Project ID: 199206100

Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project

Sponsor: Albeni Falls Interagency Workgroup

Province: Mountain Columbia

Subbasin: Upper Pend Oreille

Response to ISRP Comments:

1) ISRP Comment: “Reviewers questioned the priority of purchasing land that requires continuing, expensive restoration actions.”

Project Proponent Response:

The Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project was initiated in response to quantifying and offsetting (to the extent possible) the impacts associated with the construction and operation of Albeni Falls Dam.  The primary scope of this project centers on the perpetual, in-kind replacement of an estimated 28,587 Habitat Unit losses directly attributable to the construction and inundation of Albeni Falls Dam.  Table 11-4 of the 1995 Fish and Wildlife Program summarized these losses and has been retained in the current program for those facilities with losses remaining.  The primary strategy identified in Section 7 of the 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program calls for increased emphasis on the completion of the current mitigation program for construction and inundation losses (NWPPC 2000, p. 40 lines 5-6 and 37-43).  The 2000 Program further describes the intent to accomplish this strategy through projects involving both protection and restoration/enhancement efforts.  Furthermore, the 2000 Program explicitly calls upon the Bonneville Power Administration to provide an adequate source of funding for the long-term maintenance of the habitat (NWPPC 2000, p.40 lines 44-45).

As a result, in 1987, the AFWG completed the Albeni Falls Wildlife Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Plan. This plan details potential projects and priority areas in which to focus mitigation actions. It is available for review at BPA’s web page (www.bpa.gov). In response to NEPA compliance needs, BPA completed the Albeni Falls Wildlife Management Plan Environmental Assessment (1996) and Wildlife Mitigation Program FEIS (1997), which allowed the AFWG to begin implementation of mitigation. The first projects were funded beginning in 1996 with approved site-specific management plans completed in 1997 and 1998. It is for these early projects that existing information is available. However, these early projects targeted mainly intact habitats that require basic O&M activities.

The AFWG is committed to mitigating the remaining habitat units in the most cost-effective manner possible as demonstrated in the response to ISRP comments.   In particular, we are further motivated to apply the most cost-effective means of restoration as it is our desire to continue addressing these losses through additional protection, restoration and enhancement efforts.

Land selection criteria for the Albeni Falls project is based upon a few simple principles.  

· Is the project in-kind/In-place habitat?

· Is the project available?

· Does the project meet previous regional criteria established by the CBFWA Wildlife Committee and locally establish draft criteria? 

With these principles in mind, acquisition proposals from a variety of government agencies and non-government organizations are reviewed and prioritized by the AFWG on an annual basis.  Those projects that best meet these principles, up to the annual funding levels allocated for the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project, would then proceed. 

There is no prioritization of site-specific restoration efforts on individual project lands, however, projected restoration costs and cost-effectiveness is certainly considered in the review of each acquisition proposal. 

It is important to view any mitigation program as an exercise in diversity. Each project that meets our criteria is important at some level. It takes a diversity of projects to meet the overarching goal of mitigating for inundated habitats. Projects take on many perspectives – large or small; connected or isolated; protective or restorative in nature – in order to meet the obligation and larger need associated with mitigation. Restoration projects are particularly important as they truly mitigate for lost habitat.  If we simply buy the best, most pristine habitats, we have done nothing to increase the function or value of habitat over what exists now. We must continue to focus our efforts on restoring and enhancing the suitability of lesser quality habitats (i.e., increasing the number of HU’s available for wildlife), as well as protecting those that remain, if we are to fully mitigate the losses associated with inundation.

After acquisition of management rights the next step in determining an appropriate restoration process is to complete a Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) on the project to determine baseline habitat conditions and limiting factors.  Those baseline conditions are then mapped and compared with historic conditions using remote sensing methods (aerial photo interpretation) to determine what, if any, restoration is achievable to maximize the site potential (defined as either maximizing HUs or closely approximating historic conditions) for each habitat type within each project. Once that is completed, a management plan is developed and options presented to the public for review and comment. The AFWG uses the Guidelines for Enhancement, Operation, and Maintenance Activities for Wildlife Mitigation Project (CBFWA 1998) for each restoration, enhancement and O&M activity that is used in management planning. The plan is then finalized, reviewed by regional managers, and sent to the BPA as the guiding document for the management of each property or conglomeration of properties (several examples of project specific management plans are available at www.bpa.gov).  Each management plan and proposed restoration effort receives substantial peer and administrative review in this process helping to ensure appropriate and cost-effective implementation. 

