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FOREWORD 
 
 

 
Like so many other federal agencies, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA) is striving to more fully meet its performance and accountability responsibilities to the 
Congress and the American people.  I am pleased that NOAA once again asked for the National 
Academy’s assistance.  This new assignment allowed us to build on our previous work for 
NOAA related to maintaining and protecting the nation’s marine fisheries and marine 
sanctuaries.  In this report, we evaluate NOAA’s efforts to protect and restore coastal and marine 
habitats—the essential living environments upon which the nation’s commercial and recreational 
fish populations depend.   
 
NOAA’s protection and restoration responsibilities are huge, but, its habitat programs are small.  
The coastal and marine habitats under NOAA’s care cover thousands of miles of rivers, the 
shores of oceans, gulfs, and Great Lakes in 31 states, 40 major estuaries, and other great 
expanses of water. Yet, NOAA’s protection and restoration programs—designed to guard against 
and recover from oil spills, toxic wastes, marine debris, aquatic invasive species, blocked access 
to spawning areas, and losses of vital wetlands, coral reefs and undersea grasses—are funded at 
just $112 million per year.  Consequently, the success of these small NOAA programs depends 
upon many partnerships—with other federal agencies, state and local governments, the fishing 
and boating, industries, and others.   
 
NOAA faces significant challenges to perform better and demonstrate its success. To help 
NOAA meet these challenges, this report recommends improvements in program designs, 
investment priorities, and performance measures.  The Panel’s recommendations include: 
establishing an overarching statutory framework to unify diverse habitat programs around 
outcome oriented goals, strengthening performance goals and annual targets, increasing the 
scientific support for habitat assessments and progress reporting, and working more closely with 
the program’s numerous partners and stakeholders.   
 
I want to express the National Academy’s sincere thanks to the very fine Panel and staff that 
worked diligently with NOAA to develop this excellent report.  The Academy also appreciates 
the extensive professional interaction NOAA provided throughout this study, and believes the 
report’s recommendations will provide valuable assistance to the agency.   

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Jennifer L. Dorn 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
Background 
 
This still-young program continues to be administered primarily as a collection of individual 
programs rather than as a unified program with clear priorities and performance targets.  Within 
this context, the individual programs appear to be effective in producing essential program 
outputs.  Nevertheless, the Habitat Matrix Program as a whole cannot yet demonstrate progress 
toward achieving the outcome goals set forth for it by NOAA’s Ecosystem Goal Team—healthy 
habitats for living marine resources that contribute to (1) healthy and productive coastal and 
marine ecosystems that benefit society, and (2) a well-informed public that acts as a steward of 
coastal and marine ecosystems.  The Academy Panel’s recommendations for strengthening the 
Habitat’s ability to demonstrate progress toward outcome goals include immediate actions to 
improve the program’s existing logic models and performance measures—working with other 
federal agencies, NOAA’s regional offices, and non-federal partners to relate the current 
programs more directly to commonly agreed-on outcomes. The Panel also recommends a long-
term strategy to establish new performance measures that can more directly document progress 
toward reaching explicit habitat improvement goals required to achieve larger ecosystem, fish 
population, and socio-economic goals.   
 
The Habitat Matrix Program in the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
was established in its present “matrix” form in fiscal year 2004.  It is one of several matrix 
programs in NOAA designed to coordinate programs with similar goals so they can be more 
effective and efficient in achieving those goals.  This Matrix includes the following core 
programs, which are administered by three separate line offices within NOAA:   
 

• Habitat Protection  

o Essential Fish Habitat  

o Hydropower (dam licensing)  

• Habitat Restoration  

o Community-based Restoration  

o Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration  

• NOAA Chesapeake Bay Office  

• Damage Assessment, Remediation and Restoration  

• Marine Debris  

• Aquatic Invasive Species  
 
NOAA asked the National Academy of Public Administration to conduct an independent 
evaluation of the program that would meet the program evaluation requirements of the U.S. 
Office of Management and Budget.  The Academy conducted this study from April through 
December 2008.   
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Findings   
 
The Academy Panel for this study found that:  
 

• The Habitat Matrix Program is a collection of six core programs, each of which is 
separately authorized and funded, and each of which is small compared to the legislative 
mandates for which it is responsible.   

• The Matrix Program has no overarching purpose or authority in law, but considerable 
work has been done within NOAA to develop an overarching outcome-oriented goals 
structure for the Program.  The goals focus on three main functions: (1) protect and 
manage habitats that are important to maintaining healthy and adequate marine 
populations, (2) restore coastal and marine habitats that have been damaged or degraded, 
and (3) promote public stewardship to assist in protecting and restoring these habitats.   

• Operationally, however, this still-young program continues to be administered primarily 
as a collection of individual programs rather than as a unified program with clear 
priorities and performance targets.   

• The individual core programs have some useful performance measures and can 
demonstrate accomplishments, but the accomplishments recorded are largely program 
outputs rather than outcomes.  Within this context, the programs appear to be effective.  
This view is consistent with a large number of prior evaluations conducted by outside 
parties, as well as with NOAA accomplishments reports and the views of stakeholders to 
which the Academy had access.   

• Nevertheless, the Habitat Matrix Program as a whole cannot yet demonstrate progress 
toward achieving the outcome goals set forth for it by NOAA’s Ecosystem Goal Team.      

• A strategic approach to unifying this program around its outcome goals has begun.    
 
Recommendations   
 
The Academy Panel makes the following recommendations to strengthen the overall Habitat 
Matrix Program, revise the program’s investment priorities, and strengthen the program’s 
performance measures that pertain to the outcomes of the whole matrix.   
 
To strengthen coordination within the Matrix Program and make it more outcome-
oriented, the Panel recommends that the program’s leaders:   
 

• Pursue an overarching legislative authorization and a revised program charter that would 
further clarify the program’s mission and give it stature comparable to the programs 
dealing more directly with the populations of living marine resources 

• Involve the Program’s many stakeholders on a regular basis 

• Continue to develop a more strategic approach to achieving outcome-oriented 
performance goals and logic models that relate program activities more closely to these 
goals 
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• Work more closely with other federal agencies and non-federal partners to coordinate 
resources and build joint strategies that would enhance their combined performance  

• Focus more on integrating Habitat principles and recommendations into the planning for 
the protection and restoration of ecosystems and the management of fisheries by federal 
and non-federal action agencies, and then align NOAA Habitat projects to be consistent 
with such plans    

 
To revise the program’s investment priorities, the Panel recommends the program’s 
leaders:   
 

• Develop and spread the use of standard criteria for prioritizing the spending of funds 
available to the programs in the Habitat Matrix   

• Make greater use of pre-consultations and stakeholder education to expand the influence 
of the program   

• Invest more in contributing to large-scale planning efforts that have the potential to affect 
multiple projects  

• Provide incentives to participate in large-scale planning activities that could extend the 
program’s benefits beyond the reach of the individual small-scale projects that currently 
dominate the program’s work 

• Work with other NOAA leaders to increase the availability of all appropriate NOAA 
scientific analysis and data resources for use by Habitat programs   

• Leverage NOAA’s influence on habitat issues through its participation in Interagency 
committees   

 
To strengthen Habitat Program performance measures, the Panel recommends the 
program’s leaders:   
 

• Select the best existing performance measures and use them in the near-term as outcome-
related indicators of the program’s effectiveness.  

o Group these measures according to their contributions to the three primary goals 
of the Matrix Program  

o Work with other federal agencies, NOAA’s regional offices, and non-federal 
partners to agree on common measures and data collection protocols that could 
yield more comprehensive and reliable databases for use by all the partners   

o Relate these measures to targets for meaningful progress toward improving 
overall Habitat conditions, and driving Habitat Program actions designed to 
increase the rate of progress   

o Present performance measures in a “dashboard” format to improve their 
usefulness for management decision-making and communications   
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• Over a longer time, create and use a new set of performance measures to document 
progress toward achieving established Habitat improvement goals required to help reach 
related ecosystem, fish population, and socio-economic goals.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
The Habitat Matrix Program in the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
asked the National Academy of Public Administration (the Academy) to conduct an independent 
evaluation of the program and to answer the following three principal questions:   
 

1. Is the Habitat Program investing in the right areas to fulfill its mandates?   

2. Are the Habitat Program efforts effective in achieving Program goals and objectives?   

3. How can the Habitat Program improve its effectiveness in fulfilling its goals and 
objectives?   

 
This evaluation is to (1) include all the programs within the Matrix and (2) fulfill the standards of 
an outside independent evaluation set forth in the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
guidelines for program reviews performed using the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART).  
In particular, the PART questions are:  
 

• Are independent evaluations of sufficient scope and quality conducted on a regular basis 
or as needed to support program improvements and evaluate effectiveness and relevance 
to the problem, interest, or need?   

• Do independent evaluations of sufficient scope and quality indicate that the program is 
effective in achieving results?   
 

This report is designed to answer these questions. It results from an extensive effort to (1) 
analyze program data and accomplishments, (2) assess how the program sets priorities and 
implements its activities, (3) review previous evaluations of programs encompassed within the 
Matrix, and (4) explore how stakeholders perceive the Habitat Matrix Program.   
 
The Academy Panel and staff responsible for this study worked closely with the NOAA Habitat 
Matrix Program leadership throughout the evaluation.  NOAA provided (1) data for the past five 
years—to the extent available—on the main performance measures being used, the associated 
targets, and funding levels within each of the Program’s three major outcome-oriented goal 
areas, (2) a list of prior evaluation studies performed on the programs within the Matrix, and (3) 
a list of stakeholders familiar with programs within the Matrix.  NOAA also provided the 
Academy staff with several in-person briefings and videoconference interviews with regional 
office employees responsible for implementing two of the programs in the Matrix.  In addition, 
the Matrix program leaders met with Academy staff several times as a group, participated in all 
of the Panel meetings, and worked together in a separate Academy-facilitated one-day workshop 
devoted to strengthening and unifying the Matrix Program, improving the Program’s 
performance measures, quantifying the Program’s long-term goals, setting ambitious annual 
targets, and strengthening the Program’s ability to communicate its effectiveness and benefits.    
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NOAA’S HABITAT MATRIX PROGRAM 
 
NOAA’s Habitat Matrix Program was established in its present “matrix” form in fiscal year (FY) 
2004.  It was established as one of several matrix programs in NOAA designed to coordinate 
programs with similar goals so they can be more effective and efficient in achieving those goals.  
This Matrix includes the following core programs, which are administered by three separate 
offices within NOAA:1   
 

• Habitat Protection  

o Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 

o Hydropower  

• Habitat Restoration 

o Community-based Restoration (CRP) 

o Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration (CWPPR) 

• NOAA Chesapeake Bay Office  

• Damage Assessment, Remediation and Restoration (DARRP) 

• Marine Debris  

• Aquatic Invasive Species (AISP) 
 
These core programs and organizational relationships are shown graphically in Figure 1 on the 
following page.   

                                                 
1 These separate offices are: National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), National Ocean Service (NOS), and 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Research (OAR). 
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Figure 1 : Habitat Matrix Program Core Components 

 

 
Source: NOAA 

 
There is no single broad, overarching authority for the Habitat Matrix Program. The Charter for 
the Habitat Matrix Program consists of 29 pages of citations to 19 primary federal laws and 
many other sources of authority under which the program operates.  This legal framework 
establishes the Matrix Program’s responsibilities and identifies many of the other federal 
agencies and programs the Matrix Program is charged to work with.  This framework is 
commonly referred to within the Program as its “mandates.”   
 
The 19 primary federal laws may be summarized as follows:   
 

• Atlantic Coastal Fishery Cooperative Management Act (ACFCM):  The Matrix 
Program’s role under this Act is to assist in ensuring state compliance with mandated 
conservation measures in the approved fishery management plans for this region.   

• Clean Water Act (CWA):  This water pollution control act charges NOAA with certain 
roles in advising on ocean pollution discharges, dredging and filling in wetlands, 
discharge of dredged materials into navigable waters to protect aquatic resources, and to 
seek damages to restore natural resources injured by discharges of oil or hazardous 
substances.   
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• Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act (CWPPRA):  This act 
authorizes federal funding and requires NOAA to coordinate with other federal and state 
agencies to plan and implement large-scale coastal wetlands restoration projects in 
Louisiana. 

• Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA):  Authorizes NOAA to seek compensation for damages to natural resources 
under its trusteeship that are injured by release of hazardous materials.   

• Coral Reef Conservation Act of 2000 (CRCA):  The Habitat Matrix Program works 
with NOAA’s Coral Reef Conservation Program to review and recommend conservation 
measures to federal and state agencies to avoid damage to coral reefs, provide assistance 
to states for removing abandoned fishing gear, marine debris, and abandoned vessels 
from coral reefs,  and to conserve living marine resources and restore coral reef habitat.    

• Deepwater Port Act of 2002 (DPA):  Authorizes NOAA to participate in licensing 
deepwater ports, including those for Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG).   

• Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA):  Authorizes NOAA to work 
with the Department of Energy to help minimize environmental impacts of marine and 
hydrokinetic renewable energy technologies.   

• Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EP Act):  Modified procedures for NOAA review of 
hydropower licensing projects.   

• Estuary Restoration Act of 2000 (ERA):  Established an Interagency Council, including 
NOAA, to promote restoration of estuary habitats.  Authorizes money to NOAA and 
other agencies to support the effort.   

• Federal Power Act (FPA):  Provides a strong role to NOAA to advise the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) on issuing licenses for hydropower projects on 
navigable waters and federal lands, and to prescribe some conditions for issuing licenses.   

• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA): Provides for NOAA (and others) to 
consult with all federal agencies proposing actions that may result in modifying natural 
streams and natural bodies of water for the purpose of reducing environmental impacts to 
anadromous, estuarine, and marine fisheries and their habitats.   

• Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) and 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Reauthorization Act of 2006:  
Authorizes NOAA to work with regional Fishery Management Councils to help develop 
fishery management plans (FMPs) that identify and describe essential fish habitats (EFH) 
and specify protection actions needed to avoid adverse fishing impacts on those habitats.  
When NOAA finds that a proposed federal or state action would adversely impact EFH, 
it is required to provide conservation recommendations. The Act also authorizes the 
Community-based Restoration Program to implement and support the restoration of 
fishery and coastal habitats by providing Federal financial and technical assistance to 
encourage locally led coastal and marine habitat restoration, and to promote stewardship 
and conservation values for NOAA trust resources. 
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• Marine Debris Research, Prevention, and Reduction Act (MDRPRA):  Mandates 
NOAA to establish a Marine Debris program, and also re-structured the Interagency 
Marine Debris Coordinating Committee.  Made NOAA the lead for most portions of the 
Act and specifies certain features of the program.   

• National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA):  NOAA prepares NEPA documents on its 
own activities and comments on proposed actions by other federal agencies that might 
impact NOAA trust resources.   

• National Marine Sanctuaries Act (NMSA):  NOAA administers trustee responsibilities 
for these areas.   

• NOAA Authorization Act of 1992 and Re-Authorization Act of 2002:  Created the 
NOAA Chesapeake Bay Office (NCBO) and authorized it to, among other things, 
“develop and implement a strategy for the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration that integrates its science, research, monitoring, data collection, 
regulatory, and management responsibilities … in such a manner as to assist the 
cooperative, intergovernmental Chesapeake Bay Program to meet the commitments of 
the Chesapeake Bay Agreement.” 

• Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act of 1990, as amended 
(NANPCA):  Establishes the Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force (ANSTF), co-chaired 
by NOAA. Directs the ANSTF to develop and implement efforts to prevent, monitor, 
control, and disseminate related information. Also charges the departments of Commerce 
and the Interior to conduct a ballast water management demonstration program to 
demonstrate prevention technologies and practices aboard ships. 

• Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA):  NOAA has delegated authority under this act to 
recover damages from parties responsible for discharging oil into navigable waters and 
adjoining shorelines.   

• 2005 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (SAFETEA-LU):  Several provisions of this act affect NOAA.  Among them is 
one that makes materials resulting from the demolition of certain types of bridges 
available for ecosystem restoration and marine habitat creation.   

 
Four of the Habitat Matrix Program’s six main component programs existed long before the 
formation of the Matrix Program. However, NOAA formed the Aquatic Invasive Species 
Program (AISP) only one year before the Matrix Program. Congressional earmarks started the 
Marine Debris Program in 2005, but it was not included in the President’s Budget request until 
FY 2009.  
 
Several programs in the Matrix receive earmarked funding, but most use base funds to meet the 
majority of their needs. However, the NOAA Chesapeake Bay Office (NCBO) relies on 
earmarks to help support base activities as well. The contributions of earmarks to the programs in 
the Matrix over the last five years are shown in the Table 1 on page 14.  In that table, the term 
“earmarks” is used to refer to any money added to the President’s budget by Congress.   
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The effects of Congressional earmarks on the Matrix Program vary as described below.  Some 
mandate specific projects, and associated funds pass through the Matrix Program without any 
ability of NOAA to influence their use.  Others provide discretion that allows them to be 
integrated into the Program’s priorities.  And some are simply augmentations of the NOAA 
budget.  However, these funds are not planned and budgeted for, so it is difficult to integrate 
them into the accomplishment of long-term goals.   
 
Nevertheless, if earmarks decline significantly and are not replaced by regularly budgeted funds, 
this could present the Matrix Program with a significant financial squeeze.  Earmarks currently 
make up approximately 17.5 percent of the total Matrix Program budget.   
 
The Habitat Matrix Program was created to integrate and leverage the activities of the core 
programs to more effectively meet the overarching goal of improving the health and productivity 
of the nation’s coastal, marine, and Great Lakes ecosystems by achieving the following three 
basic sub-goals:   
 

1. Habitat Protection and Management  

2. Habitat Restoration  

3. Habitat Stewardship   
 
The six programs within the Matrix each contribute to achieving more than one of these three 
goals.  And many of the Matrix Program’s performance measures are contributed to by more 
than one program.  The program’s three basic goals contribute to the following two larger 
NOAA ecosystem goals:   
 

• Healthy and productive coastal and marine ecosystems that benefit society  

• A well-informed public that acts as a steward of coastal and marine ecosystems  
 
To place the Habitat Matrix Program in a broader context, the Academy Panel constructed an 
overall logic model showing how the six Matrix Programs and their subsidiary programs 
contribute to similar program outputs that funnel into broader NOAA core goals for achieving 
NOAA-defined outcomes:   
 

• Coastal and Marine Habitat and Ecosystem Conditions  

• Living Marine Resource Conditions  

• Habitat Services  
 
The overall logic model for the Matrix Program shows:   
 

• the challenges faced by programs within the Habitat Matrix 

• the tools (authority and activities) that each program uses to get results  

• the outputs associated with the program activities  
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• how other NOAA programs outside the Habitat Matrix contribute to the same program 
outputs  

• how each program depends on scientific habitat assessments from inside and outside 
NOAA to support its work  

• how each program depends on NOAA and other stewardship programs to provide 
volunteer hours and other support actions by members of the public and officials at other 
levels of government  

• how the programs within the Habitat Matrix depend upon other programs in NOAA as 
well as other federal agencies and partners to take actions to protect and restore habitats 
of importance to achieving NOAA goals  

 
The overall logic model for the “Habitat Matrix Program in Context” appears on page 9.  It was 
constructed, in part, from a close reading of the Habitat Matrix Charter.   
 
An examination of all the programs in the Habitat Matrix Charter found the following major 
operating “tools” being used to accomplish the purposes of the component programs.  They have 
been grouped into three broad categories: (1) knowledge creation and sharing—including 
science, (2) influencing the activities of action agencies outside the Matrix, and (3) direct actions 
by the Matrix Program.  Here is the list:   
 

1. Knowledge creation and sharing  

a. Assessments (potentially measured as a percent of needed or requested 
assessments completed, and how current they are)  

i. Damage assessments  

ii. Condition assessments  

iii. Assessments of benefits and value added  

b. Sharing knowledge to support operations within NOAA (especially in developing 
program guidance, empowering partnerships, identifying research needs, and 
developing curriculums for stewardship training, education, and public 
information)  

2. Influencing action agencies (through assessments, reviews, and consultations), such as:  

a. Hydropower licensing consultations—FERC 

b. Designations and protection for essential fish habitats—Fishery Management 
Councils, Interstate Fish Commissions  

c. Wetlands permitting—Corps of Engineers,  

d. Water pollution permits—Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)/states  

e. Listings of Superfund sites (and clean-up plans)—EPA  

f. Invasive species prevention regulations—Coast Guard, Federal Maritime 
Administration  
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g. Dredging permits—Corps of Engineers  

h. Chesapeake Bay Program—EPA and its many partners (primarily for pollution 
reduction and fisheries restoration)   

i. Fishery Management Plans—Fishery Management Councils, Interstate Fish 
Commissions, commercial and recreational fishing industries  

j. Co-chairing and participating in several federal interagency committees  

i. National Invasive Species Council—NOAA co-chairs it  

ii. Great Lakes Interagency Task Force  

iii. Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force—NOAA co-chairs it with U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service  

iv. Interagency Marine Debris Coordinating Committee—NOAA co-chairs 
with EPA  

v. U.S. Coral Reef Task Force—NOAA co-chairs with Secretary of the 
Interior  

k. National Fish Habitat Action Plan  

3. NOAA Direct Actions  

a. Recover payments for marine damage  

b. Restore damaged habitat areas  

c. Stewardship education and training  

d. Issue technical guidance and provide technical assistance 

e. Remove marine debris; prevent marine debris; research marine debris issues 

f. Support community participation  

g. Competitive grants and cooperative agreements to help support habitat 
partnerships  

h. Contracts for federal restoration work  
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Figure 2 :  NOAA HABITAT MATRIX PROGRAM—IN CONTEXT 
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The three goal-oriented logic models prepared by the Matrix Program leaders during this 
evaluation further detail how the programs in the Matrix work together toward each goal.  The 
Habitat Protection and Management logic model is shown in Figure 3 on page 11 describes how 
this cluster of program activities within the Matrix work together to avoid negative impacts on 
habitats for which NOAA has a trust responsibility under federal laws.   
 
The potential negative impacts that might occur are listed down the left side of the chart under 
the heading “Condition.”  These conditions might be thought of as the forces working against the 
Matrix Program’s goals.  Often, strategists call these the “threats’ or challenges that need to be 
overcome by the program.   
 
The “Mandates” list in the chart cites the federal laws that empower the Matrix Program to take 
actions to help counter the challenges.  Then, moving across the page from left to right, the chart 
shows a variety of activities taken by the Matrix Program with various program partners to 
produce relevant program outputs that are expected to translate into the desired program 
outcomes in the short, medium, and long term.  Below the outcomes is a list of external factors 
that may work against achieving the desired outcomes.  And under the program activities list is a 
description of the “Assumptions” made in specifying the program’s activities.  These 
assumptions constitute the cause-and-effect theory or strategy used in designing the program.  
Spanning the entire chart across the bottom is an evaluation/assessment effort through which the 
program might reassess how the program is working.  This effort should occur from-time-to-time 
(perhaps annually in sequence with the annual planning and budgeting cycle).  It can lead to 
program adjustments designed to improve effectiveness, recognize increased or decreased 
program resources expected in the future, and provide current budget justifications.   
 
Figures 4 and 5 depict the logic models for the other two basic goals: Habitat Restoration, and 
Habitat Stewardship.  Each model follows the same format.  These three detailed models 
represent an important step forward in formulating the Habitat Matrix Program into a more 
unified program.   
 
Table 1, which follows the logic models, contains a compilation of the base funding appropriated 
to NOAA for the programs contributing to each goal, plus related earmarked funding from 
Congress, and funds obtained from non-NOAA sources.  This table takes an initial step toward 
developing the budget-and-performance link required by OMB consistent with the Government 
Performance and Results Act.  Showing this link is considered a “best practice” by the 
performance management community.   
 
The program’s performance measures and annual progress targets are evaluated later in this 
report.   
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Figure 3 :  Protection and Management Logic Model 
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Figure 4 :  Restoration Logic Model 
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Figure 5 :  Stewardship Logic Model 
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Table 1:  NOAA Habitat Matrix Program Funding by Capability 
 

Capability Type Program FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007*2 FY 2008
EFH, Hydro 13,430$      15,148$      15,997$      15,931$      17,512$      
Aq Inv species -$                -$                1,153$        2,649$        4,757$        
NCBO 1,573$        1,643$        1,644$        1,655$        991$           
DARRP 612$           498$           206$           372$           825$           

base subtotal 15,615$     17,289$     19,000$     20,607$      24,086$     

Aq Inv species 5,547$        5,542$        5,524$        715$           682$           
Marine Debris*4 84$             2,904$        2,209$        2,209$        1,992$        
Other protection related -$                493$           468$           -$                1,498$        

earmark subtotal 5,631$       8,939$       8,201$        2,924$        4,172$       
27,934$     

DARRP from EPA 2,430$        2,425$        2,184$        1,963$        1,046$        
Non-NOAA subtotal 2,430$       2,425$       2,184$        1,963$        1,046$       

TOTAL 23,676$     28,653$     29,385$     25,494$      29,304$     

CRP, ORI 9,873$        13,771$      10,821$      16,907$      23,354$      
DARRP 11,125$      10,768$      9,171$        9,005$        7,612$        
NCBO 1,095$        1,150$        1,151$        1,162$        639$           
Hydro -$                -$                159$           -$                2,068$        

base subtotal 22,093$     25,688$     21,302$     27,074$      33,673$     

Other restoration related 9,097$        8,823$        11,430$      5,736$        5,099$        
Marine Debris*4 668$           2,904$        2,208$        2,208$        1,992$        
NCBO 3,822$        3,942$        5,917$        3,870$        1,784$        

earmark subtotal 13,587$     15,669$     19,555$     11,814$      8,875$       

CWPPRA 86,240$      3,449$        22,292$      11,082$      18,386$      
DARRP (recovered funds*1 

from responsible parties) 7,746$        5,414$        5,228$        18,062$      13,572$      
Non-NOAA subtotal 93,986$     8,863$       27,520$     29,144$      31,958$     

TOTAL 129,666$   50,220$     68,377$     68,032$      74,506$     

CRP, ORI 1,000$        1,000$        1,000$        1,000$        1,000$        
NCBO 1,095$        1,150$        1,151$        1,162$        639$           
DARRP 275$           275$           275$           275$           -$                

base subtotal 2,370$       2,425$       2,426$        2,437$        1,639$       

Aquatic Resources 9,863$        9,855$        8,876$        -$                1,597$        
NCBO (includes BWET) 2,500$        2,500$        4,683$        3,101$        4,392$        
Marine Debris*4 -$                500$           500$           500$           500$           

earmark subtotal 12,363$     12,855$     14,059$     3,601$        6,489$       
TOTAL 14,733$     15,280$     16,485$     6,038$        8,128$       

All TOTAL 168,076$   94,153$     114,246$   99,564$      111,938$   

Earmarks*3

Habitat Stewardship

Earmarks*3

Non-NOAA 
source

Habitat Restoration

NOAA Habitat Matrix Program Funding By Capability ($K)

Base 

Habitat Protection and 
Management 

Base

Non-NOAA 
source

*4 The marine debris line is a roll up of multiple earmarks, one of which supports national marine debris activities and the others are directive 
earmarks.

Base 

Earmarks*3

*1 This funding source is a NOAA managed revolving fund and is not appropriated dollars. This fund is used for assessment of damages to NOAA trust 
resources resulting from discharges of oil or hazardous materials, and for the restoration of the injured natural resources.  Please note that these funds 
are recovered through settlements or awarded by a court for restoration of injured natural resources and as such, are specified to be spent on a particular 
case as awarded by the court.

*3 Some earmark funding is used to support base activities, especially for Marine Debris, Aquatic Invasive Species, and NCBO; however, 
other earmarks are mostly pass-throughs and do not contribute to program performance.

*2 There were no official earmarks in FY2007--instead a pool of funding was competitively awarded by NOAA through Broad Area Announcements (BAA). 
Several traditional earmarks received funding in FY2007 and others did not.

 
 
 



 15

It is important to note the small size of the Habitat Matrix Program in relationship to the very 
large responsibilities given to NOAA by all the federal laws cited in the program’s charter and 
on the three goal-oriented logic models.  Even though NOAA’s Habitat Matrix Program operates 
in the context of many other federal programs that have complementary goals and resources, and 
in tandem with state, local, and non-governmental partners, the Program’s own resources are 
stretched very thin for many essential activities.  It often finds itself having to triage the many 
projects for which it has a responsibility to engage.  In other words, the program cannot do 
everything it has responsibility for, and must decide constantly – usually on a case-by-case basis 
– which projects it will and will not undertake. 
 
Altogether, the Habitat Matrix Program receives about 6 percent of the NOAA’s Ecosystem 
funds.  According to the funding table on page 14, which was compiled by NOAA for this study, 
the total nationwide FY 2008 funding of the Habitat Matrix Program was approximately $112 
million, which includes base funds ($59.5 million), earmarks ($19.5 million) and non-NOAA 
funds ($33 million).  For a very rough comparison, the federal share of habitat-related funding 
for the Chesapeake Bay Program in FY 2007 (as compiled in the Chesapeake Bay Action Plan) 
was approximately $61.2 million.  That program deals with only one of some 40 estuaries that 
NOAA works with, and estuary habitats are only one of many types of habitats for which NOAA 
has responsibility. Even the Chesapeake Bay program, as well as it is funded relative to other 
estuary programs, has been estimated to be so underfunded that it cannot come close to meeting 
its performance goals. The October 2004 report of the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Blue Ribbon 
Finance Panel, chaired by former Virginia Governor Gerald L. Baliles,2 found the underfunding 
to be so serious that it recommended establishing a new Chesapeake Bay Financing Authority to 
tap new revenue sources at all levels of government to raise $15 billion over 20 years.  
 
 
THE PANEL’S FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATING THE MATRIX PROGRAM  
 
In developing a framework for evaluating the Habitat Matrix Program, the Academy Panel 
examined three primary sources of information:  

(1) OMB’s instructions for using the PART 
(2) the current guidelines for developing Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reports, 

which are being continually refined by the Governmental Accounting Standards 
Board (GASB) for use by state and local governments—many of whom are NOAA 
partners 

(3) the Chesapeake Action Plan submitted to Congress at its request by EPA’s 
Chesapeake Bay Program Office   

 
The Panel examined extensive materials from each source.  A brief summary of each follows.   
 
OMB’s PART Guidance   
 
When a federal program is evaluated by OMB under the PART guidelines, it is rated on four 
characteristics:   
                                                 
2 Saving a National Treasure: Financing the Cleanup of the Chesapeake Bay (EPA Chesapeake Bay Program 
Office: Annapolis, MD), p. 24. 
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• Clarity of the program’s purpose and goals—20% of the total score  

• Effectiveness of the program’s design for achieving success—10%  

• Ability to measure and demonstrate progress and results toward long-term goals—50%  

• Efficiency and accountability in managing the program—20%  
 
There is a long series of questions to answer under each of these rating categories, several of 
which were included in the contract for the Academy to use in performing this evaluation.  Those 
questions helped to guide the Panel’s work.  They are:  
 

1.1:   Is the program purpose clear?   

