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Managing Our Nation's Fisheries 3

Advancing Sustainability
May 7-9, 2013

Detailed Agenda
TUESDAY, MAY 7
TIME EVENT ROOM
7 AM Continental Breakfast East-State Room
Registration Opens Ballroom Foyer
9 AM Opening Remarks: Grand Ballroom
Dr. Donald Mclsaac
Featured Speakers:
Mr. Eric Schwaab, Obama Administration
Rep. Doc Hastings, Chairman, House Natural Resources
Committee
10 AM Break East-State Room
10:15 AM | Special Perspectives on Sustainability Grand Ballroom
e Barton Seaver, Chef and Host of “In Search of Food”
e Keith Colburn, Skipper of the F/V Wizard on the Deadliest Catch
Regional Fishery Management Council Perspectives
Noon Box Lunch & Poster Review Session East-State Room
1PM CONCURRENT SESSIONS
SESSION 1: IMPROVING FISHERY MANAGEMENT ESSENTIALS Colonial Room
Topic 1: Annual Catch Limit Science and Implementation Issues,
Including Managing “Data-Limited” Stocks
SESSION 2: ADVANCING ECOSYSTEM-BASED DECISION MAKING Promenade Room
Topic 1: Assessing Ecosystem Effects and Integrating to Climate Change
SESSION 3: PROVIDING FOR FISHING COMMUNITY STABILITY Chinese Room
Topic 1: Recreational and Subsistence Fishery Connections
2:45 PM Break East-State Room
3:15PM CONCURRENT SESSIONS Chinese, Colonial,
Resume session topics after the break Promenade Rooms
5PM Adjourn Concurrent Sessions
5:30 PM Poster Review Session and Environmental Defense Fund Reception East-State Room






WEDNESDAY, MAY 8

TIME EVENT ROOM
7 AM Continental Breakfast and Poster Viewing East-State Room
8 AM CONCURRENT SESSIONS
SESSION 1: IMPROVING FISHERY MANAGEMENT ESSENTIALS Chinese Room
Topic 2: Rebuilding Program Requirements and Timelines
SESSION 2: ADVANCING ECOSYSTEM-BASED DECISION MAKING Promenade Room
Topic 2: Forage Fish Management
SESSION 3: PROVIDING FOR FISHING COMMUNITY STABILITY Colonial Room
Topic 2: Integrating Community Protection, Jobs Emphasis, and
Domestic Seafood Quality Assurance
9:45 AM Break East-State Room
10:15 AM | CONCURRENT SESSIONS Chinese, Colonial,
Resume session topics after the break Promenade
Noon Lunch break
1PM CONCURRENT SESSIONS
SESSION 1: IMPROVING FISHERY MANAGEMENT ESSENTIALS Chinese Room
Topic 3: International Fisheries Management: Leveling the Playing Field
SESSION 2: ADVANCING ECOSYSTEM-BASED DECISION MAKING Promenade Room
Topic 3: Integrating Habitat Considerations: Opportunities and
Impediments
SESSION 3: PROVIDING FOR FISHING COMMUNITY STABILITY Colonial Room
Topic 3: Assessment and Integration of Social and Economic Tradeoffs
2:45 PM Break East-State Room
3:15PM CONCURRENT SESSIONS Chinese, Colonial,
Resume session topics after the break Promenade
5PM Adjourn Concurrent Sessions
6 PM Banquet Grand Ballroom

Senator Mark Begich, Featured Speaker






THURSDAY, MAY 9

TIME EVENT ROOM
7 AM Continental Breakfast East-State Room
8 AM Plenary Session: Grand Ballroom
Report on Results of the Concurrent Sessions from
May 7 and 8
9:45 AM Break East-State Room
10:15 AM Plenary Session: Grand Ballroom
Reactions Panel Statements
11:45 Closing Remarks: Grand Ballroom
Dr. Donald Mclsaac
Noon Conference Adjourned
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A Brief Primer on Brands and Branding

What does the word ‘brand’ mean?

The words brand and branding are thrown
around liberally by all sorts of people in
different contexts and with different
meanings in mind, so it may help to start by
asking ‘what exactly is a brand?’

The simplest answer is that a brand is a set of
associations that a person (or group of
people) makes with a company, product,
service, individual or organization. These
associations may be intentional — that is, they
may be actively promoted via marketing and
corporate identity, for example — or they may
be outside the company’s control. For
example, a poor press review for a new
product might ‘harm’ the product
manufacturer’s overall brand by placing
negative associations in people’s minds.

To illustrate this, let’s
explore one of the world’s
best-known products — or
brands: Coca-Cola.

Essentially, it is just a soft
drink product, but Coca-
Cola the drink is eclipsed
by the sheer might of Coca-Cola the brand.
This phenomenon is best summed up by the
following quote from a Coca-Cola executive:
‘If Coca-Cola were to lose all of its production-
related assets in a disaster, the company
would survive. By contrast, if all consumers
were to have a sudden lapse of memory and
forget everything related to Coca-Cola, the
company would go out of business.’

So what are these all-powerful associations?
For Coca-Cola, typical perceptions might be
that it is the original cola drink (‘The Real
Thing’), that its recipe is secret and
unsurpassed, that it’s all-American or maybe
global, that it’s youthful, energetic, refreshing
and so on. Visual associations might include
the unmistakable red and white logo and

corporate colors, or the unique shape and tint
of the original glass bottles.

These are positive brand associations, but
there may be negative ones too. For example,
Coca-Cola may be seen as unhealthy, or as a
symbol of global ‘imperialism’ by American
brands. What is seen as a positive association
to some may be unpleasant to others and
negative perceptions could become attached
to a brand’s identity even if the company
strives to present a different character.

Of course, brands aren’t limited to the food
and drink category. If a brand is just a set of
associations then practically anything could
be said to have a brand, even individuals —
think Michael Jordan or Derek Jeter.

Now think about NFHP in
this context. Does NFHP
have brand? Orisita NATIONAL

just a logo? Perhaps in FlSH
our minds, the logo HABITAT

stands for something,

but what about everyday PARTNERSHIP
citizens? Anglers? Politicians? What do they
think about NFHP? Do they even know about
it? What about communities with NFHP
projects are located? What about
corporations in communities where NFHP
projects are located? What, if anything, do
these entities think about NFHP?

What is branding?

If a brand results from a set of associations
and perceptions in people’s minds, then
branding is an attempt to harness, generate,
influence and control these associations to
help the business perform better. Any
organization can benefit enormously by
creating a brand that presents the
organization as distinctive, trusted, exciting,
reliable or whichever attributes are
appropriate to that entity.
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Title: Science and Data Committee Report for June 2013

Desired outcome: An informational briefing to the Board on the Science and Data Committee’s
2013 work plan progress.

Background: At the Board’s October 2012 meeting, six priority areas were approved for action
in 2013 by the NFHP Science and Data Committee (Committee).

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

0 Progress to Date — The approved Committee Terms of Reference provide specific
guidance on the composition of Science and Data Committee including integrating
additional Fish Habitat Partnership membership, goals for the long-term size of the
Committee; and terms of service for Committee membership. Additionally, the
Assessment Teams have indicated specific needs for Committee expertise including:
coastal and marine system; the ability to provide critical analysis of Assessment Team
products within reasonable timeframes; understanding of landscape scale habitat
analysis along with appropriate analytical methods; modeling expertise; and the
ability to access additional data sources.

Table 1 lists current Committee membership along with their status with the
Committee. The Chairs have solicited interest of current members, examined future
needs, and have determined Committee candidates. Current members that have been
active, have the needed expertise and agency approval will continue on the
Committee. Current members who are inactive will be thanked for their past efforts
on the Committee. Additionally, current members who are active, but whose
expertise isn’t deeply aligned with current committee priorities, will be considered in
a pool of technical experts that the Committee may call upon at time of reviews as
needed. The membership is currently under review and we are awaiting input from
some of our agency partners at this time. Final decisions are expected by the Board
meeting.

0 The Science and Data Committee will catalog and review current Assessment activities
underway by the Fish Habitat Partnerships.

0 Progress to Date — The Committee developed and has surveyed the Fish Habitat

Partnerships on their Assessment activities. By April 15", 55% of all FHPs had
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responded. By June 7, a total of 16 of 18 Fish Habitat Partnerships (88.8%)
responded with information pending from the Kenai River and Ohio River Fish
Habitat Partnerships. A total of 64 assessments or habitat datasets have been
completed by FHPs with 26 publications completed from that work. A number of
challenges and impediments were noted including: data access and availability (20
responses); data format issues (7 responses); data storage and access (6);
methodology issues (6 responses); and resources (5).

These data provide key insights on the availability and location of process level data
along with how the National Assessment can directly assist FHP efforts. Another key
result is direction on how to improve the utility of the inventory of data that will be
housed in the NFHP Data System.

0 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.

0 Progress to date — Improvements continue to be made to the NFHP Data System
including an additional viewing option for key priority themes; improved user
experience by allowing auto generated summaries of datasets to open within the
NFHP Data System webpage instead of sending users to linked systems for the data;
and improved capabilities to distribute data via web mapping and ArcGIS services.

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.

0 Progress to date — A draft guidance document for FHP dataset input into the NFHP
Data System has been developed. Information and case histories are now available
on how FHPs can and should upload data; metadata development guidance and
criteria; and how web services can be generated out into multiple places including
FHP web pages.

o0 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.
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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.
Inland Assessment Progress to Date - In working towards the 2015 assessment,
the Inland Assessment Team is focused on: 1) acquiring new physical and
biological datasets; 2) improving elements of the 2010 assessment datasets
including elements of the National Hydrography Plus V1 Dataset; and 3) testing
refined analytical approaches to improve 2015 assessment results. By the end of
July, it is planned to have: the majority of new datasets will be assembled;
attributed to appropriate elements of our spatial framework; and ready for Wes
Daniel, our current post-doctoral research associate, to begin testing our proposed
analytical approaches for 2015 assessment of river systems for the conterminous
United States. It is expected that testing, applying, and finalizing our analytical
approaches for the conterminous U.S. will be complete by mid-2014. By taking
this step at this time, the Assessment Team is expecting to have close
collaboration with and detailed reviews of work products by the Science and Data
Committee. In addition to the refined analysis for streams of the conterminous
United States, the Assessment Team is developing improvements to the 2010
Alaska and Hawaii Assessment components, and those steps are described in
more detail in the report. The Assessment Team anticipates taking steps to begin
finalizing the 2015 Alaska and Hawaii Assessments by January 2014, and will
improve the supporting datasets and analytical approaches for these assessments
as time allows. Finally, the development of spatial units for all lakes of the
conterminous United States is in progress with lake catchments serving as a basic
landscape unit for that work. By 2015, the Assessment Team expects to have:
data attributed to lake catchments; summary stats run to describe broad trends in
lake conditions throughout the conterminous United States; and a plan for detailed
lake assessments. A detailed report on their activities is in Attachment 1.

0 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
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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.

(0}

Marine Assessment Progress to Date - The Marine Assessment Team is
completing work on the pilot assessment for Gulf of Mexico estuaries. This work
will: serve as a proof-of-concept for the revised Marine Assessment methodology;
provide information on habitat condition and threats for regional stakeholders;
and contribute to the 2015 Marine Assessment. The Assessment Team at this time
is reviewing and refining results, and will be presenting preliminary results to
selected regional stakeholders on June 27. A presentation of final results for all
interested parties will follow in August, along with a white paper describing the
refined proof-of-concept assessment methodology and preliminary results.
Scoping activities are beginning for refined Pacific Coast estuary assessment, a
collaborative project with the Pacific Marine and Estuary Fish Habitat
Partnership. The Assessment Team expects this effort to continue through the fall
and into the next fiscal year.

Report Prepared By:

Andrea Ostroff, USGS

Gary Whelan,
June 10, 2013

MI DNR
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Name

Affiliation

FHP Association

Status

BOARD LIAISONS
and COMMITTEE
CHAIRS

Stan Allen

Pacific States Marine
Fisheries Commission

PMEFHP

Board Liaison

Joseph Larscheid

IA DNR

Board Liaison

Gary Whelan MI DNR Co-Chair

Andrea Ostroff USGS Co-Chair
ASSESSMENT

TEAM LEADERS

Kristan Blackhart NOAA Marine Assessment Team

Leader

Dana Infante

Michigan State Univ

Inland Assessment Team
Leader

ACTIVE

MEMBERS

Jose Barrios USFWS

Doug Norton USEPA Active member
Katherine Smith USFS Active member

Andy Loftus

Loftus Consulting

Active member

James McKenna, Jr.

USGS

Active member

Jennifer Bayer

USGS

Active member

Robin Carlson

Pacific States Marine
Fisheries Commission

Active member

Hal Beecher

WA DGF

Active member

Jeff Kopaska

IA DNR

Active member

Kay McGraw

NOAA — Fisheries

Active member
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D. Moe Nelson

NOAA - NOS

ACFHP

Active member

Craig Paukert

USGS - Univ. of MO

Active member

Timothy Birdsong TXPWD RFHP and SARP | Active member

Thom Litts GA DNR SARP Active member

Cecil Rich USFWS AK FHP Active member

Dirk Miller WY GFD Requested to be replaced

Mary Walsh W PA Conservancy Active member

INACTIVE

MEMBERS

Charles Bronte USFWS Inactive

Brian Alford LA DFW Inactive

Michael Dougherty | WV DNR Inactive

Brian Sanborn USFS Inactive

Ryan Smith TNC Inactive

Churchill Grimes NOAA — Fisheries Inactive — Retired

Christopher Estes | AK DFG Retired = Technical
Experts

Zachary Bowen USGS Inactive — Requested to
be replaced

Mark Brouder USFWS GLBFHP Inactive

Jonathan Higgins TNC Inactive

Mark Hudy USGS Inactive — New Position

Scott Sowa TNC Technical Experts

Priya Nanjappa AFWA Technical Experts
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Title: Communications Committee Report

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

Background: Following the communications committee update to the Board in February, the Board
approved the 2013 communications strategy update and set objectives for the communications
committee to work towards in 2013. The communications committee priorities as they relate to the
relevant objectives in the second edition of National Fish Habitat Action Plan are as follows:

Action Plan 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.

Priority Task D: Review 2012 Communications Strategy, and revise as necessary, to ensure there is
a principal focus towards raising public awareness on the role healthy fish habitats play in the
economic well-being of local communities; (Communications Committee)

Priority Task E: Increase the size of the Partner Coalition and improve the management and
maintenance of the Partner Coalition database; (Communications Committee)

Priority Task F: Develop a comprehensive congressional and administration outreach strategy;
(Congressional Affairs Team and Communications Committee)

Action Plan 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.

