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In preparation for the upcoming Bonneville Power Administration FY 2007-2009 Rate Case, the Columbia Basin Fish Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) has been developing a funding needs proposal for wildlife concerns.  This funding package will cover costs for maintaining existing wildlife mitigation sites and implementing new and ongoing projects to mitigate for construction and inundation losses of wildlife based on the Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s (NPCC) Columbia River Basin 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program (Program).  This proposed funding package is a subset of the broader CBFWA funding recommendation for the development of the FY 2007-2009 Rate Case funding proposal that is expected to be determined in 2005. 
In developing this funding package the CBFWA has considered two primary components.  The first is the funding necessary for the operations, maintenance and enhancement of existing wildlife mitigation projects.  This funding will maintain existing mitigation sites in their current condition and insure that a “reasonable” level of restoration of the habitat values commensurate with the identified losses per dam is included.  The second is the need to continue progress towards fulfilling the unmet mitigation requirements identified in the Program.  Both of these components are important to insure the success of the wildlife mitigation component of the Program.  This proposal is intended to provide mitigation opportunities across the entire basin, but has a focus on areas that have the largest deficit in achieving mitigation for construction and inundation losses.  These include the Willamette, Inter-mountain and the Southern Idaho areas.   
CBFWA’s primary wildlife mitigation funding interests are summarized as follows:

1. Maximizing the use of the limited funds available for on-the-ground projects, while minimizing expenditure on process. 

2. Adequate funding for a reasonable level of OME for existing mitigation sites. 

3. Predictable funding for long-term OME to allow efficient use of funds and assure continuity of programs and personnel. 

4. Predictable long-term funding to allow for effective and efficient habitat protection program, which is not possible with current accrual based annual funding.

For the FY 2007-2009 Rate Case $10.4M is needed to adequately fund operations, maintenance and enhancement on existing wildlife mitigation areas, while an additional $23.1M is needed to fund a habitat protection program for a total of $33.4M needed annually.
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In preparation for the upcoming Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) FY 2007-2009 Rate Case, the Columbia Basin Fish Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) has been developing a funding needs proposal for wildlife concerns.  This funding package will cover costs for maintaining existing wildlife mitigation sites and implementing new and ongoing projects to mitigate for construction and inundation losses of wildlife based on the Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s (NPCC) Columbia River Basin 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program (Program).  This proposed funding package is a subset of the broader CBFWA funding recommendation for the development of the FY 2007-2009 BPA Rate Case funding proposal that is expected to be determined in 2005.  Under the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980, BPA has an obligation to provide funding to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected by the development and operation of the Columbia River Federal Hydropower System.  CBFWA is uniquely positioned to develop the strategy for fish and wildlife resources because of its experience and the authority of its members for wildlife management and stewardship in the region.

In developing this funding package the WC has considered two primary components.  The first is the funding necessary for the operations and maintenance (O&M) and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of existing wildlife mitigation projects.  This funding will maintain existing mitigation sites in their current condition and insure that a “reasonable” level of restoration of the habitat values commensurate with the identified losses per dam is included.  The second is the need to continue progress towards fulfilling the unmet mitigation requirements identified in the Program.  Both of these components are important to insure the success of the wildlife mitigation component of the Program.  Existing wildlife mitigation sites/projects represent a down payment towards fulfilling BPA’s mitigation obligation.  The lands purchased or otherwise protected provide places where the habitat values that were lost due to dam construction and inundation can be maintained in perpetuity.  However, habitat condition from past land use, and the current threats from noxious weed invasions, wildfires, livestock trespass, adjoining human uses, urban encroachment, and other factors require continuing inputs of staff time, equipment, and materials to maintain and improve the productivity of the mitigation site.  Without these resources the lands will decline in productivity and the mitigation obligations to replace lost habitat functions will no longer be met.  In addition, the projected habitat values  which were to accrue over time in the majority of the mitigation sites were based on enhancements to the baseline productivity that have yet to be accomplished.

