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a. Abstract 
Historically the Columbia River Basin (Basin) supported numerous populations of anadromous and resident fish and abundant wildlife.  The development and operation of hydroelectric dams on the Columbia River and its tributaries has contributed to the decline of fish and wildlife populations throughout the Basin.  In 1980, Congress passed the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980 (Act) (Public Law 96-501).  The Act established the Northwest Power Planning Council (Council) and directs the Council to prepare a program to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife affected by hydroelectric projects in the Columbia River Basin. The Council implements the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Program) to address fish and wildlife impacts and to ensure that wildlife receives equitable treatment in matters concerning the hydropower system.

SIWM-US is an ongoing mitigation project that is consistent with the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation - Upper Snake (SIWM-US) is an ongoing programmatic project derived from the Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation (SIWM) project.  The Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation - Upper Snake project will continue to implement SIWM wildlife mitigation actions in the Upper Snake Province.  The Northwest Power Planning Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program currently includes the Minidoka and Palisades hydropower projects in the Upper Snake Province.

The total unannualized habitat losses estimated by biologists for the Minidoka and Palisades projects combined is 47,573 HUs.  Projects implemented by SIWM through calendar year 2000 provided 17,105 HUs of mitigation credit to BPA and leaves 30,468 HUs (64%) remaining unmitigated.  SIWM-US proposes to complete mitigation for construction and inundation losses by providing 22,851 HUs (3/4ths of the total remaining HUs) through protection and 7,617 HUs (1/4th of the total remaining HUs) through enhancement within 10 years (i.e., by 2013).

Large tracts of public land, as well as mitigation project lands, are in need of rehabilitation as a result of past management practices and recent wildfires.  Native plants are preferred for wildlife habitat restoration and rehabilitation actions; however, the availability of native plants and seeds is unpredictable and demand often exceeds supply, especially for regionally-adapted ecotypes.  Often natural resource managers are not able to obtain sufficient supplies of native plant materials and end up having to use non-native plants in an attempt to control soil erosion and help prevent infestation by noxious weeds.  SIWM-US proposes to establish a plant materials center on former cropland at the Deer Parks Wildlife Mitigation Unit to provide native plants and seeds for use on mitigation units and other public and private lands.   

SIWM-US proposes to develop and implement a Tier 2 level monitoring plan/program for the Middle and Upper Snake provinces.  The current monitoring program is not adequately staffed or funded.  

b. Technical and/or scientific background
Wildlife habitat losses from construction and inundation associated with the Minidoka and Palisades projects have been identified (Martin et al.1989; Sather-Blair et al 1985). and are now listed in Appendix C, Table 11.4 of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (NWPPC 2000).  SIWM has implememted and SIWM-US will continue to implement projects to mitigate for those habitat losses.

Figure 1.  Identified wildlife habitat losses associated with Minidoka and Palisades projects.
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Mallard

2622
2622
516
2106

Mink

2276
2276
531
1745

River Otter
2993

2993

2993

Yellow Warbler
342
718
1060
153
907

Black-capped Chickadee

1358
1358
417
941

Ruffed Grouse

2331
2331
758
1573

Sage Grouse
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3755

3755

Mule Deer
3413
2454
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1837

Canada Goose

805
805
304
501

Bald Eagle (wintering)

18565
18565
6915
11650

Bald Eagle (breeding)

5941
5941
3136
2805








Totals
10503
37070
47573
17105
30468

c. Rationale and significance to Regional Programs
Historically, salmon and steelhead migrated through much of the Columbia River Basin.  The Basin supported numerous populations of anadromous and resident fish and abundant wildlife.  The development and operation of hydroelectric dams on the Columbia River and its tributaries has contributed to the decline of fish and wildlife populations throughout the Basin.  In 1980, Congress recognized the significance of these declines and passed the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-501).  The Act established the Northwest Power Planning Council which is directed by the Act to prepare a program to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected by the development and operation of hydroelectric projects in the Columbia River system. The Northwest Power Planning Council (Council) implements the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Program) to address fish and wildlife impacts and to ensure that wildlife receive equitable treatment in matters concerning the hydropower system.

SIWM-US is an ongoing mitigation project that is consistent with the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  SIWM-US addresses several goals of the program including, but not limited to, the following sections:  Overall Vision (Section III A-1) “Wherever feasible, this program will be accomplished by protecting and restoring the natural ecological functions, habitats, and biological diversity of the Columbia River ecosystem...”; Planning Assumptions (Section III, A-2) “This is a habitat based program, rebuilding healthy, naturally producing fish and wildlife populations by protecting, mitigating, and restoring habitats and the biological systems within them…”; Scientific Principles (Section III, B-2) Principles 1-8; Biological Objectives (Section III, C-1) “Recovery of fish and wildlife affected by the development and operation of the hydro system that are listed under the Endangered Species Act”; (Section III, C-2a.4) “Develop and implement habitat acquisition and enhancement projects to fully mitigate for identified losses; Coordinate fish and wildlife activities throughout the basin…; maintain existing and created habitat values; and monitor and evaluate habitat and species responses to mitigation actions,” and Wildlife (Section III, D-7) “Complete the current mitigation program for construction and inundation losses and include wildlife mitigation for all operational losses as an integrated part of habitat protection and restoration” (NWPPC 2000). 

SIWM-US is a habitat protection, enhancement, and restoration project.  As such, the project addresses the Council’s primary wildlife strategy to complete the current mitigation program for construction and inundation losses as described in the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (NWPPC 1995 and NWPPC 2000).  Construction and inundation wildlife habitat losses associated with the Minidoka and Palisades projects have been identified (Martin et al.1989; Sather-Blair et al 1985) and are now listed in Appendix C, Table 11.4 of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (NWPPC 2000).  

