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National Fish Habitat Board Conference Call

January 12, 2012 Agenda
(See call in and web-ex information below)

Thursday, January 12, 2012

1:00-1:15 Welcome and Introductions Kelly Hepler (Board Chair/AK Dept.
of Fish and Game)
1:15-1:30  Housekeeping Kelly Hepler Tab1

Desired outcomes

e Board action to approve draft October 2011 meeting
minutes

¢ Informational update on upcoming Board meeting dates

1:30-2:00 Action Plan revision updates Kelly Hepler Tab 2
Desired outcomes:
e Board action to approve revised draft action plan
objectives
e Board action to approve updated timeline and next steps.

2:00-2:30 2012 Board Priorities and Budget approval Matt Menashes Tab 3a
Desired outcome: Tab 3b
e Board action to approve proposed Board 2012 Priorities
and 2012 Budget.

2:30-3:00 Pacific Marine and Estuarine Partnership application Tom Busiahn Tab 4
Desired outcome:
e Board action on the PMEP application.

Additional Information Additional
e Fishers and Farmers Partnership announcement of new Information
Co-Chairs

Conference call and Web-ex instructions:

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

To join the online meeting :

1.Goto
https://mminsusa.webex.com/mminsusa/e.php?AT=WMI&EventID=95566837&PW=NNjgzNzViZjZI&RT=
MiMO

2. Enter your name and email address.

3. Enter the meeting password: habitat
4. Click "Join Now".
5. Follow the instructions that appear on your screen.



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

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




11-3-11 DRAFT

¥3IFISH HABITAT

PARTNERSHIP

National Fish Habitat Board Meeting Summary: October 19-20, 2012

Members Present:
Kelly Hepler (AK DFG- Chair)

Steve Perry ( NH FGD/ NEAFWA rep- Vice Brad Gentner (Gentner Consulting Group/CCA
Chair) rep)

Greg Siekaniec (US FWS)- for Dan Ashe Bill Taylor (AFS) — for Stan Moberly

Ron Regan (AFWA) Doug Boyd (SFBPC)

Mike Stone (WY GFD/WAFWA rep) Mike Andrews (TNC)

Stan Allen (PSMFC)- for Randy Fischer Krystyna Wolniakowski (NFWF)

Gordon Robertson (ASA) John Frampton (SC DNC/SEAFWA rep)

Bob Mahood (SAFMC) Eric Schwaab (NOAA Fisheries)

Amy Unthank (US FS)- for Anne Zimmerman Karen Abrams — for Eric Schwaab (Day 2)

Joe Larscheid (IA DNR/MAFWA rep) Steve Moyer (TU) — for Chris Wood (phone)

Members Absent:
Fred Matt, Chris Horton

Key Discussion Items:
e Science and Data (S&D) Committee proposed structure changes. Board members expressed
support for terms of reference for the S&D committee and also recommended:
» Clarifying the expertise needed on the committee and requested the inclusion of socio-economic
expertise.
Clarifying the role of the committee in ensuring conformity and coordination between
partnerships and national S&D committee.
Including a description for the membership selection process.
Requesting Fish Habitat Partnership representation.
Identifying a Board liaison to provide Board leadership and coordination back to the Board.
(Joe Larscheid agreed to fill that role).
Ensuring that the direction, purpose and needs for the 2015 National Assessment are well
defined to better inform the membership and structure of the S&D Committee.

YV VVV VY

e Strategy to complete 2015 National Assessment. Board members generally supported the draft
timeline and also recommended:
» Cross-walking the 2015 National Assessment strategy with the new Action Plan objectives and
sub-objectives.
» Including approaches for linking coastal and inshore assessments in the draft strategy.
» Clarifying proposed purpose and need of National Assessment in the draft strategy.

e Proposed revised Action Plan Objectives. At least two Board members believed the draft objectives
were at the appropriate level and addressed the full suite of necessary points. Some Board
members also recommended:

Including “enhance” to draft Objective #2.

Broadening to all people (vs. “young people”) in draft Objective #3. Others preferred defining

youth as “under 18”.

Clarifying that the objectives are not hierarchical.

Revise or combine Objectives #1 and #2 to make the work of FHPs to leverage resources

around the best set of conservation outcomes more prominent, with the Board in support.

Using draft Objective #4 to more clearly recognize the role that science and data play in

empowering action and making that information more broadly available.

Strengthening Objective #4 from “improve understanding” to a more active outcome.