Wildlife resources are unique in the Columbia Basin in that specific wildlife losses due to each federal hydropower project have been defined and quantified.  These losses have been quantified in terms of Habitat Units (HUs)
 tied to indicator species associated with each hydropower project (dam).  The habitat losses/gains for each facility are defined in the Program and are reflected in Table 11-4.  As a result there is an accounting of HUs acquired as based on each project implemented for wildlife mitigation purposes, which is then credited against BPA’s ultimate HU debt.  An accounting of projects implemented relative to HU “credits” have been estimated by BPA and are available at: http://www.cbfwa.org/committees/Meetings.cfm?CommShort=WC&meeting=all.  Comparison of the Table 11-4 and BPA’s accounting of HUs gained demonstrates that there is still a large mitigation debt to be offset with future mitigation activities.  Review of the spatial distribution of existing mitigation efforts also shows that activities were not evenly distributed across the impact areas of incurred losses.  Some hydropower project impact areas have received a greater level of mitigation than others, with some projects having very little mitigation.  This proposal is intended to provide mitigation opportunities across the entire basin, but has a focus on areas that have the largest deficit in achieving mitigation for construction and inundation losses.  These include the Willamette, Inter-mountain and the Southern Idaho areas.  Progress in achieving compensation for lost habitat values over the past 70 years has not advanced at a pace that would achieve full compensation within a reasonable time frame (next 20 years).  Failure to meet the mitigation requirements simply increases the cumulative loss of the benefits of wildlife populations to the citizens of the northwest.

Table 1 provides estimates of ongoing needs for OME for existing wildlife mitigation projects.  These estimates assume the application of basic maintenance practices to maintain existing wildlife values, limited enhancements necessary to restore the habitat values commensurate with the identified losses, and limited monitoring.  This table reflects all existing acquisition sites, including those acquisitions which were funded under the Washington Wildlife Mitigation Agreement, which are scheduled to transition into the expense budget category this fiscal year.  These 39 projects cover over 300,000 acres in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho.  Estimated total costs for the combined projects are approximately $10.4 million per year.  This is an increase over current expenditures due to additional acreage, insufficient past funding to maintain baseline habitat condition on some sites, transition of Washington Agreement projects from funding that is ending, and the need to include an inflation factor to maintain basic services and habitat function.

Tables 2 through 4 reflect an interim funding strategy for identified focus areas where funding priority for habitat protection, restoration, and enhancement activities will be given. Funding estimates were developed by:

· Reviewing the habitat units that remain to be mitigated for each project in accordance with BPA current accounting tables.  (Note:  Both BPA and the Wildlife Managers recognize the need to update these accounts and reconcile the distribution of credits in certain hydro-project areas).

· Developing acreage estimates that would make significant progress in meeting the mitigation requirements.  

· Applying reasonable or historic cost per acre estimates to the identified acres.  These historic cost per acre estimates are likely to under-estimate current market value, since they are dated in some cases and in some areas land values are increasing rapidly.

· Comparing the figures with similar draft estimates from BPA staff.

Tables 2-4 provide the basis for a short-term annual funding stream of approximately $20.1 Million per year to insure reasonable progress in achieving some level of compensation for lost habitat values in those areas that have historically been under-mitigated.  The proposed strategy is to give priority for accomplishable protection and restoration/enhancement activities within the three identified focus areas over a ten-year period until a long-term strategy for insuring 

1) funding certainty for the mitigation land base is achieved and 

2) BPA’s construction and inundation debt obligation is extinguished.

The average projected yearly cost for the Intermountain Area is estimated at $10.9 million, for the Willamette Area at $6.6 million, and for Southern Idaho Area at $2.6 million.. To accommodate for mitigation opportunities outside of the three focus areas, an additional $3.0 million year is included in the total projected allocation, approximately $23.1 million per year.

Several approaches are proposed for consideration as a basis for negotiations between Bonneville and the Wildlife Managers to determine how both short-term and an eventual long-term funding mechanism for wildlife mitigation can be achieved. 

