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a. Abstract 
Historically the Columbia River Basin (Basin) supported numerous populations of anadromous and resident fish and abundant wildlife.  The development and operation of hydroelectric dams on the Columbia River and its tributaries has contributed to the decline of fish and wildlife populations throughout the Basin.  In 1980, Congress passed the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980 (Act) (Public Law 96-501).  The Act established the Northwest Power Planning Council (Council) and directs the Council to prepare a program to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife affected by hydroelectric projects in the Columbia River Basin. The Council implements the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Program) to address fish and wildlife impacts and to ensure that wildlife receives equitable treatment in matters concerning the hydropower system.

Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation – Middle Snake (SIWM-MS) is an ongoing programmatic project derived from the Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation (SIWM) project.  The Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation – Middle Snake project will continue to implement SIWM wildlife mitigation actions in the Middle Snake Province.  The Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program currently includes the Anderson Ranch, Black Canyon, and Deadwood hydropower projects in the Middle Snake Province.

The total unannualized habitat losses estimated by biologists for the Anderson Ranch, Black Canyon, and Deadwood projects combined is 19,270 HUs.  Projects implemented by SIWM through calendar year 2000 provided 57 HUs of mitigation credit to BPA and leaves 19,213 HUs (99.7%) remaining unmitigated.  SIWM-MS proposes to complete mitigation for construction and inundation losses by providing 14,452 HUs (3/4ths of the total remaining HUs) through protection and 4,818 HUs (1/4th of the total remaining HUs) through enhancement within 10 years (i.e., by 2013).  

SIWM-MS proposes to develop and implement a Tier 2 level monitoring plan/program for the Middle and Upper Snake provinces.  The current monitoring program is not adequately staffed or funded.  

b. Technical and/or scientific background
Wildlife habitat losses from construction and inundation associated with the Anderson Ranch, Black Canyon, and Deadwood projects have been identified (Martin et al.1986). and are now listed in Appendix C, Table 11.4 of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (NWPPC 2000).  Please Note: There are errors in Table 11.4 in the published version of the current Fish and Wildlife Program relating to Black Canyon and Deadwood losses.  SIWM has implememted and SIWM-MS will continue to implement projects to mitigate for those habitat losses.

Figure 1.  Identified wildlife habitat losses associated with Anderson Ranch, Black Canyon,  and Deadwood projects.
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c. Rationale and significance to Regional Programs
Historically, salmon and steelhead migrated through much of the Columbia River Basin.  The Basin supported numerous populations of anadromous and resident fish and abundant wildlife.  The development and operation of hydroelectric dams on the Columbia River and its tributaries has contributed to the decline of fish and wildlife populations throughout the Basin.  In 1980, Congress recognized the significance of these declines and passed the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-501).  The Act established the Northwest Power Planning Council which is directed by the Act to prepare a program to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected by the development and operation of hydroelectric projects in the Columbia River system. The Northwest Power Planning Council (Council) implements the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Program) to address fish and wildlife impacts and to ensure that wildlife receive equitable treatment in matters concerning the hydropower system.

SIWM-MS is an ongoing mitigation project that is consistent with the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  SIWM-MS addresses several goals of the program including, but not limited to the following sections:  Overall Vision (Section III A-1) “Wherever feasible, this program will be accomplished by protecting and restoring the natural ecological functions, habitats, and biological diversity of the Columbia River ecosystem...”; Planning Assumptions (Section III, A-2) “This is a habitat based program, rebuilding healthy, naturally producing fish and wildlife populations by protecting, mitigating, and restoring habitats and the biological systems within them…”; Scientific Principles (Section III, B-2) Principles 1-8; Biological Objectives (Section III, C-1) “Recovery of fish and wildlife affected by the development and operation of the hydro system that are listed under the Endangered Species Act”; (Section III, C-2a.4) “Develop and implement habitat acquisition and enhancement projects to fully mitigate for identified losses; Coordinate fish and wildlife activities throughout the basin…; maintain existing and created habitat values; and monitor and evaluate habitat and species responses to mitigation actions,” and Wildlife (Section III, D-7) “Complete the current mitigation program for construction and inundation losses and include wildlife mitigation for all operational losses as an integrated part of habitat protection and restoration” (NWPPC 2000). 

