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The Honorable Larry E. Craig 
United States Senate 

Dear Senator Craig: 

In response to a January 24,1990, request of your predecessor, Senator 
James A. McClure, and subsequent discussion with your office, this 
report provides information on funds spent by various sources for fish 
and wildlife activities on national forest lands. 

Although all national forest land is administered by the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture’s Forest Service, funding for fish and wildlife activities 
comes from not only the Forest Service but also other federal govern- 
ment agencies, state and local governments, colleges and universities, 
Indian tribes, and private organizations (e.g., environmental and animal 
advocacy groups). Because the Forest Service tracks only part of the 
total amount being spent by these other sources, we sent a questionnaire 
to the supervisor of each national forest to obtain information on total 
funding for fish and wildlife activities provided by these other sources. 
We received responses from 114 of the 122 supervisors, a response rate 
of 93 percent. 

To determine the kinds of projects that received outside funding and the 
funding arrangements that were used, we conducted detailed work at 
three national forests: the Boise National Forest in Idaho, the Cherokee 
ln Tennessee and North Carolina, and the Lo10 in Montana. 

Results in Brief Between October 1987 and June 1990, fish and wildlife activities that 
‘involved the participation of Forest Service staff totaled over $202 mil- 
lion for the units responding to our questionnaire. Activities funded 
included revegetation of streamside areas, installation of fencing, and 
erosion control projects to maintain or improve fish and wildlife habitat 
or to provide for the recovery of species endangered or threatened with 
extinction on national forest system land. Of the $202 million, $164.6 
million was from congressional appropriations for the national forest 
system. The remaining $47.8 million, or about one-fourth of the total, 
came from outside sources, mainly state and local governments. Outside 
funding for fish and wildlife activities that directly involved Forest Ser- 
vice staff increased from about $14.7 million in fiscal year 1988 to about 
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$16.7 million in fiscal year 1989. Such outside funding totaled about 
$16.4 million for approximately the first 9 months of fiscal year 1990. 

Some fish and wildlife improvement projects, including scientific 
research by government agencies or colleges and universities, were also 
conducted on national forest system land but without Forest Service 
staff direct involvement. According to responses to our questionnaire, 
these projects totaled $14.7 million from October 1988 through June 
1990, a 21-month time frame. 

Background The Forest Service is organized into three branches: research, state and 
private forestry, and national forest system. The research programs 
seek better ways to use forest and rangeland resources by developing 
technology to reduce costs, increase productivity, and protect environ- 
mental quality. The research appropriations may fund activities that 
directly benefit fish and wildlife on national forest land. 

The state and private forestry programs deal with timber, fire protec- 
tion, and insect and disease control at the national forests. These pro- 
grams are conducted in conjunction with state agencies. Although 
appropriations for this branch do not fund activities directly related to 
fish and wildlife, such activities may indirectly affect fish and wildlife. 

The national forest system program receives the largest appropriation 
of the three branches. Under it, the Forest Service manages 191 million 
acres of federal land. This land is divided into 156 national forests, 
which, in turn, are managed by 122 forest supervisors, most of whom 
are responsible for an individual forest. 

Under the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 628 et 
seq.), the Forest Service manages its land for five main uses: timberpro- 
&&ion, outdoor recreation, rangeland grazing, preservation of water- 
shed, and habitat for fish and wildlife. This multiple-use concept 
requires the Forest Service to balance divergent, and sometimes com- 
peting, demands on the land. In recent years, increased attention has 
been focused on the relative amounts of money being spent for noncon- 
sumptive forest activities, such as recreation or fish and wildlife habitat 
protection, as compared with consumptive activities, such as timber 
harvesting. 
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Fish and Wildlife 
Expenditures From 
National Forest 
System 
Appropriations 

Officials of the 114 national forests reported that total fish and wildlife 
expenditures from national forest system appropriations were $164.6 
million for the approximately 33 months covered in our review.’ These 
expenditures increased during the period. For fiscal year 1988, reported 
expenditures were $44.3 million; for fiscal year 1989, they had grown to 
$69.6 million, an increase of over 34 percent. For approximately the 
first 9 months of fiscal year 1990, reported expenditures were $60.8 mil- 
lion. If fish and wildlife expenditures at the 114 national forests con- 
tinued at the same level during the remainder of fiscal year 1990, 
expenditures for the total year would have been more than $67 million. 

Fish and wildlife management on national forest land covers a wide 
range of activities, beginning with the planning and administration of 
the resources; improving habitat for fish and wildlife species; con- 
ducting inventories and surveys of fish, wildlife, and plants; and taking 
steps to protect all species, including those endangered and threatened 
with extinction. We asked the forest supervisors to divide the expendi- 
tures for these activities into amounts for (1) wildlife; (2) fisheries; and 
(3) threatened, endangered, and sensitive species.2 They reported that 
for the approximately 33-month period, wildlife expenditures were 
$91.4 million; fisheries expenditures were $42 million; and threatened, 
endangered, and sensitive species expenditures were $21.2 million. 
Figure 1 shows these amounts by fiscal year. 

‘The reported forest-level expenditures came from three national forest system funding sources: the 
wildlife and fish habitat management budget line item, the resource management budget line item for 
timber receipts, and the I&&son-Vandenberg Act trust fund. This trust fund includes deposits from 
purchasers of timber on national forest land to be used to, among other things, reforest timber sale 
areas and protect and improve resource values on timber sale areas in conjunction with timber man- 
agement activities, The Secretary of Agriculture may use these trust funds without a specific congres- 
sional appropriation, because they are considered lo be permanently appropriated for such use. The 
reported amounts do not include expenditures related to fish snd wildlife staff support for activities 
such ss timber sales, law enforcement, and land use planning. They also do not reflect expenditures 
made at levels of the Forest Service above the individual national forests, such as the nine regional 
offices or Forest Service headquarters, or smounts spent under separate appropriations for research. 

2Endangered species are those in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of their 
habitat. Threatened species are those likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future 
throughout all or a significant portion of their habitat. Sensitive species are those that may need 
special management attention to keep them from being listed as threatened or endangered species. 
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Figure 1: Reported Expenditure8 From 
Nstlonal Forert gyrtem Approprlatlonk 
Flocal Year8 1988 Through 1990 Mllllons of Dollar8 

Floral Ym 

I- -1 Wildlife 

1990 (to June 
W 

II Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive Species 

Source: GAO presentation of Forest Service reported data. 

Some Forest Service officials reported that while their expenditures for 
fish and wildlife activities are correct in total, often their expenditures 
for program operations are charged only to wildlife, which may help to 
explain why wildlife expenditures were so much greater than those for 
fisheries and for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species. 

