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FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION GENERAL STATEMENT

Conserving the Nature of America
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is the oldest federal conservation agency, tracing its lineage
back to 1871. Over its 139 year history, the Service has adapted to the Nation’s changing needs to become
a leader in protecting and enhancing America' s biological natural resources. In the face of escalating
challenges such as land-use, population growth, invasive species, water scarcity, and a range of other
complex issues all of which are amplified by accelerated climate change, the Service needs to adapt again.
Today the Service is in the midst of that adaptation, and will focus on meeting today’s pressing
conservation challenges with a strategic approach.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the premier government agency dedicated to the conservation,
protection, and enhancement of fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats. It is the only agency in the
Federal Government whose primary responsibility is management of these important natural resources for
the American public. The Service aso helps ensure a heathy environment for people by providing
opportunities for Americans to enjoy the outdoors and our shared natural heritage.

The Service is responsible for implementing and enforcing some of our Nation’s most important
environmental laws, such as the Endangered Species Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the Marine
Mammal Protection Act, aswell asinternational agreements like the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species.

The Service’s Organization

Today, the Service achieves its mission through: 553 units of the National Wildlife Refuge System; 6
National Monuments, including 3 Pacific marine monuments established in 2009; 81 Ecological Services
Field Stations; 71 Nationa Fish Hatcheries; 1 historical National Fish Hatchery (D.C. Booth in South
Dakota); 67 Fish and Wildlife Conservation Offices; 9 Fish Headth Centers; 7 Fish Technology Centers;
and waterfow! production areas in 206 counties managed within 38 Wetland Management Districts and
50 Coordination Areas, al encompassing more than 150 million acres of land and waters. The Service
works with diverse partners, including other federal agencies, state and local governments, Tribes,
international organizations, and private organizations and individuals.

The Service headquarters is co-located in Washington, D.C. and Arlington, Virginia; with field units in
Denver, Colorado, and Shepherdstown, West Virginia; and eight regiona offices. The Director reports to
the Department of the Interior’'s Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and Parks, and has direct line
authority over the headquarters and eight regional offices. Assistant Directors provide policy, program
management, and administrative support to the Director. The Regional Directors guide policy and
program implementation through their field structures and coordinate activities with partners.

(See organizational chart, next page)

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE GS-1



FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

GENERAL STATEMENT

V) ‘0jusWBIeg MV ‘@deioyouy 0D ‘IeAus(q VIN ‘Lerpey VO ‘ejuepy NI ‘Surfaug 310, AN ‘enbianbnqpy O ‘PUBpIOg
g uordey L uotdey 9 uordey g uoday ¥ uotdey g uordey g uotdsy 1 uordey
T0J0RII(] [PUOIBoY 10300a1(] [RUOIZaY 107291(] TRUOISOY 10309a1(] [RUOISaY 10309I1(] TRUOLFY 1030231 [RUOIS0Y 10709a1(] [RUOLdAY I030911(] TRUOIFY
(HIAV) sweIdolg
JuamalvuBpy suoneIadQ B Tends) wewny UOTJBAIISTOD) wreadorg wNsdg
saegy SIRPY saadg uoIyRI0}SNY]
J0SIAPY [ouqas], W pue Suruws(q JUSSAIOIIGy 1831qBH pog afngey AJIPIIM
i [eua)xy [euonjRUIAjU] pazaBuepuy qsiq jodg
aouslg PIE S20aM08AY ssomsng 1adpng ey %9 S9LIAYST,] Az0yeastpy TewoneN
a7} Jo a0 uorjBUIIOFU] 2030811 EGRERITg H0RORTH] “ojaesd Jorqpy Hopsad 2030811(] 1030831 PUE SRIPTM EGIRERIfG]
! : 2 JuBISISSYT JUBISISSY & JUBISIESY : H 203091 3
x0300a1(] JuRgsIesy JuRISIESY JuRlsIssy JuRISIESY i JuURISISSY
JuwsIEsY IEN
[ [ I I I [ I I I [ I |
(s)030ea1(] Lynda(]
JopoaIn(y

9JIMag AJIPI'M B Ysid 'S'N

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

GS-2



FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

GENERAL STATEMENT

Overview of FY 2012 Budget Request

Budget 2010 2010 2012 2012
Authority Enacted Enacted / Request Request
2011 Change
CR from 2011 CR
Discretionary 1,646,832 1,646,832 1,694,705 47,873
Mandatory 1,112,365 980,064 *997,106 17,042
Total 2,759,197 2,626,896 2,691,811 64,915
FTEs 9,256 **9,081 **9,236 155
*The FY 2012 mandatory funding request includes a legislative proposal to raise the cost of duck stamps, which
would result in an additional $14.0 million in mandatory collections.
**The amounts presented differ from Budget Appendix and the DOI Budget in Brief due to subsequent changes to
Wildland Fire FTE estimates.

Overview

The 2012 request for current appropriations totals $1.69 billion, an increase of $47.9 million compared to
the FY 2010/FY 2011 Continuing Resolution (CR). The budget aso includes $1.0 billion available under
permanent appropriations, most of which will be provided directly to the states for fish and wildlife
restoration and conservation. Employee pay, and other inflation increases will be funded from within
totals.

This budget funds the Service's priorities, including the America’ s Great Outdoors, New Energy Frontier,
Y outh in the Great Outdoors, and Cooperative Landscape Conservation Secretarial initiatives.

America’s Great Outdoors initiative

In April of 2010 the President established the America’'s Great Outdoors (AGO) initiative through
Presidential Memorandum. The goa of AGO is to reconnect Americans, especially young adults, to
Americas rivers and waterways, landscapes of national significance, ranches, farms and forests, great
parks, and coasts and beaches. The AGO initiative also calls upon agencies to build upon states, local,
private, and tribal priorities for the conservation of land, water, wildlife, historic, and cultural resources,
creating corridors and connectivity across these outdoor spaces, and for enhancing neighborhood parks.
The initiative is also focused on how the Federal Government can best advance those priorities through
public private partnerships and locally supported conservation strategies. Many of the Service' s resource
management programs will be essential to fulfilling the goals of the AGO Initiative. In addition, effective
enforcement of the Nation’s wildlife laws is essential to the Service' s conservation mission, including its
contributionsto the President’ s AGO Initiative.

The 2012 budget commits to fully funding the Land and Water Conservation Fund, and includes a total of
$140.0 million for land acquisitions that the Service has identified as having the greatest conservation
benefits.

In addition, the budget requests increases for severa grant programs administered by the Service that
have been identified as supporting AGO goals. These grant programs include the Cooperative Endangered
Species Fund (+$15.0 million), the North American Wetlands Conservation Fund (+$2.4 million) and
state and Tribal Wildlife Grants (+$5.0 million).

In 2010 many AGO outreach and listening sessions were conducted throughout the Nation. In the AGO
listening sessions and online forums Americans asked for more projects like Montana's Blackfoot
Challenge and South Carolina's ACE Basin Project, where conservation is accomplished through
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community level collaboration and uses a network of core protected areas combined with conservation
easements. The Service is heeding this request. For example, the recently established Hint Hills Legacy
Conservation Area will conserve up to 1.1 million acres of tallgrass prairie in Kansas through voluntary,
perpetua conservation easements. These conservation easements will protect habitat for more than 100
species of grassand birds and 500 plant species, and ensure the region’s sustainable ranching culture,
which directly supports conservation of the tallgrass prairie.

Similarly, the Department of the Interior (DOI) and its partners are conducting a study to determine
whether designating the Everglades Headwaters National Wildlife Refuge is feasible and appropriate.
The proposed refuge could protect approximately 150,000 acres of important environmental and cultural
landscapes in the Kissimmee River Valley south of Orlando, Florida. The proposed Refuge area could
include 50,000 acres for potential purchase, from willing sellers, and an additional 100,000 acres that
could be protected through conservation easements and cooperative agreements, keeping the land in
private ownership. In addition to improving water quality and providing outdoor recreational
opportunities, the proposed conservation area and refuge could protect important habitat for 88 federa
and state listed species, including the Florida panther, Florida black bear, whooping crane, Everglade
snail kite and the Eastern indigo snake. It could also link to approximately 690,000 acres of partner-
conserved lands.

Youth in the Great Outdoors (+$2.5 million): This initiative provides funding for jobs in natural
resources for America's youth, including Youth Conservation Corps positions in wildlife refuges and
other positions

Workforce planning studies suggest that the bureaus are now competing for candidates who bring new
competencies to the U.S. workforce. The Service must act now to ensure that talented and capabl e young
people are ready to enter public service as natural resource professionas. The $2.5 million increase for
this initiative includes $2.0 million for the Nationd Wildlife Refuge System to hire youth through
programs such as the Y outh Conservation Corps; and $1,000,000 through the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation. These increases are partialy offset by a $500,000 reduction to Congressional add-ons to the
Urban Bird Treaties program.

The Service has worked with the Youth Conservation Corps (YCC) to introduce young Americans to
conservation opportunities at National Fish Hatcheries, National Wildlife Refuges and Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Offices across the country since inception of the program in 1970. The Service will
increase its hiring of youth to provide a quality, cost-effective outdoor work experience to a diverse pool
of our Nation's youngest citizens. The Service's hires will contribute to the Priority Goal’s targeted
increase of 70% (from 2009 levels) of employment of youth in the conservation mission of the
Department.

The 2012 budget request includes an increase of $1,000,000 for the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation to implement a competitive grant program to develop new or expand existing youth
conservation job programs. The Foundation will work with the Service to develop a public-private
partnership by leveraging the federal funding with at least an equal amount of private contributions.
Funds will be awarded to Refuges, Fish Hatcheries, Friends groups, Y outh Conservation Corps, and non-
governmental organizations and others who seek to develop innovative conservation employment
opportunities for youth. The primary focus of the program will be to support Refuges, Fish Hatcheries
and priority species on both public and private lands. Summer employment opportunities will be
specifically targeted, and after-school and weekend employment programs will aso be considered.

The Service's Fisheries Program provides a significant contribution toward the President’s Y outh in the
Great Outdoors initiative by hosting a variety of annual outdoor and classroom events both on and off-site
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that reconnect youth and their families to our natural resource heritage. During FY 2010, approximately
2.13 million people visited Service Fisheries facilities. Half of these visitors were children. This
represents a million potential contact points to introduce children to the great outdoors and the aquatic
resource conservation work of the Service. Outdoor classrooms have been developed at three sites in the
last three years working with local chambers of commerce, public schools, non-profit organizations,
industry and dedicated individuals to raise private contributions of materials and labor to augment station
resources dedicated to these innovative learning sites. Since inception of their outdoor classroom at the
Inks Dam National Fish Hatchery in Texas, visitation has increased five fold. Almost 11,000 youth have
connected with the outdoors through on and off-site conservation education related programs. The Genoa
National Fish Hatchery in Wisconsin hosted approximately 14,000 school aged children in hands-on
learning experiences. In West Virginia, some 14,500 children engaged in outdoor classroom activities at
the White Sulphur Springs National Fish Hatchery.

The Service also recognizes the need to respond to our nation's changing demographics. We are
responding by expanding a number of youth-oriented programs over the next severa years. These
include a Career Discovery Internship Program in partnership with the Student Conservation Association.
The program introduces culturally and ethnically diverse college freshman and sophomore students from
around the Nation to the Service in the hopes of increasing the diversity of the applicant pool for
conservation based jobs. The Service is expanding the program to other regions around the country in an
effort to broaden it to a nationwide initiative next year. The program also provides excellent training and
orientation skillsin leadership development, team work and communications for the student.

The Service is also collaborating with the University of Alaska's "Alaska Native Science and Engineering
Program™ (ANSEP), under which the Service has been hiring Alaska Native students to gain career
experience in wildlife biology and government service. The ANSEP enables outstanding Alaska Native
high school students to enter the University of Alaska and mentors them through graduate school in a
rigorous curriculum of wildlife biology or engineering, depending on their career interest. The Service
hopes to expand these types of collaborative partnershipsin 2011 and 2012.

Finally, the Service is helping to sponsor the Klamath Basin Education and Employment Y outh Academy
(KBEEYA) or (Academy), in Oregon and California Thisis an education and employment program that
targets diverse high school and college students for a career in natural resources and environmental
science fields. The primary goal of the Academy is to develop a quaified and diverse applicant pool of
personnel to fill entry level permanent positions that will become vacant when current mid-career
employees advance into vacant upper management levels during the next decade.

New Energy Frontier initiative (+$4.0 million): This initiative includes funding for conservation
planning assistance (+2.0 million) for technical assistance in project design and Endangered Species Act
consultation (+$2.0 million) of renewable energy projects.

Energy development is a strategic priority for the Service, and the Nation, as we seek to address
economic, environmental, and national security challenges related to energy production and use. These
activities have a direct impact on fish, wildlife, plants and their habitats, and have the potential to affect
public recreational opportunities and experiences on national wildlife refuges. In terms of the
Department’s goa to “...increase approved capacity for production of renewable (solar, wind, and
geothermal) energy resources on Department of Interior managed lands, while ensuring full
environmental review...” the Service has a clear role in providing environmental review, especially in the
area of Endangered Species Act (ESA) compliance.. The Service' s ability to conduct consultations and
planning activities are critical to ensuring that the nation can expand the production of renewable energy
without compromising environmental values.
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Cooperative Landscape Conservation Initiative (+$27.5 million): The Service works to protect the
viability of fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats from the serious threats of sea level rise, drought,
shifting wildlife migration, habitat |oss, disease and invasive species that are associated with the effects of
compounding environmental stressors. To accomplish this, the Service, with partners, must rapidly
develop the ability to deliver conservation across connected landscapes of habitats, based on the best
available scientific understanding. The Service is establishing a new business model with our partners to
look at management at the landscape scae and leverage the conservation capacity of individual
organizations to attain biological outcomes larger than any one partner could achieve alone. These
organized partnerships form the basis of the Department of the Interior’'s Landscape Conservation
Cooperatives (LCCs).

The 2012 budget proposes an increase of $10.2 million for these LCCs, to identify landscapes, habitats,
and species that are most vulnerable; define clear conservation objectives; and focus management actions
where they will be most effective on the landscape. Building on the nine LCCs currently operating, the
Service will establish three LCCs by the end of 2011 and another six in 2012. An additional three LCCs
will be led by other Department of the Interior bureaus. Concurrently, the budget proposes an increase of
$7.3 million to acquire key scientific information needed to inform planning and design. To address
threats to species and habitats, the Service will continue to develop an in-house applied science capability.

Theinitiative also includes $2.0 million to deliver conservation through the Partners for Fish and Wildlife
program. This program will expand efforts to provide technical and financial assistance to private
landowners in order to conserve and restore lands that will improve wildlife values while sequestering
carbon. The 2012 budget includes $8.0 million to accelerate the development of a monitoring system for
the refuge system. The monitoring effort is an integral part of a national strategy coordinated with U.S.
Geological Survey, Bureau of Land Management, and National Park Service to detect climate-driven
changes, critical to optimizing habitat improvement and protection strategies.

National Wildlife Refuge Fund (-$14,500,000/+0 FTE)

The Service proposes the elimination of the entire appropriated portion ($14,500,000) of this program.
The mandatory receipts collected and alocated under the program would remain. National
Wildlife Refuges (Refuges) have been found to generate tax revenue for communities far in excess of tax
losses from federal acquisition of the land. Refuge lands provide many public services and place few
demands on local infrastructure, when compared to development that is more intensive. Refuges bring a
multitude of visitors, hunters, birdwatchers, beach goers, hikers and others to nearby communities,
providing substantial economic benefits. Recreational spending on refuges creates tens of thousands of
jobs and generates millions of dollarsin tax revenue at the local, county, state and federal level.

Coastal Impact Assistance Program

Under the Coastal Impact Assistance Program (CIAP), the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to
distribute, to offshore oil producing states and their coasta political subdivisions (CPS), $250 million for
each of the fiscal years 2007 through 2010. The CIAP directs funding to conserve, protect, restore coasta
areas, including wetlands, and to mitigate the impacts of offshore drilling to natural resources and the
public. This money is shared among Alabama, Alaska, California, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas and
is allocated to each producing state and eligible CPS based upon legislated alocation formulas.

This program has been implemented from its inception by the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation, and Enforcement (BOEMRE) formally the Minerals Management Service (MMS). However,
in FY 2012, the Coastal Impact Assistance Program will be transferred to the Service as the purpose of
the CIAP aigns more directly with the mission of the Service. Furthermore, the transfer will alow
BOEMRE to focus on programs directly aligned with their regulatory and enforcement mission.
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Fixed Costs (+$1.18 million)

The Service includes $1.18 million to fund fixed costs. The fixed costs includes adjustments for federal;
employer contributions to health benefit plans; unemployment compensation; workers compensation; and
rent. Funding fixed costs prevents the erosion of program capability.

Accountable Government Initiative (Administrative Cost Savings)

In support of the President’s commitment on fiscal discipline and spending restraint, the Service is
participating in an aggressive Department-wide effort to curb non-essential administrative spending. In
accordance with thisinitiative, the Service's justification includes $14.4 million in savings in 2012 in the
following activities: $4.7 million for travel and transportation of persons, $1.2 million for transportation
of things, $515,000 for printing and reproduction, $435,000 for advisory and assistance services, and $7.6
million for supplies and materials. There will be no programmatic impact of implementing these savings
initiatives, as functions will be performed in a more efficient and more effective manner. These cost
savings build upon management efficiencies proposed in 2011 totaling $11.1 million in Information
Technology, travel and relocation, and strategic sourcing and bureau specific efficiencies totaling
$975,000.

Real Property Cost Savings and Innovation Plan

The Service applies multiple methods to minimize costs associated with managing our constructed real
property assets. We manage a portfolio of about 48,000 assets valued collectively at over $25 billion.
These assets are geographically dispersed across about 800 geographic locations in every state and isand
territory of the U.S. Considerable attention has been devoted to efficient management of constructed
facility assets in recent years. The Service has been active in seeking to manage these assets consi stent
with the 10 Guiding Principles on Federal Real Property Asset Management as assembled by the Federal
Rea Property Council. The Service is pursuing cost effectiveness and cost efficiency through the
following types of actions:

. Manage and repl ace assets taking into account life-cycle management needs

Apply energy conservation and renewabl e energy options to lower long-term operating costs

Intentionally focus on smaller scale visitor facility enhancements to meet visitation demands

Prioritize mission critical needsin five year budget plans

Dispose of underutilized assets that are not contributing to our mission

Co-locate offices where cost effective

Retire leases where other options are more cost effective

Apply standard facility designs and concepts to reduce project design costs

Apply innovative contracting mechanisms to reduce time and cost associated with project design

and planning

. Work in close partnership with the Federal Highway Administration in managing roads, trails,
and associated transportation components.
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U. S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
MAJOR ACCOUNT SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEAR 2012 REQUEST

2011 & 2012
2012 2012 2012 Program 2012 Change
2010 2011 Fixed Admin Internal Changes | president's | From 2011
Account Actual CR Costs Changes | Transfers (+/-) Budget (+/-)
Current Appropriations
Resource Management $000 1,273,406| 1,269,406 +1,150 -25,807 -3,440 +30,558| 1,271,867 +2,461
FTE 7,000 7,032 -20 +108 7,120 +88
Construction $000 34,439 37,439 +13 -662 0 -13,702 23,088 -14,351
FTE 87 82 0 82 0
Land Acquisition $000 86,340 86,340 +15 0 +3,440 +50,205 140,000 +53,660
FTE 7 77 +20 +10 107 +30
National Wildlife Refuge Fund $000 14,500 14,500 0 0 0 -14,500 0 -14,500
FTE 0 0 0 0 0
North American Wetlands
Conservation Fund $000 47,647 47,647 0 0 0 +2,353 50,000 +2,353
FTE 14 14 0 14 0
Cooperative Endangered
Species Conservation Fund $000 85,000 85,000 0 0 0 +15,000 100,000 +15,000
FTE 17 17 +3 20 +3
Multinational Species
Conservation Fund $000 11,500 11,500 0 0 0 -1,750 9,750 -1,750
FTE 4 4 0 4 0
Neotropical Migratory Bird
Conservation $000 5,000 5,000 0 0 0 0 5,000 0
FTE 1 1 0 1 0
State and Tribal Wildlife
Grants $000 90,000 90,000 0 0 0 +5,000 95,000 +5,000
FTE 23 23 0 23 0
Private Stewardship Grants $000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FTE 0 0 0 0 0
Landowner Incentive Program
Grants $000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FTE 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL, Current Appropriations $000 1,647,832| 1,646,832 1,178 -26,469 0 73,164| 1,694,705 +47,873
FTE 7,226 7,250 0 0 0 121 7,371 +121
American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) $000
(RM/Construction/Reimb) FTE 140
TOTAL, Current Appropriations
(w/ ARRA) 1,647,832 1,646,832 +1,178 -26,469 0 +73,164 1,694,705 +47,873
7,366 7,250 0 0 0 +121 7,371 +121

Current FY 2010 Appropriations include a $4.0 million transfer into RM from USAID for Congo Apes and a -$3.0 million in cancellation of Construction PY Balances.
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U. S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
MAJOR ACCOUNT SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEAR 2012 REQUEST
2012 FY 2012 Inc(+) /
2_012 2011/2_012 2011& 2012 | Program Presidt(e)nt's Dec ()
2010 2011 Fixed Admin internal  [Changes (+/{  Budget From
Account Actual CR Cost changes | transfers (+/-) ) 2011
Permanent and Trust Accounts

Federal Lands Recreational

Enhancement Act $000 4,842 4,800 0 0 0 0 4,800 0
FTE 29 29 29

Migratory Bird Conservation

Account $000 51,141 44,000 0 0 0 +14,000 58,000 +14,000
FTE 63 63 +10 73 +10

National Wildlife Refuge Fund $000 4,795 6,000 0 0 0 0 6,000 0
FTE 12 12 12 0

North American Wetlands

Conservation Fund $000 5,834 689 0 0 0 +311 1,000 +311
FTE 0 0 0 0

Cooperative Endangered Species

Conservation Fund $000 58,952 53,714 0 0 0 +246 53,960 +246
FTE 0 0 0 0

Federal Aid in Sport Fish

Restoration $000 477,783 450,233 0 0 0 +11,586 461,819 +11,586
FTE 65 53 0 53 0

Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration $000 500,709 411,833 0 0 0 -9,101 402,732 -9,101
FTE 51 52 52 0

Miscellaneous Permanent

Appropriations $000 3,908 4,495 0 0 0 0 4,495 0
FTE 4 4 4 0

Contributed Funds $000 4,401 4,300 0 0 0 0 4,300 0
FTE 20 20 20 0

Coastal Impact Assistance

Program ** $000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FTE 0 0 +24 24 +24

Subtotal, Permanent

Appropriations $000 1,112,365 980,064 0 0 0 +17,042 997,106 +17,042
FTE 244 233 0 0 +24 +10 267 +34

Reimbursements and Allocations from others

Reimbursable (1900 series) FTE 817 822 822

Offsetting Collections 1800 series FTE 179 179 179

Offsetting Collections 4000 series FTE 18 18 18

Wild land Fire Management FTE 504 451 * 451 *

Southern Nevada Lands FTE 19 19 19

Federal Aid - Highway FTE 15 15 15

NRDAR FTE 68 68 68

Central HAZMAT FTE 7 7 7

Forest Pest FTE 1 1 1

Energy Act - Permit Processing FTE 18 18 18

Subtotal, Other 1,646 1,598 0 0 0 0 1,598 0

TOTAL FISH AND WILDLIFE

SERVICE $000 2,760,197 2,626,896 +1,178 -26,469 0 +90,206 2,691,811

w/o ARRA FTE 9,116 9,081 * 0 0 +24 +131 9,236 * +155

TOTAL FISH AND WILDLIFE

SERVICE $000 2,760,197 2,626,896

with ARRA FTE 9,256 9,081 *

*The amounts presented for 2011 and 2012 differ from Budget Appendix and the DOI Budget in Brief due to subsequent changes to Wildland Fire estimates.

** The Fish & Wildlife Service is not seeking current appropriations for Coastal Impact Assistance Program . This program received appropriated funding in FY 2007-FY
2010. In FY 2012, unobligated balances will be transferred from the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation, and Enforcement(BOEMRE) to the Fish &

Wildlife Service.
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Priority Goals

Youth in the Great Outdoors Priority Goal

Priority Goal: By the end of 2011, increase by 50% (from 2009 levels) the employment
of youth between the ages of 15-25 in the conservation mission of the Department; to be
maintained through FY 2012.

Bureau Contribution

Workforce planning studies suggest that the bureaus are now competing for candidates who bring new
competencies to the U.S. workforce. The Service must act now to ensure that talented and capable young
people are ready to enter public service as natural resource professionals.

The Service has worked with the Youth Conservation Corps (YCC) to introduce young Americans to
conservation opportunities at National Fish Hatcheries, National Wildlife Refuges, and Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Offices across the country since inception of the program in 1970. The Service will
continue hiring youth to provide a quality, cost-effective outdoor work experience to a diverse pool of our
Nation’ s youth. The Service's hireswill continue to contribute to Priority Goal’ s of employment of youth
in the conservation mission of the Department.

The Service has worked with the Youth Conservation Corps (YCC) to introduce young Americans to
conservation opportunities at National Fish Hatcheries, National Wildlife Refuges and Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Offices across the country since inception of the program in 1970. The Fish and Wildlife
Service's primary contribution will be pursuing a goal of a 50% increase in Youth Employment (from
2009 levels) in the conservation mission of the Service and the Department. In FY 2012, the Service will
continue its goal of engaging youth. These youth will represent a diverse pool of our Nation’s youth and
be provided a quality, cost-effective outdoor work experience.

Implementation Strategy

The Service's National Wildlife Refuge System will continue building upon existing proven programs
with new and creative approaches to offer public service opportunities. Hundreds of National wildlife
refuges offer employment, education, and recreation opportunities that connect youth with the outdoors.
These youth programs also provide opportunities to educate youth about career opportunities and promote
public service as part of alife-long commitment to natural resource conservation. These programs are
managed through mentoring and partnerships with Friends organizations, volunteers, educational
ingtitutions, and local conservation organizations.

The Fisheries Program will also continue supporting the Secretary’ s initiative to engage youth in the great
outdoors by emphasizing new and creative ways to get the Nation's youth out into nature, specifically
underrepresented groups such as those in urban environments, minorities, and women. The Service's
SCEP/STEP program, rural and Tribal YCC programs, and the Biologist-in-Training Program
complement these early learning experiences to mold future conservation stewards and advance youth
into careersin conservation and natural resources management.

Support continues for the National Conservation Training Center (NCTC) which will continue to provide
programmatic coordination and collaboration to increase the capacity of bureaus conservation
professionals to educate and train youth, and to provide natural resource career awareness, and provide
professional development. NCTC is developing and implementing cutting-edge, electronic collaboration
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tools for sharing resources, targeting specific audiences, networking, and an interactive Youth Porta
website to facilitate communication. This work enables participants to effectively share success stories,
learn from other’s best practices, and develop new tools to attract youth to careers in the natural resource
community. NCTC will hold classroom training, workshops, and “community of practice" sessions to
bring the best practices to Departmental professionals for engagement of youth in nature. The program
will also build competencies to engage youth through new media and socia networking tools, the most
effective way to communicate with today's young people. NCTC will also engage youth interested in
natural resource careers so they can gain necessary knowledge and skills to qualify for Departmental
positions. The NCTC works with learning institutions at the elementary, middle and high schools and at
the college level to meet this goal.

Performance Metrics

The DOI is presently employing a set of internal measures and milestones to monitor and track
achievement of the Priority Goals. Progress in these areas will be reported and reviewed throughout the
year by the Deputy Secretary’s Principals Operations Group to identify and address any need for
enhanced coordination or policy measures to address barriers to the achievement of the PPG.

The Fish and Wildlife Service has identified the following performance measures that relate to this
Priority Goal.

Youth in the Great Outdoors Priority Goal (PG)

2012
2009 2010 2010 2011 X :
Performance Goal Actual Plan Actual Plan President's
Budget
Number of youth (ages 15-25) hired (at 1460 2130 2353 2130 2190
least 80 hours each)

Service will continue to work to increase/maintain

2IAEGENEN OF gL youth hires over the baseline period shown.

Contributing Programs: Most Service programs, especially NWRS, Hatcheries

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE GS-11



GENERAL STATEMENT FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

Renewable Energy Priority Goal

The Priority Goal: Increase approved capacity for production of renewable (solar, wind, and
geothermal) energy resources on Department of the Interior managed lands, while ensuring full
environmenta review, by at least 9,000 megawatts through 2011, and an additional 1,000 mw
through the end of FY 2012.

Bureau Contribution

As the Nation seeks to address economic, environmental, and National security challenges related to
energy supply, securing diverse energy sources to support a growing economy and protect our national
interests has become a priority for the Nation. Through responsible development of federally-managed
resources, the Department of the Interior (DOI) can play a centra role in moving the Nation toward a
clean energy economy. The transtion to a renewable and emission-free energy infrastructure places
demands on the Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that new technologies and energy projects have
minimal impact on fish and wildlife resources. While generaly regarded as clean energy, renewable
energy projects, including wind, solar, wave, and geothermal, often require large geographic areas to be
commercially viable. These facilities and accompanying transmission infrastructure pose complex
conservation issues on alandscape-level for migratory birds, fish, and other wildlife.

Energy development is a strategic priority for the Service as the Nation seeks to address economic,
environmental, and national security challenges related to energy. These activities have a direct impact
on fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats and have the potential to affect public recreational opportunities
and experiences on nationa wildlife refuges. The Service's ability to conduct consultations and planning
activities are critica to ensuring that the Nation can expand the production of renewable energy without
compromising environmental values.

Implementation Strategy

Conservation Planning Assistance (CPA) will provide expert technical assistance and conservation
recommendations to facilitate the siting, construction, and operation of a broad and growing spectrum of
energy and transmission projects in order to avoid or mitigate significant impacts to fish and wildlife and
their habitats. Program field biologists will effectively participate in additional landscape-level habitat
conservation efforts with the states, industry and other conservation stakeholders to protect and conserve
key fish and wildlife habitats as the Nation charts a course towards a clean energy future.

The Department of Energy, state fish and game agencies, Bureau of Land Management, and state energy
commissions have expressed a need for expedited multispecies conservation strategies accompanied by
appropriate permits to comply with the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The ESA Consultations and
HCPs program will enable Service biologists to work on developing these conservation strategies to
provide for effective protection and conservation of natural resources while allowing solar and other
qualified renewable energy development in a manner that avoids, minimizes, or mitigates environmental
impacts. To complete these plans, biologists and energy specialists must develop, collect process and
interpret geographic, biological, land use, and other environmental data for the entire plan area. Multiple
stakeholder meetings and reviews will be necessary during plan development to ensure the resulting plan
is consensus based to the extent feasible and implementable. This effort will require intense, focused, and
dedicated attention from consultation staff for renewable projects in the foreseeable future.
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Performance Metrics

The DOI is presently employing a set of internal measures and milestones to monitor and track
achievement of the Priority Goals. Progress in these areas will be reported and reviewed throughout the
year by the Deputy Secretary’s Principals Operations Group to identify and address any need for
enhanced coordination or policy measures to address barriers to the achievement of the PPG.

The Fish and Wildlife Service has identified the following performance measures that relate to this
Priority Goal.

Renewable Energy Priority Goal (PG)

2012
2009 2010 2010 2011 ) :
Performance Measure Actual Plan Actual Plan Prgilgggtt S

Percent of formal/informal biological
consultations and advanced planning
coordination responses for Renewable n/a 1% 62% 43% 37%
Energy (solar, wind and geothermal)
provided in a timely manner

# of formal/informal biological
consultations and advanced planning
coordination responses provided in a n/a 70 503 337 368
timely manner for renewable energy
(solar, wind and geothermal)

Total # of formal/informal biological
consultations and advanced planning n/a 98 812 776 1,004
coordination responses for renewable
energy (solar, wind and geothermal)

The number of requests for consultation or planning
Explanation of Change: assistance will continue to increase, stretching
resources to complete the work in a timely manner

ES Consultations & Conservation Planning Assistance
Contributing Programs: advanced planning coordination (Combined in this
measure)

Climate Change Priority Goal

The Priority Goal: By the end of 2012, for 50 percent of the Nation, the Department will
identify resources that are particularly vulnerable to climate change and implement
coordinated adaptation response actions.

Bureau Contribution

The Service uses a science-based, adaptive framework for setting and achieving cross-program
conservation objectives that strategically addresses the problems fish and wildlife will face in the future.
This framework, called Strategic Habitat Conservation, is based on the principles of Adaptive
Management and uses population and habitat data, ecological models, and focused monitoring and
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assessment efforts to develop and implement strategies that result in measurable fish and wildlife
population outcomes. This process uses the best available scientific information to predict how fish and
wildlife populations will respond to changes in the environment, thus enabling the Service to focus
habitat conservation and other management activities where they will be most effective.

The Service is working with numerous partners to develop the shared scientific and technical capacities
needed to conduct landscape-scale biological planning and conservation design to inform and improve
conservation delivery. Working with other DOI bureaus, state fish and wildlife agencies, other federal
agencies involved in conserving fish and wildlife, non-governmental organizations, industry and the
public, the Service has established and staffed nine operational LCCs. As a result, the Service and
Department have moved closer to the long-term goal of establishing an integrated national network of 21
LCCs (Figure 1) capable of defining biological objectives and developing the needed understanding to
create landscape conservation strategies for managing fish and wildlife resources. With the additional
funding requested in FY 2012, the Service expects to establish and staff an additional nine LCCs. Three
more LCCs will be established and staffed by other DOI bureaus, working in concert with the Service, for
atotal of 21 LCCs.

LCCs will play a significant role in the Service's ecosystem restoration efforts across the nation. For
example, in the Chesapeake Bay watershed, Service programs will coordinate efforts with the North
Atlantic and Appalachian LCCs to meet the highest priority needs identified by the Service together with
EPA and other federal agencies for achieving a healthy watershed and supporting sustainable populations
of fish and wildlife. In the Everglades, landscape level partnerships will work to protect Florida panther
habitat, sea turtles and other highly imperiled species in the Florida Keys. Furthermore, efforts in the
California Bay Delta region will work to address water supply and environmental challenges outlined in
the Interim Federal Action Plan for the California Bay Delta. The region will use the LCC and new
Strategic Habitat Conservation business model to work in this changing ecosystem, ensuring that our
actions are driven by good science, respect for our partners and a focus on outcomes.

Implementation Strategy

The Service will work with its conservation partners to establish the additional L CCs necessary to achieve
the goal of 18 Service-led LCCs by FY2012.

In addition, the Service continues to work with the Department, its sister bureaus, and LCC partners to
ensure that LCCs are staffed and operated by scientific and technical experts from federal, state, tribal,
and local governments, conservation NGOs, and the private sector. The Service is playing a key catalyst
role in the development of LCCs by providing leadership and impetus for initial planning, coordination
among partners, assembling core staff, and meeting associated needs for operational support.

The Adaptive Science request will ensure that the Service will have the science to make appropriate
management decisions to conserve fish and wildlife. The Service will provide science support for the
additional Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) and ensure that all LCCs have sufficient base
funding to acquire or produce the science they need to develop biological plans and conservation designs
for their highest-priority needs.

This funding will be used for risk and vulnerability assessments, inventory and monitoring, population
and habitat assessments and models, conservation design using specialized expertise, evauation of
management options for LCC partners, increasing understanding of conservation genetics, and other
applied research.
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The strategy also will continue building the landscape-scale, long-term inventory and monitoring network
to support the National Wildlife Refuge System. The Service began this effort in FY 2010. A primary
emphasis will be working to build a data architecture that can store and serve the necessary large datasets.
Inventories will cover biodiversity, vegetative communities, and the underlying abiotic features that
support fish and wildlife populations.