1. Year to year contract – this is the current approach.  It has the advantage that the system is set up in this fashion and no significant changes are needed.

2. Multi-year contract for Rate Case

3. Multi-year agreement (similar to Washington Wildlife Agreement approach)

4. Settlement (similar to the Wildlife Mitigation Agreement for Dworshak Dam, the Wildlife Mitigation Agreement for Libby and Hungry Horse Dams -Montana, and the Northeast Oregon Wildlife Agreement)

Each of these approaches has pros and cons.  Year to year contracts are the current way of doing business and require the least change in how business is done.  However, the year-to-year approach places a much greater administrative burden on the NPCC, BPA, and the contracting agencies.  Each year new contracts must be solicited, written, managed and closed.  This requires a commitment of resources that might better be used in on-the-ground work.  Another problem with year-to-year contracting is the lack of ability to plan for the future, since there is a certain level of uncertainty.  This funding uncertainty severely limits the ability to purchase mitigation lands from private parties.

Long term funding agreements including trust funds, guaranteed funding streams and/or some combination of the two, have inherent advantages over annual funding that benefit the implementing agency or tribe, BPA and the regional rate payers. It is recognized that any long term agreement would be tailored to meet the financial and legal limitations of BPA while maximizing the inherent values of such an agreement to all the parties. This document does not propose to discuss all the various options for such an agreement. Rather, the intent is to provide a summary and establish a foundation for discussions. 

With the intent of meeting the interests of fish, wildlife and power and recognizing the financial realities of all of the stakeholders, Table 5 below characterizes some of the BPA’s and the Wildlife Manager’s interests and values.  The qualifying symbols (+ and O) are generalizations that are clearly debatable from various aspects of a given interest and value element.  Such a debate should serve to clarify the issues of interested parties and appropriately elevate key values and interests associated with negotiation for agreement. The list of interests and values is not intended to be comprehensive, but is expected to generate common understanding for crafting a solution that meets each stakeholder need.

	Table 5.                            INTERESTS/VALUES
	BPA
	Manager

	1. Provides increased funding certainty and stability. 
	+
	+

	2. Can assure funding available to continue to meet BPA’s obligations even if BPA funding is no longer available (trust fund)
	+
	+

	3. Resolution of crediting disagreements between BPA and NPCC, BPA and Signatory managers.
	+
	+

	4. Reduces obligations in expense budget. Free up funding from the direct budget for new start fish projects.
	+
	+

	5. Moves expense costs to capital budget where it has limited exposure temporally. 
	+
	o

	6. May provide closure on losses for a particular hydro facility or group of facilities perpetually or for a designated period and provide indemnity to BPA for those losses. 
	+
	o

	7. Increases liability to Agency or Tribe as they take on full responsibility and indemnify BPA for a percentage of the hydro-system mitigation debt.
	+
	_

	8. Reduces resources spent on process: (Annual regional funding prioritization; annual contract and budget review and approval by BPA; duplicative or multi agency procedural reviews; COTR/CO time managing contracts and project activities; etc.)
	+
	+

	9. Inherently changes the role of the funding agency in providing input to project implementation. Focus moves from contract administration and oversight to technical support and insight.
	+
	+

	10. Provides more local control of budgetary issues and focuses decision making at the grass roots (local) level.
	o
	+

	11. Improves responsiveness and flexibility of implementation: (streamline acquisition process; increases responsiveness to changing opportunities; accommodate for stochastic events such as wildfire; accommodate adaptive management; etc)
	+
	+

	12. Trust Fund money is more easily matched with other funding opportunities as “Non-federal”.
	+
	+

	13. Rate of implementation may be negatively impacted by below target market/return on investments.
	o
	_

	14. May require significant “front loading” to establish trust funds that could have short term impacts to other budgetary needs.
	_
	_

	15. May require a slower more self disciplined approach to mitigation
	_
	_


	+ = Positive Value,  - = Negative Value,  0 = Neutral Value
	
	


Another key issue that needs to be addressed is the OME funding necessary to insure that the benefits of BPA’s investment in the mitigation sites and the credits applied for the habitat units gained are maintained and that adaptive management practices are applied as necessary in response to monitoring results that verify desired outcomes.  As such, it is unproductive to treat the OME as simply another short-term project.  It makes sense to look at longer-term funding approaches.  