Outside Sources of Although many fish and wildlife activities are funded through Forest 

Additional Fish and Service appropriations, under various federal laws, including the Coop- 
erative Funds Act of June 30,1914 (16 USC. 498), Acceptance of Gifts 

Wildlife Funding Act of October lo,1978 (7 U.S.C. 2269), Forest and Rangeland Renew- 
able Resources Research Act (16 U.S.C. 1641-1646), &anger-Thye Act 
of April 24, 1960 (16 U.S.C. 672), and Volunteers in the National Forest 
Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 668a-d), the Forest Service is authorized to obtain 
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outside financial support as well3 Under Forest Service regulations, 
such support must benefit the public and avoid conflicts of interest. This 
support can take the form of money, equipment, labor, or supplies and 
products. 

We categorized financial support from outside sources into three main 
groups, The first two cover activities in which the national forest staff 
participate, and the third covers activities in which the national forest 
staff do not participate. 

l The first group involves cost-share arrangements in which the Forest 
Service and outside sources such as state and local governments and 
others each pay part of the cost. For example, a state fish and wildlife 
agency may provide the labor and/or equipment needed to perform 
stream bed improvements for fish, while the Forest Service plans the 
project, bears the cost of supplies, and supervises the work. The Forest 
Service’s Challenge Cost Share Program, established in 1986, uses fed- 
eral appropriations for the Forest Service’s share of such cost-share 
arrangements. 

l The second group involves work that is performed by the national forest 
staff but is paid for entirely by outside sources. An example is a con- 
tract calling for the Forest Service to conduct specific habitat improve- 
ment work, such as reseeding wildlife openings for forage and cover, 
with the total cost of the labor, supplies, and equipment to be paid by an 
outside group, which would most often be a state or local agency. 

. The third group involves activities in which the national forest staff are 
not directly involved. For example, researchers from a college or univer- 
sity may conduct wildlife or fisheries research that benefits the Forest 
Service without direct involvement by the national forest staff. 

For our questionnaire, we categorized the providers of outside financial 
support as other federal agencies, state and local governments, private 
groups such as hunting and fishing clubs and individuals, universities 
and colleges, and Indian tribal units. Although forest supervisors 
reported that state and local governments generally provided the 
majority of outside financial support for fish and wildlife projects, 12 
federal departments and agencies besides the Forest Service supplied 
about $13.8 million, or 22 percent, of the total outside funding for fish 

3Amounta contributed under the authority of these statutes are deposited into the Cooperative Work 
Trust F’und. The Secretary of Agriculture may use these funds without specific congressional appro- 
priation, because they are considered to be permanently appropriated for such use. 
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and wildlife projects with and without national forest staff involvement. 
The departments and agencies were as follows: 

Department of Agriculture 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
Department of the Army 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Department of Commerce 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Department of Defense 
Department of the Army 
Department of the Navy 
Department of Energy 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Land Management 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
National Park Service 
Department of Labor 
Employment and Training Administration 

Financial Support for 
Projects Involving 
National Forest Staff 

Cost-Share Projects 

Forest supervisors responding to our questionnaire reported that 
outside support for fish and wildlife activities in which national forest 
staff were directly involved totaled almost $478 million during the 
reporting period. About $32.1 million (67 percent) of this amount 
involved cost-sharing among the Forest Service and other sources. The 
remaining $16.7 million involved work that, while performed by the 
Forest Service, was paid for entirely by outside sources. 

Of the $32.1 million for cost-shared projects, almost $13.6 million was 
for wildlife activities; almost $14 million was for fisheries activities; and 
about $4.7 million was for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species 
activities. These amounts included both dollars and estimates of in-kind 
contributions of labor, supplies, and equipment. Table 1 shows the 
financial support for cost-shared projects, by source, for fiscal years 
1988,1989, and 1990 (through June 30). 
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Table 1: Outaide Sourcer of Fundlng for 
Fi8h and Wildlife Coat-Sharing ProJectr, Dollars in thousands 
October 1987 Through June 1990 Fiscal years 

1990 
1988 1989 

(through 
June 30) Total 

Other federal agencies $1,512 $2,344 $2,089 $5,945 
State/local governments 4,909 5,933 6,841 17,683 
Private groups/ individuals 1,752 2,428 2,860 7,040 
Universities/colleges 165 550 562 1,277 
Tribal units 36 52 76 164 
Total $8,374 $11,307 $12,428 $32,109 

As shown in table 1, state and local governments were the largest con- 
tributors to cost-share projects, contributing more than 66 percent of the 
total received. Financial support toward cost-shared projects from 
outside sources consistently increased during the period. As shown, 
funding for approximately the first 9 months of fiscal year 1990 had 
already surpassed the totals for fiscal years 1988 and 1989. 

Cost-sharing funds for the national forests were provided through the 
Challenge Cost Share Program4 and other cooperative agreements. The 
following are examples of activities sponsored under the Challenge Cost 
Share Program at the three forests we visited: 

l At the Boise National Forest, the Idaho Fish and Game Department par- 
ticipated in a Challenge Cost Share project to survey boreal owls. The 
Fish and Game Department provided a survey crew and vehicle for the 
project valued at approximately $1,000. 

l At the Cherokee National Forest, the Forest Service entered into a pro- 
ject with the Sierra Club to improve the habitat for the red cockaded 
woodpecker by clearing undesirable bushes and trees. The Sierra Club 
provided cash as well as labor for the project valued at $1,600. 

l At the Lo10 National Forest, 14 outside sources provided planning exper- 
tise, supplies, equipment, and labor valued at about $26,300 to construct 
a major highway pulloff. The Forest Service designed this pulloff as an 
interpretive site to allow the general public and travelers to view big- 
horn sheep without endangering other motorists. 

4According to the Forest Service, 67 outside participsnts were in the Challenge Cost Share Program in 
fiscal year 1986 (the first year of the program), 196 in fiscal year 1987,429 in fiscal year 1988, and 
867 in fiscal year 1989 (the last year data were available). 
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Other Joint Projects 

Appendixes I through III provide more detailed descriptions of the kinds 
of projects at each of the three forests. 

Of the 27 Forest Service officials who responded to our cost-share 
projects question, most commented favorably on such projects. Two offi- 
cials said that the cost-share program is a great benefit to fish and wild- 
life and enhances relationships among the Forest Service, other 
agencies, and private groups, Another official said that by involving 
outside groups or individuals in projects, they can (1) get more done by 
supplementing Forest Service resources and (2) improve public relations 
at the same time. 

However, several forest officials reported experiencing difficulties asso- 
ciated with implementing a program of cost-share projects. For example, 
three officials said that not enough Forest Service funding was available 
to meet the Forest Service’s required share of the cost-share projects 
that could be implemented. Three officials said they were having diffi- 
culty tracking cooperatively funded fish and wildlife projects. Two offi- 
cials reported having problems coordinating their budget cycles with the 
cycles of their cost-share partners, as well as meeting changing priorities 
in work to be accomplished or species to be protected. 