1.5:   Is the program design effectively targeted so that resources will address the 
program’s purpose directly and will reach intended beneficiaries?   

2.1:   Does the program have a limited number of specific long-term performance 
measures that focus on outcomes and meaningfully reflect the purpose of the 
program?   

2.2:   Does the program have ambitious targets and timeframes for its long-term 
performance measures?   

2.3:   Does the program have a limited number of specific annual performance measures 
that can demonstrate progress toward achieving the program’s long-term goals?   

2.4:   Does the program have baselines and ambitious targets for its annual measures?   

4.1:   Has the program demonstrated adequate progress in achieving its long-term 
performance goals?   

4.2:   Does the program (including program partners) achieve its annual performance 
goals?   

 
Under the current PART program, the Habitat Matrix Program will be rated by OMB as a single 
program. If the Matrix Program can develop simple, clear measures of its success or 
effectiveness that can indicate to a non-expert that the program is making reasonable progress 
toward reaching its primary long-term goals, it will be easier to demonstrate its results.  The 
Habitat Matrix Program is working toward this, as will be discussed later in this report.   
 
However, for the Panel’s initial evaluation of the Habitat Matrix Program—presented in the next 
main section of this report—no such measures were available, so the existing measures were 
used.  The Panel’s initial evaluation answers all the PART questions that NOAA placed in the 
contract for this study—using currently available information.   
 
GASB Guidelines for Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting   
 
The Service Efforts and Accomplishments (SEA) guidelines have been worked on and refined 
over the past 20 years in an effort to make them practical and feasible to use by a wide variety of 
large and small governmental units. They lay out four essential types of content that should be 
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included to make performance reports easily understood, and the six essential qualities that this 
content needs to have in order to be useful.  Without belaboring them, they are:   
 
Essential contents of a successful SEA report:   
 

• Purpose and scope of the program being reported on  

• Major goals and objectives of the program  

• Key measures of performance  

• Discussion and analysis of results and challenges  
 
Essential qualities of the content:   
 

• Relevance  

• Understandability to non-technical readers  

• Comparability in relationship to established targets, industry standards, and measures 
used by others in the same “business”  

• Timeliness for use in management decision-making  

• Consistency across time  

• Reliability and verifiability  
 
The SEA guidelines provide detailed explanations of these essential contents and information 
qualities.   
 
The Chesapeake Action Plan   
 
The Chesapeake Bay clean-up program, under the leadership of EPA, has been operating with a 
very high degree of scientific and political support for well over 20 years.  NOAA has a recently 
established Chesapeake Bay Office (NCBO) of its own that is co-located with and working in 
tandem with EPA’s office—and it is part of NOAA’s Habitat Matrix Program.   
 
A great deal of progress has been made by NCBO and many other clean-up programs in many 
respects.  Nevertheless, the Bay continues to have an unacceptable level of pollution and 
seriously degraded fisheries.  Despite progress in cleaning up domestic wastewater and some 
other sources of pollution, the quality of the Bay’s waters and its marine/coastal fish habitats is 
overwhelmed by pollution from urban and agricultural runoff. Many of the Bay’s problems are 
also problems for NOAA. 
 
GAO evaluated EPA’s Chesapeake Bay Program in 2005, and found that its performance 
reporting—to Congress, the public, and many other parties (on some of the very same things for 
which NOAA is responsible)—was misleading and unrealistic.  The program’s targets were 
found to be unrealistic and consistently missed, and its reporting was difficult to understand.  
GAO made many recommendations to EPA for improved target-setting and reporting, and 
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Congress directed EPA’s Chesapeake Bay Program Office to implement all of GAO’s 
recommendations and report back to Congress.  These issues are very relevant to NOAA’s own 
management, reporting, budgeting, and communications responsibilities. 
 
The July 2008 Chesapeake Action Plan was EPA’s response to Congress.  From a performance 
reporting and communications viewpoint, it provided a more realistic target-setting process and 
used “dashboards” that combined reporting on performance measures with budget and other 
explanatory information.  This approach made the measures more understandable and more 
useful for decision-making.  The Academy Panel received a presentation on these new 
techniques and viewed several examples of dashboards relevant to marine and coastal habitats.  
One of these EPA dashboards – addressing Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) – is shown in 
Figure 6.  It represents a current state-of-the-art performance measurement practice that NOAA 
may find beneficial to use in its Habitat Matrix Program. 
 
In an August 28, 2008 letter report to Senator Barbara A. Mikulski (Maryland) on the 
Chesapeake Action Plan and related matters, GAO noted EPA’s development of dashboards as a 
positive step in the right direction (GAO-08-1131R, p.12). 
 
The use of dashboards by police departments (to target criminal activities on a real-time basis), 
and by mayors and governors (to hold their departments accountable for meeting performance 
targets on a regular basis throughout the year, instead of waiting until the end of the year when it 
is too late to make mid-course corrections needed to stay on target) has been growing for two 
decades.  The performance management movement in states and local governments began even 
earlier than in the federal government, led by such pioneers as Oregon Benchmarks and 
Sunnyvale, California.3 Since then, the number of governments using outcome-oriented 
performance measures has increased many-fold. “CitiStat” and “StateStat” recently have become 
the popular terms for the new process that increasing numbers of mayors and governors are using 
to get accountability for results from many of the programs for which they are responsible.4 

                                                 
3 U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Intergovernmental Accountability: The Potential for 
Outcome-Oriented Performance Management to Improve Intergovernmental Delivery of Public Works Programs, 
Report SR-21. Washington, DC: May 1996. 
4 An easily accessible, journalistically written set of current examples is available: Jonathan Walters, Measuring Up 
2.0: Governing’s New Improved Guide to Performance Measurement for Geniuses (and Other Public Managers). 
Washington, DC: Governing Books, 2007. 
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Figure 6 :  Example of Dashboard from Chesapeake Bay Action Plan 
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The Panel’s Evaluation Framework   
 
Based on a review of the materials summarized above, the Panel structured its initial evaluation 
of the Habitat Matrix Program to address:   
 

• Clarity of the Program’s purpose  

• Effectiveness of the Program’s strategic design for accomplishing the purposes and goals 
of the Program and the mandates under which it operates  

• Clarity and ability of the Program’s performance measures to demonstrate progress 
toward achieving long-term goals  

• Value of the information from prior evaluations and accomplishments reports related to 
the Program’s component programs  

• Stakeholder views of the Program  
 
The following section of this report addresses each of these five topics.   
 
 
INITIAL EVALUATION OF THE HABITAT MATRIX PROGRAM   
 
This initial evaluation follows the framework developed by the Panel and the related questions 
specified by NOAA in the Academy’s contract scope of work.   
 
Clarity of Purpose  
 
The purpose of the Habitat Matrix Program is primarily to create and maintain healthy habitats 
that can adequately support the living marine resources (including fish) for which NOAA has 
trustee responsibilities. Secondarily, the program is expected to help create a well-informed 
public that acts as a steward of Coastal and Marine ecosystems. However, the Program has no 
overarching mandate or authority for these broad goals. Instead, the program is a reflection of 
weaving together the mandates and purposes of several core programs. The purposes of those 
core programs are individually clear and planning has been done to think about how the Matrix 
program can facilitate coordination between programs. Nevertheless, the still young Habitat 
Matrix Program has not yet integrated its separate parts or begun setting priorities across 
program areas. 
 
The integration process has begun.  As part of this Academy study, the Habitat Matrix Program 
leaders have developed an overarching logic model for the entire program and three goal-
oriented logic models that show how the individual core programs can work together to 
contribute to the three broader Habitat Matrix goals: (1) protect and manage habitats, (2) restore 
habitats, (3) promote habitat stewardship.  In addition, considerable strategic planning has been 
done within NOAA to conceptualize the process of maintaining and improving healthy habitats 
essential to maintaining and improving robust and sustainable fisheries, protected resources, and 
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other living marine resources.  This accepted goal-oriented strategy is shown graphically in 
Figure 7 on page 22.   
 
Effective Program Design   
 
The operational design of the Habitat Matrix Program when the Academy study began was based 
primarily on the numerous individual legislative mandates under which it operates.  The Matrix 
itself was not yet developed as a unified program for focusing its diverse programs on common 
long-term strategic goals and measures for improving overall habitat conditions. Thus, it was not 
and is not strategically targeted at this time. One obstacle to doing this is the lack of an 
overarching legislative mandate or authority. Also, funding for the Matrix Program is 
appropriated according to the individual components and their legislative mandates, which limits 
the Program’s flexibility to direct resources strategically. 
 
Similarly, the current performance measures are designed to assess performance related to 
fulfilling individual legislative mandates.  Undoubtedly, the individual activities undertaken are 
effective for those purposes in most cases.  And, the three new goal-oriented logic models 
(shown on pages 11-13) provide a potential basis for reassessing the existing program design to 
orient it more toward broader, more unified long-term habitat improvement goals.   
 
Priorities Within and Across Core Programs 
 
While it is clear that careful thought goes into how to ensure that the program’s resources are 
well spent, there is not a clear sense of an overarching prioritization or framework in which 
allocation decisions are made. From a program management perspective, the predominant 
approach is to set workload targets scaled to budget limits and expected case-loads in each 
program—such as numbers of hydropower re-licensing applications, and numbers of proposed 
developments having the potential to disturb important coastal and marine habitats—and then to 
triage the case-loads to keep them within a manageable range.  No standard protocols for making 
the triage decisions appear to be in use for NMFS’ regional EFH offices where projects are 
implemented, although many triage decisions clearly are being made at the regional level.  Data 
being used to set annual performance targets are mostly past levels of activity, rather than data 
showing progress toward filling recognized gaps between existing habitat conditions and desired 
habitat conditions.  Several of the programs in the Matrix have annual workload planning 
processes and protocols for adding new projects.  The DARRP and AISP programs are two 
examples of project prioritization protocols.  They are compared with MDP, CRP and 
Hydropower criteria in the Table 2 on page 27. 
 
Within the Matrix Program, we did not find planning that was directed toward defining the 
overall size of habitat threats and vulnerabilities.  We also did not find quantified or 
operationalized goals for meeting such needs built into long-range management plans and annual 
targets against which to measure progress. However, it may be argued that it is not reasonable to 
expect this in such a small program. 
 
The Hydropower program is the easiest component of the Matrix to plan for, because most of its 
work involves reissuing licenses for dams that have been licensed before for specific time  
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Figure 7 :  Conceptual Model of Goal-Oriented Strategy 
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periods and the time for re-licensing is known far ahead.  Most of the other “cases” that NOAA 
pursues in the Habitat Matrix core programs occur in an episodic, unplanned manner.  The triage 
process, therefore, is a matter of taking the “best” opportunities at any given time to make a 
positive difference for the “health” of the “most important” habitats that attract attention.  
Program people in the regions or on the ground have discretion to make these decisions using 
their own best judgment, or the competitive grants process.  Based on Academy staff interviews 
with NMFS regional office Habitat personnel, some regions make greater use of prioritization 
than others.   
 
A potential alternative to the currently dominant case-management approach is illustrated by the 
April 2006 Pacific Salmon Recovery Plan (see Appendix B, page 55 for an evaluation of the 
Pacific Salmon Recovery Fund).  This plan, which was prepared by NOAA’s Protected Species 
Program (outside the Habitat Matrix Program) begins to provide comprehensive assessments of 
current conditions in eight geographic Pacific Salmon coastal recovery domains, and specifies 
habitat maintenance and improvements needed to bring salmon populations back to acceptable 
levels along the entire Pacific Coast of the U.S. This strategic state-by-state and watershed-by-
watershed planning identifies habitat projects that need to be accomplished to help the recovery 
effort in distinct management areas. It illustrates how such plans could provide a framework for 
the Habitat Matrix Program to help implement ecosystem restoration strategies by advising on 
Habitat-related cases that may come up within the Matrix suite of programs. In this instance, a 
list and schedule of proposed actions is laid out to provide benchmarks (long-range goals and 
potential annual targets) to be budgeted for, monitored, and achieved.  This approach might be 
used elsewhere in high priority habitat management areas. 
 
This recovery plan is unusual, but there are other smaller-scale examples of Habitat restoration 
plans that follow a similar scenario, in which the prime sponsor or a collaborative process takes 
the lead and the Matrix programs provide support.  The current performance measures in the 
Habitat Matrix Program reflect successful coping with legislatively mandated work assignments, 
rather than a plan to make strategic progress toward goals for maintaining or upgrading habitat 
conditions over large areas.    
 
In general, the Habitat Matrix Program is not as specifically targeted to intended beneficiaries as 
many other programs in the sense that one of the PART questions asks about.  Healthy habitats, 
as part of healthy ecosystems, benefit a very wide range of people, communities and industries.  
In certain instances, such as the Salmon Recovery Plan, the salmon industry, certain specific 
Indian tribes, and recreational fishermen might be singled out as special beneficiaries, but many 
others benefit as well.   
 
However, some specific mandates addressed within the Matrix are targeted more directly to 
particular federal agencies being advised, to hydropower licensees applying for renewals, to 
industries that damage habitats, and to parties that create marine debris—for example.  It was not 
possible, within the time and funding available in this study, for the Academy Panel to evaluate 
how effectively the Habitat Matrix Program benefits all these parties or the general public.   
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Investment Priorities  
 
Marine and coastal habitats related to NOAA’s trust responsibilities are very large and widely 
dispersed, and NOAA’s mandates for improving these habitats are extensive and ambitious.  At 
the same time, the Habitat Matrix Program is relatively small and new.  So, priorities are very 
important, and pose one of the core questions for this Panel study:  

 
Is the Habitat Matrix Program investing in the right areas to fulfill its mandates?   
 

NOAA has been seeking answers to this question in two ways:   
 

1. Developing strategic goals for improving habitat. In other words, getting at what is most 
important to accomplish  

2. Establishing project selection criteria in the main programs that constitute the Habitat 
Matrix Program  

 
This section of the Panel report examines the results of these two prioritization efforts.   
 
Strategic goals for improving the effectiveness of habitat investments have been taking shape 
since the year 2000 when The Estuary Restoration Act of 2000 established a national goal of 
restoring 1 million acres of coastal and marine habitat by 2010. NOAA developed a strategy to 
accomplish this goal.  The Act authorized $275 million over five years to begin working to 
achieve the goal and to enhance monitoring of the nation’s coastal and marine habitats, data 
sharing, and research to undergird the effort.  NOAA partnered with the non-profit organization 
Restore America’s Estuaries to produce the required strategy, and it was issued in April 2002.   
 
The 2002 strategy, A National Strategy to Restore Coastal and Estuarine Habitat, recommended:   
 

• Regional Partnerships of governmental and non-governmental organizations, citizens, 
and volunteers—including public-private partnerships—to tackle this very large task  

• Regional plans in six major regions of the nation to establish goals and priorities for 
closing gaps between existing habitat conditions and the conditions needed to enable 
these habitats to perform the functions required to support the living marine resources the 
nation needs.  The rationale for these plans was that habitat restoration projects will be 
more effective if they are part of a larger, coordinated effort.  The six regions named in 
the Act are:  

o Northeast Atlantic  

o Southeast Atlantic  

o Gulf of Mexico  

o California and the Pacific Islands  

o Pacific Northwest  

o Great Lakes  
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• Enhancing the knowledge-base available to design the most effective restoration projects, 
and an effort to apply this new knowledge widely  

• Evaluating and monitoring the progress of implementation projects and the outcomes 
being achieved—at the watershed level  

• Enhancing stewardship efforts to involve citizens, officials, businesses, and volunteers in 
the effort  

• Achieving full funding of the 2000 authorization, and leveraging that funding as much as 
possible to enhance its effectiveness (not yet achieved in any subsequent fiscal year) 

 
The likely implications of these recommendations for spending Habitat Program funds are:   
 

• Increased funding of regional partnerships and their recommended planning processes  

• Tying habitat restoration projects to the implementation priorities in the regional plans—
to improve their effectiveness  

• Providing adequate funding for enhancing project-design tools and getting them widely 
used, evaluating and monitoring progress toward improving habitat conditions, and 
enhancing stewardship efforts to supplement governmental funding  

• Working toward full funding of authorized amounts and increased leveraging of available 
funding   

 
In 2006, the secretaries of the U.S. Departments of the Interior and Commerce, and the chief 
executives of the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies issued another related report, the 
National Fish Habitat Action Plan.  That plan sets the following specific objectives for moving 
this strategy forward:   
 

• Conduct a condition analysis of all fish habitats within the United States by 2010.   