SIWM-MS is a habitat protection, enhancement, and restoration project.  As such, the project addresses the Council’s primary wildlife strategy to complete the current mitigation program for construction and inundation losses as described in the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (NWPPC 1995 and NWPPC 2000).  Construction and inundation wildlife habitat losses associated with the Anderson Ranch, Black Canyon, and Deadwood projects have been identified (Martin et al.1986) and are now listed in Appendix C, Table 11.4 of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (NWPPC 2000).  Please Note: There are errors in Table 11.4 in the published version of the current Fish and Wildlife Program relating to Black Canyon and Deadwood losses.    

The subbasin summaries for the Middle Snake Province (Hurley 2001; Saul et al. 2001a; Saul et al. 2001b; Stovall 2001) describe the limiting factors affecting fish and wildlife populations within the province.  In general, habitat-related issues such as loss, depredation and fragmentation encompass the major limiting factors in the province.  Saul (2001a,b) considers the following factors to be limiting:

· Reductions in quantity and quality of sagebrush and perennial grassland habitat.

· Juniper expansion.

· Cheatgrass invasion and the shortening of fire return intervals.

· Noxious weeds.

· Destruction of biological crusts.

· Reductions in the quality of riparian and wet meadow habitats.

· Changes in forest structure and composition.

· Increases in human activity.

· Off highway motor vehicles (OHMVs).

Conversion and alteration of upland, forest, floodplain, riparian and wetland areas has greatly reduced the quantity and quality of habitat available to wildlife populations in the subbasins.  A primary threat to existing wildlife habitat within the Boise-Weiser-Payette subbasins are the continuing increases in recreational and home development (Stovall 2001).  Stovall (2001) also notes that wildlife in the subbasins have been affected by reduced returns of anadromous fish. Historic large fish runs that have been reduced by past fisheries and development of the hydropower system provided an important component of the natural food web. The elimination of anadromous fish from the three subbasins continues to affect species that would otherwise benefit from the energy and nutrients these fish imported from the marine environment.

Juniper expansion into sagebrush habitats results in reduced understory forage production reducing mule deer winter range and browse availability for deer and other grazing species.  Alterations of low and big sagebrush structure attributable to the expansion of western juniper have the potential to be deleterious to sage grouse and other sagebrush-dependent wildlife populations (Quigley and Arbelbide 1997 in Saul 2001a).  

Saul (2001b) reports that the addition of cheatgrass and other annuals to the sagebrush/bunchgrass community has resulted in a shortening of fire return intervals (USDI 1999).  Cheatgrass dries earlier in the season than native bunchgrasses, forming a continuous, fine fuel source that ignites easily and allows fire to spread rapidly (DAF 1998).  Cheatgrass produces heavy seed crops and readily reseeds itself after fires (USDI 1995).  In years when above-average precipitation falls in the spring, more and larger fires develop due to increased grass production and a greater availability of fine fuels once these grasses dry (USDI 1998).  Big sagebrush is highly susceptible to fire injury and slow growing in areas where fires are now much more common than they were historically sagebrush and other shrub species have been reduced or eliminated.  From 1981 through 1986 wildfires resulted in extensive loss of shrub communities within the Snake River Birds of Prey NCA. During this period, over half of the shrub cover in the area burned, causing a massive conversion of shrub communities to annual vegetation types.  Attempts to rehabilitate the burned shrub stands through reseeding or natural replacement was largely unsuccessful due to the effects of seven years of drought from 1987 to 1993 (USDI 1995).  Large fires have also occurred in the Lower and Middle subbasins recently; the largest occurred in 1999 and burned approximately 5,000 acres (USDI 2001b).  Reductions in the extent of perennial grass and shrub communities have resulted in reduced suitability of the subbasin for a multitude of wildlife species.  Perennial grass species are preferred as browse over annual grasses by many species including the Townsend’s ground squirrel. Lack of shrub cover has been shown to result in reductions in black-tailed jackrabbit populations.  Townsend’s ground squirrel and black-tailed jackrabbits are the primary prey species of raptors in the Snake River Birds of Prey area, and reductions in their populations would eventually reduce the ability of the subbasin to support raptors (USDI 1995).  Loss of shrub species has reduced the suitability of the subbasin for sharp-tailed grouse and likely contributed to their reduced range.  Reductions in sagebrush cover may have negatively affected sage grouse and other sagebrush-dependent species.  Reductions in perennial grass coverage and loss shrubs has reduced the range of big game species in the subbasin  (USDI 2001b).