The subbasin summaries for the Upper Snake Province (Isaeff et al. 2001; Gregory et al. 2001; Reynolds et al. 2001; Stovall 2001) describe the limiting factors affecting fish and wildlife populations within the province.  In general, habitat-related issues encompass the primary limiting factors for fish and wildlife.  These habitat issues fit into several non-exclusive categories: loss, degradation, fragmentation, quantity, and quality (Gregory et al. 2001).  

Stovall (2001) noted that most of the native wildlife habitat found in the Upper Snake River Subbasin has been lost through conversion to agriculture, and livestock heavily impact what is left.  

In the Snake Headwaters Subbasin, altered flood regimes minimize the potential for large flood events that are required for the regeneration of cottonwood gallery forest along the South Fork Snake River.  Lack of regeneration threatens one of the last remaining intact globally-threatened narrow-leaf cottonwood/red-osier dogwood communities left in the western U.S. as well as habitat for the Ute ladies' tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis), listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act (Isaeff et al. 2001).  Isaeff also notes that agricultural conversion of native grasslands and aspen forests along the Snake River significantly limits habitat availability and travel cover for grassland species and large mammals.  The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) has identified agriculture, grazing and loss, and degradation of functional riparian areas and wetlands as limiting factors affecting fish and wildlife throughout the Snake Headwaters Subbasin (Isaeff et al. 2001).  Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) wildlife habitat managers in the Snake Headwaters Subbasin have extensive noxious weed problems.  Weeds such as Canada thistle, Russian knapweed, and leafy spurge are invading wet meadow areas and purple loosestrife has been found in Wildlife Management Area (WMA) marshes and in several locations along the Snake River.  IDFG managers also note that water quantity and water quality are two prevalent conservation issues associated with WMA management (Isaeff et al. 2001).

Reynolds (2001) reports that IDFG considers the following to be limiting factors affecting fish and wildlife populations throughout the Closed Basin Subbasin:

· Habitat Loss, Degradation, and Fragmentation -- Changes in wildlife habitat may limit some wildlife species and/or allow non-native wildlife species to increase.  Conversion of native habitats to agricultural fields, urban and rural human population areas, non-native vegetation (i.e., converting sagebrush range to non-native grasses) decrease or eliminate wildlife habitat in quality and quantity.  Roads, powerlines, residential development, agricultural development, and wildfires fragment or remove habitat.  Forest habitats are changing due to lack of natural fire regimes.  Noxious weeds are displacing native plant species.  In some areas, non-native plantings (i.e., conservation reserve program fields) do provide habitat for some wildlife species (sharp-tailed grouse).  Studies are necessary to determine if native habitats are declining in productivity.  Over-abundance of livestock grazing and grazing by native species may be degrading native habitats.

· Species Competition, and Exotic/Non-native Species -- Various exotic species (i.e., starling, feral cat, red fox, raccoon) thrive in the subbasin.  Exotic species directly displace native species by predation and competing for nesting sites.  Change in habitats (conversion of native ranges to agriculture and urban areas) support non-native species (i.e., red fox and raccoon). Wildlife and livestock interactions create conflict by direct competition for resources, potential disease transmissions, and through public perception.  Game farms pose potential disease transmission to wild animals.

· Water Quality, Stream Flows, Ground Water -- Water quality can be a limiting factor for amphibians.   Regulated stream flows affect riparian corridors that provide wildlife habitat (Merigliano 1996).  Shape of flows released from dams may increase sediment movement and streambank erosion, as well as displace and increase the mortality of young of the year fish.  Pumping of water from the aquifer may be diminishing ground water levels and impacting spring flows.  Development of springs, piping of small streams, and development of hydropower on small streams have decreased or eliminated riparian and fish habitat.

· Recreation -- The number of people, type of use, and amount of time they spend using wildlife habitat for recreational purposes are increasing in the subbasin.  Disturbance by recreational activities may displace wildlife.  Recreational disturbance may include but is not limited to, motorized and non-motorized use, winter recreation, and water-related recreation. 

Riparian areas and wetlands are important for both terrestrial and aquatic species.  Influences that destroy or degrade riparian and wetland areas often threaten aquatic species.  Reynolds (2001) reports the primary terrestrial factors that affect or threaten aquatic resources in the Medicine Lodge Creek drainage, a Closed Basin Subbasin stream (USDI BLM & USDA FS, 2001) include:

· Streams and riparian-wetland functionality have been altered.  This affects water quality, soil erosion, availability of ground water reserves, flash-flood potential, fish and wildlife habitat, especially Yellowstone cutthroat trout, and other sensitive species that have the potential of being listed under the Endangered Species Act.  Functionality of streams also affects livestock forage and water, recreational opportunities, archeological and cultural resources, and educational opportunities.  Riparian-wetland functionality is important for the health of the overall watershed, natural vegetative communities, tribal treaty interests, and the long-term economic stability of the Medicine Lodge area.

· Degraded stream channels and streambanks along some streams have in the past, and continue to, impair water quality.  The extensive change in stream riparian/wetlands from beaver-dominated systems to degraded stream channels and banks, accompanied by more intensive land management activities, have lowered water tables, stressing and limiting riparian/wetland vegetation, and has increased sediment delivery and water quality pollutants primarily through streambank erosion.

· The composition, distribution, density, and status of fish populations in the watershed have changed significantly over the 20th century.  This is due in part to dramatic changes in entire riparian and wetland community types as the result of land-use activities in the subbasin.  Aquatic habitat degradation appears to be a direct result of the general transition from “wet” community types to the drier facultative wetland and upland community types.  This transition has resulted in reduced channel stability and subsequent channel incisement.   This reduced channel stability has in turn caused aquatic/fishery habitat degradation resulting in changes in fish population dynamics.