2) ISRP Comment: “The Proposal requests funding for a very large amount of active restoration and ongoing O&M, yet neither restoration nor O&M techniques nor their evaluation are described in adequate detail.”

Project Proponent Response:

The AFWG is asking for approximately $432,000 in restoration and enhancement funds.  This is less than 7% of the total proposed budget.  This figure will be applied to nearly 2,650 acres of land at a cost of about $163/acre/year. These costs are considered one-time or short-term for each property and as the number of acres or properties increases, so will the associated restoration budget. 

As for O&M funding the total cost is approximately $429,000 for the entire project. Again this is approximately 7% of the total budget request. However this figure applies to the total acreage of about 3,646 acres existing now and an anticipated increase of 3,000 acres per year putting the cost for the first year of this proposal (2002) at about $65/acre/year. Based upon past regional review processes our costs per acre are average and reasonable and will decrease on a per acre basis over time, as fixed costs are pro-rated over a larger land base. The bulk of the costs for the Albeni Falls Mitigation project are associated with the purchase of management rights via fee-title or easement acquisition. This cost is approximately $4.7 million or 75% of the total.

A) Restoration techniques

Restoration techniques are identified during the management-planning phase and are customized to the unique habitat conditions associate with a particular mitigation purchase. Each habitat has a significant amount of literature associated with potential restoration methods. We use these methods and local interagency expertise to develop actual methods for each site-specific management plan. As an example, approved management plans for AFWG projects can be found on BPA’s web site (www.bpa.gov). The techniques and methods used can be categorized into general areas and are described below.

i. Secure boundaries and prevent trespass issues (occurs on every project)

1. Fencing

2. Post boundaries with owner/manager markers

3. Information and education

ii. Initial noxious weed control (as determined by a weed survey conducted by county weed board)

1. Mechanical or Physical removal

2. Chemical control

a. EPA certified chemicals applied by professional contractors specific to weed type and site condition 

3. Biological control

iii. Reestablish hydrological connectivity (e.g., Macdonald and Weinmann 1997; Federal Interagency Stream Restoration Working Group 1998)

1. De-leveling at micro-topographical levels to enhance and restore wetlands

a. Use of heavy equipment and explosives are the most often used methods

2. Removal of human introduced impediments (Dikes, ditches, drain tiles, etc…) when feasible and appropriate

3. Water control structures when human introduced impediments cannot be removed

iv. Enhance existing vegetative communities

1. Augment existing vegetation

a. Use fire, flooding and other natural methods to promote vegetative reestablishment

b. Plant native materials to enhance vegetative diversity and density when other methods cannot be used

2. Reduce native weed competition via weed control methods.

v. Restore vegetative communities in areas exhibiting potential for sustaining vegetative communities

1. Identify areas with potential for vegetative reestablishment

a. Use of comparative aerial photo interpretation is an important factor in determining habitat potential

2. Use passive (e.g., cattle removal) and active methods (e.g., moist soil management, seeding, prescribed fire to retard shrub invasion) to restore these habitats and communities

vi. Stabilize river and stream banks where appropriate

1. When appropriate, stabilize banks and restore riparian areas to benefit fish and wildlife

a. Increase woody debris recruitment

b. Increase structural diversity of vegetation

c. Increase stability of banks

B) O&M techniques

Operation and Maintenance techniques are generally accepted techniques that will allow for the long-term continued benefit of each project area. Acceptable O&M methods have been identified and compiled by CBFWA Wildlife Manager’s; this information is used to determine the efficiency and acceptability of the proposed actions (CBFWA 1998). The following list of methods is, in general, those which occur on projects funded under the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project.