• Identify priority fish habitats and establish Fish Habitat Partnerships targeting these 
habitats by 2010.   

• Establish 12 or more Fish Habitat Partnerships throughout the United States by 2010.   

• Prepare a “Status of Fish Habitats in the United States” report in 2010 and every five 
years thereafter.   

• Protect all healthy and intact fish habitats by 2015.   

• Improve the condition of 90 percent of priority habitats and species targeted by Fish 
Habitat Partnerships by 2020.   

 
These new habitat protection and restoration objectives, of course, would require additional 
funding above FY 2008 appropriations levels.   
 
This above chain of events—at the broad strategic/interagency level—provides a substantial 
foundation for considering future spending priorities in NOAA and other habitat programs both 
inside and outside of the Habitat Matrix Program.  Nevertheless, this foundation could be used as 
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a reference point for developing, approving, and funding current implementation projects in the 
Habitat Matrix Program—in combination with the program’s own project selection criteria.   
 
Project Selection Criteria are being used in five of the Habitat Matrix Program’s main 
component programs: DARRP, AISP, Marine Debris, Community-based Restoration, and 
Hydropower.  Each program uses its own set of selection criteria, but several common elements 
emerge from a comparison, as shown in Table 2 on the following page.   
 
The common elements are:   
 

• Threats to NOAA trust resources  

• Benefits expected from NOAA involvement  

• Partnering potential  

• Likelihood of project success  

• Cost-effectiveness 

• Regional or program balance 

• Low priority or ineligible costs  

 
In addition, a cost recovery factor is used by DARRP alone.   
 
It is interesting to note that consistency with existing habitat restoration plans—or plans that 
incorporate habitat restoration recommendations—is only mentioned in the existing project or 
case selection criteria by three programs. This is a very common provision in many other federal-
aid programs.   
 
The Panel believes that the current criteria help to ensure that the projects being undertaken now 
are sound and in accordance with good current practices.  However, their strategic impact is not 
clearly demonstrated.   
 
Ability of the Program’s Performance Measures to Demonstrate Progress Toward 
Achieving Long-Term Goals    
 
For this evaluation, the Panel had to rely largely on the existing performance measures, targets 
and milestones being used now in the Habitat Matrix Program.  The Panel selected a sub-set of 
30-some metrics, which are displayed in Table 3 on pages 28-30. Some of these measures and 
milestones are used at the Habitat Matrix Program level and some depict only an individual 
component program.  The milestones specify the work expected to be accomplished with 
available funding in that year. The targets related to these measures are shown, when available, 
in parentheses next to the measure.  The metrics are coded in the left-most column as 
performance measures (PM#) or milestones (ID# or M#), and by colors, that indicate which of 
the three main Habitat goals they contribute to most directly.   
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Table 2 :  Habitat Matrix Project/Case Selection Criteria 
Programs 

Criteria DARRP AISP MDP CRP Hydropower 
Threats to 
NOAA 
Resources 

• Threat to NOAA 
Resources 

• Threat to NOAA resources 
• Potential magnitude of impact 

• Threats to NOAA Resources 
• Threats to living marine resources 

• Address threats to NOAA 
resources 

 

Benefits of 
NOAA 
Involvement 

• Potential benefits 
of NOAA 
involvement 

• Visibility 
• Project 

consistency with 
other local 
restoration plans 

• Potential value added of 
NOAA involvement 

• Benefits to the NOAA AISP 
• Specific, obtainable objectives 

• Potential benefits to NOAA 
knowledge base 

• Identified goals and objectives 
• Location 
• Benefits to species, habitat 
• Debris types being addressed 

• Identified goals & specific 
objectives 

• On-the-ground implementation 
• Consistency with salmon 

recovery plans 
• Net gain in habitat acres restored 

or stream miles made accessible 
• Benefits to multiple species 
• Social & economic importance 

• Consistency with 
Federal Plans, 
Regulations and 
Statutes 

• Habitat and Fishery 
Benefits 

• Impact on Commercial 
and Recreational 
Fishing 

Partnering 
Potential 

• Potential to 
improve or 
strengthen 
partnerships 

• Interest level among NOAA 
and other stakeholders 

• Potential to leverage partner 
funding 

• International/ inter-agency 
commitments 
to build on 

• Maximize partnerships, 
collaborations, and leveraging funds 

• Potential for long-term partnerships 
• Potential for long-term stewardship 

• Maximize partnerships, 
collaborations, & leveraging of 
funds 

• Potential for long-term 
stewardship 

 

Likelihood of 
Success 

• Feasibility • Availability of NOAA and 
other capabilities to help 

        existing efforts underway 

• Likelihood debris will reaccumulate 
• Feasibility 
• Likelihood of long-term solution  
• Responsibility/availability of other 

resources 
• Use of proven techniques 

• Monitoring of restoration 
success 

• Strong community support 
• Landowner support and 

assurance of protection 
• Hands-on volunteer involvement 

in implementation 
• Use of sound proven restoration  

techniques 
• Degree to which the restoration 

methods are self-sustaining 
and/or an appropriate 
maintenance plan is in place 

• Consistency with 
Tribal Trust Rights 
and intergovernmental 
relations 

• Consistency with state 
policies and objectives 

• Support of 
environmental groups 
and localities 

• Likelihood NOAA can 
prevail in trial type 
hearing 

Cost-
effectiveness 

• Cost-effectiveness  • Demonstrated need 
• Cost-benefit ratio 
• Level of non-federal match or 

leverage 

• Demonstrated need 
• Cost-benefit ratio 
• Level of non-federal match or 

leverage 

 

Regional 
Balance 

 • Regional balance • Balance of debris types   being 
addressed and threat to resources 

• Regional balance  

Low Priority 
or Ineligible 
Costs 

  • Volunteer beach cleanups 
• Small impact 
• On-going events 
 

• Purchase of land, conservation 
easements, and large equipment 

• Pre-award costs 
• Organizational support 
• Mitigation activities 
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Table 3:  Habitat Matrix Program Performance Measures and Milestones 
 

EFH Hydro CRP CW-
PPRA

PM-1 Acres of habitat restored x x x x 5563 
(3,760)

8333    
(4500) 7598    (4500)

5974
 (5000)

11,254 
(9000)

inter-  
mediate 

outcome/ 
annual

ID2028   
M-9

Complete and release to the public 4 Damage 
Assessment and Restoration Plans that describe 
projects and/or actions to restore coastal resources 
damaged or injured by oil spills,  hazardous releases 
or other incidents.

x 4 6 4 4
4

(5)
output/ 
annual

ID1969   
M-15

Implement 200 projects that restore fish habitat, 
including essential fish habitat  and habitats necessary
for the recovery of endangered and threatened 
species.

x x x 250 200 200 150
245

(200)
output/ 
annual

M-53

Provide required information concerning the directed 
cooperative agreement between NOAA and Coastal 
Restoration and Enhancement through Science and 
Technology (CREST) to transfer FY 2008 funds that 
will continue to support and improve the ability of 
pract itioners in the Gulf of Mexico to restore crit ically 
important coastal habitat.

x x
fund at least 10 research projects

*Funds not 
appropriate

d
Yes *Funds not 

appropriated
Yes output/ 

annual

PM-2
Stream miles made accessible--RC & DARRP & 
hydro x x x 410 

(410)
199

 (200)
200

 (150)
675

 (400)
623

 (475)

inter-  
mediate 

outcome/ 
annual

ID2034   
M-16 

Provide, prescribe, or recommend improvements to 
f ish access at 95 hydrological barriers (FERC and 
non-FERC).   

x x x
12        

hydro 
barriers

15 
 hydro 

barriers

25 
hydro 

barriers

25  
 hydro barriers

139
(95     

hydro 
barriers)

output/ 
annual

PM-3

Technical guidance and assistance provided to 
NOAA partners, federal action agencies, and 
resource decision makers to achieve protection 
and restoration of NOAA trust resources.

* * x x
300       

partners 
(300)

8,989       
habitat 
related 
efforts 
(10,000)

3,416        
habitat 
related 
efforts 
(4,000)

2,958         
habitat related 

efforts 
(3,400)

2,384
(2,530)

output/ 
annual

ID2042, 
ID2060, 
ID2061, 
ID2062   

M-4

Provide technical support to CERCLA lead agencies, 
investigate potential injury to NOAA trust resources, 
develop protective remedial strategies and mitigat ive 
act ions, and address contaminated sediments to 
protect and restore NOAA trust resources at 
approximately 30 sites each quarter.  (NB:  This also 
applies to PM-5)

x 90 90 50 50

Q1=37
Q2=30
Q3=43
Q4=47

(30)

output/ 
annual

R

M
ea

su
re

 
Ty

pe

D
A

R
R

P

A
IS

P FY05  
(target)

FY06 
 (target)

FY08  
(target)

FY04 
(target)

Matrix Programs to which Measure Applies

M
D

P

N
C

B
O

Fiscal Years

G
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• 

FY07       
(target)M

ea
su

re
 

N
o. Description Protection Restoration
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Table 3 -- Continued 

S PM-4
C oastal community partic ipation associated with 
habitat protection, restoration, education and 
outreach.

x x x

126 com
m

unities
(125)

193,494 
volunteer 

hours 
(85,000)

100,349 
volunteer 

hours 
(100,000)

120 ,650  
volunteer hours

 (85,000)

149,156
(85,000 

volunteer 
hours)

output/ 
annual

P PM-5
N umber of hazardous waste si tes where 
assessment or cleanup plans addresss  risks to 
N OAA trust resources.

x 18 (NA)
14

 (12)
17
 (7)

35 
(10)

22
(10)

output/ 
annual

PM-6
N umber of N atural Resource D amage Assessment 
cases where liability is  resolved. x 4 (NA)

5
 (5)

8
 (3)

5 
(3)

6
(3)

output/ 
annual

ID1975   
M-8

Achieve signif icant  progress toward completing 8  
natural resource dam age  assessm ents or cases 
set tled to  recover funds for restorat ion of coastal 
resources. 

x 6     cases

4   
   cases or 

assess- 
ments

8  
cases or assess-

ments

16 cases
(8 cases or 
assess- 
ments)

output/ 
annual

PM-7

Percentage of proposed actions that were 
m odified per NOAA Fisheries' adv ice to reduce  
adverse e ffec ts  to habitats for living marine 
resources

x 91%
 (60%)

94% 
(60%)

92%
(90%)

inter-
m ediate 

outcom e/ 
annual

PM-8

Percentage of interagency habitat consultations 
for which early coordination and/or information 
dissem ination el iminated the need for NOAA 
Fisheries to m ake conservation recomm endations 
on action agencies ' fina l decisions

x 14%
 (20%)

21%
 (20%)

20%
(20%)

inter-
m ediate 

outcom e/ 
annual

PM-9 Percentage of interagency habitat consultations 
completed within established timeframes x 88%

 (90%)
90% 

(85%)
88%

(85%)
output/ 
annual

P
M

-1
0 

   
   

   
   

 
(S

pe
ci

fic
 to

 A
IS

P) P rotec t NOAA trust resources by reducing the risk 
of introducing or spreading invasive species  
popula tions by addressing pathways of 
m ovement or through faci litiating the eradication, 
conta inment, or mitigation of existing invas ive 
popula tions (combined new in FY08) Yearly 
Target - One (1) population or pathway

x 1 species 
(1spec ies)

1  species (1  
species)

1 pop. 
 1 path. 

(1  population)

1  pop
(1  pop.    

or path.)

inter- 
m ediate 

outcom e/ 
annual

Prevention:             Num ber o f Pro jects x 4 13 13 5 (9)

                                Total dolla rs ($thousands) x $2,412 $3,085 $2,867 $1,227 ($2 ,576)

                                 Percentage earmarked x 100% 100% 100% 98% (0%)

M gmt/Control:         N umber of Projects x 6 3 22 20 (20)

                                 To tal dolla rs ($thousands) x $2,341 $1,710 $3,102 $953 ($1 ,470)

                                 Percentage earmarked x 75% 100% 70% 0% (46%)

Detect/Response:   Num ber o f Pro jects x 1 2 (4)

                                 To tal dolla rs ($thousands) x 35 151 (181)

                                 Percentage earmarked x 0% 0% (0%)

A
nn

ua
l O

ut
pu

t M
ea

su
re

s

A
IS

P
 P

ro
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Table 3 -- Continued 

E F H H y dro C R P C W -
P PR A

R P M -11
P er cen tag e o f h ab itat  re sto ratio n  p r o jects fo r 
w h i ch  m o n ito ri n g  is d e fi n ed  b y th e g ra n te e an d / o r 
p r in cip a l in v estig ato r.

x ? 90 % 8 6% 81 % 76 %
(75 % )

o u tp u t/ 
an n u al

P M -12
P er cen tag e o f all p r o p o sed  a ctio n s th at m a y 
a d ver sely a ffec t N O AA  tru st r eso u r ces rev iew ed  
to  a sses s p o ten tial effe cts. 

x 82 % 7 5% 85 % 85 %
(80 % )

o u tp u t/ 
an n u al

T e ch nica l g uid anc e rep orts  is s ue d x 2 2 2 2 (5 ) o u tp u t/ 
an n u al

N um ber of sq uare k m  of  ben thic habi ta t c harac te rize d 
a nd m ap ped x 4 3 7 9 46 (49 ) o u tp u t/ 

an n u al
N um ber of sq uare k m  of  hab ita t as s es s ed f or 
f is he ries  ut il iz ation x (10 )

o u tp u t/ 
an n u al

C um ula tiv e n um ber of  obs erv in g s ys te m  co m po nen ts  
s uc c es s ful ly  de ploye d. (N o te: E v entu al ly , a se parate  
m ea su re  w il l ca pture in form a tio n prov ided by  the 
o bs erving sy s tem  relating t o imp ro ve d de cis ion -
m ak ing a nd p ubl ic  s af ety .)

x 1 4 (6 ) o u tp u t/ 
cu m ul ative

N um ber of teac he rs /s tu den ts  & EE  prof es siona ls  
rea ch ed wi th env iron m e ntal  ed uc ation x 1 7,0 00 3 0,00 0 4 4,00 0 12 ,000 (44 ,000 ) o u tp u t/ 

an n u al

H ours  s pent  edu ca tin g m unic ip al offic ials x (1 ,200 ) o u tp u t/ 
an n u al

