WILDLIFE MITIGATION FUNDING NEEDS FOR THE BPA RATE CASE
Revised 12/27/04
The purpose of this document is to identify the annual level of funding support needed for wildlife mitigation during the next rate case period (FY 2007-2009). The intent is to assure adequate funding for O&M on existing mitigation lands while providing sufficient funding to continue implementation of habitat protection measures directed toward extinguishing the remaining wildlife losses in the NPCC Fish and Wildlife Program. 
Near-term Funding Goals  
1. Assure adequate funding for operation and maintenance activities on existing wildlife mitigation lands while providing a reasonable level of funding for enhancement and restoration activities needed to assure that habitat quality is improving.

2. Assure a level of funding necessary to maintain a viable acquisition program. Acquisition activities during this period will be focused on under-mitigated areas such as the Willamette Valley, Upper Columbia and Upper Snake.

Long-term Biological Goals 
· Achieve and maintain full ecological integrity on mitigation lands to support target species in Appendix C of the 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program (FWP). 

· Actively restore priority habitats identified in Appendix C (FWP) and biological diversity on mitigation lands to restore the pre-dam native plant and animal community 
· Attain and maintain sustainable habitat complexity on mitigation lands that are appropriate to the particular ecoregion 
Activities

· 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.
· Bring BPA HU Table up-to-date: http://www.cbfwa.org/Committees/WC/Meetings/2004_1201/BPAdamAccountingBySpecies.pdf. 
Performance Measures  Develop a table showing losses, habitat units credited by project and remaining losses to be mitigated. Must be measurable with a schedule for completion. 
Priorities

· Identify which Provinces are under-mitigated (need to update Bonneville’s HU tables to determine where and at what level C&I losses have not been compensated) These Focus Provinces will be given funding priority for protection, restoration and enhancement activities.
· Oregon Coalition must quantify Willamette losses and updated cost estimate to complete mitigation (see below). 
· Albeni Falls Work Group needs to quantify upper river losses remaining and cost estimates to complete mitigation. (done)  
· Develop criteria to prioritize funding for the above Focus Provinces.
· Insure baseline O&M actions are funded on existing mitigation lands along with the level of active restoration/enhancement actions needed to achieve biological objectives and HU crediting. 
· Update and size O&M for rate case impacts.(OME Spreadsheet)
· 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). Postpone till later.
· Assure that if 15% sharing is used (rather than trust fund) that baseline O&M funding is guaranteed. Requires work outside this process as part of the overall regional funding. (Clarify with MMG on 4th. By motion with supporting language in the consent mail on our recommendations for the rate case.)
1. Look at current project spending by category on existing projects in order to assess the appropriate funding instrument (expense or capital) Spreadsheet on existing costs NPCC approved projects.
· O&M (maintaining base-line conditions or post active restoration and enhancement conditions) (draft spreadsheet)
· Restoration/enhancement (activities designed to return habitat to its former condition) (draft spreadsheet)
· M&E
· Protection (fee title acquisition, easements, land exchange, etc.)

2. Identify the difference between current spending levels and what is needed to achieve optimal (define) habitat condition on mitigation lands. (see draft spreadsheet). 
3. Use current BPA integrated program funding level of $139 million as base line with 70-15-15 split ($19.05M/yr) (actual spending $5M, $6M, & $5M for 2001-3.) for comparison to assist in determining current annual funding needs, how much more could have been spent ($20M?) and then adjust this amount for inflation to determine the correct value for current needs ($25M?)
Examples of current costs/acre for mitigation lands:
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Willamette Valley mitigation cost assumptions:

· In twenty years only 7% of the Willamette mitigation has been achieved.
· Using the same implementation rate and average cost per acre, full mitigation will cost $67M for acquisition and take 328 years.

· The year in which the land was purchased ought to be noted to account for increasing land values. Also, the county would be useful to report due to similar variability.

· Range of Willamette basin land values:
- viable farmland-$1000-$5000/acre
- farmland with the highest and best use as developed-$10K-$25K
- timber lands $200-$1500/acre
- Measure 37 has the potential to change these numbers significantly i.e., likely to increase dramatically.
Schedule (Deadline for completion – February 1, 2005)

· 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

· Mid-January, 2005 – WC Rate Case Work Group meeting to finalize presentation/package/case, send out to WC for final edits
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