Priority Task N: Broaden the visibility of the 10 Waters to Watch list by selecting waters that reflect
key fish habitat conservation priorities/needs, track advancements associated with current and past 10
Waters to Watch, and utilize these waters as a means to tell the story and increase awareness of bold
efforts to reverse persistent declines in aquatic habitat; (Communications Committee)

2013 Work Plan Updates/Accomplishments

o Priority Task D: (Complete) The Communications Strategy has been reviewed by the
communications committee and revised to further incorporate priorities of raising public awareness
of the importance of healthy fish habitats through the work of our FHPs.
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National Fish Habitat Board February 26-27, 2013 Tab 9a

o Priority Task E: (ongoing) The Partner Coalition has increased by 800 individuals/groups in 2013
and now sits at 2,800 currently. This increase was due in large part to targeted marketing
opportunities by the communications committee to raise awareness of the Partnership as stated in
objective 3. Increasing the size of our database has helped our messaging reach a broader audience
and spurned additional interest and page visits to our website and social media platforms. Our
newsletter click through rate is on average 22%. A rate of 10% - 20% is considered desirable
according to wordstream.com. Continuing to grow this database in 2013 will be an important
function of the committee and a priority as the communications committee expands audience reach
through targeted events in 2013.

o Priority Task F: (In Progress) The framework of a congressional outreach strategy was developed
and presented to the Board in October 2012 (112th Congress). The strategy is currently being revised
for the 113th Congress. This strategy is a work in progress pending new legislation and identification
of priority members and committees. Elements of a larger toolkit are in place, including a Partner
Letter and general talking points of the benefits and value of the National Fish Habitat Partnership
and the work of the FHPs. An overall legislative strategy will be discussed by the Congressional
Affairs Team during the June 2013 Board meeting. The Congressional Affairs Committee and the
communications committee are coordinating on this effort for (113th Congress).

o0 Priority Task N: (In Progress) The “Waters to Watch” guidance for FHPs was revised for 2013 and
included some new criteria and a new timeline for the 2013 submissions and announcements as well
as a campaign to better highlight the individual projects. There has been 20 blog
mentions/newspaper articles picked up on the 2013 campaign based mostly on individual projects.
Publications from TX, NC have been most notable. Social media has increased significantly with
many projects being mentioned on twitter and facebook. As a result of the Waters to Watch
announcement our Facebook page received nearly 50 more likes in the span of 3 weeks and now sits
at 536.

Documents to be developed in 2013:
L] Annual Report- (in progress — completion date August)

L1 Partner toolkit
L] Videos highlighting FHP work- (Contract in place)
LINFHP Fact Sheet - (Updated in May 2013)

2012 Work Plan Outcomes

o Coordinated the rollout strategy for the second edition of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan.
Over half of the printed copies have been distributed.

0 New website was launched in 2012 in conjunction with the second edition of the National Fish
Habitat Action Plan.



http://fishhabitat.org/content/national-fish-habitat-partnership-board-book-february-26-27-2013

http://fishhabitat.org/sites/default/files/www/NFHP_one_page_update.pdf
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Congressional Affairs Update:

After discussions with the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works the legislative team
has determined that the National Fish Habitat Conservation Act will be reintroduced in the Senate and
in time for a mid-July mark-up by the Committee The NFHCA Legislative Team is recommending
reintroduction of the NFHCA bill as introduced and approved by the Senate EPW Committee in the
112" Congress. As with last Congress the team will seek bi-partisan sponsorship. Last year, the bill
came close to moving out of the Senate via the Sportsmen’s Package of 2012. There is an expectation
that the National Fish Habitat Conservation Act would become part of a sportsmen’s package of bills.

112" Congress:

S.1201

Latest Title: National Fish Habitat Conservation Act

Sponsor: Sen Lieberman, Joseph I. [CT] (introduced 6/15/2011)  Cosponsors (9)

Related Bills: 5.3525

Latest Major Action: 7/17/2012 Placed on Senate Legislative Calendar under General Orders.
Calendar No. 455.

Senate Reports: 112-187

COSPONSORS (9), ALPHABETICAL [followed by Cosponsors withdrawn]:  (Sort: by date)

Sen Begich, Mark [AK] - 6/15/2011

Sen Bingaman, Jeff [NM] - 6/15/2011

Sen Cardin, Benjamin L. [MD] - 6/15/2011
Sen Crapo, Mike [ID] - 6/15/2011

Sen Klobuchar, Amy [MN] - 6/20/2011
Sen Murkowski, Lisa [AK] - 6/15/2011

Sen Tester, Jon [MT] -6/15/2011

Sen Udall, Mark [CO] - 6/15/2011

Sen Whitehouse, Sheldon [RI] - 6/15/2011




http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/?&Db=d112&querybd=@FIELD%28FLD003+@4%28%28@1%28Sen+Lieberman++Joseph+I.%29%29+01385%29%29

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/D?d112:1:./temp/%7Ebd9LRZ:@@@P%7C/home/LegislativeData.php?n=BSS;c=112%7C

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d112:SN03525:%7C/home/LegislativeData.php?n=BSS;c=112%7C

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/cpquery/R?cp112:FLD010:@1%28sr187%29

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/D?d112:1:./temp/%7Ebd9LRZ:@@@N%7C/home/LegislativeData.php?n=BSS;c=112%7C

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/?&Db=d112&querybd=@FIELD%28FLD004+@4%28%28@1%28Sen+Begich++Mark%29%29+01898%29%29

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/?&Db=d112&querybd=@FIELD%28FLD004+@4%28%28@1%28Sen+Bingaman++Jeff%29%29+01285%29%29

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/?&Db=d112&querybd=@FIELD%28FLD004+@4%28%28@1%28Sen+Cardin++Benjamin+L.%29%29+00174%29%29

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/?&Db=d112&querybd=@FIELD%28FLD004+@4%28%28@1%28Sen+Crapo++Mike%29%29+00250%29%29

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/?&Db=d112&querybd=@FIELD%28FLD004+@4%28%28@1%28Sen+Klobuchar++Amy%29%29+01826%29%29

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/?&Db=d112&querybd=@FIELD%28FLD004+@4%28%28@1%28Sen+Murkowski++Lisa%29%29+01694%29%29

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/?&Db=d112&querybd=@FIELD%28FLD004+@4%28%28@1%28Sen+Tester++Jon%29%29+01829%29%29

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/?&Db=d112&querybd=@FIELD%28FLD004+@4%28%28@1%28Sen+Udall++Mark%29%29+01595%29%29

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/?&Db=d112&querybd=@FIELD%28FLD004+@4%28%28@1%28Sen+Whitehouse++Sheldon%29%29+01823%29%29
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About the Blue Ribbon Fisheries program

Blue Ribbon waters will provide Utah's over 400,000 anglers with quality angling experiences in
exquisite settings. These are environmentally productive waters that sustain healthy fish populations.
Blue Ribbon waters preserve a wonderful part of fishing culture and provide an economic boost to
local communities. (Download a presentation about the public benefits of the Blue Ribbon fisheries.)

The Blue Ribbon Fisheries Program is overseen by the Blue Ribbon Fisheries Advisory Council. The
program was designed to:

e Identify and designate Blue Ribbon fisheries throughout Utah

e Enhance the aquatic habitat and recreational setting of Blue Ribbon fisheries

e Protect Blue Ribbon fisheries through collaborative efforts between government agencies and
private entities

e Promote Blue Ribbon fisheries to anglers from all over

I

What makes a Blue Ribbon fishery?

Whether you're seeking a memorable—and trophy-worthy—catch, pursuing a unique species, or you
appreciate a solitary setting and pristine habitat, you should visit Utah's Blue Ribbon fisheries.

Blue Ribbon fisheries are waters that provide highly-satisfying fishing and outdoor experiences for
diverse groups of anglers and enthusiasts.

Blue Ribbon status indicates that a water has been reviewed by Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
biologists and the Advisory Council and has:

1. Fishing quality

2. A quality outdoor experience
3. Quality fish habitat

4. Economic benefits

Download the list of ranking criteria.

To plan a trip to a Blue Ribbon water, visit our access information page. You can search for the fishery
that will provide you with the most satisfying fishing experience.



http://wildlife.utah.gov/blueribbon/pdf/overview.pdf

http://wildlife.utah.gov/dwr/br-about/433-blue-ribbon-fisheries-advisory-council.html

http://wildlife.utah.gov/blueribbon/pdf/ranking_criteria.pdf

http://wildlife.utah.gov/hotspots/blueribbon.php



		About the Blue Ribbon Fisheries program

		What makes a Blue Ribbon fishery?
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National Fish Habitat Board Meeting
June 25 and 26, 2013
Draft Agenda

Utah State Capitol Building (Kletting Room),
350 N State St., Salt Lake City, UT 84103

[This meeting will be available by conference call and web-ex. See instructions below under
“additional information”]

Tuesday, June 25th (8:30AM — 5:15PM EST)

8:30-8:45

8:45-9:15

9:15-9:25

9:25-9:55

Welcome and Introductions Kelly Hepler (Board Chair)
Greg Sheehan (Director, Utah
DWR)

Housekeeping Kelly Hepler (Board Chair) and
Mike Stone (WAFWA)

Desired outcome:

e Board action to approve draft agenda and draft minutes. (Tab 1a)

e Board review of future meeting schedules. (Tab 1b)

- Board discussion on the appropriate number of meetings per year.
Coordinating NFHP meetings with State Fish Chiefs meetings

Election of Vice-Chair Kelly Hepler (Board Chair)
Desired outcome:

e FElection of a Board Vice-Chair

Executive Leadership Team (ELT) Report on Board Membership Sam Rauch (NOAA) and
Rowan Gould (FWS)

Desired outcome:

e ELT to discuss upcoming changes in Board membership





9:55-10:10

10:10-10:25
10:25 - 10:40
10:40-11:25
11:25-11:40
11:40-12:00

e Identification of those federal agencies that should fill the vacant federal agency
Board positions

e Discuss the need for an improved strategy to increase engagement with those
agencies not on the Board

Partnership Committee Summary Report Tom Busiahn (FWS)

Desired outcome:

e Update Board on Partnership Committee Activities (Tab 2)

2014 Funding Allocation Process Update Tom Busiahn (FWS/NFHP Staff)
Desired outcome:

e Update Board on FWS Funding Allocation Process (Tab 3)

BREAK

Board Proposal for Multi-State Grant Conservation Funding Matt Menashes (AFWA)
Desired outcome:

e ACTION ITEM Based on:
-Define the primary purpose for the funding:
FHP operational support or science and data needs?
-Establish a process on the how the Board will rank projects for funding and possible
reductions in project budget requests
-Discuss how best to frame NCN and how to work in concert with FWRPC

-NCN Timeline (Tab 4)
2013 US Fish and Wildlife Service Project Funding Tom Busiahn (FWS/NFHP Staff)
Desired outcome:
e Review of joint project review team project decisions (Tab 5)
501 (c)(3)- introduction Matt Menashes (AFWA/NFHP Staff)
Desired outcome:

e Understanding of options and Q&A on explanation of 501 (c)(3) (Tab 6)





12:00-1:00
1:00 - 2:00
2:00-2:30
2:45-3:15
3:15-3:30
3:30-4:00
4:00-4:30

501 (c)(3) Matt Menashes (AFWA)
Desired outcome:

e Board decision on establishment of the Board as 501(c)(3) non-profit

Proposal for a Board Performance Evaluation Tom Busiahn (FWS/NFHP Staff)
Desired outcome:
e Board decision to endorse the evaluation (Tab7)

e Key questions from Partnership questionnaire

Update from Southwest Alaska Salmon Habitat Partnership Tim Troll (TNC)
Desired outcome:

e Informational update (Tab 8a)

Update from Southeast Alaska (candidate) Fish Habitat Partnership  Neil Stichert (FWS)
Desired outcome: (Tab 8b)

e Informational update

FHP Organizational Development Needs Wendy Wilson (River Network)

Desired outcome:

e Update Board on FHP Organizational Development Workshop (Tab 9)





4:30-4:45
4:45 - 5:15
6:00-7:00

Managing Our Nation’s Fisheries Ill Conference Sam Rauch (NOAA)

Desired outcome: (Tab 10)

e Informational update on the outcomes from Managing Our Nation’s Fisheries Ill
Conference and opportunities for Board engagement

Report on Corporate Engagement Chris Horton (CSF)

Desired outcome: (Tab 11)

e Update Board on opportunities for Corporate engagement

The Vault Bar at the Hotel Monaco, Social hour, complimentary wine

Wednesday, June 26th (8:30AM — 12:00 PM)

8:30-19:00

9:00-9:30

9:30-10:00

10:00-10:10

Science and Data Committee Update Gary Whelan (M1 DNR/NFHP Staff)
Andrea Ostroff (USGS/NFHP Staff)

Desired outcome: (Tab 12)

e Update on the FHP Assessment Survey and committee membership changes
e Update on the 2015 Assessment
e Update on the Data System

Communications Committee Update Ryan Roberts (AFWA/NFHP Staff)
Desired outcome: (Tab 13)

e Update to Board on Waters to Watch and other communications initiatives
e Update on MOU Federal Reports Document
e Update on National Fish Habitat Awards

FWS Strategic Visioning Update Whitney Tilt
Desired Outcome:

e Update Board on Latest SFBPC Activities on FWS Fisheries Visioning






10:10-10:40 Congressional Affairs Committee Update Steve Moyer (Trout Unlimited)
Desired outcome: (Tab 14)

e Update and seek input of Board on National Fish Habitat Conservation Act

legislation
10:40-11:10 Utah DWR Blue Ribbon Fisheries Program Craig Walker (UDWR, Special
Desired outcome: Projects Coordinator)

e Provide program overview of Blue Ribbon Fisheries Program (Tab 15)

11:10-11:30 Utah Rivers Council Update Nick Schou (Utah Rivers Council)

11:30-12:45 Lunch at Capitol
(Briefing on Field Trip and NFHP Initiatives in Utah)

NFHP Initiatives in Utah:

Desert Fish Habitat Partnership: Krissy Wilson (UDWR Native Aquatic Species Coordinator)
Western Native Trout Initiative: Paul Birdsey (UDWR Cold Water Sport Fish Coordinator)
Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership: Craig Walker (UDWR Special Projects Coordinator)

e Field Trip briefing: Paul Burnett, Trout Unlimited. The Weber River Restoration
Project was named as one of the "Ten Waters to Watch" in 2012 and was
implemented to protect native fishes and improve water use efficiency for
water companies in the Weber River drainage. It will re-connect 17.5 total river
miles and allow native trout and sucker species to pass one mainstem diversion
and two culvert barriers in two tributaries.

12:45-1:00 Depart Capitol and Board Shuttle buses to Weber River
2:00-4:30 Weber River, UT site visit

5:30 Return to Hotel Monaco

Additional information

Conference call and Web-ex instructions:
Note: Board members who wish to participate by conference call must get prior approval from the
Chair.





Call in: 866-707-9322 / participant passcode 3163558. Go join the online meeting:

1. Go to: http://www.mymeetings.com/nc/join.php?sigkey=mymeetings&i=749207290&p=habitat&t=c

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.



http://www.mymeetings.com/nc/join.php?sigKey=mymeetings&i=749207290&p=habitat&t=c
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Draft National Fish Habitat Board Conference Call Summary: February

26-27, 2013
Members Present:
Steve Perry, Vice Chair (NEAFWA) Eric Schwaab (NOAA Fisheries)
Stan Allen (PSMFC) - for Randy Fisher Ron Regan (AFWA)
Mike Andrews (TNC) Gordon Robertson (ASA)
Doug Boyd (SFBPC) Eric Schwaab (NOAA Fisheries)
Jim Estes (FLFWCC) for Nick Wiley Mike Stone (WAFWA rep)
Brad Gentner (Gentner Consulting Group/CCA Chris Savage (US FS) for Anne Zimmerman
rep) Krystyna Wolniakowski (NFWF)
Rowan Gould (US FWS)- for Dan Ashe Libby Yranski (ASA for Gordon Robertson)
Chris Horton (CSF) Gary Whelan (MAFWA for Joe Larscheid)

Stan Moberly (AFS)
Steve Moyer (TU) — for Chris Wood

Members Absent:
Fred Matt

Motions Approved by Consensus:

Adenda and January Board Meeting Minutes: Approved

Project Prioritization Criteria: Approved with revision. The Board included language on socioeconomic
factors.

FHP Performance Evaluation: Approved with revisions. The Board added socioeconomic language to
the second paragraph of the introduction.

National Habitat Conservation Strategies: Approved

Board Representative to Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCC): The Board approved the Chair
as the representative to the LCC National Council, with the ability for the Chair to identify a proxy.