Degraded stream channels and streambanks along some streams continue to impair water quality.  Many of the streams within the Upper Snake Province are on the Clean Water Act (CWA) 303(d) list for Idaho.  Factors for listing include siltation, nutrients, thermal modifications, bacteria, habitat alterations, and oxygen-depleting substances (Isaeff 2001).  Actions taken to improve water quality often have positive impacts to wildlife habitat.  For example, streambank erosion control is needed to reduce total maximum daily load (TMDL) in the Little Lost River, a Closed Basin Subbasin stream with a population of bull trout (Reynolds 2001).  Reducing streambank erosion through better riparian vegetation management will benefit both aquatic and terrestrial species.  

An estimated 386,000 acres (56 percent) of wetland habitat were lost in Idaho between 1780 and 1980 (Dahl 1990).  Many remaining wetlands have been degraded by actions such as hydrologic alteration and impacts to vegetation and soils, reducing wetland function.  Less than 4 percent of the wetlands in the Henrys Fork basin and approximately 22 percent in Southeast Idaho basins have protection beyond the regulatory provisions of the CWA.  Most of the protected wetlands are in the emergent vegetation category.  Deciduous forested wetlands, non-willow shrub wetlands, and peatlands are currently under-protected and should be of high priority for conservation activities (Jankovsky-Jones 1996, 1997). 
d. Relationships to other projects 
The Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation Program is a collaborative effort between the SBT, IDFG, and the Shoshone-Piaute Tribes.  Project objectives, including the protection and enhancement of wildlife habitat, complement the efforts of numerous state, federal, and tribal agencies.  Other cooperators include non-governmental organizations and private individual.  

e. Project history 

Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation - Upper Snake is an ongoing, programmatic project derived from the Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation (SIWM) project.  Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation (SIWM) is an ongoing project that uses a programmatic aproach to implement wildlife mitigation actions.  The SIWM project was originally developed to protect, enhance, restore, and maintain wildlife habitats as partial mitigation for construction and inundation losses from hydropower projects in the geographic area that includes the Middle and Upper Snake Provinces.  As a result of changes in the Northwest Power Planning Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (NWPPC 1995, NWPPC 2000) SIWM will be split into two province-based programmatic wildlife mitigation projects.  The Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation - Upper Snake project will continue SIWM wildlife mitigation actions in the Upper Snake Province.  The Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program currently includes the Minidoka and Palisades hydropower projects in the Upper Snake Province.  Wildlife habitat losses associated with the Minidoka and Palisades projects have been identified (Martin et al.1989; Sather-Blair et al 1985) and are listed in Appendix C, Table 11.4 of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (NWPPC 2000).  

Mitigation project selection began when a process for prioiritzing potential protection and enhancement actions at mitigation sites in southern Idaho was established by interagency teams of biologists (Meuleman et al. 1991; Martin et al. 1986; Martin et al. 1991).  In addition to these plans, GAP (Scott et al. 1993; Caicco et al. 1995) cover types are used in a coarse-filter/fine-filter approach to identify areas with potential for mitigation projects.  The rationale behind this approach is that conservation of biological diversity can be achieved by protecting areas that contain representative examples of all ecosystems (the coarse filter), thereby protecting viable populations of most species, most biotic interactions, and most ecological processes.  Species or communities not protected using the coarse filter are addressed using the fine filter (Huston 1994; Hunter 1991; In: Rust 2000).  Current interagency work groups also use ecoregional plans which consider key ecological factors such as size, condition and landscape context (TNC 2001), and wetland conservation strategies to inform the project prioritization process (Jankovsky-Jones 1996,1997).  SIWM-US project managers concentrate their efforts in the province on habitats identified in the hydropower facility loss assessments, i.e., shrub-steppe, riparian, and wetland habitat types.

SIWM has implememted and SIWM-US will continue to implement projects to mitigate for the the habitat losses which are now listed in Appendix C, Table 11.4 of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (NWPPC 1995; NWPPC 2000).  The total unannualized habitat losses estimated by biologists for the Minidoka and Palisades projects combined is 47,573 HUs.  Projects implemented by SIWM through calendar year 2000 provided 17,105 HUs of mitigation credit to BPA and leaves 30,468 HUs (64%) remaining unmitigated.    

The following table provides an overview of individual wildlife mitigation projects in the Upper Snake Province that have been implemented by the Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation Project through calendar year 2000.  Cooperators include IDFG, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (SBT) and Teton Regional Land Trust (TRLT).  The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) holds fee-title to the land of projects implemented jointly by IDFG and SBT to assure protection of tribal treaty rights.

Project Name
Hydropower Project
Year 
Manager(s)
Acres
HEP
HU



Winterfeld easement
Palisades
1997
IDFG&SBT


422
Yes
383



Kruse easement
Palisades
1997
TRLT
800
Yes
813

Menan (K1) acquisition
Palisades
1997
IDFG&SBT
140
Yes
317

Noxious Weed

Project
Palisades
1997
IDFG&SBT
Up to 10,000
NA
499

Beaver Dick acquisition (K2)
Palisades
1997
IDFG&SBT
310
Yes
901

Quarter Circle  acquisition 
Palisades
1997
IDFG
1/3 of 2,135
Yes
1,254

Soda Hills acquisition
Palisades
1998
SBT&IDFG
2,563
Yes
3,896

Big Cottonwood WMA habitat enhancement
Minidoka * 
1998
IDFG
 230                         
Yes
122

Deer Parks
Palisades
1999
IDFG&SBT
2,556
Yes
6,918

Rudeen acquisition
Palisades and Minidoka
2000
SBT
2,450
No
2,002

Total



10,183

17,105

* Will be credited to Minidoka when completed.

Operation and Maintenance (O&M) activities are ongoing on all previously implemented mitigation projects to maintain HUs.  Without annual O&M activities, habitat values would deteriorate over time and ratepayer investments in mitigation would be lost.