Clarifying the roles between Board and Fish Habitat Partnerships beyond Action Plan objectives

and connecting many of the moving pieces including the Board’s role in “protecting the Brand”.

VV ¥V VYV VYV
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e Discussion of Federal Funding

e NFHAP and the Sustainability Movement

e FHP Performance evaluation process:

» The Board confirmed that this process will accommodate the requirement that Fish Habitat
Partnerships be re-evaluated at an interval of five years or less, to confirm that they continue to
meet the criteria listed in the Board’s Policies and Guidance for FHPs..

» The Board also confirmed that the purpose of initiating the process is to test drive the
performance measures and the evaluation procedure. The end results will not be a rating of
Fish Habitat Partnerships.

» Steve Perry, Tom Busiahn, Andrea Ostroff, Krystyna Wolniakowski and Karen Abrams agreed
to serve on the review team that will evaluate FHP performance.

o Effectiveness measures:

» The Board agreed to task the Science and Data Committee with facilitating the development of
a framework for measuring the effectiveness of conservation actions implemented under the
National Fish Habitat Action Plan including the three outputs listed in Tab 9b of the October
Board Book.

» The Board also expressed concern about over-committing the Science and Data Committee and
requested the development of a timeline for delivering the requested effectiveness measure
outputs.

e Pacific Marine and Estuarine Partnership

e Western Native Trout Initiative Partnership

e Desert Fish Habitat Partnership

Motions Approved by consensus:
e Agenda and July 2011 Meeting Minutes: Approved.

e “New Board Member Guide”: Approved

e Future board meeting dates: Approved (see list below). Discussed that approaches to “Casting Call”
are being re-evaluated and may not coincide with the April Board meeting. These changes may
have implications to timing and venue for National Fish Habitat Board awards.

e Use of proposed economics numbers to develop communication messages: Approved. These
numbers are intended for communication and advocacy, not to inform project decision-making.

e 2012 Communications Strategy: Approved. Board expressed concern that the “Primary functions”
may be too broad and exceed staff capacity. The Board questioned how well the learning labs tie-in
with other educational plans and programs and suggested more strategic approaches towards
participating in trade shows.

e Guidance on Use of Name and Logo: Approved. Board commented that shortened terms for Fish
Habitat Partnerships is easily confused with the National Fish Habitat Partnership and requested that
those terms be clarified in final guidance.

e Funding Allocation Framework: Approved Option #2. John Frampton expressed agreement with the
SARP letter opposing both options, and abstained from voting.
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Action items:
e Finalize New Board Member Guide with suggested Board edits (Ryan Roberts).
e Draft options for time and location of presenting Board awards in light of Casting Call changes (Ryan
Roberts)
e Draft proposed purpose and needs for 2015 National Assessment and incorporate into strategy for
Board comment approval in March 2012. (Gary Whelan, Andrea Ostroff, and Joe Larscheid)
e Revise draft Science and Data Committee Terms of Reference for Board Approval Spring 2012
(Gary Whelan, Andrea Ostroff, and Joe Larscheid)
o Refine draft Objectives based on Board comment and discussion (see above) and provide back to
the Board as draft for further comment (Kelly Hepler and small group of staff).
Inform Kelly Hepler and Ryan Roberts of progress (Gordon Robertson and legislative team).
Inform Board when Secretarial Order is at the departmental level for review (Tom Busiahn).
Provide 2010 data to Brad for future updates of economic estimates (Tom Busiahn).
Develop talking points and boiler plate economics language for Board use (Ryan Roberts and Brad
Gentner).
e Provide digital version of new logo and guidance (with requested changes mentioned above) to
Board and Fish Habitat Partnerships. (Ryan Roberts)
e Provide Board with a timeline for completing the requested effectiveness measure outputs in the
context of other S&D Commitments (Gary Whelan, Andrea Ostroff, and Joe Larscheid in
coordination with Mark Humpert and Steve Perry)

Future 2012 meetings:

Jan 12 — conference call on budget

April 17 and 18 — Washington, DC

July 17 and 18 — Portland, ME

October 16-17 — Table Rock Lake, Missouri (tentative)

Board approved policy and/or technical documents:

¢ New Board Member Guide (with requested edits)
Economics number to be used for communications messages
2012 Communications Strategy
Guidance on Use of Name and Logo (with requested edits)
Funding Allocation Framework