Three potential approaches are suggested and differ in the length of time, the level of preparation needed, and how risk is apportioned.  Multi-year approaches are designed to offset many of the problems that result with the current year-to-year approach.  They reduce the amount of administrative overhead in developing proposals, scoring and prioritizing proposals, creating multiple contract documents and closing multiple contracts.  They allow the contracting agency a greater chance to plan ahead due to the consistent access to funding.  The other advantage of multi-year contracts is the ability to explore alternative funding schemes.  Longer term contracts lend themselves to using the capital budget, rather than the expense budget, thereby reducing competition with Endangered Species Act requirements.

Another approach uses multi-year contracts for the term of the rate case.  This has the advantage of not requiring a commitment of funds beyond the planning horizon of the funding stream.  It requires less preparation since there is the opportunity to regroup at the end of the rate case period and make sure that the allocated budget has met its projected expenditure rate.
An approach similar to the Washington Wildlife Mitigation Agreement could be used as a template for a longer time horizon, possibly up to 20 years.  This approach provides even greater potential savings of administrative overhead.  There is also much more flexibility in the timing and management of the spending for the contracting agencies.  However, this requires more preparation and thought, because small problems with the package can magnify over the longer time period.  

The last approach (settlement) described above has many of the same benefits of the prior approach, but shifts the fiscal risk and compensatory mitigation responsibility to the managing entity.  In return for a much greater level of autonomy, flexibility, and predictability the contracting agencies would hold BPA harmless for mitigation for a period of time and take on a greater level of responsibility and the administrative burden of insuring that the HUs gained as compensation for lost values are maintained and improved over time.  This approach requires the greatest level of preparation and thought.  All of the parties must be convinced that the proposed solution is in their best interest and truly fulfills the mitigation responsibility.  This requires a much greater analysis and understanding of what needs to be done for mitigation and the appropriate investment and management structure to achieve it.

The Fish and Wildlife managers propose that, at a minimum, the funding for this next rate case be a multi-year contract for the length of the rate case.  During the period of the rate case we propose that all of the affected parties pursue negotiations on a longer-term approach, up to and including a complete settlement.

	Table 11-4 Estimated Losses Due to Hydropower Construction

(losses are preceded by a “-”, gains by a “+”)

	Species
	Total Habitat Units

	Albeni Falls

• Mallard Duck
	-5,985

	• Canada Goose
	-4,699

	• Redhead Duck
	-3,379

	• Breeding Bald Eagle
	-4,508

	• Wintering Bald Eagle
	-4,365

	• Black-Capped Chickadee
	-2,286

	• White-tailed Deer
	-1,680

	• Muskrat
	-1,756

	• Yellow Warbler
	+171

	Lower Snake Projects

• Downy Woodpecker
	-364.9

	• Song Sparrow
	-287.6

	• Yellow Warbler
	-927.0

	• California Quail
	-20,508.0

	• Ring-necked Pheasant
	-2,646.8

	• Canada Goose
	-2,039.8

	Anderson Ranch

• Mallard
	-1,048

	• Mink
	-1,732

	• Yellow Warbler
	-361

	• Black Capped Chickadee
	-890

	• Ruffed Grouse
	-919

	• Blue Grouse
	-1,980

	• Mule Deer
	-2,689

	• Peregrine Falcon
	-1,222 acres*

	* Acres of riparian habitat lost. Does not require purchase of any lands.
	

