DRAFT

BPA Staff suggestions for the Wildlife Focus
Workgroup/Wildlife Crediting Forum recommendation for
future Regional HEP Team

BPA staff developed the following suggestions regarding the
future of the Regional HEP Team understanding that Paul Ashley
and John Anderson, the two permanent HEP Team staff and
leads, will retire by December 2014. These suggestions reflect
BPA’s view that wildlife mitigation for construction and
inundation effects of the Federal Columbia River Power System
are complete in much of the region, and can be finished in the
remaining areas, primarily southern Idaho, in the next few years.

While the region has Ashley and Anderson available, BPA wants
to employ them in tasks that their successors would likely not be
as capable of performing. In particular, BPA would like them to
concentrate on the HEP related tasks that can inform future policy
discussions highlighted in the Council’s Wildlife Crediting Forum
Report on Forum Deliberations (2011).

e Support for sub-regional “settlement” discussions; in
particular, confirm an appropriate matrix for each dam and
appropriate models for each matrix.

e Credit on federal lands; e.g., credit from allotments secured
or managed with funds provided by BPA.

o Wildlife mitigation secured from Tier 2 fish habitat projects.
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soults
Comment on Text
Easier to omit this altogether than try to morph the wording to cover several issues related to this topic.

soults
Comment on Text
BPA has made these general statements before (i.e., Albeni Falls, etc.) and there is disagreement here, therefore these types of statements/positions should be omitted from a "RHT Recommendation"  type of document that is directed towards NPCC/public audience. Let's have a document that can move forward and exclude posturing/positions.

soults
Comment on Text
It would be interesting for Mr. AsHley to take a stab at this, but this topic seems to be more of a "wish list" than what's possible with the amount of time Anderson/Ashley has remaining with RHT and priority tasks. By the way, what are the priorities? 

soults
Comment on Text
Mr. Ashley may provide valuable information, but I disagree that Paul Ashley (or any one person) is the appropriate person to "confirm" that all species/habitat matrix are appropriate (i.e., differing opinions on old assessments). We've had these discussions for years (examples - USFWS Redhead duck model [Southern US] used in North Idaho, forcing out-of-kind species/habitats into inappropriate models and matrices), but these issues continue to this day. We are fearful that these subjects will be "confirmed", then Ashley/Anderson retires, then they become gospel.
Amen



e Habitat unit allocation between lower four Columbia River
dams, including allocation of pre-Act mitigation addressed
in the Geiger Report.

BPA does not want its suggestions to pre-empt the forthcoming
Fish and Wildlife Program amendment process that will begin in
April 2013, but at the same time the suggestions indicate current
thinking at BPA regarding an appropriate future for the Regional
HEP Team. Consequently, at this time, BPA makes suggestions
for two years only, with out-year suggestions limited to the
following general principles and observations.

e The need for additional HEP reports should drive future
HEP Team funding.

o With construction and inundation work nearing
completion, the need for HEP on new acquisitions will
diminish.

e Currently, BPA needs some follow up HEP capacity to track
project agreement compliance on many properties. That
need may be diminished or eliminated by two things.

o First, long term settlements for operation and
maintenance.

o Second, technology may allow the region to more cost
effectively track changes in habitat conditions using
remote sensing or other techniques.

e BPA does not expect the region to employ HEP to assess
operational losses on fish or wildlife. The ISRP does not
support expanded use of HEP, and other pilot projects are
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soults
Comment on Text
Again, what is the priority level?

soults
Comment on Text
Omit and re-word such as "Work to be phased in two year segments", giving BPA the flexibility it needs.

soults
Comment on Text
That's a large assumption, therefore let's try to refrain from these assumptions.
Better to plainly state that there is a need to track compliance (phased approach) and the approach needs to be flexible to adapt to changes (following two bullets).


already underway to test how best to fulfill that limited
need.

o Depending upon results from ongoing pilot projects

and the Council’s recommendations, it may be
appropriate to task the Team to perform the technical
testing and evaluation of operational loss models and
methodologies or alternative habitat evaluation
methods.

Regional HEP Team

e FY 2013: Maintain current RHT staffing and structure
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= Employ Wildlife Crediting Forum standard
operating procedures that address variation and
species stacking
Complete HEP reports for projects where data has been
gathered already
Conduct baseline surveys and complete HEP reports
for new 2012-2013 acquisitions
Complete Wildlife Crediting Forum Tier 1 fish habitat
project HEP reports
Conduct follow-up HEPs on established projects with
contested past HEP results
Aid BPA as needed in updating ledger with new
information from new reports
Provide technical support for sub-regional wildlife
settlement negotiations. Not all areas can be addressed
in FY 2013.
= Lower four Columbia River dams
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soults
Comment on Text
We feel this could run counter to ISRP (scientific reviews) and more of a concern is creating a conflict of interest, where BPA (aware or not) guides directives via contracts. Lastly, another priority and who's?

soults
Comment on Text
These need to be prioritized...should do next meeting (Dec 19th).

soults
Comment on Text
Low Priority and must insure that ALL experts and wildlife managers are available to address these issues.

soults
Comment on Text
Top priority

soults
Comment on Text
Top priority

soults
Comment on Text
As mentioned in previous meetings, this may take longer than expected to include the appropriate people associated with individual projects. Should be lower priority

soults
Comment on Text
Top Priority, but this needs clarified: Conduct follow-up HEPs on establish projects (stop sentence here).

soults
Comment on Text
Very Low priority

soults
Comment on Text
We understand the possible basic HU help, but without defined roles, etc. there becomes more questions than answers...WCF tried to "AID" in this task, which took a very long time, but RHT can do this in one year!?!? What is new information? Are they from "new" reports (i.e., contested reports made new by RHT, etc.). RHT starting down a weird and winding road. 