Updates and Discussion:

Ron Regan encouraged Board staff to think strategically about scheduling upcoming meetings,
identifying opportunities to meet with Fish Chiefs and others who strategically align with the National
Fish Habitat Partnership

Staff provided background information and highlighted issues associated with 501(c)(3) entities. The
Board requested that staff present a set of three options to the Board in advance of the June Board
meeting for decision. Some Board members shared the sentiment that Board should focus on NFHP
legislation, and that the passage of legislation may not be consistent with benefits of becoming a 501
(©)(3)

The Board approved the minimum benchmark project prioritization criteria with additional language
reflecting social and economic outcomes. The intent was to provide language that referenced these
benefits without having a negative impact on those projects that may be more focused on non-
consumptive uses. Language was added to criteria 3 that now reads: "Project identification of specific
habitat measures of success and performance targets that are observable and amenable to pre- and
post-project monitoring and include social, economic and biological benefits such as enhanced
recreational [and Jcommercial and subsistence fishing opportunities, increased public visitation, or
innovative project designs that address specific fish conservation challenges.”

The Board did not take action on adding a Board seat for FHPs. Various perspectives and opinions
were shared. One issue raised was concern with the challenge of having one FHP representative
represent the views of all FHPs. Others noted that there may not be consensus among the FHPs that
a seat is needed, while the sentiment was shared that if the system is working well as is, a change is
not needed at this time.

The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) indicated that they are performing a national review of the
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Hatchery Program, and that the review will be available once the Directorate reviews in April. In
addition, the FWS realignment started in the spring, and the strategic planning effort is near
completion. An update will be provided to the Board in at the June meeting. With respect to FHP
funding allocations, the FWS indicated that for FY13 allocations will remains as is using the current
method, however the future intent is to have allocations be competitive and performance based.
Board involvement in FWS budget and allocation discussions was highlighted, and the FWS indicated
that there may be an opportunity to make revisions to the current process, and that the time may be
coming to identify Board volunteers to assist.

The Board was provided an update on the FHP Organization Development Project. The Board noted
the value in the effort to build key relationships, and that face to face meetings for FHPs should be
budgeted for annually.

Gordon Robertson provided an overview on the fate of the Sportsmans bill that contained National
Fish Habitat legislation. Despite a good deal of support, the bill did not pass, and its future in 2013 is
unclear. The recommendation was made that the Board and others associated with FHPs talk to
district staff about the work of FHPs and the value that fish and habitat bring to communities. The
Board also identified the need for a strategy for moving forward in 2013 and beyond.

During the discussion on the national set of Conservation Strategies, it was noted that measureable
objectives are needed. Another comment shared was that a periodic review of Board strategies
should occur. Looking forward, the intent is that the Board, working with FHPs, will develop a set of
meaningful and measureable targets over time.

During the Science and Data committee report, Mike Andrews posed the question to the Board on
whether or not the Board could do something to obtain resources from the Natural Resources Damage
Assessment associated with Deepwater Horizon to help complete the marine component of the Gulf
assessment, and it was suggested that there should be a discussion on how to engage in this effort
more broadly.

e The Communications Committee Chair provided an update on current efforts associated with
improving communications and outreach. The Chair noted nominations for the Waters to Watch
initiative are due in mid-March, and there will be a follow-up Board call to approve and an
announcement slated for April or May. The Chair also noted that efforts are being taken to develop a
legislative strategy and toolkit for the 113" Congress. In addition, the Chair is working on developing a
video to tell the story of FHP’s on the ground work. Board members commented on the need to
develop and tell real stories on the process and work that the FHPs are doing. There was also
discussion on using the Waters to Watch initiative strategically, and the need to look at previous
waters and update and communicate their status.

Federal agency representatives provided an overview of content included in the reports developed in
accordance with the NFHP MOU and highlighted the benefits of working with NFHP. Stan Moberly
provided comments and reflections, sharing the observation that efforts are moving in the right
direction, and also provided a history of NFHP and efforts to conserve aquatic Stand expressed the
opinion that there is a strong need for an Executive Order. Steve Moyer indicated that the Board
should consider putting together a collection of projects that highlights the good work that is being
done by the FHPs.

Russ Dunn, NOAA Fisheries Service Recreational Fisheries Advisor provided an update on NOAA's
recreational fishing initiative. Brad Gentner indicated that the FHPs should be used as a vehicle to
involve saltwater interests. Eric Schwaab indicated that engaging local anglers in FHP is a key driving
force of success.

Doug Austin provided an overview of the Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs), highlighting
LCC funding, benchmarks, and the LCC National Council. Doug indicated that the National Council
helps identify national challenges that may be addressed by the LCCs, and offered the Board a seat
on the Council. The Board decided the Board Chair will be the representative.

Action items:
e The Board requested that staff draft letters of thanks to federal agency directors and consider
recognizing the efforts of Secretary Salazar.
e Arequest was made by Eric Schwaab that Stan Moberly’s notes and comments on the history of
NFHP be turned into an article or memorialized in some manner.
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e Virgil Moore and Kelly Hepler will bring a resolution to Annual Meeting in September to recognize

NFHP and state commitments to NFHP.

Future 2013 and 2014 meetings:
e October 22 & 23 — Charleston, SC
e January Call
e March 4 & 5 — Washington, DC

Board approved policy and/or technical documents:
e Project Prioritization Criteria
e FHP Performance Evaluation
e National Conservation Strategies

Additional attendees:

Chris Meaney, NOAA Fisheries-HQ and Board
staff

Tom Busiahn, FWS-HQ and Board staff

Matt Menashes, AFWA Director of Ops and Board
Staff

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

Ryan Roberts, AFWA and Board
Communications Director

Cecilia Lewis FWS HQ and Board Staff

Amy Unthank USFS Board Staff

Susan Wells, USFWS

Maureen Gallagher, USFWS

Jaime Geiger, USFWS

Mark Hudy, USGS

Joe Starinchak, FWS

Katie Haws, MWGL FHP

Jeff Underwood, FWS- HQ
Robin Knox, WNTI (phone)
Craig Goodwin, NRCS

Lindsay Gardner, SARP
Katherine Smith, USFS

Kirk Otey, NFFR

Michael Duval, MGLP

Terra Lederhouse, NOAA Fisheries
Lew Gorman, FWS

Arpita Chendusy, AFWA
Michelle Wheeler, FWS

Tom Bigford, NOAA

Sue Rodman, ADG&G
Stephanie Carman, BLM
Russell Dunn, NOAA Fisheries
Danielle Rioux, NOAA Fisheries
Janine Harris, NOAA Fisheries
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Meetings of the National Fish Habitat Board 2006-2015
Proposed schedule of future Board meetings 2013-2014
Year Date Location Comments
32 October 22-23 Charleston, SC FWS ARDs Oct 21-25
(Tue-Wed) TBD
33 | 2014 | January 15 Teleconference Annual budget & priorities
(Wed)
34 March 4-5 Washington DC Reserve room at TNC HQ
(Tue-Wed) area
35 June 25-26 West coast Delete this meeting if Board goes to 2
(Wed-Thu) (California?) meetings per year?
36 October 21-22 Great Lakes FWS ARDs Oct 20-24 in Midwest
(Wed-Thu) (Michigan?) Region
37 | 2015 | January 14 Teleconference Annual budget & priorities
(Wed)
38 March 3-4 Washington DC Reserve room at TNC HQ
(Tue-Wed) area
39 October 20-21 California or FWS ARDs Oct 19-23 in Region 8
(Tue-Wed) Nevada (California/Nevada)
Record of past meetings
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 Leeshurg, 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
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21 July 26-27 Madison, WI Hotel
22 October 19-20 Albuguerque, NM FWS Regional Office
23 | 2012 | January 12 Teleconference
24 March 1 Teleconference
25 April 17-18 Arlington, VA The Nature Conservancy
26 July 10-11 Portland, ME Hotel
27 October 16-17 Ridgedale, MO Big Cedar Lodge
28 | 2013 | January 16 Teleconference
29 February 26-27 | Arlington, VA FWS headquarters
30 April 15 Teleconference
31 June 25-26 Salt Lake City, UT | Utah State capitol
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Title: Partnership Committee

Desired outcome: An informational briefing to the Board on the Partnership Committee’s 2013
work plan activities.

Background: The Partnership Committee is tasked with addressing the following issues during
2013:

Task A - Develop guidance that assists Fish Habitat Partnerships in establishing strategic priorities
and processes that allow the partnerships to document milestones and targets that track progress and
outcomes.

Task B - Develop a process that builds consensus support among Fish Habitat Partnerships for Multi-
state Conservation Grant proposals, and other pertinent funding sources, submitted by the National
Fish Habitat Board on their behalf.

Task C - Establish a vetting process for fish habitat conservation projects submitted to non-NFHP
funding sources that need endorsements from Fish Habitat Partnerships.

Task D - Identify approaches for estimating the costs for FHPs to achieve their priority conservation
outcomes.

2013 Work Plan Activities

e The Partnership Committee hosted a half-day session in conjunction with the FHP Excellence
Workshop in Portland, OR to talk to FHPs about strengthening their strategic priorities and
tracking progress towards outcomes (Task A).

e The Partnership Committee met twice by conference call (4-26-13 and 5-10-13) to initiate the
development of a process that builds consensus support among FHPs for MSCGP proposals
submitted by the Board on their behalf (Task B). An initial framework was roughed out, which
includes: keeping with a regional based approach (which may differ from the regional breakouts
currently being used); establishing a long-term list of priority needs that are best suited for multi-
FHP approaches to addressing those needs; and, engaging with processes used for developing
National Conservation Needs at the front end in an effort to ensure proper alignment.






United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Washington, D.C. 20240

APR 09 2013
In Reply Refer To:
FWS/AFHC/FARC 054076
Memorandum
To: Regional Directors, Regions 1-8

Assistant Director-Migratory Birds

Science Advisor

Chief-National Wildlife Refuge System

Assistant Director-Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Programs

From: B3puty Director BUITN_ ILDM

Subject: New funding approach for fish habitat conservation projects
(Response requested within 15 days.)

The Fish and Wildlife Service has adopted the approach of Strategic Habitat Conservation to
achieve goals of sustainable populations of fish and wildlife in functional landscapes. The
National Fish Habitat Action Plan (Action Plan), adopted in 2006 and updated in 2012, is an
important tool to help the Service and its partners achieve strategic conservation goals for aquatic
resources. Since 2006, the Service has funded cost-share projects that address strategic priorities
of Fish Habitat Partnerships organized under the Action Plan.

In 2014, the Service will modify its approach to funding Action Plan projects to encourage more
strategic conservation delivery. The modification is within the scope of current Service policy
guiding Action Plan funding (717 FW 1), and will not require a change to the policy. The
starting point for development of a new competitive, performance-based methodology will be an
approach developed by the National Fish Habitat Board (Attachment). This memorandum
provides guidance and a timeline for revision and refinement of the approach for use by the
Service.

The Assistant Director-Fish and Aquatic Conservation will convene a work group that will
identify specific procedures for the funding process to be implemented in FY 2014. The work
group will include one representative from each Region, as well as one representative each from
the Office of Science Advisor, Migratory Birds / Joint Ventures, National Wildlife Refuge
System / Partner for Fish and Wildlife, and Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Programs.
Within 15 days, please identify your representative to the work group.

The work group will convene within 45 days of the date of this memorandum. The group will
meet by conference call or other electronic means only and will consider the document in the
Attachment as the basis for creating a decision-making process appropriate for use by the





Service. The process must be a competetive and perfomance based methodology. The new
funding process needs to be completed and submitted to the Assistant Director-Fish and Aquatic
Conservation by July 1. If a new process cannot be agreed to by July 1, the Assistant Director-
Fish and Aquatic Conservation will decide on the process and make the recommendation to the

Director. The work group’s final product will be submitted to the Director no later than July 15,
2013.

The Service will notify Fish Habitat Partnerships of the details of the new funding approach on
or about August 1, 2013. In the meantime, Regional personnel are authorized and encouraged to
communicate with the Fish Habitat Partnerships in their Regions about the role of the work
group and the timeline for its work.

If you have questions, contact Jeff Underwood, Acting Assistant Director-Fish and Aquatic

Conservation, at 202-208-6393 or Tom Busiahn, National Fish Habitat Partnership Coordinator
at 703-358-2056 or tom_busiahn@fws.gov.

Attachment





ATTACHMENT

NFHAP Funding Allocation
Approved by the National Fish Habitat Board, October 19-20, 2011

1. During each fiscal year, up to $400,000 in NFHAP funds will be allocated to the Board in
support of the national fish habitat assessment, a data delivery system, communications,
outreach, and other efforts essential to NFHAP and FHPs. To minimize its use of NFHAP
funds the Board will focus on meeting as many needs as possible through other funding and
in-kind sources. However, if an essential NFHAP need cannot be funded or addressed by
any other means, the amount of NFHAP funding allocated to the Board’s annual budget may
exceed the $400,000 cap.

2. NFHAP funds that are available to support the operations and projects of the FHPs will be
allocated through 3-tier framework. FHPs are authorized to use the allocated funds for
operations (coordination, outreach, travel, etc.) and for priority fish habitat conservation
projects (habitat restoration, assessment, planning, etc.) to maximize results, with no
restrictions on how the funds are split between operations and projects.

a. Tier 1 consists of funds that will be allocated to each FHP at a level of $75,000/year as
stable base funding.

b. Tier 2 consists of funds that will be allocated annually to support 3-year strategic
implementation plans submitted by each FHP. These plans will contain the following
information:

i. The NFHAP and/or FHP priorities, goals, and objectives that plan addresses.

ii. The approach that will be used to accomplish the identified NFHAP and/or FHP
priorities, goals, and objectives.

iii. The geographic area(s) covered by the plan.

iv. The types of operational functions and/or projects to be funded under the plan and how
each identified item relates to implementing the plan.

v. The process that will be used to identify high quality projects, including a proposed
timeline for solicitation, project sub-award, and initiation of on-the-ground
implementation.

vi. The anticipated outputs and outcomes the plan is expected to produce (acres restored
or stream miles to be made accessible to diadromous fish, ecological and
socioeconomic outcomes, or other measures).

vii. The education and/or outreach method(s) that will be used to disseminate information
on the plan’s outputs and outcomes.





viii.

The FHP’s resources and capabilities to administer the NFHAP funds allocated to the
plan.

The amount of NFHAP funds requested in support of the plan and the anticipated
amount of matching funds.

The minimum amount of Tier 2 funding an FHP would receive is 1% of the available funding
and the maximum is 20% of the available funding. The level of NFHAP funding an FHP
receives in support of its 3-year strategic implementation plan will be based on a quantitative
scoring process conducted by a Board appointed panel that will evaluate the following factors on
a scale of 1 [lowest] to 10 [highest]:

Vi.

Vii.

viil.

The potential of the plan to implement priority conservation actions that would result
in long-term improvements in ecologically and regionally significant aquatic systems.

The potential of the plan to provide sustainable, long-lasting benefits including
realistic goals for monitoring and maintenance to ensure longevity of conservation
actions.

The extent to which the plan involves multiple partner groups and operates across
jurisdictional boundaries.

The degree to which the individual project selection process used by the FHP is
competitive.

The capabilities of the measures being used to demonstrate the effectiveness of
conservation actions implemented under the plan.

The level of administrative resources and capabilities available to the FHP to support
and successfully manage grant-type funding, and the FHP’s track record on project
accountability and tracking.

The capacity of the plan’s education and outreach methods to advance public
awareness of the FHP and NFHAP and transfer knowledge on lessons learned.

The extent the plan leverages the investment of NFHAP funds through matching
contributions and/or use of partnerships, including the amount of cash or in-kind
match available to support implementation of conservation actions.

c. Tier 3 consists of funds that will be allocated to FHPs for a 3-year period based on past
performance, as evaluated by application of the Fish Habitat Partnership Performance
Evaluation Measures approved by the Board. FHPs that receive less than 50% of the
performance evaluation measure points will be eligible for 1% of the available funds; FHPs
that receive between 50% to 75% of the available performance evaluation measure points
will be eligible for up to 10% of the available funds; and, FHPs that receive more than 75%





of the performance evaluation measure points will be eligible for up to 20% of the available
funds.