Additional attendees:
Karen Abrams, NOAA-HQ and Board staff

Tom Busiahn, FWS-HQ and Board staff

Ryan Roberts, AFWA and Board
Communications Director

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

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

Colin Hume, FWS-HQ Board staff

Cecilia Lewis, FWS-HQ & Reservoir FHP

Maureen Gallagher, FWS-Midwest Region

Steve Krentz, FWS & Great Plains FHP

Cecil Rich, FWS-Alaska Region

Scott Roth, FW S-Mountain-Prairie Region

Joe Starinchak, FWS-HQ

Dan Shively, FWS-Northwest Region

Stuart Leon, FWS-HQ

Tripp Bolton, FWS- Southeast Region

Kayla Barret, FWS & Desert FHP

Jennifer Fowler-Propst, FWS-Southwest Region

Paul Pajak, FWS-Northeast Region

Jeff Boxrucker, Reservoir FHP

Barry Patterson, SRF Collaborative

Lisa DeBruyckere, Pacific Marine and Estuarine
Fish Habitat Partnership

Robin Knox, Western Native Trout Initiative

By telephone:

Jeff Sorenson, AZ GFD & Desert FHP

Stephanie Carman, BLM & Desert FHP

Pat Rivers, MN DNR & Midwest Glacial Lakes
Partnership

Susan Wells, FWS-HQ
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National Fish Habitat Board Conference Call

January 12, 2012 Agenda
(See call in and web-ex information below)

Thursday, January 12, 2012

1:00-1:15 Welcome and Introductions Kelly Hepler (Board Chair/AK Dept.
of Fish and Game)
1:15-1:30  Housekeeping Kelly Hepler Tab1

Desired outcomes

e Board action to approve draft October 2011 meeting
minutes

¢ Informational update on upcoming Board meeting dates

1:30-2:00 Action Plan revision updates Kelly Hepler Tab 2
Desired outcomes:
e Board action to approve revised draft action plan
objectives
e Board action to approve updated timeline and next steps.

2:00-2:30 2012 Board Priorities and Budget approval Matt Menashes Tab 3a
Desired outcome: Tab 3b
e Board action to approve proposed Board 2012 Priorities
and 2012 Budget.

2:30-3:00 Pacific Marine and Estuarine Partnership application Tom Busiahn Tab 4
Desired outcome:
e Board action on the PMEP application.

Additional Information Additional
e Fishers and Farmers Partnership announcement of new Information
Co-Chairs

Conference call and Web-ex instructions:

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

To join the online meeting :

1.Goto
https://mminsusa.webex.com/mminsusa/e.php?AT=WMI&EventID=95566837&PW=NNjgzNzViZjZI&RT=
MiMO

2. Enter your name and email address.

3. Enter the meeting password: habitat
4. Click "Join Now".
5. Follow the instructions that appear on your screen.




https://mminsusa.webex.com/mminsusa/e.php?AT=WMI&EventID=95566837&PW=NNjgzNzViZjZl&RT=MiM0
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Modified Draft National Fish Action Plan Objectives

Desired Outcome:

e Board approval of modified Draft National Fish Action Plan Objectives (see below) to
replace the 2006 Action Objectives.
e Update on proposed modified timeline and recommended next steps.

Background:
> At the April 2011 National Fish Habitat Board meeting, Board approved the creation of a

Work Group to update the 2006 National Fish Habitat Action Plan. The Board’s
guidance was to:

o Replace the “Objectives” section on page 5 with new objectives. To the extent
possible new objectives will be specific, measurable, and time-bound.

Replace or update text/graphics boxes on pages 4,5,7,10 and 11.

Update Exhibits 1-5.

Create a new “look” with graphics on the cover and inside.

Consider other changes to the text of the Action Plan only if a very strong
justification is made. Avoid change for the sake of change.

O O O O

> At the April 2011 Board meeting, the Board also approved a schedule to complete the
Action Plan revision by October 2011.

» At the October 2011 Board meeting, the Work Group presented the Board with modified
draft objectives. The Board provided comments and requested further refinement of the
modified draft objectives. The following “Modified Draft National Fish Habitat
Objectives” reflect those refinements requested in October.

» At the October 2011 Board meeting, the Work Group also provided the Board an
extensive list of measurable and specific actions for the Partnership to undertake over the
next several years. After considering the Board’s thinking during the Albuquerque
meeting, however, there was concern raised about the level of detail that should be
published in the revision.