The Service anticipates more than 100 new inventories of fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats will be
completed. These inventories will cover biodiversity, vegetative communities, and the underlying abiotic
features that support fish and wildlife populations. The inventories will include cross-program work with
Migratory Birds, Endangered Species, Fisheries, and Habitat Conservation. These inventory, monitoring,
and data collection efforts will be coordinated with the USGS and data will be shared with the Bureau of
Land Management and the National Park Service through LCCs. The Service's Inventory and
Monitoring program will also complete a series of Water Resource Inventory and Analyses (WRIAS) over
the next two years. These WRIAs are critical as the Service works to better understand how water quality
and quantity affect wildlife and habitat on refuges.

Performance Metrics

The Department is presently employing a set of internal measures and milestones to monitor and track
achievement of the Priority Goals. Progress in these areas will be reported and reviewed throughout the
year by the Deputy Secretary’s Principals Operations Group to identify and address any need for
enhanced coordination or policy measures to address barriers to the achievement of the PPG.

The Service has identified additional performance measures that relate to this Climate Change Priority
Goa which are detailed in the Cooperative Landscape Conservation and Adaptive Science narrative.

Climate Change Priority Goal (PG

2010 2011 2011 2012 PB 2012 PB

. Target Target Target Target
Performance Measure Ilanri(t)ijggj Projects Projects Projects Projects

Initiated | Completed | |nitiated | Completed

Number of LCCs formed (Cumulative) 9 12 12 18 18

Number of LCCs with a management/ operating plan

in place (Cumulative) 8 8 8 18 18
Number of Landscape Conservation Cooperatives
established that have begun identifying habitats and 7 8 8 18 18

species most vulnerable to climate change
(Cumulative)

The Service continues to work to establish the 18
LCCs that it will lead.

Contributing Programs: Cooperative Landscape Conservation

Explanation of Change:

Number of risk and vulnerability assessments
developed or refined for priority species or areas. 20 20 9 29 13
(Cumulative)

Many projects take multiple years to complete, so a
Explanation of Change: large number may be started in a given year, but not
completed until subsequent years.

Contributing Programs: Adaptive Science and other Service programs
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DOI Strategic Plan

In accordance with the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993, the DOI Strategic Plan has
been reviewed and updated in compliance with the three-year update requirement. The Department, in
consultation with the bureaus, reviewed the organization and construct of the Strategic Plan in light of the
Administration’s priorities, goals, and objectives; recent innovations and efficiencies in delivering
mission objectives; and the goal to provide a more integrated and focused approach to track performance
across a wide range of DOI programs. Although many of the outcome goals and performance measures
remain consistent from the previous Strategic Plan, the organizing principles for those goals and measures
reflect the new approach to meeting the Department’s mission responsibilities. The DOI Strategic Plan
for FY 2011 — FY 2016 is the foundational structure for the description of program performance
measurement and planning for the FY 2012 President’s Budget. Budget and program plans for FY 2012
are fully consistent with the goals, outcomes, and measures described in the new version of the DOI
Strategic Plan.
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GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
Provide Natural and Cultural Resource Protection and Experiences
Improve land and water health
DOI 1 Percent of DOI riparian
(stream/shoreline) miles that have 89% 97% 97% 97% 97% 97% 97%
achieved desired conditions where A (59,183 of (65,168 of (310,137 of | (310,066 of | (310,067 of | (310,067 of 0% (310,104 of
condition is known and as specified 66,792) 67,348) 318,454) 318,519) 318,471) 318,471) 318,454)
in management plans (GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $7,611 $7,989 $7,690 $7,798 $7,900 $8,002 $103 $8,003
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Mile $129 $123 $25 $25 $25 $26 $0 $26
(whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
CSF 1.1 Number of DOI riparian
(stream/s.horellne)'r'mle.s restored to A 58 53 72 63 58 58 0 72
the condition specified in
management plans (GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $3,747 $3,105 $3,553 $3,933 $3,668 $3,715 $48 $4,612
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Mile $64,599 $58,549 $49,221 $62,424 $63,236 $64,058 $822 $64,058
(whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
CSF 1.2 Number of DOI riparian
(stream/shoreline) miles managed
or protected to maintain desired A 59,125 65,115 310,032 310,003 310,009 310,009 0 310,032

condition as specified in
management plans (GPRA)

u.s.
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FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
CSF Total Actual/Projected $3,864 $4,883 $4,137 $3,865 $3,916 $3,967 $51 $3,967
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Mile $65 $75 $13 $12 $13 $13 $0 $13
(whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
o (76,768,208 | (87,299,000 | (88,066,834 | (138,479,026 | (89,798,035 | (89,798,035 (140,334,342
where condition is known and as A of of of of of of 0% of
?Gp'eDCR'f'Ae)d in management plans 86,308,411) | 95228,183) | 96,389,272) | 147,612,442) | 99,084,297) | 99,084,297) 147,687,207)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $321,458 $336,071 $354,502 $358,936 $235,781 $238,847 $3,065 $373,264
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $4 $4 $4 3 3 3 $0 3

(whole dollars)

Explanation of Change:

The FY 2010 Actual numbers for acres in desired condition includes ~50 million acres in the Pacific Monuments Refuges.
At the time, initial data showed that these largely oceanic acres were in desired condition. Since that time, additional
assessments have been completed that indicate that many of these acres are not in desired condition and additional
cleanup of oceanic debris, contaminants, etc. need to be completed. Some areas have not yet been surveyed to the
appropriate standards, therefore the acres were removed from both the numerator (desired condition) and the denominator
(acres with known condition) until more complete assessments can be completed. (The FY 2016 target was set at a time
(August 2010) when the full condition of these acres was still assumed to be both known and in desired condition.)

Contributing Programs:

National Wildlife Refuge System

2.0.3 Number of DOI acres restored

to the condition specified in 88,225 127,201 741,450 278,154 133,514 133,514 0 290,000
management plans (GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $24,556 $29,227 $39,800 $28,670 $26,910 $27,260 $350 $29,234

Expenditures ($000)

PT-2
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GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $882 $924 $353 $692 $701 $710 $9 $710
(whole dollars)
The FY 2009 figures for both acres restored and the actual cost is inflated due to large projects completed that year:
Emergency supplemental funding for Hurricane Katrina was expended for a large wetland restoration project in coastal
Explanation of Change: Louisiana and emergency wildland fire rehabilitation funds were used to restore thousands of acres near the Columbia
River in Washington where fires had damaged the landscape. Both these projects and the funding associated with them
were one-time efforts.
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
CSF 2.1 Number of FWS wetland
acres restored to the condition A 24,889 24,869 61,693 30,054 53,143 53,143 0 28,000
specified in management plans
(GPRA)
CSF Total Actal/Projected $10,361 $11,672 $18,274 $11,641 $20,853 $21,124 $271 $11,130
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $416 $469 $296 $387 $302 $307 $5 $397
(whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
CSF 2.2 Number of FWS upland
acres restored to the condition A 56,177 93,470 575,957 237,819 74,507 74,507 0 253,000
specified in management plans
(GPRA)
CSF Total Actal/Projected $12,447 $14,947 $19,021 $14,521 $4,608 $4,668 $60 $15,852
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $222 $160 $33 $61 $62 $63 $1 $63
(whole dollars)

Contributing Programs:

National Wildlife Refuge System

u.s.
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FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
CSF 2.3 Number of FWS coastal
and marine acres restored to the A 7,159 8,863 103,800 10,281 5,864 5,864 0 9,000
condition specified in management
plans (GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $1,748 $2,608 $2,506 $2,507 $1,449 $1,468 $19 $2,252
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $244 $294 $24 $244 $247 $250 $3 $250
(whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
2.0.4 Number of DOI acres
managed or protected to maintain 76,679,983 | 87,171,799 | 87,353,705 | 138,200,872 | 89,664,521 | 89,664,521 0 140,044,342
desired condition as specified in
management plans (GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $177,668 $189,083 | $196,638 $212,870 $184,540 $186,939 $2,399 $219,533
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $16 $16 $15 5 5 5 $0 %5
(whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
CSF 2.4 Number of FWS wetland
acres managed or protected to
maintain desired condition as A 21,624,566 32,194,867 | 32,087,460 32,069,571 32,231,040 32,231,040 0 32,087,460
specified in management plans
(GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $88,702 $96,670 $101,940 | $103941 | $105822 | $107,198 $1,376 $106,721

Expenditures ($000)
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GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre 4 3 $3 $3 %3 %3 $0 3
(whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
CSF 2.5 Number of FWS upland
acres managed or protected to
maintain desired condition as A 52,689,376 52,553,845 52,352,498 52,522,320 52,824,372 52,824,372 0 52,352,498
specified in management plans
(GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $62,709 $63,241 $62,413 $74,307 $75,706 $76,690 $984 $76,005
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre %1 $1 %1 %1 %1 %1 $0 $1
(whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
CSF 2.6 Number of FWS coastal
and marine acres managed and
protected to maintain desired A 2,366,041 2,423,086 2,913,747 53,672,185 4,609,109 4,609,109 0 55,604,384
condition as specified in
management plans (GPRA)
CSF Total Acwal/Projected $26,257 $29,173 $32,285 $34,623 $3,012 $3,051 $39 $36,808
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $11 $12 $11 %1 %1 %1 $0 $1

(whole dollars)

Contributing Programs:

National Wildlife Refuge System

u.s.
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FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
CSF 3.1 Number of non-DOI
riparian (stream/shoreline) miles
restored, including through A 1,522 9,796 11,054 3,334 614 616 2 633
partnerships, as specified in plans
or agreements that involve DOI
(GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $39,761 $48,748 $45,347 $48,773 $9,102 $9,248 $147 $9,503
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Mile $26,131 $4,976 $4,102 $14,630 $14,821 $15,013 $193 $15,013
(whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: Partners for Fish and Wildlife, Coastal Programs, Conservation Planning Assistance, Environmental Contaminants

CSF 3.2 Number of non-DOI
riparian (stream/shoreline) miles
managed or protected to achieve
desired condition, including through A 6,997 20,500 11,296 1,975 868 866 -2 1,295
partnerships, as specified in plans
or agreements that involve DOI

(GPRA)

CSF Total Actal/Projected $4,407 $4,813 $4,602 $3,443 $1,533 $1,549 $16 $2,317
Expenditures ($000)

Actual/Projected Cost Per Mile $630 $235 $407 $1,743 $1,766 $1,789 $23 $1,789
(whole dollars)

Contributing Programs: Partners for Fish and Wildlife, Coastal Programs, Conservation Planning Assistance, Environmental Contaminants
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FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
4.0.1 Number of non-DOI acres
restored, including through
partnerships, as specified in plans A 1,040,718 1,410,792 815,776 683,614 587,639 452,959 -134,680 599,636
or agreements that involve DOI
(GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $59,393 $73,089 $78,646 $80,305 $68,439 $51,232 | ($17,207) | $72,745
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $250 $351 $324 $408 $413 $418 $5 $418
(whole dollars)
Acres of habitat reported as restored or enhanced are the result of projects funded from several years previous that were
completed during a particular fiscal year. The change in performance from 2007 to 08, 09, 10, 11 and 2012 demonstrates
Explanation of Change: the variability inherent in multi-year grants, as to when they are proposed/funded and when they are reported as
completed. This year-to-year variability is responsible for the fluctuation in reported acreages that are associated with a
given fiscal year.
Contributing Programs: Coastal Programs, Conservation Planning Assistance, Partners for Fish and Wildlife, Environmental Contaminants, North
g Frog ' American Wetlands Conservation Fund (NAWCF)
CSF 4.1 Number of non-FWS
wetland acres restored, including
acres restored through A 559,947 974,658 458,713 363,141 415,744 281,062 -134,682 447,693
partnerships, as specified in
management plans or agreements
that involve FWS (GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $36,921 $44,848 $48,479 $47,550 $55,146 $37,766 | ($17,380) |  $60,156
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $66 $46 $106 $131 $133 $134 $2 $134
(whole dollars)

u.s.
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GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB

Acres of habitat reported as restored/enhanced are the result of projects funded from several years previous that were
completed during a particular FY. The change in performance from 2007 to 08, 09, 10, 11 and 2012 demonstrates the
variability inherent in multi-year grants, as to when they are proposed/funded and when they are reported as completed.
This year-to-year variability is responsible for most of the fluctuation in reported acreages across the years.

Explanation of Change:

Partners for Fish and Wildlife, Environmental Contaminants, North American Wetlands Conservation Fund (NAWCF),

Contributing Programs: ’ . .
9 9 Conservation Planning Assistance

CSF 4.2 Number of non-FWS
upland acres restored, including
acres restored through
partnerships, as specified in
management plans or agreements
that involve FWS (GPRA)

A 425,596 384,960 271,138 240,345 159,649 159,649 0 136,498

CSF Total Actual/Projected

Expenditures ($000) $14,126 $14,568 $16,759 $15,871 $10,679 $10,818 $139 $9,249

Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre

$33 $38 $62 $66 $67 $68 $1 $68
(whole dollars)

Acres of habitat reported as restored/enhanced are the result of projects funded from several years previous that were
completed during a particular FY. The change in performance from 2007 to 08, 09, 10, 11 and 2012 demonstrates the
variability inherent in multi-year grants, as to when they are proposed/funded and when they are reported as completed.
This year-to-year variability is responsible for most of the fluctuation in reported acreages across the years.

Explanation of Change:

Contributing Programs: Partners for Fish and Wildlife, Conservation Planning Assistance, Environmental Contaminants

CSF 4.3 Number of non-FWS
coastal and marine acres restored,
including acres restored through
partnerships, as specified in
management plans or agreements
that involve FWS (GPRA)

A 55,175 51,174 85,925 80,128 12,245 12,248 3 15,445
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FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
CSF Total Actual/Projected $8,346 $13,673 $13,409 $16,884 $2,614 $2,648 $35 $3,340
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $151 $267 $156 $211 $213 $216 $3 $216
(whole dollars)
Acres of habitat reported as restored/enhanced are the result of projects funded from several years previous that were
. completed during a particular FY. The change in performance from 2007 to 08, 09, 10, 11 and 2012 demonstrates the
Explanation of Change: S . .
variability inherent in multi-year grants, as to when they are proposed/funded and when they are reported as completed.
This year-to-year variability is responsible for most of the fluctuation in reported acreages across the years.
Contributing Programs: Coastal Programs, Conservation Planning Assistance
4.0.2 Number of non-DOI acres
managed or protected to achieve
desired condition, including through | 49,697,587 | 18,243,784 | 3,058,915 | 1,247,667 857,215 750,925 -106,290 872,877
partnerships, as specified in plans
or agreements that involve DOI
(GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $44,024 $55,903 $55,550 $56,594 $36,737 $33,030 ($3,706) $45,756
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $30 $13 $78 $168 $170 $172 $2 $172
(whole dollars)

Explanation of Change:

Acres of habitat reported as managed/protected are the result of projects funded from several years previous that were
completed during a particular FY. The change in performance from 2007 to 08, 09, 10, 11 and 2012 demonstrates the

variability inherent in multi-year grants, as to when they are proposed/funded and when they are reported as completed.
This year-to-year variability is responsible for most of the fluctuation in reported acreages across the years.

Contributing Programs:

Coastal Programs, Conservation Planning Assistance, Partners for Fish and Wildlife, Environmental Contaminants, North
American Wetlands Conservation Fund (NAWCF), Federal Assistance

u.s.
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GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
CSF 4.4 Number of non-FWS
wetland acres managed or
protected to maintain desired
condition, including acres managed | | 39 556 449 | 7,872,799 | 2,440,943 965,710 768,606 662,313 | -106,293 580,612
or protected through partnerships,
as specified in management plans
or agreements that involve FWS
(GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $28,640 $37,147 $37,179 $37,045 $29,867 $26,072 ($3,796) $22,855
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $1 35 $15 $38 $39 $39 $1 $39
(whole dollars)
Acres of habitat reported as managed/protected are the result of projects funded from several years previous that were
Explanation of Change: completed during a particular FY. The change in performance from 2007 to 08, 09, 10, 11 and 2012 demonstrates the
P ge: variability inherent in multi-year grants, as to when they are proposed/funded and when they are reported as completed.
This year-to-year variability is responsible for most of the fluctuation in reported acreages across the years.
Contributing Programs: Partners for Fish and Wildlife, Environmental Contaminants, Conservation Planning Assistance
CSF 4.5 Number of non-FWS
upland acres managed or protected
to maintain desired condition,
including acres managed or A 18,041,177 | 9,789,286 486,816 180,252 76,194 76,197 3 249,945
protected through partnerships, as
specified in management plans or
agreements that involve FWS
(GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $12,526 $14,517 $13,842 $14,618 $6,260 $6,341 $82 $20,801

Expenditures ($000)

PT-10
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FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre %1 $1 $28 81 $82 83 %1 $83
(whole dollars)
Acres of habitat reported as managed/protected are the result of projects funded from several years previous that were
Explanation of Change: completed during a particular FY. The change in performance from 2007 to 08, 09, 10, 11 and 2012 demonstrates the
P ge: variability inherent in multi-year grants, as to when they are proposed/funded and when they are reported as completed.
This year-to-year variability is responsible for most of the fluctuation in reported acreages across the years.
Contributing Programs: Environmental Contaminants, Conservation Planning Assistance, Federal Assistance
CSF 4.6 Number of non-FWS
coastal and marine acres managed
or protected to maintain desired
condition, including acres managed A 99,961 581,699 131,156 101,706 12,415 12,415 0 42,220
or protected through partnerships,
as specified in management plans
or agreements that involve FWS
(GPRA)
CSF Total Actal/Projected $2,858 $4,239 $4,528 $4,931 $610 $618 $8 $2,100
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $29 $7 $35 $48 $49 $50 $1 $50
(whole dollars)
Acres of habitat reported as managed/protected are the result of projects funded from several years previous that were
Explanation of Change: completed during a particular FY. The change in performance from 2007 to 08, 09, 10, 11 and 2012 demonstrates the
P ge: variability inherent in multi-year grants, as to when they are proposed/funded and when they are reported as completed.
This year-to-year variability is responsible for most of the fluctuation in reported acreages across the years.
Contributing Programs: Coastal Programs, Conservation Planning Assistance, Environmental Contaminants
DOI 11 Percent of baseline acres 14% 15% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6%
infested with invasive plant species A (280,961 of | (341,467 of | (146,938 of | (140,935 of | (147,957 of | (147,957 of 0% (146,938 of
that are controlled (GPRA) 2,015,841) 2,329,450) 2,312,632) 2,508,387) 2,442,235) 2,442,235) 2,312,632)

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
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GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
CSF Total Actual/Projected $29,097 $30,285 $32,847 $29,140 $30,990 $31,393 $403 $31,176
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $104 $89 $224 $207 $209 $212 $3 $212
(whole dollars)
Acres of habitat reported as managed/protected are the result of projects funded from several years previous that were
. . completed during a particular FY. The change in performance from 2007 to 08, 09, 10, 11 and 2012 demonstrates the
Explanation of Change: o . .
variability inherent in multi-year grants, as to when they are proposed/funded and when they are reported as completed.
This year-to-year variability is responsible for most of the fluctuation in reported acreages across the years.
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
DOI 12 Percent of invasive animal 7% 6% 8% 7% 8% 8% 8%
species populations that are A (302 of (283 of (298 of (285 of (292 of (292 of 0% (298 of
controlled (GPRA) 4,493) 4,387) 3,900) 3,844) 3,849) 3,849) 3,900)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $19,770 $21,904 $22,771 $19,908 $20,662 $20,930 $269 $21,360
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Acre $65,463 $77,399 $76,411 $60,851 $70,759 $71,679 $920 $71,679
(whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
Sustain Fish, Wildlife, and Plant Species
DOI 5 Percent of fish species of
management concern that are
managed to self-sustaining levels, 42% 29% 12% 8% 8% 8% 8%
in cooperation with affected States, C (63 of (48 of 17 of (16 of (16 of (16 of 0%
tribes, and others, as defined in 150) 164) 146) 211) 213) 213) (17 of 211)

approved management documents
(GPRA)

PT-12
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FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
CSF Total Actual/Projected $112,855 $123,494 | $124,053 $128,874 $130,550 $132,247 $1,697 $140,512
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Species $1,791,353 | $2,572,793 | $7,297,258 | $8,054,645 | $8,150,356 | $8,265427 | $106,072 | $8,265427
(whole dollars)
In FY 2009, the program reevaluated the criteria for “self-sustaining” and in FY 2010 revaluated the definition of “species of
Explanation of Change: management concern”. This change in defining the defining the measure caused the changes evident between FY 2008,
P ge: FY 2009, and FY 2010. The new definitions are more consistent across the nation and provide better information to
program managers.
Contributing Programs: Fish and Wildlife Management Assistance
DOI 6 Percent of migratory bird 61.5% 62.3% 62.3% 72.0% 72.1% 72.1% 71.2%
species that are at healthy and C (561 of (568 of (568 of (725 of (726 of (726 of 0% (728 of
sustainable levels (GPRA) 912) 912) 912) 1,007) 1,007) 1,007) 1,022)
CSF Total Acwal/Projected $103,521 $112,948 | $122,227 $133,353 $135,273 $137,032 $1,759 $137,409
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Species $184,529 $198,852 $215,188 $183,936 $186,327 $188,749 $2,422 $188,749
(whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: Migratory Birds
7.0.1 Percent of threatened and
endangered species that have Establish
improved based on the latest 5-year A NIA NIA N/A N/A Baseline TBD N/A N/A

review recommendation (GPRA)

u.s.
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GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
This new measure was established in December 2010 to support the new DOI Strategic Plan. The Service will gather data
from 5 year reviews conducted in FY 2011 to establish a baseline. A 5-year review is intended to indicate whether a
change in a species listing classification is warranted. A 5-year review considers the best available scientific and
Explanation of Change: commercial data, including all new information that has become available since the listing determination or most recent
status review for a species. This new measure is an improvement over the former measure, as the status determinations
will be based on a thorough scientific review.
Contributing Programs: Endangered Species
7.30.8 Percent of threatened and Establish 63%
endangered species recovery C N/A N/A N/A N/A Baseline (5,751 of N/A N/A
actions implemented (GPRA) 9,183)
New measure just established to support the new DOI Strategic Plan. Since some limited data was already available, an
Explanation of Change: estimated target was established for FY 2012. This target is likely to change based on better information collected during
FY 2011.
Contributing Programs: Endangered Species
7.30.6 Number of threatened and Establish
endangered species recovery A N/A N/A N/A N/A Baseline 2,784 N/A N/A

activities implemented (GPRA)

Explanation of Change:

New measure just established to support the new DOI Strategic Plan. Since some limited data was already available, an
estimated target was established for FY 2012. This target is likely to change based on better information collected during
FY 2011.

Contributing Programs:

Endangered Species, National Wildlife Refuge System, Fish and Wildlife Management Assistance, National Fish Hatchery
System

PT-14
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FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
DOI 10 Number of international
species of management concern
whose status has been improved in C 271 271 298 284 259 257 -2 260
cooperation with affected countries
(GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $43,412 $44,406 $50,425 $52,375 $48,386 $48,636 $251 $49,204
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Species $160,193 $163,861 $169,210 $184,419 $186,817 $189,245 $2,429 $189,245
(whole dollars)

Explanation of Change:

Funding is not available in FY 2012 for Convention on Wetlands of International Importance Especially as Waterfowl
Habitat (Ramsar), reducing the number of species that can be improved, however, overall costs of the program will

increase due to inflation..

Contributing Programs:

International Affairs

Protect America's Cultural and

Heritage Resources

13.1.2 Percent of archaeological

22%

15%

15%

22%

20%

20%

15%

sites in DOI inventory in good A (2,742 of (2,765 of (2,796 of (3,216 of (2,900 of (2,900 of 0% (2,796 of
condition (GPRA) 12,478) 18,524) 18,849) 14,563) 14,669) 14,669) 18,849)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
13.1.3 Percent of historic structures 1% 6% 4% 5% 6% 6% 4%
in DOI inventory in good condition A (116 of (227 of (120 of (119 of (125 of (225 of 0% (121 of
(GPRA) 11,620) 2,219) 2,759) 2,249) 2,254) 2,254) 2,759)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $3,977 $4,134 $3,898 $4,354 $4,001 $4,053 $52 $3,908
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per Structure $1,392 $1,430 $1,337 $1,306 $1,323 $1,340 $17 $1,340
(whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System, National Fish Hatchery System
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GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Change
from Long
2011 Term
to 2012 Target
Performance Goal Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB 2016
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB
CSF 13.2 Percent of collections in 33% 30% 30% 35% 35% 35% 30%
DOl inventory in good condition A (625 of (658 of (669 of (689 of (690 of (690 of 0% (667 of
(GPRA) 1,912) 2,199) 2,205) 1,947) 1,948) 1,948) 2,205)
CSF Total Acwal/Projected $2,211 $2,473 $2,489 $2,854 $2,895 $2,033 $38 $2,835
Expenditures ($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per $3,537 $3,758 $3,720 $4,142 $4,196 $4,250 $55 $4,250
Collections (whole dollars)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System, National Fish Hatchery System
Provide Recreation and Visitor Experience
o eted || e | e | s | wwe | aw | e || e
(GPRAY quaity P (85 of 100) | (85 of 100) | (85 of 100) | (85 of 100) | (85 of 100) | (85 of 100) ° 85 of 100)
Contributing Programs: National Wildlife Refuge System
FWS Contributions to DOI Priority Performance Goals
Climate Change Adaptation
Number of LCCs formed C N/A N/A 0 9 12 18 6 18
Explanation of Chanae: The Service continues working with partners to conduct landscape-scale biological planning, conservation design and
P ge: conservation delivery by completing the network of Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) initiated in FY 2010.
Contributing Programs: Cooperative Landscape Conservation
Number of LCCs with a
management/operating plan in C N/A N/A 0 8 8 18 10 N/A
place
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GOAL PERFORMANCE TABLE

FWS Goal Performance Table - FY 2012 President's Budget

Performance Goal

Type

2007
Actual

2008
Actual

2009
Actual

2010
Actual

2011
Plan

2012
PB

Change
from
2011

to 2012

PB

Long
Term
Target
2016

Explanation of Change:

The Service continues working with partners to conduct landscape-scale biological planning, conservation design and
conservation delivery by completing the network of Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) initiated in FY 2010.

Contributing Programs:

Cooperative Landscape Conservation

Youth Stewardship and Engagement

Increase the number of individuals
between the ages of 15-25 that are
hired or temporarily engaged in

. . o C N/A N/A 1,460 2,353 2,190 2,190 0 N/A
working the conservation mission of
the Department from the baseline
(2009)
Contributing Programs: All FWS Programs
Renewable Energy
Percent of advanced planning
fomalinformal bioogia 6% g A%
consultations for Rer?ewable Ener A NIA NIA NIA (503 of (337 of (368 of 6% NIA
ay 812) 776) 1,004)

(solar, wind and geothermal)
provided in a timely manner

Explanation of Change:

The volume of work on renewable energy continues to increase with limited ability to process the additional request for
consultations or and advanced planning, thus a slight decrease in timeliness may result.

Contributing Programs:

Endangered Species, Conservation Planning Assistance

u.s.
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FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION BUDGET AT A GLANCE

2012 Budget at a Glance
(Dollars in Thousands)
2010 Fixed Costs| Admin.
2010 Enacted / | & Related Cost Program 2012
Actual 2011 CR Changes Savings Changes Request
o) ) (-)
Appropriation: RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
ENDANGERED SPECIES
Candidate Conservation 12,580 12,580 5 -159 -1,000 11,426
Idaho Sage Grouse -1,000|
Listing 22,103 +22,103 -59 -266 +2,866 24,644
Critical Habitat -46 -1,000
International Listing and Delisting 1,000 -155
Listing -1,000 -13 -111
Petitions +3,866
Consultation/HCP 59,307 59,307 -81 -978 +4,640 62,888
New Energy Frontier +2,000
Everglades Ecosystem Restoration +700
Ecosystem Restoration/Bay Delta +1,220
Ecosystem Restoration/Gulf Coast +500
Atlantic Salmon +220
Recovery 85,319 85,319 -64 -1,525 -38 83,692
Restoring Attwater's Prairie Chicken +1,095
Declining Species +4,000
Ecosystem Restoration/Everglades +900]|
Ecosystem Restoration/Bay Delta +620)
Wolf Livestock loss Demonstration Program -1,000
NFWF Endangered Species Grants Salmon -1,500
Lahontan Cutthroat Trout, (NV 2007) -350)
Ivory Billed Woodpecker -1,163|
Whooping Crane Facilities in LA -500)
Stellers and Spectacled Eider Recovery in AK -350)
Monitoring White Nose Bat Syndrome -1,900|
Atlantic Salmon +110|
Endangered Species Subactivity Total 179,309 179,309 -199 -2,928 6,468 182,650
HABITAT CONSERVATION
Partners for Fish and Wildlife 60,134 60,134 +32 -816 +50 59,400
Chesapeake Bay ER +400]|
General Program Activities +2,000|
Maine Lakes Milfoil Project w/St Joseph's College -500
Hawaii Invasive Species Project -1,000
Georgia Streambank Restoration -500
Nat. Res. Econ Enterprise Program/MSU -350
Conservation Planning Assistance (Project Planning) 35,951 35,951 -148 -805 +3,370 38,368
New Energy Frontier +2,000
Ecosystem Restoration/Bay Delta +620|
Ecosystem Restoration/Gulf Coast +1,500|
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Water Study w/NAS -750
Coastal Programs 15,931 15,931 -20 -225 -250 15,436
Ecosystem Restoration/Chesapeake Bay +500]|
Ecosystem Restoration/Gulf Coast +250
General Program Activities -1,000|
National Wetlands Inventory 5,643 5,643 -45 -110 -250 5,238
Habitat Conservation Subactivity Total 117,659 117,659 -181 -1,956 2,920 118,442
ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINANTS 13,987 13,987 +4 -271 +105 13,825
Ecosystem Restoration/Everglades +175
Ecosystem Restoration/Chesapeake Bay +180]
Ecosystem Restoration/Gulf Coast +250|
General Program Activities 4 -271] -500)
Ecological Services Total 310,955 310,955 -376 -5,155 9,493 314,917
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FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

2012 Budget at a Glance

(Dollars in Thousands)

2010 Fixed Costs] Admin.
2010 Enacted / | & Related Cost Program 2012
Actual 2011 CR Changes Savings Changes Request
() () G-)
REFUGES AND WILDLIFE
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM
Wildlife and Habitat Management 230,778 230,778 -512 -5,734] +15,709 240,241
Palmyra Atoll NWR Rat Control -1,200
Ecosystem Restoration/Chesapeake Bay +1,460
Ecosystem Restoration/Bay Delta +180
Ecosystem Restoration/Gulf Coast +750
General Program Activities +6,519
Climate Change Adaptation- Refuge Operations +8,000
Refuge Visitor Services 79,973 79,973 100} -1,812] -640 77,621
Ecosystem Restoration/Chesapeake Bay +360
Volunteers -1,000
Refuge Law Enforcement 38,684 38,684 15] -1,141] 37,558
Conservation Planning 13,021 13,021 -3,430 -308 -1,000 8,283
Refuge Maintenance 140,349 140,349 46 -3,223 +2,000 139,172
Annual Maintenance -2,000
Deferred Maintenance +2,000
Youth in Natural Resources +2,000
National Wildlife Refuge System Subactivity Total 502,805 502,805 -3,781 -12,218 16,069 502,875
MIGRATORY BIRD MANAGEMENT
Conservation & Monitoring 31,010 31,010 966 -849] -400 30,727
Ecosystem Restoration/Chesapeake Bay +100
Youth in Natural Resources -500
Avian Health and Disease 4,922 4,922 -996 -78 3,848
Permits 3,645 3,645 5| -61] 3,589
Duck Stamp Office 852 852 0| -6 846
North American Waterfowl Management Plan 14,054 14,054 -17| -253] +1,629 15,413
Ecosystem Restoration/Chesapeake Bay +285
Joint Ventures Programs +1,344
Migratory Bird Management Subactivity Total 54,483 54,483 -42 -1,247, 1,229 54,423
LAW ENFORCEMENT
Operations 64,801 64,801 -2 -1,282, -1,860 61,657
Ecosystem Restoration/Chesapeake Bay +140
General Program Activities -2,000
Maintenance (Equipment Replacement) 977 977 0 0 0 977
Law Enforcement Subactivity Total 65,778| 65,778] -2 -1,282] -1,860 62,634
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 14,379 14,379 -3] -235) -1,150 12,991
FISHERIES & AQUATIC RESOURCE CONSERVATION (FISHERIES)
NATIONAL FISH HATCHERY OPERATIONS 54,370 54,370 -77| -1,834] -9,698 42,761
Freshwater Mussel Recovery -500
Great Lakes Mass Marking -1,000
Scientific Review of Hatcheries in CA -2,150
Ecosystem Restoration/Bay Delta +740
General Program Activities -6,788
MAINTENANCE AND EQUIPMENT
NFHS Maintenance and Equipment 17,818 17,818 0| =277 0| 17,541
FWCO Maintenance and Equipment 532 532 0 -13] 0| 519
Maintenance and Equipment Subactivity Total 18,350 18,350 0| -290 0| 18,060
AQUATIC HABITAT & SPECIES CONSERVATION
Habitat Assessment and Restoration 27,061 27,061 -44 -375] +740 27,382
Fish Passage Improvements +1,000
Klamath Dam Removal Study -2,000
Ecosystem Restoration/Bay Delta +310
Ecosystem Restoration/Chesapeake Bay +1,430
Population Assessment and Cooperative Management 34,379 34,379 5 -656 -990 32,738
Ecosystem Restoration/Bay Delta +310
WV Fisheries Resource Office -1,300
Aquatic Invasive Species 8,244 8,244 -10] -83 +1,045 9,196
Prevention -1,000
Control and Management -1,000
Asian carp +2,900
Ecosystem Restoration/Chesapeake Bay +145
Marine Mammals 5,810 5,810 0| -115] +180 5,875
Polar Bear +380
Sea Otters and Steller Sea Lion Conservation in AK -200
Aquatic Habitat & Species Conservation Subactivity Total 75,494 75,494 -49 -1,229| 975 75,191
Fisheries and Aquatic Resource Activity Total 148,214 148,214 -126 -3,353] -8,723 136,012
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BUDGET AT A GLANCE

2012 Budget at a Glance
(Dollars in Thousands)
2010 Fixed Costs] Admin.
2010 Enacted / | & Related Cost Program 2012
Actual 2011 CR Changes Savings Changes Request
=) () =)
COOPERATIVE LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION AND ADAPTIVE SCIENCE
COOPERATIVE LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION 10,000 10,000 +1,052 -55 +9,250 20,247
Ecosystem Restoration/Gulf Coast +750|
General Program Activities 1,052] -55 +8,500
ADAPTIVE SCIENCE 10,000 10,000 +1,262 -26 +6,000 17,236
Ecosystem Restoration/Gulf Coast +1,000
General Program Activities 1,262] -26 +5,000
Cooperative Landscape Conservation and Adaptive Science Total 20,000 20,000 2,314 -81 +15,250) 37,483
GENERAL OPERATIONS
CENTRAL OFFICE OPERATIONS 40,485 40,485 -40 -504 0 39,941
REGIONAL OFFICE OPERATIONS 43,340 43,340 104 -1,145 0 42,299
SERVICEWIDE BILL PAYING (operational support) 36,440 36,440 -341 -2 0 36,097
Working Capitol Fund
NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE FOUNDATION 7,537 7,537 0 +1,000 8,537
Youth in Natural Resources +1,000
NATIONAL CONSERVATION TRAINING CENTER 24,990 24,990 3 -585 -750) 23,658
Youth in Natural Resources -750)
General Operations Activity Total 152,792 152,792 -274] -2,236 250 150,532
Transfer in FY 2010 from USAID - Congo Basin - Great Apes 4,000
Total, RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 1,273,406] 1,269,406 -2,290 -25,807 30,558 1,271,867
Appropriation: CONSTRUCTION 37,439 37,439 13 -662 -13,702 23,088
Cancellation in FY 10 of Unobligated Balances - construction -3,000]
Appropriation: LAND ACQUISITION 86,340 86,340 3,455 0 +50,205| 140,000
Appropriation: NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE FUND 14,500 14,500 0 0 -14,500 0|
Appropriation: COOPERATIVE ENDANGERED SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND} 85,000 85,000 0 0 +15,000| 100,000
Appropriation: NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION FUND 47,647 47,647 0 0| +2,353 50,000
Appropriation: NEOTROPICAL MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION 5,000 5,000 0 0 0 5,000
Appropriation: MULTINATIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND 11,500 11,500 0 0| -1,750 9,750
Appropriation: STATE & TRIBAL WILDLIFE GRANTS FUND 90,000 90,000 0 0 +5,000 95,000
TOTAL, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 1,647,832 1,646,832 1,178 -26,469 73,164 1,694,705
|
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FY 2012 Summary of Fixed Cost Changes by Appropriation

(Dollars in Thousands)

Resource
Fixed Cost Component Management Construction Land Acqg. TOTAL
January 2011 Employee Raise (+0%) 0 0 0 0
January 2012 Employee Raise (+0%) 0 0 0 0
One Less Paid Day -2,524 -41 -34 -2,599
Non-Foreign COLA/Locality Pay Adjustment 401 2 5 408
Federal Employees Health Insurance 2,661 39 35 2,735
Workers' Compensation Payments 495 495
Unemployment Compensation Payments 24 24
GSA and non-GSA Space Rental Payments 965 13 9 987
Departmental Working Capital Fund -872 -872
TOTAL, Fixed Costs 1,150 13 15 1,178
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Resource Management

Appropriations Language

For necessary expenses of the United Sates Fish and Wildlife Service, as authorized by law, and for
scientific and economic studies, general administration, and for the performance of other authorized
functions related to such resources, $1,271,867,000, to remain available until September 30, 2013 except
as otherwise provided herein: Provided, That not to exceed $24,644,000 shall be used for implementing
subsections (a), (b), (c), and (e) of section 4 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, (except for
processing petitions, developing and issuing proposed and final regulations, and taking any other stepsto
implement actions described in subsection (c)(2)(A), (c)(2)(B)(i), or (c)(2)(B)(ii)), of which not to exceed
$10,431,000 shall be used for any activity regarding the designation of critical habitat, pursuant to
subsection (a)(3), excluding litigation support, for species listed pursuant to subsection (a)(1) prior to
October 1, 2010; of which not to exceed $3,866,000 shall be used for any activity regarding petitions to
list species that are indigenous to the United States pursuant to subsection (b)(3)(A)-(B); and of which,
not to exceed $1,500,000 shall be used for implementing subsections (a), (b), (c), and (e) of section 4 of
the Endangered Species Act, as amended, for species that are not indigenous to the United States:
Provided further, That, in fiscal year 2012 and hereafter, of the amount available for law enforcement, up
to $400,000, to remain available until expended, may at the discretion of the Secretary be used for
payment for information, rewards, or evidence concerning violations of laws administered by the Service,
and miscellaneous and emergency expenses of enforcement activity, authorized or approved by the
Secretary and to be accounted for solely on the Secretary's certificate: Provided further, That, in fiscal
year 2012 and hereafter, of the amount provided for environmental contaminants, up to $1,000,000 may
remain available until expended for contaminant sample analyses.