	Black Canyon

• Mallard
	-270

	• Mink
	-652

	• Canada Goose
	-214

	• Ring-necked Pheasant
	-260

	• Sharp-tailed Grouse
	-532

	• Mule Deer
	-242

	• Yellow Warbler
	+8

	• Black-capped Chickadee
	+68

	Deadwood

• Mule Deer
	-2080

	• Mink
	-987

	• Spruce Grouse
	-1411

	• Yellow Warbler
	-309


	Table 11-4 (cont.) Estimated Losses Due to Hydropower Construction

(losses are preceded by a “-”, gains by a “+”)

	Species
	Total Habitat Units

	Palisades

• Bald Eagle
	-5,941 breeding

	• Yellow Warbler/
	-18,565 wintering

-718 scrub-shrub

	• Black Capped Chickadee
	-1,358 forested

	• Elk/Mule Deer
	-2,454

	• Waterfowl and Aquatic Furbearers
	-5,703

	• Ruffed Grouse
	-2,331

	• Peregrine Falcon*
	-1,677 acres of forested wetland

	* Acres of riparian habitat lost. Does not require purchase of any lands.
	-832 acres of scrub-shrub wetland

+68 acres of emergent wetland

	Willamette Basin Projects

• Black-tailed Deer
	-17,254

	• Roosevelt Elk
	-15,295

	• Black Bear
	-4,814

	• Cougar
	-3,853

	• Beaver
	-4,477

	• River Otter
	-2,408

	• Mink
	-2,418

	• Red Fox
	-2,590

	• Ruffed Grouse
	-11,145

	• California Quail
	-2,986

	• Ring-necked Pheasant
	-1,986

	• Band-tailed Pigeon
	-3,487

	• Western Gray Squirrel
	-1,354

	• Harlequin Duck
	-551

	• Wood Duck
	-1,947

	• Spotted Owl
	-5,711

	• Pileated Woodpecker
	-8,690

	• American Dipper
	-954

	• Yellow Warbler
	-2,355

	• Common Merganser
	+1,042

	• Greater Scaup
	+820

	• Waterfowl
	+423

	• Bald Eagle
	+5,693

	• Osprey
	+6,159

	Grand Coulee

• Sage Grouse
	-2,746

	• Sharp-tailed Grouse
	-32,723

	• Ruffed Grouse
	-16,502

	• Mourning Dove
	-9,316

	• Mule Deer
	-27,133

	• White-tailed Deer
	-21,362

	• Riparian Forest
	-1,632

	• Riparian Shrub
	-27

	• Canada Goose Nest Sites
	-74


	Table 11-4 (cont.) Estimated Losses Due to Hydropower Construction

	(losses are preceded by a “-”, gains by a “+”)

	Species
	Total Habitat Units

	McNary

• Mallard (wintering)
	+13,744

	• Mallard (nesting)
	-6,959

	• Western Meadowlark
	-3,469

	• Canada Goose
	-3,484

	• Spotted Sandpiper
	-1,363

	• Yellow Warbler
	-329

	• Downy Woodpecker
	-377

	• Mink
	-1,250

	• California Quail
	-6,314

	John Day

• Lesser Scaup
	+14,398

	• Great Blue Heron
	-3,186

	• Canada Goose
	-8,010

	• Spotted Sandpiper
	-3,186

	• Yellow Warbler
	-1,085

	• Black-capped Chickadee
	-869

	• Western Meadowlark
	-5,059

	• California Quail
	-6,324

	• Mallard
	-7,399

	• Mink
	-1,437

	The Dalles

• Lesser Scaup
	+2,068

	• Great Blue Heron
	-427

	• Canada Goose
	-439

	• Spotted Sandpiper
	-534

	• Yellow Warbler
	-170

	• Black-capped Chickadee
	-183

	• Western Meadowlark
	-247

	• Mink
	-330

	Bonneville

• Lesser Scaup
	+2,671

	• Great Blue Heron
	-4,300

	• Canada Goose
	-2,443

	• Spotted Sandpiper
	-2,767

	• Yellow Warbler
	-163

	• Black-capped Chickadee
	-1,022

	• Mink
	-1,622

	Dworshak

• Canada Goose-(breeding)
	-16

	• Black-capped Chickadee
	-91

	• River Otter
	-4,312

	• Pileated Woodpecker
	-3,524

	• Elk
	-11,603

	• White-tailed Deer
	-8,906

	• Canada Goose (wintering)
	+323

	• Bald Eagle
	+2,678

	• Osprey
	+1,674

	• Yellow Warbler
	+119


	Table 11-4 (cont.) Estimated Losses Due to Hydropower Construction

	(losses are preceded by a “-”, gains by a “+”

