PAGE  
4

[image: image1.wmf]
	DATE: 
	March 28, 2005

	TO:
	Wildlife Committee

	FROM:
	Dick Stone, Chair 

	SUBJECT:
	Action Notes for the March 23, 2005 Wildlife Committee Meeting


.
Wildlife Committee Meeting

March 23, 2005

CBFWA Office, Portland, Oregon

Action Notes

	Attendees:
	Terry Luther (CTWSR); Richard Whitney and Matt Berger (CTCR); David Speten (BPT); Tom O’Neil (NHI); Bob Martin and Kathy Cousins (IDFG); Ray Entz (KT); Tracy Hames (YN); Angela Sondenaa and Keith Lawrence (NPT); Karl Weist (NPCC-OR); Dick Stone (WDFW); Joe DeHerrera (BPA) and  Paul Ashley and Frank Young (CBFWA)

	By Phone:
	Mary Verner (UCUT); B.J. Kieffer (STI) and Beth Chase (KT)

	Time Allocation:
	Objective 1. Project Recommendations

Objective 2. Regional Issues

Objective 3. Annual Report 
	%

100%

	ITEM 1:
	Review Rate Case Needs Document for Accuracy – Dick Stone, WDFW

	Discussion:
	Dick Stone urged project sponsors to make sure that the information on their projects in the Rate Case Document is accurate so that it can be used as a reference document.  Beth Chase stated that Scott Soults was concerned that the cost per acre for their project in Table 1 appeared to be unusually high because so much of the listed cost was for evaluation and suggested removing the acreage column.  Dick said that he believed the acreage column was useful and requested that Scott address this concern by providing some explanatory narrative in a footnote to the table.  Beth said they would provide the requested narrative.  Ray Entz recommended emphasizing the Evaluation heading in the OME column and 

	
	provided a correction for the acreage value for his project.  Frank Young stated that Bob Martin had provided corrections for several values in Table 11-4 from Appendix A of the Council’s 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program.  Frank requested that everyone carefully review the Table 11-4 values for their project and provide any additional corrections to him.  He recommended that CBFWA send an errata letter to the Council when all corrections are completed.

	ACTION:
	Everyone is to review the values in Table 11-4 for their project and provide corrections to Frank Young who will develop a draft errata letter to send from CBFWA to the Council when all corrections are completed.

	ITEM 2:
	Identify Projects that Require a Baseline/Follow-up HEP Analysis – Paul Ashley, CBFWA-HEP

	Discussion:
	Paul Ashley requested that project sponsors notify him of HEPs needed this season so that he can develop a schedule for the Regional HEP Team for this field season.  

Paul also stated that he also needs guidance on whether to use the old general HU model for crediting purposes, so that before and after results are comparable, while collecting HEP data in sufficient detail to use the recently developed, more sophisticated HU model for management purposes.

	ACTION:
	Project sponsors will notify Paul of their HEP needs by April 15.  Paul will identify the potential inconsistencies with the uses of the two models for further WC consideration.

	ITEM 3:
	Develop Criteria for When a Follow-up HEP Analysis is Needed – Paul Ashley, CBFWA-HEP

	Discussion:
	Paul requested that the WC consider developing criteria to guide the frequency of follow-up HEPs on BPA-funded mitigation acquisitions.

	ACTION:
	Paul will develop strawman criteria for review by the WC.  A response is needed by April 15 so Paul can develop the schedule for the Regional HEP Team for the coming field season.  The criteria will be considered as guidelines only, with the final decision on timing being made by the project sponsor and BPA.

	ITEM 4:
	Determination of HU "Stacking Rates” Based on Loss Assessments – Paul Ashley, CBFWA-HEP

	Discussion:
	Paul said he is finding that the loss assessments for some hydroelectric projects do not clearly identify the key indicator species for each habitat type lost and requested that the project sponsors provide him with that information for the dams against which the credits for their projects are being applied.

	ACTION:
	All project sponsors are to provide Paul with a Cover Type/Species matrix for Anderson Ranch, Black Canyon, Lower Snake and Willamette hydroelectric projects by April 30.  In addition, Paul needs copies of the models used in the loss assessments.