For the initial round of allocation, 90% of the available funds will be apportioned to Tier 2
funding and 10% to Tier 3 funding. As FHPs performance records mature, this funding
allocation will shift to apportioning 75% of the available funds to Tier 2 funding and 25% to Tier
3 funding in the second round, and then to a 50/50 split between Tier 2 and Tier 3 funding in the

third and subsequent rounds.
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LOI Year [Organization Project Title Amount Reguested |FGP Invite| Amount Awarded
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department / Reservoir | Development and Operations of the Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership to $450 000
2010|Fisheries Habitat Partnership Facilitate Implementation of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan ' Yes
2010|Virginia Tech / Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture |Implementation of Eastern Brook Trout Conservation Action Strategies $396,000 Yes
Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies [Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies Fish Habitat Partnership $90,000
2010{/ Inland and Marine Fisheries Committee Coordination and Communication ' No
2010|Recycled Fish Conservation Nation: Fishing 50 States in 50 Days $246,192 No
2010|National Mississippi River Museum and Aquarium |Engaging Midwest Farmers and Farming Institutions in Fish Habitat Restoration $111,600 No
_ o _ - _ Meethg Natlon_al F_|s_h Habitat Action Plan Goals through Development of a $450,000 $398,500
2010[Midwest Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies |Coordinated Scientific Network Yes
2010|Great Plains Prairie Fish Habitat Partnership Implementation of the Great Plains Prairie Fish Habitat Partnership $365,000 No
pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission Formapon of a Pacific Coast Fish Habitat Plan for the Conservation of Marine and $420,610
2010 Estuarine Habitats No
2010|California Trout Steelhead Recovery Campaign $225,000 No
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission Implem_entatlon of the Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat Partnership Conservation $317,460
2010 Strategic Plan No
2010|Alaska Department of Fish and Game Instream Flow Protection by Alaska Region Fish Habitat Partnerships $949,200 No
LOI Year [Organization Project Title Amount Requested |FGP Invite| Amount Awarded
2011|AFWA / NFHAP National Fish Habitat Board Action Plan Implementation $240,000 Yes $240,000
. S o Operations of the Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat Partnership and Implementation of the
. . - . - 240,922
2011 Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission Partnership’s Conservation Strategic Plan and Regional Action Plans $ No
Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies |Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies Fish Habitat Partnership $90.000
2011|/ Inland and Marine Fisheries Committee Coordination and Communication ' No
2011|Western Native Trout Initiative / WAFWA Redband Trout Range-Wide Status Assessment $160,000 No
Southgastern Association of Fish and Wildlife Southeastern Native Black Bass Initiative $168,000
2011|Agencies No
Midwest Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies Wherg the Good Fishing is: Getting the word out about the condition of fish habitat in $170,000
2011 the Midwest and Great Plains No
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission / Reservoir  [Operation of the Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership (RFHP) to Facilitate $296.000 $296.000
2011|Fisheries Habitat Partnership Implementation of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan ' Yes '
Midwest Glacial Lakes Partnership Midwest GIaCI_aI L_akes Partnership: Continued Strategic Plan Implementation and $120,000
2011 Partner Coordination No
LOI Year [Organization Project Title Amount Requested |FGP Invite| Amount Awarded
o Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission Implementing the National Fish Habitat Action Plan from Whitewater to Bluewater $544,000 Yes $261,440.38
. . . . |Coordination and Compilation of Scientific Assessment Information for Desert Fish
012 The Heinz Center / Desert Fish Habitat Partnership Habitats in the Western United States $175,000 No
Midwest Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies Where the _Gooq Flshlng is: Promotmg Use of Fish Habitat Condition Assessments in $128,500
2012 Implementing Fish Habitat Conservation Projects No
. Organizational development training for Fish Habitat Partnerships to increase
. . . . . . il il
2012 AL SRt RIS capacity to implement the National Fish Habitat Action Plan $100,000 Yes $100,000
LOI Year [Organization Project Title Amount Reguested |FGP Invite| Amount Awarded
pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission Sett_mg r_estoratnlgn and protection priorities forJuvgnlle fish and shellfish nursery $412,435
2013 habitats in Pacific coast estuary and nearshore environments No
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LOI Year [Organization Project Title Amount Reguested |FGP Invite| Amount Awarded
Lo Mapping Critical Migratory Fish Habitat in the Lake Michigan and Lake Superior
. . . . L L. K 21 4

2013 The Nature Conservancy in Michigan Basins: Understanding Biological Significance and Connectivity Restoration $216,66 No

National Fish Habitat Board/Association of Fish Promoting Strategic Fish Habitat Conservation through Regionally-coordinated

- . - . $1,200,100 $490,617

2013|and Wildlife Agencies Science and Collaboration Yes

National Fish Habitat Board/Association of Fish Strengthening Fhe Nat!onal Fish Habitat Partner_shlp thrOL_Jgh |mprove_d tools and

N - resources for fish habitat assessment, conservation planning, and project $1,782,000 N/A

and Wildlife Agencies .
2013 effectiveness measurement. Yes

Fishers & Farmers Partnership for the Upper Fishers & Farmers Partnership Puts Landowners in the Lead to Improve Aquatic $150 000
2013|Mississippi River Basin Habitat: A Model for the National Fish Habitat Partnerships ' No

Compilation of Reservoir Habitat Restoration Best Management Practices and

Arkansas Game and Fish Commission /Reservoir  |Expansion of Local Partnerships to Work with the Reservoir Fisheries Habitat $250 000 $250000

Fisheries Habitat Partnership Partnership (RFHP) to Facilitate Implementation of the National Fish Habitat ' '
2013 Partnership Action Plan Yes
2013|Gulf of Maine Research Institute The Gulf of Maine Coastal Marine Ecosystem Study $1,136,700 No
2013|Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission Conserving Fish Habitat from Whitewater to Bluewater $321,750 No

L . - . |Enlarging the Scope, Capabilities, and Impact of the Western Native Trout Initiative

2013 Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WNTI) — A National Fish Habitat Partnership (NFHP) $284,000 No

Caddo Lake Institute Cypres_s-Caddo Floodplain: Fish and Wildlife Habitat Restoration and Inundation $210,000
2013 Analysis No
2013 Alaska Department of Fish & Game Develop and Test a Methodology to Improve Existing Hydrography Data in Alaska $150,000 No
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Multistate Conservation Grant Program Overview

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

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

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

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

Eligibility Requirements

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

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

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

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

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

Multistate Conservation Grant Cycle

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

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



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

http://www.fishwildlife.org/files/2013MSCGP_LOIs.pdf
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porne’® Grant Cycle — Schedule “70RA1‘°
November The Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (Association)

solicits National Conservation Needs (NCNs) from each
Association committee and the four Regional Associations of
state fish and wildlife agencies.

February
Each committee or Regional Association may submit one
proposed NCN. NCN’s are due to the MSCGP Coordinator.
March - April During the North American Wildlife and Natural Resources

North American Wildlife
& Natural Resources
Conference

Conference, the National Grants Committee convenes to review
the proposed NCNs and prepare a list of recommended NCNs for
the State Directors’ approval.

State Directors approve NCNs during the Association’s business
meeting at the North American Conference. The selected NCNs
establish the states’ funding priorities for the upcoming grant
cycle.

The Association distributes an Announcement of Opportunity to
solicit Letters of Intent (LOIs) to address the selected NCNs.

May

LOls are due to the MSCGP Coordinator.

June -July

The National Grants Committee and other appropriate
Association Committees review the submitted LOISs.

The National Grants Committee invites the most competitive
applicants to submit full proposals. Successful and unsuccessful
applicants should direct any questions to the MSCGP
Coordinator.






August

Full proposals along with required federal forms are due to the
Association’s MSCGP Coordinator.

MSCGP grant proposals are reviewed by the National Grants
Committee. The MSCGP Coordinator reviews the proposals for
eligibility and consults with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS).

A grants specialist at the USFWS reviews the grant proposals to
conduct a debarment and suspension and audit records check,
ensure NEPA and ESA compliance, and review financial
management systems of applicants.

September

Association’s Annual
Meeting

The National Grants Committee convenes, reviews the comments
and scores of each proposal, and prepares a recommended
“priority list” of projects for the State Director’s approval. The
National Grants Committee may request changes to a proposal.
Grant applicants may attend this meeting.

During the Association’s Business Meeting, the State Directors
approve the “priority list” of projects to be funded through the
Multistate Conservation Grant Program.

October-November

The Association submits its list of priority projects and the final
proposals to the USFWS by the mandated October 1 deadline.
Priority List projects are reviewed and processed by the USFWS.

The USFWS notifies and awards the Multistate Conservation

December grants to successful applicants.
January through The USFWS manages recipients and their implementation of
December Multistate Conservation grants.

The Association initiates the process for the next cycle of the
MSCGP.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Tab 5
National Fish Habitat Partnership
Fiscal Year 2013 approved project list by State Page 1 of 3
State Congressional Fish Habitat Project Name FWS funds Partner
District Partnership Contribution
Alaska AKOO KPFHP Developing tools for long term stream temperature monitoring to $11,703 $11,838
identify effects on fish habitat
Alaska AKOO KPFHP Describing habitat use and predation potential of invasive northern $20,000 $21,900
pike with environmental DNA
Alaska AKOO KPFHP Aquatic invasive plant baseline surveys in Kenai Peninsula water bodies $26,235 $32,806
Alaska AKOO KPFHP Understanding effects of roadways on the movement of groundwater $26,131 $58,642

through peatland fish habitat

Alaska AKOO Mat-Su Assess and conserve priority salmon habitat in the Cottonwood Creek $23,000 $23,000
Watershed, Mat-Su, Alaska

Alaska AKOO Mat-Su Advancing the Mat-Su Salmon Partnership and Salmon Symposium $25,142 $25,142
Coordination

Alaska AKOO Mat-Su Quantification and protection of habitat flows in the Kashwitna River, $35,000 $30,700
Alaska

Alaska AKOO Mat-Su Sockeye salmon habitat study in Meadow Creek in support of fish $45,823 $75,230
passage modeling

Alaska AKOO Mat-Su Distribution of Northern Pike in Meadow Creek for fish passage $35,005 $60,587
modeling

Alaska AKOO Mat-Su Identification of key habitats for rainbow trout to prioritize restoration $45,243 $101,734
in Willow Creek

Alaska AKOO Mat-Su Characterizing stream health through juvenile salmon monitoring $50,000 $25,000

Alaska AKOO SWAK Achieving strategic salmon habitat conservation through the $50,000 $25,000
Southwest Salmon Partnership Coordination

Alaska AKOO SWAK The Bristol Bay Stream Temperature Monitoring Plan for climate $35,127 $20,000
change to assess effects on salmon habitat

Alaska AKOO SWAK Assessing fish passage on 21 stream crossings in Chignik, King Salmon $8,283 $8,283

and Cold Bay areas

ALASKA TOTALS $436,692 $519,862
Arkansas ARO3 SARP NFHAP Big Piney Creekl Ft. Douglas Stream Bank Stabilization $92,857 $16,000
ARKANSAS TOTALS $92,857 $16,000
California many CFPF NFHAP - CFPF 2013 Coordination and Assistance $47,000 s0
California CA20 CFPF NFHAP - Branciforte Creek Dam Removal Project (San Lorenzo River $12,497 $146,632
Watershed)
California CA02 CFPF NFHAP - Wilson Creek Barrier Removal Project (SF Trinity River $25,913 $967,087
Watershed)
California CA25 DFHP Benton Pond Speckled Dace Habitat Restoration. $30,411 $41,389
California CA25 DFHP Amargosa Canyon Salt Cedar Removal and Native Habitat Restoration $35,712 $52,688
CALIFORNIA TOTALS $151,533 $1,207,796
Colorado CO05 GPFHP NFHAP NFPP Fish Passage Project on Fountain Creek, CO to Benefit $50,000 $640,000
Native Plains Fishes
Colorado CO05 WNTI NFHAP: Bear Creek Sediment Mitigation Project - Phase | $50,000 $185,000
Colorado C0o03 WNTI NFHAP WNTI/Fish Passage Milk Creek Native Colorado Cutthroat Trout $50,000 $512,100
Habitat Restoration
COLORADO TOTALS $150,000 $1,337,100
Florida FLO1 SARP NFHAP: Stream Restoration Project on Unnamed Tributary to $107,143 $248,000
Blackwater River, FL
FLORIDA TOTALS $107,143 $248,000
Hawaii HI02 HFHP HFHP NFHP FY13 Kiholo Estuarine Ponds Restoration Project $45,000 $34,500
Hawaii HI102 HFHP HFHP NFHP FY13 Waipa Stream Restoration Project Phase I $45,000 $50,000
HAWAII TOTALS $90,000 $84,500
Idaho D02 WNTI WNTI FY13 Teton River Canyon — Canyon Creek Fish Passage $25,500 $21,420
Restoration for Yellowstone Cutthroat Trout
Idaho D01 WNTI WNTI FY13 Grouse Creek Restoration Project, Lake Pend Oreille, Idaho $47,000 $110,000
IDAHO TOTALS $72,500 $131,420
Indiana INO2 MGLP MGIP Healthy Shorelines Initiative in the Upper Tippecanoe River $35,714 $160,773
Watershed, IN
INDIANA TOTALS $35,714 $160,773
lowa 1A01 DARE NFHP DARE Maquoketa River-Quaker Mill River Reach Restoration $67,143 $71,000
lowa WI03 DARE Construction of a Rock Arch Rapids at Quasqueton Dam on the $48,426 $100,000
Wapsipinlc on River, lowa
lowa |1A04 F&FP NFHAP Fishers and Farmers Boone River Watershed Oxbow $7,143 $18,000
Restoration Project, IA
lowa 1A03 RFHP Hurley Creek/McKinley Lake Water Quality Project $15,000 $319,226