Projects involving work performed by national forest staff, but paid for 
entirely by outside sources, totaled about $16.7 million for the 33 
months. These contributions covered the cost of the labor, materials, 
and supplies needed by the Forest Service to perform the work. Table 2 
shows these contributions, by source, for fiscal years 1988, 1989, and 
1990 (through June 30). As with cost-share projects, these projects 
received most of their funding from state and local governments, which 
provided more than $9 million, or about 60 percent of the total. 

Table 2: Outside Sources of Funding for 
Other Joint Projects, October 1987 
Through June 1990 

Dollars in thousands 
Fiscal years 

1988 1989 
1990 ygyo; 

Total 
Other federal agencies $1,666 $1,730 $58i $3,977 
State/local governments 3,210 3,170 3,141 9,521 
Private groups/ individuals 1,287 294 211 1,792 
Universities/colleges 129 161 101 391 
Tribal units 0 0 3 3 
Total $0,292 $5,355 $4,037 $15,684 

Page 8 GAO/BCED91-113 Funding Fish and Wildlife Activities 



The Cherokee National Forest provided us with some examples of other 
joint projects-these projects resulting from agreements the Forest Ser- 
vice has with the Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency. Under these 
agreements, the Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency provides $80,000 
for wildlife habitat improvements and at least $16,000 for fisheries 
habitat improvements annually. These amounts pay for labor and sup- 
plies that the Forest Service uses to perform the work. Wildlife habitat 
improvement projects conducted under the agreement included mowing 
open acres of wildlife habitat, installing gates to prohibit vehicular 
access, and revegetating acreage. Fisheries projects included routine 
maintenance on in-stream fish cover structures,6 removal of undesirable 
species of fish from streams, and surveys of streams to identify fish 
species. 

Financial Support for 
Projects W ith No National 
Forest Staff Involvement 

Some fish and wildlife projects funded by outside sources have no direct 
involvement by the national forest staff, such as research conducted by 
scientists of other government agencies or from universities and col- 
leges. While pretesting our questionnaire, we determined that forest 
officials’ knowledge about such projects decreased with each passing 
year. Therefore, we asked for their estimates only as far back as the 
beginning of fiscal year 1989. 

Forest supervisors estimated that fish and wildlife projects conducted 
on national forest lands without national forest staff involvement had a 
value of about $14.7 million for the approximately 2 1 months reviewed. 
Table 3 shows the estimated values of these projects by source. As 
reported for projects with direct forest staff involvement, state and 
local governments provided most of the estimated funding-$85 million 
or about 68 percent. 

%sh structures are designed to create overhead cover; create pools for rearing, spawning, and 
resting; and/or provide deeper chsnnels for fish to move up and down stream. 
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Table 3: Sources of Fundlng for Fish and 
Wildlife Pt’OjOCt8 With No National Forest Dollars in thousands 
Staff Involvement, October 1988 Through 
June 1990 

Fiscal years 

1989 
1990 (through 

June 30) Total 
Other federal agenciesa $1,572 $2,327 $3,899 
State/local governments 3,677 4,834 8,511 
Private groups/individuals 178 297 475 
Universitieskolleaes 862 746 1.608 
Tribal units 
Total 

100 126 226 
$6,389 $8,330 $14,719 

%cludes Forest Service research funds as reported by 10 respondents. The research receives its own 
appropriation, and forest supervisors do not have direct control over its expenditures. 

We conducted our field work between March 1990 and December 1990 
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
Our questionnaire for gathering information from the various national 
forests was developed after consulting with budget and financial man- 
agement staff at Forest Service headquarters in Washington, D.C., and 
was pretested at eight forests. We conducted detailed reviews of 
projects and funding sources at the Boise, Cherokee, and Lo10 National 
Forests. We chose these forests to obtain representation from various 
Forest Service regions and because the forests provided the opportunity 
to review various projects in which outside sources participate. More 
detailed information concerning our visits to the three forests are con- 
tained in appendixes I through III of this report. Appendix IV contains 
more details concerning our objectives, scope, and methodology. 
Appendix V contains a copy of the questionnaire we sent to each 
national forest supervisor. 

Responsible officials of the Department of Agriculture provided official 
oral comments on a draft of this report. They generally agreed with the 
information as presented in the report and their comments, including 
two points of clarification on the manner in which the Forest Service 
may use funds, have been incorporated where appropriate. 

As agreed with your office, we are sending a copy of this report to Sen- 
ator McClure. Unless you publicly announce its contents earlier, we plan 
no further distribution of this report until 30 days from the date of this 
letter. At that time, we will send copies to the Secretary of Agriculture, 
the Chief of the Forest Service, and other interested parties and will 
make copies available to others upon request. Please contact me at 
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(202) 276-7766 if you or your staff have any questions concerning this 
report. Other major contributors to this report are listed in appendix VI. 

Sincerely yours, 

James Duffus III 
Director, Natural Resources 

Management Issues 
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Appendix I 

Fish and WildlSe Ekpenditures and Activities 
on the Boise National Forest 

The Boise National Forest contains approximately 2.3 million acres in 
west-central Idaho north and east of the capital city of Boise. The forest 
has six ranger districts administered by a forest supervisor located in 
Boise. 

The forest has a wide range of wildlife. Major big game species include 
mule deer, elk, mountain goat, black bear, and mountain lion. Coyote, 
bobcat, lynx, wolverine, gray wolf, and river otter are other large mam- 
mals found on the forest. Major small and upland game bird species are 
the blue spruce grouse, chukar partridge, gray (Hungarian) partridge, 
California quail, and mountain quail. Important birds of prey on the 
forest are the golden eagle, osprey, goshawk, prairie falcon, peregrine 
falcon, and red-tailed hawk. 

The Boise National Forest supports a variety of fish species, including 
cutthroat trout, rainbow trout, brook trout, and bull trout. Chinook 
salmon and steelhead trout, two species that migrate to and from the 
ocean via the Columbia and Snake River systems, are also present. 

Fish and Wildlife 
Expenditures 

According to the Forest, expenditures from national forest appropria- 
tions constituted about 76 percent of total fish and wildlife expenditures 
reported by the Forest for fiscal years 1988 and 1989 and the first 9 
months of fiscal year 1990. Outside sources accounted for 24 percent of 
the total fish and wildlife expenditures during that time. As shown in 
table I. 1, such contributions rose considerably in 1989 compared with 
1988. However, the funding for the first 9 months of 1990 showed a 
substantial drop. The percentage of outside funding to total funding for 
the fiscal years reviewed was almost 21 percent for fiscal year 1988,28 
percent for fiscal year 1989, and 20 percent for the first 9 months of 
fiscal year 1990. 
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FM and Wildlife Expenditures and Activities 
on the Bolae National Forest 

Table 1.1: Funding for Flrh and Wildlife 
on the Boloe Natlonal Forest, October 
1987 Through June 1990 

Forest Service expenditures 

Fiscal years 
1990 (to 

1988 1989 June 30) 
$342,155 $457,382 $341,039 

Outside contributions: 
ether federal agencies 
State/local aovernments 

57,078 118,778 33,165 
7.159 19,538 3,600 

Private groups 23,938 17,760 33,232 
Universities/colleges 0 25,775 14,280 
Total outside funding 88,975 181,851 84,277 
Total funding $431,130 $639,233 $425,316 

Sources of Funding for At the Boise National Forest, an average of 11 projects were conducted 

Cooperative Fish and each year with at least some degree of outside funding. In all, we identi- 
fied 22 outside funding sources. Most of the outside participation was 

Wildlife Projects solicited by Forest biologists located at the six district offices that 
administer activities on the Forest. 

