Planned for 8.2% sequestration hit.

Cell: D2
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Planned for 8.2 % sequestration hit.

Cell: F2
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Plan for FY12 $ to be almost solely dedicated to RR salary

Cell: F9
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Menashes Salary/Bens

Cell: G9
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Menashes Sals/Benes

Cell: D10
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Partnership Committee Funds to be used for FHP meeting travel in conjunction with grant 2152. These funds used to cover additional night's stay at hotel.

Piggy-back onto MSCG FHP Development

Cell: F10
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Board Travel

Cell: F11
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Menashes and Regan Travel to BoD MeetingS

Cell: C14
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Balance of contract with Foundations of Success

Cell: F14
Comment: Matt Menashes:
Effectiveness Measures contract with Foundation of Success

Cell: F19





Comment:

Cell:
Comment:

Cell:
Comment:

Cell:
Comment:

Cell:
Comment:

Cell:
Comment:

National Fish Habitat Partnership Board
DRAFT 2013 Budget

Matt Menashes:
Website science and data improvements; hosting; other improvements as needed.

D21
Matt Menashes:
$1k for award; $3k for travel

F27
Matt Menashes:
Roberts base travel for BoD meetings, AFWA Annual Meeting, and North American conference

D28
Matt Menashes:
Roberts attendance at events and building communications tools with the Partner Coalition and Board NGO organizations.

D29
Matt Menashes:
Booth space, pubs, etc. for public outreach ($3k); video processing ($4Kk); ($4k) 10 Waters to Watch)

C36
Matt Menashes:
Whelan Travel
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NATIONA National Fish Habitat Board
EIFISH HABITAT october 16.47, 2012

PARTNERSHIF
Tab 14b

National Fish Habitat Action Plan (2nd Edition) Objectives

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.

o The Science and Data Committee were tasked with facilitating the development
of standard effectiveness measures for conservation actions used to address
nationwide fish habitat focus areas.

2. Establish a consensus set of national conservation strategies as a framework to guide
future actions and investment by the Fish Habitat Partnerships by 2013.

o The Habitat Conservation Committee was tasked with establishing a consensus
set of national conservation strategies as a framework to guide future actions and
investment by the Fish Habitat Partnerships.

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.

o The Communications Committee was tasked with increasing public awareness of
the role healthy fish habitats play in the quality of life and economic well-being of
local communities.

4. Fill gaps in the National Fish Habitat Assessment and its associated database to
empower strategic conservation action supported by broadly available scientific
information, and integrate socio-economic data in the analysis to improve people’s
lives in a manner consistent with fish habitat conservation goals.

o The Science and Data Committee were tasked with developing and initiating
implementation of a strategy to refine the 2010 National Fish Habitat Assessment.

5. 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.

o The Communications Committee was tasked with communicating 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.





NATIONA National Fish Habitat Board
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Tab 14b

National Fish Habitat Board 2012 Priorities (Adopted January 2102)

Priority 1: Advance the National Fish Habitat Partnership legislative and policy agenda
by supporting passage of the National Fish Habitat Conservation Act and the adoption of
the Federal Secretarial Order between the Departments of Interior, Commerce and
Agriculture.

o The Legislative Team was asked to focus on advancing the National Fish Habitat
Partnership’s legislative and policy agenda.

Priority 2: Enhance the leadership, managerial, and conservation delivery capacity of
Fish Habitat Partnerships.

o The Partnership Committee was tasked with assisting in the enhancement of the
leadership, managerial, and conservation delivery capacity of Fish Habitat
Partnerships (2012 Multi-State Conservation Grant).

Priority 3: Adopt strategies focused on obtaining new funding sources that support
implementation of the National Fish Habitat Partnership.

o The Funding Team was tasked with the development of strategies focused on
obtaining new funding sources that support implementation of the National Fish
Habitat Partnership.

Priority 4: Develop standard effectiveness measures for conservation actions used to
address nationwide fish habitat focus areas.

o The Science and Data Committee were tasked with facilitating the development of
standard effectiveness measures for conservation actions used to address nationwide
fish habitat focus areas.

Priority 5: Facilitate stronger communications and interactions with and among Fish
Habitat Partnerships as detailed in the 2012 Communications Strategy and Action Plan.

o The Partnership Committee was tasked with helping to facilitate stronger
communications and interactions with and among Fish Habitat Partnerships.