	Species
	Total Habitat Units

	Minidoka

• Mallard
	+174

	• Redhead
	+4,475

	• Western Grebe
	+273

	• Marsh Wren
	+207

	• Yellow Warbler
	-342

	• River Otter
	-2,993

	• Mule Deer
	-3,413

	• Sage Grouse
	-3,755

	Chief Joseph

• Lesser Scaup
	+1,440

	• Sharp-tailed Grouse
	-2,290

	• Mule Deer
	-1,992

	• Spotted Sandpiper
	-1,255

	• Sage Grouse
	-1,179

	• Mink
	-920

	• Bobcat
	-401

	• Lewis’ Woodpecker
	-286

	• Ring-necked Pheasant
	-239

	• Canada Goose
	-213

	• Yellow Warbler
	-58



Table 1.  Wildlife Project OME Needs in thousands for Next Rate Case
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ProjectID
	ProjectTitle
	 OM&E Needs 
	Acres
	Province
	Cost/Acre

	199004401
	Windy Bay (CDAT)
	     200,000 
	 
	InterMt
	

	199009200
	Protect and Enhance the Wanaket Wildlife Mitigation Area (CTUIR)
	     200,000 
	2817
	ColPlat
	71.00

	199106000
	Pend Oreille Wetlands Wildlife Mitigation Project - Kalispel (KT)
	     100,000 
	600
	InterMt
	166.67

	199106100
	Swanson Lakes Wildlife Area (WDFW)
	     250,000 
	19000
	InterMt
	13.16

	199107800
	Burlington Bottoms Wildlife Mitigation Project (ODFW)
	     125,000 
	 
	LwrCol
	

	199204800
	Hellsgate Big Game Winter Range Operation and Maintenance Project (CCT)
	     750,000 
	42000
	InterMt
	17.86

	199205900
	Amazon Basin/Eugene Wetlands Phase Two (TNC)
	       70,000 
	 
	LwrCol
	

	199206100
	Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project (Umbrella project)
	 
	 
	InterMt
	

	199206100
	Albeni Falls (KTOI)
	     217,000 
	 
	InterMt
	

	199206100
	Albeni Falls (IDFG)
	     485,000 
	 
	InterMt
	

	199206100
	Albeni Falls (CDAT)
	     262,000 
	 
	InterMt
	

	199206100
	Albeni Falls (KT)
	     454,000 
	6,000
	InterMt
	75.67

	199206200
	Yakama Natiion - Riparian/Wetlands Restoration Project
	     850,000 
	 
	ColPlat
	

	199404400
	Enhance, Protect, and Maintain Shrubsteppe Habitat on the Sagebrush Flat Wildlife Area (WDFW)
	     280,000 
	8775
	InterMt
	31.91

	199505700
	Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation Program (Parent Project)
	 
	 
	 
	

	199505700
	SIWM Rice Property (IDFG) 
	     125,000 
	1361
	UprSnk
	91.84

	199505700
	SIWM Quarter Circle O Property (IDFG) 
	       22,000 
	712
	UprSnk
	30.90

	199505704
	SIWM Deer Parks Complex Wildlife Habitat (IDFG) 
	     341,000 
	3207
	UprSnk
	106.33

	199505701
	SIWM Administration (IDFG) (includes Krueger Property)
	       81,000 
	166
	MidSnk
	

	199505702
	SIWM (Parent Project) (SBT)
	 
	 
	UprSnk
	

	199505702
	SIWM Soda Hills (SBT)
	     215,000 
	2563
	UprSnk
	83.89

	199505702
	SIWM Rudeen (SBT)
	     215,000 
	2450
	UprSnk
	87.76

	199506001
	Protect and Enhance Wildlife Habitat in Iskuulpa (Squaw Creek) Watershed (CTUIR)
	     225,000 
	17600
	ColPlat
	12.78

