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r. ZNTRODUCTlKIJ 
On Marcti 1 5,2005, an 18-month Annul Fmding Agreement (GA)  between the 
Confederated Salish md Kootmai Tribes (CSKT) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servict 
(FW S) was implr:mented for certain Activities on National Wildlife Refuge System (hlWTt S) 
lands located within the exrernal bourldasy of the Flathead Reeervatian. These lands comprise 
appr~ximateIy 65% of the acreage of the National Bison h g e  Complex (NBRC), and are 
mannged by the 1 WS though the staff at the National Bison Range. 

This MA, which c m  be described as an 'bperati~nal" AFA,'is the fist of its kind to be 
implemented m 9 National Wildlife Refuge. It includes the  performance of mimy daily 
bperarional Acrhrifies across the major program at the  National Bison Range Complex. 
Another MA, which could be described as a "value-added/project7' AIA, was implemented 
at the Yukon Flaw NWR in 2004. That AFA received special funding, beyond the normal 
refuge base funding, to  accomplish projects that were above and beyand the typical refuge 
operations. The G9A for the NBRC was negotiared with fie goal of costing no more than the 
existing mud ? f a t i d  Bisdn Range budget. 

This AFA was asgotiated a d  hplmented without the benefit of national W S  policy. 
There were no blueprints or established procedures to follow. The NBRC M A  will be 
exarnined as a pr lssible model for othm NWRs. Therefore, it is impartant to identify 
opportunities to :mprwe this AFA, not only for fhe NBBC, but also for the benefit of other 
N W .  

This report exablides the results of using this AFA to perform Activities d ~ g  CY-2005. 
This information is iatmded to ideati.fy ways to improve tbe bplementation add 
effectiveness of .-his M A  in FY-2006, for the benefit of the NBRC natural resources, and to 
strengthen the long-term working relationship between CSKT snd the FWS. 

A. Overview 

Implementing this M A  in CY-2005 was very challenging for the NBRC staff. The scope of 
the AFA is extensive and touched virtually e v q  activity and program in the CompIex. 
Although the AI'A identifies CSKT responsibilities for completing Activities (Activities as 
defined in the &FA); it does not identify the process of coordinating these responsibilities 
with the remaining FWS  st^, how to evaluate performance, mmtain security or ensure 
safety of employees and the public. NBRC smff had to develop ntw processes mid 
pmcedures to attempt to implement this new system, because of the lack of guidance and 
established psoc ;dures. As an exampk, an mtlre AMual Work Plan (AWF), which outlines 
in detail the pmr:ess and procedues for completing dl CSKT Activities, was developed to 
follow the farmat of the M A  Attacbcm A. 
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The F W S  evaluat:,on of CSKT accomplishments follows the same famat. uged in the AFA 
Attachment A ml Annual Work Plan. Each individual Activity is evaluated ushg the 
criteria developed, for and included in the Annual Work Plan. A Table d z i n g  
individual Activity evaluations, "AFA Activities Results Summary - CY 2005" m y  be 
found in Appendix A. This table serves as an index with camsponding page numbers to the 
individual evalua!:ioa detail sheets in Appendix B, "MA Activiq Evaluation". These 
evaluations provide a summary rating, additional infomation, and w h e ~  appropriate, , 

recommendatiom for improving implementation of the FY-2006 M A  and future NB'RC 
A F h .  Each Activity is evaluated based on the entire period (March 15 -December 3 l) the 
AFA was in 'effect in CY-2005, 

CSKT provided a report outlining accompIishments for CY-2005, which is included as 
Appendix C. This report also follows the Activities md rmmberhg system used in the M A  
Attachment A and the h u d  Work Plan. 