IOWA TOTALS $137,712 $508,226






U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Page 2 of 3
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Fiscal Year 2013 approved project list by State
Kentucky KY04 ORBFHP NFHP: Green Infrastructure Retrofit Restores Natural Flow Regime to $16,023 $30,000
Promote Healthy Aquatic Habitat
KENTUCKY TOTALS $16,023 $30,000
Maine MEO2 EBTIV Fish Passage Restoration Sunday River & Martin Stream Watersheds, $51,943 $36,362
Oxford County, ME NFHAP
Maine MEOQ2 EBTIV Culvert Replacement, Scott Brook, Grand Lake Stream, Washington $20,571 $20,000
County, ME NFHAP
Maine MEO2 EBTIV Log Drive Dam Removals, Machias River, Washington County, ME $47,143 $39,941
NFHAP
Maine MEQ2 EBTIV In-Stream Habitat Restoration, Meduxnekeag Watershed, Aroostook $64,978 $124,300
County, ME NFHAP
MAINE TOTALS $184,635 $220,603
Michigan MI02 GLBFHP GLBFHP - Little Manistee River Channel Restoration $83,880 $65,000
Michigan MIo1 MGLP Protecting the Unique Sinkhole lakes in the Pigeon River Country State $29,291 $20,600
Forest, Ml through the MGLP
MICHIGAN TOTALS $113,171 $85,600
Minnesota MNO1 F&FP 2011 NFHAP Fishers & Farmers Seven Mile Creek Watershed Program, $57,143 $301,500
MN
MINNESOTA TOTALS $57,143 $301,500
Mississippi MS01 SARP NFHAP: Buttahatchie River Aquatic Habitat Restoration - Phase Il $100,000 $70,000
MISSISSIPPI TOTALS $100,000 $70,000
Missouri MO08 F&FP NFHAP landowner Partnerships in Bourbeuse River and Meramec $19,594 $27,000
Riv.er, MO Aquatic Conservation Opportunity Areas (COAs)
Missouri MO06 RFHP Mozingo Lake Habitat Enhancement Project $20,000 $34,153
MISSOURI TOTALS $39,594 $61,153
Montana MTOO0 GPFHP Nickwall Crossing Fish Barrier Removal-NFPP-GPFHP $50,000 $350,000
Montana MTOO0 WNTI Barrier removal to enhance bull trout migration in Lost Horse Creek - $26,025 $260,000
NFPP WNTI
MONTANA TOTALS $76,025 $610,000
Nevada NV02 WNTI WNTI FY13 Susie Creek Fish Barrier to re-establish Lahontan cutthroat $30,000 $110,000
trout, Elko, NV
NEVADA TOTALS $30,000 $110,000
New Mexico NMO02 RFHP Elephant Butte Reservoir Habitat Restoration Project $20,000 $31,600
New Mexico NMO02 WNTI Assess Gila Trout populations and potential recovery streams impacted $53,000 $101,000
by the Whitewater-Baldy Fire
NEW MEXICO TOTALS $73,000 $132,600
New York NYO1 ACFHP Marine Meadows SAV Restoration, Peconic Estuary, NY NFHAP ACFHP $68,789 $68,587
NEW YORK TOTALS $68,789 $68,587
Oregon OR02 WNTI WNTI - Fish Screen - North Ditch Diversion, NF Sprague River $35,000 $558,000
OREGON TOTALS $35,000 $558,000
Pennsylvania PAOS EBTJV Streambank Stabilization, Cross Fork Subwatershed, Cross Fork, PA $64,285 $266,562
NFHAP
Pennsylvania PAQO9 EBTJV Kladder Dam & Unnamed Dam Removals, UNT Frankstown Branch, $35,714 $80,500
Hollidaysburg, PA NFHAP
Pennsylvania PAO3, PAOS ORBFHP NFHAP Removal of SunRay and Unnamed Dams at Conewango Creek, $57,143 $74,650
PA
PENNSYLVANIA TOTALS $157,142 $421,712
Texas TX11, TX23 DFHP DFHP: Rillito Spring Restoration $14,547 $28,000
Texas TX 23 DFHP Phantom Lake Springs Ciénega Habitat Rehabilitation. $3,300 S0
Texas TX01, TX04, TX05, RFHP Use of PVC Fish Attractors to Enhance Aquatic Habitat $20,000 $127,436
TX08, TX36
TEXAS TOTALS $37,847 $155,436
Utah uTo1 RFHP Willard Bay Reservoir Fish Habitat Improvement $10,760 $33,860
Utah uT02 WNTI Clear Creek native Bonneville cutthroat trout restoration $34,000 $378,800
UTAH TOTALS $44,760 $412,660
Vermont VT00 EBTJV Stream Restoration, White River, Rochester, VT, NFHAP EBTJV $71,429 $706,800
VERMONT TOTALS $71,429 $706,800
Virginia VAO6 EBTIV Acid Deposition Remediation, St. Mary’s River, Augusta County, VA $71,429 $93,000
NFHAP
VIRGINIA TOTALS $71,429 $93,000
Washington WAO03 PMEP NFPP FY2013 Bear River Estuary Restoration, Phase 2 and 3, Willapa $25,000 $49,500
National Wildlife Refuge
Washington WAO06 PMEP CFRP FY12 Grays Harbor County Derelict Fishing Gear Removal Project, $25,000 $124,500
Phase |l
WASHINGTON TOTALS $50,000 $174,000
West Virginia WVO03 ORBFHP NFHP: Fish Passage Barrier Mitigation on Idleman's Run of the $10,714 $20,000
Blackwater River in Canaan Valley, WV
WEST VIRGINIA TOTALS $10,714 $20,000
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1A, WI 1A01, WI03 DARE NFHP Development of a Web based Midwest Habitat Condition $143,061 $150,000
Assessment Decision Support Tool
many many EBTIV EBTJV Interactive Database & Mapper: A Management Application of $128,571 $100,000
Science Assessments NFHAP
many not specified MGLP A Phase Il Assessment for MGLP; using science to evaluate lake health $18,875 $28,000
and fish potential
CA, OR, WA many PMEP PMEP Coordinator and Operations Support $40,000 $85,500
AL, FL ALO2, FLO2 SARP NFHAP: Chipola River watershed restoration - Phase Il $71,429 $350,000
AR, MO ARO03, MO07 SARP NFHAP: Stream and riparian restoration to improve habitat and water $107,143 $80,000
quality in Kings River
AL, FL ALO2, FLO2 SARP NFHAP: Chipola River Applied Habitat Mapping Project $71,429 $50,000
many many WNTI WNTI 2013 Operations $90,000 $30,000
FL FLO7 ACFHP Living Shoreline Restoration, Guana Peninsula, St. Johns County, FL $44,910 $46,137
NFHAP
many many WNTI WNTI 2013 Small Grant Funding Program $15,000 $15,000
AK, CA, OR, WA many WNTI WNTI NFHAP FY13 Coastal Cutthroat Trout Range-Wide Status $62,900 $71,000
Assessment
MULTIPLE STATES TOTALS $793,318 $1,005,637
GRAND TOTAL OF APPROVED PROJECTS $3,304,170 $9,450,965
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In 2013 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will provide funding to support projects that protect,
restore, or enhance fish and aquatic habitats, or otherwise directly support habitat-related
priorities of 18 Fish Habitat Partnerships.

A national review of proposed projects was done by a joint FWS / Board Project Review Team.
Members of the Team were:

Mike Andrews, The Nature Conservancy, Board member

Steve Moyer, Trout Unlimited, Board member

Krystyna Wolniakowski, National Fish & Wildlife Foundation, Board member

Mike Carrier, Assistant Regional Director-Fisheries Resources, Region 1

Steve Klosiewski, Deputy Assistant Regional Director-Fisheries & Ecological Services,
Region 7

e Tim VanNorman, Acting Deputy Chief, Division of Fish & Aquatic Conservation, FWS
Headquarters

The Team was staffed by Tom Busiahn, FWS NFHP Coordinator.

Each Team member received electronic files containing:
e Lists of projects as ranked by each FWS Region and FHP, including more projects than
can be funded from available funds.
e Narrative descriptions of individual projects from FWS’ Fisheries Operational Needs
System (FONS).
e FWS Director’s guidance on selecting and submitting projects for approval.

The Team met by conference call on May 8, 2013. Krystyna Wolniakowski and Tim
VanNorman were unable to attend. FWS Regional NFHP coordinators on the call were Shauna
Ginger (R1, on detail), Karin Eldridge (R2), Maureen Gallagher (R3), Tripp Boltin (R4), Callie
McMunigal (R5), Steven Krentz (R6), Cecilia Lewis (HQ), and Umi Muawanah (HQ Sea Grant
Fellow).

The Team reviewed its charge, i.e. to review projects submitted and ranked by Fish Habitat
Partnerships (through the FWS Regions); consider whether to recommend re-ordering projects
for funding; provide recommendations on improving quality of projects and the review process;
submit recommendation to the FWS Director and the National Fish Habitat Board.

General comments and recommendations
The Team recommends that the slate of projects be approved for implementation as submitted.
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The list of projects does not show the full scope of what is being done by the Fish Habitat
Partnerships. A variety of funding, from FWS and other sources, is being used to address the
priorities of the FHPs. We need to find a way to show the progress being made by the FHPs in a
more comprehensive manner.

For several of the FHPs, FWS will use Fish Passage Program funds to implement projects that
cannot be reached with the NFHP funds. These include the Great Plains FHP, Atlantic Coastal
FHP, Ohio River Basin FHP, and others.

The project lists contain a good mix of “traditional” habitat projects, with performance measured
in miles or acres restored, and “innovative” projects whose performance cannot be measured in
similar terms. Examples of the latter include the WNTI Small Grant Funding Program and the
Green Infrastructure Retrofit project of the Ohio River Basin FHP.

It is important to capture the results of the “innovative” projects, even though they are not so
easy to measure, and to ensure that we are testing those results and learning from the projects,
whether or not the projects are successful in achieving their objectives. It was suggested that a
set of these projects be described in a series of short presentations to the National Fish Habitat
Board so that results can be shared and lessons learned.

The Team discussed how the projects align with priorities of FWS, including Landscape
Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) and the Strategic Habitat Conservation (SHC) approach. The
Director’s guidance stated that projects should focus on conservation delivery, and that projects
addressing biological planning, conservation design, and outcome-based monitoring and
adaptive management may also be funded when they are precursors to conservation delivery.
The projects clearly embrace SHC, with a good mix of conservation delivery and other elements.
The projects do not include much outcome-based monitoring, but that is hard to do at the project
scale. There is a need to show the bigger picture of outcomes that result from the full spectrum
of NFHP projects. Collaboration between LCCs and FHPs is growing, as documented by
surveys of FHPs in 2012 and 2013. The majority of FHP projects also address various
adaptation objectives of the FWS climate change strategic plan.

The Team expressed support for the projects that fill needs for FHP coordination and operations.
This is important for the success of any FHP, and these projects should show a strong partner
contribution to complement the FWS funds. Some projects with a science outcome have a
coordination component, so FWS should clarify its guidance on how these projects are defined
and how performance is reported.

The Team emphasized that the results of projects in which science tools are developed (e.g. web
based mappers and decision support tools) should be shared across FHPs and with other partners.

Some projects lack performance measures. In some cases (e.g. Reservoir FHP), FWS does not
have measures to adequately describe lake or reservoir projects. In some cases (e.g. WNTI),
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there appears to be inconsistent data entry, due to the large number of FWS Regions involved.
FWS should continue to emphasize the need for performance measures, or narrative descriptions
of desired results where performance measures don’t fit the project.

Comments and recommendations on specific projects

A question was asked about the value of PVC fish attractors proposed in the fifth project of the
Reservoir FHP. Cecilia explained that these structures increase biological production by
providing substrate for microfauna, and that PV C structures can be installed by volunteer labor.
Natural materials (stone, wood) usually require heavy equipment, and are not amenable to
volunteer labor.

A request will be made to the Western Native Trout Initiative to provide a report on results of the
WNTI Small Grant Funding Program after 2013, its third year of implementation. The Team
recognizes that this effort addresses Objective 3 of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan, to
“broaden the community of support for fish habitat conservation”, and would like to ensure that
results are documented and lessons learned.
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 Background

This paper is an analysis of three options for the creation of a 501(c)(3) not-for-profit* corporation to
support the National Fish Habitat Partnership. The paper develops these options based on presentations
given to the National Fish Habitat Board at meetings in October 2012 and February 2013 and other
materials.

The options are:
1. operate strictly based on the Board’s charter
2. operate under the current model--or “status quo”--in a fiscal sponsorship arrangement
3. phase in the establishment of a not-for-profit corporation.

These three options can be considered in the context of a continuum for long-term program development
in the charitable arena. Many non-profit organizations started off as distinct programs with a specific set
of objectives that were “sponsored” by other organizations. Over time they grow and add their own
governance structures and operational tools. Eventually many of them spin off from their original fiscal
sponsors and incorporate as non-profits. The National Fish Habitat Partnership is on a similar path.

Sponsored Program Incorporation

Organizational
Maturity
\o

FIGURE 1. LIFE-CYCLE OF CHARITABLE PROGRAMS

This analysis is organized around a series of issues that are somewhat typical in analyzing whether or not
to form a not-for-profit corporation and were identified by board member Mike Andrews as follows:

TABLE 1. KEY ISSUES ADDRESSED IN THE ANALYSIS

Benefits Risks Costs
Funding Span of Control Financial
Branding Liability Efficiencies

Advocacy Agility Prospective Costs

In addition, each of the benefits is analyzed in the context of a set of organizational objectives that are
based on existing Board operations and/or strategies and actions identified in the National Fish Habitat
Action Plan, 2™ Edition.

! “Not-for-profit” is used interchangeably with the common shorthand “non-profit” for readability purposes, though the term “non-
profit” is not technically accurate; non-profits do, and should, earn excess revenue.
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1.2 Recommendation

We recommend a deliberate yet phased approach to establishing a 501(c)(3) non-profit corporation to
support the National Fish Habitat Partnership. This is based on three major needs:

e providing a group tax exemption umbrella for at least 17 FHPs?

e providing cost efficiencies for the National Fish Habitat Board

e establishing direct fundraising abilities at the national level.

The phased approach requires a series of check-ins along a path to full operation for the non-profit. A
phased approach creates immediate cost efficiencies while providing the tangible benefit of an umbrella
non-profit status for the FHPs. It is also realistic in managing the corporation start-up process.

Staff recommends that the Board approve the following motion:

The National Fish Habitat Partnership staff is charged with working to establish a 501(c)(3) not-for-
profit corporation using a phased, check-in approach. A workgroup of Board members is created
to work with staff on this project. The workgroup is charged with oversight and with approval for
moving to each step.

Staff shall work with partners to minimize the start-up costs for the corporation, but may use non-

federal funds not to exceed $5,000 to complete the incorporation and tax exemption. If additional
funds are required, staff must request approval for that expenditure from the National Fish Habitat
Board.

The phased approach includes three steps:

1. Project initiation and document creation.
e establish a board workgroup
e draft and finalize articles of incorporation and bylaws
e establish a name
2. Incorporation
e secure aregistered agent
e secure a Federal Employer Identifcation Number
e select the incorporators and the initial board of directors
e adopt a governance model and record keeping system for official records
e register with state unemployment bureau
e obtain directors’ and officers’ liability insurance.
3. Tax exempt application.
e submit a tax exemption request to secure group exemption for the new corporation
and the FHPs
o file for state and/or local tax exemptions
o file for charitable solicitation
e apply for non-profit mailing permit

2 BACKGROUND AND KEY ISSUE AREAS

Staff presented information on the development of a not-for-profit corporation (non-profit) at two board
meetings in October 2012 and February 2013. The value of a non-profit to the National Fish Habitat
Partnership was discussed while considering some important concepts, including:

e the current structure of the National Fish Habitat Board (NFHB)

e how the NFHB operates and handles its finances, and

e the role of federal agency representatives to the NFHB.

% The Reservoir Fisheries Habitat Partnership has already established a not-for-profit corporation, Friends
of Reservoirs.
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It was clear from the discussions that the current National Fish Habitat Board, which comprises
individuals from state and federal agencies as well as other non-profits, would not be able to become a
non-profit itself since federal employees would be barred from serving. A model was developed to show
how a “related organization” could provide the services and tools needed by the National Fish Habitat
Partnership (national partnership) and the regional Fish Habitat Partnerships (FHPS).

A Model

Mission/Goals
Purpose, Direction

Govern Strategy
Strategic Issues National Fish Habitat 2nd Edition Action Plan
Board

“Facilitate™
501(c)3)

Manage
NFHP Staff

o  GCorporate Directors

selected by and Programs

R ible & Conservation Delivery by NATIONAL
e =awies” EIFISH HABITAT

PARTNERSHIP

FIGURE 2. MODEL FOR A NOT-FOR-PROFIT CORPORATION’S RELATIONSHIP
TO THE OVERALL NFHP EFFORT

Following the February 2013 meeting, the NFHB asked the staff to develop a decision support document
that would look closely at the National Fish Habitat Conservation Act (NFHCA) as a framework for a
decision on establishing a non-profit. The NFHB also asked for a set of clear objectives and options with
analysis. This paper considers those questions based on the model identified above.

We will examine in detail the benefits, risks, and costs associated with each option. The key issues are
examined below. The benefits are further defined with objectives that could be met through a non-profit
corporation.