The majority of outside funding for fish and wildlife projects came from 
a federal agency, the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA). BPA has an 
agreement with the Forest Service for fisheries habitat enhancement 
work on three forests, including the Boise National Forest. Under this 
contract, the Forest staff conducts fisheries habitat enhancement work 
and bills BPA for the costs. 

Two participating state agencies were the Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game and the Idaho Correctional Institute. Most of the other sources 
were local chapters of private organizations. They included such groups 
as the Idaho Wild Turkey Federation, Gem State Fly Fishermen, Boy 
Scouts, Ducks Unlimited, Glenns Ferry Wildlife Club, Emmett Kiwanis 
Club, Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, and the Idaho Hunters Associa- 
tion Boise State University was the only university participating in the 
Boise projects. 
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I%h and WiIdUfe JSxpendIturea and Activities 
on the Robe National Fore& 

Wildlife Projects Most of the wildlife projects on the Boise involved planting bitterbrush 
to improve winter range for deer, conducting prescribed burning,l and 
constructing nesting platforms and boxes for ducks and geese. 

l In fiscal year 1988, the Idaho Department of Fish and Game and the 
Idaho Hunters Association contributed $16,624 in money and in-kind 
goods and services to a project for planting bitterbrush on the 
Arrowrock winter range. In fiscal year 1990, the Emmett Kiwanis Club 
and the local Boy Scouts contributed $6,678 of in-kind goods and ser- 
vices to plant 10 acres of bitterbrush on the Danskin winter range. 

. In fiscal year 1988, Glenns Ferry Wildlife Club, the Idaho Hunters Asso- 
ciation, and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game contributed $1,405 
of in-kind labor and materials to the construction of 26 geese nesting 
platforms. In fiscal year 1989, Ducks Unlimited contributed $966 of in- 
kind labor to the construction of 20 nest boxes. 

l In fiscal year 1989, the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation contributed 
$1,600 to the prescribed burning of 300 acres. In the same year, the local 
Boy Scouts and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game contributed 
$638 of in-kind labor for the prescribed burning of 127 acres. 

Fisheries Projects Fisheries projects with outside financial support involved enhancement 
of habitat. In 1989, BPA, from its contractual agreement with the Forest 
Service, funded $118,778 of fish habitat enhancement work. These 
enhancements included structural work such as fencing, fishways, and 
erosion control and nonstructural work such as revegetation of stream- 
side areas, In fiscal year 1990, the Idaho Fly Fishermen’s Association 
contributed $8,600 of in-kind labor to install 10 fish structures in Squaw 
Creek. 

Threatened, Endangered, The Boise National Forest had projects involving two wildlife species 
or Sensitive Species that were considered either endangered or sensitive. In fiscal year 1988, 

Projects the Idaho Department of Fish and Game contributed $2,600 of in-kind 
labor and equipment to a survey of the boreal owl, considered a sensi- 
tive species. In 1990, Boise State University contributed $14,280 of in- 
kind labor and equipment to survey and prepare a management plan for 
the endangered bald eagle. The university provided clerical, mapping, 
reporting, and computer services. 

lF%scribed burning is the intentional application of fire to wildlands-in either their natural or mod- 
ified state-under such conditions as to allow the fire to be confined to a predetermined area and at 
the same time to produce the intensity of heat and rate of spread required to further certain planned 
objectives having to do with forestry care, wildlife management, and other activities. 
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Appendix II 

Fish and Wildlife IZxpenditures and Activities 
on the Cherokee National Forest 

The Cherokee National Forest, located in Tennessee and North Carolina, 
contains 623,666 acres, and it is divided into six ranger districts, It is 
administered by a forest supervisor located in Cleveland, Tennessee. 

Wildlife on the Forest include big game, small game, and nongame spe- 
cies. Big game animals that are present in huntable numbers include 
black bear, wild turkey, whitetailed deer, and European boar. Small 
game include squirrel, grouse, and raccoon. The Forest’s fisheries 
resources primarily include rainbow trout, brown trout, and brook trout. 

Fish and Wildlife 
Expenditures 

According to the Forest, expenditures from national forest appropria- 
tions constituted about 63 percent of total fish and wildlife expenditures 
for fiscal years 1988 and 1989 and the first 9 months of fiscal year 
1990. Outside contributions for fish and wildlife projects rose during the 
period and constituted about 37 percent of the total expenditures. The 
percentage of outside funding to total funding for the fiscal years 
reviewed was about 34 percent for fiscal year 1988,33 percent for fiscal 
year 1989, and 43 percent for the first 9 months of fiscal year 1990. 
Table 11.1 shows the total funding for fish and wildlife activities on the 
Cherokee National Forest for the period reviewed. 

Table 11.1: Funding for Firh and Wildlife 
on the Cherokee Natlonal Forest, 
October 1987 Through June 1990 

Forest Service expenditures 
Outside contributions: 

Other federal agencies 
State/local governments 
Private groups 
Universities/colleges 

Total outside funding 

Total funding 

Fiscal years 

1988 1989 
1990 (to 

June 30) 
$211,278 $335,061 $242,972 

700 700 0 
99,180 149,600 137,255 

7,044 10,100 22,378 
0 7,870 27,046 

106,924 168,270 186,679 

$318,202 $503,331 $429,051 

Sources of Funding for At the Cherokee National Forest, an average of 22 projects were con- 

Cooperative Fish and ducted each year with at least some degree of outside funding. Most of 
the cooperative projects were the result of solicitation efforts by the 

Wildlife Projects Forest’s staff officer and the Forest biologist. Some were also developed 
Y by staff at the six ranger districts. 
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Appendix II 
Fish and Wildlife Expenditurea and Activities 
on the Cherokee National Forest 

The majority of the outside funding for fish and wildlife projects came 
from a state agency, the Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency. This 
agency has had a cooperative agreement with the Forest since 1969 to 
help manage wildlife resources. The amount of this agreement is 
$80,000 annually. According to the Chief, Wildlife Management Divi- 
sion, Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency, since 1988, the agency has 
also had a cooperative agreement covering fisheries management; the 
annual contribution is $16,000. The agency also contributes funding or 
in-kind goods and services for other fish and wildlife projects indepen- 
dent of the annual contractual amounts. 