On December 1, :20Q4, CSKT requested clarification regatding 13 Activities identifid ia the 
M A  Attachment A. M e  Activities were excluded from the 12/1/2004 version of the MA, 
with the understanding tdat they would be added back into the FY-2005J2006 AFA if 
satisfwtory clarilicatim could be obtained concerning these Acrivil5es. Ott 2/25/2005, the 
FW S md CSKT .:net and f a d  agreement on 12 of fie 13 ActiGities shat needed addidoad 
claritication. These 12 Activities were r e i d s d  idto the AFA Attachment A, atld then 
included in the P,nnual Work Plan with l a n p g e  that clarified the intent of each Activity to 
address CSKT cc ncerns. To easily identify these rebested Activities, all 12 Acti~ties were 
identified ip the ~bua l .  Work P h  with the mtation, 

(* * temporarily removed from find M A  Attachment A for ~Iarificatisn). 

CSKT requested a list of dl Activities which he FWS would not require to be camplekd in 
CY-2005. In m sffoa to minimize the CSKT workload during this initial AFA year, the 
FWS identified 2 7 ( 1 8%) of the total 149 Activities, which could be delayed until 2006. 
Seved of these -were surveys which were not scheduled for CYi2005. Due to unforeseen 
circumstances, a11 additiond six Activities were eitber not rcquired by the FWS during the 

' year, or ,CSKT did not have m ~pportmicy to perform them. The total number of AFA 
Activities not required during CY-ZOOS was 33 (22%) of tbe total 149 Activities. These 33 
Activities, rewit cd a summary mthg of 'Wl - Activity Not Required," 

Performance of tach Activity was reviewed and rated for the entire caIendar year. This 
p e r f o m c e  wa4 given a summary rating from the following four possible categories (as 
defied h Appmldjx A): 

1 - Frrlly Successful 
2 - Needs hprovernmt 
3 - Unsuccessful 
4 - Activity Not Required. 



A sbuctured and :;ystetnatic system for CSKT to report a c m m p l i s ~ t s  was not used in 
CY-2005. A repcrting system would make it more efficient for the FW S to verify that 
Activities were cclmpleted within specified rhe f imes ,  Additional CSKT provided 
cornmications ;ad documeneation of accomplishents wddd be helpfd for future W S  
evaluations of C X T  performance. 

A Table summarizing individual Activity evaluations, "MA Activities kslrlts Summary - 
CY 2005" may be found in Appendix A. This table serves as an index with corrcspnding 
'page n m b m  to h e  individual mahation detail sheets in Appendix B, " M A  Activity 
Evaluationa". 

s Needs Improvement 
U Unsuccessful 

The Summary &kings Chart is solely based Summary Ratings: AI1,Program Activities 
on the rotd number of Activkies and 
summary r a k g s  by categories (1,2,3,4). It 
does not include any 'keighting" to reflect 
ptimiry or the relative importance of an 
Activity. Far eximple, the fencing Activity 
(2.D.8.n.3, which includes general fence 
repairImintenaace and c o u ~ c t i o ~  of a 
segment of b ~ u n  dary fence, is rated as one 
Activity. But ktundup, which also =quires 
a siwficant effcrt, has portions of thar 
effort identified imd rated in 6 Activities. 

The individual Progam Sumrnnry R a h g s  
Cbark is includecl with each Pragam 
summary and is soIely based on the total . - 
number of Activities and summary ratings 
by categories (I, 2,5,4). 

Of the 39 total Iliology Program Activities listed in che AWP, thirteen (34%) of these 
Activities were :sot requited in IT-2005. 

CSKT was fdl) successfbl at 42% of all required activities in the Biology section of the 
A W  in Calendar Year 2005. Multiple CSIX personnel demonsented proficiency ia several 
Adyities, including animal herding and handling, wildlife disease surveillance and 
monitoring, and assisting F W S  with mi1114 autplacement. 

Nine (35%) of the requited Ac.rivities were rated zrs Unsuccessful and six (23%) ofrhe 
required Acthilies were rated as Needs Xmprovement, There are generally three factors 
whch conttliuied to  the Vnsuccesshl or Needs Improvement ratings. These faeton are: . 



-Activitie$ not initiated in a h e l y  manner (waterfowl banding data entry, weed mapping, 
springs mapping, wgetatiw sutveys). 
-$me Activities were perfomled by persome1 mqualif~ed for that spedfic Acrivhy, 
resdting in sigoifimt data errors (neokopical migratory bird surveys, waterfowl pair c o w  
and broad camts), 
-Data enhy errors were significant in number, bur were hrgely due t~ data enby 
inc~u~istency and failure to iden* and comct thew errors pfim to submission to FWS. 
Consisency erron prevent tbe accurate m a r y  md analysis of data using relational 
databases. 