> Over the past several weeks, the Board staff has worked with the Board chair and the
Action Plan Revision Work Group chair to refine objectives and address how and when
to identify detailed, measurable activities. The recommendation is that the revised Action
Plan should lay out high level objectives only. The Board should then establish more
detailed, measurable activities on an annual basis in the form of a workplan. The Board
chair should establish a team to provide details on how annual workplans will be
developed; how they will be tied to budgeting; and how those plans can be effectively
measured. This small team will also work to
o define what the Board means by “key priorities of national significance (see below)”
o build on the work of Steve Perry to identify commonalities in FHP priorities, and
o develop a proposal on how to come to consensus on those key priorities of national

significance.
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Proposed Modified Draft National Fish Habitat Objectives to replace 2006 Action Plan Objectives:

1.

Implement conservation actions that address key priorities of national

significance by measurably improving ecological condition, rehabilitating natural
processes, or preventing the decline of intact and healthy systems leading to better fish
habitat conditions and increased fishing opportunities.

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.

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

Identify and communicate to the public and to conservation partners’ successful voluntary,
non-regulatory approaches and opportunities to conserve fish habitat.

Proposed Next Steps:

Complete the Action Plan according to the following timeline
Concurrently initiate the development of annual workplans for each objective to include
specific and measurable actions.

Identify “key priorities of national significance” in the development of a workplan for
Objective #1.

Proposed Modified Action Plan Revision Timeline:

Complete first draft: 12/12/11 (complete)
Staff review and approval of draft: 1/3/12

Copy editing: 1/16/12

Staff review and approval of final: 1/23/12

Board final review: 1/30/12
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Additional Information:

The following table represents a compilation Fish Habitat Partnership priorities indicated in current
Strategic Plans. N = the number of FHPs that indicate this category of priority in their plan. Board
staff propose using this type information to identify “key priorities of national significance” as stated
for Objective #1 above.

FHP Habitat Priorities

Habitat connectivity

Water quality and quantity

Healthy intact habitat

Sediment and nutrient loading

Ecosystem functions and processes

Early life history habitat

Riparian habitat

Surface and groundwater hydrological functions

Habitat that supports recreational fishing opportunities

State Wildlife Action Plan identified habitat priorities

Habitat with the highest number of imperiled and/or at risk species, federally
listed threatened and endangered species for each faunal group (fishes,
crayfishes, mussels, snails, amphibians, turtles), and total richness of each major
group

Estuarine and coastal habitat

Wetland habitat

Habitat that supports native fish

Habitat supporting species with the greatest conservation needs
Riverine bottom habitat

Submerged aquatic vegetation habitat

Tidal vegetation habitat

Habitat that supports shellfish beds

Coral and live/hardbottom habitat

Mangrove habitat

Channel geometry/processes

o
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Draft 2012 Board Budget

Supporting Information

This document provides some information to help relate expenses presented in the 2012 draft
budget to (1) the draft list of priorities identified by the Board and to (2) the objectives that are
anticipated to be included in the revised Action Plan. In addition, some specific budget notes

are provided to help clarify spending plans.

Relationship of Budget to Draft Board Priorities

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

No budget implications for 2012. This will be pursued through the normal course of
business by members of the Partnership (as allowable).

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

$80,000 budgeted in 2012. The Partnership, through the Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies (AFWA), secured a $100,000 multi-state conservation grant titled
Organizational Development Training for Fish Habitat Partnerships (FHPs) to Increase
Capacity. The grant provides $80,000 in 2012 towards this project and an additional
$20,000in 2013.

The FHPs vary widely in their capacity to perform effectively, from those in their
infancy to mature long-standing groups. The overall ability of all FHPs to perform
effectively must be strengthened. Enhancing the leadership, managerial, and project
funding skills of key individuals within FHPs will go far in developing these coalitions to
be effective fish habitat conservation leaders in their communities. This project will
result in greater capacity of FHPs to garner support for their efforts and leverage
federal and state project commitments, and creating more effective conservation
leaders and managers within their FHPs and communities.

Funds are allocated to support staff involved in the project, travel, and contractors that
will deliver organizational development training. A workgroup consisting of Matt





Menashes, Tom Busiahn, and Ryan Roberts will work with the FHPs to develop the
program and deliver the training.

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

No budget implications for 2012. The Board will pursue funding opportunities from
federal agencies and external sources as necessary. Krystyna Wolniakowski will
continue to lead efforts to develop an external funding strategy.

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

No budget implications for 2012. The Science and Data Committee will pursue this
priority through the in-kind contributions of the agencies that staff the committee. At
this time, there is no direct funding available for this activity.

