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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

Announcement of Final Safe Harbor
Policy

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior; National Marine Fisheries
Service, NOAA, Commerce.

ACTION: Announcement of final policy.

SUMMARY: The Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS), (jointly
referred to as the “Services’’) announce
a final Safe Harbor policy under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (Act). This policy provides
incentives for private and other non-
Federal property owners to restore,
enhance, or maintain habitats for listed
species. Because many endangered and
threatened species occur exclusively, or
to a large extent, on non-Federally
owned property, the involvement of
non-Federal property owners in the
conservation and recovery of listed
species is critical to the eventual
success of these efforts. Under the
policy, the Services will provide
participating property owners with
technical assistance to develop Safe
Harbor Agreements (Agreements) that
manage habitat for listed species, and
provide assurances that additional land,
water, and/or natural resource use
restrictions will not be imposed as a
result of their voluntary conservation
actions to benefit covered species. When
the property owner meets all the terms
of the Agreement, the Services will
authorize incidental taking of the
covered species at a level that enables
the property owner ultimately to return
the enrolled property back to agreed
upon baseline conditions. The Services
will closely coordinate with the
appropriate State agencies and any
affected Native American Tribal
governments before entering into
Agreements. The Services considered
and evaluated all the comments
received on the draft policy in
developing this final policy.
Additionally, the FWS is publishing
elsewhere in this issue of the Federal
Register a final rule that contains the
necessary regulatory changes to
implement this policy.

DATES: This policy is effective July 19,
1999.

ADDRESSES: To obtain copies of the final
Safe Harbor policy contact the Chief,

Division of Endangered Species, Fish
and Wildlife Service, 452 ARLSQ,
Washington, D.C. 20240 (Telephone
703/358-2171, Facsimile 703/358—
1735); or Chief, Endangered Species
Division, National Marine Fisheries
Service, Office of Protected Resources,
1315 East-West Highway, Silver Spring,
MD, 20910 (Telephone 301/713-1401,
Facsimile 301/713-0376).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Richard Hannan, Acting Chief, Division
of Endangered Species, Fish and
Wildlife Service (Telephone (703)358—
2171) or Margaret Lorenz, Policy
Coordinator, Endangered Species
Division, National Marine Fisheries
Service (Telephone (301) 713-1401).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On June 12, 1997, the Services issued
a draft policy (62 FR 32178), and the
FWS issued proposed regulations to
implement the policy (62 FR 32189).
With this policy, the Services intended
to facilitate the conservation of listed
species through a collaborative
approach with non-Federal citizens,
States, local governments, Tribes,
businesses, organizations, and other
non-Federal property owners which are
stakeholders in the conservation of
these species. With the proposed policy
and the related regulations, the Services
intended to create incentives for non-
Federal property owners to implement
conservation measures for certain listed
species by providing certainty with
regard to possible future land, water, or
resource use restrictions should the
covered species later become more
numerous as a result of the property
owners actions. Non-Federal property
owners, who through a Safe Harbor
Agreement commit to implement
voluntary conservation measures for a
listed species will receive assurances
from the Services that additional
conservation measures will not be
required and additional land, water, or
resource use restrictions will not be
imposed should the covered species
become more numerous as a result of
the property owners’ actions.

Much of the nation’s current and
potential fish and wildlife habitat is on
property owned by private citizens,
States, municipalities, Tribal
governments, and other non-Federal
entities. Conservation efforts on non-
Federal property are critical to the
survival and recovery of many
endangered and threatened species. The
Services strongly believe that a
collaborative stewardship approach to
the proactive management of listed
species involving government agencies

(Federal, State, and local) and the
private sector is critical to achieving the
ultimate goal of the Endangered Species
Act (Act): recovery of threatened and
endangered species. The recovery of
certain species can benefit from short-
term and mid-term enhancement,
restoration, or maintenance of terrestrial
and aquatic habitats on non-Federal
property. The “Safe Harbor’” approach
provides an avenue to garner the non-
Federal landowners’ support for species
conservation on non-Federal lands.