i. Fencing and boundary control

ii. Noxious weed control

iii. Water control structure maintenance

1. Modified moist soil management

2. Scheduled maintenance and replacement

iv. Habitat or vegetative maintenance

1. Replanting sparsely vegetated areas

2. Burn or thin dense vegetated areas

v. Human access management

1. Restrictions based upon habitat goals

2. Education and information dissemination 

C) Monitoring and Evaluation of Restoration/O&M

i. Adaptive management principles are important to the success of any management project. Effective M&E will determine when and if adaptation is necessary to meet the goals and objectives defined under restoration and O & M techniques. HEP analysis is conducted to assess baseline conditions for 7 evaluation species prior to the initiation of active management. HEP analysis is repeated at 5-year intervals to track changes in gross habitat condition relative to the established baseline. While a well-accepted and widely employed tool, HEP analysis is a coarse-grained monitoring approach and, strictly speaking, is limited to evaluation species. A long-term monitoring protocol that employs a finer resolution of analysis, and is amenable to statistical analysis (e.g. point-counts for neotropical migrants) is under development via sub-contracts with EWU and Idaho CDC. These goals and objectives will be further refined and developed, and will be employed as we continue to mitigate habitat losses for the construction and inundation by Albeni Falls Dam. We are fully confident that the sub-contracted efforts will assist in achieving an M&E plan suited for local and specific conditions, thereby defining strategies for adaptive management and ultimate project success.

3) ISRP Comments: “This is an ongoing project and should be able to present data to evaluate the success or failure of past restoration and O&M efforts.” 

“The project presentation indicated that M&E are accomplished by subcontracts, but their design and results to date should be presented in the proposal as these are key areas for evaluation of scientifically sound approach.”

Project Proponent Response:

A) Many of the operation and maintenance activities arise through the fulfilling of contractual obligations that are associated with protecting the baseline habitat units required under individual MOA’s developed between BPA and each AFWG member.  The evaluation of O&M activities is based upon the nature of the types of activities that take place under this category. For example, annual visual inspection is adequate to determine fencing and noxious weed needs. Other items such as water control structure activities, are scheduled in management planning as to how to operate them (seasonal activities) and when to replace them (long-term activities). Vegetative maintenance is determined to be necessary when survival or percent cover goals are not being met.  These are determined using standard vegetative monitoring methods found in literature. These methods vary depending upon the types of vegetative habitats or community types (Kershaw 1973). These include vegetative plots, transects, canopy closure estimates, stems/acre counts, plant density measures, and plant diversity measures to name a few.

As previously described, only a small handful of projects have been in existence long enough to demonstrate significant results (both successes and failures). Results for these projects (~450 acres of strictly protection actions with very little restoration or enhancement efforts) are often expressed in the form of fencing, weed control, and water control efforts in annual reports to BPA. As a standard method, HEP (every five-years) is used to ensure custodial management is sufficient to maintain baseline conditions. Because most implementation efforts on these project sites have been passive, the extent of the monitoring results for these projects in relationship to change induced through direct management activities is limited and only one management strategy on one property having changed based upon monitoring information.
To date, the only change resulting in adaptive management occurred when hand spraying noxious weeds was found to be ineffective in controlling a small area of knapweed (Centaurea spp.). Observations of this area concluded that hand spraying was not affecting the density of knapweed and impacting small seedling trees within the area. A professional weed contractor was consulted and hired to address this localized weed issue. Future monitoring should indicate whether this change in O&M was effective in reducing the weed issue for this property.

B) Evaluation of restoration actions is occurring at two levels including existing efforts and future contractual efforts. 

i. Existing efforts are based upon a very limited set of standards. As we expand this project and protect additional lands we will have an extensive standardized approach in place. There are currently only three projects (totaling ~450 acres) that have been in place long enough to complete any restoration associated with an approved management plan. In 2001, approximately 2,000 acres will have approved management plans and begin restoration under this program. A list of general monitoring information and methods follows for existing M&E efforts.