2.1 Fundraising

Clearly a major function of a non-profit will be fundraising. It is important to have a sense of the
Partnership’s overall financial requirements, and thus be aware of the range of fundraising required by a
non-profit.
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Revenues for the Partnership are currently derived from (1) USFWS funds of approximately $7 million
annually, (2) voluntary state agency contributions, and (3) Multi-state Conservation Grants (MSCGS)
administered jointly by the USFWS and AFWA. In addition, the FHPs receive support from competitive
state and federal grant programs, local and regional sponsorships, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
and other foundation grants, and direct and in-kind contributions. Combined, these sources are clearly
insufficient to provide the long-term funding necessary to meet the objectives laid out in the National Fish
Habitat Action Plan, 2™ Edition.

While the Board has not completed an overall financial analysis which identifies revenue targets
associated with detailed programmatic or project needs, there are four broad areas for funding:
1. FHP operational requirements
2. FHP conservation projects
3. National-level science and data requirements
4. Board operational requirements.

A cursory review of these requirements leads to an easy conclusion that the Partnership requires
somewhere in the $20-40 million range for an annual operating budget. While this is not immediately
achievable, it is a starting point towards establishing a long-term goal (perhaps by 2020). A new non-
profit structure must be designed to give us the ability to reach that goal.

There are three fundraising avenues that a non-profit could pursue. These include:

1. Individual contributions -- generally require an organization to hold 501(c)(3) exemption in order
to make charitable contributions attractive to individuals.

Foundation grants — foundations are generally restricted to only funding 501(c)(3) organizations.
Corporate sponsorship or cause marketing — while not necessarily restricted to 501(c)(3)
organizations, corporations generally prefer funds to be received by charitable organizaitons.

2.
3.

Fundraising has been limited under the existing operational model and has been largely restricted to
federal cooperative agreements and grants, with additional funds from state government.

TABLE 2. FUNDRAISING OBJECTIVES

Fundraising Objectives

Secure sufficient funding to support the basic operations of 18 FHPs while increasing the
level of project funding available to each FHP.

Secure sufficient funding for the science and data needs of the Partnership.

Secure sufficient direct funding for the operations of the National Fish Habitat Board.

Establish financial controls and accounting procedures that maximize the level of funding for
the objectives above while creating Partnership-wide cost efficiencies.
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2.2 Branding

With limited resources, the Board is currently unable to distinguish itself in a crowded field of conservation
organizations that compete for limited governmental, foundation, and corporate funding. In order to be
successful in fundraising, the Board must invest in its brand identity. This is a clear and achievable task
that could be managed effectively through a board-affiliated non-profit.

The National Fish Habitat Board recently decided to focus the identity of the national conservation effort
embedded in the action plan on the “National Fish Habitat Partnership” brand. While modest strides have
been made to reframe our efforts and draw greater attention from government officials and the public, a
tremendous amount of work still needs to be done. In addition, the Board is currently seeking
opportunities to expand the identity of its signature public awareness effort, the 10 Waters to Watch
campaign.

TABLE 3. BRANDING OBJECTIVES

Branding Objectives

Leverage the National Fish Habitat Partnership into a top-of-mind habitat conservation
brand in the conservation community and with anglers.

Leverage the 10 Waters to Watch campaign into an annual public relations endeavor that
provides the counterpart to American Rivers’ Most Endangered Rivers campaign.

2.3 Advocacy

The National Fish Habitat Partnership relies on its Partner Coalition of approximately 2800 affiliated
organizations to serve as its grassroots network. This is a typical coalition model that provides the
national partnership with greater reach than it would have by developing its own membership base.

To date, the coalition has not been used very effectively to mobilize advocacy support for the National
Fish Habitat Conservation Act, the Board’s signature legislation. In addition, the Board has not developed
an overall strategy to engage the network in broadening the community of support for fish habitat
conservation®.

Many non-profit board members incorrectly believe 501(c)(3) organizations are barred from lobbying. It is
important to note that non-profit organizations are able to lobby with certain restrictions”.

TABLE 4. ADVOCACY OBJECTIVES

Advocacy Objectives

Secure passage of the National Fish Habitat Conservation Act and annual appropriations to
support the Act, and increase annual appropriations for aquatic habitat conservation overall
through education and advocacy.

Leverage the National Fish Habitat Partnership Coalition into an effective voice for fish and
aquatic habitat conservation at the federal and state level.

3 Objective 3, National Fish Habitat Action Plan, 2™ Edition.
Restrictions are set by the IRS. The common rule of thumb is not-to-exceed 20 percent of annual revenue.
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2.4 Span of Control

Span of control is used to refer to the roles and responsibilities of the National Fish Habitat Board, its
staff, and the non-profit. While these roles and responsibilities are relatively straightforward, it is
important to clearly identify the areas for which each entity has control. If we were not to place limits on
the span of control of each entity, there would be the potential for long-term conflicts between the parties.

Of particular interest is protecting and maintaining the existing role of the National Fish Habitat Board,
particularly in setting direction for the National Fish Habitat Partnership, national policy, and national
science and data issues.

Based on the model developed for the Board earlier (see Figure 2), the span of control for the National
Fish Habitat Board, its staff, and an affiliated non-profit is summarized as:

TABLE 5. SPAN OF CONTROL

National Fish Affiliated NFH Board Staff
Habitat Board 501(c)(3)

Aquatic Habitat

Conservation National v

Policy

Coordination of the

Partnership/Partnership v v

Communications

Fundraising v

Brand Development
and Marketing

4

Advocacy

4
4

FHP Review and
Approval

‘
‘

FHP Guidance

‘
‘

FHP Umbrella
Non-Profit

(Sjggsgrr\t/ation Project v v v
Science and Data v v
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2.5 Liability

Forming a non-profit corporation protects the directors, officers, and members of the non-profit from
personal liability for the corporation’s debts and other obligations. Called limited liability, this shield
ensures that anyone who obtains a judgment against the non-profit can reach only the assets of the
corporation, not the bank accounts, houses, or other property owned by the people who manage, work
for, or participate in the business.

Another important function for a non-profit corporation is to provide 501(c)(3) status to the 17 FHPs that
currently do not have the status, through an umbrella relationship. In essence, the national non-profit
would provide group exemption for affiliate “chapters” under an affiliation agreement. This would provide
liability protection to the FHPs, reduce paperwork, eliminate redundant costs, and allow the FHPs to
operate as autonomous units.

2.6 Agility

A non-profit corporation would provide the National Fish Habitat Partnership with a tool that could
increase its overall agility, which is defined as the Partnership’s ability to react to changing circumstances
by taking advantage of strategic opportunities.

A non-profit corporation should be structured with relatively flexible organizational policies and
governance to allow it to be proactive in the fundraising market place while pursuing its strategic
objectives for advocacy and branding.

2.7 Financial Costs

It is anticipated that the start-up costs for establishing a non-profit would be up to $10,000 or more in
attorney fees plus IRS filing fees of $750 and state fees. Some or all of these costs might be donated or
provided in-kind by partners.

In addition to start-up costs, the long-term general and administrative (G&A) costs for a non-profit must be
considered. The following expense list is based on an estimate of G&A requirements for a three person
organization in the DC region, excluding labor costs.

TABLE 6. SAMPLE GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

Expense Amount
Rent ($55/ft x 500/ft) | $27,500
Supplies $2000
Duplication $5000
Insurance $4000
Bank Fees $3000
Telephone $2500
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Expense Amount

Audit $10,000
IT $2000
Website $2000
Contingency $2000
Meeting Expenses $5000

It is important to remember, however, that these costs will be met through indirect cost recovery on grants
and cooperative agreements managed by the non-profit. These costs are already incurred in current
operations under the status quo model with the costs largely invisible under the affiliation agreements
with the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies and the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. The
National Fish Habitat Board is currently paying between seven and 24 percent of its revenues to cover
indirect costs. In 2013, as an example, that is estimated to be approximately $65,000.

2.8 Efficiencies

During the January 2013 FHP Organizational Development Workshop, there was significant interest
expressed in the value of an umbrella non-profit to the FHPs. Efficiencies are discussed in that context.

Efficiencies can be found for the overall National Fish Habitat Partnership by consolidating the
administrative requirements of the National Fish Habitat Board and at least 17 FHPs (one FHP has
already gone through the expense of establishing its own non-profit corporation). As identified above the
National Fish Habitat Board is already assuming general and administrative costs of approximately
$65,000 annually. A new non-profit must operate within the existing G&A cost structure thus holding the
line on short-term operational costs. Those costs will be continuous for as long as the National Fish
Habitat Partnership is in operation but ultimately will rise based on the program structure of the non-profit
plus inflation. From an efficiency perspective those prospective costs can be leveraged by providing the
benefits of non-profit status to 17 FHPs.

In addition, securing one umbrella non-profit organization would limit the upfront expenses the FHPs
would otherwise incur if they pursue their own non-profits. A back-of-the-envelope calculation would
suggest that one non-profit would save a minimum of $85,000 in start-up costs (appx. $5000 x 17) and
annual G&A costs of over $750,000 (appx. $45,000 x 17).
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2.9 Prospective Costs
The long-term costs of operating a non-profit are generally unknown at this time, but there are certain

long-term costs that must be considered. The chart below identifies some expected cost areas along with
some assumptions for the Board to consider.

TABLE 7. LONG-TERM COST ASSUMPTIONS

Expense Considerations

It is assumed that a small non-profit, based in
DC, would operate with a small staff. We would
build a staff that could ultimately include a
Personnel manager, a project specialist, and a
communications and marketing coordinator
geared at fulfilling the role of the non-profit. This
would be done on a pay-as-you-go basis.

It can be assumed that the staff would be
required to travel for NFHP purposes. As a
comparison point, AFWA budgets appx.
$1750/trip for estimating purposes.

Travel

The programs of the non-profit, based on the
span of control identified in this document, would
include grassroots advocacy, marketing,
Programs fundraising, and conservation project support.
These programs would be direct costs for the
non-profit and would drive the overall budget
structure.

3 Fiscal Sponsorship vs. 501(c)(3)

This section lays out some of the distinctions between these two stages in program/organizational
development. It is important to note, however, that the National Fish Habitat Board itself may already
reside in a somewhat gray area between fiscal sponsorship and 501(c)(3) non-profit corporation status.
The Board may in fact be operating as an unincorporated non-profit association (UNA) under the Uniform
Unincorporated Non-Profit Act (UUNA) adopted by the District of Columbia.

An unincorporated nonprofit association is a legal entity distinct from its members and managers, which
has perpetual duration unless the governing principles specify otherwise. An UNA has the same powers
as an individual to do all things necessary or convenient to carry on its purposes and may engage in
profit-making activities but profits from any activities must be used or set aside for the association’s non-
profit purposes.
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3.1 501(c)(3) organizations

Organizations that meet the requirements of Internal Revenue Code section 501(c)(3) are exempt from
federal income tax as “charitable, religious, educational, scientific, literary, testing for public safety,
fostering national or international amateur sports competition, and preventing cruelty to children or
animals. The term charitable is used in its generally accepted legal sense and includes relief of the poor,
the distressed, or the underprivileged; advancement of religion; advancement of education or science;
erecting or maintaining public buildings, monuments, or works; lessening the burdens of government;
lessening neighborhood tensions; eliminating prejudice and discrimination; defending human and civil
rights secured by law; and combating community deterioration and juvenile dellnquency

Contributions made to charitable organizations by individuals and corporations are deductible under Code
section 170. Every exempt charitable organization is classified as either a public charity or a private
foundation. Generally, organizations that are classified as public charities are those that:
1. are churches, hospitals, qualified medical research organizations affiliated with hospitals, schools,
colleges and universities;
2. have an active program of fundraising and receive contributions from many sources, including the
general public, governmental agencies, corporations, private foundations or other public charities;
3. receive income from the conduct of activities in furtherance of the organization’s exempt
purposes; or
4. actively function in a supporting relationship to one or more existing public charities®.

Private foundations, in contrast, typically have a single major source of funding and most have as their
primary activity the making of grants to other charitable organizations and to individuals, rather than the
direct operation of charitable programs.’

3.1.1 Forming a Non-profit Corporation

Forming a non-profit corporation is very similar to forming a regular corporation: articles of incorporation
are filed with a state’s corporations division, and federal and state applications for tax exemptions must
be completed. The following steps need to be taken (not necessarily in this sequence):
1. Choose an available business name that meets the requirements of state law.
2. File formal paperwork, usually called articles of incorporation, and pay a small filing fee (typically
under $125).
3. Apply for your federal and state tax exemptions.
4. Create corporate bylaws, which set out the operating rules for your non-profit corporation.
5. Appoint the initial directors. (In some states you must choose your initial directors before you file
your articles, because you must list their names in the document.)
6. Hold the first meeting of the board of directors.
Obtain licenses and permits that may be required for your corporation.

3.1.2 Who Plays Which Roles in Running a Non-profit Corporation?

Most non-profit corporations are run by a board of directors—called trustees in some states. The
directors’ main role is to set policy for the non-profit and oversee areas like finance, strategic planning,
and management-level hiring.

A non-profit corporation also has officers, who are usually appointed by the board of directors. Most non-
profit corporations have a president, secretary, and treasurer, and some have other positions such as a
vice-president or assistant secretary, depending on their needs and any state law requirements.

Officers may serve on the board of directors or they may be non-board members who play an active role
in the day-to-day management of the non-profit. For example, the person appointed president could serve

° http://www.irs.gov/Charities-&-Non-Profits/Charitable-Organizations/Exempt-Purposes-Internal-Revenue-Code-Section-
501%28¢c%29%283%29

WWW.irs.gov
WWW.irS.qov
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as the executive director of the non-profit in a paid staff position and be in charge of running the
organization. Or the president could be the chair of the board (sometimes called the “president and chair
of the board”) whose primary role would be to run board meetings and oversee board matters. The same
is true for the treasurer and secretary or any other officer position. These positions can be filled by people
in board advisory roles or by non-board members who are paid staff and actively running the corporation.
How this is handled in any particular non-profit is usually determined by the organization’s articles of
incorporation and bylaws. And some states have rules about officer positions—what officer positions are
required, whether one person can hold more than one role, and whether paid officers can serve on the
board.

Once an organization gets big enough, the board typically authorizes the hiring of a full slate of salaried
personnel, including program staff, administrative assistants, and development staff.

3.1.3 Following the Rules on Corporate Behavior

Non-profit corporations must observe most of the same formalities as regular corporations. These include
keeping good corporate records, holding and preparing minutes of directors’ (and possibly members’)
meetings, and maintaining a separate bank account.

Unlike regular corporations, a non-profit corporation cannot distribute any profits to its members, or
contribute money to political campaigns.

3.2 Fiscal sponsors

In the early 1990s, charities sought to maximize the ability of philanthropic entities to give by serving as
“fiscal agents.” This would allow organizations with no tax status to receive grants to do so through the
services of a fiscal agent. However, the term, “fiscal agent” was deemed a misnomer because it implied
that the project controls the non-profit. Instead, “to comply with tax-exempt law, the relationship must be
the reverse; the charity must be in the controlling position, and the nonexempt project must act so as to
further the charity’s exempt purposes.”®

The reason for that is that the term “fiscal sponsor” more accurately describes a relationship in which the
non-profit chooses to support a project. A fiscal sponsor is a tax-exempt, non-profit corporation that
receives and disburses funds for organizations that lack or will never have non-profit status, or for
organizations that are en route to becoming non-profits, but need to temporarily have a fiscal sponsor.
Fiscal sponsors can provide administrative and financial oversight, and “assume legal and financial
responsibgility for the activities of groups or individuals engaged in work that furthers the fiscal sponsor’s
mission.”

The National Network of Fiscal Sponsors provides guidelines for comprehensive fiscal sponsorship.*® Key
points are summarized below.

