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BPA Staff suggestions for the Wildlife Focus Workgroup/ Council Wildlife Crediting Forum recommendationrecommendations for future the Regional HEP Team 	Comment by Aren Eddingsaas: The following is comments from the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (SBT) on the BPA Staff recommendations for the regional HEP team.  SBT staff supports the idea of regional settlements but that the HEP team needs to continue to function until a settlement can be reached.    	Comment by gservheen: IDFG interest is in settlement of Albeni and SIWM projects.  HEP team work from now into the future is of minimal interest to IDFG except for how it can support a successful settlement agreement among the parties.  IDFG supports a more updated, broader, and scientifically credible approach to habitat monitoring than HEP as it has been used in the program related to measuring progress against a wildlife mitigation debt.  Moving beyond HEP and beyond wildlife mitigation towards a larger and more holisitic approach to wildlife and wildlife habitat in the program is desired.
BPACouncil staff, in discussions with the regional  resource managers and BPA, developed the following suggestionsrecommendations regarding the future of the Regional HEP Team understanding that Paul Ashley and John AndersonAndrews, the two permanent HEP Team staff and leads, will retire by December 2014.  These suggestions reflect BPA’s view that wildlife mitigation for construction and inundation effects of the Federal Columbia River Power System are complete in much of the region, and can be finished in the remaining areas, primarily southern Idaho, in the next few years. 	Comment by gservheen: Not at the current rate of funding or implmentation.  This is not physically or mathematically possible under the existing arrangement (Accord and agreements) with the 3 parties unless a settlement or some other reform is reached.
While the region has Ashley and AndersonAndrews available, BPAthe WFW wants to employ them in tasks that their successors would likely not be as capable of performing.  In particular, BPAthe WFW would like them to concentrate on the HEP related tasks that canmay inform future policy discussions highlighted in the Council’s Wildlife Crediting Forum Report on Forum Deliberations (2011).  
· Support for sub-regional “settlement” discussions; in particular, confirm an appropriate matrix for each dam and appropriate models for each matrix.	Comment by gservheen: This would include only Albeni and SIWM in terms of settlement discussions.  None others that I know of.  Matrix and models are already done as per loss assessments and credits adopted and included in Council program.  Unless this entire part of the program is to be revised, revisiting the matrix and models makes no sense to me.  Changes to HEPs are on an individual basis for each individual mitigation project/acquisition as specified in Crediting report and as agreed to by BPA, HEP team and manager.
· Credit on federal lands; e.g., credit from allotments secured or managed with funds provided by BPA.	Comment by Aren Eddingsaas: Not sure what this means.  SBT staff continues to support the standards set forth for federal land credits set forth in the Crediting Forum Report.  As discussed the Upper Snake addendum to the report there are no potential federal land credits based on those standards.  

This would include the Tier 4 projects under the fish mitigation credits section of the Crediting Forum Report (Bear Valley, Deer Creek, and Elk Creek).  SBT staff continues to state that the projects are outside the Southern Idaho region and not eligible for wildlife credit.  Nor are the eligible for wildlife credit as they do not meet any of the standards set in the wildlife crediting forum for federal land credit or fish mitigation credit.  	Comment by gservheen: Only one that applies in ID is anad fish project funded by BPA and that purchased grazing rights in Salmon River basin (Bear Valley).  This is out of basin and would not apply to any ID projects, including Dworshak operations (in Clearwater basin).
· Wildlife mitigation secured from Tier 2 fish habitat projects.	Comment by gservheen: None in Idaho per Crediting Forum report except Red River WMA (1300 acres) which is in Clearwater basin which could potentially be proposed for Dworshak operational losses but that has not been discussed or considered to this point.
· Habitat unit allocation between lower four Columbia River dams, including allocation of pre-Act mitigation addressed in the Geiger Report.  	Comment by Aren Eddingsaas: Consistent with the crediting forum report pre act mitigation does not apply in the southern Idaho sup-region.  
· BPA does not want its suggestions Other monitoring needs, such as effectiveness monitoring and species response to habitat acquisitions and enhancements.

Wildlife Crediting Forum
The WFW recommends that the Council may wish to consider reconvening the Wildlife Crediting Forum or continue with the WFW to facilitate discussions between resource managers, BPA, the Council, and other interested parties to plan the future for  Regional HEP Team needs.  The WFW believes the current model of a third party non-profit oversight of the Regional HEP team facilitates dialogue among all parties while allowing transparency and reduces the potential conflict of interest having a contract held directly with BPA or the managers. The outcome of such discussions could be a joint recommendation to the Council in the forthcoming program amendment process.pre-empt This forum is the appropriate group to make recommendations and guide the Regional HEP Team into the future were work on operational losses will create a need for employment of new methods and technologies supported by the managers, BPA, and the ISRP.