Suggestions to inprove CSKT success in compl&hg Biology Progmn A c t i ~ t i e s  are listed 
on the M A  Aceiv:.@ Evaluation Form. 

Fire Prosam 

Of the 17 total Fir: Program Activities listed in the A m ,  3 (18%) of these Activities were 
not required in FF-2005. 

CSKT was fully s~~ccessful at six (43%) of dl requiked activities in the Fire section of the 
AWP. The 60 acre Crow WPA prescribed burn, its burn plan and the Kickingborse 
Presm'bed Bum Plan were: up&ted/completed in a professional manner. The CSKT Fire 
Manageimt O f f i , : ~  (FMO) was ~ o m u g b  and professional during fire codination 
meetings. CSKT Bison Range Staff were stationed strategicdl y on the Bison Range for Fire 
Severity Standby 19uW during days with high lightening strike risk. 

Four (2 8%) o f  the required Actidties were rated ns UasuccessfuI and 4 (29%) of the required 
Activities were =:ed as Needs Impmvment. Prescribed burns are an important vegetation 
management tool. Only one of the three required prescribed burns was completed CSKT 
was responsible fir witixqhpdathg prescribed burn plans for these schedded burns. Only 
one of the prescriljed bum plans was completed prim to the scheduled bum t i m a e ,  This 
may have c m b u t e d  to not completing these bums in 2005. h a f t  Prescribed Bum P h s  
should be mbmiUtt:d to ~e Refuge M m g e r  one month prior to the start of the bum window. 
This should provitie. ample time to W i z e  the plm and complete the b m .  The Refhge 
Manager should be apprised of CSKT Fire Program coordination or cmmrmications which 
occur between CE KT and othm FWS representatives. 

Suggestisas to improve CSKT success id completing Eire P r o p m  Activities are listed on 
the AFA Activity Evaluation F o m .  

Of the 65 total M:rintenmte Pro- Activities listed h the Am, 9 (14%) of these 
Activities w m  ncrt required in FY-2005. 

CSKT was fully successful at 37 (66%) of all sequdd activities in the ~aintenanc& sectinn 
of the AWP. CSELT did a good job preparing the c d  facility for the Roundup, maintaining 
the bay Use Area, cleaning outdam toilets and promptly responding to FWS work order 
requem, 



Four (7%) of the zquired Activities were rated as Unsuccessful and 2 5 (27%) of the required 
Activities were cued as Needs Impmment. S c v d  of the highest prim@ Activities, such 
as those that.infllience publit health and long-term mahtenance of vehicles and heavy 
equipment, were not completed at a satisfactory level. A conscientious and proactive , 

approach needs tb3 be adopted for vehicle and equipment maintenance following schedules 
specified in the AWP. Fence maintenance and boundary fence construction must dso be 
placed as a higher priority &an. o c c d  in CY-2005. 

$uggestions to kaprove CSKT success in completing Miintenance Pra~arrr Activities me 
listed on the AFJL Activity EvaIwatj~n Farms. 

Visitor Services Promam 

Of the 28 total Visitor Services Program Activities liged in the AW?, 8 (29%) of these 
Activities wwe r.ot required in FY-2005. 

CSKT was filly successful at 7 (35%)1 of dl required activities in the Visitor Services section 
of the A W  in Calwdar Year 2005. h c e  they entered on duty, the pmmment CSKT Visim 
Center Staff wer: pleasant and helpful in their htcnctiom witb t he  public. They were dso 
reIiable and timely in opening and closing the Visitor Center. They wmc also conscientioas 
and corlsisTmt in keeping the center clean and organized. 