IDFG and Shoshone-Bannock personnel completed baseline HEPs and site-specific management plans for all properties for which the agency has responsibility.  SIWM personnel are also working with project partners, members of the Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group, and CBFWA managers to develop a comprehensive monitoring and evaluation (M&E) program.

f. Proposal objectives, tasks and methods
The overall objective of SIWM-US is to fully mitigate for the impacts upon wildlife and wildlife habitat from the development and operation of hydropower facilities in the Upper Snake Province. The total unannualized habitat losses estimated by biologists for the Minidoka and Palisades projects combined is 47,573 HUs.  Projects implemented by SIWM through calendar year 2000 provided 17,105 HUs of mitigation credit to BPA and leaves 30,468 HUs (64%) remaining unmitigated.  SIWM-US proposes to complete mitigation for construction and inundation losses by providing 22,851 HUs (3/4ths of the total remaining HUs) through protection and 7,617 HUs (1/4th of the total remaining HUs) through enhancement within 10 years (i.e., by 2013).  

Section 4.

Objective 1.  Conduct pre-acquisition activities associated with the protection of 3,000 acres and 1,500 HUs.  

Pre-acquisition activities are a necessary and vital component of any habitat protection and conservation program.  Finding landowners willing to participate in the mitigation program and determining appropriate protection measures can take several months.  Protection actions (i.e., fee-title acquisitions and conservation easements) involve many costs associated with the performance of due diligence (i.e., appraisals, property surveys, environmental surveys, cultural resource surveys, and title searches).  Agencies and tribes often cannot secure option-to-purchase agreements on a parcel until many of the pre-acquisition requirements are met. 

Task a.  Identify priority areas and available properties using criteria developed by interagency work groups and information from GIS database.

SIWM-US project managers concentrate their mitigation efforts on habitats identified in he hydropower facility loss assessments, i.e., shrub-steppe, riparian, and wetland habitat types.  Project prioritization and selection began when a process for prioiritzing potential protection and enhancement actions at mitigation sites in southern Idaho was established by interagency teams of biologists (Meuleman et al. 1991; Martin et al. 1986; Martin et al. 1991).  In addition to these plans, GAP (Scott et al. 1993) cover types are used in a coarse-filter/fine-filter approach to identify areas with potential for mitigation projects.  The rationale behind this approach is that conservation of biological diversity can be achieved by protecting areas that contain representative examples of all ecosystems (the coarse filter), thereby protecting viable populations of most species, most biotic interactions, and most ecological processes.  Species or communities not protected using the coarse filter are addressed using the fine filter (Huston 1994; Hunter 1991; In: Rust 2000).  Current interagency work groups also use ecoregional plans and wetland conservation strategies to inform the project prioritization process (TNC 2001; Jankovsky-Jones 1996, 1997).  A GIS database incorporating these and other parameters will make the prioritization process much more effective.

Task b.  Develop a GIS database to help prioritize potential projects which includes limiting factors, critical areas, ownership and other relevant paramenters.

Combining information about the biological aspects of potential mitigation projects with social and economic factors is challenging.  Developing and using a GIS database incorporating these and other parameters will make the prioritization process much more effective.

Task c.  Identify landowners willing to sell easements or fee-titles.

Identifying landowners willing to sell easements or fee-titles is accomplished in a variety of ways.  Interagency work groups (composed of representatives from federal, tribal, state and local governments, and non-governmental organizations) may target specific watersheds/areas/parcels and gather ownership information at county assessors’ offices. Other methods include working with local real estate agents and making individual contacts with landowners by mail or telephone. 

Task d.  Complete environmental compliance and due diligence requirements (appraisal, title search, environmental survey, cultural survey).

Habitat protection actions implemented by SIWM-US are required to meet federal standards for appraisals, title searches, environmental surveys, cultural surveys, etc.  Boundary surveys become necessary for irregularly-shaped parcels or for parcels for which no recorded survey can be established.  These necessary due diligence and compliance requirements are completed by contracting with industry professionals. 

Task e.  Complete NEPA requirements.

SIWM-US personnel coordinate with BPA NEPA staff to complete the required NEPA checklists and species lists.  

Task f.  Consult and coordinate throughout the process with NWPPC, BPA, CBFWA, Tribes, interagency work groups, local governments, and the public.

SIWM-US personnel coordinate with other wildlife managers throughout the Columbia Basin to ensure familiarity and consistency with established and evolving processes. Members consult and coordinate with title companies, local planning and zoning departments, county assessors, health departments, and the public when conducting pre-acquisition activities. 

Objective 2.

Plan, design, and coordinate enhancement activities to provide 1000 HUs of wildlife habitat.

Enhancements are mitigation actions implemented to improve wildlife habitat on previously acquired or eased mitigation land or on pulic land.
Task a.  Plan and coordinate identification of priority areas/properties for enhancement using criteria developed by interagency work groups and information from GIS database.

SIWM-US project managers concentrate their mitigation efforts on habitats identified in the hydropower facility loss assessments, i.e., shrub-steppe, riparian, and wetland habitat types.  Project prioritization and selection began when a process for prioiritzing potential protection and enhancement actions at mitigation sites in southern Idaho was established by interagency teams of biologists (Meuleman et al. 1991; Martin et al. 1986; Martin et al. 1991).  In addition to these plans, GAP (Scott et al. 1993) cover types are used in a coarse-filter/fine-filter approach to identify areas with potential for mitigation projects.  The rationale behind this approach is that conservation of biological diversity can be achieved by protecting areas that contain representative examples of all ecosystems (the coarse filter), thereby protecting viable populations of most species, most biotic interactions, and most ecological processes.  Species or communities not protected using the coarse filter are addressed using the fine filter (Huston 1994; Hunter 1991; In: Rust 2000).  Current interagency work groups also use ecoregional plans and wetland conservation strategies to inform the project prioritization process (TNC 2001; Jankovsky-Jones 1996, 1997).

Task b.  Plan enhancement actions.

Interagency work groups and project managers will plan habitat enhancements using techniques and methods consistent with those outlined in Techniques for Wildlife Habitat Management of Wetlands (Payne 1992), Wildlife Mitigation Program Environmental Impact Statement (BPA 1997), and Guidelines for Enhancement, Operation, and Maintenance Activities for Wildlife Mitigation Projects (CBFWA 1998).  The expected outcome of enhancement actions is an increase in habitat quality and quantity within five years of implementation

Task c.  Complete environmental compliance requirements.