Most of the other sources of funding were local chapters of private orga- 
nizations. They included such groups as Trout Unlimited, Quail Unlim- 
ited, the Southern Appalachian Sportsmen’s Club, East Tennessee 
Wildlife Federation, Bear and Boar Association, Ruffed Grouse Society, 
National Wild Turkey Federation, and the Boy Scouts. Two Department 
of the Interior agencies also participated -the Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the National Park Service (Great Smoky Mountains National Park). 

Wildlife Projects For the period we reviewed, wildlife projects received approximately 69 
percent of total outside funding. The largest of these funding sources 
was the $80,000 annual contribution by the Tennessee Wildlife 
Resources Agency. In fiscal year 1989, the agency allocated $80,000 to 
the Forest’s six ranger districts. The level of funding for the districts 
ranged from $12,276 to $14,378. For example, the Ocoee Ranger District 
received $12,362 for (1) mowing 98 acres of wildlife openings and reha- 
bilitating 70 acres of wildlife openings to provide forage and cover for 
wildlife species, (2) maintaining 10 gates to prohibit public vehicular 
access, and (3) replacing two signs designed to inform the public of 
authorized hunting areas on the Cherokee National Forest. 

Projects during the period we reviewed covered all three types of wild- 
life-big game, small game, and nongame species. For example: 

l The Southern Appalachian Sportsmen’s Club provided $2,176 of in-kind 
labor and equipment and the Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency con- 
tributed $360 worth of seedlings to be planted for big game habitat 
improvement in fiscal year 1990. The wildlife project involved 
replanting and fertilizing of from 3 to 6 acres of wildlife openings to be 
used by the Forest’s big game species. 

. The Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency entered into an additional 
$18,000 agreement (beyond its usual $80,000 contribution) in fiscal year 
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Appendixrl 
Flak and Wildlife Expenditures and Activitieo 
on the Cherokee National For& 

1990 to provide food, openings, and nesting cover for various game and 
nongame wildlife species. 

Fisheries Projects Fisheries projects that received outside financial support involved 
restocking streams, building fish structures, and removing fish species 
that compete for habitat with brook trout. 

. In-kind goods and services valued at $1,200 were provided in fiscal year 
1988 to restock the Hiwassee River with rainbow and brown trout. The 
Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency contributed fish; the Tennessee 
State Park Service, along with the Appalachian Chapter of Trout Unlim- 
ited, contributed staff supervision. 

. A fiscal year 1990 appropriation of $8,400 from the Tennessee Wildlife 
Resources Agency was used to identify the location of existing fish 
structures, evaluate their condition, and perform construction or main- 
tenance work on 84 such structures. 

l A brook trout restoration project conducted in 1989 was designed to 
remove rainbow trout from 11 streams to which brook trout are native. 
The Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency contributed $6,100 to this 
project. 

Threatened, Endangered, Two of the Forest’s cooperatively funded projects were for species of 
or Sensitive Species wildlife that were considered either threatened, endangered, or sensi- 

Projects tive. One project is designed to monitor the nesting of the endangered 
peregrine falcon. In 1990, the Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency pro- 
vided $2,600 in labor and equipment for the project. The second project 
involved an inventory of 19 species of small mammals considered to be 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive. In fiscal year 1990, Tennessee 
Technological University donated $23,646 for labor, facilities, vehicles, 
and clerical support. 

Page 19 GAO/RCED-91-113 Funding Fish and Wildlife Activitiw 



Appendix III 

Fish and WildliSe l3cpenditures and Activities 
on the Lo10 National Forest 

The Lo10 National Forest is located in western Montana, where it sur- 
rounds the city of Missoula. The Forest, which contains approximately 2 
million acres, is divided into six ranger districts and is administered by a 
forest supervisor located in Missoula. 

The Lo10 National Forest provides habitat for significant populations of 
deer, moose, bear, and elk. Other wildlife found on the Forest include 
Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep, mountain goat, black bear, wolverine, 
Canada lynx, mountain lion, and bobcat. In addition, the Forest has sev- 
eral species considered endangered or threatened, such as the bald eagle, 
peregrine falcon, grizzly bear, and gray wolf. 

Several species of fish are also prevalent. Game fish can be found on 
about 96 percent of the fish habitat within the Forest, and populations 
are relatively stable. Trout populations within the Forest are estimated 
to be about 906,000. 

Fish and Wildlife 
Expenditures 

According to the Forest, expenditures from national forest appropria- 
tions constituted about 86 percent of total fish and wildlife expenditures 
reported by the Forest for fiscal years 1988 and 1989 and the first 9 
months of fiscal year 1990. Outside sources of funding for fish and wild- 
life projects constituted about 14 percent of the total expenditures for 
such projects for the 33 months. The percentage of outside funding to 
total funding for the fiscal years reviewed was about 6 percent for fiscal 
year 1988,20 percent for fiscal year 1989, and 14 percent for the first 9 
months of fiscal year 1990, Table III.1 shows the total funding for fish 
and wildlife activities on the Lo10 National forest for the period 
reviewed. 

Table 111.1: Fundlng for Fish and WildlIfe 
on the Lolo Natlonal Foreet, October Fiscal years 

1987 Through June 1990 1988 1989 :u”n”B”~~ 
Forest Service expenditures $221,880 $318,403 $208,281 
Outside contributions: 

Other federal agencies 0 10,000 0 
State/local governments 6,500 39,000 5,000 
Private groups 7,300 16,500 28,500 
Universities/colleges 0 12,000 0 
Tribal units 0 300 0 

Total outside funding 13,800 77,800 33,500 
Total funding $235,880 $398,203 $241,781 
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Fish and WildWe ExpendWures and Actlvltiw 
on the Lo10 National Forest 

Sources of F’unding for At the Lo10 National Forest, an average of six projects were conducted 

Cooperative Fish and each year with at least some degree of outside funding. In all, we identi- 
fied 23 outside sources. Fifteen of the 23 outside sources were private 

Wildlife Projects entities. The Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, an international organiza- 
tion with headquarters in Missoula, was the main participant. Sources 
other than private entities were five state or local government agencies, 
one federal agency, one university, and one tribal unit. 

The Forest occasionally paid agencies or organizations to do work on 
fish and wildlife activities. For example, the Forest contributed to a 
survey of owls that was conducted by the Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks, 

Wildlife Projects The Forest’s wildlife projects dealt mainly with prescribed burning to 
improve the habitat of big game animals such as deer, moose, big horn 
sheep, and elk. In fiscal year 1988, the National Wildlife Federation; the 
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks; and the Rocky Moun- 
tain Elk Foundation provided $9,800 for prescribed burns on 2,466 
acres. In fiscal year 1990, the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation and the 
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks contributed $13,600 of 
in-kind goods and services to four projects for prescribed burns on 
approximately 1,000 acres of winter range. 