3.2.1 Comprehensive Fiscal Sponsorship Distinctions

The sponsored project becomes a program of the fiscal sponsor, (a distinct difference from the pre-
approved grant relationship), and is a fully integrated part of the fiscal sponsor who maintains all legal and
fiduciary responsibility for the sponsored project, its employees and activities. Any work product is
available to the public or to the charitable sector. The fiscal sponsor assures funders that the purposes
and any restrictions of all grants and/or contributions will be met.

8 http://www.fiscalsponsorship.com/images/WCTEQO Gregory-Colvin.pdf
o http://www.tidescenter.org/fileadmin/tc_pdfs/nnfs/INNFS-Guidelines-for-Comprehensive-Fiscal-

Sponsorship.pdf
% Ipid.
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3.2.2 Guidelines and Recommended Best Practices

1. Public Interest Mission and Program Focus—The fiscal sponsor expresses a clear mission
intended to advance the public interest; programs and related activities support that mission.

2. Legal, Tax and Regulatory Compliance—The fiscal sponsor fulfills all legal, tax and regulatory
requirements of philanthropic and charitable non-profit organizations and complies with the letter
and the spirit of all laws.

3. Fiscal Integrity—The fiscal sponsor manages all funds, assets and other resources under its
control with a high degree of responsibility, integrity, transparency and accountability.

4. Administrative and Operational Integrity—The fiscal sponsor manages all administrative duties
and responsibilities professionally and with a high degree of integrity and accountability.

5. Board Accountability, Ethical Conduct and Governance—The fiscal sponsor’s board of directors
governs ethically, avoiding conflicts of interest in conducting the affairs of the organization and in
carrying out its legal, fiduciary and policy making responsibilities. This active and engaged board
of directors serves as the ultimate governing body of all fiscally sponsored projects.

6. Assessing and Selecting Projects—The fiscal sponsor engages in a clear, systematic process
when assessing and selecting projects for sponsorship.

7. Fiscal Sponsor Service Commitment to Projects—The fiscal sponsor pursues its public interest
mission through the projects it sponsors; recognizes and respects project leaders for their
knowledge, skill and expertise; and, places a high priority on encouraging and facilitating efficacy
in its projects to achieve beneficial societal ends.

8. Expectations of Projects—The fiscal sponsor expects project leaders to adhere to clearly stated
standards of ethical conduct, organizational policies and operational procedures.

3.3 Comparing Organizational Structures

Gregory Colvin, of Silk, Adler, and Colvin, (San Francisco, CA) is considered an authority on tax exempt
organizations. He compared the factors that should be considered when an organization is debating the
merits of different types of tax exempt structures.* Colvin’s assessment considers the existing capacity of
an organization (staff, resources), the type of project for which funding is sought, governance attributes,
waiting period, and the particulars relative to how each type of tax exempt structure functions.

TABLE 7. COMPARISON OF A 501 (C) (3) ORGANIZATION WITH A FISCAL SPONSORY2

501(c)(3) Fiscal Sponsorship

1. Best option for Projects with funding assured; program New, experimental, incubating projects
has track record, administrative and wanting administrative and financial
financial staff in place management

2.  First step Incorporate in a state Find a fiscal sponsor

3. Application forms IRS forms 1023 and SS-4, state forms, Sponsor’s form proposal, budget,
and attachments personnel list

4. Governing documents Articles and bylaws Fiscal sponsorship agreement

5. Governance Your board of directors Advisory committee, under sponsor’s

board of directors

6. Control, independence Your corporation is independent and Sponsor has ultimate control, but much
autonomous authority is delegated to advisory

committee and project director

1 Note: Colvin describes several types of fiscal sponsor models; in the interests of time, his Model B is the model described in this
report, as it best aligns with NFHP’s current operations. The Partnership might be considered an independent contractor to the

Assaociation of Fish and Wildlife Agencies and the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.

% Source: Gregory Colvin, Adler and Colvin, a Law Association, San Francisco, California.
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Fiscal Sponsorship

7. Time to wait before donors 3 to 6 months or more to receive IRS No wait; once sponsor accepts your
and grantors can be sure letter, after Form 1023 is submitted project, immediate
their contributions are tax-
deductible
8. Cost Attorneys fees (TBD), IRS filing fee of Sponsor fees vary from 0% to 15% of
$750, state fee of $25. revenues or expenditures; may impose
minimums
9. Annual forms to file IRS Form 990, state forms, payroll forms Progress reports to sponsor; sponsor files
Form 990, etc.
10. Charitable purpose required, | Yes Yes
no excessive private benefit
11. Public support test (1/3) to Yes No
meet to avoid private
foundation status
12. Lobbying allowance 5-20% of annual budget May be more, depending on use by other
projects
13. Donations and grants are Your corporation Sponsor, in support of your project’s
payable to: purposes
14. Who raises money? Your corporation, in its own name Your project, with cover letter and IRS
status of sponsor
15. Who owns assets? Your corporation Sponsor, in an account dedicated to your
project, subject to exit agreement
16. Who pays the bills? Your corporation Sponsor, from your project account
17. Who hires staff and does Your corporation Sponsor
payroll and benefits?
18. Who is liable for debts and Your corporation Sponsor
claims?
19. Insurance provided by Your corporation Sponsor
20. Administrative and technical You are on your own In addition to financial administration,
support sponsor may provide HR, IT, office
space, and organization development
advice
21. |If project fails Must dissolve corporation, do government | Sponsor closes project account
filings, etc.
22. |If project succeeds Corporation grows Project may “leave the nest,” transfer

assets and liabilities to its own new,
separate non-profit corporation
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4 Conclusion

As noted above, a deliberate yet phased approach to establishing a 501(c)(3) non-profit corporation to
support the National Fish Habitat Partnership is recommended.

Over the past three years, the National Fish Habitat Partnership has entered a phase of organizational
maturity. The Board’s staff have noted that the Partnership seems to be “firing on all cylinders.” We have
achieved significant strides in governance, operations, and accomplishment. In addition, the Board is
supporting the organizational development of the FHPs through a Multi-state Conservation Grant project
led by AFWA, the USFWS, and The River Network.

The Board now has the opportunity to carefully launch a new phase in the program’s maturity that
provides needed tools, achieves efficiencies, and protects the work of the Board and the national
partnership to date. When launched, a supporting non-profit organization will add to the strength of the
program at low risk.
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Conceptual proposal: Performance evaluation of the National Fish Habitat Board

Background
In 2010, the performance of the National Fish Habitat Board was evaluated with assistance from

a contractor and (then) 17 recognized Fish Habitat Partnerships.

e A 14-question survey was developed based on the Board’s role as described in the
National Fish Habitat Action Plan (1% edition).

e Respondents rated the Board’s performance on a scale of 1 to 5 for each question, and
provided comments and recommendations for improvement. Thirty individuals from 16
FHPs responded to the survey (61% response rate).

e The survey was followed up by breakout sessions at the Board’s October 2010 meeting to
flesh out ideas for improvement.

e The evaluation resulted in several actions to fill gaps in the Board’s performance, and
operational changes to improve performance.

In 2012-2013, the Board tested and approved a performance evaluation methodology for Fish
Habitat Partnerships. It will be implemented for the first time in 2015, evaluating FHP
performance for the period 2012-2014.

Situational analysis
Since the Board’s establishment in 2006 — and since the Board performance evaluation in 2010 —
the role of the Board has shifted, as have external conditions.
e FHPs are established across the nation, and now require sustenance more than
development.
e NFHP has contributed significantly to measuring and communicating fish habitat
conditions and needs across the U.S.
e The prospect for authorizing legislation and increased appropriations has dimmed with
changes in the political landscape.
e Efforts to broaden the funding base for NFHP have produced few results.
e Climate change and other threats pose an uncertain future for fish and aquatic habitats,
potentially overwhelming restoration efforts.

Proposal
The staff proposes that the Board initiate a second review of its performance in 2013. A 3-year

review cycle for the Board will align with the 3-year cycle that will apply to FHPs. Criteria for
the review should be based on the Action Plan, 2" Edition. The evaluation should be designed
to help the Board adapt proactively to internal and external threats and opportunities.

If the Board approves, staff will initiate detailed planning for a survey that will engage FHP
representatives and perhaps include Federal agency partners and Board committee members.
The review would be conducted in early 2014, and cover the period 2011-2013.
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Southwest Alaska Salmon Habitat Partnership

Formative Years 2000 - 2008

Established in 2000 as the Southwest Alaska
Conservation Coalition.

Founding Partners: The Conservation Fund, Bristol Bay
Heritage Land Trust (BBHLT), Bristol Bay Native
Corporation (BBNC), Bristol Bay Native Association
(BBNA) and The Nature Conservancy (TNC).

Mission: Protect integrity of conservation units in
Southwest Alaska and prevent habitat fragmentation by purchasing fee or conservation
easements on private land inholdings within State and National Parks and Refuges.

Service Area: Lands in Bristol Bay watersheds, Alaska Peninsula down to Izembek NWR
and south of the Kuskokwim River up to and including the Aniak River.

Accomplishments 2000-2008: Raised $17,243,000 to purchase fee or conservation
easements on 69 tracts comprising 78,109 acres. Most tracts were conveyed to Federal or
State conservation units. A few tracts were conveyed to BBHLT.

Recognized Years 2008 - 2013

NFHAP Recognition in 2008: Reorganized as
the Southwest Alaska Salmon Habitat
Partnership in 2008 upon recognition by the
NFHP Board of Directors. First non-pilot fish
habitat partnership to be recognized.

New Partners: USF&WS, BLM, NOAA, Lake
Clark NP&P, Alaska Dept. Fish &Game, Trout
Unlimited and University of Alaska, Bristol Bay
Campus.

Mission Statement: To protect, conserve and,
if necessary, restore watersheds that sustain
wild salmon populations and the fisheries of
Southwest Alaska.

Strategic Conservation Plan: Adopted in
2011. Strategic Actions in priority order and
summary of accomplishments to date:

1. Protect Water Quantity and Flow: Instream flow reservations initiated under
Alaska Law by partners (Bristol Bay Native Assn., Trout Unlimited, TNC) to establish
priority flows for fish on five river systems - $100,000 NFHAP Funds used to initiate
reservations on Stuyahok River, Mulchatna River, Kaskanak Creek. To date
approximately $720,000 has been raised to collect flow data on these three systems,





and another $380,500 to perfect these and other applications and partner with Lake
Clark National Park on an instream flow reservation for the Chuilitna River.

Partners have initiated reservations on Upper Talarik Creek and the Koktuli River
raising an additional $500,000 + funding from private foundations, Bureau of Indian
Affairs grants, and USFWS Tribal Wildlife Grants

Protect Connectivity: Documenting salmon
distribution to provide protection to anadromous ) —e O
waters under Alaska law. Since 2008 TNC and BBHLT 2 - sf
have conducted fish distribution studies in Nushagak —
and Kvichak watersheds adding approximately 296
miles to the Alaska Anadromous Waters Catalog.

$153,000 NFHP Funding for surveys has been
matched and leveraged with approximately $670,000
in Foundation (including $200,000 NFWF) funding and other government funds.
Some of these funds (Coastal Impact Assistance Program) will be used to

conduct more fish distribution surveys in Nushagak, Kvichak and Alagnak River
watersheds (Katmai National Park). Studies will be used to develop geo-spacial fish
distribution model for use in Bristol Bay. NFHP grant of $75,000 in 2010 funded a
background study in Tikchik Lakes of the effect of large glacial lakes on fish
distribution.

Eor BRAINS :

$46,000 NFHP funds used to support ADF&G survey of culverts in larger
communities in SW Alaska

Protect Water Quality: Funded research directed to understanding water quality in
mineralized areas and specific study to determine whether State and Federal water
quality standards for copper are sufficiently protective of salmon and other aquatic
species. $85,000 NFHP funding to BBHLT.

Protect Habitat from Fragmentation: Since recognition in 2008 raised
$15,717,000 to purchase fee or conservation easements on 39 tracts comprising
25,404 acres. Support raised by The Conservation Fund, The Nature Conservancy
and Bristol Bay Heritage Land Trust. First acquisitions outside conservation units.
Private parcel prioritizations using USFWS Coastal funds.

Prevent Establishment of Invasive Species: Local monitoring and assessments by
some partners. No serious threat of an invasive species has been documented.

Respond to Climate Change: 2012 NFHP grant of $30,000 to Land Trust to develop
stream temperature monitoring plan matched with $15,000 from Bristol Bay
Regional Seafood Development Assn. and $5000 in kind from BBNA. Coordinating
with Western Alaska LCC.

Education and Outreach Around Salmon. Bristol Bay River Academy for local
youth started in 2008 to teach salmon conservation and river ecology while
imparting skills for fly fishing and guiding. NFHP funds of $15,000 leveraged with
approximately $160,000 in cash and in-kind support from Orvis, BLM, Bristol Bay





Native Corporation, Trout Unlimited, Alaska Conservation Foundation, EPA, local
lodges and private donors. Academy has been held in Ekwok, and King Salmon and
will be held this year at Mission Lodge near Wood-Tikchik State Park.

Since Recognition in 2008 SWASHP has received $622,470 in NFHP funds to carry out
its Strategic Conservation Plan. NGO partners have secured approximately
$17,620,000. For every $1 invested by NFHP in Southwest Alaska, NGO partners have
raised $28.

Direct Protection Accomplishments Since Recognition: 25,404 acres conserved. 300
+ miles added to Alaska’s Anadromous Waters Catalog. Priority Instream Flow
Reservation Applications for Fish on 3 river systems directly covering 111.5 +
anadromous stream miles.






Number Year SW Alaska Salmon Habitt Partnership NFHP Funded Projects Org. Request Match Other Funds
1 2008 |In-stream Flow Reservastions for Stuyahok, Kaskanak and Mulchatna Rivers TNC $100,000 $155,000 $565,000
2 2009 JAnadromous Fish & Water Quality Surveys in Nushagak/Kvichak Watersheds TNC $100,000 $100,000 $200,000
3 2010 |Influence of Large Glacially Carved Lakes on Upstream Fish Assembleges TNC $75,000 $25,000
4 2010 JAnadromous Catalog Mapping in SW Alaska TNC $52,060 $35,000 $470,000
5 2011 |Copper Toxicity to Aquatic Life in Nushagek/Kvichak Watersheds Land Trust $85,000 $5,000
6 2011 |Bristol Bay Fly Fishing and Guide Academy Outreach and Education Land Trust $15,000 $15,000 $160,000
7 2012 |SW Alaska Fish Passage Assessment Program ADFG $37,819 $17,400
8 2012 |Baseline Data Collection (diatoms, macroinvertebrates, water quality, fish etc) in Headwater Streams in Bristol Bay Land Trust $30,546 $30,546
9 2012 |Togiak River Chinook Salmon Habitat Use and Genetic Analysis FWS $31,635 $80,143
10 2013 |Southwest Alaska Salmon Habitat Partnership Coord. and Support Land Trust $50,000 $25,000
11 2013 |Bristol Bay Stream Temperature Monitoring Program Land Trust $37,127 $20,000
12 2013 |Chignik, King Cove and Cold Bay Fish Passage Assessment ADFG $8,283 S0

Total $622,470 $508,089 $1,395,000






		Sheet1




Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership
COUTHEAST ALASKA 419 6" Street, Suite 200

F!@ﬂﬁ Wﬁ | lTnT Juneau, Alaska 99824
i2H RRDI (907) 723-0258
PﬂRT“ERS“IP www.seakfhp.org

Vision
Our partners share a common vision to ensure healthy, thriving habitats that support all life stages of Southeast Alaska
resident, anadromous, estuarine and marine dependent fishes across their historical range.

Mission

We work to foster and facilitate regionally relevant
strategies to support cooperative fish habitat
conservation, restoration and management across
Southeast Alaska.

Geographic Scope
Our partnership encompasses the lands, freshwaters,

estuaries, nearshore areas, marine ecosystems and
communities of Southeast Alaska. It is defined as
extending from Dixon Entrance at the South, to Cape
Suckling in the North, eastward to the U.S. border,
and includes all associated lands, freshwater and
marine waters in between.