Habitat enhancement actions implemented by SIWM-US are required to meet federal standards for environmental surveys, cultural surveys, etc.  Necessary compliance requirements are completed by agency professionals or by contracting with industry professionals.

Task d.  Complete NEPA requirements.

SIWM-US personnel coordinate with BPA NEPA staff to complete the required NEPA checklists and species lists.

Task e.  Determine cost-share partners’ roles when appropriate and develop MOA among partners when necessary.

Establishing partnerships to implement enhancement projects can reduce direct cost to the Fish and Wildlife Program.  Partnerships often require extensive coordination and sometimes development of long-term MOAs, etc. to satisfy agency standards and policies.

Task f.  Consult and coordinate throughout the process with NWPPC, BPA, CBFWA, Tribes, interagency work groups, local governments, and the public.

SIWM-US personnel coordinate with other wildlife managers throughout the Columbia Basin to ensure familiarity and consistency with established and evolving processes. Members consult and coordinate with title companies, local planning and zoning departments, county assessors, health departments, and the public when conducting pre-acquisition activities. 

Section 5.

Objective 1.  Protect 3000 HUs of wildlife habitat.

Protection actions are wildlife habitat mitigation projects that generally involve fee-title acquisitions and conservation easements.

Task a.  Secure easement or fee-title.

SIWM-US personnel will coordinate the purchase of easements or fee-titles. (See Section 4., Objective 1., Tasks d., e., and f.).

Task b.  Complete baseline HEP and site-specific management plan.

SIWM-US personnel and interagency work group members use the Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) process to estimate the quantity and quality of wildlife habitat available on mitigation projects using standardized methods (USFWS 1980b).  The project manager completes a HEP report that is circulated to interagency work group members and other regional wildlife managers for review and comment.

The project manager prepares a site-specific wildlife management plan. Prior to completion of the plan, the interagency work group conducts an open house in which members of the public are invited to review a draft plan and offer criticism, suggestions, and other comments. The management plan outlines the goals and objectives for the protected site and includes a desired future condition, enhancement activities, operations and maintenance activities, monitoring and evaluation activities, a five-year budget, and the baseline HEP report. The management plan is circulated to interagency work group members and other regional wildlife managers for review and comment.

Objective 2.  Implement enhancement actions to provide 1000 HUs of wildlife habitat.  Enhancement actions may include but are not limited to the following tasks.  

Enhancements are wildlife habitat mitigation actions implemented on previously acquired or eased mitigation land or on public land.

Task a.  Establish and/or restore native vegetation or other permanent wildlife habitat.

Some of the previously acquired mitigation lands were used for agricultural production and are in need of restoration.  Many wetland areas have responded positively to passive restoration efforts.  In upland areas, however, reestablishment of permanent vegetation requires wide-scale planting of native shrubs, grasses, and forbs.  Restored areas must often be protected from invasion by undesirable plant species and from trespass livestock grazing.

Task b.  Enter into cooperative agreements to control undesirable and exotic vegetation using biological, mechanical, and chemical methods.

Undesirable and exotic plants, including noxious weeds, can reduce the value of wildlife habitat.  Noxious weeds were identified as a limiting factor in subbasin summaries.  SIWM-US uses an integrated pest management (IPM) approach to controlling these plants.  Cost-share partnerships with federal, state, and local governments, Coordinated Weed Management Areas, and private individuals provide biological control agents (i.e., insects and goats) to manage noxious weeds and improve wildlife habitat on a large scale.

Task c.  Construct or maintain fences to prevent/control livestock grazing.

Fencing to control livestock grazing or prevent trespass grazing can increase wildlife habitat value.  Vegetation in riparian and wetland areas is especially responsive to this passive restoration method.

Task d.  Construct water control structures and manage water levels to mimic natural hydrdologic regimes.

Water control structures (ditches, dikes, levees, headgates, pipelines, etc.) will be developed and/or removed to mimic natural hydrologic regimes to enhance wetland habitat diversity using methods identified in the Waterfowl Management Handbook (NBS 1995).  These techniques will be used in areas where large-scale manipulations and habitat changes have occurred through past land-use practices. 

Task e.  Develop/control public access to minimize impacts to wildlife and habitat.

Public access will be managed to minimize negative impacts to wildlife and habitat consistent with the guidelines for enhancement, operation, and maintenance activities for wildlife mitigation projects (CBFWA 1998).

Task f.  Develop facilities as appropriate.

Some projects may require facilities for personnel working on the project and for equipment storage and security.

Objective 3.

Develop a plant materials center to provide a predictable and reliable supply of site-adapted native plants and seed for habitat restoration and rehabilitation projects.

Mitigation project lands have often been degraded by past management practices and offer opportunities for increasing their wildlife habitat value through enhancement actions.  Wildfires have burned extensive areas of shrub-steppe habitat in southern Idaho in recent years, negatively impacting habitat for many sagebrush obligate species, including sage grouse.  Federal land managers have identified large tracts of public land in need of rehabilitation as a result of wildfires.  Native plants are preferred for wildlife habitat restoration and rehabilitation actions; however, the availability of native plants and seed is unpredictable and demand often exceeds supply, especially for regionally-adapted ecotypes.  Often natural resource managers are not able to obtain sufficient supplies of native plant materials and end up having to use non-native plant in an attempt to control soil erosion and help prevent infestation by noxious weeds.  SIWM-US proposes to establish a plant materials center on former cropland at the Deer Parks Wildlife Mitigation Unit to provide native plants and seed for use on mitigation units and other public and private lands. 

Task a.  Negotiate an agreement among federal and state agencies, tribes and private entities to cooperatively manage and fund a plant materials center.