For the period we reviewed, the Forest had one wildlife project not 
related to prescribed burns. In fiscal year 1989, 14 outside donors con- 
tributed a total of $26,300 in money and in-kind goods and services to 
build a viewing area for bighorn sheep. The project was initiated after a 
highway patrolman, who was repeatedly confronted with traffic jams 
when people tried to watch bighorn sheep from the highway, contacted 
forest and local government officials about developing a pulloff from 
the highway that would accommodate those who wished to view the 
sheep. 

Fisheries Projects Fisheries projects involving outside sources were geared toward 
improving fish habitat. The projects involved three main activities: con- 
structing and maintaining fish structures, conducting studies, and cre- 
ating interpretive sites. 

Y 

l Structures for creating pools and other habitat for fish provide critical 
areas for rearing, spawning, and over-wintering habitats. In fiscal year 
1988, the local chapter of Trout Unlimited contributed $2,000 of in-kind 
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Appendix III 
Fish and Wildlife Expenditurea and Activitks 
on the MO National Forest 

labor to install 20 habitat improvement structures in Petty Creek. In 
fiscal year 1990, the Montana Bass Federation contributed $6,000 of in- 
kind materials and labor to install 30 habitat improvement structures in 
Seeley Lake. 

l In fiscal year 1989, the Bureau of Land Management and the Montana 
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks contributed $22,000 of in-kind 
labor to a fisheries study on the Blackfoot River. The study addressed 
local concerns about declining fisheries in the river system. 

l In fiscal year 1990, the Rock Creek Advisory Council contributed 
$16,000 to build an interpretative site located within the Rock Creek 
drainage. The site is designed to provide increased enjoyment and 
understanding of the fisheries and streamside relationship. 

Threatened, , Endangered, During the period under review, projects involving outside funding were 
or Sensitive Species conducted within the Forest that dealt with species of wildlife classified 

Projects as sensitive: the boreal owl and the harlequin duck. In fiscal year 1989, 
the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks contributed 
$10,000 of in-kind labor to a survey of the distribution of the boreal and 
other owls. Ultimately, this project will allow the development of man- 
agement strategies for the boreal owl. In fiscal year 1989, the Natural 
Heritage Program contributed $4,000 of in-kind labor to a survey of 
nesting populations of harlequin ducks in several areas of the Forest. 
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Appendix IV 

Objectives, !Scope, and Methodology 

By letter dated January 24,1990, Senator James A. McClure asked us to 
determine the various sources and amounts of funding being used for 
fish and wildlife activities on national forest lands. Senator McClure 
subsequently retired from the Senate in January 1991 at the conclusion 
of the 1Olst Congress. Prior to his retirement, agreement was reached 
that we would issue the report resulting from this request to Senator 
Larry E. Craig who succeeded Senator McClure. 

Although the Forest Service knows generally which public and private 
entities support fish and wildlife projects on national forest lands, it has 
not attempted to tally or track the total amount of money being spent. In 
order to determine the extent to which the Forest Service’s budget is 
supplemented by significant amounts of outside funding that is spent on 
fish and wildlife, we developed a questionnaire to be sent to all national 
forest supervisors. In developing the questionnaire, we worked with 
Forest Service headquarters officials in Washington, D.C., and regional 
and national forest officials in several states. 

We mailed the final questionnaire to each of the 122 national forest 
supervisors throughout the Forest Service. Some of these forest supervi- 
sors have management responsibility for more than one national forest; 
collectively, the 122 forest supervisors manage all of the 166 national 
forests. After one mail follow-up and two telephone follow-ups, we 
ended data collection in November 1990. We obtained responses from 
114 forest supervisors for a response rate of 93 percent. 

In the questionnaire, if the Forest Service was an active participant in 
the fish and wildlife activities being funded in whole or in part by others 
on its land, we asked questionnaire respondents to indicate how much 
was spent on such activities for fiscal years 1988 and 1989 and the first 
9 months of fiscal year 1990, a period ending on June 30,199O. If there 
was no direct involvement by the Forest Service in such activities, we 
requested information for fiscal year 1989 and the first 9 months of 
fiscal year 1990, since such information was more difficult to ascertain. 
Although we asked in our questionnaire for information through the 
first 9 months of fiscal year 1990, we were informed that some for- 
ests-because of a misunderstanding-reported information through 
the first 10 months of fiscal year 1990. We do not know the number of 
forests that may have reported information for the lo-month period, nor 
do we know the amount of funds spent on the forests during July 1990. 
(App. V contains a copy of the questionnaire.) 
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Appendix N 
Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 

To obtain more detailed information on the types of projects undertaken 
with outside funding and on the specific entities providing financial sup- 
port, we visited three national forests: the Boise National Forest in 
Idaho, the Cherokee National Forest in Tennessee and North Carolina, 
and the Lo10 National Forest in Montana. We chose these forests because 
they provided us an opportunity to review a wide variety of projects 
implemented with outside funding. We interviewed program and project 
managers, and we reviewed project files and financial records con- 
cerning these projects. Information obtained from each of these three 
forests was developed into case study examples of actual projects and 
activities implemented with outside funding. (See apps. I through III for 
our findings on each of the three national forests.) 

We conducted our work between March 1990 and December 1990 in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
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Appendix V 

Questionnaire 

U.S. SEWERAL ACCOUYTlYG OffICE 

SURVEY Of fUNDING fOR flSN AND YtLDLlfE ACTlVllIES ON NATlONALfORLSTS 

Th. Gsnrrsl AccountinS Oftlc., .n .S.nsy th.t w.1u.t.. f.dw.1 proSmu for th. U.S. COnSr..., i. 
conductInS I r.vi.v of fundinS for 1i.h .nd wildllf. .ctivltl.. on n.ti,on.l forssts. A. . psrt of thi. 
~.v(.Y “I .r. l .iLlnS thir qu..tlonn.lr. to .ll N.ti0n.l forest Sup.rvl.Orr’ Offis... ThrouSh the 
qu.st~onn.lr. u. .I-. .ttomptinS to id.ntify fundinS for rush l ctlv1tt.r during fis0.1 years 1988 
throu9h 1990. U. .r. int.r..t.d in .ctiv(tlsa fundmi by th. forest S.rvfc., othsr f.d.r.1 .S.nsi.., 
.t.t. 9ovmrnm.nt.l .p.nsl.., univ.r.iti.. or coll.Rsr, oth.r private .our..s, .nd trlbsl Sovorwnt.. 