Note—A full-year 2011 appropriation for this account was not enacted a the time the budget was
prepared; therefore this account is operating under a continuing resolution (P.L. 111-242, as amended).
The amounts included for 2011 reflect the annualized level provided by the continuing resol ution.

Justification of Language Changes

In the absence of a full-year 2011 appropriation, al changes are based on the 2010 Interior Department
and Continuing Appropriations Act.

Addition: “. . . of which not to exceed $3,866,000 shall be used for any activity regarding petitions
to list species that are indigenous to the United States pursuant to subsection (b)(3)(A)-(B);. . . .”

This new language provides a funding sub-cap for petitions for listing. A petition sub-cap is needed to
allow the Service to fund work on new listing determinations for high priority candidate species. The
ESA mandates specific timelines for processing 90-day and 12-month petition findings.

The many requests for species petitions has inundated the Listing Program’s domestic species listing
capabilities, impeding expeditious progress on listing Candidate species. The Service was petitioned to
list an average of 20 species per year from 1994 to 2006 and was petitioned to list 695 species in 2007, 56
species in 2008, and 63 species in 2009. In 2010, the Service received many new petitions, as well as a
single petition to list 404 species. As petition workload has increased to meet these demands, the
Service's ability to initiate new listings determinations has diminished. As such, the addition of sub-cap
language to specify the level of effort directed to petition findings will enable the Service to maintain
steady funding for new listings of domestic candidate speciesin need of protection under the ESA.
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Addition: “. . . and of which, not to exceed $1,500,000 shall be used for implementing
subsections (a), (b), (c), and (e) of section 4 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, for
species that are not indigenous to the United States. . . .”

This new language provides a funding sub-cap for foreign species listings. The appropriations cap
language has been the Service' s only defensible means to alocate efforts among various mandatory duties
under the Act. This modification is hecessary to the appropriations language to include a sub-cap that
would help prevent foreign listing duties from consuming resources that should be directed to domestic
listing activities which have a far greater conservation benefit. A foreign species budget sub-cap will
allow the Service to balance the protection of both foreign and domestic species in a way that will not
detract from effortsto protect imperiled domestic species.

Addition: “. . ., infiscal year 2011 and hereafter, of the amount available for law enforcement,
up to $400,000, to remain available until expended, may at the discretion of the Secretary be used
for payment for information, rewards, or evidence concerning violations of laws administered by
the Service, and miscellaneous and emergency expenses of enforcement activity, authorized or
approved by the Secretary and to be accounted for solely on the Secretary's certificate . . ."

The Service is requesting that this provision be made permanent in law. We have requested this language
and dollar amount every year for the last 10 years. The provision continues to be relevant today. Making
the provision permanent eliminates the need to request special appropriation language year after year.

Addition: “. . ., in fiscal year 2011 and hereafter, of the amount provided for environmental
contaminants, up to $1,000,000 may remain available until expended for contaminant sample
analyses. . .”

The Service is requesting that this provision be made permanent in law. We have requested this language
and dollar amount every year for the last 20 years. The provision continues to be relevant today. Making
the provision permanent eliminates the need to request special appropriation language year after year.

Deletion: “. .. That $2,500,000 is for high priority projects, which shall be carried out by the
Y outh Conservation Corps. . . ."

Historically, this language insured that a limited amount of funding, within the approved budget, would
be made available for projects to be carried out by the Youth Conservation Corps. We find that the
language is limiting and no longer necessary. The Y outh Conservation Corps Act of 1972, (16 USC 1701-
1706) as amended by P.L. 93-408, September 3, 1974, to expand and make permanent the Youth
Conservation Corps, and for other purposes, provides the authority for the Service to fund Y CC activities.
The Service would like the flexibility to be able to spend in excess of $2.5 million for youth employment
programs.

Authorizing Statutes

African Elephant Conservation Act, (16 U.S.C. 4201-4245, 1538). Authorizes funding for
approved projects for research, conservation, management or protection of African elephants. Authorizes
prohibitions against the sale, importation, and exportation of ivory derived from African elephants.
Authorization of Appropriations: Expires September 30, 2012.
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Agricultural Credit Act of 1987, (P. L. 100-233). Section 616 authorizes the Secretary of
Agriculture to transfer lands, interest therein, to Federal or State agencies for conservation purposes. The
Fish and Wildlife Service assesses inventory lands to determine when such lands would be of benefit to
the National Wildlife Refuge System and makes transfer recommendations.

Airborne Hunting Act, (16 U.S.C. 742 j-1). Section 13 of the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956
prohibits taking or harassing wildlife from aircraft, except when protecting wildlife, livestock, and human
health or safety as authorized by afedera or state issued license or permit.

Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980, (16 U.S.C. 410hh-3233, 43 U.S.C
1602-1784). Provides for the designation and conservation of certain public lands in Alaska, including
units of the National Wildlife Refuge System, and for the continuing subsistence needs of the Alaska
Natives. Sec. 42(g) of this Act makes use of such Native lands subject to refuge regulations.

Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, (43 U.S.C. 1601-1624). Provided various measures for
settling the claims of Alaska Native peoples to land in Alaska, including authorization of selection and
ownership of land within National Wildlife Refugesin Alaska by Native Corporations.

Anadromous Fish Conservation Act, (P. L. 89-304). Authorizes the Secretaries of the Interior and
Commerce to enter into cooperative agreements with the States and other non-Federal interests for the
conservation, development, and enhancement of anadromous fish, including those in the Great Lakes, and
to contribute up to 50 percent of the costs of carrying out such agreements.

Antarctic Conservation Act of 1978, (16 U.S.C. 2401). Provides for the conservation and
protection of the fauna and flora of Antarctica, and their ecosystems.

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 470aa-47011).
Provides for protection of archaeological resources and sites on public and tribal lands and for increased
cooperation between government authorities, the professional archaeological community, and private
collectors with collections obtained before October 31, 1979.

Arctic Tundra Habitat Emergency Conservation Act, (P.L.106-108). Requires the Secretary of
the Interior to prepare, and as appropriate implement, a comprehensive, long-term plan for the
management of mid-continent light geese and conservation of their habitat.

Asian Elephant Conservation Act, (16 U.S.C. 4261-4266). Provides for cooperative projects for
the conservation and protection of Asian elephants. Authorization of Appropriations: Expires September
30, 2012.

Atlantic Striped Bass Conservation Act, as amended, (16 U. S.C. 5151-5158). The purpose of
this act is to support and encourage devel opment, implementation, and enforcement of effective interstate
action regarding the conservation and management of Atlantic striped bass. The Act recognizes the
commercia and recreational importance of Atlantic striped bass and establishes a consistent management
scheme for its conservation. The three partners which share management responsibility for Atlantic
striped bass are the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC), the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). Every two years, NMFS and
the FWS are required to produce an Atlantic Striped Bass Biennial Report to Congress on the status and
health of Atlantic Coast Striped Bass Stocks. The most recent report delivered to Congress was the 2007
Biennial Report to Congress. Expires September 30, 2011.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE RM-3



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 668-668d). This Act provides
for the protection of Bald Eagles and Golden Eagles by prohibiting take, possession, sale, purchase,
transport, export or import of such eagles or their parts or nests. Take, possession, and transport are
permitted for certain authorized purposes.

Chehalis River Basin Fishery Resources Study and Restoration Act of 1990, (P. L. 101-
452). Authorizes ajoint federal, state, and tribal study for the restoration of the fishery resources of the
Chehalis River Basin, Washington.

Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982, as amended by the Coastal Barrier Improvement
Act of 1990, (16 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.) Requires the Secretary (delegated to the Service) to maintain
the maps of the Coastal Barrier Resources System, to review the system at least every 5 years for changes
which have occurred as aresult of natural forces, and to make minor and technical changes to the maps of
the System reflecting those natural changes. It also requires the Secretary to submit a study to Congress
on the need to include the west coast in the system, and to lead an interagency task force to provide
recommendations to Congress for legidative action and federa policies on developed and undevel oped
coastal barriers. Authorization of Appropriations: Expired

Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act of 1990, (16 U.S.C. 3951-
3156). Provides afedera grant program for the acquisition, restoration, management, and enhancement
of coastal wetlands of states adjacent to the Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico, the Great Lakes, and the Pacific,
including Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Idlands, American Samoa, and the Pacific U.S. insular areas.
Provides that the Service update and digitize wetlands maps in Texas and conduct an assessment of the
status, condition, and trends of wetlands in that state. Provides permanent authorization to appropriate
receipts, coastal wetlands conservation grants and North American Wetlands Conservation projects.
Authorization of Appropriations: Expired.

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, (16 U.S.C. 1451-1464). Establishes avoluntary national
program within the Department of Commerce to encourage coastal states to develop and implement
coastal zone management plans. Activities that affect coastal zones must be consistent with approved
state programs. The Act also establishes a National Estuarine Research Reserve System (NERRS).
Expired.

Colorado River Floodway Protection Act, (43 U.S.C 1600; 42 U.S.C. 4029). Established a
Task Force to advise the Secretary on the specific boundaries for and management for the area. Expired.

Colorado River Storage Project Act, (43 U.S.C. 620). Provides that facilities will be built and
operated to mitigate losses of, and improve conditions for, fish and wildlife in connection with the
Colorado River Storage.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, as amended,
(42 U.S.C. 9601, et seq.). Provides that responsible parties, including federal landowners, investigate
and clean up releases of hazardous substances. Trustees for natural resources, which includes the
Secretary of the Interior, may assess and recover damages for injury to natural resources from releases of
hazardous substances and use the damages for restoration, replacement or acquisition of equivalent
natural resources. Provides permanent authorization to appropriate receipts from responsible parties.

Coral Reef Conservation Act of 2000, (16 U.S.C. 6401 et seq.). Promotes wise management and
sustainable use of coral reef ecosystems and develop sound scientific information on the condition of
cora reef ecosystems and threats to them. Provides financiad resources to loca communities and
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nongovernmental organizations to assist in the preservation of cora reefs. It establishes a formal
mechanism for collecting and allocating monetary donations from the private sector to be used for coral
reef conservation projects. Expired.

Electronic Duck Stamp Act, (16 U.S.C. 718 note). Established a pilot program that authorized up
to 15 states to issue electronic Duck stamps for three years. The Service is required to submit a report to
Congress at the conclusion of the pilot program (in 2010).

Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 3901). Provides for
the collection of entrance fees, thirty percent of which may be used for refuge operations and
maintenance, and for the Secretary to establish and periodically review a national wetlands priority
conservation plan for federal and state wetlands acquisition, complete National Wetlands Inventory maps
for the contiguous United States by September 30, 1998, to update the report on wetlands status and trends
by September 30, 1990, and at 10-year intervals thereafter.

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544). Prohibits the import,
export, or taking of fish and wildlife and plants that are listed as threatened or endangered species;
provides for adding species to and removing them from the list of threatened and endangered species, and
for preparing and implementing plans for their recovery; provides for interagency cooperation to avoid
take of listed species and for issuing permits for otherwise prohibited activities; provides for cooperation
with States, including authorization of financial assistance; and implements the provisons of the
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Floraand Fauna (CITES).

Fallon-Paiute Shoshone Indian Water Settlement Act, (P.L. 101-618). Establishes the
Lahontan Valley and Pyramid Lake Fish and Wildlife Fund. Funds are administered by the Service for
use in restoring Lahontan Valley wetlands and recovering the endangered and threatened fish of Pyramid
Lake. Section 206(a) authorizes the acquisition of water rights for restoring wetlands in Lahontan Valley.
The Act dtipulates that sufficient water rights be acquired to restore and sustain, on a long term average,
approximately 25,000 acres of primary wetland habitat within Nevada's Lahontan Valley.

Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act (FLTFA), (43 U.S.C. 2301-2306). Allows the sale of
BLM lands identified for disposal, with sales proceeds used for land acquisition by the various land
management agencies, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Expired.

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Control Act, (7 U.S.C. 136-136y). Provides
for the registration of pesticides to avoid unreasonable adverse effects to humans or the environment.
Such registrations are considered Federal actions and are subject to consultations with the Service under
the Endangered Species Act.

Federal Power Act, (161 S.C. 791a et seq.). Provides that each license for hydropower projects
issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission includes fishways prescribed by the Secretary of
the Interior or Commerce, and that conditions for the protection, mitigation and enhancement of fish and
wildlife based on recommendations of the Service and other agencies.

Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act), as amended, (33 U.S.C. 1251-
1387). Section 404 (m) authorizes the Service to comment on permit applications submitted to the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers for the discharge of dredged or fill material into navigable waters of the United
States. Section 208(i) authorizes the Service to provide technical assistance to states in developing
management practices as part of its water pollution control programs and to continue with the National
Wetlands Inventory. Section 320 authorizes the establishment of a state/federal cooperative program to
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nominate estuaries of national significance and to develop and implement management plans to restore
and maintain the biological and chemical integrity of estuarine waters.

Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 742(a)-754). Establishes a
comprehensive national fish and wildlife policy and authorizes the Secretary to take steps required for the
devel opment, management, advancement, conservation, and protection of fisheries resources and wildlife
resources through research, acquisition of refuge lands, development of existing facilities, and other
means.

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 2901-2911). Directs the Secretary
to undertake research and conservation activities, in coordination with other federal, state, international
and private organizations, to fulfill responsibilities to conserve migratory nongame birds under existing
authorities. The Secretary is required, for al species, subspecies, and migratory nongame birds, to
monitor and assess population trends and status; to identify environmental change and human activities;
and to identify species in need of additional conservation and identify conservation actions to ensure
perpetuation of these species. Authorization of Appropriations: Expired.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 661-666(e)). Directs the Service
to investigate and report on proposed federa actions that affect any stream or other body of water and to
provide recommendations to minimize impacts on fish and wildlife resources.

Fisheries Restoration and Irrigation Mitigation Act of 2000, (16 U.S.C. 777 note; Public Law
106-502). Congress recently passed, and the President signed into law, legidation reauthorizing the
Fisheries and Irrigation Mitigation Act (FRIMA) as part of the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of
2009, P.L. 111-11. FRIMA was established in 2000 and has been an important tool for addressing fish
screening and fish passage needs in the Pacific Northwest states. Authorization of Appropriations:
Expires September 30, 2015.

Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, (Magnuson-Stevens Act), (16 U.S.C.
1801-1882, 90 Stat. 331). Authorizes the conservation and management of the fishery resources found
within the Exclusive Economic Zone of the United States, including anadromous species, through eight
Regional Fishery Management Councils. Establishes the Service as a nonvoting member of the Councils.

Food Security Act of 1985, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 801-3945). Provides that the Secretary of
Agriculture consult with the Secretary of the Interior on the identification of wetlands, determinations of
exemptions, and issuance of regulations to carry out the provisions of this Act. Requires the Service to
concur in wetland mitigation plans in association with minimal effect exemptions and to concur in
conservation plans for lands proposed for inclusion in the Wetlands Reserve program. Establishes a
program to protect and restore wetlands on Farmers Home Administration inventory property and
provides for the Service to identify such wetlands.

Great Ape Conservation Act of 2000, (16 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.). Authorizes grants to foreign
governments, the CITES secretariat, and non-governmental organizations for the conservation of great
apes. The funds are to be a sub-account of the Multinational Species Conservation Fund. Authorization
of Appropriations: Expired.

Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, (P.L. 101-596). Authorization for Service activities
is contained in title 111, the "Lake Champlain Special Designation Act of 1990". Authorization of
Appropriations. Expired.
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Great Lakes Fish and Wildlife Restoration Act of 2006, (P.L. 109-326). On October 12, 2006,
President Bush signed the bill into law. The measure was first enacted in 1990 and reauthorized in 1998.
The 2006 reauthorization places new emphasis on terrestria wildlife projects, whereas the previous Acts
were primarily devoted to fisheries. The bill also reauthorizes the existing state and tribal grant program
and provides new authority for the Service to undertake regiona restoration projects. In addition, it
directs the Service to create and maintain a website to document actions taken as a result of the Act.
Under authority of the Great Lakes Fish and Wildlife Restoration Act of 2006, the Great Lakes Fish and
Wildlife Restoration Act Grant Program provides federa grants on a competitive basis to states, tribes
and other interested entities to encourage cooperative conservation, restoration and management of fish
and wildlife resources and their habitat in the Great Lakes basin. Authorization of Appropriations expires
September 30, 2012.

Great Lakes Fishery Act of 1956, (16 U.S.C. 931-939). Implements the Convention on Great
Lakes Fisheries between the United States and Canada, and authorizes the Secretary and the Service to
undertake lamprey control and other measures related to the Convention.

Junior Duck Stamp Conservation and Design Program Act, (16 U.S.C. 719 et seq.).
Authorizes an annua Junior Duck Stamp competition and environmental education program for school
children; provides for the licensing and marketing of winning designs, with proceeds used for awards and
scholarships to participants. Public Law 109-166 reauthorizes the Junior Duck Stamp Conservation and
Design Program Act of 1994. Authorization of Appropriations. Expired.

Klamath River Basin Fishery Resources Restoration Act, (16 U.S.C.460ss et seq.).
Requires the Secretary to develop and implement a restoration plan for the Klamath River Basin.
Authorization of Appropriations: Expired.

Lacey Act Amendments of 1981, (18 U.S.C. 42; 16 U.S.C. 3371-3378). Provides that the
Secretary designate injurious wildlife and ensure the humane treatment of wildlife shipped to the United
States. Prohibits importation, exportation, transportation, sale, or purchase of fish and wildlife taken or
possessed in violation of state, federal, Indian tribal, and foreign laws. Provides for enforcement of
federal wildlife laws, and federal assistance to the states and foreign governments in the enforcement of
non-federal wildlife laws.

Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 1801-
1882). Provides a framework for managing fisheries within the Exclusive Economic Zone and through
eight Regiona Fishery Management Councils. Establishes the Service as a nonvoting member of the
Councils.

Marine Mammal Protection Act, (16 U.S.C. 1361-1407). Established a moratorium on taking and
importing marine mammals, including parts and products. Defines the Federa responsibility for
conservation of marine mammals, with management authority vested in the Department for the sea otter,
walrus, polar bear, dugong, and manatee. Expired.

Marine Mammal Rescue Assistance Grants, (16 U.S.C. 1421f; 114 Stat. 2765. Title Il of P.L.
106-555). Amended the Marine Mammal Protection Act to authorize grants to non-governmental
organizations which participate in the rescue and rehabilitation of stranded marine mammals.
Authorization of Appropriations. Expired.

Marine Turtle Conservation Act,(16 U.S.C. 6601-6607). Established a Marine Turtle
Conservation Fund in the Multinational Species Conservation Fund. The fund is a separate account to
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assist in the conservation of marine turtles, and the nesting habitats of marine turtles in foreign countries.
Expired.

Migratory Bird Conservation Act, (16 U.S.C. 715-715d). Authorizes the Secretary to conduct
investigations and publish documents related to North American birds, and establishes a Migratory Bird
Conservation Commission (MBCC) to approve areas recommended by the Secretary for acquisition. The
MBCC also approves wetlands conservation projects recommended by the North American Wetlands
Conservation Council under the North American Wetlands Conservation Act.

Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 718). This
Act, commonly referred to as the Duck Stamp Act, requires waterfowl hunters, 16 years of age or older,
to purchase and possess a valid Federal waterfowl hunting stamp prior to taking migratory waterfowl.
The Secretary is authorized to use $1 million from sales of migratory bird hunting and conservation
stamps to promote additional sales of stamps.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 703-712). Implements four
international treaties that affect migratory birds common to the United States, Canada, Mexico, Japan, and
the former Soviet Union. Establishes federa responsibility for protection and management of migratory
and non-game birds, including the establishment of season length, bag limits, and other hunting
regulations, and the issuance of permits to band, possess or otherwise make use of migratory birds.
Except as allowed by implementing regulations, this Act makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, kill, capture,
possess, buy, sdll, purchase, or barter any migratory bird, including the feathers or other parts, nests, eggs,
or migratory bird products.

National Aquaculture Development Act, (16 U.S.C. 2801-2810). Established a coordinating
group, the Joint Subcommittee on Aquaculture (JSA). The JSA has been responsible for developing the
National Aquaculture Development Pan. The plan establishes a strategy for the development of an
aguaculture industry in the United States. Expired.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended, (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).
Provides that the Service examine the environmental impacts, incorporate environmental information, and
use public participation in the planning and implementation of all actions; integrate NEPA with other
planning requirements; prepare NEPA documents to facilitate better environmental decision making; and
review federal agency environmental plans and documents when the Service has jurisdiction by law or
special expertise with respect to any environmental impactsinvolved. Permanent authority.

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act, (16 U.S.C. 3701-3709).
Established a federally chartered, nonprofit corporation to encourage and administer donations to benefit
Service programs and other activities to conserve fish, wildlife, and plant resources. Title Il of P.L. 109-
363, reauthorized appropriations for the Foundation through fiscal year 2010.

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 470-470b, 470c-470n).
Directsfedera agenciesto preserve, restore, and maintain historic cultural environments.

National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended, (16 U.S.C.
668dd et seq.). Provides authority, guidelines and directives for the Service to improve the National
Wildlife Refuge System; administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation,
management, and restoration of fish, wildlife and plant resources and habitat; ensure the biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health of refuges is maintained; define compatible wildlife-
dependent recreation as appropriate general public use of refuges; establish hunting, fishing, wildlife
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observation and photography, and environmental education as priority uses, establish aformal process for
determining compatible uses of refuges; and provide for public involvement in devel oping comprehensive
conservation plansfor refuges.

The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, (P.L. 105-57). Spells out
wildlife conservation as the fundamental mission of the refuge system; requires comprehensive
conservation planning to guide management of the refuge system; directs the involvement of private
citizens in land management decisions; and provides that compatible wildlife-dependent recreation is a
legitimate and appropriate use that should receive priority in refuge planning and management.

National Wildlife Refuge System Volunteer and Community Partnership Act of 2004, (P.L.
108-327).  Authorizes cooperative agreements with nonprofit partner organizations, academic
ingtitutions, or state and local governments to construct, operate, maintain, or improve refuge facilities
and services, and to promote volunteer, outreach, and education programs. Authorization of
Appropriations: Expired.

The National Wildlife Refuge System Centennial Act of 2000, (P.L. 106-408). Reinforces
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act provisions to raise public understanding and
appreciation for the refuge system; calls on the Secretary of the Interior to establish a Centennia
Commission to oversee specia public outreach activities leading up to and during the Centennial year,
leverage resources with public and private partners for outreach efforts, and plan and host a major
conference in 2003; cals on the Service to develop a long-term plan to address the highest priority
operations, maintenance, and construction needs of the National Wildlife Refuge System; and requires an
annua report assessing the operations and maintenance backlogs and transition costs associated with
newly acquired refuges lands.

Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 2000, (16 U.S.C. 6101 et. seq.). Authorizes
grants for the conservation of neotropical migratory birds in the United States and Latin America and the
Caribbean, with 75 percent of the amounts made available to be expended on projects outside the United
States. The funds are to be a sub-account of the Multinational Species Conservation Fund. Title 111 of P.L.
109-363, reauthorized appropriations for the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act through fiscal
year 2010.

New England Fishery Resources Restoration Act of 1990, (P.L. 101-593). Authorizes the
Service to formulate, establish, and implement cooperative programs to restore and maintain nationally
significant interjurisdictional fishery resourcesin New England river systems.

Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Species Prevention and Control Act of 1990, as amended
by the Nationa Invasive species Act of 1996, (NISA, 16 U.S.C. 4701 et seq.), authorizes the Service to
develop and implement a program to prevent and control infestations of zebra mussels and other
nonindigenous aguatic invasive species in waters of the United States. Expired.

North American Wetlands Conservation Act of 1989, (16 U.S.C. 4401). Authorizes grantsto
public-private partnerships in Canada, Mexico and the U.S. to protect, enhance, restore, and manage
waterfowl, other migratory birds and other fish and wildlife, and the wetland ecosystems and other
habitats upon which they depend, consistent with the North American Waterfowl Management Plan.
Requires at least 50% non-federal matching funds for all grants. Public Law 109-322 reauthorizes the
North American Wetlands Conservation Act. Authorization of Appropriations. Expires September 30,
2012.
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Nutria Eradication and Control Act, (P.L. 108-16), Provides for the States of Maryland and
Louisiana to implement nutria eradication or control measures and restore marshland damaged by nutria.
Expired.

Oil Pollution Act of 1990, (P.L. 101-380). Provides that the Service consult with others on the
development of afish and wildlife response plan for the protection, rescue, and rehabilitation of, and the
minimization of risk of damage to fish and wildlife resources and their habitat harmed or jeopardized by
an oil discharge.

Partnerships for Wildlife Act, (16 U.S.C. 3741-3744). This Act establishes a Wildlife Conservation
and Appreciation Fund to receive appropriated funds and donations from the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation and other private sources to assist the State fish and game agencies in carrying out their
responsibilities for conservation of nongame species and authorizes grants to the States for programs and
projects to conserve nongame Species.

Partners for Fish and Wildlife Act, (16 U.S.C. 3771-3774). Provides for the restoration,
enhancement, and management of fish and wildlife habitats on private land through the Partners for Fish
and Wildlife Program, a program that works with private landowners to conduct cost-effective habitat
projects for the benefit of fish and wildlife resourcesin the United States. Authorization of Appropriations
expires September 30, 2011.

Pelly Amendment to the Fishermen's Protective Act, (22 U.S.C. 1978). Authorizes the
President to embargo wildlife products, including fish, and limit other imports from nations whose
national s are determined by the Secretary of the Interior or Commerce to be engaging in trade or take that
undermines the effectiveness of any international treaty or convention for the protection of endangered or
threatened species to which the United Statesis a party.

Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978, (16 U.S.C. 2602-2645) and Energy Security
Act of 1980, (16 U.S.C. 792-828(c)). Authorizes the Service to investigate and report on effects of
hydropower development on fish and wildlife during the licensing process of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission.

Recreational Use of Fish and Wildlife Areas, (16 U.S.C. 460k-460k-4). Commonly known as
the Refuge Recreation Act of 1962, authorizes the Secretary to administer refuges, hatcheries, and other
conservation areas for recreational use when such use does not interfere with the primary purpose for
which these areas were established.

Refuge Recreation Act, (16 U.S.C. 460k-460k-4). Public Law 87-714, approved September
28, 1962 (76 Stat.653) as amended by Public Law 89-669, approved October 14, 1966, (80
Stat.930) and Public Law 92-534, approved October 23, 1972, (86 Stat. 1063) authorized the
Secretary of the Interior to administer refuges, hatcheries and other conservation areas for recreationa
use, when such uses do not interfere with the areas primary purposes.

Resource Conservation Recovery Act, as amended, (42 U.S.C. 6901). Establishes standards
for federal agencies on the treatment, transportation, storage, and disposal of solid and hazardous wastes
on federal lands and facilities.

Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Act, (16. U.S.C. 5306(a)). Authorizes grants to other
nations and to the CITES Secretariat for programs directly or indirectly assisting in the conservation of
rhinoceros and tigers. Prohibits the sale, importation, and exportation of products derived from any
species of rhinoceros and tiger. Authorization of Appropriations. September 30, 2012.
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Salmon and Steelhead and Conservation and Enhancement Act of 1980, (16 U.S.C. 3301,
11-15, 21-25, 31-36, 41-45). Provides for management and enhancement planning to help prevent a
further decline of salmon and steelhead stocks, and to assist in increasing the supply of these stocks
within the Columbia River conservation area and the Washington conservation area.

Sikes Act, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 670a-6700). Authorizes the Secretary to cooperate with the
Department of Defense, Department of Energy, National Aeronautics and Space Administration, Bureau
of Land Management, and state agencies in planning, developing, maintaining and rehabilitating federal
lands for the benefit of fish and wildlife resources and their habitat. Authorization of Appropriations:
September 30, 2014.

Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, (30 U.S.C. 1201 et seq.). Authorizes
the Secretary to regulate surface mining and reclamation at existing and future mining areas. The Service
provides technical assistance for fish and wildlife aspects of the Department of the Interior's programs on
active and abandoned mine lands.

Water Resources Development Act of 1976, (90 Stat. 2921). Authorizes the Lower Snake River
Compensation Plan to mitigate fish and wildlife losses caused by power generation at four Corps of
Engineers dams on the Lower Snake River in Washington.

Wild Bird Conservation Act of 1992, (16 U.S.C. 4901-4916). Requiresthat al trade in wild bird
involving the United States is biologically sustainable and to the benefit of the species, and by limiting or
prohibiting imports of exotic birds when not beneficial to the species. Authorization of Appropriations:
Expired.

Youth Conservation Corps Act of 1972, (16 USC 1701-1706) as amended by P.L. 93-408,
September 3, 1974, to expand and make permanent the Youth Conservation Corps, and for other
purposes. The Youth Conservation Corps (YCC) program, started in 1971, is a summer employment
program for young men and women (ages 15-18) from all segments of society who work, learn, and earn
together by doing projects for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's National Wildlife Refuge System
lands and National Fish Hatcheries. The objectives of this program (as reflected in Public Law 93-408)
authorize the Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service to operate the Y CC Program.

Executive Orders
The EOs listed are not an exhaustive list and are the most frequently reference and used by the Service.

Floodplain Management, (Executive Order 11988). Requires that federally owned floodplains be
protected through restricting future activities that would harm the floodplain resource or withhold such
properties from lease or disposal to non-federal public or private partners.

Migratory Birds, (Executive Order 13186). Directs federal agencies taking actions that may have
measurable negative impacts on migratory bird populations to enter into memoranda of understanding
(MOU) with the Service to promote conservation of migratory bird populations and directs the Secretary
of the Interior to establish a multi-agency Council for the Conservation of Migratory Birds.

Protection of Wetlands, (Executive Order 11990). Requires that federally owned wetlands
proposed for lease or conveyance to non-federal public or private parties be protected through restricting
any future uses that would degrade or harm the wetland resource in the conveyance or withhold such
properties from lease or disposal.
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Recreational Fisheries, (Executive Order 12962). Directs federa agencies to improve the
guantity, function, and sustainable productivity, and distribution of U.S. aquatic resources for increased
resources for recreational fishing opportunities. The Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service
are ordered to promote compatibility and to reduce conflicts between the administration of the
Endangered Species Act and recreational fisheries. The Secretary is directed to expand the role of the
Sport Fishing and Boating Partnership council to monitor specific federal activities affecting aquatic
systems and the recreational fisheries they support.

Major Treaties and Conventions

The Service is party to numerous International Treaties and Conventions, all of which cannot be listed
here due to space constraints. However, those listed below are a few of the more pertinent to the daily
activities of Service programs.

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Flora and Fauna, (TIAS 8249). Parties
who signed the Convention in March of 1973 agreed to restrict international trade in all species threatened
with extinction (Appendix | species), al species which may be threatened with extinction unless trade is
halted or restricted (Appendix Il species), and al species which the parties identify as being subject to
regulation for the purpose of preventing or restricting exploitation (Appendix Il species). Many species
listed under CITES are aso listed under the Endangered Species Act. The Service is responsible for
issuing all CITES permitsin the United States.

Convention on Nature Protection and Wildlife Preservation in the Western Hemisphere,
(56 Stat. 1354). Signed in October of 1940, this Convention authorizes the contracting parties to
establish national parks, nationa reserves, nature monuments, and strict wilderness reserves for the
preservation of flora and fauna, especialy migratory birds.