Numerous potential partners have expressed support for this project.  SIWM-US personnel will coordinate development of a memorandum of agreement among partners to manage and fund a regionally significant new source for native plant materials.

Task b.  Locate and develop the plant materials center on former agricultural cropland at the Deer Parks Wildlife Mitigation Unit.

Former cropland at the Deer Parks Wildlife Mitigation Unit has been identified for conversion to wildlife habitat in the Deer Parks Complex Draft Management Plan (PIWG 2001).  Water rights and water delivery systems associated with the cropland that are already owned by the Deer Parks Unit will be used to establish and facilitate management of the plant materials center.

Section 6.

Objective 1.  Maintain HUs on all protected and enhanced areas in accordance with site-specific management and enhancement plans.
Maintain all previously protected or enhanced HUs for target species.  SIWM-US assumes continued BPA funding for operation and maintenance (O&M) of implemented projects.  Without annual O&M activities, habitat values would deteriorate over time and ratepayer investments in mitigation would be lost.

Task a.  Maintain native vegetation or other permanent wildlife habitat improvements to provide optimal habitat for target species.

The wildlife management plans will identify site-specific management actions.  Monitoring information will be used to guide maintenance activities to assure no net loss of target species HUs.

Task b.  Control undesirable and exotic vegetation using biological, mechanical, and chemical methods.

Undesirable and exotic plants, including noxious weeds, can reduce the value of wildlife habitat.  Noxious weeds were identified as a limiting factor in subbasin summaries.  SIWM-US uses an integrated pest management approach to controlling these plants.  Cost-share partnerships with federal, state and local governments, Coordinated Weed Management Areas, and private individuals provide biological control agents (i.e., insects and goats) to manage noxious weeds and improve wildlife habitat on a large scale.  Early detection and treatment is essential for efficiently controlling noxious weeds.  After weed control efforts have been accomplished, degraded sites will be re-seeded with native species to help recover the plant community and prevent re-establishment of undesirable weeds.

Task c.  Maintain fences to prevent trespass livestock grazing.

It is essential to maintain boundary fences to prevent loss of habitat value on project lands.  Fence maintenance requires close coordination with adjacent landowners. 

Task d.  Manage water control structures to mimic natural hydrologic regimes.

Water control structures (ditches, dikes, levees, headgates, pipelines, etc.) will be maintained to mimic natural hydrologic regimes to enhance wetland habitat diversity using methods identified in the Waterfowl Management Handbook (NBS 1995).  These techniques will be used in areas where large-scale manipulations and habitat changes have occurred through past land-use practices.

Task e.  Manage public access to minimize impacts to wildlife and habitat.

Public access will be managed to minimize negative impacts to wildlife and habitat consistent with the guidelines for enhancement, operation, and maintenance activities for wildlife mitigation projects (CBFWA 1998).

Task f.  Maintain facilities and infrastructure as appropriate.

Facilities for personnel working on-site at projects and for equipment storage and security will be maintained.  Infrastructure that contributes to achieving overall objectives identified in the management plans will be maintained and kept in usable condition.

Task g.  Manage GIS database and update annually.

The GIS database will be used to track management activities on mitigation projects.  It is essential to keep the database current so monitoring results can inform the adaptive management process.

Objective 2.  Operate and maintain a plant materials center to provide a predictable and reliable supply of site-adapted native plants and seeds. 

A cooperatively managed and funded plant materials center will be used to provide site-adapted native plants and seed.

Task a.  Coordinate operation of the plant materials center.

SIWM-US personnel will coordinate the operation of a regionally significant new source for native plant materials.

Task b.  Produce site-adapted native plant materials for use throughout the province.

Site-adapted native plants and seed will be produced at the plant materials center.

Task c.  Maintain facilities and infrastructure.

Maintain facilities and infrastructure at the plant materials center.

Section 7.

Objective 1.  Monitor wildlife and habitat response to protection, enhancement, and maintenance activities annually.

Ongoing monitoring efforts include collection of all data necessary to conduct HEP surveys of mitigation projects.  Field methods follow standard protocols (USFWS 1980a, 1980b; Hays et al. 1981) that vary based on the cover type being sampled and the Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) model being run.  HEP surveys will be repeated every five years to monitor general habitat trends.  Noxious weeds are monitored on all mitigation project lands to ensure early detection and treatment of infestations and to track effectiveness of control measures.  Riparian vegetation is monitored using green-line vegetation composition sampling methodology (USDA 1992).  Permanent photopoints are also used to monitor vegetation trend on mitigation projects.  Wildlife population data collected include: bald eagle nest location and nesting activity, Canada goose nesting activity and brood counts, other waterfowl nesting activity and brood counts, neotropical migratory bird census, sage and sharp-tailed grouse lek counts, and elk and mule deer herd composition and population surveys. 
Task a.  Develop and implement a Tier 2 level monitoring plan/program for the province. 

SIWM-US recognizes that our current monitoring program is not adequately staffed or funded.  SIWM-US staff is working with members of the Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group and other CBFWA members to develop a monitoring and evaluation program that will inform the adaptive management process and provide useful information to others in the province and Columbia Basin (AFIWG 2001).  A key aspect of the monitoring program will be to provide useful information to and receive information from national monitoring programs.  SIWM-US staff request ISRP assistance in the development of this program and will be requesting ISRP members help with review of draft plans. 

Task b.  Develop and manage a GIS database to support the monitoring program.

To effectively implement adaptive management, it is essential to have a GIS to integrate information from monitoring with the management program.

Task c.  Conduct HEP surveys as needed to document mitigation credit.

HEP surveys of mitigation projects will be repeated every five years to document mitigation credit.  Field methods follow standard protocols (USFWS 1980a, 1980b; Hays et al. 1981) that vary based on the cover type being sampled and the Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) model being run.  

Task d.  Conduct vegetation (habitat) surveys as prescribed in the monitoring plans.

