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	DATE: 
	October 21, 2005

	TO:


	Wildlife Advisory Committee Distribution

	FROM:


	Dick Stone 

	SUBJECT:
	Action Notes for the October 6, 2005 Wildlife Advisory Committee Meeting at Sandpoint


Action Notes

	Attendees:
	Joe DeHerrera (BPA), Dick Stone (WDFW), Tracy Hames (YIN), Katherine Cousins (IDFG), Matt Berger (CCT), David Speten (BPT), Ray Entz (KT), Beth Chase (KTOI), Anders Mikkelsen, Jerry Green and Ken Hausen (CDA), Frank Young and Paul Ashley (CBFWA)

	Time Allocation:
	Objective 1. Project Recommendations
Objective 2. Regional Issues
Objective 3. Annual Report 
	%

100%

%



	ITEM 1:
	Consideration of Assisting Council the Development of Funding Partnerships

	Discussion:
	Dick Stone reported that he and Tome Giese (CBFWA) had met recently with Lynn Palensky (NPCC) to discuss how CBFWA could be most helpful in assisting her with her new responsibilities relative to facilitating partnerships for BPA-funded projects.  It was mentioned that a catalog of grant sources listing advantages and disadvantages of each source would be useful. Carl Scheeler stated that he felt that the greatest need was the development of a standard method of application and reporting for federal and state grants.  Frank Young stated that he felt that it would be useful for Lynn to prepare a graph illustrating current funding by source for wildlife management activities in the Columbia Basin broken down to show mitigation activities where possible.  Crediting issues associated with multiple funding partners  (e.g. Is credit to BPA prorated based on % contribution in dollars? How is O&M treated?  Does BPA get full credit for O&M on lands they did not purchase?  How are enhancements credited?)  were discussed.  Dick Stone said that he also felt that it was important for the Region to be aware that BPA funds a relatively small percentage of the fish and wildlife management activities for the Basin.  Dick pointed out that Don Larson (WDFW) was also involve in assisting with partnership building for fish and wildlife projects in the Basin.

	ACTION:
	The WAC recommended that Lynn Palensky and Don Larson be invited to the next WAC meeting to report on their activities and interact with the WAC on opportunities for future collaboration in the development of funding partnerships.

	ITEM 2:
	Capitalization of BPA-funded Wildlife Land Acquisitions via Fixed Price Contracts for Habitat Units 

	Discussion:
	Joe DeHerrera provided a draft document (attached) outlining BPA’s proposal for capitalizing wildlife land acquisitions using a contract or MOA for fixed habitat units.  Joe stated that the primary purpose of the proposal was to satisfy BPA capitalization policy requirements while increasing flexibility for project sponsors to make wildlife habitat acquisitions that cross multiple fiscal years, involve multiple project sponsors, or involve individual parcels that cost less than $1M.  In response to a question, Joe stated that restoration work does not currently qualify for capitalization.  The WAC pointed out several administrative difficulties with this approach such as dealing with funding across fiscal years and across rate case periods.  Joe state that the projects sponsored by the Albeni Falls and Willamette workgroups would probably qualify for capitalization under this draft proposal since they have a long history of working together.  Joe said that groups formed later specifically to qualify under the terms of this agreement would not be recognized under this proposal.  Joe further stated that acquisitions proposals designed primarily to benefit fish would not qualify under this proposal because there was no defined obligation comparable to the loss assessments for wildlife.

	ACTION:
	Joe will discuss questions raised by the WAC with others at BPA and report back to the WAC at the November 30-December 1 meeting in Yakima for further discussion of this draft proposal.

	ITEM 3:
	Continue Discussions of HEP Crediting Issues

	Discussion:
	Paul Ashley stated that he had provided draft responses to the questions listed in his Draft HEP Crediting Strawman document based on feedback from the previous WAC input and requested feedback on the draft responses.  Tracy Hames questioned the value of developing HEP crediting guidelines for use by the Regional HEP Team, since so many of the issues are project specific, and recommended instead that crediting issues be worked out between the project sponsor and BPA on a project-by-project basis.  Paul responded that he would feel more comfortable operating under the same set of crediting principles for all projects across the Region to assure consistency among projects.  It was pointed out that all project specific decisions on crediting had the potential to impact the outcome of negotiations by all other project sponsors with BPA.  Kathy Cousins pointed out that the crediting disagreements occur only when dealing with out-of- kind mitigation crediting where habitat types and/or target species not covered by the loss assessments occur on the mitigation lands.  Kathy also pointed out her concern that mitigation for Albeni Falls my soon be facing the out-of-kind issue since riparian habitat in the local area is being developed at an alarming rate and land prices are becoming prohibitive.  The out-of-kind issue occurs when:
· We’ve run out of in-kind habitat to purchase or enhance.

· Out-of-kind land is incidental to the purchase.

· Given the time gap between the loss/loss assessment and today higher priority resource issues may have emerged that make out-of-kind a better long-term investment.

Options for dealing with out-of-kind (no particular order):

· Some level of incidental land or habitats is acceptable and considered part of the process.  No credit is given or required. <5%? <10%? <25%?

· If the incidental land improves the quality or protection of the target habitat – credit could be based on the level of added protection.  Would likely need a definition of a base level of added protection before this approach could be invoked.

· Purchase the piece of property and sell off the non-target lands.  No crediting issue occurs. .

· Partner with others and have BPA purchase the target lands and the partner purchase the non-target lands. No crediting issue.

· Use the RVI – relative value index to weigh the benefits of the non-target lands.

· Apply species from the cover type that was lost to the new cover type.  There is still a species stacking issue that needs more work.

· An HU is an HU – I am not sure I understand all the implications of this.

· Generalize the losses:

Average the HIS of the loss assessment species and apply the average to each acre of the purchase:

Average HIS = .5 for three species

Purchase 100 acres

100 X .5 X 3 = value of the new acres



	ACTION:
	No consensus was reached on guidance to the Regional HEP Team on how to deal with the HEP crediting issues brought before the WAC.

	ITEM 4:
	Development of Provincial Level Goals and Objectives for the NPCC Amendment Process

	Discussion:
	Dick reported that the NPCC was planning to initiate an amendment process in April of 2006 to amend provincial level goals and objectives into their Program and that Tom Iverson had the lead for CBFWA to develop draft goals and objectives for anadromous and resident fish and wildlife for the managers consideration as potential CBFWA recommendations in this amendment process.  Dick asked for guidance on how to help Tom extract this information for the subbasin plans.  There was agreement that all goals and objectives for wildlife would need to be stated in terms of habitat.  Carl Scheeler stated that the goal of addressing operational losses should be included.  Ray Entz said that habitat goals and objectives for the Intermountain Province have already been provided, but that this has not been done for other provinces and that not all subbasin plans have treated this information in the same manner, making scaling up to provincial level difficult.  Carl Scheeler stated that goals and objectives are stated by acres of habitat protected by hydro project in some subbasin plans.  Others felt that it may be best to just list all goals and objectives by subbasin within a province since it is not appropriate to scale them up to the provincial level.

	ACTION:
	Dick said that he would provide the WAC input to Tom Iverson as guidance on dealing with the development of wildlife goals and objectives at the provincial level.

	ITEM 5:
	Date and Location of Next Meeting.  The next meeting will be November 30 and December 1 in Yakima.  The WAC requested that the meeting include a field trip to nearby mitigation sites and that Frank should attempt to find meeting facilities similar to the house that was rented for the Sandpoint meeting.
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