Two (1 0%] of fh e required Activities were rated s s Unsuccessful. and 1 1 (55%) of the 
fequkd Activities were rated as Needs Xmprovemeae. The two factm which p e r a l l y  
contributed to the Umuccessfid or Needs Impravmeat ratings are: 

-Not having adequate numbers of staff avnilable to work in the Visitor Center during the k t  
2.5 months of the MA. 
-FWS W not i r t fmed in advance of new smff mitering on duty, which preveared their 
timely mining. 
-Most of the CS KT volunteers who worked with the public at the conds during the 
Roundup, did mtt attend the provided advanced m g  on September 7,2005, and were 
therefore inadequntely prepared. 

Suggtstiom to i w o v e  CSKT sucks5 in completing Visitor Services Program Activities are 
Iisred on the M A  Activity Evaluation Foms. 

EI. W S  EFFORTS TO IMPLEMENT AT? 

Effective communications bebvem the FWS and CSKT is an essential, ingredient to the 
success of an A'FA The FWS sMfF established new processes far communicating with 
CSKT in order -:o provide timely information, mining arnd coordination necessary for CSKT 
to accomplish P9A Activities. Most of these efyorcs were in additionto standard 
commuaication processes used prior to the AXA. 



The development of a detailed AFA h u a l  Work Plan ( A m )  was suggested by the FWS, 
to accurately identify CSKT ~spwsibilities and priorities. The format for this documeat 
mutuaIIy agreed upon and a dmft was reviewed by CSKT. This document provides a 
mmendous mount of i dmt iw  necessary to accomplish AFA Activities. It follows rhe 
format and organization of the AFA Attachment A: except that seven categories of additional 
information were added for each Activity. These categories ,ae: 

* Additional Info - merf 
Where 
Quantity 
Priority 
SOP (Standud Opemting Procedure) 
Operational Standard and bource document 

Numerous, d e t d  ?d written pmtocols wm-e devete~o~e h and locatiorzlmute mps provided. 
These protmols were included as A d d e a h s  in the AFA AWP. Support and background 
information such as refuge plans and national FWS &dance was dso idduded in the MA 
AWP to idenhfy 'FMTS Opera t id  Standards. This document, although it exceeded 1,000 
pages in length, was not the only soutce of information or means of communica~ion used to 
prepme CSKT ta perform their responsibilities. 

Meetings to plan md coordinate AFA implementation were held between the NBRC Project 
Leader and the CSKT Nahlral Resotrrces Depameedc Bead prior to the szart of the M A  on 
March 15. WeekIy coordination meetings were u s d y  held with the Tribal Coordinator 
after she mtered w duty July 6,2005. Additional codtact between the Project Leader or 
Acting Project Lt:ader and the Tribal Coordinatm usudy occurred M y .  

Considerable .time and effort was devoted to M g  and orientation for CSKT. 
Appmxirzlately 3 25 FWS staff hours were spent on this effort across all Programs. 

WorMSupply Order Forms were developed md uxd to comunicate specific 
maintenancelrepirir needs to CSKT. The sarne f o m  was used by CSKT to nquest equipment 
or supplies. 

The F W 5  helped prepare CSKT for heir Annual Bison Roundup responsibilities in a number 
of ways. Flrsr, a detailed plan was developed to complete tbe Annual Bison Roundup. 
CSKT reviewed drafts of this document as it was being deve1ope.d a i d  before it was f&ed 
on August 23,2C105 (Appendix D), This plm identifies Roles and Responsibilities for CSKT 
and FWS . It a lso  provides detailed job dertetipticlns for each staffIvoluteer and a map 
showing the Iom tion of each position. Also, a persona1 video showing many details md 
activities h m  tl e 2004 Annual Bison Roundup was shared with CSKT on 711 2105 in 
preparation md lraining fm the October 3,2005 Roundup. Then, a ''mini-Roundup" wa?, 
canducted an Sq?mber 7,2005 to train CSKT mff md mltlnteers in dl aspects of 
conducting the Panual Roundup. This included the use of scanner techlology and a new, 
hydraulic squeeze chute which was installed in September, 20 05. 