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

$86,500 budgeted in 2012. The Partnership, through its staffing relationship with
AFWA, will continue to employ Ryan Roberts as communications coordinator in 2012.
Ryan’s role is to implement the communications strategy on behalf of the Board and
the Partnership. This area of focus will account for roughly 5o percent of Ryan’s time
(see below for additional details on communications funding). This area will also
include Ryan’s work on the 10 Waters to Watch program and the Annual Report.

Priority 6. Develop and initiate implementation of a strategy to refine the 2010 National Fish
Habitat Assessment for 2015.

$200,000 budgeted in 2012. The Science and Data Committee continues to work on
tasks associated with publishing a revised assessment in 2015. A significant portion of
the funds allocated to this priority are to continue the Board's support for the work of
Michigan State University (MSU). MSU is principally focused on inland assessment
needs. This allocation includes funding for travel by Science and Data Committee
members to finalize the 2015 assessment strategy.

It should be noted that the coastal assessment work (both Great Lakes and marine) is

being funded through partnerships with NOAA, the Great Lakes Basin FHP, and the
Great Lakes Fishery Trust, and is outside the scope of this budget.

Relationship of Budget to Revised Action Plan

2 | Page
Draft 2012 Board Budget Supporting Information





Objective 1. Implement conservation actions that address key priorities of national

significance by measurably improving ecological condition, rehabilitating natural

processes, or preventing the decline of intact and healthy systems leading to better fish habitat

conditions and increased fishing opportunities.
No budget implications in 2012. The Board will continue its efforts to identify key
priorities of national significance during 2012. It is anticipated that this objective will
have significant implications for the Board’s annual budgeting, its recommendations for
project funding, and its fundraising activities in future years.

Objective 2. 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.

$69,200 budgeted in 2012. This objective is anticipated to make up 40 percent of Ryan'’s
time in 2012. Ryan will focus heavily on increasing the size of the Partner Coalition, the
Partnership’s grassroots network. It is anticipated that Ryan will attend a series of
consumer and trade events with the express purpose of soliciting leads for inclusion in
the Partner Coalition database; improve the management and maintenance of the
Partner Coalition database; increase the level of communications to the Partner
Coalition; and fully-develop the Partnerships social media efforts. This focus area will
also include Ryan’s work on the Partnership’s awards program.

Objective 3. Fill gapsin the National Fish Habitat Assessment and its associated database to
empower strategic conservation action supported by broadly available scientific information,
and integrate socio-economic data in the analysis to improve people’s lives in a manner
consistent with fish habitat conservation goals.

Assessment — see Priority 6 above.

Socio-economic data — no budget implications in 2012. This objective is expected to be
funded beginning in 2013. At this point, we anticipate 2012 will be used as a planning
year to begin efforts to integrate socio-economic data into the assessment.

Objective 4. Identify and communicate to the public and to conservation partners’ successful
voluntary, non-regulatory approaches and opportunities to conserve fish habitat.

$17,300 budgeted in 2012. This objective is anticipated to make up 10 percent of Ryan’s
time in 2012. Ryan will focus on working with the Board and staff to identify these non-
regulatory approaches and opportunities and communicating them to the public and
partners through the NFHP’s website, social media, and annual report.

3 | Page
Draft 2012 Board Budget Supporting Information





Budget Notes

Note 1. Budget Accounts.

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

1. FWS NFHP. These funds are internal to the USFWS Fisheries Program and are
allocated annually based on USFWS priorities. While we have budgeted at $350,000
based on prior years, it is anticipated that funding for 2012 may be lower.

2. AFWA/FWS Cooperative Agreement. This cooperative agreement has generally been
funded at $135,000 and is budgeted at the same rate for 2012. For the purpose of
highlighting that this is transfer of funds between accounts, the transfer is shown in
yellow highlighted cells. Please note that the columns that total the revenue amounts
do NOT double count these funds. The 2012 funding must be in place by March 1,
2012.

3. Multi-state Conservation Grant — Operations 1. This grant was awarded to AFWA in
January 2008 for three years and has been extended through December 2012. We are
in the process of closing out this grant and expect to spend the final $5,000 for science
and data committee travel in 2012.

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

5. Multi-state Conservation Grant — FHP Development. This grant was awarded to AFWA
in January 2012 for two years. More details can be found above under Priority 2.

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

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

Note 2. $30,000 for Science and Data travel under FWS NFHP.
These funds are anticipated to be used for the Science and Data Committee to meet in early
2012 to begin planning for the 2015 assessment.