In addition to the green-line vegetation composition community sampling methods mentioned above, permanent vegetation plots would be established using guidelines outlined in (Elzinga et al., 1998) to evaluate effectiveness of weed control activities, native plant seedlings and other habitat protection and enhancement measures.  Plots are designed to indicate population trends and changes in community composition as a result of management activities.  For example, managers may wish to detect a change in frequency of leafy spurge following herbicide treatment, or an increase in willow and cottonwood density following livestock exclusion.  These parameters can be estimated using microplots located at regular intervals along randomly-located, permanent transects.

Task e.  Monitor public use.

Information about public use will be necessary to assure mitigation projects are being managed to minimize negative impacts to wildlife and habitat consistent with individual project management plans.  A public involvement process will be used to monitor public response to mitigation activities and management actions.  Public involvement is essential for a successful mitigation program. Project managers and interagency work group members will coordinate and hold periodic open houses to solicit public input. 

Objective 2.  Adaptively manage mitigation projects using information from the monitoring program.

Monitoring is a key component of adaptive management, in which monitoring measures progress towards or away from meeting management goals and objectives and provides evidence to continue or change current management strategies (Ringold et al. 1996).    In practice, most monitoring measures change or condition of the resource, whether it is a plant community or a wildlife species. If objectives are being met, management is considered effective.  The adaptive management cycle consists of four basic steps:

1. Resource objectives are developed to describe the desired condition.

2. Management is designed to meet the objectives, or existing management is continued.

3. The response of the resource is monitored to determine if the management objective has been met.

4. Management is adapted (changed) if objectives are not reached.
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Figure 1.  The Adaptive Management Cycle.

In the adaptive management cycle, monitoring is driven by management objectives.  What is measured, how it is measured, and how often it is measured are defined by how an objective is described.  The objective describes the desired condition.  Management is designed to meet the objective.  Monitoring is designed to determine if the objective is met.  Objectives form the foundation of the project.  

Task a.  Evaluate monitoring data.

Evaluate monitoring data to determine progress towards or away from meeting management goals and objectives.

Task b.  Review site-specific management plans and amend or update as needed based on evaluation of monitoring information.

Change management if objectives are not being met.

g. Facilities and equipment
Office space and equipment necessary to support this project are available at Idaho Department of Fish and Game regional and state office facilities and at satellite facilities located on mitigation units.  Vehicles, equipment, tools, and supplies are purchased, leased, or loaned to the project as needed.

h. References

Reference (include web address if available online)
Submitted w/form (y/n)

AFIWG (Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group). 2001. Draft monitoring and evaluation plan. Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group. 
n

Bisbal, G.A. 2001. Conceptual design of monitoring and evaluation plans for fish and wildlife in the Columbia River ecosystem. Environmental management (In press). (In ISRP 2001-8 Final Columbia Plateau Review)
n

BPA (Bonneville Power Administration).  1997.  Wildlife mitigation program final environmental impact statement.  DOE/EIS - 0246. U.S. Department of Energy, Portland, OR.
n

Caicco, S.L., J.M. Scott, B. Butterfield, and B. Csuti. 1995. A GAP analysis of the management status of the vegetation of Idaho (U.S.A.). Conservation Biology 9:498-511.
n

CBFWA (Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority).  1998.  Guidelines for enhancement, operation, and maintenance activities for wildlife mitigation projects.  Portland, OR.
n

Dahl, T.E. 1990. Wetlands—losses in the United States, 1780’s to 1980’s.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Report to Congress, Washington, D.C.
n

Elzinga, C.L., D. W Salzer, and J.W. Willoughby.  1998.  Measuring and Monitoring Plant Populations.  Bureau of Land Management Technical Reference 1730-1.  492 pp.
n

Gregory, J., and Van Kirk, R.  2001.  Henrys fork of the Snake River subbasin summary.  Prepared for the Northwest Power Planning Council, Portland, Oregon.
n

Hays, R.L., C. Summers, and W. Seitz.  1981.  Estimating Wildlife Habitat Values.  US Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service FWS/OBS-81/47.  Washington, D.C.  111 pp.
n

Huston, M.A. 1994. Biological diversity: the coexistence of species on changing landscapes. Cambridge University Press, New York.
n

Hunter, M.L. 1991. Coping with ignorance: the coarse-filter strategy for maintaining biodiversity.  In: K.A. Kohm, ed. Balancing on the brink of extinction, the endangered species act and lessons for the future. Island Press, Washington, DC.
n

Isaeff, P.A.  2001.  Snake headwaters subbasin summary.  Prepared for the Northwest Power Planning Council, Portland, Oregon.
n

Jankovsky-Jones, M. 1996. Conservation strategy for Henrys Fork Basin wetlands. Conservation Data Center, Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Boise Idaho. 30pp. plus appendices.
n

Jankovsky-Jones, M. 1997. Conservation strategy for southeast Idaho wetlands. Conservation Data Center, Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Boise, Idaho. 35pp. plus appendices.
n

Martin, R.C. and H.J. Hansen. 1986. Wildlife protection, mitigation and enhancement plan: Palisades project. Project 91-063. Bonneville Power Administration, Division of Fish and Wildlife, Portland ,Oregon.n
n

Martin, R.C., and G.A. Meuleman.  1989.  Minidoka dam wildlife impact assessment. Final report. Project 88-110. Bonneville Power Administration, Division of Wildlife, Portland, Oregon.
n

Martin, R.C. and H.J. Hansen.  1991.  South Fork Snake River programmatic management plan, implementation phase I. Project 91-063. Bonneville Power Administration, Division of Wildlife, Portland, Oregon.
n

Merigliano, M. F.  1996.  Ecology and management of the South Fork Snake River cottonwood forest.  Idaho BLM Technical Bulletin 96-9.  Bureau of Land Management, Boise, Idaho.
n

Meuleman, G.A. R.C. Martin, and H.J. Hansen.  1991.  Wildlife protection, mitigation and enhancement plan: Minidoka Dam. Project 90-050. Bonneville Power Administration, Division of Wildlife, Portland, Oregon.
n