	199608000
	NE Oregon Wildlife Mitigation Project—“Precious Lands” (NPT)
	     426,000 
	15325
	BlueMt
	27.80

	199609401
	Scotch Creek Wildlife Area (WDFW)
	     290,000 
	15469
	InterMt
	18.75

	199800300
	Spokane Tribe of Indians Wildlife Operations and Maintenance (STOI)
	     250,000 
	 
	InterMt
	

	199802200
	Pine Creek Ranch (CTWSRO)
	     350,000 
	33557
	ColPlat
	10.43

	200000900
	Logan Valley Wildlife Mitigation Project/ O&M (BPT)
	     150,000 
	1760
	MidSnk
	85.23

	200001600
	Protect and Enhance Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge Additions (USFWS)
	       37,000 
	230
	LwrCol
	160.87

	200002100
	Securing Wildlife Mitigation Sites - Oregon, Ladd Marsh WMA Additions (ODFW)
	       75,000 
	 
	BlueMt
	

	200002600
	Rainwater Wildlife Area (CTUIR)
	     300,000 
	8441
	ColPlat
	35.54

	200002700
	Malheur Wildlife Mitigation Project (BPT)
	     285,000 
	6385
	MidSnk
	44.64

	200103300
	Implement Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration on the Coeur d’Alene Indian Reservation: Hangman Watershed (CDAT)
	     300,000 
	 
	InterMt
	

	200200800
	Flood Plain Reconnection (KTOI)
	     250,000 
	 
	MtCol
	

	200201400
	Protect, Enhance, and Maintain Habitat on the Sunnyside Wildlife Area to Benefit Wildlife and Fish Assemblages (WDFW)
	     250,000 
	10538
	InterMt
	23.72

	200201100
	Flood Plain Operational Loss Assessment and Implementation (KTOI)
	     500,000 
	 
	InterMt
	

	 
	Schlee Property (WDFW)
	     280,000 
	8500
	InterMt
	32.94

	200001500
	Oxbow Ranch (CTWSRO)
	       40,000 
	1002
	ColPlat
	39.92

	200104101
	Forrest Ranch (CTWSRO)
	       65,000 
	4295
	ColPlat
	15.13

	200301200
	Shillapoo (Vancouver Lowlands) (WDFW)
	     250,000 
	2552
	LwrCol
	97.96

	W-MOA
	Desert Wildlife Area (WDFW)
	     350,000 
	34920
	InterMt
	10.02

	W-MOA
	Wenas Wildlife Area (WDFW)
	     300,000 
	7000
	InterMt
	42.86

	W-MOA
	WDFW Operations (WDFW)
	     150,000 
	 
	InterMt
	

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	Totals
	
	 10,365,000 
	257,225
	
	


	Table 2.  Mitigation Implementation Costs/Acre for Intermountain Province Wildlife Projects in Millions

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MOAII Category - HABITAT UPLAND/TERRESTRIAL
	FY06
	FY07
	FY08
	FY09
	FY10
	FY 11-15
	TOTAL

	Albeni Falls Complete Habitat Protection
	$5.00 
	$5.00 
	$5.00 
	$5.00 
	$5.00 
	$15.00 
	$40.00 

	Albeni Falls O&M
	$1.70 
	$1.70 
	$1.70 
	$2.00 
	$2.00 
	$10.00 
	$19.10 

	CdaA Lake Creek Habitat Protection
	$1.00 
	$1.00 
	$1.00 
	$1.00 
	$1.00 
	$5.00 
	$10.00 

	CdA Lake Creek Habitat O&M
	$0.20 
	$0.20 
	$0.20 
	$0.25 
	$0.25 
	$1.25 
	$2.35 