Prior to AFA iqlementation, CSKT request& that all comm.unicatio~s h m  CSKT staff 
flow through the Tribal Coordinator to the Project Leader, then to the F W S  sraff, and vice 
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versa It was suggested this structure would reduce confusion by having a central point for 
each staffm scre~:n an8 appove infomation. Thc FAYS agreed with f i a  structure and it 
helped, especial dusing the first field season, to ensrde questions c o n c d g  general work 
guidance, Activir y priorities or FWS policies, were answered with a single, consistent 
mwer. Staff to staff c ~ ~ c a t i o n s  s t i l l  occurred for orientation, wainhg, instxuctioll and 
answering questions abmt how to accomplish field k 4 b .  

In October, after the CSKT staff had become acclimated to the NBRC, add both staffs had 
worked most: of ?he field smon under the MA, a new commudications smcture was 
adopted This ntw structure is designed m d o w  most PrOgam coordhation questions to be 
immediately addressed by the appropriate FWS Program Supervisor, uithout going through 
the Project Leadtit. This &ucbe formalizes the way communications have mtmdly 
evolved becwcm the two staffs awing the 2005 field season. 

The CSKT Namd Resowtes Department Head mted  cluing a February 7,2006 
tooidination meeting, That CSICT hlievsd .the FWS Regional QEce directed the NBRC staff 
to witllllold info3 mation essential to CSKT'g succ tss f d  implemen~tion of the AFA. CSKT 
then described six instances which they say are examples of this insmction being followed. 
Based on this belier, the Tribd Council directed he CSKT 'Bison Rmge staff not to 
communicate this concern or oher concerns to rhc NBRC Project Leader. These concerns 
were then expressed directly to the D q a r h e n t  of the Interior, without notification of any 
W S  represmtarive . 

This CSKT &ci;ion and =tion is troubling for a number of reasons. Firs\ no m e  in the 
FWS has ever given the NBRC Project Leader instructions to withhold any infonnatibd 
necessmy for CSKT to complete Activities identified in the AFA. In only three instances 
were Privacy Ac.t protected names not included in hfonnatim provided ta CSKT . 
Secondly, the FNS NBRC staff expended a wrdendow amount af time, effm and emgy 
providing infom~ation to CSKT in many ways, and always encouraged CSKT ta ask 
questions on any subject. The FWS NBRC staff operated under t h e  sssurdption that CSKT 
was dso skivinh; for open and effective comm~calions m implement t he  AFA. However, 
the February 7,2006 discovery that CSKT purposely did not fully comunicate concerns to 
the FWS NBRC, shows this assumption wns incorrect. Fn essence, the W S  NBRC smffwas 
mhowingly OF erathg under a 'system of "one--my" c ~ l ~ n u n i c a t i o ~ .  

Effedve 'Ywo-~vay'kmuniccEttioJis is essmtid to successful implementation of m y  multi- 
orgmkation eff 3a. It is sltxongly recommended that CSKT mmmunicate openly and ofien 
with the NBRC staff, and that all concerns be communicated immediately to the Project 
Lcdcr. 

The FWS staff lime required to implement and administer &operational M A  has never 
been determined. Opcratiod M A S  may be considered at other NWRs, and the amount of 
h e  spent implmenting the NBRC AFA may be helpful for p l k n g  purposes. For this 
reason, t h e  s t d m  time to  administer the M A  for five employees (Project Leader, Deputy 
Project Leader, and Pro- Supervisors for: Biology, Maintenance, Visitor Services) was 
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recarded This inc.ludes planning and c a o r ~ t i o n  efforts spent wirh'CSKT prior to AFA 
implementation (Jmuary 1 to MMar ch5,2005). 

Only the tlme unique to the administration of this AFA wns recorded, including only efforts 
b t  were not a ro~~tide or a normal process under the preAFA management system For 
example, the h j o a  ILeaderDeputy Project Leader typicdl'y participated at the R d u p ,  by 
malddg decisions at the sorting p e n ' c o n d g  the sale of bison. This kind of activity waul$ 
not be hacked tw ,WA administration time. However, f i t b e  time they spent writ in^ a new 
AFA Roundup P1:m which outlined CSKT responsibilities, a n d  time devoted to the mini- , 
Roundup training aessioq would be identifled as M A  adminisbatibn time. 

