STRATEGY FOR LONG TERM WILDLIFE MITIGATION FUNDING
Revised 1/3/05 
The purpose of this document is to develop a strategy to complete mitigation for wildlife construction and inundation losses associate with the development of the Federal Columbia River Power System and identified in Appendix C (attached) of the NPCC’s 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program (FWP).

Mitigation to date (under BPA’s interpretation of 1:1 crediting and BPA’s view of appropriate project to credit against) is listed at:  http://www.cbfwa.org/Committees/WC/Meetings/2004_1201/BPAdamAccountingBySpecies.pdf. 

Problem:
1. BPA does not accept the 2:1 crediting ratio in the FWP.

2. BPA has greatly reduced funding for new acquisitions because of disagreement over crediting ratio.

3. BPA has reduced funding for all wildlife activities (O&M, enhancement and restoration and M&E) in order to focus on ESA funding requirements.

4. Wildlife Managers have been unable to reach agreement among themselves on crediting.

5. Wildlife Managers are not united on an approach to dealing with BPA’s failure to implement 2:1 crediting ratio.
Guiding Principles:

· Achieve and maintain full ecological integrity on mitigation lands to support target species in Appendix C of the FWP. 

· Restore priority habitats identified in Appendix C of the FWP

· Restore biological diversity on mitigation lands by restoring the pre-dam native plant and animal community (the point in time needs clarification).  (Focus on achieving habitat units vs. community function?)
· Achieve and maintain sustainable habitat complexity on mitigation lands appropriate to their eco-region.
Biological Objectives: (Need to develop quantifiable objectives such as number of HUs protected of the next 15 years with an implementation schedule listing annual and total cost estimate.)

Propose actions to meet wildlife objectives:
· Land protection (fee-title acquisitions, easements, leases, land exchanges, etc.)

· Habitat restoration and enhancement (planting, seeding, burning, non-native species eradication, land deleveling, stream channel reconstruction, predator control, species reintroduction, fence construction/removal, etc.)

· Operation and Maintenance of baseline and/or actively restored/enhanced conditions (burning, weed control, livestock rotation, mowing, mechanical disturbance to maintain successional species, M&E, etc.).
· Conduct assessments of direct operational impacts (FWP) of the FCRPS as it relates to the ecological resources of fish and wildlife.
· Define what is meant by secondary losses.

· Develop schedule for achieving full mitigation in collaboration with NPCC and BPA.
Prioritize actions relative to Basin and Province:
· Develop Agreements among the Wildlife Managers describing criteria for allocation of wildlife mitigation funds to assure equity (either from trust funds or from the 15% share of total budget).
· Restoration/enhancement (activities designed to return habitat to its former condition)
· M&E
· Protection (fee title acquisition, easements, land exchange, etc.)

Interest and values Assessment for long term wildlife mitigation agreements:
The following table outlines and considers various interests and values associated with long-term agreements to meet Bonneville Power Administration’s obligations for wildlife mitigation under the Northwest Power Act. Currently, most wildlife funding for protection, restoration, enhancement, operations and maintenance (O&M) and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) is administered on an annual basis from the direct fish and wildlife budget. There are examples of long term agreements in the Basin that have worked well and continue to support their original purposes. 

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 of the interests and values associated with such agreements and establish a foundation for discussions. 

NOTE: The qualifying symbols (+ - 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 on both sides and appropriately elevate key values and interests associated with long term agreements. The list of interests and values is not comprehensive and has erred more toward the principle of lumping than splitting. As such, there may well be good cause to split out some issues for more detailed consideration. 

	INTERESTS/VALUES
	BPA
	Agency/Tribe

	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. 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

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

	5. 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.)
	+
	+

	6. 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.
	+
	+

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

	8. 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)
	+
	+

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

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

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

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

	+ = Positive value   - = negative value  o = neutral value
	
	


Schedule 

· December 21 Teleconference with MMG Wildlife Rate Case Workgroup 

· January 4 MMG meeting - Seek concurrence on revised Proposal from MMG after responding to MMG Wildlife Rate Case Workgroup concerns and coordinating with AFC, WC, and RFC chairs and coordinators.

· January 5 - WC Meeting in Portland to review progress on Proposal 
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