Convention on Wetlands of International Importance Especially as Waterfowl Habitat
(Ramsar), (TIAS 11084). The Ramsar Convention, ratified by over 90 nations, promotes the
sustai nable management of important wetlands around the world, especialy as habitat for waterfowl. The
Service's objective with this initiative is to strengthen worldwide collaboration regarding conservation
and management of wetlands habitats which sustain resources stared by or of importance to al countries
of the globe.
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Justification of Fixed Costs and Related Changes

2010 2012 Fixed

2010 Enacted/ Costs
Budget 2011 CR Change
Additional Operational Costsfrom 2011 and 2012 January Pay Raises
1. 2010 Pay Raise, 3 Quartersin 2010 Budget (2.0%) +$8,730 N/A NA
Amount of pay raise absorbed [$0]
2. 2009 Pay Raise, 1 Quarter (3.9%) +$5,675 N/A NA
Amount of pay raise absorbed [$0]
3. 2010 Pay Raise, 1 Quarter (Enacted 2.0%) N/A N/A NA
Amount of pay raise absorbed [+$3,023]
4. 2011 Pay Raise, 3 Quartersin 2011 Budget (0%) NA $0 NA
Amount of pay raise absorbed [$0]
5. 2011 Pay Raise, 1 Quarter (0%) NA NA $0
Amount of pay raise absorbed [$0]
6. 2012 Pay Raise, 3 Quarters (0%) NA NA $0
Amount of pay raise absorbed [$0]
7. Non-Foreign Area COLA — Locality Pay Adjustment NA $0 +$401
Amount of pay raise absorbed [+$984] [$0]

These adjustments are for an additional amount needed to fund estimated pay raises for Federal employees.
Lines 1 and 2, 2010 pay raise estimates provided as a point of reference.

Line 3 isthe amount absorbed in 2011 to fund the enacted 2.0% January 2010 pay raise from October through December
2010.

Lines4 and 5, 2011 pay raiseis shown as“ 0" to reflect the first year of the Administration-directed 2-year pay freeze at the
2010 level.

Line 6 is shown as“0” to reflect the second year of the Administration-directed 2-year pay freeze at the 2010 level.

2010 2012 Fixed

2010 Enacted/ Costs
Budget 2011 CR Change
Other Fixed Cost Changes
One Less Paid Day NA NA -$2,524
This adjustment reflects the decreased costs resulting from the fact that there is one less paid day in 2012 than in 2011.
Employer Share of Federal Health Benefit Plans +$2,452 $0 +$2,661
Amount of health benefits absorbed [$0] [+$2,818] [$0]

This adjustment is for changes in Federal government's share of the cost of health insurance coverage for Federal employees.
For 2012, the increase 6.8%.

Workers Compensation Payments $6,709 +$495
Amount of workers compensation absorbed [$0] [$-634] [$0]

The adjustment is for actua charges through June 2010 in the costs of compensating injured employees and dependents of
employees who suffer accidental deaths while on duty. Costs for 2012 will reimburse the Department of Labor, Federa
Employees Compensation Fund, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 8147(b) as amended by Public Law 94-273.

Unemployment Compensation Payments $1,787 +$24
Amount of unemployment compensation absorbed [$0] [+$19] [$0]

The adjustment is for estimated changes in the costs of unemployment compensation claims to be paid to the Department of
Labor, Federa Employees Compensation Account, in the Unemployment Trust Fund, pursuant to Public Law 96-499.
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2010 2012 Fixed

2010 Enacted/ Costs

Budget 2011 CR Change

Rental Payments $54,148 $0 +$965
Amount of rental payments absorbed [$0] [+$888] [$0]

The adjustment is for changesin the costs payable to General Services Administration and others resulting from changesin
rates for office and non-office space as estimated by GSA, aswell asthe renta costs of other currently occupied space. These
costs include building security; in the case of GSA space, these are paid to DHS. Costs of mandatory office relocations, i.e.
relocations in cases due to external events where there is no aternative but to vacate the currently occupied space, are also
included.

Departmental Working Capital Fund $20,231 $0 -872
Amount of WCF payments absorbed [$0] [-$80] [$0]

The change reflects expected changes in the charges for centrally billed Department services and other services through the
Working Capital Fund. These charges are displayed in the Budget Justification for Department M anagement.

Related Changes—Internal Transfers and Other Changes Non-Policy Program Changes

GSA Space Transfer +/-$11
The Service will transfer funding from the Endangered Species\Recovery program element to the Law
Enforcement subactivity to correct an historical alocation error.

Migratory Bird Program Transfer +/-$1,000
The Services will transfer $1.0 million within the Migratory Bird Program subactivity from the Avian
Health and Disease element to the Conservation and Monitoring element to cover increased aviation
expenses. Thisfunding will ensure that the Service continues to meet its regulatory core survey
responsibilities for migratory birds. Nine new turbine aircraft were incorporated into the Service' s aircraft
fleet in support of the Migratory Bird Program at the end of FY 2010. While the new aircraft allows the
expansion of survey activitiesinto important continental -scale program areas previously uncovered because
of the older aircraft limitations, the new aircraft require additional funding to support general operational
costs for conducting surveys, hanger storage needs, and associated training for pilot biologists. The
reprogramming also supports a shift from a program focused on one disease (H5N1 avian influenza) and a
small subset of avian speciesto amore comprehensive program addressing a broad spectrum of infectious
and noninfectious disease impacting al migratory bird species.

Office of the Science Advisor Transfer +$2,312
The Office of the Science Advisor (OSA) has historically received funding to support science services from

the Service Washington Office resource programs that depend heavily on science to accomplish their

missions. The Service will transfer funding to the new Cooperative Landscape Conservation and Adaptive

Science program to eliminate the need to charge programs for science-related activities, and would increase

administrative efficiencies.

Endangered Species -$552
Habitat Conservation -$273
Environmental Contaminants -$28
National Wildlife Refuge System\Refuge Wildlife and Habitat Management -$742
Migratory Bird Program -$90
Law Enforcement -$143
International Affairs -$18
Fisheries and Aquatic Resource Conservation -$256
Genera Operations\Central Office Operations\Office of the Director -210
Land Protection Planning -$3,440

The National Wildlife Refuge System’s Land Protection Planning program directly supports the Land
Acquisition program. The Service will transfer funding from the Resource Management Appropriation to
the Land Acquisition Appropriation to better align the purpose of this program.
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Standard Form 300
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Program and Financing (in thousands of dollars) Identification FY 2010 FY 2012

code 14-1611-0-302 Actual CR Estimate

Obligations by program activity:
Direct program:

0001 Ecological Services 314 304 293
0002 National Wildlife Refuge System 516 506 482
0003 Migratory Bird Management and Law Enforcement

and International Affairs 155 158 140
0005 Fisheries and Aquatic Resource Conservation 152 150 130
0006 Cooperative Landscape Conservation and Adaptive Science 14 20 30
0007 General Administration 159 164 150
0008 Recovery Act Activities 130 0
0091 Direct Program activities, subtotal 1,440 1,302 1,225
0801 Great Lakes Restoration Initiative 43 47 47
0802 Reimbursable program activity 196 193 193
0899 Total reimbursable obligations 239 240 240
0900 Total new obligations 1,679 1,542 1,465
Budgetary Resources:
1000 Unobligated balance carried forward, start of year 304 242 167
1021 Recoveries of prior year unpaid obligations 30 20 20
1050 Unobligated balance (total) 334 262 187
1100 Appropriation 1,269 1,269 1,272
1121 Transferred from other accounts [70-1021] 4
1160 Appropriation, Total 1,273 1,269 1,272

Spending Authority from offsetting collections, Discretionary

1700 Collected 170 178 170
1701 Change in uncollected payments, federal sources 145
1750 Spending auth from offsetting collections, disc total 315 178 170
1900 Budget authority (total) 1,588 1,447 1,442
1930 Total budgetary resources available for obligation 1,922 1,709 1,629
Memorandum (non-add) entries:
1940 Unobligated balance expiring -1
1941 Unexpired Unobligated balance, end of year 242 167 164
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Standard Form 300

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (Continued)

Program and Financing (in thousands of dollars) Identification FY 2010 FY 2012
code 14-1611-0-302 Actual CR Estimate
Change in obligated balances:
Unpaid obligations, start of year:
3000 Unpaid obligations, brought forward, Oct 1 (gross) 408 585 577
3010 Uncollected pymts, Fed sources, brought forward, Oct 1 -117 -252 -252
3020 Obligated balance, start of year 291 333 325
3030 Total new obligations 1,679 1,542 1465
3031 Obligations incurred expired accounts 3
3040 Total outlays, gross (-) -1,468 -1,530 -1,500
3050 Change in uncollected payments, Fed sources unexpired -145
3051 Change in uncollected payments, Fed sources expired 10
3080 Recoveries of prior year unpaid obligations, unexpired -30 -20 -20
3081 Recoveries of prior year unpaid obligations, expired -7
Obligated balance, end of year (net)
3090 Unpaid obligations, end of year (gross) 585 577 522
3091 Uncollected pymts, Fed sources, end of year -252 -252 -252
3100 Obligated balance, end of year (net) 333 325 270
Budget Authority and Outlays, net:
4000 Budget Authority, gross, 1,588 1,447 1442
Outlays, gross:
4010 Outlays from new discretionary authority 1,057 1,193 1,188
4011 Outlays from discretionary balances 411 337 312
4020 Outlays, gross (total) 1,468 1,530 1,500
Offsets against gross budget authority and outlays:
Offsetting collections (collected) from:
4030 Federal sources -119 -133 -130
4033 Non-Federal sources -59 -45 -40
4040 Offsets against gross budget authority and outlays (total) -178 -178 -170
Additional offsets against budget authority only
4050 Change in uncollected customer payments from
Federal Sources (unexpired) -145
4052 Offsetting collections credited to expired accounts 8
4060 Additional offsets against budget authority only -137 0 0
4070 Budget authority, net (discretionary) 1,273 1,269 1272
4080 Outlays, net (discretionary) 1,290 1,352 1,330
4181 Budget authority, net (total) 1,273 1,269 1,272
4082 Outlays, net (total) 1,290 1,352 1,330
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE RM-17



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT FY 2012 BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

Standard Form 300
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
OBJECT CLASSIFICATION

Program and Financing (in thousands of dollars) Identification FY 2010 FY 2012
code 14-1611-0-302 Actual CR Estimate
Direct obligations:

Personnel compensation:
11.1 Full-time permanent 477 475 480
11.3 Other than full-time permanent 34 32 32
11.5 Other personnel compensation 24 20 20
11.8 Special personal services payments 1 1 1
11.9 Total personnel compensation 536 528 533
12.1 Civilian personnel benefits 177 176 178
21.0 Travel and transportation of persons 34 31 27
22.0 Transportation of things 9 8 7
23.1 Rental payments to GSA 63 63 64
23.2 Rental payments to others 2 2 2
23.3 Communications, utilities, and misc.charges 24 23 20
24.0 Printing and reproduction 6 5 4
25.1 Advisory and assistance services 3 3 2
25.2 Other services from non-federal sources 116 98 66
25.3 Purchases of goods and services from federal sources 44 36 30
25.4 Operation and maintenance of facilities 40 22 16
25.7 Operation and maintenance of equipment 15 15 14
26.0 Supplies and materials 56 53 46
31.0 Equipment 60 58 55
32.0 Land and structures 107 44 40
41.0 Grants, subsidies, and contributions 148 137 121
99.0 Direct Obligations 1,440 1,302 1,225
99.0 Reimbursable obligations 238 240 240
99.5 Below reporting threshold 1
99.9 Total new obligations 1,679 1,542 1,465
Employment Summary
1001 Direct Civilian full-time equivalent employment 7,308 7,229 7,317
2001 Reimbursable Civilian full-time equivalent employment 818 822 822
3001 Allocation account Civilian full-time equivalent employment 635 *579 *579

*The amounts presented differ from Budget Appendix and the DOI Budget in Brief due to subsequent
changes to Wildland Fire estimates.
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ENDANGERED SPECIES

Activity: Ecological Services

Subactivity: Endangered Species

2012 President’s Budget
Fixed Admin-
Costs & istrative Change
2010 Related Cost Program from
2010 Enacted / | Changes Savings | Changes | Budget 2011 CR
Actual 2011 CR (+/-) (+/-) (+/-) Request (+/-)
Candidate Conservation
($000) 12,580 12,580 +5 -159 -1,000 11,426 -1,154
FTE 77 77 0 0 0 77 0
Listing
($000) 22,103 22,103 -59 -266 +2,866 24,644 +2,541
FTE 128 128 0 0 +13 141 +13
Consultation/HCP
($000) 59,307 59,307 -81 -978 +4,640 62,888 +3,581
FTE 441 441 0 0 +30 471 +30
Recovery
($000) 85,319 85,319 -64 -1,525 -38 83,692 -1,627
FTE 418 418 0 0 +3 421 +3
Total, Endangered
Species
($000) 179,309 179,309 -199 -2,928 +6,468 | 182,650 +3,341
FTE 1,064 1,064 0 0 +46 1,110 +46

Program Overview

The Fish and Wildlife Service's Endangered Species program implements the Endangered Species Act of
1973 (ESA), in coordination with numerous partners. The program provides expertise to accomplish key
purposes of the Act, which are to provide a means for conserving the ecosystems upon which endangered
and threatened species depend and to provide a program for the conservation of such species.

“For more than three decades, the Endangered Species Act has successfully

protected our nation's most threatened wildlife, and we should be looking for ways

to improve it -- not weaken it. Throughout our history, there's been a tension

between those who've sought to conserve our natural resources for the benefit of

future generations, and those who have sought to profit from these resources. But

I'm here to tell you this is a false choice. With smart, sustainable policies, we can

grow our economy today and preserve the environment for ourselves, our children,
and our grandchildren.”

-- President Barack Obama,

Remarks By The President

To Commemorate The 160th Anniversary

of The Department of the Interior

Washington, D.C.

March 3, 2009

Implementation of the ESA, and the achievement of conservation for more than 1,300 domestic listed
species and almost 250 candidates for listing, as well as 600 foreign listed species and 20 foreign
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candidates for listing, requires a strategic focus. Implementing a strategic approach that incorporates the
best available scientific information to identify and address species’ conservation needs ensures that all of
the activities conducted under the ESA by the Service and its partners will be used efficiently and
effectively.

The program’ s strategic framework is based on two over-arching goals to achieve the ESA’s purposes. 1)
recovery of endangered or threatened (federaly-listed) species, and 2) conservation of species-at-risk, so
that listing them may be unnecessary. The program achieves these goals through the minimization or
abatement of threats that are the basis for listing a species. Threats are categorized under the ESA as the
following five factors:

e The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of alisted species habitat or range;
Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes;

Disease or predation;

The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; and

Other natural or manmade factors affecting a species continued existence.

Factors resulting in listing can range from threats due to hunting or collection, to spread of a new disease,
or to habitat dteration. The key factor identified for many species is related to habitat alteration. The
scope and severity of habitat-based threats and the number of species involved increases substantially
with the complexity of threats. By minimizing or removing threats, which may include supporting
species capacity to respond adequately or increase their resilience to changing conditions, a species may
be conserved, eliminating the need for protection under the ESA.

The Service focuses on threat reduction and conservation through the four program elements of the
Endangered Species program: 1) Candidate Conservation, 2) Recovery, 3) Consultation/Habitat
Conservation Planning, and 4) Listing. The program’s activities are further complemented by projects
funded through the Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund. In order to meet the goals of the
ESA and the Service's strategic plan, the Service is conducting a comprehensive review of its processes
to strengthen tools, find efficiencies in processes, tackle the large conservation challenges, and create
innovative opportunities to recover listed and at-risk species’ ecosystems.

Conservation of listed, candidate, or other at-risk speciesis a challenging task. Many species face more
than one kind of threat, such as habitat degradation (through land, water, and other resource devel opment
and extraction) and invasive species proliferation. Determining how to best reduce or eiminate those
synergistic threats can be a complex task. Because listing a species as endangered or threatened under the
ESA does not immediately halt or ater the threats that may have been impacting it for decades, species
often continue to decline following listing. As knowledge of species and their requirements increases
through the development and implementation of recovery plans, the status of species will often stabilize
and may begin to show improvement over time.

The key role of the Candidate Conservation program is to provide technical assistance and work with
numerous partners on proactive conservation to remove or reduce threats so that listing species may be
unnecessary. This begins with a rigorous assessment using the best scientific information available to
determine whether a species faces threats such that it is a candidate for listing under the ESA. For U.S.
species, this entails close cooperation with states and other appropriate parties. For foreign species, it
includes working with wildlife agencies and species experts in other countries. In addition to identifying
new candidates for listing, the Candidate Conservation program annually reviews all existing candidate
species to update information regarding threats and conservation efforts. This information is used to
target conservation at specific known threats that may make listing unnecessary.
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For U.S. candidate species for listing or species that
are likely to become candidates, the program uses a
proactive, dtrategic, and collaborative approach for
conservation planning that is designed to reduce or
remove identified threats. Candidate Conservation
biologists continuously coordinate with a diversity of
partners to design, implement, and monitor
conservation strategies and agreements, and update
them to incorporate new information on threats and
conservation, and to apply adaptive management. This
approach provides the foundation for a recovery plan
and expedites the recovery process for listed species,
. even if threats cannot be reduced or removed so that
Andrea Raven / The Berry Botanic Garden listing is unnecessary.

The Listing program provides protection under the ESA for foreign and domestic plants and animals
when a species is determined to be threatened or endangered on the basis of the best available scientific
information concerning threats. This determination includes information crucia for recovery planning
and implementation, and helps to identify and address the conservation needs of the species, including the
designation of critical habitat. Without the legal protections afforded under Section 9 of the ESA that
become effective upon listing, many species would continue to decline and become extinct.

Endangered Species Program Mission: We will lead in recovering and conserving our Nation’s imperiled species
by fostering partnerships, employing scientific excellence, and developing a workforce of conservation leaders.

The ESA contains a suite of tools that provide the flexibility needed to guide land development and aid
species’ recovery. The Consultation program leads a collaborative process between the Service and
other federal agencies to identify opportunities to conserve listed species. Working in partnership is
foundational for the Endangered Species program, because the conservation of the Nation’s biological
heritage cannot be achieved by any single agency or organization. Essential partnersinclude other federa
agencies, states, tribes, non-governmental organizations, industry, academia, private landowners, and
other Service programs or partners. Other federal agencies consult with the Service to balance adverse
impacts of their development actions with conservation actions that contribute toward species survival
and also often to their recovery. Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) provide the conservation benefits of
proactive landscape planning, combining private land development planning with species ecosystem
conservation planning. Research conducted by recovery partners who use scientific permits issued under
Section 10 is also vital to species recovery. This research often provides current information about
threats and their associated impacts on alisted species.

Interagency (often called Section 7) consultations and Habitat Conservation Planning (HCP) constitute a
significant workload for the Service. The Service is continuoudly looking for efficiencies to improve the
Section 7 consultation and Section 10 HCP processes. Considering the complex effects of environmental
changes in these processes, the Service must have readily available tools to plan and implement
conservation on a landscape or ecosystem scale while ensuring that listed species with very restricted
ranges are managed appropriately. An internet-based “Information, Planning, and Consultation” tool
(IPaC) was piloted in the Southwest, and will soon expand geographically and in functional capability.
With IPaC, the Service and project proponents will use interactive, on-line tools to spatialy link data for
quick analyses of resource threats and the effectiveness of various conservation actions. This function
allows for rapid identification of potential projects that will not affect specific categories of natural
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resources and expedites completion of requirements involving ESA Section 7 consultations, Section 10
HCPs, and other environmental review processes.

The California Habitat Conservation Planning Coalition recently estimated that regional HCPs in California will
conserve almost 1.5 million acres of land, while permitting projects with a cumulative value of $1.6 trillion. This
illustrates that resource development and species conservation need not be an “either-or” choice.

The Recovery program oversees development and implementation of strategic recovery plans that
identify, prioritize, and guide actions designed to reverse the threats that were responsible for species
listing. This allows the species to improve, recover, and ultimately be removed from the ESA’s
protection (i.e., delisted). Similar to the Candidate Conservation program, the Recovery program plays a
crucia conservation role by working with various Service programs, other DOI bureaus, federal agencies,
states (e.g., through State Wildlife Action Plans), tribes, and other partners and stakeholders to develop
and implement conservation actions.

The Service's Directorate has identified species recovery as a priority for all Service programs. The
Endangered Species program provides leadership in the conservation of listed and candidate species, but
the contribution of othersis necessary to recovery. Other Service programs and partners are key players
in species conservation. Some examples of recovery implementation are:

conducting nest box surveys;

restoring habitat;

providing technical guidance to partners on biological aspects of recovery projects;

researching or monitoring threats to a species,

participating in landscape planning;

assisting with grant writing to fund land acquisition or research activities; and

working with partners to maintain or restore habitat and ensure habitat connectivity.

One of the first steps in recovering listed species is strategically planning the implementation of
individually-tailored recovery programs. Listed species that were under proactive, partnership-based
candidate conservation agreements or strategies have a head-start on recovery planning and associated
actionsto address threats. Most of the existing agreements or strategies, however, need to be updated. In
these situations, the Recovery program relies on diverse partner and stakeholder involvement to develop
innovative recovery approaches to address threats, make use of existing flexible conservation tools,
broaden support for current and future on-the-ground actions and monitoring, and implement necessary
recovery actions. Without the Service's partners and stakeholders, the recovery of 1,300 currently-listed
domestic species to the point where they no longer need ESA protections could not occur. Thislarge and
diverse coalition can greatly improve a species’ recovery potential but requires the continued coordination
and oversight of Service Recovery program staff to ensure effectiveness.

The Cooper ative Endangered Species Conservation Fund (CESCF) provides grant funding to states
and territories for species and habitat conservation actions on non-federal lands. Habitat loss is one of the
most significant threats for many listed and candidate species. Because most listed species depend on
habitat found on state and private lands, the grant assistance available under the CESCF for land
acquisition related to HCPs or recovery needs is crucia to listed species conservation and recovery.
States and territories have been extremely effective in garnering participation by private landowners.
Section 6 grants assist states and territories in building partnerships that achieve meaningful on-the-
ground conservation to address or minimize threats.

In addition, Traditional or Conservation Grants available under the CESCF provide funding to states to
assist with monitoring and basic research on listed and candidate species. Monitoring species popul ations
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and evaluating the results of conservation actions are essentia to recovery success. Periodic review of al
available information concerning a species status ensures that: species are properly classified, recovery
funds are appropriately prioritized, and recovery plan recommendations remain up to date. Delisting and
reclassification are the long term results of recovery success.

Approach from a Performance Management Perspective

Through strategic management, the Endangered Species program identified that the best approach to
achieving our objectives is to emphasize — in harmony with the Service's conservation principles —
reliance on partnerships, science excellence, and service to the American people.

While the program continues to lead recovery for al listed and candidate species, the Service will track a
subset of those species for performance accountability. To make the most effective use of the limited
resources available to the Service and its partners, the program has identified particular species for
performance tracking. The list of Spotlight Species includes approximately 144 listed species. Thelist of
Spotlight Species-at-risk includes approximately 49 candidate species and some non-candidate species-at-
risk. By focusing on these species, the Service and our partners may best be able to show our actions that
benefit species, as well as our challenges and opportunities in implementing these tasks.

A 5-year action plan was developed for each of the selected species during FY 2009 or early FY 2010.
For listed Spotlight Species, the action plan is based on a host of indicators such as the most recent
recovery plan, 5-year review, Section 7 consultation, and other documents, as well as discussion with
states, partners, and stakeholders. For Spotlight Species-at-risk, the candidate assessment process
significantly informs the 5-year action plan and its recommended conservation actions, together with
input from states and other partners. The objective of each Spotlight Species action plan isto identify the
most immediate actions to be conducted or continued between FY 2010 and FY 2015 to improve the
conservation status of the species. It is likely that these actions also will help conserve many other
species, listed or not, that share habitat and are ecologically interlinked with Spotlight Species.

Spotlight Species

To demonstrate results towards the Endangered Species Program's conservation goals, the Service
has established two lists of Spotlight Species, one for listed species and another for candidate
species and species-at-risk. The Spotlight Species represent approximately 10% of all listed and
candidate species. The goal of these lists is to show what actions the Service undertakes to benefit
species and the challenges it faces in implementing these tasks.

The following criteria were considered in the selection of the Spotlight Species:

« Partnership potential to help conserve the species - the number of partnerships available are
reviewed;

«  Ability/potential to reduce threats to a species’ survival - applicable threats are evaluated;

« Akeystone species or representative of a priority landscape;

e Current level of public interest and program expenditure - the amount of public interest and
funding directed toward the species is analyzed;

* Apriority in a State's Wildlife Action Plan - the level of importance in the State Plan is
considered; and

» The Program's ability to resolve conflicts to improve species status - the capacity of the
Program to impact the species is assessed.
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Science and the Endangered Species Act

The Endangered Species program will continue to rely on the best scientific information available. As
basic biological information about some of these species is not complete, the program will continue to
press for better understanding of the life history, range, behaviors, and other key information regarding
the species. The Service cannot do this alone - collection of this information is dependent on active
research and monitoring partnerships with local communities, scientists, federal and state agencies, and
other interested organizations and individuals. Access to a spatialy explicit database that integrates a
science-based decision support system greatly improves the delivery of effective conservation actions for
candidate and listed species. The Service's plan for Landscape Conservation Cooperatives, requests from
our partners, the complexity of threats, and the necessity for amore fluid and timely response to emerging
threats emphasize the importance of such data and systems. Within the Endangered Species program, a
system of information integration is being developed that provides science-based spatial decision support
to meet these current and future needs. This system will inform local and landscape level conservation by
providing spatially explicit candidate and listed species data and decision tools to field biologists, and to
partners working with the Service on strategic habitat conservation. A critical portion of this system is
the Service' s Information, Planning, and Consultation System (IPaC).

Endangered Species — Use of Cost and Performance Information

In FY 2009 and early FY 2010, the Service developed 5-year Action Plans for all Spotlight Species and
Spotlight Species-at-risk. These action plans will guide activities to be undertaken over the next 5 years
to improve the conservation status of each spotlight species. Progress on completing actions necessary
to achieve the 5-year goal will be measured and reported annually.

Endangered Species - Performance Overview Table

Long
Change Term
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 o Target
2011 to
Performance Goal Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB 2012 PB 2016
recovery acions for 60% | 48% | 48% 40%
ot ) G ont eoacies n/a n/a n/a (762 of | (605 of | (605 of 0% (484 of
implemgmeg P 1,261) 1,249) 1,249) 1,219)
CSF Total
Actual/Projected n/a n/a n/a $95,840 | $77,083 | $78,085 | $1,002 | $62,468

Expenditures ($000)

CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected n/a n/a n/a $56,671 $57,408 $58,154 $746 $58,154
Expenditures ($000)

Actual/Projected Cost
Per Actions (whole n/a n/a n/a $125,775 | $127,410 | $129,066 $1,656 $129,066
dollars)

Performance will be achieved by building partnerships to help the Service implement 5,751
Comments recovery actions (including habitat restoration, captive propagation, and reintroduction) for
all listed species.
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Endangered Species - Performance Overview Table

Long
Change Term
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 jfie Target
2011 to
Performance Goal ACtual ACtUaI ACtUaI ACtUaI Plan PB 2012 PB 2016
7.30.8 Percent of
threatened and 63%
endangered species n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a (5,751 of n/a n/a
recovery actions 9,183)
implemented
New measure for FY 2012. Additional performance is a result of additional funding for
Comments .. .
declining species.
7.32.2 % of petition
findings made within one nla n/a n/a 12% 4% 0% n/a 33%
fiscal year of petition (9 of 77) (1 of 25) (0 of 80) (5 of 15)
receipt
Comments Absent a petition sub-cap, the number of petition findings may vary.
14.1.2 % of
formal/informal energy 93% 87% 87% 78% 73% 86% 13% 80%
(non-hydropower) (2,801 of | (1,582 of | (1,192 of | (1,122 of (827 of (1,920 of 8 3,;)) (1,920 of
consultation addressed 3,027) 1,828) 1,372) 1,433) 1,132) 2,221) ' 2,400)
in a timely manner
Comments Number of consultations based on current estimated workload for FY 2012.
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Subactivity: Endangered Species
Program Element: Candidate Conservation

2012 President’s Budget
Fixed Admin-
Costs & istrative Change
2010 Related Cost Program from
2010 Enacted / | Changes Savings Changes Budget 2011 CR
Actual 2011 CR (+/-) () (+/-) Request (+/-)
Candidate
Conservation
($000) 12,580 12,580 +5 -159 -1,000 11,426 -1,154
FTE 77 77 0 0 0 77 0
Summary of 2012 Program Changes for Candidate Conservation
Request Component ($000) FTE
e |daho sage-grouse -1,000 0
Program Changes -1,000 0
Request Component ($000) FTE
Internal Transfer — Office of the Science Advisor -55 0

Justification of Program Changes for Candidate Conservation

The 2012 budget request for Candidate Conservation is $11,426,000 and 77 FTE, a net program change
of -$1,000,000 and 0 FTE from the 2010 Enacted/2011 annualized Continuing Resolution.

I daho Sage Grouse (-$1,000,000/+0 FTE)

This earmark has resulted in modifications to an existing cooperative agreement with the Idaho Office of
Species Conservation to transfer funds for greater sage-grouse conservation in Idaho to implement the
Idaho Sage-Grouse Management Plan. The Service is not requesting continued Candidate Conservation
funding for this earmark in 2012. Funding for this earmark limits the Service's flexibility to deliver
conservation actions in the most effective manner possible. Sage-grouse occur in 11 states, and the
Service would prefer to direct any funds for its conservation in a strategic manner that is most likely to
effectively reduce or remove specific threats to the species. Idaho is eligible to apply for grant funding
for sage-grouse conservation actions or plan implementation through the Service' s State Wildlife Grants
program.

Program Overview

The Candidate Conservation program plays a crucia role in identifying species that warrant listing
through a scientifically rigorous assessment process and by guiding, facilitating, supporting, and
monitoring the implementation of partnership-based conservation agreements and activities by the
Service, other DOI bureaus and federal agencies, states (e.g., through State Wildlife Action Plans), tribes,
and other partners and stakeholders.

For U.S. species that are candidates for listing or are likely to become candidates, the program uses a
proactive, strategic, and collaborative approach for conservation planning that is designed to reduce or
remove identified threats. This often results in a conservation agreement or strategy covering the entire
range of one or more candidate species, or alandscape scale plan targeting threats in a particular area that
supports multiple species-at-risk. Two kinds of formal Candidate Conservation Agreements can be used
to benefit these species, depending on whether they have habitat on federal or non-federal lands. One
recent example is the adoption of two coordinated candidate agreements, one involving non-federa
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landowners and the other involving Bureau of Land
Management lands with habitat in New Mexico for two
candidate species, the lesser prairie chicken and the sand
dunelizard. Another on-going example is the collaborative
work by the Service with a coalition of partners including
federa, state, and non-governmental organizations to
develop an agreement to guide conservation activities for
the gopher tortoise and its habitat at a landscape scale,
spanning public and private lands in four southeastern
states.

Kentucky arrow darter, a new candidate species
Matt Thomas, Kentucky Department of Fish and
Wildlife Resources

2012 Program Performance

Currently, 254 species are candidates for listing. Due to pending petitions to list severa hundred
additional species, this number may increasein FY 2012 and beyond.

In 2012, the Candidate Conservation Program will continue providing technical assistance for developing
Candidate Conservation Agreements (CCA) and Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances
(CCAA), and facilitating voluntary conservation efforts by private landowners, states, tribes, territories,
federal agencies (especialy Natural Resource Conservation Service), and partners for priority candidate
and other species-at-risk for which potentia listing is a concern. The Service will focus conservation
efforts on reducing or eliminating threats to spotlight species identified using the criteriain the program’s
Strategic Plan and anticipates implementing 115 conservation actions for spotlight species-at-risk in FY
2012. Examples of spotlight species include the diamond darter from West Virginia, New England
cottontail, the Coral Pink Sand Dunestiger beetle found in Utah, and the yellow-hbilled loon from Alaska.

The Service's cross-program approach to candidate conservation will aso continue. This includes
sharing information, resources and expertise, and coordinating conservation work for spotlight species
and geographic focal areas to increase efficiency and maximize benefits to target species.

Proposed accomplishmentsin FY 2012 are:

» The Service will continue to collaborate with the states and other partners, to conduct activities that
reduce the number of species-at-risk for listing through conservation actions or agreements. The
program goal is to reduce the number of species that meet the definition of threatened or endangered
by one in FY 2012. To accomplish this, it will continue to work with partners to design and prepare
collaborative conservation activities, begin implementation, and determine effectiveness on a scale
that is meaningful to the species.

* The Service will complete rigorous assessments under the candidate assessment process for
approximately 258 species. This includes the 254 species projected as candidates during FY 2012,
and assessing 4 additional species for possible elevation to candidate status. Based on past history,
we expect some species will be removed from candidate status and others may be elevated to
candidate status.

Species assessments include information on threats to guide the design of conservation agreements
and actions so that listing might become unnecessary for some candidate species. The exact number
of candidate speciesin 2012 will depend on the assessment outcomes for existing candidates, as well
as the outcome of findings on existing petitions to list several hundred additional species. Funding
for the petition findings is provided through the Listing Program. If the Service finds that listing is
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warranted but precluded by other higher priority listing actions, the Service considers the petitioned
species to be a candidate for listing. We then address its conservation through the Candidate
Conservation Program, pending development of a proposed listing rule or removal from candidate
status due to conservation efforts or other reasons.

e The Service will continue to provide technical assistance to our partners to implement specific
activitiesidentified in CCAs and CCAAs, particularly for our spotlight candidate species and species-
at-risk. For example, landowners continue to enroll in the programmatic CCA/CCAA for the lesser
prairie chicken and sand dune lizard and implement actions to enhance and protect the habitat for
these two species. This agreement is unique in that it combines efforts on federal land with those on
private land in southeastern New Mexico. One of our main partners in this effort is the Bureau of
Land Management.

o The Service dso will provide information and training to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of
candidate conservation efforts. This includes continuing our close partnership with states to design
and implement new conservation agreements, strategies, and management actions for candidate and
potential candidate speciesidentified in State Wildlife Action Plans. It also includes continuing strong
coordination with the Service's Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program to help private landowners
implement habitat restoration projects that are likely to be effective in addressing threats that help to
make listing unnecessary for certain candidate and other species-at-risk.
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ENDANGERED SPECIES

Subactivity: Endangered Species

Program Element: Listing and Critical Habitat

2012 President’s Budget
Admin-
Fixed Costs istrative Change
2010 & Related Cost Program from
2010 Enacted / Changes Savings Changes Budget 2011 CR
Actual 2011 CR (+/-) () (+/-) Request (+/-)
Critical Habitat
($000) 11,632 11,632 -46 -155 -1,000 10,431 -1,201
FTE 64 64 0 0 -2 62 -2
Listing
($000) 9,971 8,971 -13 -111 0 8,847 -124
FTE 61 58 0 0 0 58 0
Foreign Listing
($000) 500 1,500 0 0 0 1,500 0
FTE 3 6 0 0 0 6 0
Petitions
($000) 0 0 0 0 +3,866 3,866 +3,866
FTE 0 0 0 0 +15 15 +15
Listing
($000) 22,103 22,103 -59 -266 +2,866 24,644 +2,541
FTE 128 128 0 0 +13 141 +13
Summary of 2012 Program Changes for Listing and Critical Habitat
Request Component ($000) FTE
e  Critical Habitat -1,000 -2
e  Petitions +3,866 +15
Program Changes 2,866 +13
Request Component ($000) FTE
Internal Transfer — Critical Habitat — Office of the Science Advisor -55 0
Internal Transfer — Listing — Office of the Science Advisor -28 0

Justification of Changes for Listing and Critical Habitat

The 2012 budget request for Listing and Critical Habitat is $24,644,000 and 141 FTE, a net program
change of +$2,866,000 and +13 FTEs from the 2010 Enacted/2011 annualized Continuing Resolution.

Critical Habitat (-$1,000,000/-2 FTE)

As significant progress is currently being made to develop proposed and final rules for determination of
critical habitat for presently listed species, reduction of critical habitat determinations is projected for FY
2012.

Petitions (+$3,866,000/+15 FTE)

The Service requests increased funding as well as an appropriations language funding sub-cap for
petitions. The many requests for species petitions has inundated the Listing Program’ s domestic species
listing capahilities, impeding expeditious progress on listing Candidate species.