Noxious weeds occur in the subbasin and are increasing in prevalence (USDI 1999).

These plants often out-compete native flora reducing the suitability of habitat for wildlife. Common noxious weeds in the subbasin include yellow starthistle, spotted, diffuse, and Russian knapweed, white top, scotch thistle, leafy spurge, rush skeleton weed, and purple loosestrife (Saul 2001a).  

Saul (2001a) notes that biological crusts, also called microbiotic soil crusts, cryptobiotic and cryptogamic crusts, form a dense low-growing community of various combinations of algae, mosses, liverworts, cyanobacteria, microfungi, bacteria and lichens (USDA 1999).  Biological crusts are an important component of the shrub-steppe and grassland ecosystems in the subbasin. Biological crusts grow slowly and are vulnerable to damage from grazing, humans, off-road vehicles, exotic plant invasion and fire (USDA 1999).  These crusts improve soil stability, productivity, and moisture retention.  They moderate surface temperature extremes and enhance seedling establishment (Wisdom et al. 2000).  Biological crusts in many areas of the subbasin have been damaged, and in some areas destroyed by grazing.  The reduction and/or destruction of these layers have facilitated the invasion of exotic weeds and have reduced the resistance of soils to erosion.  Their restoration is a priority for the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in the area (Schnitzspahn et al. No date).

OHMVs (Saul 2001a) are becoming increasingly popular and their use in the subbasin and surrounding area is expected to increase by 70% over the next twenty years (UDSI 1999).  The relative proximity of the subbasin to the Treasure Valley and the long-riding season in low elevation areas, make it very popular with OHMV users.  OHMV use is particularly concentrated in the Owyhee front area of the subbasin, especially in the area surrounding Rabbit Creek, which contains an OHMV trailhead (USDI 1999).  Between 1987 and 1998 a minimum estimate of 90 miles of new trails were developed in this area (USDI 1999).  

Hurley (2001) reports that the results of large-scale habitat conversion of native plant communities (sagebrush steppe, native grasslands, riparian areas, multi-age forests) to agriculture, industrial, and residential uses continues to limit the functioning of natural ecosystems.  Factors limiting sage grouse include: alteration and fragmentation of sagebrush/grassland habitat reducing or eliminating sagebrush canopy cover, seeding to introduced grass species, conversion to agriculture, dominance by annual grasses (e.g., cheatgrass), or alteration in any way that results in significant reduction of the native grass/forb understory (IDFG 1997; Connelly et al. 2000).  Winter habitat has also been modified by encroaching development and terrestrial habitat management actions, which limit many wildlife populations. Winter habitat has been identified as a limiting factor for wildlife species in this subbasin by the USFS (2000) and BLM (1994).

d. Relationships to other projects 
 The Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation Program is a collaborative effort between the SBT, IDFG, and the Shoshone-Piaute Tribes.  Project objectives, including the protection and enhancement of wildlife habitat, complement the efforts of numerous state, federal, and tribal agencies.  Other cooperators include non-governmental organizations and private individual.  

e. Project history (for ongoing projects) 

Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation – Middle Snake is an ongoing, programmatic project derived from the Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation (SIWM) project.  Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation (SIWM) is an ongoing project that uses a programmatic aproach to implement wildlife mitigation actions.  The SIWM project was originally developed to protect, enhance, restore, and maintain wildlife habitats as partial mitigation for construction and inundation losses from hydropower projects in the geographic area that includes the Middle and Upper Snake Provinces.  As a result of changes in the Northwest Power Planning Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (NWPPC 1995, NWPPC 2000), SIWM will be split into two province-based programmatic wildlife mitigation projects.  The Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation – Middle Snake project will continue SIWM wildlife mitigation actions in the Middle Snake Province.  The Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program currently includes the Anderson Ranch, Black Canyon, and Deadwood hydropower projects in the Middle Snake Province.  Wildlife habitat losses associated with the Minidoka and Palisades projects have been identified (Martin et al.1989; Sather-Blair et al 1985) and are listed in Appendix C, Table 11.4 of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (NWPPC 2000).  Please Note: There are errors in Table 11.4 in the published version of the current Fish and Wildlife Program relating to Black Canyon and Deadwood losses.    

Mitigation project selection began when a process for prioiritzing potential protection and enhancement actions at mitigation sites in southern Idaho was established by interagency teams of biologists (Meuleman et al. 1987).  In addition to these plans, GAP (Scott et al. 1993; Caicco et al. 1995) cover types are used in a coarse-filter/fine-filter approach to identify areas with potential for mitigation projects.  The rationale behind this approach is that conservation of biological diversity can be achieved by protecting areas that contain representative examples of all ecosystems (the coarse filter), thereby protecting viable populations of most species, most biotic interactions, and most ecological processes.  Species or communities not protected using the coarse filter are addressed using the fine filter (Huston 1994; Hunter 1991 In: Rust 2000).  Current interagency work groups also use ecoregional plans which consider key ecological factors such as size, condition, and landscape context (TNC 2001)  SIWM-MS project managers concentrate their efforts in the province on habitats identified in the hydropower facility loss assessments, i.e., shrub-steppe, riparian, and wetland habitat types.

SIWM has implememted and SIWM-MS will continue to implement projects to mitigate for the habitat losses which are now listed in Appendix C, Table 11.4 of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (NWPPC 1995;NWPPC 2000).  The total unannualized habitat losses estimated by biologists for the Anderson Ranch, Black Canyon, and Deadwood projects combined is 19,270 HUs.  Projects implemented by SIWM through calendar year 2000 provided 57 HUs of mitigation credit to BPA and leaves 19,213 HUs (99.7%) remaining unmitigated.  

f. Proposal objectives, tasks and methods
The overall objective of SIWM-MS is to fully mitigate for the impacts upon wildlife and wildlife habitat from the development and operation of hydropower facilities in the Middle Snake Province. The total unannualized habitat losses estimated by biologists for the Anderson Ranch, Black Canyon, and Deadwood projects combined is 19,270 HUs.  Projects implemented by SIWM through calendar year 2000 provided 57 HUs of mitigation credit to BPA and leaves 19,213 HUs (99.7%) remaining unmitigated.  SIWM-MS proposes to complete mitigation for construction and inundation losses by providing 14,452 HUs (3/4ths of the total remaining HUs) through protection and 4,818 HUs (1/4th of the total remaining HUs) through enhancement within 10 years (i.e., by 2013).  

Section 4.

 Objective 1.  Conduct pre-acquisition activities associated with the protection of 3,000 acres and 1,500 HUs.  

Pre-acquisition activities are a necessary and vital component of any habitat protection and conservation program.  Finding landowners willing to participate in the mitigation program and determining appropriate protection measures can take several months.  Protection actions (i.e., fee-title acquisitions and conservation easements) involve many costs associated with the performance of due diligence (i.e., appraisals, property surveys, environmental surveys, cultural resource surveys, and title searches).  Agencies and tribes often cannot secure option-to-purchase agreements on a parcel until many of the pre-acquisition requirements are met. 

Task a.  Identify priority areas and available properties using criteria developed by interagency work groups and information from GIS database.