Many property owners are willing to
voluntarily manage their property to
benefit listed fish and wildlife, provided
these beneficial actions do not result in
new restrictions being placed on the
future use of their property. Beneficial
management includes actions to
enhance, restore, or maintain habitat
(e.g., restoring habitat through
prescribed burning, restoring
hydrological conditions) so that it is
suitable for listed species. Because such
proactive management actions cannot be
mandated or required by the Act, failure
to conduct these activities would not
violate any of the Act’s provisions.
Although property owners recognize the
benefits of proactive habitat
conservation activities to help listed
species, some are still concerned that
additional land, water, and/or natural
resource use restrictions may result if
listed species colonize their property or
increase in numbers or distribution due
to their conservation efforts. Their
concern centers on the applicability of
the Act’s section 9 “‘take” prohibitions
if listed species occupy their property,
as a result of their conservation-oriented
property management actions.
Landowners whose properties support
endangered or threatened species as a
result of their positive, voluntary
conservation efforts might violate
section 9 of the Act if they significantly
develop, modify, or manage those
properties in a way that subsequently
causes incidental take of those species.

Section 9 of the Act prohibits the
“take” of listed fish and wildlife
species, which is defined in section
3(18) to include, among other things,
killing, harming or harassing. The Act’s
implementing regulations, as
promulgated by the FWS (50 CFR 17.3),
and proposed by NMFS (63 FR 24148)
define ““harm” to include “significant
habitat modification or degradation
where it actually kills or injures wildlife
by significantly impairing essential
behavioral patterns, including breeding,
feeding and sheltering.”

This final Safe Harbor policy
encourages property owners to
voluntarily conserve threatened and
endangered species without the risk of
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further restrictions pursuant to section 9
of the Act. Previously, the FWS has
provided Safe Harbor type assurances to
non-Federal property owners based on
various authorities under the Act,
including incidental take statements
under section 7(a)(2) and incidental take
permits under section 10(a)(1)(B). After
further consideration of such
alternatives and an evaluation of other
provisions of the Act, the Services have
determined that the section 10(a)(1)(A)
“enhancement of survival’ permit
provisions provide the best mechanism
to carry out a permanent Safe Harbor
policy that provides the necessary
assurances to participating property
owners, while also providing
conservation benefits to the covered
species. For landowners who are
participants in other Federal programs
(e.g., Farm Bill or Partners for Fish and
Wildlife programs), FWS is in the
process of developing an appropriate
process to provide assurances on a
programmatic basis to the landowners
as long as a net conservation benefit is
achieved for listed species covered by
the Agreements. Assurances already
provided by FWS under sections 7 or
10(a)(1)(B) would still be valid, and
revision of those Agreements is
unnecessary. Finalizing this policy
provides national consistency in the
development of Safe Harbor Agreements
(Agreements) and links the policy to an
expanded ‘“‘enhancement of survival”
permit program through section
10(a)(1)(A) of the Act.

FWS has also published final
regulations to implement this policy in
today’s Federal Register. This final
policy and final rule provides the FWS
procedures to implement the Safe
Harbor policy. NMFS will develop and
propose regulatory changes to
implement this policy at a later date.
These regulations will govern the
issuance of “‘enhancement of survival”
permits under section 10(a) (1)(A) of the
Act to provide the assurances to
participating landowners through Safe
Harbor Agreements.

Summary of the Draft Policy

The draft Safe Harbor policy (62 FR
32178) encouraged non-Federal
landowners to maintain or enhance
existing endangered species habitat, to
restore listed species’ habitats, or to
manage their lands in a manner that
benefits listed species that would be
covered by an agreement. In return, the
Services would provide assurances that
future activities would not be subject to
the Act’s restrictions beyond those
restrictions applicable to the property at
the time of enrollment in the program.
The draft policy recognized that many

non-Federal landowners are interested
in restoring, enhancing, and/or
maintaining natural habitats on their
lands, thus potentially benefiting listed
species. However, non-Federal
landowners’ willingness may be
hindered by a fear that the Services will
enforce section 9 due to their beneficial
actions, their lands are colonized by
listed species, or listed species’ numbers
increase.