	CCT Habitat Protection
	$4.50 
	$1.50 
	$1.50 
	$1.50 
	$1.50 
	$10.00 
	$20.50 

	CCT O&M, M&E
	$0.50 
	$0.50 
	$0.50 
	$0.80 
	$0.80 
	$4.00 
	$7.10 

	Multi-Agency Sharp-Tailed Grouse Regional Brood-rear

(includes habitat assessment)
	$0.50 
	$0.50 
	$0.50 
	$0.50 
	$0.50 
	$0.00 
	$2.50 

	STOI Habitat Protection
	$1.50 
	$1.50 
	$1.50 
	$0.00 
	$0.00 
	$0.00 
	$4.50 

	STOI O&M, M&E
	$0.28 
	$0.25 
	$0.25 
	$0.25 
	$0.25 
	$1.00 
	$2.28 

	STOI Sharp-Tailed Grouse Reintroduction
	$0.15 
	$0.15 
	$0.10 
	$0.10 
	$0.10 
	$0.38 
	$0.98 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SUBTOTAL HABITAT UPLAND/TERRESTRIAL
	$15.33 
	$12.30 
	$12.25 
	$11.40 
	$11.40 
	$46.63 
	$109.30 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	O&M line item includes M&E and enhancements
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Key Assumptions:
CCT
Price per acre of $500 

O&M costs at $20/acre
M&E at $2,000/point
Enhancements at $1,000/acre
	Albeni Falls
Price per acre of $3,000
O&M costs at $90/acre now reducing over time to $50/acre 

M&E at $2,000/point reducing over time at per point price
Enhancements averaging about $500/acre
	STOI 
Price per acre of $1,000
O&M costs at $100/acre reducing over time to about $50/acre
M&E costs at $2,000/point
Enhancements not paid for by BPA


Table3. Willamette Basin wildlife mitigation funding needs

	Habitat Units Lost
	94,275

	Habitat Units Gained
	14,137

	Habitat Units Previously Mitigated
	1,957

	Acres Needed
	28,535

	Cost per acre
	2,342

	Total
	$66,829,000


Table 4. Southern Idaho wildlife mitigation funding needs

	Habitat Units Lost
	61,704

	Habitat Units Previously Mitigated
	18,845

	Habitat Units Needed
	42,859

	Cost per habitat unit
	$621

	Total
	$26,600,000


Questions for the February 1 MMG meeting with BPA:

We have heard that BPA and the NPCC are proposing to continue to use the 70:15:15 approach for funding anadromous fish, wildlife, and resident fish programs.  This was supposedly the standard in the recent past, but is not now being achieved.  What steps are you considering to improve the likelihood of achieving this funding distribution during the rate case period?

We have heard several rumors about the potential or lack of potential for accessing the capitol side of the budget for fish and wildlife programs.  What is your view about use of the capitol budget for long-term O&M funding or land or easement acquisition?

What is your view of a settlement agreement as a concept?  What past agreement(s) would you suggest as a model for a settlement agreement and what pieces of those agreements worked best?  What have we learned about what worked and what didn’t to meet both BPA’s and the manager’s need?

If we continue to use the year-to-year approach to funding the wildlife programs what is the potential for creating flexibility to roll money forward from one year to the next to reflect challenges in working with landowners and developing projects?

Does Table 5 accurately reflect BPA’s perspective?  If not, what changes would you propose so that the managers’ can better understand BPA’s perspective and needs in moving forward?

During the short term is BPA receptive to taking O&M for existing wildlife mitigation projects out of the project selection process competition?

Is BPA receptive to discussions of modifications to the Fish and Wildlife Capitalization Policy that will introduce some flexibility that will better meet the day-today realities of the acquisition process and still meet BPA legal requirements?
H:\work\mmg\2005_0118RateCase\WildlifeFundingOptions011405.doc
� HUs are the number of acres multiplied by a habitat quality factor.
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