1. Waterfowl brood counts

a. Three counts annually on each property with waterfowl nesting/brood rearing habitat

2. Ungulate surveys

a. Currently limited to presence/absence data as most parcel are considerably smaller than ungulate home ranges

3. Breeding bird surveys

a. Breeding bird species lists are being constructed for each property. Pending completion of the Idaho CDC monitoring guidelines periodic breeding bird surveys using standardized methods (e.g. point counts) will be initiated.

4. Waterfowl nest surveys

a. All artificial waterfowl nesting structures are inspected for use annually

5. HEP (baseline only at this time)

a. Conducted at five-year intervals to ensure both custodial management is sufficient to maintain baseline conditions and habitat unit goals for enhance/restoration are met

ii. Evaluation of restoration actions is being developed under the subcontracts identified in additional ISRP comments. 

1. The Kalispel Tribe is in the process of developing a contract with Eastern Washington University to develop rapid assessment protocol and methodology to determine key target species or guild response to restoration actions. Application of these standard protocols and methodologies will occur by the AFWG on projects into the future.

2. The Idaho Department of Fish and Game is working with the Idaho Conservation Data Center to assemble a wildlife population/habitat-monitoring handbook reviewing state-of-the-art methodologies that take a more intensive and statistically rigorous approach to monitoring and evaluation. 

3. Both approaches are essential to an overall M&E strategy. It is not practical or economical to apply research quality monitoring methodology to all the elements of an ecosystem. Managers need rapid assessment methodologies to gauge the overall success of management strategies at a landscape scale. Conversely, research quality assessments are needed to help evaluate site-specific management actions or alternatives. Such rigorous evaluations contribute to the knowledge base of how systems function, as well as providing management guidance. Rapid assessment approaches generally lack the sensitivity or statistical rigor to meet the later need. It should be noted that subcontractors will not conduct the M&E program. The contracts are an up front cost to help ensure the very need that the ISRP has identified, that the M&E program is well designed and scientifically sound. The area managers will ultimately be responsible for conducting the M&E program in the long-term. 

4) ISRP Comment: “The sample design for restoration, O&M, and M&E activities should be specified.”
A) Samples designs for site-specific restoration and O&M vary from project site to project site.  We are unable to forecast, with any detail, the specific restoration and O&M requirements for parcels yet to be enrolled into the program.  However, many of the priority areas share similar land management histories and will likely share the same restoration and O&M strategies and techniques described above and provided in the Guidelines for Enhancement, Operation, and Maintenance Activities for Wildlife Mitigation Project (CBFWA 1998).  Site-specific details are best addressed through the management planning process. In addition, these types of actions do not lend themselves to typical sampling or study design as would occur for M&E actions. Typical methods for O&M activities include annual visual inspection of perimeter fencing for the control of trespass livestock, annual visual inspection of infrastructure (e.g., water control structures, buildings, access roads), and annual visual inspection and mapping of noxious weeds.

B) On the other hand, we do agree that sample design, methodologies, and protocol for the monitoring the success/failure of these activities is warranted. It is our intention to develop an M&E plan that will allow for adaptive management of each project site, as well as interpret the effects of management actions on the targeted populations or communities.
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Use Baseline Inventories to Evaluate Site Potential


Develop a Draft Project Management Plan


Public Scoping and Review of Draft Plan


Finalization of Plan


Develop Site-Specific Restoration and Engineering Design as identified in Management Plan (if necessary)


Implement Restoration and Enhancement Measures Identified in Management Plan


Implement O&M Measures Identified in Management Plan


Implement M&E Measures Identified in Management Plan








Secure Property Boundary (as necessary)


Conduct Baseline Inventories (physical & biological)


Weed Control


Maintain Baseline Habitat Units


Access Management


Operate and Maintain Existing Water Control Structures (if applicable)








Long-Term Management Strategies





Interim Management Strategies





Management Stage





Negotiations w/ Landowner (fee-title, conservation easement, lease)


Real Estate Document Preparation


Bonneville Procurement Process


Filing in Public Records


Crediting loss ledger (if applicable)





Purchase of Management Rights





Pre-Acquisition Requirements





Appraisal


NEPA Checklist


Section 7 Consultation


Cultural Resources Survey


Hazardous Materials Survey


Title Search


BPA Review





Secure Management Rights to Mitigation Site