The draft policy contained provisions
protecting any listed species covered by
an Agreement and occupying a
landowner’s property at the time of
enrollment in the program by including
them in the baseline conditions. If
species were included in the baseline
conditions, an ‘“‘incidental take’” would
not be allowed. However, if the numbers
or range of those covered species
increases because of voluntary
conservation measures conducted in
accordance with a Safe Harbor
Agreement, the landowner would be
authorized to incidentally “take” those
individuals above the baseline without
penalty. These arrangements would be
formalized through a streamlined
permitting process and an Agreement or
similar instrument between the
landowner and the Services. The draft
policy also considered a streamlined
process where the Services would issue
a blanket permit to an appropriate
agency or organization that would in
turn issue “Certificates of Inclusion” or
“Participation Certificates” to
landowners. The ultimate goal of the
draft policy was to encourage non-
Federal landowners to voluntarily
implement beneficial management
actions for those listed species that
occur on their lands or would be
attracted as a result of the beneficial
management actions.

Summary of Comments Received

The Services received more than 70
comment letters on the draft policy from
a wide variety of entities, including
Federal, State and County agencies,
industry, conservation groups,
coalitions, and private individuals. The
Services considered all relevant
information and recommendations
received during the public comment
period. Some of the commenters
addressed issues that were applicable to
the implementing regulations as well as
the draft policy. Both the final policy
and regulations have been amended,
where appropriate.

The following is a summary of the
comments on the draft policy and the
Services’ responses.

Issue 1. Many commenters expressed
concern regarding the appropriateness
of the Services entering into Safe Harbor

Agreements and suggested that the
Services provide guidance on how to
determine whether a Safe Harbor
Agreement is appropriate and under
what circumstances the Services would
enter into such Agreements.

Response 1. The Services agree that
Safe Harbor Agreements may not be
appropriate for all types of species in all
situations. If a property owner is taking
a listed species and needs an immediate
“incidental take’ authorization,
application for and development of a
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and
issuance of an incidental take permit
under section 10(a)(1)(B) would be more
appropriate. Safe Harbor Agreements
also are not appropriate in situations
that do not meet the net conservation
benefit standards of this policy. The
Services will determine on a case-by-
case basis whether or not a particular
proposed Agreement actually meets the
standards of the Safe Harbor policy and
its implementing regulations and
whether a Safe Harbor Agreement
would be an appropriate means of
enhancing the survival of the species
covered by an agreement. For example,
translocating individuals from a habitat
preserved in perpetuity to a site with
zero baseline condition may not achieve
a net conservation benefit for the
species. This is because the habitat the
species is using could be altered or
destroyed, which would put the species
at risk. Each Agreement will have an
appropriate public review and comment
period, and after considering all
available information, the Services will
determine if the permit can be issued.

Issue 2. Commenters stated that the
concept of baseline and how baseline
conditions will be determined needs to
be clarified. Some commenters also
provided recommendations on how to
determine baseline conditions.

Response 2. The Services
acknowledge that the concept of
baseline determination needs further
clarification, and because of its crucial
importance to the overall
implementation and success of this
policy, the discussion of this concept is
expanded. The Services also further
clarify how baseline conditions should
be determined, the intent of the Services
in determining baseline conditions, and
the implications of these
determinations. The intent of the
Services in determining baseline
conditions is to ensure that the
protection provided to covered listed
species is not eroded below current
levels. The intent is to provide
participating landowners with a clear
understanding of their assured rights to
return enrolled lands to conditions
existing prior to the Agreement (i.e.,
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baseline conditions) and what
expectations exist for all participants in
terms of performance under the
Agreement.

Issue 3. Numerous commenters raised
concerns regarding the determination of
baseline conditions based on the
number of individuals of a listed species
occupying or using the enrolled lands.
These concerns are based on the fact
that population numbers of a species in
the wild often fluctuate naturally (e.g.,
between years and between seasons). If,
for example, the baseline was
established as the number of individual
animals present during a period of
naturally high abundance, a
participating landowner could be
interpreted to be in non-compliance
with the Agreement if they returned the
enrolled lands to baseline when
population numbers were naturally low,
when in fact the available habitat area
remained unchanged and the landowner
took no action that violated the
Agreement.