Core Functions

e Grow diversity and capacity of the partnership linking natural resource science and management with
regional interests, local and traditional values and community needs

e Build organizational strength & perseverance of the partnership for long term sustainability and functionality

e Provide services to partners that foster regional cooperation and understanding and result in improved on-
the-grounds conservation efforts across Southeast Alaska

e Facilitate regionally relevant fish habitat conservation strategies that protect, restore and enhance fish
habitat across Southeast Alaska

Growing Partner Network
Southeast Alaska Watershed Coalition — Trout Unlimited — The Nature Conservancy — Sitka Conservation Society
City and Borough of Yakutat — US Fish and Wildlife Service — NOAA — US Forest Service
Alaska Department of Fish and Game — Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

Central Council Tlingit Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska

For More Information Contact

NATIONAL
Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership {i F I SH HABITAT

Deborah Hart, Coordinator PARTNERSHIP

907-723-0258 The SEAKFHP is a candidate partnership recognized by the National
Fish Habitat Board and follows guidelines set out in the National Fish

coordinator@sealaskafishhabitat.org ) ; : - ] )
Habitat Action Plan. More information at www.fishhabitat.org

www.seakfhp.org
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Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership
Presentation to National Fish Habitat Board
Tuesday, June 25, 2013 3:30 MDT/1:30ADT

Presentation Agenda

In Juneau (or on phone):

e Neil Stichert - Habitat Restoration and Coastal Program Biologist, USFWS — Juneau Field
Office, SEAKFHP Steering Committee Co-chair

e Cindy Hartmann Moore — Habitat Biologist, NOAA Alaska Region, Office of Habitat
Conservation/SEAKFHP Steering Committee member and SEAKFHP Science and Data
Committee Co-chair

e Jess Kayser - Executive Director, Southeast Alaska Watershed Coalition /SEAKFHP
Steering Committee member

e Tim Bristol — Alaska Office Director, Trout Unlimited /SEAKFHP fiscal sponsor

Goals:

Provide brief overview of the Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership (SEAKFHP)
Share what is geographically/regionally unique about Southeast Alaska

Thank the Board for their candidacy support for the SEAKFHP including the technical
support shared via written guidance documents, the Excellence Workshop and through
other interactions

Share how the SEAKFHP has risen to the challenge that faces new FHPs

Indicate the SEAKFHP’s goal to provide a more detailed presentation at the October
Board meeting to introduce our draft strategic plan and request formal recognition

Introductions — 5 minutes
Brief introductions of folks on the call representing the SEAKFHP — Neil

SEAKFHP Overview — 15 minutes
Brief overview of the SEAKFHP — Neil

o

o O O O

o

Geographic scope and primary focal areas of the SEAKFHP

History of partnership formation

Partner composition summary and Steering Committee details

Overview of fish habitat needs and threats in Southeast Alaska

Progress with strategic plan; identification of core functions/draft priorities
Plans to submit for recognition in October

Update Board on key accomplishments of the SEAKFHP— Cindy

@)
@)
@)

Science and Data Committee activities
Facilitation of regional funding discussions
Project endorsement of the Tongass Keystone Initiative

Share unique partner perspectives as to the benefits of the SEAKFHP — Jess and Tim

©)

Community perspectives unigque to Southeast Alaska

o SEAKFHP success in leveraging local resources to get started

Concluding Comments and Questions from NFHP Board — 10 minutes





June 2012
To
June 2013

SOUTHERST ALASKA
FICH LINRITAT

PARTNERSHIP

Status Report

Organizational Development and Partnership Governance Progress
v Formalized Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership (SEAKFHP) Steering Committee
v Drafted and approved partnership bylaws and created a working organizational framework document
v" SEAKFHP Partnership Agreement form developed and shared with current partners:

> US Fish &Wildlife Service
US Forest Service

SOUTHERST ALASHA
FISH UABITAT

s oy
NOAA Alaska Region - Office of Habitat Restoration gl »/&

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

Central Council Tlingit & Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska

City and Borough of Yakutat

Southeast Alaska Watershed Coalition

Trout Unlimited

The Nature Conservancy

Sitka Conservation Society

v Geographic scope and extent defined

v Logo developed, unique web and email accounts set up
(coordinator@sealaskafishhabitat.org/www.seakfhp.org)

v Participated in the NFHP Excellence Workshop — Portland, January 2013

v Science & Data Committee convened with established roles and responsibilities formalized, February 2013

About Us

eeoceeeee Il >

VV VY VYV VY VYV

Welcome! We're glad you're here-

The Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Parinership works to foster cooperative fish habitat

Screen shot of SEAKFHP Webpage

The success of our efforts relies on the
breadtn and common focus of our partners,

Outreach/Service Opportunities Achieved
< SEAKFHP presentations/events
e July 2012 NFHP Board meeting — Introduction of SEAKFHP Coordinator
e 2012/13 NFHP Partnership Committee meetings — SEAKFHP Updates
e Mat-Su Salmon Science & Conservation Symposium (Wasilla —
November 7-8, 2012)
e Hosted evening lecture by Dr. Robert Lackey to share the Salmon 2100
work and discuss insights to preserving wild salmon in the Pacific
Northwest and Alaska. (Juneau — November 9, 2012)

SALMN 2100:

FRIDAY

e USFS Collaborative Stewardship strategy meeting (Juneau — January
16-17, 2013)

e NOAA Alaska Region, Saltwater Recreational Fishing Roundtable
(Juneau —March 19, 2013)

e 2013 SE Alaska Environmental Forum (Juneau — March 20, 2013)

e University of Alaska Fairbanks Fisheries Seminar Series (statewide —
April 19, 2013)

e Beyond Adaptive Management Workshop (Sitka — April 29, 2013)

< Regional Collaborative Working Group Participation:
o All Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership Working Group

NOVEMBER 9, 2012
Social: 4:30—5:30PM
Presentation: 5:30—6:30PM

CENTENNIAL HALL
JUNEAU, ALASKA

Event Sponsored by:
Southeast Alaska
Fish Habitat Partnership

Sou

Poster for evening lecture by Dr.

Robert Lackey

e SE Alaska Cluster Initiative - Ocean Products/Research & Development Clusters

¢ Tongass National Forest Collaborative Stewardship Working Group

1
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Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership —June 2013 Status Update

< Services Provided:
e Partner updates included as major agenda component to all SEAKFHP Steering Committee meetings
o Facilitated region-wide funding discussions:
= September 7, 2012 - SEAKFHP hosted a regional funding discussion highlighting major funding
programs for the region including:
> Debbie Maas — Alaska Sustainable Salmon Fund Program
> Brock Tabor — ADEC’s Alaska Clean Waters Action Program
> Norman Cohen from TNC with updates from the National Fish & Wildlife Foundation
> Erika Ammann with funding updates from NOAA's Conservation Division
= January 25, 2013 — SEAKFHP hosted regional funding discussion on NOAA’s marine and coastal
habitat restoration grant
e Provided project endorsement of the Tongass Keystone Initiative (see page 3 for endorsement letter)
e Developed regional fish habitat conservation practitioner’s directory =" E——
o Initiated effort to identify, aggregate and archive regional : %mmm
assessment resources - archived on the SEAKFHP website

gi0n3l Data Repositories ana Resource Providers

e Facilitated communication and introductions with key regional
practitioner’s and Michigan State University staff pursuing NFHP
Science and Data efforts in Southeast Alaska — May 6, 2013

e Participant and sponsor of the Salmon and People in Alaska: A
Workshop on Salmon Decision Tools for the 21°* Century (Anchorage
—May 9, 2013)

e Sponsored 3 fish-focused events at the 2013 Juneau Maritime Festival,
one coordinated with our local brewery (hopeful new SEAKFHP partner)

Strategic Action Plan Progress Regional assessments archived on the
% Large group strategic planning sessions held Oct 16 & 17, 2012 and SEAKFHP website
February 21, 2013; small workgroup discussions in progress
e Developed 4 broad CORE FUNCTIONS for the Partnership to concentrate on over the next 3-5 years:
1) Grow diversity and capacity of the Partnership (People)
2) Develop organizational strength & perseverance of the
Partnership (Internal Processes/Long-term funding support)
3) Provide services to Partners (Customers = SEAKFHP Partners, SE il
Alaska communities) Salmonc'f Boer||
4) Develop regionally relevant fish habitat conservation strategies ON THE PIER
(Financial = Measures of success to the SEAKFHP ex. Healthy fish
habitat in SE AK, Improved policies and procedures, Broad
regional use of best practices, etc...)
< Utilizing the Conservation Action Planning Process to guide development of L :,m‘Lj
SEAKFHP priorities — small working groups are developing a situation —
analysis identifying threats and contributing factors impacting fish habitat
for three focal habitat areas in SE Alaska — Estuaries & Nearshore Regions,
Freshwater Headwaters and Freshwater Floodplains
% SEAKFHP Science and Data Committee — tasked to identify and Award for winner of the Salmon &
aggregate regional assessment resources to create scientific assessment Beer on the Pier Contest
baseline for inclusion in the SEAKFHP Strategic Plan and support NFHP Science and Data Committee efforts
to update the 2015 National Assessment
% Goal is to present the SEAKFHP draft strategic plan to the NFHP Board at the October 2013 board meeting

2
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Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership
419 6" Street, Suite 200

AR so“‘““,‘?’ r!!!.ﬂQ“ﬂ Juneau, Alaska 99824
: ‘1 r [@m? (907) 723-0258
PnnmEng“lp www.seakfhp.org
Norman Cohen Greg Killinger February 15, 2013
The Nature Conservancy U.S. Forest Service, Tongass National Forest
416 Harris Street, Suite 301 204 Siginaka Way
Juneau, Alaska 99801 Sitka, Alaska 99835-7316

Mr. Cohen and Mr. Killinger:

On behalf of the Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership (SEAKFHP), thank you for submitting the Tongass Keystone
Initiative for endorsement consideration. We are pleased you have sought recognition from SEAKFHP for this effort.

SEAKFHP works to address threats impacting fish habitats along and within the Alexander Archipelago of Southeast
Alaska. As a “candidate” partnership under the National Fish Habitat Action Plan (NFHAP) the SEAKFHP operates
under NFHAP goals and has a strong interest in reversing declines in the quality and quantity of aquatic habitats to
improve overall productivity and health of fish in Southeast Alaska. After reviewing your application materials, the
SEAKFHP Steering Committee has approved the Tongass Keystone Initiative for endorsement, as it is described in the
application and supporting documentation you provided.

Our committee applauds the robust watershed assessment, restoration planning, and prioritization efforts that have gone
into developing the approaches outlined in your proposal to address habitat threats in the watersheds of North Kuiu Island
and Luck Lake located on Prince of Wales Island. Our committee believes the projects addressed in this proposal lead the
way in our region toward successful process-based instream restoration. In addition, this proposal specifically addresses a
number of SEAKFHP and NFHAP goals and will help guide how the SEAKFHP develops its restoration-focused habitat
conservation strategies for the broader region of Southeast Alaska.

SEAKFHP offers that the Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership endorsement logo (attached) be placed on project
products and correspondence as desired. If you have any questions regarding the review of your application, please
contact the SEAKFHP coordinator, Deborah Hart, at coordinator(@sealaskafishhabitat.org.

SEAKFHP is made up of resource managers, scientists and professionals from different state, federal, tribal and non-
governmental entities working together to conserve habitat for resident, anadromous, estuarine and marine dependent
fishes in Southeast Alaska. We commend your efforts in fish habitat conservation and for forging public-private
partnerships. Congratulations and we look forward to news as the initiative progresses!

Best Regards,

—7

Mark Kaelke

g 5 /
/ j// :
Neil Stichert 7* /4/;/ e
Steering Committee Co-Chairs, Southeast Alaska Fish Habitat Partnership

Disclaimer: The application of the techniques used, and effects of the efforts on identified habitats or analogous system are not
endorsed beyond the scope of the current project, as it is defined. SEAKFHP expressly endorses projects as stand-alone efforts, only.
This endorsement does not imply SEAKFHP commitment of funds, staff time or circumvention of laws. SEAKFHP is endorsing this
project with the understanding that the project must obtain all relevant federal and state permits prior to initiating appropriate work.

Partners sharing a common vision to ensure healthy, thriving habitats that support robust fish populations in Southeast Alaska

Southeast Alaska Watershed Coalition — Trout Unlimited — The Nature Conservancy - City and Borough of Yakutat*
US Fish and Wildlife Service - NOAA* — US Forest Service* — Alaska Department of Fish and Game*
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation* — Central Council Tlingit Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska*
*Invited partners
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Ongoing organizational development needs of Fish Habitat Partnerships

Need The 18 regional FHPs are important pilot projects providing “proof of concept” about the
effectiveness of multi-stakeholder collaborative conservation. This is a nationally significant model. They
are the aquatic version of the LCC system and share the unique potential to yield pro-active
environmental protection and restoration results. However, their strength are also their potential
weaknesses. Because they engage not only state and federal agencies but local government, non-
governmental groups and private entities, they need flexible governance structures and a high level of
public accountability. They need strong, network-based leaders, cutting-edge organizational best
management practices and communications tools to create an interlocking national program.

Situational Analysis River Network is under a one-time contract from AFWA to provide capacity-
building assistance to the regional FHPs. As capacity-building professionals we have experience working
with both agency and traditional non-profit organizations. It is our experience that no two regional FHP
have the same organizational structure. Some have MOU'’s, others bylaws, some work with allied NGO'’s,
others are developing their own 501 organizations. Some Partnerships are highly effective, leveraging
tens of millions of dollars in restoration funding, coordinating complex scientific assessments, and
solving complex technical problems. Others are just starting out. Most have the potential to be effective
but either do not have the financial resources or institutional support to take the next leap forward.

We see that FHP steering committee members and coordinators are highly committed — they make
special efforts and go way beyond their job descriptions. However, their commitment is made largely
within the context of their respective agencies or NGOs. Their actual roles and responsibilities within
their respective Partnerships is not structured enough to reliably grow the capacity of the FHP program
as a whole. Further, some Partnership leaders feel just loosely connected to the work of the NFHP
Board and the national plan and are largely unaware of the successes of FHPs outside of their region.

Long term ideas to further the program:

1. Support for annual or biennial meeting of FHPs - Many people mentioned this in their
evaluation of our workshop in Portland.

2. Support for continuation of the peer learning networks. This is just getting started, but while
River Network could continue this, it might be maintained as a function within the NFHP staff.

3. Support for customized distance-learning activities. Quarterly webinars, on-line forums and
other distance-learning tools should be developed specifically for these regional FHPs. These
could be coordinated by a third-party and feature leaders within the NFHP program.

e Business Planning process

e NGO collaborative fundraising

e Public education/ reaching target audiences
e Recruiting new Partners
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e [Effective organizational leadership

e Developing organizational sustainability plans
e Training SC members in roles/responsibilities;
e Annual organizational planning

4. Assistance Pool Support for follow-up coaching/ mentoring and direct facilitation assistance.
Most FHP coordinators do not have the time and support to apply state-of-the-art network
communications and management tools. The lessons provided at face-to-face biennial meetings
or through distance-learning programs will require focus and consistent follow-up. We would
suggest implementing an organizational-support “circuit rider” system, or assistance pool to put
experienced organizational experts in the field to work directly with groups. The primary focus
of the circuit rider would be around three areas:

(1) business development (broadening “fund raising” to make it applicable to all groups,
including readiness for business planning for groups with less capacity).

(2) communications planning for Partner recruitment/ engagement

(3) leadership and steering committee training (roles and responsibilities, governance,
organizational best practices)

Prepared by Wendy Wilson, River Network, WWilson@rivernetwork.org
May 2013