' These five FWS zersormel charged with adminiskation of tbis AFA devoted more than 2000 
hours at a total s d x y  cost of a~pmximately $86,000. An additimal TOO horn was spent 
performing CSKT' Activities at a cost of a b ~ u t  $19,000, primarily h m  ~ M m h  15 b u g %  
June 30,2005. These 70Q hours do not include ;time vhen the FWS voltmteed to perform 
CSKT resp~esibil ities drlring Tribal Holidays as a. convenience to CSKT staff. 

, There are significant, ddi~onaZ M A  adminislrailre costs which are not ineiuded in this 
report. These include: 

-PCS (Permanent Change of Station) cosE ta transfer affected FWS persoanel, 
-Severance pay for affected FWS personnel 
-Regional Office staff support time and costs 

C. NBRC Resprs nsibiities and Pro iects Which Dld Not Reccive Adequate Atten tion_ 

A tremendous m l m t ' o f  Fm5 staff rime, efIctrt md energy was diverted away h r n  mrmal 
NBRC mamgem?nt, in order to implement the M A  in CY-2005. Below m some of the 
priorisy FWS NBRC projects and resp6nsibilitities which either were not attempted, or 
received i nadep~te  FWS attention, due to AFA implementation efforts. These are not listed 
in any specific er der. 

I .  Expkre o p p o ~ d e s  to establish a Refuge Friends Group. 
2. Devote more attent ion to kourt-ordered Flathad M e  W A  shorehe restoration. 
3. Focus on FWS participation ia the Hwy 93 Prqject planning process; Ninepipe NWR. 
4. Oukeach to p~ bEc and congressional delegation. 
5. Conduct timel:~ S t .  PmIormance P l ~ v a l u a t i o n s  . 

' 

6. Acquire FWS Comemati an bsements. 
7. Expand volunf em invasive plant mapping on BTBRC lands, 
8. Buildrmhance stare, tribal, local pmerships to protect at-riskhigh value habitat. 
9. Develop NBRE Ungulate Disease Risk Assessment; study desi'm rnonitorhg, prevention 
10. Increase in-hause research: 

-Effects of herbicide on native plmt community + 

-Long-term bmd data analysis for: waterfowl popdatiom, vegetation 
m e y s ,  neo-tropical bird surveys 

1 1. Develop Integrated Pest Management Plan fm hBRC. 
12. Complete Environmental Assessment for Clu6nic Wasting Disease [WE plans. 
13, Complete Lost Trail YWR neouopical bird survey. 
24. hitiate Lost rraEl NWR CWD survey. 
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1 5 .  Complete Sa aa River NWR vegetative survey. . 
16. Replace shop roof. 
17. Improve SMtfMS data entry. 
I 8. Redesigdre~rint National Bison Range brochure 
19. Conduct Spring teacher wqrkshop. 
20. Dwtlop Standard Fire Effects Mopitwing Plan 

IV. UNIOTJE CXLALLENGRS 'WITH Aht OPERA'S1ONAL AFA 

Utilizing an Operational AFA so complete a signifikt portion o f  the routine responsibilities 
found an a refuge complex presents a unique set of challenges. Listed 'below are just a few 
of these chden~~es which have become apparent d.uridg thefrrst year of the M A .  These axe 
topics that should receive consideration and discussion when developing W S  guidance for 
implementing qm-ational MAS. 

A. Loss of FWI Volunteer Contact 

Voluntecrism  or^ a NWR is much more than just m opporluni~ for the government to 
receive free labcc. A volunteer p r o m  is an bpmtant connection with the public, &d 
especially with ~mrounding 'co~~~munities. It provides direct contact between the public and 
I T S  staff, and 13pens the dear to building relationships that foster a betcm public 
understanding of the refbga mission, Tt dso provides opportunities fox the public to be 
actively engaged in the stewardship of the refuge, and helps develop a swse of pride and 
ownership of thr:se specid places. An eTfective volunteer program also increases public 
appreciation for the rich wildlife heritage found within the  National Wildlife Refuge System. 