Response 3. The Services intend to
provide flexibility during
implementation of the policy by
providing that baseline conditions will
be mutually agreed upon by the
participating landowner and the
Services, and will be determined by
using either population numbers of
listed species or occupied habitat
acreage, or both. The known or expected
seasonal or natural variation of
population numbers should be
described in the Agreement and will
help form the baseline determination of
the enrolled lands. Similarly, if
occupied habitat is used to determine
baseline, the quality, acreage, and
characteristics of the habitat sustaining
individuals of the covered species
within the enrolled lands will be
described and evaluated. The policy has
been amended to address these concerns
and to further clarify the section
discussing baseline.

Issue 4. A number of commenters
expressed concern regarding the land,
water, and/or natural resource use that
the enrolled lands would be returned to
after the Agreement expires.
Commenters were concerned whether
such use would be compatible with
maintaining the baseline conditions.

Response 4. Landowners who have
complied with the terms of the
Agreements and wish to use their lands
in a manner different from their original
use certainly retain the right to do so
without any additional restrictions
under the Act as long as the baseline is
maintained. However, if the proposed
use of the enrolled lands would result
in incidental take of the species and is
inconsistent with maintaining the

baseline conditions, then separate
authorization for such take would be
required and is not covered by the Safe
Harbor Agreement. In other words, the
same land, water, and/or natural
resource use restrictions that applied to
the property prior to the Safe Harbor
Agreement would still apply and the
landowner would have to obtain the
appropriate incidental take
authorization under the appropriate
provisions of the Act. If the baseline
conditions were zero, based on the
existence of unoccupied habitat, and
these habitat areas became occupied as
a result of the activities undertaken
under the Agreement, no further
authorization would be required.
However, the Services would work with
the landowner to relocate the species, if
appropriate, before any habitat
modification back to the baseline
occurs, or extend the Agreement if the
landowner so desires.

Issue 5. Numerous commenters
supported the ‘“‘net conservation
benefit” standard in the policy.
Commenters had significantly different
interpretations of the meaning of “net
conservation benefit,” however, and
many requested further clarification of
the concept.

Response 5. This crucial and
fundamental principle of the Safe
Harbor policy caused confusion and a
number of different interpretations.
Therefore, this section of the policy has
been revised to clarify the Services’
intent and the ‘‘net conservation
benefit”” concept. These net
conservation benefits may result from
reducing fragmentation and increasing
the connectivity of habitats, maintaining
or increasing populations, insuring
against catastrophic events, enhancing
and restoring habitats, buffering
protected areas, and creating areas for
testing and implementing new
conservation strategies.

Issue 6. Several commenters
requested clarification on how the
Agreements can be terminated and what
were the rights and responsibilities of
the participating landowner.

Response 6. The length of Safe Harbor
Agreements must be of sufficient
duration to reasonably allow enough
time to achieve the expected “‘net
conservation benefit” for the listed
species covered by the Safe Harbor
Agreement. For example, if restoring
suitable habitat for a species normally
takes five years of active management,
and the proposed Agreement is limited
to providing suitable habitat for only
three years, it would not be appropriate
to enter into this Agreement. However,
since these Agreements are voluntary,
the Services recognize and respect the

landowners’ right to request early
termination of their Agreements. The
final Safe Harbor policy provides a
mechanism to allow landowners to
terminate their voluntary Agreements
before the expiration date. The Services
expect the number of landowners
requesting early termination to be
minimal based on the FWS’s experience
with the Partners for Fish and Wildlife
Program.

Issue 7. Many commenters expressed
concern that the proposed process for
developing Agreements and issuing the
necessary permit to provide the Safe
Harbor assurances would be too
cumbersome. Some commenters also
suggested the Services should consider
a “blanket,” ‘“master,” or
“programmatic’ permitting process to
further streamline the development of
Safe Harbor Agreements.