Priority 6: Develop and initiate implementation of a strategy to refine the 2010 National
Fish Habitat Assessment for 2012.

o The Science and Data Committee were tasked with developing and initiating
implementation of a strategy to refine the 2010 National Fish Habitat Assessment.
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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

Current term through July 31, 2015

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
Current term through July 31, 2015

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

Current term through July 31, 2013

Dan Ashe — Federal Government
Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1849 C Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20240
Dan_Ashe@fws.gov

Serves by virtue of office

Douglass Boyd — At Large

Sportfishing & Boating Partnership Council
1945 Lockhill Selma #101

San Antonio, TX 78213
douglassboyd@yahoo.com

Current term through July 31, 2014

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

Current term through July 31, 2013

Brad Gentner — At Large

Coastal Conservation Association
Gentner Consulting Group

9007 Eton Road

Silver Spring, MD 20901

Ph: 202-455-4424
brad@gentnergroup.com

Current term through July 31, 2014

Chris Horton — At Large

National Assembly of Sportsmen’s Caucuses
Regional Director

249 Fletcher Lane

Bismarck, AR 71929

Ph: (501) 865-1475
chris@sportsmenslink.org

Current term through July 31, 2014

Joe Larscheid- State Government (Midwest
AFWA)

lowa Department of Natural Resources

502 East 9th St.

Wallace Building

Des Moines, 1A 50319

Ph: 515-281-5208
joe.larscheid@dnr.iowa.gov

Current term through July 31, 2015

D. Fred Matt- Indian Tribal

Executive Director

Native American Fish & Wildlife Society
34290 Mission Dam Road

Saint Ignatius, MT 59865

Ph: 866-890-7258

fmatt@nawfs.org

Current term through July 31, 2015
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Bob Mahood- At Large

Executive Director

South Atlantic Fishery Management Council
4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201

North Charleston, SC 29405

Ph: 843-571-4366
robert.mahood@safmc.net

Current term through July 31, 2013

Stan Moberly- American Fisheries Society
American Fisheries Society

Northwest Marine Technology, Inc.

955 Malin Lane, SW

Olympia, WA 98501

Ph: 907-736-2251

Ph: 360-736-2251

Mobile: 360-951-7888
stan.moberly@nmt.us

Current term through July 31, 2015

Samuel Rauch — Federal Government
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Fisheries
NOAA Fisheries Service

1315 East West Highway

Silver Spring, MD 20910
samuel.rauch@noaa.gov

Serves by virtue of office

Ron Regan — State Representative (AFWA)
Executive Director

Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
444 North Capitol Street, NW

Washington D.C. 20001

Ph: 202-624-7890

rregan@fishwildlife.org

Serves by virtue of office

Gordon Robertson- At Large
Vice President

American Sportfishing Association
1001 North Fairfax St. Suite 501
Alexandria VA 22314

Ph: 703-519-9691
grobertson@asafishing.org
Current term through July 31, 2013
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Mike Stone - State Government (Western
AFWA)

7242 Bomar Drive

Cheyenne, WY 82009-2018

Phone: 307.635.7795 (h)

Phone: 307.631.7696 (cell)
mdsfish@gmail.com

Current term through July 31, 2015

Nick Wiley — State Representative
(Southeast AFWA)

Executive Director

FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission

620 South Meridian Street
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1600
nick.wiley@myFWC.com

Current term through July 31, 2015

Krystyna Wolniakowski — National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation

Director, Western Partnership Office
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
421 SW 6™ Suite 950

Portland, OR 97204

Ph: 503-702-0245
Wolniakowski@NFWF.ORG

Current term through July 31, 2015

Chris Wood- At Large

President and Chief Executive Officer
Trout Unlimited

1300 N. 17th St., Suite 500
Arlington, VA 22209-2404

Ph. 703-284-9405

cwood@tu.org
Current term through July 31, 2014

Anne Zimmermann- Federal Government
USDA, Forest Service

Director, Watershed, Fish, Wildlife, Air and
Rare Plants

Syndey R. Yates Building

201 14th Street, SW Room 3SE
Washington, DC 20250-1121
azimmermann@fs.fed.us

Current term through July 31, 2015
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BOARD STAFF:

Karen Abrams (Board Coordination)
NOAA-Fisheries

Office of Habitat Conservation

1315 East West Highway
SSMC3/Room 14214

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Ph: 301 427-8629
Karen.abrams@noaa.gov

Tom Busiahn (Fish Habitat Partnerships,
Federal Caucus Coordination)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

ARLSQ 840

4401 N. Fairfax Dr.

Arlington, VA 22203

Ph: 703/358-2056

tom_busiahn@fws.gov

Matt Menashes (Policy Advisor and State
Agency Liaison)

Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
444 North Capitol Street, NW, Suite 725
Washington, DC 20001

Ph: 202-624-3602
mattm@fishwildlife.org
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Andrea Ostroff (Science and Data
Coordination)

U.S. Geological Survey

12201 Sunrise Valley Drive

Mail Stop 301

Reston, VA 20192

Ph: 703.648.4070
aostroff@usgs.gov

Ryan Roberts (Communications
Coordination)

Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
444 North Capitol Street, NW, Suite 725
Washington, DC 20001

Ph: 202-6245851
rroberts@fishwildlife.org

Gary Whelan (Science and Data
Coordination)

Michigan DNR

Mason Building, Eighth Floor
P.O. Box 30446

Lansing, M1 48909

Ph: 517-373-6943
whelang@michigan.gov
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