Due to the forthcoming Fish and Wildlife Program amendment process that will begin in April 2013, but at the same time the suggestions indicate current thinking at BPA regarding an appropriate future for the Regional HEP Team.  Consequently, at this time, BPAthe WFW makes specific suggestions for the first two years only, with out-year suggestions limited to guided by the following general principles and observations. 
· The need for additional HEP reports should drive future HEP Team funding. 	Comment by Aren Eddingsaas: As discussed above SBT staff does not see how BPA staff can state that mitigation in southern Idaho is nearing completion.  While new HEP needs may diminish in other sub-regions new HEP needs will continue in southern Idaho beyond the next two years.  
· With construction and inundation work nearing completion, theThe need for HEP on new acquisitions will diminish.	Comment by gservheen: Agree except for Idaho.  IDFG prefers a settlement agreement to continued implementation under the existing agreement and is pursuing this for SIWM and Albeni.
· Currently, BPA needsand the regional resource managers need some follow up HEP capacity to track project agreement compliance on many properties. That need may be diminished or eliminatedinfluenced by two things.  	Comment by Aren Eddingsaas: SBT staff supports moving away from HEP follow surveys and HEP use for project agreement compliance.  But at this time SBT staff has not seen any proposed alternatives.  Unless this is negotiated in a settlement or a resolution agreeable to the Tribes is reached in a reconstituted follow up HEP will be needed beyond the next two years.  
· First, long term settlements for operation and maintenance. 	Comment by gservheen: I believe that the first bullet is necessary to achieve the second bullet or what it suggests.
· Second, technology advances may allow the region to more cost effectively track changes in habitat conditions using remote sensing or other techniques. 
· BPAThe WFW does not expect the region to employ HEP to assess operational losses on fish or wildlife. The  since the ISRP does not currently support expanded use of HEP, and other pilot projects are already underway to testexplore how best to fulfill that limitedspecific need. 	Comment by Aren Eddingsaas: SBT staff supports alternative methods to assess and mitigate for operational losses.  	Comment by gservheen: Agree.  HEPs ties to the program via wildlife mitigation debt appear to limit the ability of the program, BPA, and managers to move ahead with a broader, updated, and more scientifically credibile approach to wildlife habitat in the CRB.
· Depending upon results from ongoing pilot projects and the Council’s recommendations, it may be appropriate to task the Team to perform the technical testing and evaluation of operational loss models and methodologies, or other alternative habitat evaluation methods.	Comment by Angela Sondenaa: I question if the HEP team is the best group to test new methodologies or models.  Others within the region (ie NWHI) may be better positioned to perform such work.  May be premature to recommend RHT involvement 
Regional HEP Team 
· FY 2013:  Maintain current RHT staffing and structure by keeping the current contract in place and in kind.
· Employ Wildlife Crediting Forum standard operating procedures that address variation and species stacking	Comment by Aren Eddingsaas: SBT staff supports addressing HEP variation on a case by case basis as outlined in the Crediting Forum report.  	Comment by Aren Eddingsaas: SBT staff are not clear what the standard operating procedures for species stacking are or where they are referenced in the Crediting Forum report.  
· Complete HEP reports for projects where data has been gathered already
· Conduct baseline surveys and complete HEP reports for new 2012-2013 acquisitions
· Complete Wildlife Crediting Forum Tier 1 fish habitat project HEP reports
· Conduct follow-up HEPs on established projects with contested past HEP results 
· Aid BPA as needed in updating ledger with new information from new reports
· Provide technical support for sub-regional wildlife settlement negotiations. Not all areas can be addressed in FY 2013.	Comment by gservheen: Not sure what the second sentence implies.  Does it mean only those appearing below or a subset of what appears below?  
· Lower four Columbia River dams
· Address pre-Act mitigation documented as recommended in the Geiger Report
· Southern Idaho	Comment by gservheen: I do not understand these two statements.  This is all done as per loss assessments adopted by Council’s program.  It is understaood that some changes may occur on a project by project basis as we implement mitigation and as agreements area reached on those by BPA, HEP team, and manager…..this is according to crediting forum report.   But there is no need to confirm matrix, models and model inputs on a programmatic basis as suggested here unless there are plans to reform or revise the entire wildlife mitigation program.  Am I missing something?
· Confirm an appropriate matrix, models, and model inputs for each dam	Comment by Aren Eddingsaas: As discussed above SBT staff are unclear what this means. It is SBT staff understanding that the appropriate matrix and models are stipulated in the relevant assessments and Council Program.  

If this is a reference to the Deadwood dam issue the SBT position is that Deadwood is part of the Black Canyon Assessment and needs to be included in the loss matrix.  

If this is a reference to the inundation gains issue.  The HEP Team has already addressed this issue and concluded that in order to be consistent with the rest of the basin inundation gains should not be counted in the loss matrix.  