The Service was petitioned to list an average of 20 species per year from 1994 to 2006 and was petitioned
to list 695 species in 2007, 56 species in 2008, and 63 species in 2009. In 2010, the Service received
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many new petitions, as well as a single petition to list 404 species. As petition workload has increased to
meet these demands, the Service's ability to initiate new listings determinations has diminished. As such,
the addition of sub-cap language to specify the level of effort directed to petition findings will enable the
Service to maintain steady funding for new listings of domestic candidate species in need of protection
under the ESA. With additiona funding, the Service anticipates completes 39 additional 90-day and 12-
month petition findings, while also initiating proposed listing determinations for 93 species with the
remaining Listing funding.

Endangered Species Listing - Performance Change Table

Program | Program
Change Change
2007 | 2008 | 2009 2010 2011 2012 | Accruing Accirr:“"g
. Out-
Actual | Actual | Actual Actual Plan PB in 2012

Performance Goal years

CSF 7.32 Percent of

final listing

determinations n/a 0% 17% (12%?5) (333;?)9) (174A(')E:¢/(’39) (3%0;{?/ ) n/a

promulgated in a timely O70

manner

CSF Total

Actual/Projected n/a n/a n/a $17,328 $52,660 $302,284 | $249,624 n/a

Expenditures ($000)

CSF Program Total

Actual/Projected n/a n/a n/a $13,329 $13,503 $13,678 $176 n/a

Expenditures ($000)

Actual/Projected Cost

Per Unit (whole dollars) n/a n/a n/a $17,327,961 | $17,553,224 | $17,781,416 | $228,192 n/a

Comments Number of determinations based on current estimated workload for FY 2012.

7.32.2 % of petition

findings made within 12% 4%

one fiscal year of n/a 0% 0% (9 of 77) (1 of 25) (0 of 80) -1 n/a

petition receipt

OO Number of determinations based on current estimated workload for FY 2012.

Absent a petition sub-cap, the number of petition findings may vary.
0 .

ettt g a o S0 57% 69% (2157 " .y a

promulgated in a 0 0 (4 of 7) (9 of 13) 147) 0

timely manner

Comments Number of determinations based on current estimated workload for FY 2012.

Program Overview

Listing a species and designating critical habitat provides species with the protections of the ESA, and
focuses resources and efforts by the Service and its partners on the recovery of the species. The Listing
program works to determine whether species meet the definition of threatened or endangered under the
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ESA. Species can be selected for evaluation based on Service priorities or they can be petitioned by the
public under the ESA. When the Service receives a petition, the ESA requires a response within set
timeframes. The Listing program also is responsible for designating critical habitat as required under the
ESA. These determinations must be made on the basis of the best scientific and commercial data
available.

ESA DEFINITIONS

Endangered Threatened
- aspeciesisin danger of extinction throughout | - aspeciesislikely to become an endangered species
all or asignificant portion of its range. within the foreseeable future throughout all or a
significant portion of itsrange.

The Service conducts the listing process for species it identifies as needing the protections of the ESA,
candidate species, or species for which it determines listing is warranted upon review of petitions. The
Service also receives petitions for amendments to critical habitat and other actions.

Listing determinations, critical habitat designations, and their associated processes support the program’s
goal to recover species. This support stems in large part from the information developed when
conducting the analysis of whether a species meets the definition of threatened or endangered. Using the
best scientific and commercial data available, the listing rule provides information on the species
(taxonomy, historic and current range, population information, habitat requirements, etc.), an analysis of
the threats faced by the species, designation of critical habitat if appropriate, examples of available
conservation measures, and a preview of actions that would be prohibited if the species were to be listed.
Recovery efforts for species also are initially identified based on information to address threats identified
within thelisting rules. In thisway, listing packages are acrucial step on the road to recovery.

The ESA does not distinguish between foreign and domestic species with respect to listing, delisting, and
reclassification. Until Fiscal Year 2010, the responsibility for listing foreign species pursuant to the ESA
was handled by the Assistant Director for International Affairs, through the Division of Scientific
Authority. On February 12, 2009, the Director transferred the ESA section 4 responsihilities to the
Endangered Species Program. Thus, it is now the Endangered Species program’s mandate to respond to
petitions and to list species within specified timeframes for both foreign and domestic species.

The Endangered Species Program works to accomplish many of the pending actions related to listing of
foreign species. However, the Service believes the conservation benefit of listing domestic species is
generally much higher than that of listing foreign species. There are a broad range of management tools
for domestic species include several ESA and other conservation tools, including: recovery planning and
implementation under section 4, cooperation with states under section 6, coordination with other federal
agencies under section 7, full take prohibitions of section 9, management agreements and permits under
section 10, and other laws/treaties such as Marine Mammal Protection Act or Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
Foreign species management tools are very limited. Generaly few ESA or other conservation tools
apply. The chief tools are trade restrictions through section 10 and/or CITES trade prohibitions,
education and public awareness, and grant monies. Direct recovery actions are not practicable. Currently,
listing actions for foreign species compete in priority with actions for domestic species, on an equal basis.
As aresult, the Service proposes a budget sub-cap to allow it to balance its duty to protect both foreign
and domestic species in away that will not detract from its efforts to protect imperiled domestic species,
while working with existing resources.

2012 Program Performance

The Service anticipates the following accomplishments and activities:
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Critical Habitat for Already Listed Species
The Service anticipates publishing 11 final critical habitat rules (for 147 species) and 6 proposed critical
habitat rules (for 116 species) in FY 2012.

Listing Determinationsfor U.S. Species*
During the 2012 Fiscal Year, we project the following determinations, including completion of 6 fina
listing determinations:

5 Final listingg/critical habitat determinations for 35 species.

1 Final listing determination for 2 species.

1 Proposed listing determination* for 21 species.

17 Proposed listings/critical habitat determinations* for 72 species.
Emergency listings as necessary.

*Note: Assumes petition sub-cap in FY 2012.

Petition Findings

The Service intends to address 17 petition findings, 90-day and 12-month, for 47 species in FY 2012,
with current resources, and address an additiona 39, 90-day and 12-month, petition findings if additional
resources are provided.

Listing Determinationsfor Foreign Species
During the 2012 Fiscal Y ear, we project completion of the following determinations for foreign species:

2 Final listing determinations for 2 species.

2 Proposed listing determinations for 9 species.
2 90-day petition findings for 26 species.

4 12-month petition findings for 7 species.
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ENDANGERED SPECIES

Subactivity: Endangered Species
Program Element: Consultation and HCPs

2012 President’s Budget
Fixed Admin-
Costs & istrative Change
2010 Related Cqst Program Budget from
2010 Enacted / | Changes Savings | Changes Request 2011 CR
Actual 2011 CR (+/-) () (+/-) (+/-)
Consultation/HCP
($000) 59,307 59,307 -81 -978 +4,640 62,888 +3,581
FTE 441 441 0 +30 471 +30
Summary of 2012 Program Changes for ESA Consultations and HCPs
Request Component ($000) FTE
e ESA Consultation — Renewable Energy Projects +2,000 +14
e Downeast Maine/Atlantic Salmon +220 +2
e Ecosystem Restoration — Everglades +700 +4
e  Ecosystem Restoration — Gulf coast +500 +3
e Ecosystem Restoration — Bay Delta +1,220 +7
Program Changes +4,640 +30
Request Component ($000) FTE
Internal Transfer — Office of the Science Advisor -193 0

Justification of Program Changes for ESA Consultations and HCPs

The 2012 budget request for Consultation and HCPs is $62,888,000 and 471 FTE, anet program change
of +$4,640,000 and +30 FTE from the 2010 Enacted/2011 annualized Continuing Resolution.

ESA Consultationsfor Renewable Ener gy Projects (+$2,000,000/+14 FTE)
The Nation currently faces the challenge of securing diverse energy sources while sharply reducing our
Through

dependence on foreign oil and reducing climate-changing greenhouse gas emissions.
responsible development of federally-managed onshore and offshore
renewables such as wind, solar, and geothermal energy, the Department can
play acentral rolein moving the Nation toward a clean energy economy. The
deployment of renewable energy technologies will require the utilization of
new areas of biologically-sensitive land. Developing these renewable
resources and the corresponding transmission capabilities requires effective
coordination with permitting entities and appropriate environmental review
of transmission rights-of-way applications and facilities sites. It also requires
a balanced and mindful approach that addresses the impacts of development
on land, wildlife, and water resources. The Department of Energy, State Fish
and Game agencies, Bureau of Land Management, and State Energy
Commissions have expressed a need for expedited multi-species
conservation strategies accompanied by appropriate permits to comply with
ESA.

The purpose of these conservation strategies is to provide for effective protection and conservation of
natural resources while allowing solar and other qualified renewable energy development in a manner that
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avoids, minimizes, or mitigates environmental impacts. To complete these plans, biologists and energy
specialists must develop, collect, process, and interpret geographic, biological, land use, and other
environmental data for the entire plan area. Multiple stakeholder meetings and reviews are necessary
during plan development to ensure the resulting plan is consensus-based to the extent feasible and
implementable. This effort requires intense, focused, and dedicated attention from Consultation staff for
renewabl e projects.

To provide resource information necessary for regional planning and conduct effective and efficient
environmenta review and approval processes, the Service will implement the internet-based Information,
Planning and Consultation System (IPaC) for aternative energy resources throughout the central flyway
and western states. 1PaC alows for quick analyses of resource threats and the effectiveness of various
conservation actions and rapid identification of potential projects that will not affect specific categories of
natural resources, expedites completion of requirements involving ESA section 7 consultation and other
environmental review processes, and better integrates the various reviews to assist federal agencies with
energy-related resource management decisions that have a direct impact on fish, wildlife, plants, and their
habitats. The Service anticipates an estimated increase of 1,089 requests for endangered species
consultations for new energy projects and an estimated 30 additional landscape-level habitat conservation
efforts related to renewable energy with states, industry, and other conservation stakeholders. This
funding increase for the Service to conduct required consultations is critical for the production of
renewabl e energy and its associated power lines without compromising environmental values.

Endangered Species Act Compliancefor Atlantic Salmon (+$220,000/+2 FTE)

The expanded Gulf of Maine Distinct Population Segment designation for Atlantic salmon will require
greater capacity by the Service to provide regulatory compliance in a timely manner and avoid delays in
important economic activities and critical recovery actions. Two FTEs will be added to the current staff
at the Ecological Services Maine Field Office to assist with Endangered Species Act compliance for
infrastructure projects and other ongoing and new activities that adversely affect Atlantic salmon, as well
asfor habitat restoration and other recovery activities.

Ecosystem Restoration — Endanger ed Species Act Consultation for Imperiled Speciesin the
Everglades (+$700,000/+4 FTE)

The section 7 and section 10 consultation processes under the ESA are particularly important in the
Everglades because of the high number of threatened and endangered species (67) and the many threats
they face such as habitat loss, invasive species, and deteriorating conditions in the ecosystem caused by
the limitations of existing water infrastructure.

Specifically, these funds will build upon recent landscape-level partnerships to:
e  develop conservation plans for 150,000 acres of Florida panther habitat;
e develop and implement interim plans to protect highly endangered birds during the transition to
Everglades restoration;
create a Statewide conservation strategy for seaturtles; and
o develop conservation strategies for highly imperiled species in the low lying Florida Keys - an
areathat is particularly vulnerable to sealevel rise and habitat degradation.

Ecosystem Restoration — Gulf Coast (+$500,000/+3 FTE)

This funding will enable the Service to contribute directly to the design and implementation of an
accelerated Gulf Coast restoration program that will benefit listed species while maintaining the ability to
address the large and growing Section 7 consultation workload in Louisiana and Mississippi.
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Ecosystem Restoration — Bay Delta (+$1,220,000/+7 FTE)

This funding will be used to expedite the development, review, permitting, and implementation of high
priority conservation measures in the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, to ensure water supply reliability,
flood control, water quality, and ecosystem restoration as outlined in the federal Action Plan.

Endangered Species Consultations - Performance Change Table

Program Program
Change Change
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 | Accruing Accir:'“g
. Out-
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB in 2012
Performance Goal years
formalinformal -other non- | 4% | 86% a% | 81% | 81%
" : (15,902 | (11,746 (8,399 (6,052 (6,052
energy" consultations of of 84% of of of 0% n/a
addressed in a timely 18,822) | 13,711) 9,723) 7,512) 7,512)
manner
CSF Total Actual/Projected
Expenditures($000) n/a n/a n/a $40,020 | $29,212 | $29,591 $380 n/a
CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected n/a n/a n/a $29,638 | $30,024 | $30,414 $390 n/a
Expenditures($000)
Actual/Projected Cost Per
Consultations (whole n/a n/a n/a $4,765 $4,827 $4,890 $63 n/a
dollars)
Comments Number of consultations based on current estimated workload for FY 2012.
14.1.2 % of formal/informal 93% 87% 87% 78% 730 86%
energy (non-hydropower) (2,801 (1,582 (1,192 (1,122 0 (2,920
. . (827 of 13% n/a
consultation addressed in a of of of of 1,132) of
timely manner 3,027) 1,828) 1,372) 1,433) ' 2,221)
Comments Performance increase based on meeting the Secretary's priorities and commitments.

Program Overview

The Consultation program is the primary customer service component of the Endangered Species
program and makes an important contribution to addressing threats and moving species towards recovery.
The Consultation program includes two primary components, the Section 10 Habitat Conservation
Planning (HCP) program and the Section 7 Consultation program.

The Consultation program uses the tools of sections 7 and 10 of the ESA in partnership with other Service
programs, other agencies, and members of the public to solve conservation challenges and create
opportunities to recover listed and at-risk species ecosystems. The Program will support delivery of the
consultation and HCP programs through: 1) coordination and collaboration; 2) consistent application and
interpretation; 3) programmatic and landscape-level approaches to conservation management; and 4)
strategic workload management.

Section 7 - Interagency Consultation
Section 7 of the ESA requires federal agencies to use their authorities to conserve endangered and
threatened species, including an obligation to ensure that activities they authorize, fund, or conduct are
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not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species, or destroy or adversely modify
designated critical habitat. For example, U.S. Forest Service (USFS) or Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) approval of livestock grazing on federal lands or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers approval of
discharge of fill material into waters of the U.S. requires section 7 consultations when these activities may
affect listed species. Through section 7 consultations, the Service attempts to identify and remove threats
to endangered and threatened species. Coordination between the Service, other federal agencies, and their
applicants during consultation is critical to ensure that the actions are designed in ways that reduce threats
to species, minimize effects that cannot be avoided, and incorporate conservation measures to offset
unavoidable impactsin away that promotes species recovery.

Non-federal applicants play a large role in the consultation process. Many of the federal actions subject
to section 7 consultations, such as grazing allotments or timber sales on federal lands and permits issued
under the Clean Water Act, involve non-federal applicants. Section 7 of the ESA and its implementing
regulations provide non-federal applicants arolein al phases of the interagency consultation process.

Interagency consultations between federal project proponents and the Service, required by section 7 of the
ESA, take time. An investment in encouraging federal partners to initiate and better prepare for
consultations lessens the time needed for Service review. Efficiencies also can be attained through
automated data entry and retrieval, web-based access to spatial resource data and consultation planning,
and customer education. Service staff have begun to educate and provide techniques to federal partners
so that the federa project proponents and non-federal applicants can become more self-sufficient in
fulfilling section 7 requirements.

Section 10(a)(1)(B) - Habitat Conservation Planning

The Service works with private landowners and local and state governments through the Habitat
Conservation Planning program to develop HCPs and their associated Incidental Take Permits. Private
land development is one of the most common threats to listed species. By working with states, cities, and
private individuals to develop and implement HCPs, the Service is able to facilitate private lands
development in a way that addresses threats and fulfills recovery needs of endangered and threatened
species and species at-risk.

The HCP program emphasizes landscape-level conservation in order to preserve large blocks of habitat
for threatened and endangered species, as well as the ecosystem function and values upon which these
species depend. For example, recently developed policy, such as the General Conservation Plan policy,
provides for large-scale regional conservation planning that allows individuals or non-federal entities to
receive Incidental Take Permitsin an expedited manner.

2012 Program Performance

The Service anticipates the foll owing accomplishments and activities.

e Continue to work with al federal customers to design projects that will not have adverse impacts
on listed species. In FY 2012 the Service will complete more than 14,000 consultations, of which
1,089 consultations will be renewable energy related.

e Continue to develop and expand the internet-based Information, Planning, and Consultation
system (IPaC) that can be used to obtain information regarding all Service trust resources, screen
out projects that will not affect ESA listed species or designated critical habitat, complete or
expedite the requirements of section 7 consultation, better integrate section 7 consultation with
action agencies other environmental review processes, including NEPA, and better coordinate
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the Service's various programs toward unified objectives in accordance with the goals of the
Strategic Habitat Conservation initiative.

e Ensure that the Consultation and HCP Program’s regulations, policies, and guidance effectively
address the conservation challenges of today by carrying out a public participation process that
engages a broad spectrum of interests affected by or concerned with the ESA. The Service, in
partnership with the National Marine Fisheries Service, isfocused on: 1) developing aregulatory
definition for “destruction or adverse modification” of critical habitat that will guide consultations
on projects affecting listed species, and explains the relationship of this threshold to that
established by the definition of “jeopardizing the continued existence” of a species; 2) revising
and updating the existing regulation governing incidental take of protected species to improve
implementation and clarify criteria for incidental take permits; 3) identifying incentives to
encourage greater participation in Habitat Conservation Plans and other tools and reduce the
transaction time and costs of participation in these programs; and 4) identifying ways for federa
agencies to meet their obligations under Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA by using their existing
authorities to conserve and recover listed species.
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Subactivity: Endangered Species
Program Element: Recovery of Listed Species

2012 President’s Budget
Fixed Admin
Costs & istrative Change
2010 Related Cost Program from
2010 Enacted / Changes Savings | Changes | Budget 2011 CR
Actual 2011 CR (+/-) () (+/-) Request (+/-)
Recovery
($000) 85,319 85,319 -64 -1,525 -38 83,692 -1,627
FTE 418 418 0 0 +3 421 +3
Summary of 2012 Program Changes for Recovery of Listed Species

Request Component ($000) FTE
e Recovery — Attwater’s Prairie Chicken +1,095 0

e Downeast Maine/Atlantic Salmon +110 +1

e Ecosystem Restoration — Everglades +900 +2

e Ecosystem Restoration — Bay Delta +620 0

e Wolf Livestock Loss Demonstration Program -1,000 0

e NFWF Salmon Endangered Species Grants -1,500 0

e Lahontan Cutthroat Trout -350 0

e Whooping Crane Facilities -500 0

e Steller's and Spectacled Eider Recovery in AK -350 0

e  Monitoring for White Nose Syndrome (WNS) in Bats -1,900 0

e |vory Billed Woodpecker -1,163 -2

e  General Program Activities +4,000 +2
Program Changes -38 +3

Request Component ($000) FTE
Internal Transfer — Office of the Science Advisor -221 0
Internal Transfer — Space Transfer -11 0

Justification of Program Changes for Recovery of Listed Species

The 2012 budget request for Recovery of Listed Species is $83,692,000 and 421 FTE, a net program
change of -$38,000 and +3 FTE from the 2010 Enacted/2011 annualized Continuing Resolution.

Attwater’sPrairie Chicken (+$1,095,000/+0 FTE)

The Attwater’s prairie-chicken (Tympanuchus cupido attwateri) (Attwater’s) is a grouse species critically
close to extinction. Over 100 years ago, up to 1 million Attwater’s roamed the coastal prairies of Texas
and Louisiana. Today, fewer than 100 birds are found at three Texas locations. In order to save the
species, captive propagation of Attwater’s prairie chickens was initiated in 1992. Since the program’s
first pilot releasein 1995, an annual average of 100 birds have been released into the wild.

Although the captive program has temporarily saved the species from extinction, the number of birds
produced and released into the wild to date has only stabilized the wild populations at an extremely low
and precarious population level. Research shows that older hens are more successful at reproduction than
first-year hens. The Service must therefore release more birds to grow older age cohorts. Based on the
productivity and annual mortality numbers, an estimated minimum of 100 pairs of Attwater’sin captivity
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is necessary to grow the wild population. These
captive pairs would provide the approximately 400
— 500 hirds that need to be released consistently
every year in order facilitate an increase in wild
populations.

In order to achieve this objective, the captive
breeding program must be expanded. One facility,
Fossil Rim Wildlife Center, currently houses more |
than 50% of the captive Attwater’'s population.
This presents a significant problem since a single
catastrophic event or disease outbreak could wipe e \ f-$r
out that entire facility. This also is inconsistent Attwater' s Prairie Chicken

with the Draft Attwater’s Prairie-Chicken Recovery

Plan Revision that specifies that no more than 25% of the captive flock be held at any one facility. To
address this need, recovery partners at the Sutton Avian Research Center near Bartlesville, Oklahoma,
and a private landowner have teamed up to establish another dedicated Attwater’s breeding facility. A
dedicated facility in Oklahoma will diversify the program and provide another location to refine
husbandry techniques to improve survival and reproductive success of released birds.

Downeast Maine/Atlantic Salmon (+$110,000/+1 FTE)

One FTE will be added to the Maine Field Office to coordinate the development of arecovery plan for the
expanded Gulf of Maine Distinct Population Segment of Atlantic salmon with the State of Maine, NMFS,
tribes, and other stakeholders. Thiswill enhance the effective implementation of priority recovery actions
by all stakeholders.

Ecosystem Restoration — Recovering Imperiled Species and Restoring the Ever glades (+$900,000/+2
FTE)

The South Florida Ecological Services Office is charged with recovering 67 imperiled species, including
some of the greatest challenges in the Nation such as the Florida panther, Cape Sable seaside sparrow,
and Everglade snail kite. These species are dependent on the Everglades ecosystem for their survival and
recovery. Until restoration of the Everglades is completed, species conservation and recovery in south
Florida will be faced with significant chalenges. These funds will allow South Florida Ecological
Services Office to work with partners to conserve birds and other species during the transitional period
until the Everglades restoration is completed. Specifically, thisfunding will be used to:

(1) maximize benefits for multiple speciesin the short term;
(2) improve scientific understanding to enhance management and emergency planning; and
(3) monitor species health for adaptive management.

Ecosystem Restoration —Bay Delta Recovery Initiative (+$620,000/+0 FTE)

Thisfunding is essential for the Service to lead recovery of threatened and endangered species in the Bay
Delta. The delta smelt is hovering on the brink of extinction. This funding will enable the Service to
expedite the actions required to recover species and collaborate with partners, as specified in the federal
Action Plan.

Wolf Livestock L oss Demonstration Program (-$1,000,000/+0 FTE)

In FY 2010, Congress provided $1,000,000 to fund a demonstration program that provided grants to
states and tribes for livestock producers conducting proactive, non-lethal activities to reduce the risk of
livestock loss due to predation by wolves and to compensate livestock producers, as appropriate, for
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livestock losses due to such predation. The Service proposes to discontinue funding thisin FY 2012 in
order to fund higher priority conservation activities elsewhere in the budget request.

NFWF Salmon Endangered Species Grants (-$1,500,000/+0 FTE)

In FY 2010, Congress provided an unrequested earmark of $1,500,000 for Pacific Salmon grants. This
funding is a pass-through grant to the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation for salmon habitat recovery
projects in the State of Washington. Although the Service plays a role in salmon management, the
National Marine Fisheries Service is the federal agency with lead responsibility for Pacific salmon
recovery. There is an array of federal grant programs available for species and habitat conservation,
especially focused on samon and anadromous fish recovery. In light of these other funding and
assistance resources, the Service proposes to discontinue funding these effortsin FY 2012.

Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (-$350,000/+0 FTE)

In FY 2010, a congressional earmark provided $350,000 to the Service for recovery of the Lahontan
cutthroat trout in Nevada. The Service used these funds to coordinate recovery implementation on an
ecosystem-based scale for the Lahontan cutthroat trout. Most of the funds support on-the-ground actions
and landowner assistance in the Waker and Truckee River basins. They enabled the Service to
coordinate with stakeholders affected by the trout’s listing and to involve stakeholders in the recovery
planning process through a Management Oversight Group comprised of federal, state, and tribal |eaders.
Continued funding is not requested because these on-the-ground actions have been implemented and the
Management Oversight Group has been established. Any recommendations for future actions—and the
appropriate management entities to implement them—are expected to emanate from the revised Recovery
Plan. The Service proposes to discontinue funding these effortsin FY 2012.

Whooping Crane Facilities (-$500,000/+0 FTE)

In FY 2010, Congress provided a $500,000 earmark in pass-through funds for the Audubon Center for
Research of Endangered Species (ACRES) captive facility for the endangered whooping crane. The
ACRES partnered with the Service, USGS Patuxent Wildlife Research Center, International Crane
Foundation, San Antonio Zoo, and Calgary Zoo to maintain a captive breeding flock of whooping cranes
to protect whooping cranes from extinction. The funds supported the second phase of ACRES' captive
whooping crane facility: a crane hatchery and chick-rearing facility. The newly established hatchery and
rearing facility supports ongoing and new whooping crane re-introduction activities. The Service
proposes to discontinue funding this earmark in FY 2012 in order to fund higher priority conservation
activities elsewhere in the budget request.

Steller’sand Spectacled Eider Recovery in AK (-$350,000/+0 FTE)

In FY 2010, a Congressiona earmark provided $350,000 to partially fund activities at the Alaska Seal ife
Center to support reintroduction and recovery of listed Steller’s and spectacled eiders. Re-introduction to
historical breeding areas provides the only possibility for recovering listed Steller’s eiders, which have
nearly disappeared from breeding grounds in Alaska. The Sealife Center maintains a captive population
of Steller's eiders taken as eggs from the last remaining breeding population in North America. The
Service proposes to discontinue this unrequested funding in FY 2012 in order to fund higher priority
conservation activities elsewhere in the budget request.

Monitoring for White Nose Syndrome (WNS) in Bats (-$1,900,000/+0 FTE)

In FY 2010, Congress provided $1,900,000 in unrequested funding targeted for survey, sampling, and
diagnostics needed to monitor the spread of WNS disease. The funds also supported developing and
utilizing a comprehensive electronic format for data management required for the collection and
maintenance of the information. The WNS has primarily affected bats in the northeast, but experts
believe that the disease will spread to the very diverse, high density bat population areas in the Midwest
and Southeast. The Service has been working with conservation partners throughout the country to
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address the cause and spread of this disease. In addition to these earmarked appropriations, WNS related
projects are being funded through grant opportunities, funding provided by our conservation partners, and
other Service funds such as the Preventing Extinction initiative. The Service proposes to discontinue this
unrequested funding in FY 2012 in order to fund higher priority conservation activities elsewhere in the
budget request, however base-funded actions will continue.

Ivory Billed Woodpecker (-$1,163,000/-2 FTE)

The Service has directed this funding to monitoring and research for the presumed to be extinct ivory-
billed woodpecker. Ivory-hilled woodpeckers have not been documented since the sighting a few years
ago. The Service has completed numerous projects with this funding to encourage conservation and
recovery of the woodpecker, including pre-commercial thinning and reforestation plans on refuge lands, a
new recovery plan, and additional monitoring studies by Cornell University. The Service proposes to
discontinue this unrequested funding in FY 2012 in order to fund higher priority conservation activities.

General Program Activities— Declining Species (+4,000,000/+2 FTE)

With this increase, the Service proposes to build on the success of the Preventing Extinction program.
Expansion of this successful program is increasingly important given the uncertainty associated with the
impacts that invasive species, habitat change, development and other growing threats will have on
individual species. Even in light of this uncertainty, we can confidently improve species likelihood of
survival by ameliorating threats we know and understand. The amount of funding specifically available to
do this for the most vulnerable of listed species, those facing extinction, has been limited. This funding
increase will enable the Service to increase collaboration with awide array of partners and to implement
key recovery actions building on past work for declining species.

These funds al'so will be used to develop recovery plans for newly listed species, revise recovery plans for
species whose plans are no longer current, and perform five-year reviews for other species to evaluate
their current threatened or endangered classification and ensure their recovery programs are effective.
These actions will help prevent the further decline of listed species. The Service must develop recovery
plans for newly listed species to ensure a comprehensive and coordinated recovery effort is implemented
with our conservation partners. Ninety-one (91) currently listed endangered or threatened species have
recovery plans that are more than 15 years old and do not contain explicit threats-based downlisting and
delisting criteria. For example, the recovery plan for the gray bat was completed in 1982 and does not
address the new threat of white-nose syndrome that is devastating bat colonies.

The increase for the Recovery program also will help to address the increased petition and foreign species
workload. There are currently 29 petitions pending (delisting 23: 20 domestic, 3 internationa; reclassify
to threatened 6: 2 domestic, 4 international.)

2012 Internal Transfer (-$11,000)

This internal transfer from Endangered Species (ES) Recovery to the Office of Law Enforcement (OLE)
corrects an error that occurred when the FY 2005 user-pay space reprogramming was executed. Too little
space was attributed to the OLE office in Olympia, Washington, and too much to the ES Office in
Washington. This change provides the OLE office in Olympiawith the correct amount of funding for the
amount of space occupied.
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Endangered Species Recovery - Performance Change Table

Program | Program
Change Change
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 | Accruing Accirr:“”g
Performance . Out-
Goal Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB in 2012 years
CSF 7.30
rpeecr(():\igrt Ozlctions 60% 48% 48%
for hton) n/a n/a n/a (762 of | (605 of | (605 of 0% n/a
Spotlight species 1,261) 1,249) 1,249)
implemented
CSF Total
Actual/Projected
Expenditures n/a n/a n/a $95,840 $77,083 $78,085 $1,002 n/a
($000)
CSF Program
Total
Actual/Projected n/a n/a n/a $56,671 $57,408 $58,154 $746 n/a
Expenditures
($000)
Actual/Projected
Cost Per Actions n/a n/a n/a $125,775 | $127,410 | $129,066 $1,656 n/a
(whole dollars)

Performance will be achieved by building partnerships to help the Service
Comments implement 5,751 recovery actions (including habitat restoration, captive
propagation, and reintroduction) for all listed species.

7.30.8 Percent
of threatened

0,
and endangered 63%

species recovery n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a (5§715813)0f n/a n/a
actions '

implemented

T New measure for FY 2012. Additional performance is a result of additional

funding for declining species.

Program Overview

Coordinating, developing, implementing, and managing all of the recovery tools and partner activitiesin a
cohesive and effective manner for species’ recovery requires significant commitment and resources. The
Recovery program plays a vital role in leading or guiding the recovery planning process and facilitating,
supporting, and monitoring the implementation of recovery actions by the Service, other DOI bureaus,
federal agencies, states, and other partners and stakeholders.

Three examples of successful multi-party partnerships, all awarded the Service's 2009 Recovery
Champions Award, include:

Willamette Valley Prairie Restoration Team — Service biologists from the Partners for Fish and
Wildlife, Nationa Wildlife Refuge, and Endangered Species Recovery programs took a
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collaborative approach to large-scal e conservation, engaging partners to restore a biologically rich
ecosystem where development pressures continue and the majority of property is privately
owned. Using GIS technology to design the plan, the group has protected core populations of the
Fender's blue butterfly, Kincaid's lupine, golden paintbrush, Nelson's checker-mallow,
Willamette daisy, and Bradshaw’s desert pardey. Landscape-scale planning has also identified
critical areas of habitat connectivity for wetlands, upland prairies, and oak savannas. This
initiative has restored thousands of acres of habitat, cultivated native plants, and expanded seed
collections to ensure genetic diversity. The effort doubled the Fender’s blue butterfly population,
discovered new populations of the species, and documented golden paintbrush blooms in the
Willamette Valley for the first time in years. These achievements reflect the trust of private
landowners and the participation of arange of stakeholders.

U.S Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District — The Philadelphia District of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers has helped to conserve the threatened piping plover and seabeach amaranth
along approximately 100 miles of the New Jersey coast from Ocean County to Cape May. The
District has shown exemplary leadership in using its authorities under Section 7(a)(1) to carry out
programs for the conservation of listed species while still meeting the goa of coasta storm
protection. Innovative conservation measures are being implemented through programmatic
consultation on beach nourishment (replenishing sand lost through erosion) actions. These
include providing piping plover
stewards to abate impacts to plover
nests and chicks caused from
increased public use of improved
beaches and requiring that towns
develop dte-specific  endangered
species beach management plans. The
Didtrict’s regulatory staff has been
committed in requiring prompt
restoration of damages to piping
plover habitat caused by violations of
the Clean Water Act.

Attwater's Prairie Chicken Recovery
Partnership - The partnership y _ _ _ _
between NASA’s Johnson Space Piping plover chick/ photo by Nick Kontonicolas, Edwin B. Forsythe NWR
Center, the Houston Zoo, Dow Pipe and Fence Supply Company, and the Attwater's Prairie
Chicken Nationa Wildlife Refuge has led one of the most endangered speciesin North America,
the Attwater’'s prairie-chicken, to take meaningful steps away from the brink of extinction.
Participating in the Service's Statewide Texas Recovery Program, the Houston Zoo and NASA's
Johnson Space Center joined to build a breeding facility on a quiet piece of coastal prairie on the
Space Center’s grounds. In 2005, with funding and material provided by Dow Fence and Pipe
Company, and labor provided by NASA and Houston Zoo volunteers, the Houston Zoo's
breeding facility at Johnson Space Center became areality. In 2008, the facility hatched 112 eggs,
with 78 chicks surviving to eight weeks. As a result of this achievement, partners released 57
Attwater’s prairie-chickens at three sites—two Safe Harbor properties and the Attwater Prairie
Chicken National Wildlife Refuge. In December 2009, continuing their dedication to this shared
mission, partners broke ground on an expansion of the breeding facility to double its size and
increase its success.

The Recovery program uses the flexibility in the implementation of the ESA whenever advantageous,
feasible, and practical. Specia rules developed for threatened species under section 4(d) of the ESA
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allow the Service to tailor protections to the needs of the species while enabling human activities to
continue, consistent with the conservation of the species. Special rules have been developed for several
fish species, such as the Apache trout, that allow the accidental catch of the species by anglers, provided
the species is returned to the water. The revenues generated from fishing in waters inhabited by the
Apache trout are used to promote conservation of Apache trout habitat. In addition, experimental
populations established under section 10(j) of the ESA provide for flexibility in management by
considering the population as threatened, regardiess of its status elsewhere in its range, and allowing for
the development of a specia rule to provide flexibility in management of the species.

Other successful and flexible conservation tools include Safe Harbor agreements and recovery
management agreements. Safe Harbor Agreements build positive relationships with landowners to
preserve needed habitat. Recovery management agreements implement actions that manage remaining
threats so that a species may be delisted and transferred to the management authority of another
appropriate agency, such as a state partner.

The goal of the Recovery program is to minimize or remove the threats that led to the species listing so
that it can be delisted or reclassified from endangered to threatened status. This requires decades of
constant monitoring, adaptive management, and holistic planning, together with close coordination and
technical |eadership to our partnersto assist their recovery efforts.