Issue remains - Intended/Unintended bias

soults
Comment on Text
There can be disagreements among biologist, therefore the role of RHT needs to be defined upfront, reducing the ability of "anyone" pushing RHT facts.


e Address pre-Act mitigation documented as
recommended in the Geiger Report
= Southern Idaho
e Confirm an appropriate matrix, models, and
model inputs for each dam
= Northern Idaho
e Confirm an appropriate matrix, models, and
model inputs
= Lower Snake
o Develop and propose a plan for securely storing
historic HEP reports, matrixes, models, and data for as
many projects as feasible
o Develop succession/ transition plan for change in RHT
leadership
= Hire potential HEP Team lead replacement in
spring of 2013 to allow two field seasons of
training.

e FY 2014: Maintain current RHT staffing and structure with
new staff transitioning into leadership roles

o Complete HEP reports for projects where data has been
gathered already

o Conduct baseline surveys and complete HEP reports
for new 2013-2014 acquisitions

o Complete WCF Tier 2 fish habitat project HEP reports
based on list of projects prioritized by BPA and wildlife
managers
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soults
Comment on Text
As stated above (more reasons still popping in head), the RHT should be utilized only where appropriate, guided by prioritized tasks, and agreed upon defined roles. Matrix/models suggestions could be helpful, but not RHT "rule making".

soults
Comment on Text
As stated above (& not all reasons put forward),the RHT should be utilized only where appropriate, guided by prioritized tasks, and agreed upon defined roles. Matrix/models suggestions could be helpful, but not RHT "rule making".


soults
Comment on Text
High priority

soults
Comment on Text
As stated above, RHT should not confirm appropriateness but objectively propose suggestions.

soults
Comment on Text
Top priority

soults
Comment on Text
high priority by second year

soults
Comment on Text
Realistic?


o Conduct follow-up HEPs on established projects with
contested past HEP results
o Aid BPA in updating ledger with new information
from new reports
o Continue providing technical support for wildlife
settlement negotiations with the following priorities:
o Implement the plan for securely storing historic HEP
reports, matrixes, models, and data for as many projects
as feasible
o Complete succession training for new RHT leadership

e 2015 and beyond: Team constitution and duties
commensurate with regional need for ongoing HEP as
assessed through the forthcoming program amendment
process. BPA expects a reduced scope and need for the Team
in the out years because, as discussed above, construction
and inundation work will be done relatively soon so no need
for HEPs on new acquisitions; the ISRP will not support an
expanding role for HEP, so the region should not deploy
HEP in working on operational losses; settlements will likely
eliminate the need to rely on HEP extensively; and new
technology will enable compliance monitoring with a
reduced need for on-the-ground follow-up surveys.

Wildlife Crediting Forum

The Council may wish to consider reconvening the Wildlife
Crediting Forum to facilitate discussions between resource

managers, BPA, the Council, and other interested parties to
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soults
Comment on Text
Top Priority

soults
Comment on Text
As stated above, who/what/when HEP results are contested. Define RHT role ("confirming appropriateness" of hydrofacility matrices), priorities, tasks, etc. before we could agree to these goals.  

soults
Comment on Text
This is BPA's judgement ($$), but this is the exact point that was made above - potential "bias", where RHT Objectivity is replaced with Subjective Objectivity.
:)

soults
Comment on Text
Only if these are from the original "brown books" and C&I assessments will there be agreed upon implementation. 

soults
Comment on Text
Everything above reflects the exact opposite! There is a huge increase of scope and we feel that a lot of those "new" areas of scope proposed by BPA are inappropriate for RHT. Moreover, especially without an oversight team (previously CBFWA wildlife committee). 

soults
Comment on Text
Big assumption that all the region will be under settlements by 2015!

soults
Comment on Text
Understand the issues here, but what if there is not a regionally accept/approved "oploss" strategy by 2015? Currently, IDFG has accepted Oploss credits for Pend Oreille, but no assignment of credits has been discussed, let along agreed upon, therefore this is a big, definitive leap. 

soults
Comment on Text
again, big assumption as stated above...by 2015.

soults
Comment on Text
Unfortunately, this statement has been used by many, for many years (i.e., getting rid of nuclear waste), but nothing realized...therefore, we'd hate to fall into similar trap.


consider future Regional HEP Team needs. The outcome of such
discussions could be a joint recommendation to the Council in the
forthcoming program amendment process.
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soults
Comment on Text
RHT defined roles, priorities, tasks, oversight, WFC tasks like assessing dam models and matrices, etc...