National Biological Service. 1995. Waterfowl management handbook. Fort Collins, CO
n

NWPPC. 1995.  Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.
n

NWPPC.  2000.  Draft amended Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program. November 30, 2000.  79 pp. plus technical appendix.
n

Payne, N. F.  1992.  Techniques for wildlife habitat management of wetlands.  McGraw-Hill, Inc.
n

PIWG.  2001.  Draft Deer Parks Complex Management Plan.  Palisades Interagency Work Group.
n

Platts W.S., C. Armour, G.D. Booth, M.Bryant, J.L. Bufford, P. Cuplin, S. Jensen, G.W. Lienkaemper, G.W. Minshall, S.B. Monsen, R.L. Nelson, J.R. Sedell, and J.S. Tuhy.  1987.  Methods for evaluating riparian habitats with applications to management. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Intermountain Research Station. Gen Tech Rpt INT-221.
n

Reynolds, T. D.  2001.  Closed basin subbasin summary.  Prepared for the Northwest Power Planning Council, Portland, Oregon.
n

Ringold, P.L., Czaplewiski, R.L., Mulder, B.S.; Tolle, T., Burnett, K.1996. Adaptive monitoring design for ecosystem management.  Ecological Applications 6 (3): 745-757.
n

Rust, Steven K.  2000.  Representativeness assessment of research natural areas on National Forest System lands in Idaho.  Gen. Tech. Rep. RMRS-GTR-45. Fort Collins, CO: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station. 129p.
n

Sather-Blair, S., and S. Preston.  1985.  Wildlife impact assessment: Palisades Project. Project 84-37. Bonneville Power Administration, Division of Wildlife, Portland, Oregon.
n

Scott, J.M., F. Davis, B. Csuti, R. Noss, B. Butterfield, C. Groves, H. Anderson, S. Caicco, F. D’Erchia, T.C. Edwards, Jr., J. Ullman, and R.G. Wright.  1993.  GAP analysis: A geographic approach to the protection of biological diversity.  Wildlife Monographs. 123.
n

Stovall, S. H.  2001.  Upper Snake subbasin summary.  Prepared for the Northwest Power Planning Council, Portland, Oregon.
n

TNC 2001.  Conservation by design.  The Nature Conservancy. Arlington, VA.
n

USDA. 1992. Integrated riparian evaluation guide.  U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Intermountain Region.  Ogden, UT.
n

USDI Bureau of Land Management and USDA Forest Service. 2001.  Medicine Lodge Subbasin Review.  USDA Bureau of Land Management, Upper Snake River District, Idaho Falls Field Office, and USDA Forest Service, Caribou-Targhee National Forest, Dubois Ranger District.  92 pp.
         n

USFWS.  1980a.  Habitat as a Basis for Environmental Assessment.  Ecological Services Manual 101.  U.S. Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C. 
n

USFWS.  1980b.  Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP).  Ecological Services Manual 102.  U.S. Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C.
n

Section 10 of 10. Key personnel

Resume:

Edward Bottum

Idaho Department of Fish and Game

Boise,ID
Education 
B.A. in Biology (major in zoology) - University of Nebraska

M.S. Biology (major in botany) – Idaho State University

Professional Experience

Idaho Department of Fish and Game Mitigation Staff Biologist responsible for coordination with state, federal and tribal agencies to implement hydropower mitigation in Idaho.  Coordination with regulatory authorities and private corporations on relicensing hydropower facilities.

Resume:

Gregg Servheen

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
Boise, ID

Education 
B.Sc. in Fish and Wildlife Sciences - University of Massachusetts

M.S. in Fish and Wildlife Management - Texas A & M University

Professional Experience

Idaho Department of Fish and Game Wildlife Program Coordinator responsible for Department review, analysis, and comment on forest, highway, county, municipal, range land, and waterways development projects impacting fish and wildlife within the state of Idaho.  Responsible for coordination with state and federal agencies on fish and wildlife management, mitigation, and regulatory authorities.  Develop program direction for Department policy and legislation in statewide issues including outfitter management, forest management, interagency coordination, and watershed protection, strategic planning, and subbasin planning.

Writing and Publications

Servheen, G. and L.J. Lyon 1989. Habitat selection of Selkirk Mountain caribou. J. Wildl. Manage. 53:230-237.

Servheen, G., T. Cochnauer, J. Adams, B. Stotts, W. McLaughlin, and N. Sanyal. 1996. Development and implementation of an integrated process for improved fish and wildlife management. Wildl. Soc. Bull. 24:667-672.

Blair, S. and G. Servheen. 1995. A species conservation assessment and strategy for the white-headed woodpecker. U.S.D.A. Forest Service. Region 1, Missoula, Montana. 49pp. 

Compton, B. B., P. Zager, and G. Servheen. 1995. Survival and cause-specific mortality of woodland caribou. Wildl. Soc. Bull. 23:490-496.

Groves, C., T. Fredrick, G. Fredrick, E. Atkinson, M. Atkinson, J. Shepard, and G. Servheen.1997.  Density, distribution, and habitat of flammulated owls in Idaho.  Great Basin Naturalist 57: 116-123.

Lehmkuhl, J.F., J. Kie, L. Bender, G. Servheen, and H. Nyberg.  2001. Evaluating the effects of ecosystem management alternatives on elk, mule deer, and white-tailed deer in the Interior Columbia River Basin, U.S.A., Forest Ecology and Management. 153:89-104. 

Warren, C.D., J.M. Peek, G.L. Servheen, and P. Zager. 1995. Habitat use and movements of two ecotypes of translocated caribou in Idaho and British Columbia. Conservation Biology 10:547-553.
� EMBED WP8Doc  ���








1

[image: image2.wmf]Management

Objective Achieved?

Resource Objective

Monitor Resource

Alternative Management

Yes

No

_1040810720.unknown