R P M -1 3

I n te rn al Pe rfo rm an c e M eas u re: R esto re n ear sh o re 
a n d  o p en -o cean  h ab itat  b y in cr eas in g  th e am o u n t 
o f m arin e  d eb ri s r em o ved  (b y m e tr ic to n s).  (n ew  
i n  F Y0 8)

x

83 8.5 
m e tr ic 
to n s

(30 0 m e tr ic 
to n s)

o u tp u t/ 
an n u al

P M -1 4

I n te rn al Pe rfo rm an c e M eas u re: P ro tec t h ab itat  
a n d  T ru st R e so u rce s b y in c rea sin g  th e a m o u n t of 
u s ed  f ish in g  g ear (n o t l os t g ear  rem o ved  fro m  the  
m ari ne  en vi ro n - m en t)  co ll ected  a n n ua lly th ro u g h  
a ltern a ti ve m o n o fila m en t re cyclin g  o r p o rt  
r ece p ti o n fa cili ti es (b y m etr ic to n s).   (n e w  in  
F Y 08)

x
67.4  m etr ic 

to n s 
(5 m etr ic 

to n s )

o u tp u t/ 
an n u al

P M -1 5

I n te rn al Pe rfo rm an c e M eas u re: P er cen tag e o f 
e xist in g  fis h ery m an ag em e n t p lan s (F M Ps ) 
r evi ew ed  w ith in  th e  p ast f ive  year s to  u p d ate 
e sse ntia l f ish  ha b itat  (EF H ) in fo rm atio n  p er  th e 
E F H  r eg u lato r y g u i d e- lin es . (n ew  i n F Y08 )

x 64 %
(70 % )

o u tp u t/ 
an n u al

R P M -1 6
I n te rn al Pe rfo rm an c e (efficie n cy) M e asu re : H ab itat  
r esto ra ti o n  effective n ess pe r a llo ca te d  p ro g ra m  
fu n d in g .   (n ew  in  FY 08)

x 0 .5
(0 .5)

e ff ic ien cy/ 
an n u al

M
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su
re
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NOTES:  Milestones are reported as met or unmet (yes/no) OR where totals are provided, they indicate what was proposed and reported as met, not necessarily the 
actual number completed, which may be greater. Actual milestone data are available for 2008.  
* Habitat Protection programs cease contributing to PM-3 in FY2009. 
• Goals: P-Protection, R-Restoration, S-Stewardship 
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Sixteen of the program’s current measures are considered the main performance measures.  The 
majority of them track the program’s activity levels and do not directly measure the program’s 
progress toward achieving its stated long-term goals. However, approximately one-third of the 
current measures show that the Habitat Matrix Program is making significant progress in 
carrying out activities that logically could be expected to produce the intended program 
outcomes. Restoring acres of habitat, opening up miles of streams for fish passage, and 
recommending modifications to infrastructure projects and other activities should all reasonably 
be expected to lead to improved coastal and estuarine ecosystems and improved habitat for living 
marine resources. However, the Program is not currently able to document and quantify the 
extent to which these outcomes reflect the program’s long-term goals. 
  
An effort is underway within the Matrix Program to designate a small number of the sixteen 
performance measures as of prime importance for general reporting. Efforts also are underway to 
modify and improve these measures and group some of the other measures under them to assist 
in most effectively telling the story of Habitat protection and restoration success.  This change is 
an important step in the right direction, and should simplify reporting of the key essentials of this 
complex, multi-part program.   
 
Of the current targets being used in the Habitat Matrix Program, 27 percent have data for 4 or 5 
years.  Eight percent have data for 3 years, and 59 percent are new for FY 2008.  Further work is 
needed on targets to explain their meaning and the rationale for choosing them, and to make their 
values explicit.  The significance of the current targets is not apparent on their face. Of the 13 
current targets with a track record of 3 years or more, 8 generally were met, 4 generally were 
exceeded, and only one target was not met.    
 
Box 1 on page 32 displays the concepts currently under consideration by the Habitat Matrix 
Program leadership. 
 
The Panel believes that these concepts are moving in the right direction, and encourages their 
further development. The Panel notes that the measures expressed as percentages are easier to 
understand than those expressed as raw numbers, because they compare to a transparent baseline. 
The raw numbers need one or more points of reference other than their own time series to help 
explain their significance. A “dashboard” type presentation offers a convenient mechanism that 
could be used for this purpose. 
 
The Panel also notes that the measure of NOAA recommendation “fully accepted and/or 
implemented” sets a very high bar for success. Much good work by NOAA could go unreported 
by this measure. NOAA should consider some means of recording “partial credit” for other good 
works accomplished. 
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Box 1:  Straw Man—Short Term Performance Measure Concepts for the Habitat Program 
 
Objectives:  
• Develop fewer, higher level performance measures for the Habitat Program to use in the short term to 

convey the accomplishments across the program 
• Use these measures to better tell the story of Habitat Program accomplishments in the short term, 

while working towards long-term  outcome-based measures 
 
Approach: 
We will work toward longer-term, outcome performance measures and in the short term, develop 
measures to better reflect the accomplishments of the Program: 
• Identify 5-6 priority performance measures that: 

o Are easily understood by an outside audience 
o Represent a significant portion of the outputs, products and services delivered by the Program 
o Represent, to the extent possible, outcomes of our work 
o Are most useful in conveying the value of the Program 
o May be regionally based and aggregate up 
o Could be based on existing measures or broadening existing measures to capture 

accomplishments across the Program 
• Organize or link measures to the three Program Goals; Protect, Restore, Stewardship 
• Set 5-year goals and annual targets for each of the measures, using the best available information and 

review/input from a set of external experts 
 

Concepts for Improved Habitat Performance Measures 
Primary measure Possible complementary measures that make the link to outcomes 

(Note: all these measures would involve taking a sample to estimate 
for the whole). 

Number of coastal, marine and Great 
Lakes habitat acres restored or protected. 
 
(restoration includes marine debris 
removed; protection includes long term 
easements, acquisition, prevention of 
invasives, special management areas) 

• % of projects monitored that achieved pre-determined design 
objectives within 2 yrs 

• # of project areas where an impact has been successfully addressed 
(e.g., # coral reefs where sedimentation has been reduced) 

 
 
 

Number of stream miles opened and 
accessible for coastal, marine and Great 
Lakes species. 
 

• # of  project areas [e.g., sub watersheds, rivers, or main stems] where 
fish passage is no longer limiting 

• # of endangered/threatened stocks/ESUs benefitted 
• % of projects that show increased presence of a listed species or a 

proxy species within 5 years 
Number of recommendations that 
protect coastal, marine and Great Lakes 
habitat.  

• % of recommendations fully accepted and/or implemented to reduce 
or prevent impacts to NOAA trust resources 

Number of hours of coastal community 
participation associated with habitat 
protection, restoration, education and 
outreach. 

• % of participants surveyed that show an increased knowledge of and 
stewardship for coastal, marine and Great Lakes habitats. 

• % of participants who have previously participated in habitat 
protection, restoration, education, or outreach experience.  
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Information from Prior Evaluations and Accomplishment Reports   
 
Two other sources of information about the accomplishments and effectiveness of the programs 
within the Matrix were reviewed for this study: formal evaluation studies and accomplishments 
reports.  Numbers, by themselves, do not tell the full story of complex programs like this one.  
The numbers can and should be supplemented with real stories that can often make a particular 
point more powerfully.  Prior evaluation reports can be an excellent source of information and 
insights about the need for program improvements.   
 
In the course of evaluating the Habitat Matrix Program, the Panel reviewed 20 prior evaluations 
prepared by others in the year 2000 or later. A summary of these evaluations is provided in 
Appendix B.  
 
• Five of the prior evaluations were for broad programs that interact with the Habitat Matrix 

Program and broadly contribute to the goals of protection, restoration, or stewardship, but are 
not directly part of the Matrix. These programs are:  

o NOAA’s Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Program, which includes habitat 
conservation and restoration as one of its many goals.  

o The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s  (FWS) Fisheries Program, which has a strong 
habitat component  

o The Chesapeake Bay Program, which has EPA, NOAA, and many other agency 
components and a strong emphasis on habitat conservation and restoration  

• Eight of the prior evaluations involved habitat protection related to:  

o Fisheries Management  

o Essential Fish Habitat  

o Hydropower Dam Licensing  

o Invasive Species  

• Five of the prior evaluations involved habitat restoration related to:  

o Wetlands  

o Pacific Salmon Recovery  

o Dam removal  

o Marine debris 

o (and a stakeholder feedback workshop on the Community-based Restoration 
Program, which is reviewed in a later section of this report in a broader section 
dealing with stakeholder views)  

• Two of the prior evaluations were related to habitat stewardship and were related to:  

o The Chesapeake Bay Watershed Education and Training (B-WET) Program  
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o Volunteering in three estuary programs (Tampa Bay, San Francisco Bay, and 
Galveston Bay)  

 
These prior evaluations touch on all portions of the Habitat Matrix Program except the DARRP 
program.  DARRP undergoes annual reviews of its costs – both direct and indirect – by Cotton 
and Company, but the Panel did not examine those.   
 
The Panel found these prior evaluations to be a rich source of information and recommendations 
for improving the various components of the Habitat Matrix Program.  The prior reviews 
included OMB PART evaluations of EPA’s Chesapeake Bay Program, NOAA’s CZM Program, 
and the FWS’ Fisheries Program.  These program-related PART reviews are a useful source of 
information about what OMB looks for in natural resource protection programs.   
 
NOAA Accomplishments Reports for Programs in the Habitat Matrix   
 
The Panel had available to it the following accomplishments reports for programs included in the 
Habitat Matrix Program:   
 

• NOAA Fisheries Habitat Program: 2007 Accomplishments, a 21-page illustrated booklet.   

• Accomplishments of the Alaska Region’s Habitat Conservation Division, for fiscal years 
2003-2007 (five separate annual reports of 8-9 pages each).  

• Healing Our Coasts, Protecting Our Future: 15 Years of Protection and Restoration of the 
Nation’s Coastal Resources, NOAA Damage Assessment, Remediation, and Restoration 
Program, April 2007, 28 pp.  This report provides a fairly thorough overview of the first 15 
years of the program.  The Panel also had access to a two-page description of five FY 2007 
examples of specific project accomplishments (one paragraph each)—plus separate two-
page flyers on examples of specific accomplishments in California and Massachusetts.   

• Marine Debris Program Accomplishments for FY 2008, a two-page list of seven specific 
activities—one paragraph each.   

• Cooperative Habitat Protection Partnerships: Promoting Local Strategies to Protect 
Coastal and Marine Fish Habitat, a two-page illustrated brochure with examples of six 
local projects funded by the NOAA Office of Habitat Conservation, undated.   

• NOAA Chesapeake Bay Office Biennial Report to Congress: 2007-2008, a formal required 
report; 28 pages, illustrated (pre-release version).  

• Hands on Habitat: Celebrating 10 Years of Coastal Restoration, NOAA Community-
Based Restoration Program Portfolio of Success, a 73-page formally printed report, March 
2006. This report provides descriptions of successful restoration projects region-by-region 
and state-by-state all across the United States.  

 
These documents present a wide variety of approaches to accomplishment reporting by specific 
programs within the Habitat Matrix Program.  However, they do not cover the whole range of 
programs within the Matrix, and none is designed to represent the Habitat Matrix Program as a 
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whole.  NOAA recently began encouraging each of its programs to provide annual 
accomplishments reports.   
 
These are very interesting documents and they are especially useful for communicating a general 
sense of what these programs do to a non-technical audience.  However, they are not useful for 
program evaluation or management—with one exception.  The NOAA Chesapeake Bay Office’s 
report, required by law, does provide some performance data for part of its work.  It is longer and 
somewhat more analytical than most of the other accomplishment reports reviewed by the Panel.   
 
Accomplishments reports are useful for communicating with the general public, volunteers, and 
others.  They should be encouraged and more consistently issued as part of the effort to keep the 
public informed and to help enlarge habitat stewardship efforts.  The Habitat Matrix Program 
might benefit from having a regular annual accomplishments report of its own—to begin 
building its “brand” recognition and to emphasize how its component elements work together to 
generate larger results than any of them can achieve alone.   

 
Stakeholder Views of the Habitat Matrix Program   
 
This section summarizes stakeholder views of Habitat Matrix programs solicited on two different 
occasions—an Academy Panel meeting on the NOAA Habitat Matrix Program Evaluation study 
held on November 6, 2008 and a stakeholder meeting concerning the Community-based 
Restoration Program hosted by NOAA on September 13, 2005. 
   
Stakeholders represented at the 2008 Panel meeting ranged in type and focus. 

• American Rivers (John Seebach)—This representative of American Rivers was the 
director of the group’s Hydropower Reform Initiative and Chair of the Executive 
Steering Committee of the multimember Hydropower Reform Coalition. His focus and 
that of the Coalition is FERC relicensing of hydropower dams. 

• Marine Fish Conservation Network (Bruce Stedman)—This organization focuses on 
implementation of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and fish habitat protection. 

• National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (Mike Slattery)—The Foundation is a non-profit 
chartered by Congress to provide federal environmental protection mission agencies a 
mechanism that can act more nimbly and flexibly in administering and managing grant 
funds, leveraging other funds, and collaborating with partners. 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Gary Frazer)—A partner federal agency with 
overlapping and complementary program responsibilities. The agency has undergone 
efforts to develop and implement a performance management system similar to the effort 
now being undertaken by NOAA’s Habitat Matrix Program. 

 
All of these stakeholders had direct experience with NOAA and the Habitat Matrix Program. 
However, none had more than a vague perception of the Matrix as a whole. They had clearer 
perceptions of individual programs within the Matrix. 
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Their remarks fell into three broad thematic categories: 
 

• Broadening frameworks for thinking about habitat 

• Importance of partnerships 

• Difficulties in measuring performance 
 
Broadening Frameworks for Thinking about Habitat 

Seebach indicated that providing for fish passage is just one factor in restoring and protecting 
fish habitat.  He also emphasized the importance of water flow as a key factor in the health of 
fish populations in riverine habitats.  However, he noted that NOAA is less well positioned to 
affect water flow in its consultations on the relicensing of hydropower dams. 
 
Seebach also discussed the importance taking a strategic approach to FERC relicensing cases to 
have a greater impact.  He said that both NOAA and American Rivers tend to be opportunistic 
and case driven.  Both are largely driven by the schedule of relicensing applications, and need to 
place them in the context of comprehensive watershed plans, and target those applications that 
will have the greatest impact on high priority fish habitats. 
 
Both Stedman and Slattery encouraged NOAA to take a broader view of what constitutes 
effective fish habitat. They focused on the importance of including forage fish in effective 
ecosystem assessments and plans for protecting fish habitats.  Slattery said that the National Fish 
and Wildlife Foundation includes forage fish as a focus cutting across its four recently 
established “keystone” priorities. 
 
Threats posed by climate change figured explicitly in the comments of both of these stakeholder 
representatives. Seebach noted that climate change is undermining the basis for assessments 
needed to guide recommendations on restoring riverine water flow patterns.  Stedman 
emphasized the potentially very serious threat of climate change to NOAA’s habitat protection 
efforts generally.  
 
Importance of Partnerships 

The importance of partnerships figured prominently in the remarks of both Frazer and Slattery. 
They discussed the potential of partnerships to increase access to the information, resources 
(money, staff, and authority), and expertise needed to address the broad scope and complexity of 
environmental challenges. Frazer emphasized the challenges of building partnerships—long-
term, uncertain efforts. Slattery emphasized shrinking resources available to provide a reliable 
base of support for partnerships.  
 