__ U.lng .v.il.bl. inforutlon .nd your krt prof.r.ion.1 judgmnt pl.... comp1.t. this 
qu*.tionn.lr* for your for**t(r). 

. . Plo... roturn th. complstsd quortionnsir. ulthln 15 d.y. of r.e.ipt in ths snc1or.d rrlf- 
.ddr....d bu.ln...-rrply .nv.lop.. Y. r..Lir. thl. is . v.ry bury pwlod for your offico, 
but our r.portlnS drodlln.. roquirs this timing. 

If y.u h.v. .ny qu..tlon. r.g.rdinp thl. qu..tionn.tr., pl.... contsct Lind. S.d.-P.rclv.1 .t (503) 
235~11500, R.lph L.mor..un .t (202) 634-6384 or John John.on .t (202) 636-6372. If th. bu.ln...-r.ply 
.nv.lop. I. mi.r(np or h.8 b..n mi.pl.s.d pl.... r.turn th. qu..tlonn.ir. to: 

U.S. G.n.r.1 Accounllng Offie. 
Atrn: R.Lph L.moP..ux 
Room 4476 
641 G St., N.Y. 
Us.hinSton, DC 20548 

Th.nk you for your . ..i.t.nc.. 

(PI.c. msllino I.b.1 her.1 

For..t Supervi.or: 

l.l.phon. Number: ( ) 

Uilalifa rnd li.heri.P Staff 0ffiC.r: 

l.l.phon. Number: ( 1 

Today’. dot.: I I 
MO. 0.Y Yr. 
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Appendix V 
QUfXftiONl&t? 

1. DurlnS flxcal y..rr 19011, 1919, and 1990, hou web dld thlr forest @pond for thr follouln9 ffxh 
and wiLdlIft xctlvltlox caoe rctfvlty coder)? Ye we Intrrertnl !n the fpIl yearly l xpmndlturer 
and unpaid obltprtionr charSed to the followinS fund codorr WWF Watlonal Forest Sy8tam - 
uildlifo and Flxh llabitrt MclnrSewnt), RMTR (Reroursa ItmilSoant, llmbw Rwo4ptr). and CYKV 
CKnutson-vmdmbwg). 

All Iv 1980 and 1909 flSurrx should k obtmlned frca your foreot*s yew end unit f!nwacial 
atrtrwnt. fV 1990 figurer should ba obtr(ned from the June, 1990 month-end unit finww(rl 
*trtmrnt. To obtain l xpendlturrx for l nrdromous and #nlmnd ffsh In FI 19SS and 1909 divide CF 
cod81 bawd on your best profrxelonxl jud$wbnt. 

Ulldlltr 
1nlrnd 
Flrh 

Thrwened, 
Lndmpered, 
and 
sm~ltiv* 
specirs 

- Habitat - Habitat 
Improwment improvwwnt 
(Structure xnd (Structure and 
non-rtructur*) Non-rtructurr) 
tcuz21, CU222) (CA221, CA222) 

- Hrbftrt 
Impravmw4t 
(Structure and 
Non-structure) 
(CI221, et2221 

- HabItat 
improv*m*nt 
(Structure and 
Non-structure) 
(CTZZI, CT222) 

- Nllnt*nrnc* - wlintwlrncr - M~lntwl*ncr - Maintrnulc~ 
(CU23) (CA231 (CI23) (CT23) 

- Opwltione 
(CUl, cull, 
CUlll, cu112, 
CUl2, cu121, 

- 0pwatlon. 
(CAl, CAII. 
CAlll, CAIIZ, 
CAl2, CA1211 

- Opwatlona 
CCII, Clll, 
CIlll, CIllZ, 
CIIZ, C1121) 

- Operetlons 
(Cll, Clll, 
Cllll, CTl12, 
CT12, Cll21) 

E 

1988 s .oo S .oo S .oo S .oo 

1989 s .DO S .oo S .oo S .oo 

1990 s .oo s .OO s .oo S -00 

(AI of 
June 30) 
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2. During l~w.1 yrcr UEpp, how much did thi. f.rc.t r.ccivc in cctucl dollcr contribution. end uh.t 
YCI the wtimated dollcr v.luc of in-kind contribution. (ctcff hour., matwlal#, cuppllcr, end 
cquipm.nt) rcc.1v.d from ctL m  (non-For.ct Scrvicc) camcc for coopcrctlvc co.t ch.rinS 
fi.h .nd wildlrf. cct(vlt(cr in the follou(n. .rc..? 

Thrcctcncd, 
Endcngcrcd, 
end 
Scnritivc 
sp.cicr 

Anadraaouc 
Fi.h 

lnlcnd 
Fibh Ulldllfc 

- Wbftct 
imprownrnt 
(Structure .nd 
Non-structure) 

- Wclntwmnce 

- Oprr.tion. 

- Hcbltct 
improvcm.nt 
(Structure end 
Won-etructurc) 

- Opcrction. 

- Ycbitct 
improv.mcnt 
(Structure .nd 
Non-ctructur*) 

- Mrintmmc* 

- Dpcrction. 

- Hcbltct 
improvcmcnt 
(Structure end 
Non-ctructurc) 

- Mclntcncnc~ 

- Opcrction. 

Federal hxmcie~ 

DoLlor Contributions 

In-Llnd Contributions 

In-kind Contribution8 

Privrt. Organizations/ 
individuals 

Dollar Contributions 

In-kind Contribution@ 

Dollar Conlribution. 

In-kind Contributions 

In-kind Contribu(iona 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

s .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S 

S 

.OO L 

.oo s 

.DO S 

.oo s 

.OO 

.oo 

S .oo 

s .oo 

s 

S 

.oo S 

.oo s 

.oo S 

.oo s 

.oo 

.oo 

s .a0 

S .oo 

.oo 

.oo 

S 

S 

.oo s 

.oo s 

-00 s 

.oo s 

s .oo 

s .oo 

S 

s 

.oo s 

.oo s 

.oo s 

.a0 s 

.OO 

.oo 
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3. During fires1 yccr m, how much did thla forcct rcccivc in cctucl dollcr contributionr cd whet 
YII the crtimctcd dollcr vclur of in-kind contrfbutionc (ctcff hours, l ctcriclo, rupplicc. end 
cquipmcnt) rcseived from all oyulpl (non-Forest Scrvlcc) courecc for coopcrctivc cost #herinS 
flrh end wildlife cctivitica In the followinS crccs? 