4 | Page
Draft 2012 Board Budget Supporting Information






National Fish Habitat Partnership Board
DRAFT 2012 Budget

Multi State
Conservation MSCG - MSCG - FHP
FWS NFHP CAc'):c\)A;/)A(g:]\.Ich)) Grant - Operations 2  Development :;V(\;:(ztoa;g) NF\é\:;Z‘,;ate TOTAL
Operations (2151) (2152)
REVENUES (2150)
Program Income $ 350,000 $ 135,000 $ - $ 80,000 $ 80,000 $ - $ - $ 510,000
Carryover $ - 8 - % 5500 % - 8 -3 26,000 $ 126,500 $ 158,000
SUBTOTAL $ 350,000 $ 135,000 $ 5,500 $ 80,000 $ 80,000 $ 26,000 $ 126,500 $ 668,000
EXPENSES
Coordination of Board, FHPs, and Development
AFWA Coop Agmt $ (135,000) $ - $ $ - 3 - $ $ - $ -
AFWA Staff $ -8 - 3 $ (13,000) $ (13,500) $ $ -3 (26,500)
Travel $ $ - $ - $ (20,000) $ $ - $ (20,000)
Travel - AFWA Staff $ $ - $ (5,000) $ (3,227) $ $ - 0% (8,227)
Supplies $ $ - $ (1,000) $ - $ $ - $ (1,000)
Consultants (TBD) $ $ - $ $ (15,000) $ - $ $ - $ (15,000)
Consultants (Org Development Training) $ 3/\ - $ - 3 (36,000) $ $ - $ (36,000)
SUBTOTAL [ -\ ST -8 (34,000) $ (72,727) $ $ - $  (106,727)
Communications - $ -
JRNCC § = $ $ $ - $ $ - $
Website E $ $ - $ - $ $ - $ -
AFWA Staff § (73,000) $ $ (26,000) $ - $ $ - $ (99,000)
Awards $ (4,000) $ $ - $ - $ $ - $ (4,000)
Annual Report $ $ (1,000) $ $ $ - $ $ - $ (1,000)
Assessment Hill Mailings $ $ - $ $ - $ - $ $ - $ -
Signs/Posters $ 3 (500) $ 3 (2,000) $ - $ $ - $ (2,500)
Telephone $ $ (2,000) $ $ - $ - $ $ - $ (2,000)
Computer $ $ - $ $ - $ - $ $ - $ -
Travel - Comms $ $ (14,000) $ $ (2,727) $ - $ $ - $ (16,727)
Travel - Expand Grassroots Outreach (per rev. Action Plan) $ $ (5,000) $ $ - $ - $ $ - $ (5,000)
Contractual 3 $ (7,000) $ 3 (8,000) $ - $ $ (15,000)
SUBTOTAL $ - $  (106,500) $ - 3 (38,727) $ - 3 $ - $ (1457227)
Science & Data $ - $ - $ $ - $ - $ $ - $ -
MSU Assessment 3 (165,000) $ $ $ $ - $ $ - $ (165,000)
Data System - USGS $ - $ $ $ $ - $ $ - $ -
National Fish Habitat Database - PSMFC* $ - $ $ - $ - $ - $ $ (100,000) $ (100,000)
Travel $ (30,000) $ $ (5,000) $ -3 -3 $ -3 (35,000)
SUBTOTAL $  (195,000) $ - $ (5,000) $ - $ - 3 $  (100,000) $  (300,000)
TOTAL DIRECT $  (195,000) $  (106,500) $ (5,000) $ (72,727) $ (72,727) $ $  (100,000) $  (551,954)
IDC at 24% $ -3 (25,560) $ - $ -3 -8 $ -8 (25,560)
IDC at 10% $ -3 - $ (500) $ (7,273) $ (7,273) $ $ -3 (15,045)
TOTAL INDIRECT $ - 3 (25,560) $ (500) $ (7,273) $ (7,273) $ $ - $ (40,605)
NET $ 20,000 $ 2,940 $ $ 0 $ 0 $ 26,000 $ 26,500 $ 75,441
= These funds are transferred from USFWS to AFWA under a cooperative agreement and therefore are NOT
double counted in the budget.
* = These funds were obligated from the NFWF account to the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission

in a prior year but NFWF has not been billed for the project yet.
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Tab 4
ALIH National Fish Habitat Partnership
H A B I TAT 444 North Capitol Street, NW, Suite725
PARTNERSHIP Wiashington, DC 20001
Tel: 202/ 624-7890 ¢ F: 202/ 624-7891
Web www fishhabitatorg
MEMORANDUM
To: National Fish Habitat Board
From: Staff
Date: December 30, 2011
Subject: Recommendations for Board action on the Pacific Marine & Estuarine Fish