Slattery also discussed the role that the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation plays in 
supporting partnerships and other collaborative activities, and offered the Foundation’s services 
for even broader use. He reviewed the Foundation’s ability to pool money from multiple federal 
agencies and to broker collaborative relationships among agencies, and noted the Foundation’s 
recent expansion of its role to include program planning and development, information sharing 
and networking activities, and the provision of technical assistance to federal agency grantees. 
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Difficulties in Measuring Performance 

 
Seebach discussed the challenge his organization faced in developing a set of metrics that 
adequately measures the performance of its activities related to FERC relicensing of hydropower 
dams. He emphasized that a measure of success must incorporate information about whether fish 
passage plans were implemented and whether the passages worked as planned. However, he 
noted that limited data are available on resulting improvements in habitat conditions, ecological 
systems, and fish populations. He also noted the lack of resources and interest by funders to 
support the long-term monitoring and assessment needed to collect the data needed to inform 
these measures. He explained that monitoring and assessment are “not sexy” and do not provide 
the near term sense of accomplishments that dam removals and fish passage provisions do. 
 
The opportunity to fund NOAA monitoring and measurement costs of the Hydropower program 
by recovering the costs from other parties was discussed. However, participants agreed that this 
provision would not produce funds that NOAA could use unless the present law is changed. 
 
Based on FWS experience, Frazer counseled NOAA to develop a flexible, open-ended set of 
indicators that can guide, but not unduly constrain managers in adapting to changing budget and 
other circumstances. He also emphasized the importance of partnerships for measuring key 
factors and noted the promising example of such a framework highlighted in the National Fish 
Habitat Action Plan.  
 
Stakeholder Feedback from 2005 Meeting on the Community-based Restoration Program   
 
On September 13, 2005 NOAA brought together 29 of its partners in the Community-based 
Restoration Program.  This full-day facilitated meeting examined six main topics:  
 
1. Research and Monitoring  

2. Regional Planning and Prioritization  

3. Technical Assistance Needs  

4. Funding and Program Growth  

5. Interagency Coordination and Permitting  

6. Outreach and Education  
 
For each topic, the report on the meeting provides (1) a summary of the meeting notes, (2) 
recommendations of the meeting participants, and (3) responses by NOAA.5  The report is a rich 
source of feedback on one of the main program elements in the Habitat Matrix Program.  It is the 
only instance of stakeholder feedback found within the Matrix family of programs.6   

                                                 
5 NOAA Restoration Center, NOAA’s Community-based Restoration Program: Stakeholder Meeting Summary 
Report, September 13, 2005 (January 2006).   
6 Although NOAA’s Marine Debris Program began holding annual Information Forums to bring together the 
principal investigators of its programs for presentations and information exchange, that activity does not provide 
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A very brief summary of the main points made by the stakeholders follows.  It provides a sense 
of the value of soliciting such feedback.   
 
Research and Monitoring.  The stakeholders felt that long-term monitoring of the results of 
restoration actions—at a regional scale—should be a high priority because it provides many 
benefits.  The benefits include: accountability for dollars spent, recognizing the value of using 
volunteers, providing research data to show the value of using improved techniques and 
practices, documenting improvements in ecosystem conditions, and tracking long-term trends.  
To be most effective, a way should be found to extend the monitoring of results beyond the end 
of individual Restoration project grants.  Additional funding and technical support for research 
and monitoring was recommended, as well as stronger links between the regionally-based 
Restoration Centers and NOAA’s regionally-based Science Centers.   
 
Regional Planning and Prioritization.  More national and regional restoration plans are needed 
to provide a more solid foundation for selecting and prioritizing project funding based on better-
defined restoration goals and performance measures.  Such plans would facilitate nesting of 
regional and local priorities, using limited resources more strategically and efficiently, better 
aligning the efforts of grass-roots and volunteer groups, and using monitoring and research 
practices more effectively.   
 
Technical Assistance Needs.  Stakeholders praised the positive assistance they receive from staff 
of the Restoration Center, and enumerated several types of essential assistance being provided.  
They asked for more such assistance—emphasizing the need for building networks with other 
programs within NOAA and with programs and sources of expertise in other federal and state 
agencies, local governments, NGOs, and other grantees like themselves.  They recommended 
regular “lessons-learned” workshops, new searchable databases, and other improvements that 
would help to build their capacity to do a better job.   
 
Funding and Program Growth.  As might be expected, the stakeholders recommended more 
funding, better leveraging of partner funds, and greater flexibility in using the funds.  In 
particular, they recommended greater ability to use funds to cover administrative and technical 
assistance activities, increasingly expensive land costs, and long-term research and monitoring 
activities.  A number of other specific recommendations were made, including streamlining 
paperwork and reporting requirements, and providing longer-term funding options.   
 
Interagency Coordination and Permitting.  Stakeholders stressed the importance of interagency 
coordination in prioritizing habitat goals and long-term funding programs, as well as the permit 
processes through which key actions affecting habitat conditions are often implemented.  This is 
essential to avoid frustrating project delays and to align the efforts of multiple agencies.  The 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Army Corps of Engineers were mentioned most prominently.  
A strong role for NOAA in brokering this coordination was recommended, and the need to train 
all the participants to work the system effectively and efficiently—including state and local 

                                                                                                                                                             
equivalent stakeholder feedback of the type reported on in this section of the Academy Panel’s report. Therefore, it 
is not included in this analysis.   



 39

governments and others—was emphasized.  The need for interagency workshops was also 
mentioned.   
 
Outreach and Education.  The stakeholders recommended increased outreach and education—
including efforts to attract students into the habitat field, provide them with internships and get 
them on a career path.  Collaboration with NOAA’s Education Office was also recommended, as 
were better accessibility of “how to” manuals and guidance documents, and web-based 
resources.  Revising the Restoration Center’s website was a top priority for these stakeholders.   
 
Overall Perception of NOAA Habitat Programs 

 
Although the information available to the Panel about stakeholder views of NOAA’s habitat 
programs was limited, the predominant views expressed in both the 2008 and 2005 instances 
cited above were very positive.  Most criticism was constructive.  Many recommendations for 
improvement were made.  One speaker in the 2008 meeting felt that NOAA is more rigid in 
administering its programs than other federal natural resources agencies, perhaps because of 
NOAA’s heavy focus on legislative mandates and frequent consultations with lawyers.  Overall, 
both of these consultations demonstrated the value of maintaining constructive dialogue between 
NOAA’s Habitat Matrix Program and its stakeholders.   
 
Summary Evaluation   
 
• The Matrix Program has no overarching authority or mandate; as a result it has no strong 

sense of purpose or clear set of priorities. However, some clearer purposes and priorities exist 
within the core program components. 

• Resources do not match the scope and scale of problems that the program is intended to 
address. 

• The Matrix Program has achieved administrative coordination but has not realized its 
potential in working to coordinate and leverage activities and goals across its core 
components to set and achieve common priority outcomes. 

• A caseload management approach dominates this suite of programs.  All of the individual 
programs in the Matrix are too small to address all the cases that come before them.  They all 
make choices about which opportunities to engage in.    

• The small size and limited authorities of the Habitat Matrix Program magnifies its need to 
take a more strategic approach to planning and prioritizing a more proactive program.   

• Within that context, these programs appear to be effective.  They deal with a fairly high 
percentage of the cases presented to them, and make positive contributions that logically 
should lead to their intended outcomes.  Activities such as restoring acres and stream miles of 
habitat and recommending modifications of infrastructure and hydropower projects address 
significant threats and should lead to improved habitat and ecological functions.  

• However, the program cannot yet demonstrate and measure successful achievement of 
outcomes. 
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• Another challenge is the inadequacy of information and assessments to (1) characterize 
current habitat conditions, (2) identify priority locations and threats that should be addressed, 
and (3) monitor progress. 

• While no comprehensive habitat plan exists that could guide program investments, there are 
multiple efforts at regional or watershed scales to prioritize restoration and conservation 
activities for specific estuaries or species.  

 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE 
HABITAT MATRIX PROGRAM  
 
Recommendations for Strengthening the Overall Habitat Matrix Program  

 

• NOAA should pursue a more holistic overarching authority or mandate for the Habitat 
Matrix Program. This program is still defined more by its parts than its whole. The two 
Ocean Commissions recommended creating a NOAA Organic Act. Doing so would 
create an excellent opportunity to provide a stronger mission, clearer purpose, and higher 
priority for the NOAA Habitat Program. The Habitat Matrix Program charter should be 
redrawn to include its overarching purposes and goals. 

• The Habitat Matrix Program leadership should continue to refine the overall, 
intermediate, and individual program logic models begun during this study and use them 
to strengthen the program designs they have begun to develop.  This effort should be 
refined annually, based on each year’s experience and regular consultations with external 
stakeholders.  The Habitat Program leadership should continue to pull this program 
together into a more seamless and effective whole. And the NOAA Administrator and/or 
Congress should support this goal by raising the priority of Habitat closer to a level on a 
par with fish populations. Habitats and living marine resources are inseparable. 

• The Habitat Matrix Program leadership should play a stronger role in prioritizing 
activities across programs, looking for opportunities to leverage activities and outcomes. 
For example, restoration activities could be prioritized to parallel upcoming consultation 
activities, so that multiple threats in a given watershed are addressed in concert. 

• NOAA should use its participation in interagency committees to link environmental 
stewardship and habitat conservation strategies across agencies, to help increase their 
combined program impacts, and to boost program performance for all the partners. These 
linkages could help to (1) pool funds for habitat characterization, condition assessment, 
habitat protection and restoration planning, and other purposes that can help to improve 
the effectiveness of Habitat Matrix Program performance, and (2) secure agreement on 
commonly used measures of Habitat condition characterization and assessment, as well 
as on cross-agency collection and sharing of such data.   

• The NOAA Administrator should direct fisheries management programs to add habitat to 
their stakeholder efforts, data and information needs, and other efforts to gain the benefits 
of stronger programmatic connections between fisheries managers and the NOAA 
Habitat Program.  This should be done regionally and nationally, to benefit the agency’s 
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management efforts on individual fish stocks and to broader efforts at the coast or 
national scale. 

• NOAA should make better use of the capabilities within the Habitat Matrix Program by 
directing existing NOAA programs with habitat protection and restoration activities to 
integrate more closely with the Habitat Program. Complementary efforts exist with 
NOAA programs, including the Protected Species Program, Fisheries Management 
Program, and Coastal and Marine Resources Program. NOAA should direct future 
programs that require restoration and protection of coastal and marine habitats to operate 
as a component of the Habitat Matrix Program. This would ensure NOAA resources are 
being used efficiently and effectively with the expertise and capabilities of the Habitat 
Program. 

 
Recommendations for Revising Investment Priorities of the Habitat Matrix Program   

 
The Habitat Matrix Program leaders should:   
 
• Explore development of criteria for prioritizing Habitat Matrix projects, and base this 

effort, in part, on a comparison of criteria currently being used by the programs in the 
Habitat Matrix Program.  Potential criteria to consider might include:   

o Imminent loss of important habitat  

o Endangered and threatened species affected  

o Wide area impact of improvement opportunity  

o Opportunity to expand the use of pre-consultations, which are more efficient and 
more effective  

o Opportunities for preventing habitat degradation, which is usually less expensive 
than restoration  

o Require Habitat Matrix Program projects to be consistent with existing watershed 
habitat plans or species recovery plans. NOAA’s Habitat Program should serve as 
an integrator of such plans. 

• Develop and spread the use of standard criteria for prioritizing the spending of funds 
available to the programs in the Habitat Matrix.   This would involve analyzing, 
formalizing, and augmenting the criteria currently being used by programs throughout 
the Matrix, and consulting with the program’s stakeholders on a periodic basis to 
enrich and validate the criteria.   

• Hold regular stakeholder workshops to elicit input. 

• Provide incentives to undertake broad-area activities to a larger extent than at present.   

• Encourage greater use of pre-consultations and stakeholder education to reduce the 
number of cases in which formal, often contentious, consultations are required.   

• Invest more time and resources in assessments and consultations related to integrated 
ecosystem planning for whole watersheds or restoration domains (for example), 
rather than consultations targeted to individual current development or re-licensing 
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proposals.  But that could allow some very negative impacts to occur in the short run 
and would defer immediate results (such as acres restored and stream-miles made 
available) until later, when actual projects occur—a truly hard choice.  Time spent 
consulting on a large-scale plan, which may have long-term positive impacts on a 
large number of projects having potentials to seriously damage habitats, often is time 
not spent on protecting a habitat against a smaller project that presents an immediate 
threat.  Nevertheless, some regions of the country do more of the broader 
consultations than other regions.  This practice should become much more common 
across NOAA. 

• Support increased use of NOAA-wide research, science, characterization, and 
assessment funding for the benefit of the Habitat Matrix Program.  Science support 
for the Habitat Program should be on a par with, and integrated with science support 
for fish populations. The axiom of “no habitat, no fish,” is becoming increasingly 
clear as human pressures on nature continue to grow. To assist this integration, 
habitat research might be tied to specific species in some cases. This science support 
is essential to establishing the baseline needed to measure progress toward program 
goals. NOAA as a whole would benefit by devoting increased habitat science 
capabilities to better understand and quantify the relationships between managed 
species, marine debris, invasive species and habitats. Enhanced scientific 
understanding of ecosystem processes and services, including the socio-economic 
value of habitats and of industry sectors with a direct linkage to the marine 
environment, will improve ecosystem-based management of coastal and marine 
habitats. In turn, this will provide the Habitat Matrix Program with critical 
information to achieve long-term outcomes related to protected species, harvested 
species, and ecosystem services related to other NOAA mandates. NOAA should 
consider the Habitat Program priorities in agency-wide science efforts, and should 
direct more resources toward habitat science and incorporate habitat variables in 
ecosystem based assessments. Habitat science should be integrated within existing 
frameworks and assessments within NOAA.  

 
Recommendations for Strengthening Performance Measures for the Whole Matrix  
 

• Short Term Goal— The Habitat Matrix Program leadership should select a few of 
the best existing program output measures based on their ability to tell the story of the 
overall habitat protection and enhancement goals,7 roll-up across geographic locations 
into a small set of national measures representing the key goals of the Matrix 
programs, and rely on scientifically and technically valid quantitative information.   

o Group the highlighted measures (and related subsidiary measures) by the three 
main Program goals. 

o Adjust existing performance measures, in the short run, to transform them into 
intermediate outcomes of the “better off than they would have been” variety.   

                                                 
7 The five measures tentatively selected at a program leadership workshop on October 28, 2008 were: (1) acres of 
habitat restored, (2) stream-miles made accessible, (3) citizen stewardship encouraged, (4) liability cases resolved 
for natural resource damage incidents, and (5) actions by others that were modified to reflect NOAA advice.   
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o Emphasize the importance of setting quantified long-term goals and short-
term targets for the next five years to show program-by-program progress 
toward effective and efficient delivery of outputs.  For example: (1) increase 
the percent of opportunities available in which NOAA engages, (2) increase 
the percentage of engagements in which NOAA advice is taken, (3) increase 
the number of acres restored, stream-miles made available, and damage cases 
resolved, and (4) reduce the average cost of successful engagements, acres 
restored, stream-miles made available, and damage cases resolved.   

o Fashion these measures as needed to “drive the program,” to help prioritize 
activities, improve overall program effectiveness and efficiency, and tell the 
program’s story effectively outside internal management circles.   

o Work with partners increasingly to:  

 Get the new measures accepted and collected across related programs  

 Help to build multi-party, real-time performance reporting networks 
that originate with on-the-ground implementation parties  

o Improve the data coming from NOAA Regional Offices, so they will support 
performance measures better.   

o Present the individual measures in a “dashboard” format, similar to those 
being used now in EPA’s Chesapeake Bay Program, to improve their 
understandability and usefulness for policy-making, for making management 
decisions, and for communicating with program stakeholders and the general 
public.   