2012 Program Performance
The Service anticipates the foll owing accomplishments and activities:

o Initiate 5-year reviews for 220 species in FY 2012, and complete approximately 2005-year
reviews initiated in prior years.

e Implement 3 year of 5-year action plans for 144 Spotlight species, based on current recovery
plans.

o Build partnerships to help the Service implement 5,751 recovery actions (including habitat
restoration, captive propagation, and reintroduction) for all listed species.

e Providefinal recovery plansfor 1,096 listed species.

o Implement more than 605 recovery actions for Spotlight species, or 48% of the actions identified
in Spotlight species action plans.

e Gather data in FY 2011 to set a baseline for reporting performance in FY 2012 under the new
Performance Measure: percent of threatened and endangered species that have improved based
on the latest 5-year status review recommendation.
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Activity: Ecological Services
Subactivity: Habitat Conservation

2012
Fixed Admin-
2010 Costs & | istrative Change
Enacted Related Cost Program Budget From
2010 /2011 Changes | Savings | Changes | Request | 2011 CR
Actual CR (+/-) ) (+/-) (+-)
Partners for Fish and
Wildlife ($000) | 60,134 60,134 +32 -816 +50 59,400 -734
ETE 261 261 - - +5 266 +5
Conservation
Planning Assistance ($000) 35,951 35,951 -148 -805 +3,370 38,368 +2,417
FTE 224 224 - - +18 242 +18
Coastal Programs ($000) [ 15,931 15,931 -20 -225 -250 15,436 -495
ETE 69 69 - - -1 68 -1
National Wetlands
Inventory ($000) 5,643 5,643 -45 -110 -250 5,238 -405
FTE 18 18 - - - 18 -
Total, Habitat
Conservation ($000) | 117,659 117,659 -181 -1,956 +2,920 118,442 +783
FTE 572 572 - - +22 594 +22

Program Overview

The Fish and Wildlife Service promotes the protection, conservation, and restoration of our Nation’s fish
and wildlife resources through its Habitat Conservation program. This cooperative program provides
expert habitat conservation planning and technical assistance in the use and development of the Nation’s
land and water resources to conserve and protect the canvas of America's Great Outdoors. The program
safeguards public and environmental health by conserving highly threatened coastal habitats, mapping,
inventorying and monitoring the Nation's wetlands, and; restoring aquatic and terrestrial trust species,
populations and habitats.

The Habitat Conservation program’s primary habitat conservation tools are:

»  Partnership-based habitat restoration, protection and conservation projects;

» Habitat conservation planning in natural resource use and devel opment;

» Coordinate service responsbilities under the National Environmental Policy Act;
» Protection, restoration and inventory of coastal habitats;

»  Assessment and mapping of the status and trends of the Nation's wetlands; and

Environmental change occurs today in ways fundamentally different from any other time in history.
These changes, including sea-level rise and habitat loss and fragmentation, are prominent conservation
challenges. Habitat Conservation program staff employ Strategic Habitat Conservation principles to
provide partners with landscape-level planning assistance to address urban growth and impacts related to
climate change. The program delivers resources for coastal protection and management; more readily
accessible digital information to address the potential impacts of sealevel rise on coastal barriers;
digitized National Wetlands Inventory wetlands data for geospatial analyses of coastal habitat change and
trends and sea-level rise models; and vigorous participation in Landscape Conservation Cooperatives and
landscape-scale restoration efforts for coordinated conservation delivery on the ground. In addition, the
Habitat Conservation program is accelerating collaboration on the devel opment of renewable energy with
other agencies, Tribes, and non-governmental organizations to help achieve renewable energy goals.
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Subactivity: Habitat Conservation

Program Element: Partners for Fish and Wildlife

2012
Fixed Admin-
2010 Costs & | istrative Change
Enacted Related Cqst Program Budget From
2010 /2011 Changes | Savings | Changes | Request | 2011 CR
Actual CR (+/-) ) (+/-) (+/-)
Partners for Fish and
Wildlife ($000) | 60,134 60,134 +32 -816 +50 59,400 -734
FTE 261 261 +5 266 +5
Summary of 2012 Program Changes for Partners for Fish and Wildlife
Request Component ($000) FTE
e Adaptive Habitat Management +2,000 5
e Ecosystem Restoration - Chesapeake Bay +400 0
e Maine Lakes Milfoil Invasive Project w/St. Joseph’s College -500 0
e Hawaii Invasive Species Management -1,000 0
e Georgia Streambank Restoration -500 0
e Natural Resource Economics w/MSU -350 0
Program Changes +50 +5

Justification of 2012 Program Changes

The 2012 budget request for the Partners for Fish & Wildlife Program is $59,400 and 266 FTE, a net
program change of +$50,000 and +5 FTE from the 2010 Enacted/2011 annualized Continuing Resol ution.

Adaptive Habitat M anagement (+$2,000,000/+5 FTE)

The requested increase of $2 million will be targeted at delivering relevant projects on private lands,
which implement cost-effective measures to restore, enhance, and manage fish, wildlife and plants and
their habitats. Emphasis will be placed in focus areas identified through strategic planning process to
achieve population and habitat objectives at landscape scales for species most vulnerable to
environmenta change.

Thisincrease will enable the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program to expand implementation of habitat
restoration and enhancement projects in cooperation with private landowners within Landscape
Conservation Cooperatives. To accomplish this, the Program will continue work with the states and
territories in support of their Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategies, and with universities and
other partners to assess the benefits of habitat restoration and enhancement practices on private land for
the benefit of federal trust species.

Ecosystem Restoration - Chesapeake Bay (+$400,000/+0 FTE)

The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program will expand direct technical and financial assistance to private
landowners to restore, enhance, and manage fish and wildlife habitats on private lands in the Chesapeake
Bay watershed. These actions, called for in Executive Order 13508 Stragegy for Protecting and
Restoring the Chesapeak Bay Watershed, will be done in coordination with the North Atlantic and
Appalachian Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs). The Service will help improve habitats for
priority species though restoration and management on private lands. Priority habitats in critical need of
restoration have been identified in the Nanticoke, Choptank, and Pocomoke river watersheds in Maryland
and Delaware. The Service will use proven programs such as the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program
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to build sustainable populations of priority trust species, such as the Delmarva fox squirrel, black duck
and dwarf wedge mussel.

Maine Lakes Milfoil Invasive Project with St. Joseph’s College (-$500,000/+0 FTE)

The Service proposes to eliminate this earmark funding through the Partners for Fish and Wildlife
program in 2012. The Service does not have the capability to provide technica and administrative support
for this project. The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program has set habitat restoration priorities in
specific geographic focus areas identified through the Program’s 5-year strategic planning process and
this project is not consistent with the current priorities. Funding this project would require the redirection
of staff and resources to ensure proper administrative oversight, thus reducing the Service' s capabilities to
address higher priority activities.

Hawaii I nvasive Species M anagement (-$1,000,000/+0 FTE)

The Service proposes to eliminate this earmark funding through the Partners for Fish and Wildlife
program in 2012. Funding to support these efforts remains avail able to the State of Hawaii through other
Service programs such as State and Tribal Wildlife Grants and Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration.
Elimination of this funding will provide the Service with flexibility to address higher priority resource
needs such as invasive species control and eradication in strategic focus areas identified in the Program's
strategic plan.

Geor gia Streambank Restor ation (-$500,000/+0 FTE)

The Service proposes to eliminate this earmark funding through the Partners for Fish and Wildlife
program in 2012. In prior years, funds were passed through the Service to the Georgia Soil and Water
Conservation Commission for work primarily consisting of fencing livestock out of stream channels. The
budget request does not include dedicated funding for this program in 2012. Projects of this nature are
eligible for consideration for funding through existing Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program funding
mechanisms in Georgia. Elimination of this earmark will provide the Service with flexibility to address
other high priority resource needs and opportunities while having ho measurable effect on the Service's
contributions to the Partners for Fish and Wildlife program Strategic Plan and associated performance
goals.

Natural Resource Economics Enterprise with Mississippi State Univer sity (-$350,000/+0 FTE)

The Service proposes to eliminate this earmark funding through the Partners for Fish and Wildlife
program in 2012. This Congressionally earmarked funding is provided to Mississippi State University to
provide educational programs to assist landowners and wildlife managers. Funding for this program is
eliminated as it is not consistent with the purpose or enabling legislation of the Partners for Fish and
Wildlife program. Funding for these activities is available through other sources, such as State and Tribal
Wildlife Grants. Elimination of this funding will alow the Service to address high priorities and
opportunities, while having no measurable effect on the Service's contributions to the Partners for Fish
and Wildlife program Strategic Plan and associated performance goals.

Program Overview

The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program is the Service's voluntary, citizen- and community-based
stewardship program for fish and wildlife conservation. The program is based on the premise that fish
and wildlife conservation is a responsibility shared by citizens and government. The Partners for Fish and
Wildlife Program works with private landowners, other government agencies, tribes and other partners to
support federal and locally supported conservation strategies. These efforts support the goals of the
Department’s America' s Great Outdoors initiative by restoring and enhancing wildlife habitat and serve
to create corridors and connectivity on the regional landscape. The Program uses science-based
management practices to restore and protect our lands and waters for future generations.
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Use of Cost and Performance Information

The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program continues to achieve mission results via performance-based
management.

e The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program operates under a 5-year Strategic Plan developed with
stakeholder input. This plan defines outcome-oriented Program priorities, goals and performance targets.

e The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program contributes to the long-term outcome-oriented performance
goals of Endangered Species, Migratory Birds, and Fisheries programs and is working with these programs
to refine outcome-oriented performance goals and measures.

e Annual project selection strategically directs Program resources to sites within priority geographic focus
areas to maximize benefits to federal trust species.

¢ In an effort to improve information sharing, the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program continues to fine-
tune its web-based accomplishment reporting system (Habitat Information Tracking System) by enhancing
its Geographic Information capabilities and including financial information when implementing habitat
projects.

The program’s strong partnerships provide for financial leveraging of Program dollars at a 4:1 ratio or
greater. The voluntary, incentive-based approach to restoring habitat on private lands has led to the
restoration of more than 3 million acres of upland habitat and 1,000,000 acres of wetlands, since it's
inception in 1987. These acres, along with 9,000 miles of enhanced stream habitat, provide valuable
habitat for federal trust species. Program resources are concentrated on high-value “geographic focus
areas,” asidentified in the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program 5-year Strategic Plan.

The Partnersfor Fish and Wildlife program visionis:

“...to efficiently achieve voluntary habitat restoration on private lands, through financial and
technical assistance, for the benefit of federal trust species.”

This mission statement is the guiding principle in reaching the program’s ultimate outcome of increasing
the number of self-sustaining populations identified as priorities by the Migratory Bird, Fisheries, and
Endangered Species programs. The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program works closely with these
programs to identify priority species and the habitat restoration targets necessary to increase or sustain
their populations. Increased integration of Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program expertise into these
three programs will improve efficiency and effectiveness in completing projects with private landowners
that can help preempt the need to list many species under the Endangered Species Act.
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Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program National Summary Report
(Fiscal Years 2002-2010)

Acres by Habitat Type
Habitat Type
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Wetland
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511,016.07 acres

Per cent of Total
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Partner Leveraging

Partner Funds FWS Funds Partner Leveraging
$350,549,036 $78,513,411 446%
250000000- Partner Funds vs. FWS Funds (%)
300000000
250000000
~——FWS Funds (18.3%)
200000000
150000000
100000000
) Partner Funds (81.7%)
50000000
350,549,036 78,513 411
Partner Funds FWS Funds

Strategic Habitat Conservation — Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program staff work with private
landowners, federal, state and other partners to identify and implement high priority habitat restoration
projects. Many of these projects represent a key component of a strategic, on-the-ground response,
reducing the threats to fish and wildlife habitat, and enhancing ecosystem and population resiliency to
predicted changes. These projects are designed to help achieve population and habitat objectives
established at landscape scale for species the Service considers most vulnerable and sensitive to habitat
fragmentation, invasive species, sea-level rise, and variations in weather patterns. Program staff aso
serves as a bridge to owners of land adjacent to or affecting National Wildlife Refuges, to complement
activities on refuge lands, contribute to the resolution of environmental issues associated with off-refuge
practices, and reduce habitat fragmentation outside refuge boundaries. These efforts maintain and
enhance hunting and fishing traditions by protecting wildlife, especially in areas of increased recreation,
resource extraction, and devel opment.

The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program works with private landowners in priority geographic focus
areas to maximize program resources. Projects are community based, devel oped to support the objectives
of Service plans and programs, including, but not limited to the Landscape Conservation Cooperatives,
National Wildlife Refuge System, North American Waterfowl Management Plan, National Fish Habitat
Action Plan, Nationa Invasive Species Management Plan, and many FWS threatened and endangered
species recovery plans. Since 2007, the Program has been operating in accordance with the Partners
Program National Strategic Plan. The Plan guides the Program towards (1) clearly defined national and
regiona habitat goals, (2) improved accountability for federa dollars expended in support of the Program
and its goals, (3) enhanced communication to achieve greater responsiveness to local plans and
conservation priorities, and (4) an expanded commitment to serving additional partners. The Program will
also continue to sharpen its focus on scientifically supported, collaboratively established focus areas to
deliver its assistance. Projects are selected based on priorities identified in the Partners Program Strategic
Plan and produce results that can be reported under one or more performance measures. The voluntary
landowner agreements under this program strengthen the role of citizens in the public/private natural
resource conservation partnership.
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2012 Program Performance

Beginning in FY 2012, a new 5-year StrategiC By maintaining land in private ownership and thus on the local
Plan that identifies priority habitat restoration tax roles, programs like Partners also do much to support cash-
proj ects within geographic focus areas will poor rural counties”. — California Waterfowl Association
guide the Partners for Fish and Wildlife

Program. Seventy percent of Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program funds directly fund project delivery.

In FY 2012, the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program will continue to support habitat restoration efforts
to benefit federal trust species. Program resources will focus on increasing the percent of self-sustaining
federal trust species populations (e.g., the Apache trout, Topeka shiner, and Sage Grouse) in priority focus
areas.

The requested $2,000,000 increase will be used to help achieve explicit population and habitat objectives
established at landscape scales for species the Service considers most vulnerable and sensitive to
environmental change. Specifically, the requested funds will enable the Program to add approximately 80
additional partnerships to the 2,000 anticipated base funded partnerships. At the requested funding level,
the Service will restore an estimated additional 1,900 acres of priority wetlands, 8,100 acres of priority
grassland and upland habitat, and 15 miles of degraded stream and riparian habitat that will benefit high-
priority fish and wildlife resources dependent on private lands. Habitat restoration work by the Partners
for Fish and Wildlife Program is a key element of the Service's larger landscape approach to enhancing
ecosystem and population resiliency.

Habitat fragmentation, terrestrial carbon sequestration and the availability
of water for wildlife are all significant conservation challenges that will
be addressed by the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program. The Service
will work in concert with private landowners and other partners to
maintain habitat connectivity in landscapes, promote fish and wildlife [aa#
migration or movement, address the threats of invasive species, build upon [
reforestation efforts, initiate more projects to restore grassiands, uplands,
wetlands and increase efforts to address changes in water levels including
in-stream habitat improvements, riparian management, and dam
removal/retrofit. The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program is a key
program in the design and delivery of these types of projects.

Examples of representative types of projects that will be funded with the requested FY 2012 funding
include:

In the Willamette Valley Focus Area within Oregon State, the
Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program collaborated with the USDA’s
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), McKenzie River
Trust, Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board, and Cascade Pacific
Recourse Conservation District on the largest wetland restoration on
private land in Willamette Valey to restore 530 acres. Habitat and
species restoration objectives include emergent marshes for migratory
birds, wetland prairies for listed plants and streaked horned larks, and

ElAzuk riparian hardwood forests for migratory birds. This site has already
become host to the second largest population of streaked horned larks in the world. The streaked horned
lark is a candidate species and is endemic to prairies of western Oregon and Washington.

In Santa Cruz County, Arizona, the Partners Program provided financial and technical assistance in the
Santa Cruz San Pedro Focus Area to supply additional water to an existing earthen stock tank, creating
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habitat for the Chiricahua leopard frog, Sonora tiger salamander and Mexican garter snake. The
landowner has been invaluable in assisting the Service in the recovery and conservation of many
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species on his southern Arizona cattle ranch. The ranch consists of
18,500 acres of grasslands and is protected by a conservation easement held by The Nature Conservancy
and the Arizona State Parks Department.

In Lake County, Michigan, the Partners for Fish and Program in the
Brevort to Lower Grand Focus Area partnered with Pere Marquette
Watershed Council, Conservation Resource Alliance, and the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources to remove a ten-foot high dam on Tank
Creek, opening two miles of stream and providing direct benefits to
interjurisdictional fish such as the brook trout, steelhead and salmon.

In Sacramento County, California, the Partners for Fish and Program
completed a Schoolyard Habitat Project at the Orangevale Open
Elementary School. This schoolyard habitat restoration / creation plan
involved using native plants and natural settings to provide habitat for
songbirds, bats and other pollinators, while providing maximum
educational benefits to all grade levels and community members on the
school campus. This project creates a multi-faceted outdoor learning
space that will provide greater enrichment through stewardship and
service. The overall vision for the school outdoor learning space includes
a seasonal wetland with viewing deck, a fitness trail, an agricultural
space to grow fruits, vegetables, compost, and an outdoor classroom
structure situated within a native landscape.

Habitat Conservation - Partners for Fish and Wildlife - Performance Overview Table

Change Long
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 PB from Term
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan 2011 to Target
2012 PB 2016

Performance Goal

CSF 3.1 Number of non-DOI
riparian (stream/shoreline)
miles restored, including
through partnerships, as 1,522 9,796 11,054 3,334 614 616 2 633
specified in plans or
agreements that involve DOI

(GPRA)

CSF Total Actual/ Projected

Expenditures ($000) $39,761 $48,748 $45,347 $48,773 $9,102 $9,248 $146 $9,503
CSF Program Total Actual/

Projected Expenditures $8,600 $11,785 $12,717 $14,014 $14,196 $14,380 $184 $14,380

($000)

Actual/ Projected Cost Per

Mile (whole dollars) $26,131 $4,976 $4,102 $14,630 $14,821 $15,013 $192 $15,013

3.1.1 # of non-FWS riparian
(stream/ shoreline) miles
restored, including through
partnerships (includes miles 791 1,084 702 538 389 389 0 366
treated for invasives & now
restored) - PartnersProg
(GPRA)
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Habitat Conservation - Partners for Fish and Wildlife - Performance Overview Table

Performance Goal

2007
Actual

2008
Actual

2009
Actual

2010
Actual

2011
Plan

2012 PB

Change
from
2011 to
2012 PB

Long
Term
Target
2016

CSF 4.1 Number of non-FWS
wetland acres restored,
including acres restored
through partnerships, as
specified in management
plans or agreements that
involve FWS (GPRA)

559,947

974,658

458,713

363,141

415,744

281,062

-134,682

447,693

CSF Total Actual/ Projected
Expenditures ($000)

$36,921

$44,848

$48,479

$47,550

$55,146

$37,766

($17,380)

$60,156

CSF Program Total Actual/
Projected Expenditures
($000)

$12,717

$16,358

$16,823

$19,446

$19,699

$19,955

$256

$19,955

Actual/ Projected Cost Per
Acre (whole dollars)

$66

$46

$106

$131

$133

$134

$1

$134

4.1.1 # of wetlands acres
enhanced/restored through
voluntary partnerships
(includes acres treated for
invasives & now restored)
(GPRA)

99,221

43,262

33,273

49,315

26,701

26,701

20,372

CSF 4.2 Number of non-FWS
upland acres restored,
including acres restored
through partnerships, as
specified in management
plans or agreements that
involve FWS (GPRA)

425,596

384,960

271,138

240,345

159,649

159,649

136,498

CSF Total Actual/ Projected
Expenditures ($000)

$14,126

$14,568

$16,759

$15,871

$10,679

$10,818

$139

$9,249

CSF Program Total Actual/
Projected Expenditures
($000)

$7,014

$7,730

$10,032

$10,860

$11,001

$11,144

$143

$11,144

Actual/ Projected Cost Per
Acre (whole dollars)

$33

$38

$62

$66

$67

$68

$1

$68

4.2.1 # of non-FWS upland
acres enhanced/restored
through voluntary
partnerships (includes acres
treated for invasives & now
restored) (GPRA)

419,548

346,356

230,638

235,983

143,146

143,146

124,637

Comments

Past performance provides no assurances of future performance. Future performance may vary
materially from prior periods due to a number of risk factors including weather and the voluntary
involvement of landowners and other cooperators. Cost figures may not reflect all the costs

required to restore wetlands, uplands, or riparian habitat.

5.1.14 # of fish barriers

removed or installed — 134 144 123 83 85 85 0 66
Partners
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Subactivity: Habitat Conservation
Program Element: Conservation Planning Assistance

2012
Fixed Admin-

2010 Costs & | istrative Change

Enacted Related Cost Program | Budget From
2010 /2011 Changes | Savings | Changes | Request | 2011 CR

Actual CR (+/-) ) (+/-) (+1-)

Conservation

Planning Assistance  ($000) | 35,951 35,951 -148 -805 +3,370 38,368 | +2,417
FTE 224 224 - . +18 242 +18

Summary of 2012 Program Changes for Conservation Planning Assistance

Request Component ($000) FTE

o New Energy Frontier — Project Review & Development +2,000 +8

e Ecosystem Restoration- Gulf Coast Ecosystem +1,500 +6

e Ecosystem Restoration- Bay Delta Ecosystem +620 +4

e  Sacramento-San Joaquin Water Study w/NAS -750 0

Program Changes +3,370 +18
Internal Transfer — Office of the Science Advisor -193

Justification of 2012 Program Changes

The 2012 budget request for the Conservation Planning Assistance Program is $38,368,000 and 242 FTE,
a net program change of +%$3,370,000 and +18 FTE from the 2010 Enacted/2011 annualized Continuing
Resolution.

New Energy Frontier — Project Review and Development (+$2,000,000/+8 FTE)

As steward of one-fifth of the nation's land and 1.7 billion acres of ocean, the Department has made
responsible production and delivery of domestic energy atop priority. In 2009 Secretary Salazar began
implementation of a comprehensive energy plan, making renewable energy a priority for the Department.
The Secretary believes the Department can play a central role in moving the Nation toward a clean energy
economy. Development of a renewable and emission-free energy infrastructure places demands on the
Service to ensure that new technologies and energy projects have minimal impact on fish and wildlife
resources. While generally regarded as clean energy, renewable energy projects - including wind, solar,
wave, and geothermal - often require large geographic areas to be commercially viable. These facilities
and accompanying transmission infrastructure pose complex conservation issues on a landscape-level for
migratory birds, fish, and other wildlife.

The request will strengthen the Service' s capacity to provide timely environmental reviews with effective,
scientific, and legally-defensible recommendations that facilitate the Nation's adaptation to emissions-
free infrastructure while conserving trust resources and habitats. In addition, large-scale consortium-
based energy production and transmission efforts make it incumbent on the Service to be involved early
in the environmental planning, review, and monitoring of these keystone projects. For example, the
Western Renewable Energy Zones effort by the Western Governors Association and U.S. Department of
Energy includes participants from 11 States, two Canadian provinces, and States in Mexico that are
working to expedite delivery of 30,000 megawatts of power across the West by 2015.

Within the spectrum of renewable energy technologies, the Service will place emphasis on wind, solar,
and hydroelectric energy production and infrastructure. Wind energy is now the Nation’s fastest growing
renewable energy source and it will continue to be a priority for the Service. The Bureau of Land
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Management (BLM) has a backlog of approximately 150 solar energy applications and 280 wind project
applications. Another 200 locations have been identified where applicants would like to begin test
evaluations for wind projects. In addition, the U.S. Department of the Interior and Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) have resolved jurisdictional issues to facilitate offshore renewable
energy development. As a result, dozens of applications to build offshore wind farms can now move
forward. This funding will help ensure that core staff capabilities in field offices are sufficient to work
closely with industry, states, tribes, and other federal agencies (e.g., BLM, the Bureau of Reclamation,
the U.S. Forest Service, and FERC) to coordinate and expedite environmental reviews of energy projects
and transmission infrastructure while conserving vital fish and wildlife habitat.

Ecosystem Restoration - Gulf Coast Ecosystem (+$1,500,000/+6 FTE)

The proposed funds will enhance the Service's capacity to assist the Corps of Engineers (Corps), U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA), National Park Service (NPS), U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), the States of Louisiana and
Mississippi, and other stakeholders to design and implement an accelerated Gulf Coast restoration
program. It will enable the Service to develop and provide improved scientific information needed to
evaluate impacts and benefits derived from proposed restoration efforts to ensure long term sustainability
of wetlands and the fish and wildlife resources that depend upon them. Additional funds would be
directed to protecting and restoring habitats for priority at-risk species identified by the Service and its
partners in Mississippi and Louisiana. Moreover, funds will address priorities within the Governors
Action Plan for Healthy and Resilient Coasts developed by the Gulf of Mexico Alliance; the Gulf Coast
Joint Venture of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan; other local, state, regional, national
and international conservation plans; and species recovery plans.

Technical and financial assistance will be provided to local landowners and communities to implement
on-the-ground projects, enhance partnerships with
the states and support conservation goals of many
active federd partners including Grand Bay and
Mississippi  Sandhill Crane National Wildlife
Refuges;, Gulf of Mexico National Seashore; the
lower Pearl River watershed/Devil’'s Swamp
watershed; and the Grand Bay National Estuarine
Research Reserve. The additional funds would
enable the Coastal Program to develop up to 5 new
voluntary conservation partnership agreements that
would restore or enhance up to 200 acres of
strategically targeted wetlands and miles of stream
habitat or shoreline.

Ecosystem Restoration - Bay Delta Ecosystem (+620,000/+4 FTE)

The Service is a leader in the Bay-Delta habitat conservation planning effort. The funding will support
Service collaborative efforts with State and federa partners on key environmental reviews, help
streamline final permitting and decision-making; and plan and implement water supply, water quality, and
flood relief projects as part of the Action Plan. These efforts will help minimize habitat impacts to federal
trust species and sustain ecosystem integrity, while improving water supply reliability.

Sacramento-San Joaquin Water Study with NAS (-$750,000/+0 FTE)

In FY 2010, a Congressional earmark provided $750,000 to support a water study jointly with the
National Academy of Sciences. The project requires the redirection of staff and resources, thereby
impacting ongoing work. The Service proposed to discontinue this unrequested funding in FY 2012 in
order to fund higher priority conservation activities elsewhere in the budget request.
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Habitat Conservation - Conservation Planning Assistance - Performance Change Table

Program | Program
Change Change
2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | Accruing Accir#'”g
. Out-
Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual Plan PB in 2012
Performance Goal years
Percent of conservation planning
assistance responses with early 46.5% 46.3% 46.6% 0%
planning for Renewable Energy n/a n/a n/a (80 of (63 of (95 of (+68 n/a
(solar, wind and geothermal) 172) 136) 204) projects)
provided to DOI agencies
Percent of conservation planning
assistance responses with early 53% 34% 34% 0%
planning for Renewable Energy n/a n/a n/a (219 of | (1820f | (273 of (+266 n/a
(solar, wind and geothermal) 417) 534) 800) projects)
provided to non-DOI agencies

Comments

Requests for planning assistance on renewable energy projects on both DOI and non-DOI
lands continue to increase. At the request level, the Service will work on an additional 68
projects on DOI land and 266 additional non-DOI projects. The proportion that will be

addressed with early planning will remain about the same.

14.1.5.1 # of energy activities

(non-hydropower) reviewed early | 1,127 | 1,051 | 1,108 | 1,140 675 745 (107_2% ) nia

CETIETS {e\; rtlr;/e request level, an addl. 70 non-hydropower energy activities are forecast to be reviewed

(1:6}1'_5’1')/2 d?og:ﬁeer;gr)é&gmtées 3620 | 3152 | 2805 | 3167 | 1801 | 1,980 (91.;;) ) nia

CEITETE At t_he request level, an additional 179 non-hydropower energy activities are forecast to be
reviewed.

acivtios reviewed oarly d04 | 663 | s | 43 | 202 | 206 | gy | va

Comments

At the request level, an additional 24 hydropower activities are forecast to be reviewed early.

14.2.5.2 # of hydropower
activities reviewed

905

1,278

1,078

662

438

482

44
(10%)

n/a

Comments

At the request level, an additional 44 hydropower activities are forecast to be reviewed

14.2.6 # of Hydropower FERC

license activities streamlined 113 228 205 112 78 86 (10830/) n/a
through early involvement 270

At the request level, an additional 8 hydropower license activities are forecast to be
GRS streamlined
14.2.7 # of Hydropower FERC 5
relicense activities streamlined 134 206 121 99 50 55 (10%) n/a

through early involvement

Comments

At the request level, an additional 5 hydropower relicense activities are forecast to be

streamlined

Program Overview

Conservation Planning Assistance (CPA) plays a vital role in conserving America' s natural resources.
This field-based program has the Service lead for reviewing and analyzing the impacts of federally
authorized, licensed, or funded land and water development projects on fish, wildlife, and their habitats.
Service biologists work with project proponents to recommend measures that enhance benefits for trust
habitat resources while minimizing and/or mitigating detrimental impacts. Environmental reviews are
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Use of Cost and Performance Information

. Long-term outcome goals and the CPA Strategic
Plan: CPA contributes to the long-term performance
goals of the Endangered Species, Migratory Birds, and
Fisheries programs. The program’s final Strategic Plan
will emphasize the delivery of conservation results
across landscapes to more efficiently achieve Service
resource priorities and goals.

. National ~ Accomplishment and Performance
Reporting System: CPA continues nationwide
implementation of this web-based tracking system to
increase efficiency and consistency in program
accomplishment reporting. This system provides
improved predictive capabilities for budget and
performance purposes, and to allocate limited program
resources based on results.

e  Activity Based Costing: CPA uses this agency system
to track and report program costs. For example, it is
being used to document and report Service costs
associated with Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
hydropower licensing work, in order to assist the
Department in potentially recovering these expenses.

conducted under multiple federal statutes, and the
program has a proven record of assisting project
proponents achieve conservation results. The early
provision of expert technical assistance and
conservation recommendations by the Service is
the best method of achieving positive outcomes
for the benefit of the American people and the
Nation’'sfish and wildlife resources.

Environmental change occurs today in ways
fundamentally different than at any other time in
history. Sea-level rise, melting sea ice and habitat
loss due to the growing scale of human activities
are prominent conservation challenges, as is
transition to a renewable energy-based economy.
The CPA program provides advanced biological
planning and conservation design to assist
communities and industry in adapting to ongoing
environmental  change, while  sustaining
landscapes for fish and wildlife.

The program is guided by its strategic plan; the four goals of the CPA strategic plan areto:

« Conserve, restore, and enhance fish and wildlife habitat;
« Develop effective partnerships,

« Develop targeted communication; and

. Foster employee excellence.

Conservation Planning Assistance focuses attention on:

« Landscape-level planning, with afocus on high-priority ecosystems,

« The Nation’s highest priority needs — energy; transportation; water supply/delivery; large-scale
restoration; and adapting to environmenta change, such as sea-level rise; and

« Measuring on-the-ground results.

Strategic Habitat Conservation — Consensus-based, landscape-level land use planning that conserves
fish and wildlife habitats while providing for other societal needs provides a unifying framework for the
Service, communities, industry, States, and other involved stakeholders. CPA biologists collaborate in
broad-based partnerships by providing technical assistance, conservation information (e.g., geospatial
data, habitat and species assessments, habitat modeling) and recommendations to sustain landscapes for
fish, wildlife, and people.

Specifically, CPA personnel apply their technical expertise and knowledge of federal environmental
statutes to guide development projects and conservation actions at specific points on the landscape. The
participation of CPA biologists ensures that fish and wildlife are given equal consideration early in the
planning process, thereby streamlining federal environmental compliance reviews and approvals for
development projects, while conserving vital habitat and crucia ecosystem functions. CPA biologists
help formulate environmental options and conservation actions, or integrate applicable measures
identified in State Wildlife Action Plans or the National Fish Habitat Action Plan into development
proposals. CPA involvement ensures the integration of the essential elements of Strategic Habitat
Conservation — setting biological objectives, developing conservation design, delivery of conservation
actions, and monitoring, research, and adaptive management.
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The broad roles and responsibilities of the program include environmental evaluation and technica
assistance in support of priority domestic development and infrastructure projects — such as energy,
transportation, and other mgjor land and water development. For example, Conservation Planning
Assistance has the lead for the Service in implementing key environmental and review provisions of the
Energy Policy Act of 2005. In addition, CPA works with the U.S. Department of Transportation and the
States to expedite crucial projects while conserving fish and wildlife. The Program also provides
environmenta review and technical assistance to federal, state and private entities that develop, manage,
and operate water infrastructure and navigation projects.

New Energy Frontier — Renewable Energy Development — The unparalleled drive toward clean and
renewable domestic energy has led to increased emphasis on expanding and accelerating hydroelectric,
solar, geothermal, and wind power projects, aswell astidal and hydrokinetic energy projects. CPA works
with industry to help ensure that the Nation's domestic energy resources are developed and delivered in
an environmentally-compatible way. The program isincreasingly engaged in extensive coordination with
other U.S. Department of the Interior bureaus, federal agencies, states, and tribes to ensure conservation
of trust resources as the nation expands transmission infrastructure and energy production from
conventional (e.g., oil, gas, and coa) and renewable energy sources. For example, the BLM has initiated
a Priority Projects program to promote renewabl e energy development on federal lands. As of 2010, there
are approximately fifty projects subject to the expedited coordination and environmental review of this
program. Our goal is to participate early in project planning with utilities and other stakeholders to
develop resource protection, mitigation, and enhancement measures to reduce risks to fish and wildlife
and conserve essential habitat.

o Hydroelectric power: During the Federa Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) licensing and
relicensing process, CPA biologists work with industry to minimize aquatic and terrestrial impacts, and
implement effective mitigation. Conservation measures recommended by CPA biologists include
prescriptions for fish passage, in-stream flows, and habitat acquisition and restoration. The typical 50-
year duration of FERC licenses ensures that when we can participate, our recommendations promote
enduring fish and wildlife conservation benefits.

« Wind power: Since 2003, the Service has implemented voluntary interim guidelines to avoid or
minimize the impacts of wind turbines on wildlife and their habitat. A Federal Advisory Committee,
established by the Secretary of the Interior and convened by CPA, provided recommendations on revising
these guidelines in 2010. CPA isleading a Service task force to develop final guidelines based upon the
recommendations to the Secretary.

. Solar power: The southwest has abundant solar energy resources, in addition to plentiful habitat
crucia for fish and wildlife. The Service' swork with project proponents, States, and cooperating federal
agencies continues to intensify as a result of Administration and Departmental initiatives to identify
environmentally-appropriate federal and Interior-managed lands for utility-scale solar energy
development. Specifically, the Service is a cooperating agency in the joint Department of Energy and
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Solar Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) that is
analyzing the potentia effects of commercial solar energy development on BLM land in six southwestern
States. The draft PEIS was released in December 2010 for a 90-day public comment period. The Service
is crafting comments and an additional alternative for BLM consideration. A final PEIS is expected in
FY2012. Early CPA participation helps ensure fish and wildlife concerns are identified and fully
evaluated in this mgjor landscape-scale planning and zoning effort for solar projects and transmission
infrastructure on suitable BLM lands. The avoidance or exclusion of environmentally sensitive fish and
wildlife resources enables more efficient project siting and federal approvals. In addition, the Service
participates, as CPA program resources alow, in the review of active solar project applications with the
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BLM, States, and other conservation stakeholders. As of 2009, the BLM had recelved almost 300
applications from industry that potentially encompass about two million acres of western landscapes.

o Geothermal power: About 250 million acres of Bureau of Land Management and National Forest
lands in the western United States and Alaska are the principle stronghold of the Nation’s geothermal
energy resources. The Service participated as a cooperating agency in the joint Department of Energy and
Bureau of Land Management PEIS for geothermal project leasing in 2008. Effective CPA participation in
landscape-level lease planning enables the BLM and U.S. Forest Service to manage increasing requests
for new geothermal project leases compatibly with fish and wildlife resources on nearly 180 million acres
of public lands in the west. In addition, the CPA program evaluates individual projects as they are tiered
off of the PEIS.

. Wave, tidal and emerging energy technologies. CPA isincreasingly engaged in the environmental
review of innovative energy facilities that use wave energy, river flow (non-dam) and tidal flow for power
generation. The program works closely with the FERC and State conservation agencies to advance
environmentally-sound projects and technologies that minimize adverse impacts to fish and wildlife.