Mor to  the MA, the NBRC enjoyed an outstding volunteer p r o p 4  which provided 
approximately dn,500 hours of assistaace each yenr. It also provided oppomnities for public 
involwment in 1 wide variety of activities, and helped foster understanding o f  and pride in 
the NBTi and other NWRS lands. This volunteer program also produced the National 
Volunteer of thr: Year (award presented February 2005). 

Many of the Activities wbich were formerly completed with volunteer ass imce are now the 
responsibility of CSKT mder the AFA. Opportunities for he public to volunteer for b e  
FWS have b m  h i c a l l y  reduced, with the number of EWS volunteer hours droppiag 

' 

approximately 114% in, the first year of the M A  Although CSKT may develop a large and 
productive volunteer program in the future, the FWS loses && direct and uaique relationship 
with those volunteers. Tie challenge to the NBRC wiU be to r e p h e  the many benefits 
provided by an active volunteer program. 

* 

B. Balancing E'acili~ Access and SetllriW 

Tbe FWS is responsible for provihng reasonable security in oder to protect its equipment 
and facilities. ' b e  Project Leader is also the "P,ccamtabIe OEcer" and can be held 
personally responsible fox the Ioss of property. The Project Leader has direct influence wirh 
FWS staff t o n c : e g  disciplinary action or prclsecution for illegal activities by ref~.~gc staff. 
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CSKT needs access to NBRC facilities in order to perform daily activcsivs. However, the 
Praj ect Leader, alihough still fully reqonsible for refuge property, has no dbc t  influence 
with CSKT staff r oncerning disciphmny acdon or prosecution for ilkgal activities. The 
Project b d e r  ba; even less influence with CSKT volunteers who may be used to complete 
NBRC Activities. 

The challenge is t 3 provide ready access for CSI<T ro NBRC facilities and equipme~4 while 
mainmining reasonable security for ~e protection of public assets. 

C. Em~Ioyce and Equipment Safety 

FWS employees work side by side with CSKT employees to complete a Ynriety of tasks, 
mzmy of which hs.ve the p otentinl for p e r s a d  injtlry. These tasks m y  require the operation 
of heavy equipment by CSKT. The FWS has lspecific training and certification requirements 
to ensure operato~:~ have the skills and experience to safely and effectively opwate 
equipment. The M A  ody requires that CSKT p-de operators tbat, in their opinian, have 
"'. . . sufficient howledge, ski& and absties to pmperIy and safely perform each Activity 
the' CSKT assip; to her or him to perform" 

The challenge is ~har the Psbject Leadma although still responsible for employee and 
equipment sfle-ty, has little dfrect inatlence to ensure ht: heavy equipment operatos have 
the appropriate lolowldge, skills and abilities to operate the equipment in a safe manner. 

D. Staff Relatiorg 

The complexities of iqlemenring an opmational AFA present many difficulties, chalIenges 
which elevate F ~ E I  potmtial for inter-staff tension. The abrupt tunover of aver 50% of the 
FWS staff positicms resulted in a m e n d o u s  b s s  of NBRC institutional knowledge, 
requiring an immense mining efforc of multipIe new CSKT personnel, by the remiding 
FWS staff, This, along wid  other AFPi implemmtatitian tasks, forced t h e  FWS pmsonnel to - 
smggle with balmcing the extra wwISoad aeatecl by the AFA, against completing their 
other scsponsibil ;des with the level of excellence lexpected in the National Wildlife Reftlge 
System. 

The remainiag F'WS employees have demoxlsmted an exceptional level of profe'essionalism 
while prepaing CSKT staff for their new duties under the  M A .  The FWS staff have readily 
expended exn, effort to provide m y  information, training and assistance necessary ta help 
CSKT assume their new respodsibilities. 

The potentid for future ATAS t6 transfer remhhg FWS positions to CSKT creates another 
wique chaI1enge to main- high FW$ staff morale. U n w d a b l y ,  implementing tbis 
AFA has generar~d some tension. However, both. FWS and CSKT staffs have generally been 
cordial and pIea5~ant in assuming their new respmsibilities. 