Habitat Partnership application

On March 3, 2010, the National Fish Habitat Board (Board) approved a process for
recognizing Fish Habitat Partnerships (FHPs) in 2010 and beyond, following the initial 3-year
schedule of FHP applications that spanned 2007-2009. The process requires prospective FHPs
to meet the criteria in the Policies and Guidance for Fish Habitat Partnerships, last amended
by the Board on October 8, 2008.

The Pacific Marine and Estuarine Fish Habitat Partnership (PMEP) submitted an application
for recognition by the Board on November 12, 2011, in accordance with the Board’s process
for recognizing FHPs.

The staff provides the following recommendations for the Board’s January 12, 2012
teleconference meeting:

1. The Board should approve the application of the PMEP as a Fish Habitat
Partnership, in that the PMEP has demonstrated through its application that it meets
the criteria in the Policies and Guidance for Fish Habitat Partnerships.

2. The Board’s response to the PMEP application should provide the following
guidance:

a. While the geographic scale of the PMEP is appropriate to address regional fish
habitat issues, in view of the complexity of Pacific coast habitats, the Board
commends the PMEP for its statement (on page 14 of the draft strategic plan)
that the geographic extent of the PMEP could be revisited in the future if
circumstances warrant.

b. The PMEP is strongly encouraged to coordinate with the Science & Data
Committee to ensure that PMEP habitat assessments are compatible with the
National Fish Habitat Assessment, and that its data systems are compatible with
the National Data System.
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c. The PMEP should initiate communication with neighboring governments in
Canada and Mexico to alert them to the formation of the PMEP, laying the
groundwork for potential future collaboration.

d. The PMEP should continue to coordinate with other FHPs that have similar,
overlapping, or complementary interests. These include the Western Native Trout
Initiative, North American Salmon Stronghold Partnership, several FHPs in
Alaska, and especially the California Fish Passage Forum. Coordination is a
two-way process, and these FHPs are expected to reciprocate the relationship.

e. The PMEP strategic plan should more fully explain the “suite of ecological
services that benefit people” mentioned on page 4 of the draft strategic plan, and
more fully identify the social, cultural, and economic benefits that estuarine and
marine habitats provide. A partial explanation appears in the introduction of the
draft strategic plan (page 5), but a more complete description would help to
promote the PMEP and its vision to a wider audience, and to gain more public
support and engagement in fish habitat conservation. A brief mention of
“maintaining working waterfronts and landscapes” (page 22) could be expanded
upon to capture the role of humans in PMEP’s vision for these habitats.

f. The PMEP strategic plan should expand on the statement on page 15 that the
“Pacific coast estuary and nearshore marine environments are nationally
significant”, with reference to the large human population in the PMEP area,
and the importance of these habitats to people, e.g. for sport and commercial
fishing.

g. The PMEP strategic plan should more fully develop the linkages between
PMEP’s strategic priorities and conservation action, and conservation metrics
that PMEP will use to measure progress. In the draft strategic plan these
linkages are vague to non-existent. The PMEP should ensure that its final
strategic plan addresses these gaps.

h. The PMEP strategic plan should acknowledge that the National Fish Habitat
Partnership (hence PMEP) promotes voluntary, non-requlatory approaches to
conservation. Non-traditional conservation partners (e.g. landowners,
businesses, and local communities) should be targeted for involvement in
PMEP’s efforts, not necessarily at the Steering Committee level, but certainly at
the project level. Currently the draft strategic plan does not mention these key
elements of the NFHP.

Following are excerpts from the PMEP application and draft strategic plan.

The PMEP organized in recognition of the importance of estuaries and nearshore habitats to
fish, and to focus action on key threats and stressors on these systems. Estuaries and nearshore
habitats are among the world’s most productive ecosystems, providing social, ecological,
cultural and economic benefits as well as a full array of ecosystem services. Nearshore marine
environments have consistently higher species diversity, density, and production than deeper
water marine habitats. Estuaries are important spawning grounds and nurseries for two-thirds
of the nation’s commercial fish and shellfish.
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The PMEP will convene government and like-minded partners to leverage and coordinate
programs and funding towards common priorities — fish habitat, habitat connectivity, and water
quality and quantity. By working together, partners in the PMEP will consolidate existing
knowledge to develop science-based conservation priorities and leverage existing programs of
member organizations to act on those priorities and achieve on-the ground results.