2012 Program Performance

New Energy Frontier - Project Review and Development: Conservation Planning Assistance will be
well-positioned at the request level to facilitate the economic transition to cleaner renewable and
conventional energy resources that are protective of fish and wildlife. The program will possess the
requisite biological capabilities to effectively participate in landscape-level siting initiatives to guide
development and speed review of industry development and transmission proposals. In this area, CPA’s
goal isto help design and initiate these activities to not compromise key fish and wildlife values.

In 2012, CPA anticipates at the request level an additional increase in key program performance measures
including the following:

. Assisting with the planning and review of 68 additional renewable energy developments on DOI
land and 266 additional projects on non-DOI land;

« Engaging early (pre-permitting) with 745 non-hydropower energy projects and 266 hydropower
proposals, and

« Streamlining, through early involvement, activities associated with 86 FERC licensing requests.

These expected accomplishments will provide long-term habitat conservation benefits for federally listed
and vulnerable populations of fish and wildlife, migratory birds, and other trust resources. The CPA
program will be able to continue and expand upon the following representative accomplishments and
opportunitiesin FY 2012:

« National Wind Turbine Guidelines Implementation — In 2012, CPA will continue to assist
industry and other involved stakeholders in collaboratively resolving conservation issues related to site
selection, environmental evaluation, construction and operation of wind energy facilities across the
Nation. The Service anticipates implementing the final Service Wind Turbine Guidelines which will
provide guidance and recommended best management practices (BMPs) to developers. These voluntary
guidelines are designed to help devel opers avoid and minimize wind project impacts on sensitive wildlife,
particularly migratory birds and bats. The find Service Guidelines will be developed using
recommendations from the Wind Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee, a unique collaboration among
federal, state, industry, and conservation entities. This conservation approach will complement ongoing
Service collaboration and landscape-level planning for wind energy development in many States —
including, but not limited to: Alaska, Arizona, California, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Wisconsin,
and Wyoming.
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« Gulf Wind and Penascal Coastal Windfarms - Corpus Christi Ecological Services Field Office
staff reviewed and coordinated recommendations on the newly opened Texas Gulf Wind Phase | wind
power project consisting of 118 turbines (2.4 MW) on private land in coastal Kenedy County near
Kingsville, Texas. The 7,851-acre site has about 300 acres developed with turbine pads and roads. The
developer and the Service are working together to complete monitoring and mitigation strategies for their
Avian and Bat Protection Plan (ABPP). Service staff aso reviewed and coordinated recommendations on
the now-operational Penascal Wind Farm coastal wind farm also in Kenedy County. The 84 turbine
project gained national scrutiny and has a first-in-the-nation 24/7 radar site monitoring and a draft ABPP
that calls for computerized turbine shut down when visibility is less 1/2 mile and certain masses of birds
are approaching. Additional project phases are planned at both sites.

« Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) - The Service assesses impacts and prepares
recommendations on projects licensed by the Federal Energy Regulation Commission. The Service can
influence the manner in which a permitted and/or licensed activity is carried out to help protect and
enhance fish and wildlife and their habitats. Asan example, the Kilarc-Cow Creek Hydroelectric Project
consists of two separate facilities on Old Cow and South Cow Creeks in Shasta County, California. The
Cow Creek watershed is an important watershed for the recovery of Central Valley steelhead. On March
30, 2005, the Service signed an Agreement with Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), the
California Department of Fish and Game, and others. Under the Agreement, PG&E will not seek a new
FERC license for the Project but will continue operating it until the Project is decommissioned by FERC
Order. The Service is now collaborating with PG&E and other stakeholders in the preparation of a
Decommissioning Plan for the project. The Plan will ultimately result in restoration of instream habitat
for listed anadromous fish species in Old Cow and South Cow Creeks which are tributaries to the
Sacramento River.

« Ruby Pipeline Natural Gas Project - The Ruby Pipeline Project includes a 42-inch diameter, 677-
mile long, natura gas pipeine and associated facilities traversing public and private lands in Wyoming,
Utah, Nevada, and Oregon. The project would affect 19,354 acres of land comprised of eight upland
vegetation types with the majority comprised of sagebrush steppe (9,789 acres). In addition, up to 1,173
waterbodies would be crossed. The proposed action may affect several Service trust resources including
the federally-listed Lahontan cutthroat trout, candidate species Columbia spotted frog, and many species
of migratory birds. In Nevada, the project has the potential to affect the greater sage-grouse and pygmy
rabbit, both petitioned for listing under the Endangered Species Act. In an effort to avoid, minimize and
mitigate impacts to these species and others, Ruby Pipeline LLC has partnered with the Service and state
agencies to develop a package of conservation and mitigation plans. If fully implemented, the plans will
guide the development and operation of the project while minimizing impacts to fish, wildlife and habitat.

« Renewable Energy Action Team (REAT) - The Service has partnered with Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), Cdlifornia Department of Fish and Game, and California Energy Commission
(CEC) to form the Renewable Energy Action Team (REAT). The REAT is working cooperatively on
project planning and environmental compliance and is focusing both on current projects and on longer-
term planning for renewable energy projects in California. Examples of REAT Conservation Planning
Assistance activities include:
o Working with BLM on NEPA compliance issues in advance of section 7 consultation;
e Working with BLM and CEC on coordination of NEPA and CEQA to meet ARRA or
Department of Energy Loan Guarantee timeframes,
e Tracking progress of solar and wind energy projects with local governments and applicants;
o Developing Best Management Practices for renewable energy projects,
e Working with the California Public Utilities Commission and the California Independent System
Operators on issues related to proposed transmission interconnection to the electric grid;
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o Working with the military on issues related to projects that have effects on their operations, and;

o Developing a large-scale desert conservation strategy (the Desert Renewable Energy
Conservation Plan) to address siting of energy projects and impacts to listed species and native
ecosystems on both public and private lands.

REAT’ s work in critical in ensuring that we protect and conserve trust fish and wildlife resources while
meeting the Secretary’ s priority to grow the Nation’s capacity to produce renewable energy.

« [Ecosystem Restoration - Gulf Coast Ecosystem: The Service anticipates initiation of three
landscape-level planning approaches with increased FY 2012 funding. These may be in the Chenier Plain
and Deltaic Plain ecoregions of Louisiana and in coastal Mississippi. The exact definition of these
landscapes will depend, in part, on the direction and FY 2012 work plan priorities of the Coastal
Ecosystem Restoration Working Group.

. Ecosysem Restoration - Bay Delta Ecosystem: The Service will be able to engage early in
collaborative planning and problem-solving with federal and state agencies, as well as involved
stakeholders to expedite environmental reviews. The Service will provide expert conservation
recommendations for key water supply, water quality, and flood relief project actions associated with the
Federal Work Plan for the Bay Delta. Asaresult of this conservation investment at the request level, it is
estimated that up to 13 additional acres of wetlands, 246 acres of uplands, and 93 acres of marine/coastal
habitat will be protected or conserved by the Service.

Habitat Conservation - Conservation Planning Assistance - Performance Overview Table

Long
Change Term
2007 2008 2009 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | .M | Target
2011 to
2012
Actual Actual Actual | Actual Plan PB PB 2016
CSF 3.2 Number of non-
DOl riparian
(stream/shoreline) miles
managed or protected to -2
achieve desired 6,997 20,500 11,296 1,975 868 866 (-0.2%) 1,295
condition, including
through partnerships
(GPRA)
CSF Total
Actual/Projected $4,407 $4,813 $4,602 $3,443 $1,533 $1,549 $16 $2,317

Expenditures ($000)

CSF Program Total
Actual/ Projected $1,410 $1,683 $1,252 $1,132 $1,147 $1,162 $15 $1,162
Expenditures ($000)

Actual/Projected Cost

Per Mile (whole dollars) $630 $235 $407 $1,743 $1,766 $1,789 $23 $1,789
3.2.4 # of non-FWS

instream miles 1
protected/conserved 2,131 2,873 1,399 845 266 265 (-0.5%) 495
through technical '

assistance (GPRA)

3.2.5 # of non-FWS

riparian

(stream/shoreline) miles -1
protected/conserved 3,613 6,917 1,264 798 291 290 (-0.4%) 415

through technical
assistance (GPRA)
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Habitat Conservation - Conservation Planning Assistance - Performance Overview Table

2007

Actual

2008

Actual

2009

Actual

2010

Actual

2011

Plan

2012

PB

Change

from
2011 to
2012
PB

Long
Term

Target

2016

3.2.8 # of non-FWS
riparian
(stream/shoreline) acres
protected/conserved
through technical
assistance

10,768

30,435

24,674

6,138

9,825

9,825

0
(0.0%)

10,305

CSF 4.4 Number of non-
FWS wetland acres
managed or protected to
maintain desired
condition, including
acres managed or
protected through
partnerships (GPRA)

31,556,449

7,872,799

2,440,943

965,710

768,606

662,313

-106,293
(-13.8%)

580,612

CSF Total
Actual/Projected
Expenditures ($000)

$28,640

$37,147

$37,179

$37,045

$29,867

$26,072

($3,795)

$22,855

CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected
Expenditures ($000)

$3,602

$3,367

$2,721

$3,151

$3,191

$3,233

$42

$3,233

Actual/Projected Cost
Per Acre (whole dollars)

$1

$5

$15

$38

$39

$39

$1

$39

4.4.6 # of non-FWS
wetland acres
protected/conserved
through technical
assistance (GPRA)

90,927

82,038

72,262

119,788

14,638

14,640

2
(0.0%)

21,155

CSF 4.5 Number of non-
FWS upland acres
managed or protected to
maintain desired
condition, including
acres managed or
protected through
partnerships (GPRA)

18,041,177

9,789,286

486,816

180,252

76,194

76,197

3
(0.0%)

249,945

CSF Total
Actual/Projected
Expenditures ($000)

$12,526

$14,517

$13,842

$14,618

$6,260

$6,341

$81

$20,801

CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected
Expenditures ($000)

$3,068

$2,972

$2,482

$2,811

$2,848

$2,885

$37

$2,885

Actual/Projected Cost
Per Acre (whole dollars)

$1

$1

$28

$81

$82

$83

$1

$83

4.5.4 # of non-FWS
upland acres
protected/conserved
through technical
assistance (GPRA)

76,245

1,424,817

96,865

126,922

38,767

38,770

3
(0.0%)

249,945

Comments

2008 actual performance includes one million acres to implement Sage-Grouse Conservation
Strategy affecting core population areas on all State lands in Wyoming.
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Habitat Conservation - Conservation Planning Assistance - Performance Overview Table

Long
Change Term
2007 2008 2009 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | .M | Target
2011 to
2012
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB PB 2016
CSF 4.6 Number of non-
FWS coastal and marine
acres managed or
protected to maintain 0
desired condition, 99,961 581,699 131,156 | 101,706 | 12,415 12,415 (0.0%) 42,220
including acres managed
or protected through
partnerships (GPRA)
CSF Total
Actual/Projected $2,858 $4,239 $4,528 $4,931 $610 $618 $8 $2,100

Expenditures ($000)

CSF Program Total
Actual/ Projected $559 $602 $649 $656 $665 $674 $9 $674
Expenditures ($000)

Actual/Projected Cost

Per Acre (whole dollars) $29 $7 $35 $48 $49 $50 $1 $50
4.6.3 # of non-FWS
coastal/ marine acres 0

protected/ conserved 80,522 526,947 80,244 68,110 2,570 2,570
through technical
assistance (GPRA)

0.0%) 2,690

2008 actual performance includes 500,000 acres of deep-water acres from FWS collaboration

GRS with Corps of Engineers for large coastal mitigation bank.

84% 86% 90% 84% 78% 74%

0, 0,

4.7.5 % of requests for 613% | (31571 | (28881 | (25,958 | (18,686 | (18.700 | -6% | (20,610
technical assistance (57,316 of of of of of (-6.8%) of
completed 0f9.354) | 37507) | 33,566) | 28,996) | 22,343) | 24,000) 28,000)
4.7.8.1# of 1
transportation activities 851 1,928 1,783 1,439 939 940 (0.1%) 1,175
reviewed early =70
4.8.1 # of large-scale
landscape-level planning 71 447 368 429 200 200 0 290
and/or programmatic
approaches in progress
4.8.2 # of large-scale
landscape planning 1
and/or programmatic 121 370 693 104 105 (1.0%) 110
approaches completed
5.1.20 # of miles
stream/shoreline 1
reopened to fish 1,279 1,100 1,122 587 339 340 (0.4%) 315
passage
CSF 14.1 Energy (NOT
including ?y?jropowzr):
Percent of advance o o o 49% 51% 63% 64%
planning coordination 59% 53% 55% 2262 | (1,502 | (2665 | 12% (2,735
responses and (3é9§f7)0f (2469350)0" fo%ff of of of (23.9%) of
formal/informal biological ' ' ' 4,600) 2,933) 4,201) 4,290)
consultations provided in
a timely manner
CSF Total
Actual/Projected $2,909 $3,955 $3,940 $5,574 $3,749 $6,739 $2,990 $6,916
Expenditures ($000)
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Habitat Conservation - Conservation Planning Assistance - Performance Overview Table

Long
Change Term
2007 2008 2009 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | O™ | T4rget
2011 to 9
2012
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB PB 2016

CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected $1,321 $1,343 $1,089 $1,410 $1,428 $1,447 $19 $1,447
Expenditures ($000)

Actual/Projected Cost

Per Consultations (whole $741 $1,502 $1,713 $2,464 $2,496 $2,529 $33 $2,529

dollars)

14.1.5 % of energy 36%

activities (non- 31% 33% 40% (1,140 37% 38% 0% 43%

hydropower) streamlined | (1,127 of | (1,051 of | (1,108 of ! of (675 of | (745 of (0.4%) (815 of

through early 3,620) 3,152) 2,805) 3,167) 1,801) 1,980) ’ 1,890)

involvement '

CSF 14.2 Hydropower

Energy: Percent of

iggf‘?'?‘:goprﬁggggnses (5263% f (752‘;% f (6%%% f (4%75% f (2%77% f (25971% £l 0% (3%%5% f

: 0 o 0 0 o 0 o

g.“d formalfinformal 1,174) 1,343) 1,123) 693) 468) 512) (-0.4%) 719)
iological consultations

provided in a timely

manner

CSF Total

Actual/Projected $3,404 $4,663 $5,271 $5,111 $2,973 $3,282 $309 $4,128

Expenditures ($000)

CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected $3,267 $3,047 $2,992 $2,949 $2,988 $3,026 $38 $3,026
Expenditures ($000)

Actual/Projected Cost
Per Consultations (whole $6,268 $6,468 $8,785 $10,992 | $11,135 | $11,279 $144 $11,279
dollars)

14.2.5.1 # of hydropower | 4, 663 560 436 242 266 24 335
activities reviewed early (9.9%)

14.2.6 # of Hydropower

FERC license activities 8

streamlined through 113 228 205 112 8 86 (10.3%) 115
early involvement

14.2.7 # of Hydropower

FERC relicense activities 5

streamlined through 134 206 121 99 50 55 (10.0%) 90
early involvement

CSF 14.3 Water:

Percent of advanced o o
planning coordination 73% 57% 65% (fglfz 61% 61% o (5512’0
responses and (1,892 of | (1,283 of | (1,799 of ’of (841 of | (844 of © 4;’/0) ’of
formal/informal biological 2,587) 2,265) 2,761) 1,934) 1,385) 1,385) ’ 1,733)
consultations provided in ' '

a timely manner

CSF Total

Actual/Projected $3,307 $3,649 $3,5625 $4,167 $3,109 $3,160 $51 $4,194

Expenditures ($000)

CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected $670 $738 $727 $1,196 $1,212 $1,228 $16 $1,228
Expenditures ($000)

Actual/Projected Cost

Per Consultations (whole $1,748 $2,844 $1,959 $3,649 $3,696 $3,744 $48 $3,744
dollars)

14.3.5.1 # of water 3
supply/delivery activities 614 466 755 479 352 355 (0.9%) 360

reviewed early
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HABITAT CONSERVATION

Subactivity: Habitat Conservation
Program Element: Coastal Program

2012
Fixed Admin-
2010 Costs & | istrative Change
Enacted Related Cost Program Budget From
2010 /2011 Changes | Savings | Changes | Request | 2011 CR
Actual CR (+-) ) (+-) (+1-)
Coastal Program
($000) 15,931 15,931 -20 -225 -250 15,436 -495
ETE 69 69 -1 68 -1
Summary of 2012 Program Changes for Coastal Program
Request Component ($000) FTE
e  General Program Activities -1,000 -2
e  Ecosystem Restoration - Chesapeake Bay +500 0
o Ecosystem Restoration - Gulf Coast Ecosystem +250 1
Program Changes -250 -1
Internal Transfer — Office of the Science Advisor -32

Justification of 2012 Program Changes

The 2012 budget request for the Coasta Program is $15,436,000 and 68 FTE, a program change of
-$250,000 and -1 FTE from 2010 Enacted/2011 annualized Continuing Resol ution.

General Program Activities (-$1,000,000/-2 FTE)

The 2012 budget request eiminates $1.0 million not requested but added in 2010 by Congress for Coastal
Program general activities. The savings are being used to fund other priorities elsewhere in the President's
Budget. The Coastal Program will meet most of its accomplishment targets specified in the Regional
Step-down plan(s) portion of its Strategic Plan.

Ecosystem Restoration - Chesapeake Bay (+$500,000/+0 FTE)

The Chesapeake Bay watershed supports more than 2,700 plant and animal species, including numerous
federal trust species. The Chesapeake Bay Protection and Restoration Executive Order 13508 Strategy for
Protecting and Restoring the Chesapeake Bay Water shed called for the Service and other federal agencies
to develop a plan to achieve a healthy watershed supporting sustainable populations of fish and wildlife
resources. Additional funds will be targeted to meet the highest priority needs identified in the action
plan. These actions will be done in coordination with the North Atlantic and Appalachian Landscape
Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs).

The Coastal Program will expand direct technical and financial assistance in partnership with other
conservation stakeholders in the Chesapeake Bay watershed to restore, protect, and enhance fish and
wildlife habitats. The Service will help improve habitats for priority species though restoration and
management on and off Service lands. Priority habitatsin critical need of restoration have been identified
in the Nanticoke, Choptank, and Pocomoke, and James River watersheds in Maryland, Delaware, and
Virginia. The Service will use proven programs such as the Coasta Program to build sustainable
populations of priority trust species, such as the Delmarva fox squirrel, black duck and dwarf wedge
mussel.
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Ecosystem Restoration - Gulf Coast Ecosystem (+$250,000/+1 FTE)

The proposed increase will enhance Service capabilities to address the decline of coastal habitats in
Mississippi (MS) and Louisiana (LA), and contribute directly to designing and implementing an
accelerated Gulf Coast restoration program. Funding would be directed to protect and restore habitats for
priority at-risk species identified by the Service and its partnersin MS and LA, and will address priorities
of the Governors Action Plan for Healthy and Resilient Coasts developed by the Gulf of Mexico
Alliance; the Gulf Coast Joint Venture of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan; other local,
State, regional, national and international conservation plans, and species recovery plans. These funds
will directly contribute to and integrate with ecosystem and fish and wildlife trust resource restoration and
sustainability along the northern Gulf Coast.

Technical and financial assistance will be provided to local landowners and communities to implement
on-the-ground projects, enhance partnerships with the states and support conservation goals of many
active federal partners including Grand Bay and Mississippi Sandhill Crane National Wildlife Refuges;
Gulf of Mexico National Seashore; the lower Pearl River watershed/Devil’s Swamp watershed; and the
Grand Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve. The additional funds would enable the Coastal Program
to develop up to five new voluntary conservation partnership agreements that would restore or enhance up
to 200 acres of strategically targeted wetlands and up to two miles of stream habitat or shoreline. These
efforts will complement larger federa/state/local restoration efforts such as the Coastal Wetlands
Planning, Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA), and those being conducted by the Corps, EPA,
NOAA and others.

Program Overview

The Coastal Program works cooperatively with States, Tribes, governmental and non-governmental
organizations, industry, and private landowners to conserve our Nation's coastal trust resources. The
Program provides technical and financia assistance in 24 high-priority coastal areas in the form of cost
sharing with partnersin support of restoration and protection of coastal habitats.

The Coastal Program Vision is:

“...to effectively achieve voluntary coastal habitat conservation through financial and technical
assistance for the benefit of federal trust species, including threatened and endangered species,
migratory birds, inter-jurisdictional fish, certain marine mammals, and species of international
concern.”

The desired outcome is to increase the number of self-sustaining federal trust species populations. At
least four non-federal dollars are leveraged for every federal dollar spent.
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Costal Program National Summary Report
Fiscal Years (2002-2010)

Acres by Habitat Type

Habitat Type Acres Percent of Total
Upland 749,510.37 acres 4.99%
Wetland 14,260,405.18 acres 95.01%

Acres by Habitat Type
14000000~ [

Acres by Habitat Type (%)
12000000~
10000000
8000000
6000000-
4000000
2000000-

Wetland (85.01%) —

Upland (4.99%)

749,510 . 14,260,405
Uplénd Wetland

Miles by Habitat Type

Habitat Type Miles Percent of Total
River 127.512 miles 21.59%
Shoreline 297.73 miles 50.41%
Stream Channel  165.373 miles 28%

Miles by Habitat Type

250 Miles by Habitat Type (%)
200-
150
100+
Shoreline (50.41%)

50-

127 297 165

River Shoreline  Stream Channel
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Partner Leveraging

Partner Funds FWS Funds Partner Leveraging
$268,352,239  $10,860,121 2,471%

Partngr Funds vs. FWS Funds (%)

250000000
225000000
200000000
175000000
150000000
125000000 Pariner Funds (36.11%
100000000
75000000
50000000

25000000+ | 9eg asn oag 10,860,121

—FW3 Funds (3.89%)

|

Partner Funds FWS Funds

Strategic Habitat Conservation — Through the Coastal Program, the Service will continue to deliver on-
the-ground projects through active coordination and strong partnerships with governmental and non-
governmental organizations and private citizens. For example, the Program collaborates with the
National Wildlife Refuge System and the Environmental Protection Agency’s National Estuary programs
on habitat restoration and protection efforts. In addition, the Program supports federa trust species
recovery, migratory bird and waterfowl management plans, migratory bird and waterfowl management
plans, and State Wildlife Action Plans. The Program also directly supports the implementation of the
National Coral Reef Action Strategy through
planning assstance, public outreach and
education, and the National Policy for the | The Coastal Program continues to achieve its mission and
Ocean, COGS[S, and Great Lakes, including contrib_ute to st_rategic habitat conservation plans in priority
. . . estuarine areas via performance-based management.
coastal and marine spatial planning.

Use of Cost and Performance Information

e The Coastal program is operating under a 5-year Strategic

PR Plan developed with stakeholder input that defines outcome-
The Coastal Program supports America’s
Great Outdoors b}? COHSEYV?EQ and restori ng based program priorities, goals, and performance targets.
critica habitat that will ensure that fish and ¢ Annual project selection is directing program resources to
wildlife populations are sustained for the Enesf_wnhl? dprlo?ty geogra_phlc focus areas to maximize
enefits to federal trust species.

benefit of current and future generations of P
Americans. Co||ab0rating with State . ::r: an effort tot_ improvet inforfr_nati;)n shartirr:g, the t?gaSt?jl

: . . . rogram  continues to  fine-tune e web-base
agencies, Tribes, prlvatelanQOwners, mdUStry’ accomplishment reporting system (Habitat Information
and other federa agencies, the Coasta Tracking System).
Program is reconnecting Americans with
nature by maintaining long-standing hunting and fishing traditions. The Coastal Program al so works with
National Wildlife Refuges to conserve and enhance the habitats at the refuges, which allows the public to
experience the fish, wildlife, and plant resources and habitats found in the world's premier system of
public lands and waters.
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The Coastal Program will work with Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) to provide a
framework for landscape-scale conservation delivery and to implement coastal habitat conservation
strategies that benefit conservation and recovery of Federal trust species. The Coastal Program will work
with LCCsto devel op tools and restoration strategies that can be transferred to non-Service land stewards
and habitat conservation practitioners.

The Coastal Program is committed to addressing the growing threat to coastal ecosystems from habitat
degradation. Working with the LCCs and our partners, the Coastal Program will promote ecosystem
adaptation and enhance the resiliency of coastal ecosystems to the effects of sea-level rise and flooding,
habitat fragmentation, and greenhouse gases. The Coastal Program will design projects, such as marsh
restoration and living shordlines that will mitigate the effects of sea-level rise and protect coastal habitats.
The Coastal Program will also support projects that prevent and reduce habitat fragmentation (including
control of invasive species) to maintain habitat connectivity and facilitate fish and wildlife movements
and migration. The Coastal Program will also support projects that provide carbon sequestration through
restoration of wetlands and uplands.

Coastal Barrier Resources Act Program

The Service's responsibilities under the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) have traditionally been
delivered through the Coastal Program. The CBRA seeks to conserve coastal habitats by restricting
federal funding that encourages development, thereby reducing the intensity of development, in hurricane
prone and biologically sensitive areas that provide essential spawning, nesting, nursery, and feeding
habitat for a variety of fish and wildlife species. The Service is responsible for determining whether
properties are located within the Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS), consulting with federal
agencies regarding projects proposed in the CBRS, and preparing draft digital maps for consideration by
Congress that update and correct existing maps. In FY 2012, the Service will begin to transition CBRA
administration from the Coastal Program to the Nationa Wetlands Inventory. The purpose of this
transition is to: (1) maximize the use of Coasta Program funds for on-the-ground conservation and
restoration efforts in light of climate change and sealevel rise and (2) identify and capitalize on
efficiencies by integrating CBRA and NWI mapping and technical capabilities. The results of this
transition will be described in the President’ s proposed budget for fiscal year 2013.

2012 Program Performance

In FY 2012, the Coastal Program will continue to direct resources to projects within priority geographic
focus areas identified in regional strategic plans. Project selection is guided by strategic conservation
plans of coastal communities, eco-regional plans, and strategies of coastal States and prominent non-
governmental organizations. The Coastal Program will continue to provide valuable technical assistance
to strategic habitat conservation planning within the Service and federa agency community. Lastly, a key
issue for the Coastal Program is to engage stakeholders and partners in developing strategic responses to
various predicted sea-level rise scenarios. Guided by these projections, in FY 2012 the Coastal Program
overal plans to restore approximately 4,700 acres of wetlands, 5,700 acres of uplands, 18 miles of
riparian corridor, and remove 27 barriers to fish passage. Assistance to communities will help
permanently protect 6,100 acres of wetlands, 3,100 acres of uplands, and 19 miles of riparian and stream
habitat through landowner and cooperative agreements.

This work will occur in priority geographic focus areas such as the as the Chesapeake Bay region, the
Lower Columbia River Focus Area in Oregon, the Lower Detroit River Focus Area in Michigan, and the
Coastal Kodiak Island Archipelago Focus Areain Alaska.
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In the State of Maryland, the Coasta Program is
working with the U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Nationd  Oceanic and  Atmospheric
Administration, U. S. Department of Agriculture -
Natura Resources Conservation Service, Maryland
Department of Natural Resources, and American Rivers
to identify and prioritize dam removals and fish passage
projects. Dams and other fish passage barriers block the
spawning migration of commercial and recreational fish,
including American eel, American shad, river herring,
and resident fish. This partnership will result in
restoration projects that will reopen critical fish habitat in
the Chesapeake Bay watershed. This strategic planning
effort supports America's Great Outdoors by promoting community-based recreatl on and conservation,
and creating aquatic habitat connectivity.

In Clatsop County, Oregon, the Coastal Program
worked with the Lower Columbia River Estuary Program
to implement a habitat restoration project on Perkins
Creek, a tributary of the Skipanon River, which is
approximately four miles in length. The project sites are
tidally-influenced and provide valuable spawning and |G
rearing habitats for threatened and endangered fish. This |gse
project aims to restore fish passage; wetland and riparian
habitats for endangered salmonids on private lands near
permanently protected property owned by the National
Park Service; and to restore and enhance tidaly
influenced wetlands and spruce swamp, a rare habitat type in the Lower Columbia River region. The
project will benefit Coho Salmon, steelhead, coastal cutthroat trout, and western brook lamprey.

The Coastal Program is conducting a wetland restoration
project on a 155-acre parcel located in M onroe County,
Michigan that was acquired by the US Fish and Wildlife
Service in 2003. This property includes 70 acres of
agricultural fields adjacent to Lake Erie, in the Lower
Detroit River Focus Area. The fields have been diked
on three sides to keep lake water out and are artificially
drained with tiles and ditches that must be pumped to
facilitate agricultural production. The Coastal Program
restored wetland functions to 44.8 acres on this site by
removing drain tiles and constructing a low-level berm
to restore hydrology and to prevent flooding off-site
properties. A water control structure was installed in the
berm to facilitate wetland management. The wetland will be managed to promote the establishment of
native wetland plants to provide high quality habitat for resident and migratory waterfowl and to control
the invasion of invasive species such as Phragmites, as well as enhance 30 acres of adjacent emergent
wetland on Lake Erie/Swan Creek bottomland by controlling undesirable runoff.
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Afognhak Island, Alaska has long been recognized as a unique
ecosystem, consisting of superb coastal, terrestrial, and riparian
habitat supporting abundant wildlife, including many threatened,
endangered, and candidate species and species of special concern
under the federal Endangered Species Act. The lakes and streams
aong the north coast of the idand in the Coastal Kodiak Island
Archipelago Focus Area support anadromous and resident fish
populations, and its Sitka spruce coastal rainforests provide excellent
habitat for Kodiak brown bear, Roosevelt elk, and Sitka black-tailed
deer. The Coastal Program is collaborating with American Land
Conservancy, Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, Afognak Joint
Venture, State of Alaska, Exxon Valdez Trustees and Uyak &
Uganik Natives, Inc., to build upon previous land protection
successes on Afognak Island. The partnership is working toward
protection of coastal resources on Perenosa, Delphin, Discoverer and
Paramanof Bays. Targeted resources include remote coastling,
wetland and rainforest, pristine wild salmon spawning streams,
sheltered bays, and ideal habitat for marbled murrelets, harlequin duck, pigeon guillemot, numerous
marine mammals, herring, wintering sea ducks, Kodiak brown bear, and Roosevelt elk.

Ecosystem Restoration - Chesapeake Bay

The Coastal Program will expand technical and financial assistance in partnership with other conservation
stakeholders in the Chesapeake Bay watershed to restore, protect, and enhance fish and wildlife habitats.
At the request level, the Program will restore 15 miles of riparian habitat and stream/shoreline miles, 4
acres of uplands, and 375 acres of wetlands and through voluntary partnerships permanently protect 750
acres of wetland and 600 acres of uplands.

Ecosystem Restoration - Gulf Coast Ecosystem

The Service proposes to increase the capacity of the Coastal Program along the centra coast of the Gulf
of Mexico to deliver targeted habitat conservation in high priority resource areas that are currently
underserved. The central Gulf coast contains some of the world's most diverse and productive
ecosystems including a large percentage of the Nation’'s estuaries, barrier islands, and fresh and saltwater
marshes. This area provides valuable coasta habitat and a critical stopover for hundreds of species of
neotropical migratory birds, wading and shorebirds, and large populations of wintering waterfowl.
Fragile barrier islands protect submerged vegetation that is recognized as the most critical nursery
grounds for the Gulf of Mexico fishery. These barrier islands, inland bays, and coastal flatlands provide
essential habitat for numerous threatened and endangered species such as the Alabama beach mouse,
Mississippi sandhill crane, woodstork, Alabamared bellied turtle, Gulf sturgeon and sea turtles. Projects
will address priorities of the Governor’s Action Plan for Healthy and Resilient Coasts developed by the
Gulf of Mexico Alliance, the Gulf Coast Joint Venture of the North American Waterfowl Management
Plan, and other local, state, regional, national and international conservation plans, and species recovery
plans. Technical and financial assistance will be provided to local landowners and communities to
implement on-the-ground projects that would restore or enhance up to 200 acres of strategically targeted
wetlands and two miles of stream habitat. These funds will aso enhance partherships with the states and
support conservation goals of many active Federal partners including Mississippi Sandhill Crane National
Wildlife Refuge, Gulf of Mexico National Seashore and the Weeks Bay National Estuarine Research
Reserve.
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Coastal Barrier Resources Act Program

In 2011, the Servicefinalized a Digital Mapping Pilot Project that created final recommended maps for 70
CBRA units and an accompanying report to Congress. In 2012 the Service will use existing base funds to
focus on increasing the efficiency of our general CBRA administration. The Service will not produce any
additional draft mapsin 2012.

Habitat Conservation - Coastal Programs - Performance Overview Table

Long
Change Term
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 from | rarget
2011 to 9
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB 2oL 2016
Performance Goal PB

CSF 3.1 Number of non-DOI
riparian (stream/shoreline)

miles restored, including 2
through partnerships, as 1,522 9,796 11,054 3,334 614 616 n/a

A (0.3%)
specified in plans or
agreements that involve DOI
(GPRA)
CSF Total Actual/Projected $39,761 | $48,748 | $457347 | $48,773 | $9,102 | $9,248 $146 n/a

Expenditures ($000)

CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected $567 $832 $1,057 $1,550 $1,570 $1,591 $21 n/a
Expenditures ($000)

Actual/Projected Cost Per

Mile (whole dollars) $26,131 $4,976 $4,102 $14,630 $14,821 $15,013 $192 n/a

3.1.2 # of non-FWS riparian
(stream/shoreline) miles
restored, including through 123 98 35 46 18 18
partnerships - CoastProg
(GPRA)

0

(1.4%) n/a

CSF 3.2 Number of non-DOI
riparian (stream/shoreline)
miles managed or protected
to achieve desired condition, -2
including through 6,997 20,500 11,296 1,975 868 866 (-0.2%) n/a
partnerships, as specified in

plans or agreements that
involve DOI (GPRA)

CSF Total Actual/Projected

Expenditures ($000) $4,407 $4,813 $4,602 $3,443 $1,533 $1,549 $16 n/a

CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected $65 $44 $28 $41 $41 $42 $1 n/a
Expenditures ($000)

Actual/Projected Cost Per

Mile (whole dollars) $630 $235 $407 $1,743 $1,766 $1,789 $23 n/a
3.2.1 # of non-FWS riparian

(stream/shoreline) miles 0

protected through voluntary 19 38 91 sl 19 19 (1.6%) n/a

partnerships (GPRA)
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HABITAT CONSERVATION

Habitat Conservation - Coastal Programs - Performance Overview Table

Performance Goal

2007

Actual

2008

Actual

2009

Actual

2010

Actual

2011

Plan

2012

PB

Change

from
2011 to
2012
PB

Long
Term

Target

2016

CSF 4.3 Number of non-FWS
coastal and marine acres
restored, including acres
restored through
partnerships, as specified in
management plans or
agreements that involve FWS
(GPRA)

55,175

51,174

85,925

80,128

12,245

12,248

3
(0.0%)

n/a

CSF Total Actual/Projected
Expenditures ($000)

$8,346

$13,673

$13,409

$16,884

$2,614

$2,648

$34

n/a

CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected
Expenditures ($000)

$6,225

$6,797

$7,073

$8,421

$8,531

$8,641

$110

n/a

Actual/Projected Cost Per
Acre (whole dollars)

$151

$267

$156

$211

$213

$216

$3

n/a

4.3.1 # of non-FWS
coastal/marine wetlands
acres enhanced/ restored
through voluntary
partnerships (includes acres
treated for invasives & now
restored) (GPRA)

41,781

35,958

17,130

10,384

4,758

4,758

n/a

4.3.2 # of non-FWS
coastal/marine upland acres
enhanced!/ restored through
voluntary partnerships
(includes acres treated for
invasives & now restored)
(GPRA)

13,394

10,930

8,972

10,427

5,742

5,742

n/a

CSF 4.6 Number of non-FWS
coastal and marine acres
managed or protected to
maintain desired condition,
including acres managed or
protected through
partnerships, as specified in
management plans or
agreements that involve FWS
(GPRA)

99,961

581,699

131,156

101,706

12,415

12,415

n/a

CSF Total Actual/Projected
Expenditures ($000)

$2,858

$4,239

$4,528

$4,931

$610

$618

$8

n/a

CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected
Expenditures ($000)

$1,535

$1,844

$1,906

$2,215

$2,244

$2,273

$29

n/a

Actual/Projected Cost Per
Acre (whole dollars)

$29

$7

$35

$48

$49

$50

$1

n/a

4.6.1 # of non-FWS
coastal/marine wetlands
acres protected through
voluntary partnerships
(GPRA)

11,638

46,214

16,598

17,711

6,105

6,105

n/a
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Habitat Conservation - Coastal Programs - Performance Overview Table

Long
Change Term
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 from | rarget
2011 to 9
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB 2oL 2016
Performance Goal PB
4.6.2 # of non-FWS
coastal/marine upland acres 7,801 8,538 34314 | 15,301 3,177 3,177 0 n/a

protected through voluntary
partnerships (GPRA)

Past performance provides no assurances of future performance. Future performance may vary
materially from prior periods due to a number of risk factors including weather and the voluntary

SulIZIS involvement of landowners and other cooperators. Cost figures may not reflect all the costs

required to restore wetlands, uplands, or riparian habitat.
) 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12%

4.6.5 Cumulative % of CBRA (369,158 (362,063 (366,851 (366,851 (366,851 (366,851 0% n/a

areas with draft digital maps of of of of of of
3,112,691) | 3,112,691) | 3,112,691) | 3,112,691) | 3,112,691) | 3,112,691)

5.1.17 # of fish barriers

removed or installed - 11 39 34 28 27 27 0 n/a

Coastal
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Subactivity: Habitat Conservation
Program Element: National Wetlands Inventory

2012
Fixed Admin-
2010 Costs & | istrative Change
Enacted Related Cqst Program Budget From
2010 /2011 Changes | Savings | Changes | Request | 2011 CR
Actual CR (+/-) () (+-) (+1-)
National Wetlands
Inventory ($000) 5,643 5,643 -45 -110 -250 5,238 -405
FTE 18 18 18
Summary of 2011 Program Changes for National Wetlands Inventory
Request Component ($000) FTE
e  General Program Activities -250 0
Program Changes -250 0
Internal Transfer —Office of the Science Advisor -48

Justification of 2012 Program Changes

The 2011 budget request for National Wetlands Inventory is $5,238,000 and 18 FTE, a net program
change of -$250,000 and -0 FTE from the annualized 2010 Enacted/2011 annualized Continuing
Resolution.