These u ~ q u e  circumstances created by this operational AFA make it difficdt for the N3X 
to filly conttibua to the mission of the National 'Wildlife Refuge-System. . 
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Recornendations tcl improve Activities specific to individual Pmgranas are listed in 
Appendix B. Remmmendations to improve overdl coordination or across several programs 
are listed below. 

A General. CoardhaZion 

-Ensuse "%wo-w.y" cammunications between CSKT and FWS. 
-Review and dis~:ltss a11 CSKT allegations of NBEkC staff withholding infomation in CY- 
2005. .Develop gr process for CSKT to present all concerns to the Project Leader in FY-2006. 
-Formalize a monthly reporbg system for CSKT accomplishmenzs, to improve c o o ~ ~ t i o n  
and the m u d  evaluation process. 
-Complete Actik ities following theline guidance in h e  Annud Work Plan. 
-Provide field dEta sheets to FWS. 
-Provide complete weed spray documentation to enable FWS to complete required State 
repwt. 
-Clan@ responsibilities for maintenance and repair of equipment and property. 
-Combine training for Visitor Center F m t  Desk staff, 
-Identify and initiare security modiFica6ons and process c h g e s  for Fee Fund(s) collec~ion 
and GNHA Sdes. 

El. Future Considerations 

The NBRC str~ngly r e e m e n d s  FWS adopt national policy for negotiahg future MAS. 
National policy would siwcmtly reduce the time, cost and potential far disagreemmts by 
providing w, comistent process which identifies roles, responsibilities and limitations for both 
organizations. 

The XBRC dsa, stroagly recommends National FW S guidance for AFA implmen~ation, 
Cdnducring refi~ge aperations through m AFA raises a myriad of important questions 
concerning ager kc y/tribe responsibility and liability, staff qualifications add cerrifiration 
requiremenrs, slaff and public safety, facility m d  materials securily, and reporting 
requirementa. 1Jarioml guidance would provide consistwcy, reduce the time req&ed to 

' develop implerkleatation procedures at each refuge, add mi.nimize disagreements and disputes 
. concerning thase procedures. 

We dso  suggesl a review' of the Yukon Flats WVR AFA, and campatison of its 
implementation with that of the National Bison Range M A .  T h i s  may provide imporhnl 
insights, which ccdd assist either refuge in improvbg AFA implementation in the future. 
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Atho~tgh the Annual 'Work PIm has ody 145 Activities listed, lmo individual Activities con& 
distinct items within the Activity. To improve accuracy, those items were separated and 
evaluared EB independent Activities. Specifically, Fire 3)rogm Activity 2.C.2.B. haa four 
distinct items and Vis:,tor Services Program Activity 2E. 1.i has two distinct items that were 
evaluated separately. This report ccnhins information m a total of 149 activities. 

* Accomplishment St~tus: 

1 I Fullv Successful - .hctiVib was completed aecorbg to parameters defmed in the Annual 
Work Plna 

21 Needs S m a r o m e r ~  - ~ o s t ,  but not all ofthe elements were completed according to the 
parametem outlined ir. the h u d  Work P h ;  or, excessive FWS hvolvemenr was required to 
complete the Activity 

3) Unsuccessful - ' ~ o s t  elements, or a m5~im.l element oftbe Activity, were not completed 
according to the p w ~ e t e r s  outlined in the A n n d  Work Plan 

4) Rkmoved fron CY-2005 Reqr*mencs - Activity was identified in the AFA Attachment A, 
but was removed from the Annual Work Plm requirements in CY-2005. Thege Activities may 
be scheduled far coml~feti~n in N-2006. 

** - Additional hfornlation and recommdations found on correspondjng page, 

BioIam Proersm 20115 AFA Evaluation Criteria 

Elements used to evzlluate performance:. 

-Timeliness of snrvey: This is not 8 critical element. 
-All required d a b  p:lmameters collected: This is a critical element. 
-Accuracy of survey: T h i s  is a critical element 
-Timeliness of data c ntry: This is not a critical element. 
-Timeliness of sumnl ary w report: This is not a criticat element. 
-Accuracy of data er,try: This is a critical element 
-Accuracy of summeq or report: This is not a c~tical  element. 
-Software proficiency: T h i s  is not a critical element. 