Response 7. The process established
in the draft Safe Harbor policy and
implementing regulations was basically
intended to address situations where a
single landowner approaches the
Services and is willing to conduct
beneficial management actions on
behalf of listed species, but is concerned
regarding potential future section 9
limitations that could result from these
voluntary actions. The draft Safe Harbor
policy did not explicitly discuss the
potential for using “blanket,” ‘““master,”
or “‘programmatic’ permits to provide
assurances to landowners interested in
managing habitat for listed species on
their property. However, the FWS has
used a section 10(a)(1)(B)
“‘programmatic’ permit very
successfully in the last few years.
Clarifying language has been added to
the final Safe Harbor policy and
implementing regulations to allow for
the possibility of using “programmatic”
permits whenever appropriate. For
example, the development of Statewide
Safe Harbor programs, where a State
agency or an appropriate entity acts as
a permit holder and has the authority to
include individual landowners through
the issuance of “Certificates of
Inclusion” or ““Participation
Certificates,” provides the perfect
circumstance for the use of
“programmatic’ Safe Harbor
Agreements and associated
enhancement of survival permits. In the
final policy, the Services recognize that
significant conservation benefits on a
landscape scale can be provided
through these “programmatic’” Safe
Harbor Agreements and associated
permits.

Issue 8. Several commenters
expressed concern about the effects
actions taken on enrolled lands may
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have on neighboring non-enrolled lands
and expressed the need for clarification.

Response 8. The Services recognize
the implications to neighboring
landowners of the successful
implementation of management actions
on enrolled lands. Further, the Services
recognize and acknowledge that some
landowners may be reluctant to initiate
management actions that may have
land, water, and/or natural resource use
implications to neighboring landowners.
The implications to neighboring
landowners with non-enrolled lands
will be assessed on a case-by-case basis.
For example, when the Services believe
that occupation of non-enrolled
neighboring lands is likely, the Services
will make every effort to include the
neighboring landowner as a signatory
party to the Agreement and to be
included in the Safe Harbor Agreement
and associated permit, thus extending
the Safe Harbor assurances. For
example, neighboring landowners of
aplomado falcon (Falco femoralis)
release sites in Texas were included in
the permit for the Safe Harbor
Agreement, in case that, as a result of
the cooperators’ actions, falcons inhabit
their lands.

Issue 9. A number of commenters
requested further clarification of the
applicability of future section 7
consultations for Federal actions
affecting the enrolled properties.

Response 9. Section 7 would continue
to apply to Federal actions affecting the
enrolled properties. However, if a
participating landowner subsequently
proposed an activity that required
Federal approval (e.g., CWA section 404
permit) within the enrolled lands and
such activity would not alter the status
of the covered listed species below the
original baseline conditions, as long as
the activity does not diminish the
baseline conditions, it is not likely that
the species will be jeopardized. The
““no-jeopardy”’ conclusion would be
reached because the affected individuals
of the species covered by the Agreement
would be the same authorized to be
taken under the Safe Harbor Agreement
which the Services would already have
found were “takes” that would not
result in jeopardy under the issued
section 10(a)(1)(A) permit. Furthermore,
it will be the policy of the Services to
include in the Biological Opinion
“reasonable and prudent measures”
necessary to minimize the expected
incidental take which are identical to
the terms and conditions included in
the Safe Harbor Agreement and
associated enhancement of survival
permit issued to the participating
landowner. Some commenters
expressed concern regarding proposed

Federal actions within the enrolled
lands that are not initiated by the
participating landowner (e.g., highway
construction through condemnation of
enrolled lands). Under these
circumstances, normal section 7
compliance and procedures would
apply and the necessary alternatives or
measures to comply with section 7 may
not be the same as those included in the
Safe Harbor Agreement, regardless of
whether take of covered species moves
them below baseline.

Issue 10. Many commenters expressed
concerns regarding the confidentiality of
the information generated as a result of
entering into these Agreements and the
standards that this information will be
subjected to before making decisions.
Most commenters requested a
commitment from the Services to keep
all information regarding the
development of Safe Harbor Agreements
confidential.

Response 10. The Services recognize
the landowners’ concerns regarding
privacy related to management actions
they plan to implement on their lands
and their desires to guard information
regarding occupancy of listed species on
their lands. However, the Act and its
implementing regulations require an
open and public process whenever
permits are issued. Furthermore, the
Services’ implementation guidance and
policy are to encourage an open process.
Information used to make
determinations for section 10 (a)(1)(A)
permit issuance must be available for
public review and comment. The
Services are committed to ensuring an
open and public approach to the
implementation of this program.