	ITEM 5:
	Determining a Site’s Value for Fish and Wildlife Mitigation - From Impacts to Mitigation – Tom O’Neil, Northwest Habitat Institute

	Discussion:
	Tom O’Neil gave a PowerPoint presentation demonstrating a model being developed by Northwest Habitat Institute which allows comparison of potential values to key fish and wildlife species for alternative wildlife mitigation sites.  Tom stated that the model allows course-scale analysis for large areas, where fine-scale analysis is not practical and fine-scale analysis for smaller areas.  The model allows resource managers to develop numeric values that can be used as a form of currency to measure what is being lost or gained from a biological perspective.

	ITEM 6:
	Respond to BPA Recommendation to Hold Workshop to Explore Cost-sharing Opportunities for Mitigation Proposals Submitted to BPA – Dick Stone, WDFW

	Discussion:
	Dick Stone asked the WC for direction on how to respond to BPA’s proposal to sponsor a workshop on cost sharing for mitigation proposals.  Ray Entz pointed out that cost sharing can be useful in some instances, but creates difficulty in determining how to allocate credits in others.  There is also the problem of in-lieu funding.  Ray said that he believes that it is more desirable to use cost sharing to purchase lands adjoining BPA acquisitions than to deal with all of the complexities of cost sharing for a single property.  

The use of various easement and lease instruments in combination with BPA and other funding sources was discussed.  Concern was expressed over the high cost of enforcing easements especially where land ownership changed and legal challenges were involved.  An additional concern is the lack of public and tribal access to easement lands which result in the failure to mitigate for lost recreational and tribal cultural activities. The problem of losing everything gained in habitat recovery from leases that terminate when renewal is not possible was discussed.  The WC acknowledged need to find a viable alternative to fee title purchase because of resistance to converting private holdings to public holdings in some areas.

There was concern about the issue of using cost sharing as a way to fulfill BPA’s mitigation obligation.  It was suggested that cost sharing be used as a way to improve or extend projects beyond the level required for basic mitigation

It was generally agreed that the idea of a workshop was appropriate and that we should recommend to the MMG that we take on this task.  However, it was still unclear who the target audience is.  Is this directed at project sponsors, BPA staff, and NPCC staff to determine the role of cost sharing and to share positive and negative approaches or is it designed to be a how-to for project managers?  The group generally concluded that we should do the higher level work first and then follow-up with the how-to once the role of cost sharing is understood.

	ACTION:
	It was agreed that Dick should propose to MMG that CBFWA work with BPA and the Council staffs to develop a workshop where our respective views on cost sharing and the various instruments of habitat protection can be shared and differences resolved.  One result of the workshop could be agreement that a follow-up workshop is needed involving other regional players.  Dick should also be prepared to provide a short statement at the April Council meeting, if the expected agenda item on cost sharing is a reality.  Emphasis would be to support the concept of leveraging BPA to do more while pointing out some of the challenges and identifying our willingness to sponsor the workshop.

	ITEM 7:
	Work Plan for 2005 – Dick Stone, WDFW

	Discussion:
	Dick stated he believes that it is more important to establish and prioritize future work than to spend more time on developing WC processes, since the work tends to define the process.

	ACTION:
	The following tasks were identified in priority order for future WC meetings:

1. Develop criteria for HEP priority and frequency.

2. Organize cost-share workshop.

3. Develop guidelines for crediting BPA for wildlife values in easements, fish acquisitions and out-of-place/out-of-kind species.

4. Develop and implement a series of presentations to the Council highlighting the benefits of the wildlife mitigation program.

5. Encourage the Council to maintain a staff liaison function to the wildlife mitigation program after Peter Paquet retires.

6. Maintain the credibility of the Regional HEP Team by supporting their independence.

7. Consider establishing a policy of using the same species in the follow-up HEPs as was used in the original project loss assessments.

8. Consider establishing a policy of determining key species for cover types that were absent in the original loss assessment by using the species typically used to represent that cover type elsewhere in the region.

9. Continue to hold summer meetings in conjunction with project tours as a cross-training opportunity.

	ITEM 8:
	Date and Location of Next Meeting.  
The next meeting will be April 27, 2005 from 9:00-4:00 at CBFWA and will focus on developing the cost-share workshop.
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