After an analysis of region-wide needs, gaps, and partner interests, the PMEP selected priority
areas for its conservation efforts. The PMEP will protect, restore, and enhance:

e juvenile fish habitat in nearshore marine and estuary habitats;
¢ tidal wetland-intertidal-subtidal-nearshore connectivity; and
e water quality and quantity in estuaries and nearshore marine environments.

The PMEP steering committee currently includes six state agencies, the PSMFC (representing
five western states), two federal agencies, four non-governmental organizations, two tribal
representatives, and one public/private entity, the Pacific Coast Joint Venture. These entities
comprise a community of interest dedicated to the protection, enhancement, and restoration of
key habitats within Pacific estuaries and nearshore marine environments. The steering
committee has adopted operating rules and by-laws, including a clear decision-making
protocol.

The PMEP boundary encompasses all marine and estuarine tidal and subtidal waters of the
states of California, Oregon, and Washington, from the three nautical mile boundary of the
territorial sea landward to the high tide line, including the upstream extent of saltwater
intrusion into coastal river systems. It also includes adjacent shorelands and marine riparian
areas that provide inputs to these waters (e.qg., filtration and storage of stormwater, large wood,
nutrients, and sediment supply). The land/water area including offshore islands and major bays
and estuaries is 173,776 square miles. The aquatic area offshore out to the 200m depth line,
including all bay/estuary areas is an additional 42,634 square miles. The total of the above
areas combined is 216,410 square miles.

The PMEP has developed a draft strategic framework and intends to finalize it by July 1, 2012.
The strategic framework is guided by the integration of NFHP strategies with existing key
documents from partner organizations (i.e., nearshore strategies, state wildlife action plans,
assessments of estuarine and nearshore marine habitats) to articulate key stressors within the
geographic scope of the PMEP.

The PMEP will use existing national and state data for assessing fish habitat and needed work,
and will communicate information needs and gaps through partners. The PMEP’s Science and
Data Committee (in communication with the Board’s science and data committee) will help
ensure assessments link to the national framework for assessing fish habitat. Science and data
resources currently available to the PMEP include:

e The Nature Conservancy’s ecoregional assessments

e The Nature Conservancy’s estuary assessment
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The Pacific Fishery Management Council Essential Fish Habitat Designation
documents

The National Estuary Program Coastal Condition Report

Washington’s Developing Indicators and Targets for Eelgrass in Puget Sound

Ducks Unlimited/Pacific Coast Joint VVenture project on the impacts of sea level rise in
Oregon and Washington

Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Project data.
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November 15, 2011

Members of the National Fish Habitat Partnership Board,

Fishers & Farmers Partnership for the Upper Mississippi River Basin exists
to support landowner-led, voluntary conservation projects that add value to
farms while restoring aquatic habitat and native fish populations in the
Upper Mississippi River Watershed. In March 2010, it was named as one of
the full 17 Fish Habitat Partnerships of the National Fish Habitat Action
Plan.

Fishers & Farmers hosted one of their annual steering committee meetings
November 1-2, 2011, and included two new steering committee members:
Rich Sims (lowa State Conservationist from NRCS), and Sara Strassman
(American Rivers). During the beginning of the meeting, Martin Konrad
(lowa Department of Natural Resources), and Roger Wolf (lowa Soybean
Association) stepped down as co-chairs. We thank both of them for all
their hard work and dedication to Fishers & Farmers, especially during the
formation of our Partnership and Strategic Plan. Both Martin and Roger
went above the call of duty and we are very appreciative of their time and
resources they have contributed, and continue to contribute, to the
Partnership.

Fishers & Farmers welcomed two new co-chairs on November 2, 2011.
We are excited to move forward with representatives from both the natural
resources and agricultural perspective. Chris Vitello is the Fisheries
Division Chief from the Missouri Department of Conservation and Steve
Taylor is the Executive Director of Missouri Agribusiness Association.
Please help Fishers & Farmers welcome both of them as we move forward
with NFHP: to conserve the nation’s fish and aquatic communities through
partnerships that foster fish habitat conservation and improve the quality of
life.

Thank you,

Heidi Keuler

Fishers & Farmers Partnership Coordinator
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