· Northern Idaho
· Confirm an appropriate matrix, models, and model inputs
· Lower Snake
· Develop and propose a plan for securely storing historic HEP reports, matrixes, models, and data for as many projects as feasible 	Comment by gservheen: Believe crediting forum report calls out PISCES to perform this function and it appears to be just a question of doing the work to make it so.
· Develop succession/transition plan for change in RHT leadership	Comment by Aren Eddingsaas: Based on the discussion above it should be obvious that HEP will be necessary for the foreseeable future and that it is important to develop and implement a succession/transition plan.  
· Hire potential HEP Team leadleader replacement in spring of 2013 to allow two field seasons of training.

· FY 2014: Maintain current RHT staffing and structure with new staff transitioning into leadership roles	Comment by gservheen: Not sure this is a years worth of work or that what is outlined here is necessary.
· Complete HEP reports for projects where data has been gathered already 
· Conduct baseline surveys and complete HEP reports for new 2013-2014 acquisitions
· Complete WCF Tier 2 fish habitat project HEP reports based on list of projects prioritized by BPA and wildlife managers
· Conduct follow-up HEPs on established projects with contested past HEP results
· Aid BPA in updating ledger with new information from new reports
· Continue providing technical support for wildlife settlement negotiations with the following priorities:.
· Implement the plan for securely storing historic HEP reports, matrixes, models, and data for as many projects as feasible 
· Complete succession training for new RHT leadership

· 2015 and beyond: Team constitution and duties commensurate with regional need for ongoing HEP as assessed through the forthcoming program amendment process. BPA expects a reduced scope and need for the Team in the out years because, as discussed above, construction and inundation work will be done relatively soon so no need for HEPs on new acquisitions; the ISRP will notThe ISRP does not currently support an expanding role for HEP, so the region should not deploy HEP in working on operational losses; settlements willmay likely eliminate the need to rely on HEP extensively; and new technology willmay enable compliance monitoring with a reduced need for on-the-ground follow-up surveys.	Comment by gservheen: What I think is a concern is the call to move away from/complete HEP without any vision or alternative in terms of how to handle wildlife and wildlife habitat within the program.  Case in point is the idea of also defunding NWHI at the same time HEP is being phased out.  While I understand and agree with need to move beyond HEP, there is a need to know where and how we are moving in terms of wildlife and wildlife habitat in the program.	Comment by Aren Eddingsaas: As discussed above SBT staff supports moving away from the HEP program through settlement.  But the Tribes do not share BPA staff confidence that this will be easy to accomplish.  

Wildlife Crediting Forum
The Council may wish to consider reconvening the Wildlife Crediting Forum to facilitate discussions between resource managers, BPA, the Council, and other interested parties to consider future Regional HEP Team needs.  The outcome of such discussions could be a joint recommendation to the Council in the forthcoming program amendment process.	Comment by Aren Eddingsaas: SBT staff supports reconvening the Wildlife Crediting Forum as an entity to deal with the issues highlighted in this report.  Including but not necessarily limited to:  
The future of HEP
Oversight and long term actions of the HEP team.
Program compliance monitoring. 
Operational losses


The Kalispel Tribe would like to enter the following comments regarding the November 28th Wildlife Focus Workgroup:
1.      Reconvening the Wildlife Crediting Forum so the wildlife managers can contribute and discuss the direction of current and future issues regarding the wildlife mitigation in the Columbia Basin.  Not all the land managers belong to CBFWA. Not all of the managers have been present and we need to be able to incentivize their return to a “working” wildlife group.
2.      Ending the Regional HEP Team (RHT)  after completion of current reporting requirements rather than perpetuate the house of cards we call HEP.  It was never used as designed and carries no weight in the conservation, protection, and restoration of species and habitats based on tabulated numbers.   Crediting is a political issue and has little value to habitat and species management.  This will all go away when settlements (MOA or MOU)  are developed to finish mitigation and continue O&M. We need to incentivize managers and BPA to settle all remaining C&I impacts.
3.      If there is a need to and the Wildlife Managers want to continue the RHT, then it should be under the Power Council not BPA or an independent non-profit group. We need to maintain an emphasis and connection to the Program and there is no non-profit or other group that can provide that better than the NPCC.
4.      Based on past Habitat Units, future crediting discussions should be based on mutual agreement of what credits BPA should get and assurances for future reasonable O&M for the life of the project.
5.      It is important that we support and implement the Council’s Program and not go off on tangents that detract us from doing the right thing.  
6.      We support the BPA Staff suggestions as far as finishing the current required RHT work and then ending the RHT.  Hiring additional staff to continue the RHT will be a money and time better spent on mitigating impacts.   We do think that the wildlife managers should get together and help the Council and BPA resolve issues concerning the Columbia River System and natural resources.
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