Issue 11. A number of commenters
felt that the draft policy should address
how enrolled lands will be counted
toward achieving recovery and the
appropriateness of counting individuals
covered under Safe Harbor Agreements
toward recovery goals.

Response 11. Before entering into any
Safe Harbor Agreement, the Services
must make a written finding that all
covered species would receive a net
conservation benefit from management
actions undertaken pursuant to the
Agreement. Net conservation benefits
contribute, directly or indirectly, to the
recovery of the covered species, but this
contribution toward recovery may be of
varying duration and not permanent in
nature, and the Services will not rely on
these benefits by themselves as the basis
to delist any species. Cumulatively,
conservation benefits from Safe Harbor
Agreements are likely to contribute to
the recovery of a species over time by
providing incentives to improve habitat
or increase population numbers; reduce

the effects of catastrophic events;
provide buffers for protected areas; and
establish areas for testing and
developing new and innovative
conservation strategies. Nevertheless, it
would not be prudent to base delisting
decisions solely on conservation
benefits provided through Safe Harbor
Agreements because of the ultimate
right of a participating landowner to
return their property to its original
baseline condition.

Issue 12. Many commenters requested
clarification and expressed concerns
regarding the appropriateness of
including unlisted species in these
Agreements.

Response 12. Concurrently with this
policy, the Services are publishing in
the Federal Register of June 17, 1999,
the final policy on Candidate
Conservation Agreements with
Assurances, which provides the
opportunity to take action on behalf of
declining species before listing becomes
necessary. The Services acknowledge
that situations may arise where a
property owner may want to conserve
numerous species, both listed and
unlisted, on their property, and may
want to enter into both a Safe Harbor
and Candidate Conservation Agreement.
The Services are considering methods to
streamline and combine these two
processes.

Issue 13. Many commenters stated
that there was a need for monitoring
standards and that the Services must
ensure monitoring of Agreements.

Response 13. The Services recognize
the need to develop and implement
appropriate monitoring programs for the
Safe Harbor Agreement to ensure that
the “net conservation benefits” are
being achieved. The monitoring of the
implementation of the Safe Harbor
Agreement will be part of the process to
learn about the effectiveness of various
conservation techniques and to ensure
that the status of the species is not
reduced below the original baseline
condition. The scale and complexity of
the Agreement may determine what
additional monitoring is needed.
However, monitoring standards are
more appropriately generated in
implementation guidance, which the
Services are committed to developing in
the near future with public review and
comment. However, it is appropriate to
include in the Safe Harbor policy
certain guiding principles on the issue
of monitoring and to provide general
interim guidelines and the conceptual
basis for the development of monitoring
provisions.

Issue 14. Several commenters
suggested that tax and financial
incentives should be offered as part of
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the regulatory assurances included in
the draft policy.

Response 14. The Services agree that
tax incentives or financial payments
would also be effective in furthering
voluntary actions by non-Federal
landowners and would help defray the
costs of implementing some of the
necessary management activities.
However, the Services do not have the
authority to provide tax incentives
without an express authorization from
Congress. The Services’ Ten Point-Plan
for the fair implementation of the Act
included a recommendation to Congress
on these types of incentives as a way to
garner additional support for voluntary
management actions to benefit listed
species. In addition, in fiscal year 1999,
the FWS will initiate a pilot grant
program to help provide some limited
funding to participating landowners for
the implementation of management
activities under the auspices of signed
Safe Harbor Agreements.

Issue 15. A few commenters requested
further clarification regarding the need
for National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) compliance in terms of
implementing the Safe Harbor program.

Response 15. The Services agree that
NEPA compliance is necessary for the
implementation of the Safe Harbor
program. However, the Services expect
that Safe Harbor Agreements/permits
will provide benefits to covered listed
species and their habitats and would
have minor or no effects on other
environmental values or resources.
Because these permits can result in
incidental take of individuals and/or
habitats that would not exist but for
these Agreements, and because current
baseline conditions will be maintained
under these Agreements, the Services
expect that activities conducted within
the Safe Harbor program would qualify
for a categorical exclusion. Regardless of
NEPA public review provisions, the
Act’s regulations to implement Safe
Harbor Agreements and permits impose
specific public review and comment
requirements. For large-scale
agreements that may encompass an
entire State or a significant portion of
the covered listed species’ range, the
Services are committed to preparing the
necessary NEPA documentation.