 
• Long Term Goal—Measure progress toward achieving established habitat 

improvement goals required to reach related fish population (and other) goals.   

o This measure could be applied, initially, to Habitat conditions in specified 
high priority geographic areas or domains, and eventually to a broader range 
of areas—as funding might allow in the future.    

o It could be used to roll-up into national trends for habitat-condition 
improvements in various types of fish habitats.   

o However, this long-term initiative would likely take a significant amount of 
new money—such as recommended recently by the National Fish Habitat 
Action Plan.  The financing to enable this initiative would likely need to be 
provided by a variety of sources—including NOAA’s various research 
budgets—rather than in the budgets of Habitat Matrix Programs, which are far 
too small to bear this burden.  It should not come out of the current operating 
budgets of programs in the Habitat Matrix Program.  Additional funding to 
meet this need also might be found in the budgets of other federal agencies, as 
well as in the budgets of state and local governments that have similar 
program responsibilities. 
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APPENDIX B 
PRIOR EVALUATIONS OF HABITAT-RELATED PROGRAMS 

 
 
Broad Habitat Programs 
 
Coastal Zone Management: Measuring Program’s Effectiveness Continues to Be a Challenge   
(GAO, September 2008) 
 
NOAA’s CZM Program encourages the nation’s 34 states and territories having coast lines 
(including the Great Lakes) to develop programs to manage and balance economic development 
with coastal protection.  Habitat is one of six issue areas that the states and territories are 
encouraged to consider.  The means of encouragement offered are grants to states, which in turn 
may make grants to regional and local organizations.   
 
GAO found that the program is operating in compliance with the law, but is limited in its ability 
to determine the program’s effectiveness.  A new performance measures system is being 
installed—which includes habitat-related measures—but it lacks measurable targets and cannot 
be integrated across states to provide information to assess progress of the program at the 
national level.   
 
Programmatic Evaluation of the Fish and Wildlife Service Fisheries Program (FY 2004) 
(Sport Fishing and Boating Partnership Council, 2005) 
 

• This was an independent external evaluation prepared in anticipation of an OMB PART 
review (similar to the Academy review of NOAA’s Habitat Matrix Program). 

• The FWS Fisheries Program is similar to the NOAA Habitat Matrix Program in being a 
collection of nine separate programs; and three of the FWS nine programs have purposes 
that are very similar to programs in the NOAA Matrix: 

1. Aquatic Habitat Conservation and Management (NOAA EFH) 

2. Mitigation Fisheries (NOAA Habitat Restoration) 

3. Aquatic Nuisance Species (NOAA Aquatic Invasive Species) 

• The FWS evaluation was prepared by a 15-person peer-review group. 

• The FWS peer-review group awarded qualitative ratings to the nine components (two of 
which were split into multiple sections). This resulted in 12 ratings for Program 
components, plus one overall rating of “effective.” The 12 component ratings included 
one “highly effective,” six “effective,” and five “partially effective.” These ratings were 
based on 22 peer-group meetings and field visits conducted over an 18-month period. The 
group also made 23 recommendations to improve effectiveness of the program.  

• The peer-review group noted two special activities already underway that it believed 
would lead to future improvements in program effectiveness (even though they were not 
providing any immediate help when the evaluation was being conducted): 
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o FWS leadership in developing the National Interagency Fish Habitat Initiative 

o Development of the Fisheries Information System (FIS) within FWS 

• Recommendations of particular relevance to NOAA’s Habitat Matrix Program include: 

o Establish formal and regular processes for consultation with program partners and 
stakeholders. 

o Issue annual accomplishments reports and use targeted communications tools. 

o Conduct needs assessments as a basis for prioritizing activities and for 
establishing program goals and performance targets. 

o Prepare mitigation plans to restore fisheries damaged by federal agency water 
resources projects (and bill those agencies for the planning and implementation 
costs). 

o Develop a risk-based assessment process for prioritizing and funding aquatic 
nuisance species. (FWS already has a priority list of ANS species for each of its 
nine regions, but it was not risk-based). 

o The FWS evaluation report concludes with the following six messages that arose 
consistently in assessing the various elements of this multi-part program: 

1. Where agency policy calls for plans, have plans. 

2. Take strategic approach—set priorities and follow them. 

3. Monitor and evaluate program activities on an ongoing basis. 

4. Develop consistent data and definitions (nomenclature and species list, 
denominator, mitigation expenses). 

5. Undertake a consistent approach to stakeholder/partner involvement, 
and communications. 

6. Develop one set of evaluation metrics (combine PART, GPRA, 
Strategic Plan, etc.) and be accountable to them.   

• The subsequent PART review of this program by OMB in 2006 also found this program 
to be “effective”  
(http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/expectmore/summary/10003733.2006.html).  
Nevertheless, OMB’s review found that the program needed: (1) a clearer explanation of 
the relationship between annual goals and long-term goals, (2) a more performance-based 
budget process, (3) better results in acquiring reimbursements from federal water 
development agencies for hatchery operations and maintenance associated with federal 
water projects, and (4) legislative flexibility to open, close, and consolidate hatcheries 
and to obtain full reimbursement of services necessary to fully realize the program 
purpose and goals.   

• The related FWS Habitat Conservation Program also received a PART review in 2006, 
but it got a lower rating of “adequate”  
(http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/expectmore/summary/10003734.2006.html).  It was 
found to Need: (1) an evaluation process to capture information on the entire program, 



 49

(2) a schematic and explanation of the relationship between its specific annual output 
measures and its recently established long-term measures, and (3) a more performance-
driven budget.   

 
Evaluation of the Chesapeake Bay Small Watershed Grants Program 
(GHK Consulting, Inc., with ZOO-LOGK LLC, August 2007) 
 

• This small program was begun by the EPA in 1998. It now also administers funds 
provided by NOAA, the U.S. Forest Service, NRCS, the U.S. FWS, Interior’s Office of 
Surface Mining, and private sponsors. 

• From 2000 through 2007, about $16.9 million was provided to support 507 projects (that 
leveraged another $50.7 million). 

• The purpose is to mobilize citizens, volunteers, and small community-based 
organizations to implement technically sound conservation and restoration projects—
such as stream financing, stream bank stabilization, wetland restoration, riparian buffer 
plantings, storm water management practices, and farmland conservation practices. 

• These grants can cover planning, capacity-building, and implementation activities. Most 
grants are small (around $50,000). 

• But some are larger and some are renewed year-to-year. 

• About 60% of the implementation investments appear likely to be sustained, returning 
benefits over a long period of time. 

• The evaluation report makes five recommendations to further improve the effectiveness 
of this program: 

1. Expand funding for capacity-building—including social marketing, building strong 
and persistent local community groups, supporting stronger local regulations, 
networking local and regional groups, and developing more local role models, 
mentors, and coordinators. 

2. Fund planning to help bring all stakeholders into collaborative action to implement 
technically sound conservation and restoration practices. 

3. Restructure the grants to emphasize implementation activities. 

4. Further streamline the grant administration and progress reporting process. 

5. Adopt a program-wide monitoring process to measure precisely the water pollution 
and habitat improvements being achieved by the program.   

 
EPA Chesapeake Bay Program PART Review   
(OMB, 2006) 
 
This program is a multipurpose estuary protection and restoration effort that has been operating 
since 1983.  NOAA participates in it.  It is a combination of direct federal activities, federal 
block and formula grants, and competitive federal grants.   
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OMB’s review of this program resulted in an assessment score of “moderately effective,” 
meaning that it needed improvement.   The primary areas needing improvement were identified 
by OMB as:  
 

• Lack of a performance budget that ties funding requests to performance targets  

• No evidence of a clear operating plan, an obligation schedule, and a limited amount of 
unobligated funds at the end of the year   

• Inadequate tracking of program obligations  

• Lack of efficiency measures to track and demonstrate annually improving efficiency or 
cost-effectiveness of operations   

 
As a result of this review, an improvement plan was begun to:  

• Establish a method of better characterizing the uncertainties involved in achieving 
program goals and targets  

• Develop a comprehensive implementation strategy and plan that can more adequately 
coordinate the activities of multiple program partners and account for available funds  

• Promote and track the most cost-effective restoration activities  
 
Scientific and Technical Needs for Fulfilling Chesapeake 2000 Goals   
(Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) of the Chesapeake Bay Program, 2004 
Update)  
 
This STAC report provides recommendations for strengthening the scientific basis for 
implementing the actions necessary to achieve the Program’s adopted goals.  Among the Habitat 
issues addressed are oyster reef construction, exotic/invasive species protections, fish-habitat 
relations, SAV/wetland preservation and restoration, and watershed and estuarine monitoring.  
This information is important to the success of implementation programs, and it is updated 
periodically.    
 
Habitat Protection Programs 
 
Fishery Management: Problems Remain with National Marine Fisheries Service’s 
Implementation of the Magnuson-Stevens Act  (GAO, April 2000) 
 
This report was requested by congressional committees to assess NMFS’ compliance with the 
following three provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act:   
 

• Use the best available scientific information for fishery management  

• Take into account the economic importance of fishery resources to fishing communities 
as it adopts measures to manage fishery resources  
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• Identify essential fish habitat, the adverse impacts on that habitat, and the actions needed 
to conserve and enhance that habitat and also develop a consultation process designed to 
protect that habitat from adverse impacts  

 
GAO concluded that NMFS is technically meeting these three requirements of the act but could 
do a better job.  GAO recommended improving:  
 

• Data collection efforts  

• Communications with the fishing industry  

• Economic analysis of community impacts that would provide alternatives to minimize 
adverse impacts  

• Estimates of the costs associated with conserving and enhancing fish habitats  
 
Ray of Hope: Successes and Shortcomings in Protecting EFH  
(Marine Fish Conservation Network, 2006) 
 

• Focused mainly on damage done to EFH by fishing gear 

• One region (South Atlantic) doing exemplary job of protection 

• Other regions not doing so well (significant shortfalls) 

• Primary tools: insert Habitat Protections into Fishery Management Plans, based on EIS 
analysis 

 
Body of Evidence: The Fragile State of America’s Oceans-A Review of Recent Science and a 
Framework for Recovery (The Marine Fish Conservation Network, 2003) 
 

• In assessing the rapidly declining status of ocean fish populations, this report includes a 
serious and persistent concern about habitat destruction caused by many types of 
industrial fishing gear—as an important part of “the issue of ocean health.” 

• “Federal fisheries managers have not delivered on the commitment to a new path of 
managing fisheries as called for by the SFA (Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996). 
Regional management councils have often avoided following … the SFA … and 
measures that would … protect essential fish habitat.” NOAA Fisheries, in turn, has 
approved fishery management plans that do not meet the mandates of the SFA … on the 
rare occasions that federal managers have fully implemented the SFA, there have been 
encouraging results. It is not true, however, that these few examples are evidence that the 
goals of the SFA have been met … The question upon which the future depends is not 
whether there are examples of good management, but whether good management is the 
norm … this is not the case … The Pew Oceans Commission … called for broad reforms 
of federal fish management to ensure protection of ecosystems and habitats and … as the 
evidence piles up, the case could not be more clear … we must act boldly, decisively, 
innovatively, and quickly.” 

• Recommendations for reform include: 
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o Recognize that protecting healthy habitats is essential to maintaining fish 
populations. 

o Ecosystem-based management is supported broadly by fisheries researchers. 

o Fishery management decisions should be based on ecological and biological 
factors, not only on socioeconomic considerations. When socioeconomic 
considerations supersede ecological decisions, everyone loses. 

o Reform of SFA is needed to institutionalize sustainable, science-based marine 
ecosystem management, establish a different structure of decision-making, and 
achieve implementation of the Act’s principles of sound fisheries management. 

 
Evaluation of the United States Essential Fish Habitat Consultation Process: Final Report   
(Geo-Marine, Inc., November 2008) 
 
This report, prepared for the NMFS Office of Habitat Conservation, notes the lack of binding 
effect of its EFH consultation recommendations.  This condition has existed from the initial 
enactment of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  And the conditions of EFH have consistently grown 
worse over that whole time.  Therefore, the report calls for strengthening the effect of EFH 
consultations.  A series of ten recommendations are offered, including one to amend the Act to 
make EFH consultation recommendations binding.  Short of that, the other recommendations 
would take practical steps to strengthen the existing process administratively.  One, for example, 
would combine the FEH consultation document with the Endangered Species document.   
 
Hydropower Relicensing: Federal Costs are not being Recovered 
(GAO, June 2000) 
 

• The Federal Power Act authorizes recovery of Federal agency costs incurred in the 
relicensing process. 

• Many of these costs are not being recovered. 

• Reasons include: 

o No clear guidance on which costs can be recovered and how to do it 

o No IT system to make reimbursement requests easy to do. 

o No benefit to an agency to do this; recovered funds reduce the agency’s 
appropriation or go to the Treasury’s general fund. 

• GAO recommends recovering more, but does not believe it will happen. 

• NMFS did not have any system for keeping track of its Hydropower Program costs. 
 
Potential for Introduction of Invasive Species into Louisiana from Illinois River Dredged 
Material (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 2008) 
 

• Rebuilding the Louisiana coast requires new materials transported from remote locations. 

• Some such materials are dredged sediments from the Illinois River. 
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• The imported materials and the transport vehicles are potential sources of new invasive 
species. 

• Three species—two plants and one form of algae—are of concern. 

• Recommendations to guard against potential invasions from this source are: 

o Pre-project species survey 

o Seed bank study 

o Early warning rapid response plan 

o Site monitoring 

o A safer but more expensive transport option 
 
Invasive Species (GAO, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2005)  
 
Under this general title, GAO issued five reports or testimonies in a five-year period.  The sub-
titles of them are:  

• Obstacles Hinder Federal Rapid Response to Growing Threat  

• Clearer Focus and Greater Commitment Needed to Effectively Manage the Problem 

• Federal Efforts and State Perspectives on Challenges and National Leadership 
(Testimony)  

• Progress and Challenges in Preventing Introduction into U.S. Waters Via the Ballast 
Water in Ships (Report and also Testimony)  

 
Clearly, Congress is concerned with this problem, and it began funding it with earmarks even 
before it became part of NOAA’s budget request.  Nevertheless, the NOAA program responsible 
for it, which is now mostly in the regular budget, remains small.   
 
Responsibilities for this program are divided among several federal agencies.  Although a 
National Invasive Species Council has been established and a National Management Plan has 
been established, GAO found in 2003 that implementation progress had been slow, and priorities 
were low.  GAO’s 2005 testimony on the ballast water problem found that many loopholes 
existed in the laws and this remained a serious source of new introductions of invasive species.   
 
Great Lakes Shipping, Trade, and Aquatic Invasive Species: Special Report 291   
(The National Academies, 2008) 
 
The committee convened to address this issue found that continued introduction of invasive 
species into the Great Lakes by ocean going vessels remains a significant problem.  However, 
eliminating it would be virtually impossible without banning all ocean going vessels.  Therefore, 
the committee recommended four urgent actions that would help to moderate the risk:  
 

• Require all ocean going ships, even those only operating in coastal waters, to take the 
protective measures now required of trans-Atlantic vessels  
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• The United States should follow Canada’s lead in adopting International standards for 
ballast water exchange and performance standards 

• Establish a bi-national science-based surveillance program to spot new introductions, 
leveraging existing monitoring activities wherever possible.  

• Establish an independent adaptive process, free of conflicts of interest, to ensure timely 
updating of new prevention measures.   

 
Habitat Restoration Programs 
 
Coastal Wetlands: Lessons Learned from Past Efforts in Louisiana Could Help Guide Future 
Restoration and Protection (GAO, December 2007) 
 

• Program established in 1990 (CWPPRA) 

• 147 projects; $1.78 billion over first 17 years 

• CWPPRA has not implemented a comprehensive evaluation and monitoring approach; 
cannot determine the collective success of contracted projects. 