General Program Activities (-$250,000/-0 FTE)

The 2012 budget request eliminates $250,000 added in 2010 by Congress for the National Wetlands
Inventory and further reduces the Program for DOI-wide changes and transfers. The proposed reduction
would reduce the production of current geospatial habitat information to guide the conservation and
stewardship of the Nation’s wetlands and aquatic species by 14.2 million acres, 25 percent of the data
expected in FY 2011. Loss of funds will impact the ability to provide quality control for partner-
contributed data, maintain state-of-the-art data distribution for 60 million data requests, and manage
cooperative agreements. Digital wetlands data comprise the foundation of geographically-targeted
wetland assessment and change studies for fish, wildlife, and federal lands planning and management
(including sea-level rise, drought, and flood adaptation through Landscape Conservation Cooperatives),
infrastructure and energy devel opment, American Great Outdoor initiatives, and emergency preparedness.

Habitat Conservation - National Wetlands Inventory - Performance Change Table

Program Program
Change Change
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 | Accruing ACC{;"“Q
. Out-
et e ol Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB in 2012 years
CSF 4.1 Number of non-
FWS wetland acres
restored, including acres
restored through -134,682
partnerships, as 559,947 974,658 458,713 363,141 415,744 281,062 (-32.4%) n/a
specified in management
plans or agreements that
involve FWS (GPRA)
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CSF Total Actual/
Projected Expenditures $36,921 $44,848 $48,479 $47,550 $55,146 $37,766 ($17,380) n/a
($000)

CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected $1,456 $1,292 $1,847 $1,677 $1,699 $1,721 $22 n/a
Expenditures ($000)

Actual/Projected Cost

Per Acre (whole dollars) $66 $46 $106 $131 $133 $134 $1 n/a
4.1.10 % of up-to-date

digital wetlands data

produced for the nation 2.4% 1.4% 1.7% 0.9% 2.4% 1.8% 0.6%

to Improve Information (56 of (32 of (39 of (21 of (56 of (42 of (_25' 3%) n/a
Base, Information 2,324) 2,324) 2,324) 2,324) 2,325) 2,324) '

Management and
Technical Assistance

The proposed reduction will decrease the amount of current, refined wetland map updating by about
Comments 25%, challenging our initiative to work with partners to complete and update the nation, as the Service
concentrates on higher priorities. Acres in millions.

The program also supports many other Service goals in habitat, fisheries, migratory birds, marine

Comments .
mammals, endangered species, etc.

Coastal saltmarsh, Parker River National Wildlife Refuge. Kelly Fike, FWS

Program Overview

Wetlands are the cornerstone of the Nation's most ecologically and economically important ecosystems,
which benefit fish, wildlife, and people. Emerging conservation issues such as sea-level rise, storm
flooding, drought, infrastructure development, energy development and species and habitat declines, are
driving the need for wetlands digital datain this geospatial age. The Emergency Wetlands Resources Act
of 1986 directs the Service to map our nation’s wetlands and deepwater habitats, distribute the data, and
produce scientific reports on the status and trends of wetlands. The National Wetlands Inventory has
produced digital wetlands maps for about 64 percent of the nation. The Inventory provides Federal, state,
tribal, and local governments and the public with contemporary map and scientific data over the Internet
that is widely used to help identify, conserve, and restore wetland resources across the American
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landscape. The Inventory also prepares periodic national
wetlands status and trends reports; the last such anaysis
was completed in 2010. These reports serve as abasis for
federal wetlands policy.

The Inventory supports Service and Departmental
priorities regarding fisheries, wildlife, and habitat
conservation by providing updated geospatial data
produced by the Inventory and contributing partners.
These data, combined with other biological information,
support the Service's Strategic Habitat Conservation and
help resource managers and decision-makers guide,

Use of Cost and Performance Information

The Inventory has capitalized on changing
technology to upgrade its Wetlands Mapper,
greatly increasing performance and delivering
data at low cost for 60 million data requests.

The Inventory is exploring cost-sharing
strategies to facilitate and accelerate the
completion of updated digital maps for the
wetlands layer of the National Spatial Data
Infrastructure. In 2010, NWI used appropriated
funding and coordination at the regional and
national level, to leverage an additional $0.6
million in contributed funds and $1.4 million in
products or services contributed by partners to

prioritize, and assess species recovery, wildlife
management, and wetland restoration and conservation.
The Inventory is integrating with Landscape Conservation Cooperatives by using its technical expertise
and capabilities, and devel oping projects, to support LCC efforts.

produce or digitize data for the wetlands layer

The Service's modernized Internet mapping services and state-of -
the-art geospatial data continue to address growing demands for
updated digital wetlands data and habitat assessments. The Service
uses an upgraded wetlands mapper, deployed in FY 2010, which
allows users to quickly zoom into geographic areas of the country to
access wetlands data. This mapper is accessible through the
program’s website, which is accessed over 60 million times each
year. Under OMB Circular A-16, the Service is responsible for
coordinating, acquiring, maintaining, managing, and distributing the
wetlands layer of the National Spatial Data Infrastructure (NSDI).

- The wetlands layer is a maor component of Department’s
geospatlal I|ne of bus ness portfolio and E-government through the Geospatial One-Stop initiative, the
National Map, and Data.Gov. The economic vitality and quality of life in local communities is enhanced
by the use of nationally consistent map products as powerful tools to plan and fast track needed
development (including energy) projects in ways that minimize environmental impacts.

The Inventory is guided by a Strategic Plan that supports the Department’ s mission to protect and manage
the Nation's natural resources and provide scientific and other information about those resources,
contributing data to enable the Department to address four of the five mission areas (Provide Natural and
Cultura Resource Protection and Experiences, Sustainably Manage Energy, Water, and Natural
Resources; Advance Government-to-Government Relations with Indian Nations; and Provide a Scientific
Foundation for Decison Making). The Plan is being updated to address Service and Departmental
strategic plans or mandates and OMB requirements, including the need for data and data analysis to
support LCC priorities, sea-level rise, and energy development. A draft five-year plan was developed in
FY 2010 that will be formally adopted in FY 2011. In addition, in FY 2012, the Service will begin to
transition the administration of the Coastal Barriers Resource Act (CBRA) from the Coastal Program to
the National Wetlands Inventory. The purpose of this transition is to: (1) maximize the use of Coastal
Program funds for on-the-ground conservation and restoration effortsin light of sea-level rise and other
environmental impacts; and (2) and enhance, identify and capitalize on efficiencies provided by
integrating CBRA and NWI mapping and technical capabilities. The results of this transition will be
described in the President’ s proposed budget for fiscal year 2013.

The strategic outcome achieved by the Inventory is to provide mission-critical habitat information in
state-of-the-art digital formats to guide the conservation and stewardship of the Nation's wetlands and
aquatic resources for the benefit of the American people. Program restructuring has aligned the Inventory
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to more efficiently and effectively support Service, Departmental, and national priorities. Digita
wetlands data comprise the foundation of geographically targeted wetland assessment and change studies
and modeling for resource planning and management, infrastructure development, and emergency
preparedness. NWI has gotten where it is today with the contributions of over 100 partner agencies or
organizations. In FY 2012 and beyond, partnerships will be more vita than ever to completing and
maintaining a national wetlands inventory.

FWS Wetlands Data - Status

Status of Data

Digital Data
Non-Digital

B scan

, = B
el =

Puerto Ricoand =
the Virgin Islands

September 2010

2012 Program Performance

The Inventory will strategically produce updated digital data in priority geographic areas. The focus of
this continuing effort is to enable the program to assist in preparing for and reacting to environmental
changes. Wetlands data will be produced and analyzed to complement Service strategic habitat
conservation initiatives that plan for environmental change and its effects on fish and wildlife resources.
In particular, the Inventory will support “landscape conservation cooperatives,” or networks of expertise
shared with partners in conservation. These partnerships with members of the conservation community
will build shared capacities to plan, design and deliver conservation among multiple spatial scales. The
Service' s digital wetlands data will be an integral component of geospatial analyses and modeling at the
landscape level.

The Service will maintain its capabilities for handling and distributing geospatial data. This includes
incorporating, and conducting quality control of data contributed by non-federa partners. The Service
will continue its leadership role as chair of the wetlands subcommittee of the Federal Geographic Data
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Committee in development of the wetlands layer of the NSDI. The Service estimates there will be
seamless digital wetlands data available on-line for about 68 percent of the nation by the end of FY 2011,
an increase of one percent over FY 2010. Additionally, the Inventory will modernize and update
wetlands data for 1.8 percent of the nation. These efforts will support real-time access for resource
management decision-making. The Inventory will produce approximately five reports documenting the
status and change in wetlands in key areas. In addition, the program will continue to train outside
organizations on the national standards for wetlands classification and mapping, assist natural resource
planners in using and analyzing wetlands digital data, and examine the technology to make wetlands
mapping and data delivery more efficient and cost effective.

The Service has developed and maintains a close working relationship with the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGYS), Office of Water Information. The Service's National Standards and Support Team (NSST)
partners with USGS staff who assist with emerging technologies, geographic information science and
database management. The NSST will continue to ddliver the wetlands layer of the NSDI, and respond to
over 60 million online requests. The number of customers and data contributors continues to grow as the
Service adds additional areas of coverage to the Wetlands Mapper. The program will continue to
emphasi ze cooperator coordination, quality control review, and data stewardship.

Habitat Conservation - National Wetlands Inventory - Performance Overview Table

Long
Change Term
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 ey Target
2011 to 9
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB 2012 PB 2016
CSF 4.1 Number of non-
FWS wetland acres
restored, including acres
restored through -134,682
partnerships, as specified 559,947 974,658 458,713 363,141 415,744 281,062 (-2.4%) 447,693

in management plans or
agreements that involve
FWS (GPRA)

CSF Total Actual/Projected

Expenditures ($000) $36,921 $44,848 $48,479 $47,550 $55,146 $37,766 ($17,380) $60,156

CSF Program Total
Actual/Projected $1,456 $1,292 $1,847 $1,677 $1,699 $1,721 $22 $1,721
Expenditures ($000)

Actual/Projected Cost Per

Acre (whole dollars) $66 $46 $106 $131 $133 $134 $1 $134

4.1.10 % of up-to-date

dlrgl(tjilcvggtg??ﬁed:;%on to 2.4% . 1.7% 0.9% 2.4% 1.8% 1.4%

|pm rove Information Base (56 of (32 of (39 of (21 of (56 of (42 of -0.6% (32 of
p ’ 2,324) 2,324) 2,324) 2,324) 2,325) 2,324) 2,324)

Information Management
and Technical Assistance
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Habitat Conservation - National Wetlands Inventory - Performance Overview Table

Long
Change Term
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 s Target
2011 to 9
Actual Actual Actual Actual Plan PB 2012 PB 2016

Comments

The proposed reduction will decrease the amount of current, refined wetland map updating by about
25%, challenging our initiative to work with partners to complete and update the nation, as the
Service concentrates on higher priorities. Acres in millions. Long term target reduction reflects the
estimate of the impact of NWI's assumption of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) program in
FY 2013, which is currently funded by the Coastal Program.

4.1.11 Cumulative % of
acres with digital data
available

55.7% 57.5% 61.0% 63.9% 67.0% 68.0% 70.0%
(1,294 of | (1,336 of | (1,418 of | (1,486 of | (1,556 of | (1,580 of 1.0% (1,627 of
2,324) 2,324) 2,324) 2,324) 2,325) 2,324) 2,324)

Comments

Cumulative Total estimated increase is primarily from partner funding to digitize existing NWI
hardcopy maps; another 13% of the nation is awaiting funding to be made available online, on-
demand for businesses, the public, and those States, Tribes, and local agencies currently lacking
wetlands geospatial data for decision-making for clean water, wildlife and fish habitat conservation,
storm-loss prevention, and energy, infrastructure, and community development.

4.1.12 Cumulative % of
acres with digital maps 10
years old or less

5.1% 5.9% 6.9% 7.8% 8.5% 8.3% 9.8%
(118 of (136 of (160 of (181 of (198 of (193 of -0.2% (228 of
2,324) 2,324) 2,324) 2,324) 2,325) 2,324) 2,324)

Comments

More data are estimated to age out of the category than will be added. Target is 100%, with all data
updated at a minimum of every ten years, or more often as needed.

4.1.13 # of professionals
trained by NWI

355
547 583 293 109 145 500 (244.8%) 500

Comments

NWI is developing online training to encourage and enable partnerships for increased data
contributions to leverage existing funding.

4.1.14 # of
scientific/technical reports
produced for the nation by
NWI

-9

13 18 19 9 18 9 (-50.0%)

Comments

NWI will be producing fewer reports for fewer funded projects. Long term target reduction reflects
NWI's assumption of the CBRA program in FY 2013.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINANTS

Activity: Ecological Services
Subactivity: Environmental Contaminants

2012
Fixed Admin- Change
Costs & istrative from
2010 Related Cost Program 2011
2010 Enacted/ Changes Savings Changes Budget CR
Actual 2011 CR (+/-) (+/-) (+/-) Request (+/-)
Environmental
Contaminants ($000) 13,987 13,987 +4 -271 +105 13,825 -162
FTE 91 91 1 92 +1
Summary of 2012 Program Changes for Environmental Contaminants
Request Component ($000) FTE
. Everglades Ecosystem Restoration +175 1
. Chesapeake Bay Ecosystem Restoration +180 1
. Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration +250 1
. General Program Activities -500 -2
Program Changes +105 1
Internal Transfer — Office of the Science Advisor -28 0

Justification of 2012 Program Changes
The 2012 budget request for Environmental Contaminants is $13,825,000 and 92 FTE, a net program
change of -$162,000 and +1 FTE from the 2010 Enacted/2011 annualized Continuing Resolution.

Ever glades Ecosystem Restoration (+$175,000/+1 FTE)

The Environmenta Contaminants Program provides critica technical assistance in the effort to restore the
Everglades. Restoration will benefit wading birds and other wildlife by transforming thousands of acres
of former agricultura lands into healthy wetlands. It has, however, the potentia to unearth buried
contaminants, historically used to maximize crop yield that can harm bald eagles, wood storks, and other
wildlife. This funding will enable the Contaminants Program to identify potential problems, apply the
science needed to make sound management decisions, and ensure that the Everglades restoration effort
maximizes its contribution to ecosystem-level conservation, improving conditions across thousands of
acres of habitat.

Chesapeake Bay Ecosystem Restoration (+$180,000/+1 FTE)

With this funding the Service will monitor potential contaminant discharges from accelerated natura gas
extraction and development in the Chesapeake Bay’'s key estuaries and marshes. As called for in
Executive Order 13508 Strategy for Protecting and Restoring the Chesapeake Bay Watershed, the
program will also investigate declines in fish populations due to endocrine disruptors (e.g., intersex fish),
and the impacts of nutrient loading from non-point sources such as agricultura fields and urban
watersheds. The work would be coordinated with the Chesapeake Bay Program’s Science, Technical
Analysis and Reporting (STAR) team.

Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration (+$250,000/+1 FTE)

With this funding the Service will address contaminant issues that adversely impact fish and wildlife trust
resources along the Gulf Coast of Louisiana and Mississippi. These issuesinclude the ongoing effects of:
hazardous materials and toxic chemicals released from facilities destroyed by Hurricanes Katrina and
Rita; oil and hazardous waste spills such as the Deepwater Horizon Spill; waste disposal from large swine
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rearing facilities; overflows from municipal sewerage treatment plants, non-point source run-off;
connecting the Mississippi River to its historic floodplain to improve habitat, and the potential
contaminant issues associated with the proposed Gulf Coast hurricane protection and ecosystem
restoration efforts (e.g., evaluating and improving the use of dredge materials for restoration activities).
The Service will also contribute directly to designing and implementing an accelerated Gulf Coast
restoration program.

General Program Activities (-$500,000/-2 FTE)

In FY2010, Congress provided $500,000 for the Environmental Contaminants (EC) General Program
Activities. The additional funding was used to prevent trust resources from being exposed to hazardous
levels of contaminants and to assess the effects of contaminants on resources already exposed. For
example, a portion of these funds supported two additional Off-Refuge investigations designed to address
the interactions between climate-related ecological changes and environmental contaminants. This
funding also helped EC Biologists work on the large accumulation of uncompleted contaminant related
endangered species consultations. These funds will not be requested in FY 2012.

Environmental Contaminants - Performance Change Table

Performance
Goal

2007

Actual

2008

Actual

2009

Actual

2010

Actual

2011

Plan

2012

PB

Program
Change

Accruing

in 2012

Program

Change
Accruing
in
Out-
years

CSF 24
Number of FWS
wetland acres
managed or
protected to
maintain
desired
condition as
specified in
management
plans (GPRA)

21,624,566

32,194,867

32,087,460

32,069,571

32,231,040

32,231,040

n/a

CSF Total
Actual/Projected
Expenditures
($000)

$88,702

$96,670

$101,940

$103,941

$105,822

$107,198

$1,376

n/a

CSF Program
Total
Actual/Projected
Expenditures
($000)

$23

$7

$20

$32

$33

$33

$0

n/a

Actual/Projected
Cost Per Acre
(whole dollars)

$4

$3

$3

$3

$3

$3

$0

n/a

2.4.5 # of FWS
wetland acres
managed or
protected
through
contaminant
actions

6,019,590

13,821,443

2,699,337

2,632,976

2,353,397

2,534,397

181,000
(7.7%)

n/a

Comments

The funding increase for two Ecosystem Restoration projects, the Everglades and the Gulf Coast, will result
in 1,000 of the additional acres managed or protected. The remaining 180,000 additional acres in FY12 will
result from anticipated accomplishments through General Program Activities.

EC-2
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Environmental Contaminants - Performance Change Table

Performance
Goal

2007

Actual

2008

Actual

2009

Actual

2010

Actual

2011

Plan

2012

PB

Program
Change

Accruing

in 2012

Program

Change
Accruing
in
Out-
years

CSF 4.8
Number of
large-scale
landscape
planning and/or
programmatic
approaches in
progress or
completed

71

568

738

1,122

304

305

(0.3%)

n/a

CSF Total
Actual/Projected
Expenditures
($000)

$1,896

$3,658

$22,014

$26,266

$7,209

$7,327

$118

n/a

CSF Program
Total
Actual/Projected
Expenditures
($000)

$62

$47

$123

$10,072

$10,203

$10,336

$133

n/a

Actual/Projected
Cost Per N/A
(whole dollars)

$26,708

$6,441

$29,830

$23,410

$23,714

$24,023

$309

n/a

485#
contaminant
actions
benefiting other
federal/ state/
local agencies
and/or partners

n/a

n/a

n/a

2,746

2,378

2,391

13
(0.5%)

n/a

Comments

This was a new performance measure for FY10 and no previous performance data is available. The increase

in 13 contaminant actions is a result of the $180,000 increase for the Chesapeake Bay Ecosystem
Restoration project.

7.21.6 #
contaminant
actions (e.g.,
spill drills &
responses,
investigations,
cleanup,
assessments,
technical
assistance, &
Clean Water Act

n/a

n/a

n/a

4,254

4,090

4,095

5
(0.1%)

n/a

activities)
benefiting
aquatic listed
species
This was a new performance measure for FY10 and no previous performance data is available. The increase
Comments in 5 contaminant actions is a result of the $250,000 increase for the Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration

project.
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Program Overview

The Environmental Contaminants Program is dedicated to protecting fish, wildlife, and their habitats from
the harmful effects of pollutants, climate-related ecological changes, and the interactions between the two.
Service trust resources are affected by thousands of chemicals in the environment, such as pesticides,
personal care products, pharmaceuticals, endocrine disrupters, PCBs, dioxins, mercury, selenium,
cyanide, ammonia, oil, and the synergistic effects of these pollutants in the environment. Working within
DOI's Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs), the EC Program evaluates the impacts of these
contaminants on fish and wildlife, providing information, technical expertise, and unique experience that
allows the Service to make decisions based on sound science.

The EC Program operates under the goals outlined in our
Strategic Plan. In addition, the Clean Water Act, Qil Pollution
Act, and several other contaminant-related laws give EC staff the
authority to work with internal and external partners in three

Mission of the Environmental
Contaminants Program

Conserve, protect, and enhance
fish, wildlife and their habitats by
identifying and preventing the
effects of contaminants, and by

restoring impacted resources,
through collaboration with Service
Programs, other federal, tribal,

state, and local agencies as well
as our partners in academia,
industry and the public.

important areas: (1) identifying and assessing the effects on
species and habitats exposed to contaminants; (2) preventing
trust resources from being exposed to hazardous levels of
contaminants; and (3) restoring habitats and DOI trust resources
injured by contaminants.

I dentifying and Assessing the Effects of Contaminants
The EC Program ensures that the Service remains aleader in fish

and wildlife toxicology issues. To pursue this goa, we work,
internally, with nearly every Service Program, including
Refuges, Migratory Birds, Law Enforcement, Fisheries, and Endangered Species. Outside of the Service
our work with other federal, state, tribal and non-federa partners plays a critical role. We provide
toxicological expertise on water quality criteria, pesticide registrations, pesticide use and other pest
management practices. Through a peer review process, which evaluates scientific merit and measurable
management outcomes, funds are allocated to each Region to investigate contaminant issues both on and
off National Wildlife Refuges. In 2010, we alocated funds to the regions to conduct 43 on-refuge
investigations and 50 off-refuge investigations. Several of these investigations evaluated the impact of
climate change on the effects of contaminants. The EC Program also participated on all 55 of the 2010
natural resource damage assessments supported by the Department's Natural Resource Damage
Assessment Fund.

During 2010, the Service responded to severa large oil spills. For the Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill, the
EC Program supported Departmental and Service leadership in the response and focused our activities on
search and recovery of oiled wildlife and Natural Resource Damage Assessment and Restoration
(NRDAR). Biologists from the EC program held key roles in the Unified Command to minimize impacts
to our trust resources. These roles included the Deputy and Assistant Deputy Wildlife Branch Directors,
Wildlife Operations Chief, and Resource Advisor Team Leaders. Through these efforts, the EC biologists
were able to assess and minimize the impacts to 36 National Wildlife Refuges, 38 species protected under
the Endangered Species Act, and 400 bird species that migrate, winter, or reside year-round throughout
the Gulf. In addition to this spill, EC biologists responded to the Kalamazoo River Spill (> 800,000 gal of
oil spilled, MI), the Romeoville Pipeline Spill (>500,000 gal of oil spilled, IL), and a 19-car train
derailment on the Bosque del Apache National Wildlife Refuge (>19,000 gal of fuel oil spilled). For all
these spills, EC biologists participated in response activities that guided clean-up to minimize the impacts
to our trust resources.
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Another activity conducted by EC biologists is the evaluation of pollinators as population declines have
been reported for some pollinators, including bats, hummingbirds, bees, and butterflies. Animals help
pollinate over 75% of all flowering plants, and are integral in production of many agricultural crops.
Promoting and researching these pollinators not only helps connect people with nature but it increases the
public’s understanding and appreciation of the important ecological services pollinators freely provide.
As pesticides may be responsible for some pollinator declines, EC hiologists are conducting studies on
refuges to examine potentia links.

Lastly, the EC Program provides high-quality analytical chemistry services to the Service and other DOI
bureaus through our Analytical Control Facility (ACF). ACF maintains this level of excellence by
securing the most technical, efficient, and accurate contract labs and operating under stringent quality
assurance and quality control (QA / QC) guidelines. By increasing our number of analytical contract labs,
we have augmented our program’s analytical capabilities for measuring new and emerging contaminants
in the environment.

Preventing Trust Resources from Being Exposed to Contaminants

Through consultation with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on water quality criteria and
pesticide registrations, the EC Program helps ensure that harmful effects of contaminants on our trust
resources are prevented or minimized. Jointly with the Endangered Species program and the National
Marine Fisheries Service, the EC Program is engaged in aworkgroup with the EPA to complete guidance
in 2011 for the development of biological assessments for consultation of pesticide regulatory actions
under section 7 of the ESA. Completion of this process will result in the first comprehensive set of
guidelines for the assessment of listed species to pesticides. In addition, the EC and Endangered Species
programs continue to work with EPA toward completion of water quality consultations on national
aguatic life criteria.

Working with the pharmaceutical industry, the FWS launched SMARXT Disposa ™, a public awareness
campaign that provides guidance on the proper disposal of unused and/or expired prescription and over-
the-counter medications. This past year, Walmart Pharmacies, the 3¢ largest retail pharmacy in the
country, joined this effort. This campaign raises awareness about the potential environmental impacts
from improperly disposed medications and promotes the placement of medications in the trash instead of
flushing them down the toilet or pouring them down the drain. The proper disposal of medication helps
protect our trust resources from unwanted chemicalsin our waterways.

Restoration of Trust Resources

The EC Program biologists are key members of the
DOl NRDAR program. The mission of the NRDAR
program is to restore natural resources injured as a
result of oil spills or hazardous substance rel eases into

FY2010 NRDAR Accomplishments

e 42,537 wetland acres protected or
restored
e 26,297 upland acres protected or

restored the environment. The EC Program provides leadership
e 377 stream miles protected or in the development of DOI Program guidance and
restored participates in 99.5% of al damage assessment cases
e 86 restoration projects completed funded by the Departmental Program. In cooperation

with state, tribal and federal co-trustees, EC staff
investigate injuries resulting from releases of
hazardous materia and oil spills. Program staff determine the extent of injury, play a key role in
settlement negotiations with responsible parties, and work with interested local, state and national groups
to carry out restoration projects that addressinjury to fish, wildlife, and supporting habitat.
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In 2010, the Service was party to a bankruptcy settlement with North American mining conglomerate
ASARCO LLC. The settlement will provide $194 million for the recovery of wildlife, habitat and other
natural resources managed by Interior, state, and tribal governments at more than a dozen sites around the
nation. This settlement exemplifies the work conducted by the EC Program and other government
agencies to effectively recover damages from polluters and restore and protect significant national
landscapes and wildlife resources that have been injured.

One recent example of our work is the completion of the restoration plan and environmental assessment
for the SW. Shattuck Chemical Company Superfund site in Colorado. By combining approximately
$100,000 of NRDAR settlement funds with funds from other sources, we were able to complete projects
valued at nearly $1 million to restore habitat for migratory birds. Native plant communities were restored
in Overland Pond Park and in the adjacent South Platte River riparian area in the Denver Metro area and
volunteers, including young people from the community, assisted with the restoration. This project met
al three goals of the America's Great Outdoors initiative to increase of promoting community-based
recreation and conservation, building open local conservation priorities, and conducting science-based
restoration.

In addition to the NRDAR program, the EC Program works on projects designed to restore and protect
waterways and habitat defined by the America’'s Great Outdoors initiative. For example, in the
Everglades, we are focusing our restoration efforts on transforming thousands of acres of former
agricultural lands, some of which are contaminated with chemicals historically used to maximize crop
yield into healthy wetland to benefit wading birds and other wildlife. In the Chesapeake Bay, the EC
Program monitors the possible effects of accelerated natura gas extraction and development on
contaminant discharge into key tributaries and impacts to Service trust living resources. The program is
also investigating the cause and effect of toxic algal blooms and their effects on migratory birds, declines
in fish populations due to endocrine disruptors and nutrient loading from non-point sources such as
agricultural fields and urban watersheds.
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Deepwater Horizon Spill

The explosion and sinking of the Deepwater Horizon drilling rig on April 20, 2010 took eleven lives and
spilled 5 million barrels of oil into the Gulf of Mexico, one of the world's most diverse and productive
ecosystems. The largest marine oil spill in the history of the United States carried the potential to affect 38
federally listed species, more than 400 species of migratory birds, extensive recreational and cultural resources,
and 36 National Wildlife Refuges along the Gulf Coast States.

Environmental Contaminants (EC) biologists were among the first responders to the spill, initiating surveys for
oiled and injured wildlife and working with other Service biologists, ecologists, and archaeologists to identify
the sensitive areas of the coastline. EC staff was key in helping the Coast Guard prioritize the placement of
absorbent booms and perform other protective measures designed to keep oil away from the most ecologically
sensitive areas. Other Service employees, including experts in finance, planning, logistics, and media
relations, helped staff the Incident Management Teams, and EC staff from around the country deployed to the
Gulf to help shoreline assessment teams check beaches for oil and recommend shoreline cleanup methods.

EC biologists partnered with additional Service staff in two main response activities. First, we provided
oversight to ensure all cleanup operation on DOI lands were conducted in ways that minimized impacts to
natural resources, cultural resources, and recreational use of these lands. Second, EC biologists had significant
responsibility for reconnaissance and recovery of oiled, injured, and dead wildlife affected by the spill. As of
January 1, 2011, preliminary data indicate 8,183 birds have been collected or captured (1,246 have been
released back into the wild). In addition, 1,144 seaturtles have been captured (97 have been released to date).

Through the end of the 2010, the Service's Deepwater Horizon spill response and damage assessment effort
has been supported by more than 3,100 deployments and details totaling more than 541,000 hours. This effort
represents the efforts of more than 1,700 unique Service employees: nearly 20% of our workforce, many of
whom deployed multiple times. Service staff responded from every program and region. The Service also
entered into cooperative agreements with 10 other federal agencies and 8 State agencies to support our work on
the spill.

The cleanup of our wildlife refuge and national park lands is ongoing in 2011 and the goal is to complete
cleanup of al Federal Lands prior to the beginning of the bird nesting season in March. In February, 2011
additional EC staff will be deployed to the Gulf as Resource Advisors to help meet that goal. Although the
wildlife recovery efforts have scaled down since peaking in 2010, oiled birds were still being captured and
rehabilitated in January 2011. As of February, 2011, EC staff continues to provide support and technical
expertise to the Gulf Coast Incident Management Team (GCIMT) based in New Orleans.

Many of the long-term impacts from the oil spill are unknown and may not manifest themselves for years.
Quantifying the injury to Department’ s trust resources and restoring the invaluable gulf Coast ecosystem is the
primary goal of many EC biologists now working on the Natural Resources Damage Assessment and
Restoration case for the Deepwater Horizon spill.

2012 Program Performance

Focusing on a science-based conservation strategy, the EC Program will continue to focus on three
critical areas: (1) identifying and assessing contaminant effects on species and habitats; (2) preventing
fish, wildlife, and their habitats from exposure to hazardous levels of contaminants; and (3) restoring
habitats and DOI trust resources injured by contaminants.

I dentifying and Assessing the Effects of Contaminants
The EC Program will ensure that the Service remains a leader in fish and wildlife toxicology issues. We
will continue to:
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Operate within the Strategic Habitat Conservation (SHC) framework. During the Biological
Planning phase of the SHC process, contaminants are often identified as one of the factors
responsible for acutely limiting a population below objective levels. EC Program biologists will
assist al Service programs in developing a science-based strategy to abate the influence of
contaminants and other ‘limiting factors' on these populations.

Strengthen our network of partnerships within established Landscape Conservation Cooperatives
(LCCs) to complement and build upon existing ecotoxicology science, thus bolstering
conservation efforts within designated geographic areas. Our partners whom we will collect and
share scientific information with include Refuges, Migratory Birds, Law Enforcement, Fisheries,
Endangered Species, other federal agencies, state, tribal and local governments, universities and
other non-federal partners.

Provide toxicological expertise on water quality criteria, pesticide registrations, pesticide use and
other pest management practices.

Conduct 32 contaminant investigations and complete 21 contaminant cleanup projects on Refuge
lands. Additionally, we will conduct 34 contaminant investigations off Service lands. The scope
of the 2012 projectsislarger and more costly and as a result fewer projects will be completed.
Provide high quality analytical chemistry services to the Service and other DOI bureaus, through
our ACF. We will increase our number of analytical contract labs and augment our program’'s
current analytical capabilities for measuring new and emerging contaminants in the environment.
Continue to emphasi ze the importance of investigating the effects arapidly changing climate may
have on the interaction between contaminants in the environment and the Service's trust
resources. Beginning in FY 2010, we enhanced our contaminant investigation proposal process
by rewarding investigations designed to address the interactions between climate-related
ecological changes and environmental contaminants. We will continue this emphasisin FY 2012.

Preventing Trust Resources from Being Exposed to Contaminants

Environmental Contaminants biologists will continue to play a critical role in protecting the nation’s
resources by preventing contaminant-induced injury to fish, wildlife, plants and their habitats. Prevention
precludes the considerable costs associated with investigation, remediation and restoration. We will
continue to:

Determine the impacts of proposed legidlation, regulations, state water quality standards, permits,
and licenses, including new licenses or permits for renewable energy initiatives from a
contaminant perspective, and recommend how negative impacts might be prevented.

Conduct national consultations to establish an effective, efficient, and consistent nation-wide
approach to consultation on water quality criteria approved or promulgated by EPA.

Promote SMARXT Disposal ™, a nationwide educational campaign about the proper disposal of
unused and expired medications, using internal and external outreach and engaging more
supporter groups. We will continue to work with our pharmaceutical partners to coordinate with
chain pharmacies for campaign promotion.

Solidify our prevention message and express it in plain language for our many stakeholder
audiences, including Congress and the public. Many of the public events we engage in support
the America's Gre