Uildlifc 
Ancdromour 
Fish 

Inlcnd 
Fi8h 

Thrcctcncd, 
LndcnScrcd, 
l “d  
Sonci tiw 
SpoClOS 

Oollcr Contrlbutionr 

In-kind Contributions 

Dcllcr Contributions 

In-kind Contribution8 

Private Organizatlonw 
indivldurlc 

OolLmr Contribution8 

In-kind Contrlbutlons 

Oollmr Contributions 

In-kind Contributlone 

Trlbrl unlu 

Oollcr Contributionr 

In-kind Contributlonc 

* Rcbitct 
Improvcmont 
(Structure wd 
Won-structure) 

- Mcintcnmnc* 

- Opwctions 

- Hcbitct 
improvcmcnt 
Otructurc end 
Non-ctructurc) 

- Ycintcncncc 

- Opcrctionc 

- Wcbitct 
improvcmont 
(Structure end 
Non-rtructurc) 

- Ilcintcncncc 

- Opcrctlon~ 

- Hcbitct 
iqrovcnont 
(Structure end 
Non-rtructurc) 

- *cintcncnc~ 

- Opcrctionc 

S .oo 

S .oo 

s .oo 

S .oo 

s .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

s .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

s .oo 

S .oo 

S *oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

s .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

8  .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 
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L. OurinS firccl yccr Lppp (Ar of June SO), hou much dfd thlr forcct rcecivc (n cetucl dellcr 
contributionc end whet ccc the coticctcd dollcr vcluc of In-kind sontrlbutionc (ctcff houra, 
mctcrlcl~, cupplicc, end cquipmont) rcccivcd tram cl1 m  (non-Forcct Scrvicc) courccc for 
eooporctivc eoct 8hcrinS fich end uildlifc cctiviticc in the follouinp crccc7 

Uildlifc 
Ancdrwcuc 
Flch 

Inlcnd 
Fish 

Thrcctcncd, 
SndcnScrcd, 
C”d 
Scncitlvc 
spccicc 

Dollcr Contributlonc 

In-kind Contributions 

Dollcr Contrlbuflons 

In-kind Contributions 

Prlvctc Orp*nlzctloncf 
inclividual$ 

Dollor Contributions 

Iwkind Contributlonr 

ynlvarsltfrr/collrpU 

DolIar Contributions 

In-kind Contributionc 

Irlbrl unita 

Dollar Cantributlonr 

In-kind Contributions 

- Hcbitct 
improvoncnt 
Cstructuro end 
Non-structure) 

- Mcint*ncnso 

- Opcrcclanc 

S .oo 

6 .oo 

6 .oo 

S .oo 

6 .OO 

S .oo 

S .oo 

6 .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

- licbltct 
improvcmt 
Cstrusturc end 
Non-•tructurc) 

- ncintcncncc 

- 0pcrcclanc 

S .DD 

S .DO 

S .oo 

S .oo 

6 .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

6 .oo 

- Wcbltct 
tqrovcwnt 
(Structure end 
Son-ctructurc) 

- )Icintcncnso 

- 0pcrctionc 

- Mcbitct 
hprovwont 
(Structure end 
Man-rtructurc) 

- ~cintoncnso 

- Opcrctionr 

S .oo 

6 .oo 

S .oo 

S -00 

6 .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

u .oo 

¶ .oo 

6 .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S -00 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 

S .oo 
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Appendix V 
Qnestionnaire 

5. During flmxl v,,r, 1988, 1909, and 1990, hou uach did thir torrrt r.colv. In l cturl dollar 
contributlonr and what YII thr l atlmoted dollar value of In-kind contrlbutlonr (staff hours, 
mtwlala, supplirr, and rgulprwnt) rrcelwd from all outsId* (nowrorort swvicw soursas for 
flrh and ulldlit~ retiv~tlw that wre m fur&d by outold. 10urCos. that Is uhwe there 

YII comDlot9 nroponont flnenclng and &Q cost rhwlng took ptaco but whwo lorort Sw!lcr staff may 
hwr &formed “irk? 

Dollar Contrlbutiona: 

In-kind Contrlbutlonrr 

Dollw Contributions: 

In-kind Contrlbutlonw: 

Doller Contributions: 

In-kind Contributions: 

Dollar Contrlbutlons: 

In-kind Contributions: 

DoLIar Contributionl: 

In-kind Contrlbutlona: 

(as of dun* JO) 

8 .oo 8 .oo s .oo 

S .oo S .oo S .oo 

S .oo s .oo S .oo 

f .oo S .oo S .oo 

S 

s 

S 

t 

s 

s 

.oo S 

.oo S 

.oo t 

.oo S 

.oo t 

.oo t 

.oo S 

.oo S 

.oo S 

.oo S 

.oo S 

.oo S 

.oo 

.OO 

.oo 

.oo 

.oo 

.oo 
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AppendI% V 
Qlleetlo~ 

The next Iret(on of tho quortionnolro dools ulth fioh and uildlifr l ctfvltto8 thot toko ploco on your 
foreat but whore your forest ptayr no port. lhoro l ctivltlor con Include (but or0 not LMtod to) 
rs~doalc rowrreh projoctr, flrh or wlldllfo Invontorfor, and throotonod l nd l ndongorod l pocioa 
#tudlos. Ofton thooo l ctlvltloe ore done uodrr spociol uoo pomltr. pplpz Include l*u l nforcmont 
wtlvltlw undortokon by fodorol bgonclrs or stoto and loco1 govormnto. 

For those octlvltfoa YI we only Intorostod tn thoao thot took plocr In fiocol yrorr 1909 and 1990. 
Agrln, ronombor for thoso l ctlvitlos atoff froa your forolt dld no uork and your forolt rpont no ilonoy. 

6. Ploow glvo o you! brfof dorcrlption of tho l ctlvlty l o doreribod l bovo, the l goney or 
orgmlxmtlon porfornlng the wtivlty, on wtbata of tho dollor voluo of tho work done on your 
forret, rnd tho now end phono nwbor of l contoot poroon for tho l goncy or orgonftrtlon. 

Contact Person 

brrncv/orrrnlrltlon-m 

FV 1989: 

1. 

2. 

4. 

5. 

1’1 1990: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

It th#rl .r. IWC. than fire @ctiritir# in oithor fiasol y..r v this page and give 
Intorm~tion for hll, l ctivitior In FV 1989~1990. 
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Appendix V 
Qnestionnalre 

7. If you have my further cOill).nte on fundins of flrh l d ulldllfa wtlvltloa, plo~r. fool fro. to 
odd them below. 
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Appendix VI 

Major Contributors to This Report 

Resources, Ralph Lamoreaux, Assistant Director 

Community, and 
Ed Niemi, Assignment Manager 
Jonathan Bachman, Senior Social Science Analyst 

Economic John Johnson, Staff Evaluator 

Development Division 

Seattle Regional Office Laurence Feltz, Issue Area Manager 

Portland Suboffice 
Linda Bade-Percival, Evaluator-In-Charge 
Stan Stenersen, Senior Evaluator 
Dwayne Curry, Staff Evaluator 
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_-. _~-~--_--- 
Ordt~riug Iuforrruthn 

(hi thersburg, MI) 20877 

Ordrrs may also be placed by calling (202) 275-624 1. 



- 

1 Permit. No. GlOO 