• Lessons learned: 

o Maintain the collaborative process across disciplines and agencies that makes 
projects possible. 

o Increasing costs are putting more projects on hold while they await adequate 
funds. 

o Lack of completing an integrated monitoring system (under development since 
2003) delays ability to determine whether goals and objectives are being met. 

o Resolving landowner issues delays projects and makes them more expensive. 

o Some projects have failed, sometimes because problems were not anticipated or 
could not be resolved. 

o Storms and hurricanes cause significant setbacks. 

o A better implementation strategy is needed to address such uncertainties and 
difficulties.   

 
Wetlands Protection: Assessments Needed to Determine Effectiveness of In-Lieu-Fee Mitigation   
(GAO, May 2001) 
 
Wetlands perform many valuable functions.  Among those functions is providing habitat for fish 
and wildlife.  National policy protects wetlands from destruction or degradation.  In cases where 
such destruction of degradation is necessary, the wetland is to be replaced in another location.  
Several means are provided by federal law.  One of those means is for the developer causing the 
damage to pay a fee for use by others to provide the replacement.  NOAA works with and 
advises the Corps of Engineers, EPA, and the U.S. FWS on running the program, and the use of 
the fee-based option has increased over the last decade.  The effectiveness of this replacement 
fee program is the subject of this GAO evaluation.   
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GAO found that “The extent to which the in-lieu-fee option has achieved its purpose of 
mitigating adverse impacts to wetlands is uncertain.”  Records on replacement acres are not 
always available, and there is no agreement on how to measure functional equivalents to the 
acres lost.  GAO recommends that criteria for measuring functional equivalence should be 
devised, and EPA should take the lead in this rather than the Corps.   
 
Pacific Salmon Recovery Fund: Program Evaluation 
(Ross & Associates Environmental Consulting, Ltd., April 18, 2006) 
 

• This evaluation was prepared six years after the program began. Significant elements in 
this program include habitat maintenance and improvement; research, monitoring, and 
evaluation; ecosystem planning; and stewardship—all of which are also significant 
elements in the Habitat Matrix program—but the primary outcome for the salmon 
program is very clearly improved salmon populations. 

• The evaluation found that data were available only for summaries of discrete activities 
and outputs. There was no framework for linking current activities to the program’s long-
term outcome, and no effort underway to develop such a framework or an outcome 
evaluation methodology. Consequently, the evaluation found no means of prioritizing 
activities and annual investments. 

• The primary recommendation was to develop an outcome-oriented research, monitoring, 
and evaluation framework (building on the program’s database already under 
development) to enable impact analysis of program activities capable of linking activity 
outputs to the desired outcome and thereby providing a means to more effectively 
prioritize annual activities and investments. The report provides step-by-step 
recommendations to support this transformation in each of the eight geographic Pacific 
salmon coastal recovery domains—around which the program centers. 

 
Dam Removal: A New Option for a New Century (The Aspen Institute, 2002) 
 
Tens of thousands of dams exist all across the nation from New England to California.  They 
range in size from small mill dams to large multipurpose dams.  Many are old, no longer being 
used for their intended purposes, and present safety problems.  And, it is now widely recognized 
that many of these dams may be more of a liability than an asset.  However, dam removal has 
seldom been considered until recently.    
 
The Aspen Institute convened a group of 26 experts in every aspect of dams to meet in a series of 
eight meetings over two years to consider this situation.  The group concluded that dam removal 
should be an option considered in addressing problems related to dams and rivers.  And they 
went further to develop a new multidimensional way of thinking about this problem.  As a result, 
the group presented a series of practical recommendations and advice for addressing the 
problem—including inventories and reviews of all dams, appropriate to their scale and 
importance.  The report, which was partially funded by NOAA, also provides a long list of 
lessons learned in implementing dam removal projects.   
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NOAA’s Habitat Matrix Program now includes an Open Rivers Initiative within its Habitat 
Restoration Program, as well as its long-standing Hydropower relicensing program.  Both 
programs may be able to benefit from this report.   
 
Tackling Marine Debris in the 21st Century (The National Academies, 2008) 
 
Regulation of marine debris falls largely under an international convention know as MARPOL 
Annex V, which became effective in 1988.  In the U.S., this convention is implemented through 
the Act to Prevent Pollution from Ships.  But now, 20 years later, large quantities of plastic and 
other marine debris are in the water.   
 
In 2006, Congress enacted the Marine Debris Research, Prevention, and Reduction Act, which 
brings in several domestic agencies to work on the problem—including NOAA—and established 
an Interagency Marine Debris Coordinating Committee.  That act also called on the Academies 
to prepare this report.   
 
Among its recommendations, the Academies report calls on Congress or the Interagency 
Committee to clearly designate a lead agency, asks the U.S. Coast Guard to promulgate best 
management practices, suggests adopting a goal of zero discharge of marine Debris into the 
marine environment, and calls for development of a national strategic plan with performance 
measures.  In addition, Congress should add marine debris standards to the Magnuson Act, and 
NOAA should convene a workshop to explore innovative and cost-effective approaches to 
addressing this problem in the U.S. fishing fleet.  The report also recommends that the 
Interagency Committee support the establishment of scalable and statistically rigorous protocols 
for monitoring at a variety of scales and metrics to allow assessment of progress in marine debris 
mitigation.   
 
Habitat Stewardship Programs   
 
An Evaluation of NOAA Chesapeake Bay Watershed Education and Training Program 
Meaningful Watershed Education Experiences  (eeEvaluations, February 2007) 
 
NOAA’s Chesapeake Bay Office has been providing teacher training and student education 
about the Bay for several years.  The long-term objective is to provide a meaningful watershed 
educational experience (MWEE) to every student in the Bay Watershed before they graduate 
from high school.  This program is sometimes described as “no student left inside.”  It gets them 
outside for a real hands-on acquaintance with the Bay and its environs.  The thought, of course, 
is that this experience will make both the teachers and students better stewards of the natural 
environment.  The program’s acronym is B-WET.   
 
This evaluation was conducted through questionnaire surveys of about 500 teachers and 640 
students, plus 1000 student-completed standardized state science tests.  In addition, 13 program 
managers were interviewed.   
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The results showed (in brief) that:  
 

• Teachers had greater confidence and ability to provide students with MWEE than they 
had before joining the program, and actually did increase this activity in their 
curriculums.   

• Teachers reported the professional development practices that were most positively 
related to increasing their confidence and ability to teach this new material, as well as the 
factors that limited their ability to carry through.  Having sufficient information and time 
to practice were important on the positive side, while limitations included insufficient 
flexibility in their curriculum as well as insufficient time and funds during the school year 
to engage in this activity and to collaborate with other teachers who are active in the 
program.   

 
Recommendations to improve teacher performance in this program included:  
 

• Continuation of the NOAA program, with priority given to multi-day activities  

• More specific guidance to teachers, including sample lesson plans  

• More time to allow teachers to collaborate with each other and to partner in the outdoor 
teaching experiences  

• Greater mentoring by experienced teachers in their school  

• Greater financial and other support for classroom and field exercises  

• Efforts to get local school districts to revise their standards to include MWEE   
 
Student results showed that:  
 

• Students learned better when they were learning things that they considered important to 
them, were doing hands-on activities, were involved in collecting and analyzing data, and 
were outdoors  

• Students’ sense of responsibility for the environment was higher when they felt they 
could make a difference  

 
Recommendations for improving student learning and achievement included:  
 

• More work by teachers to determine what is most important to students to make the 
MWEE most relevant  

• Incorporate hands-on outdoor experiences and make sure they are positive and leave the 
students with a sense of having been empowered to make a difference  

• Provide time for students to reflect on what they have learned  

• Expand the program to include more students  
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More work is needed to establish a link between this program and student achievement on 
general science tests.  This limited evaluation of that goal was inconclusive.   
 
Human Dimensions: A Pilot Research Project Exploring Volunteerism and Conservation 
Behavior  (The Environmental PR Group, 2006) 
 
This evaluation of volunteerism was commissioned by Restore America’s Estuaries and NOAA.  
Its goal was to begin exploring whether volunteering on environmental projects results in other 
conservation behaviors outside the specific volunteer project.  The volunteers selected to be 
evaluated were working with projects of Tampa Bay Watch, Save San Francisco Bay, and 
Galveston Bay Foundation.   
 
Results of this research showed:  
 

• Most respondents have strongly pro-environmental attitudes and behaviors, and fairly 
low barriers to participating in environmental activities.   

• Respondents clearly valued helping the environment for its own sake, not for any 
personal gain.  

• 61% of respondents reported having recreated in or near the Bay in the past year, even 
though they lived on average about 36 miles away.  They also regularly perform other 
environmental acts very often—such as refraining from littering, adhering to fishing, 
boating, and hunting laws.  However, few of them participate in public environmental 
meetings or drive hybrid or other fuel-efficient cars.   

• Most of the respondents (82%) did not actually belong to the Bay organization 
sponsoring the activity they volunteered for, and about half (51%) volunteered for other 
volunteer efforts.   

• Respondents that did belong to an environmental group were much more likely to 
contribute money and do not believe that volunteering costs them too much.  Non-
members had more trouble finding environmental information and knowing how to act in 
a pro-environmental way.   

• Respondents who did contribute money were more likely to believe that coastal 
environments are not capable of restoring themselves from the impacts of modern 
society, and that the effects of human interference with the coastal environment can have 
disastrous results  They also recycle newspapers/cans/bottles, and volunteer in public 
meetings on environmental issues.   
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Appendix C 
 

Project Contact List 
 
 
NOAA HEADQUARTERS STAFF 
 
Gary Reisner, Chief Financial Officer for National Marine Fisheries Service;  
Cindy Ryberg, Chief of Budget, Planning and Formulation 
Jim Cohen, Examiner, NOAA Office of Management and Budget  
Dan Farrow, Strategic Program Development Manager 
 
Habitat Matrix Program Staff 
Roger Griffis, Acting Program Manager, Habitat Program (during early portion of the Academy 

study) 
Pat Montanio, Director, Office of Habitat Conservation; Program Manager, Habitat Program 
Robin Peuser, Program Coordinator, Habitat Program 
Lani Watson, NOAA Fisheries, Habitat Program Evaluation Coordinator 
 
Component Program Staff 
 
Aquatic Invasive Species Program 
Michelle Harmer, Program Lead (on detail to program) 
Dorn Carlson  
Theresa Goedeke 
Leonard Pace 
 
DARRP 
Tony Penn, Program Lead for Habitat 
Alyce Fritz  
Bob Haddad 
John Iliff 
Michael Jarvis 
John Rapp 
Eli Reinharz 
 
Habitat Protection 
Thomas Bigford, Division Chief, Program Lead for Habitat 
Karen Abrams 
Melanie Harris 
Karen Meckley 
Jeff Smith 
Ralph Lopez 
 
Habitat Restoration Center 
Chris Doley, Division Chief, Restoration, Program Lead for Habitat 
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Robyn Bruckner, Lead for Community-based Restoration Center 
CiCi Lunder, Program Lead CWPPRA 
Perry Gayaldo 
Julie Nygard 
Jenny Wallace 
 
Marine Debris 
Sarah Morison 
Neal Parry 
 
NOAA Chesapeake Bay Office 
Peyton Robertson, NCBO Director, Habitat Program Lead 
Sean Corson, NCBO Deputy Director 
Chris Kinkade, Ecosystem Science Lead 
John Kuriawa, Coastal and Living Resources Management Lead 
Shannon Sprague, Environmental Literacy Lead 
 
 
NIMFS REGIONAL STAFF 
 
Alaska Regional Office 
Gerry Davis, Assistant Regional Administrator (ARA), Habitat Conservation Division 
 
Northeast Regional Office 
Peter Colosi, ARA, Habitat Conservation Division 
 
Northwest Regional Office 
Michael Tehan, ARA, Habitat Conservation Division 
Bruce Suzumoto, ARA, Hydropower Division 
Keith Kirkendall, FERC Branch Chief, Hydropower Division 
 
Pacific Islands Regional Office 
John Kurland, Regional Administrator (acting); ARA, Habitat Conservation Division  
Nicole LeBoeuf, ARA, Habitat Conservation Division (acting); on detail from NOAA HQ 
 
Southeast Regional Office 
Miles Croom, ARA, Habitat Conservation Division 
 
Southwest Regional Office 
Bob Hoffman, ARA, Habitat Conservation Division 
 
 
STAKEHOLDERS 
 
Office of Management and Budget 
Stuart Levenbach, Program Examiner, Commerce Branch 
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Stakeholder Representatives Attending 3rd Panel Meeting 
Gary Frazer, Assistant Director for Fisheries and Habitat Conservation U.S. Fish and  
 Wildlife Service 
John Seebach, Director of the Hydropower Reform Initiative, American Rivers 
Mike Slattery, Director of the Eastern Partnership Office, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation 
Bruce Stedman, Executive Director, Marine Fish Conservation Network 
 
 
 
 



C R E D I T S

Background photo:  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration/Department of Commerce.  Healthy 
seagrass with a barracuda from NOAA’s Sanctuaries Collection.  Location: Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuary.  Photographer: Heather Dine.  

Left to right, top to bottom

1. Opening tidal channel in Texas—NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, Offi ce of Habitat 
Conservation, Bahia Grande Estuary, Texas.

2. Lion fi sh—Center for Fisheries and Habitat Research, Beaufort, North Carolina.

3. Deep sea corals—NOAA, National Marine Fisheries Service, Offi ce of Habitat Conservation.

4. Using Sonar to map river bottoms—NOAA, National Marine Fisheries Service, Offi ce of Habitat 
Conservation, Chesapeake Bay Offi ce  (Photographer:  David Harp/Chesapeakephotos.com).

5. Marine debris removal in Hawaii—NOAA, National Marine Fisheries Service, Offi ce of Habitat 
Conservation, the Pacifi c Islands Region, Hawaii.

6. Marmot Dam (Oregon) removal—NOAA, National Marine Fisheries Service, FERC, Portland, 
Oregon.

7. Sand dunes preservation—Photo courtesy of USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service. 



900 7th Street, NW
Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20001
Phone:  (202) 347-3190
Fax:  (202) 393-0993
Web:  www.napawash.org


	AN EARLY EVALUATION OFNOAA’S HABITAT MATRIX PROGRAM
	FOREWORD
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	ACRONYMS
	INTRODUCTION
	NOAA’S HABITAT MATRIX PROGRAM
	THE PANEL’S FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATING THE MATRIX PROGRAM
	OMB’s PART Guidance
	GASB Guidelines for Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting
	The Chesapeake Action Plan
	The Panel’s Evaluation Framework

	INITIAL EVALUATION OF THE HABITAT MATRIX PROGRAM
	Clarity of Purpose
	Effective Program Design
	Priorities Within and Across Core Programs
	Investment Priorities
	Ability of the Program’s Performance Measures to Demonstrate Progress Toward Achieving Long-Term Goals
	Information from Prior Evaluations and Accomplishment Reports
	Stakeholder Views of the Habitat Matrix Program
	Summary Evaluation

	RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE HABITAT MATRIX PROGRAM
	Recommendations for Strengthening the Overall Habitat Matrix Program
	Recommendations for Revising Investment Priorities of the Habitat Matrix Program
	Recommendations for Strengthening Performance Measures for the Whole Matrix

	APPENDIX A:  PANEL AND STAFF
	APPENDIX B:  PRIOR EVALUATIONS OF HABITAT-RELATED PROGRAMS
	APPENDIX C:  Project Contact List