Issue 16. A number of commenters
inquired about the status of the
necessary implementing regulations for
the National Marine Fisheries Service.

Response 16. NMFS expects to amend
its section 10(a)(1)(A) regulations to
accommodate Safe Harbor Agreements
in the next few months. Currently,
NMFS does not have any approved Safe
Harbor agreements and none are under
consideration. However, we welcome

inquiries on possible Agreements which
would further the protection of listed
species under NMFS’ jurisdiction. The
lack of revised 10(a)(1)(A) regulations
should not discourage landowners from
seeking an agreement with NMFS.

Issue 17. A number of commenters
inquired about the interrelation, if any,
between the Safe Harbor program and
other Federal habitat restoration efforts
and programs (e.g., Farm Bill related
programs).

Response 17. The Services recognize
that it would be beneficial if other
Federal wildlife habitat restoration and/
or enhancement programs also were
able to provide Safe Harbor type
assurances. Currently, the Services are
exploring streamlined processes to
provide Safe Harbor type assurances to
non-Federal participants of these
programs, some of which are
implemented by other agencies of the
Federal government (e.g., Farm Bill
programs run by the Natural Resources
Conservation Service). The Services are
exploring potential possibilities to
provide these Safe Harbor type
assurances to the private landowners
that participate in the Federal programs
as long as the affirmative conservation
mandates of Federal agencies are met.

Issue 18. Several commenters
requested further clarification as to the
duration of the assurances provided
under the Safe Harbor program.

Response 18. In general, the
assurances provided under the Safe
Harbor program “‘run with the land” as
long as the permit is effective and as
long as the participating landowner is
implementing the agreed upon terms of
the Agreement and permit. The Services
intend that the assurances will continue
even after the “‘net conservation benefit”
standard has been achieved, thus
encouraging the landowner to maintain
the benefits of the management actions
and refrain from returning the land to
baseline conditions at the end of the
Agreement. If subsequent owners of the
land are willing to sign a new
Agreement, continue necessary
management actions, and maintain the
baseline once the net conservation
benefit has been achieved, the
assurances will continue. A permit that
“runs with the land” provides the
participating landowner (or subsequent
landowner) with the option of not
immediately returning his or her
property back to its original baseline
conditions. Clarifying language has been
included in the final policy.

However, the Services are prepared as
a last resort to revoke a permit
implementing a Safe Harbor Agreement
where continuation of the permitted
activity would be likely to result in

jeopardy to a species covered by the
permit, although the Services would
first have to exercise all possible means
to remedy such a situation prior to
taking such a step.

Revisions to the Draft Policy

The following represents a summary
of the revisions to the proposed policy
as a result of the consideration of the
public comments.

(1) The Services clarified how
baseline should be determined and the
implications of these determinations.

(2) The Services clarified the “net
conservation benefit” language to
indicate that the benefits should be
reasonably expected to occur during the
Agreement.

(3) The final Safe Harbor policy
provides a mechanism to allow
landowners to terminate their voluntary
Agreements before the expiration date.

(4) The final Safe Harbor policy and
implementing regulations establishes
specific public review periods.

(5) The Services have clarified in the
final policy how Safe Harbor
Agreements are to be treated in
determining the recovery of a listed
species covered by such Agreements.

(6) The Services included in the final
policy general interim guidelines
regarding monitoring provisions for Safe
Harbor Agreements.

(7) The Services clarified how they
will address neighboring property
owners to non-Federal property owners
who receive Safe Harbor assurances.

Final Safe Harbor Policy

Part 1. What Is the Purpose of the
Policy?

Because many endangered and
threatened species occur exclusively, or
to a large extent, upon privately owned
property, the involvement of the private
sector in the conservation and recovery
of species is critical to the eventual
success of these efforts. Private property
owners are often willing to be partners
in the conservation and recovery of
listed fish, wildlife, and plant species
and their habitats. However, they often
may be reluctant to undertake proactive
activities that increase the likelihood of
use of their properties by en