SIWM-MS project managers concentrate their mitigation efforts on habitats identified in the hydropower facility loss assessments, i.e., shrub-steppe, riparian, and wetland habitat types.  Project prioritization and selection began when a process for prioiritzing potential protection and enhancement actions at mitigation sites in southern Idaho was established by interagency teams of biologists (Meuleman 1987).  In addition to these plans, GAP (Scott et al. 1993) cover types are used in a coarse-filter/fine-filter approach to identify areas with potential for mitigation projects.  The rationale behind this approach is that conservation of biological diversity can be achieved by protecting areas that contain representative examples of all ecosystems (the coarse filter), thereby protecting viable populations of most species, most biotic interactions, and most ecological processes.  Species or communities not protected using the coarse filter are addressed using the fine filter (Huston 1994; Hunter 1991; In: Rust 2000).  Current interagency work groups also use ecoregional plans to inform the project prioritization process (TNC 2001).  A GIS database incorporating these and other parameters will make the prioritization process much more effective.

Task b.  Develop a GIS database to help prioritize potential projects which includes limiting factors, critical areas, ownership and other relevant paramenters.

Combining information about the biological aspects of potential mitigation projects with social and economic factors is challenging.  Developing and using a GIS database incorporating these and other parameters will make the prioritization process much more effective.

Task c.  Identify landowners willing to sell easements or fee-titles.

Identifying landowners willing to sell easements or fee-titles is accomplished in a variety of ways.  Interagency work groups (composed of representatives from federal, tribal, state and local governments, and non-governmental organizations) may target specific watersheds/areas/parcels and gather ownership information at county assessors’ offices. Other methods include working with local real estate agents and making individual contacts with landowners by mail or telephone. 

Task d.  Complete environmental compliance and due diligence requirements (appraisal, title search, environmental survey, cultural survey).

Habitat protection actions implemented by SIWM-MS are required to meet federal standards for appraisals, title searches, environmental surveys, cultural surveys, etc.  Boundary surveys become necessary for irregularly-shaped parcels or for parcels for which no recorded survey can be established.  These necessary due diligence and compliance requirements are completed by contracting with industry professionals. 

Task e.  Complete NEPA requirements.

SIWM-MS personnel coordinate with BPA NEPA staff to complete the required NEPA checklists and species lists.  

Task f.  Consult and coordinate throughout the process with NWPPC, BPA, CBFWA, Tribes, interagency work groups, local governments and the public.

SIWM-MS personnel coordinate with other wildlife managers throughout the Columbia Basin to ensure familiarity and consistency with established and evolving processes. Members consult and coordinate with title companies, local planning and zoning departments, county assessors, health departments, and the public when conducting pre-acquisition activities. 

Objective 2.

Plan, design and coordinate enhancement activities to provide 1000 HU’s of wildlife habitat.

Enhancements are mitigation actions implemented to improve wildlife habitat on previously acquired or eased mitigation land or on pulic land.
Task a.  Plan and coordinate identification of priority areas/properties for enhancement using criteria developed by interagency work groups and information from GIS database.

SIWM-MS project managers concentrate their mitigation efforts on habitats identified in the hydropower facility loss assessments, i.e., shrub-steppe, riparian and wetland habitat types.  Project prioritization and selection began when a process for prioiritzing potential protection and enhancement actions at mitigation sites in southern Idaho was established by interagency teams of biologists (Meuleman 1987).  In addition to these plans, GAP (Scott et al. 1993) cover types are used in a coarse-filter/fine-filter approach to identify areas with potential for mitigation projects.  The rationale behind this approach is that conservation of biological diversity can be achieved by protecting areas that contain representative examples of all ecosystems (the coarse filter), thereby protecting viable populations of most species, most biotic interactions, and most ecological processes.  Species or communities not protected using the coarse filter are addressed using the fine filter (Huston 1994; Hunter 1991; In: Rust 2000).  Current interagency work groups also use ecoregional plans to inform the project prioritization process (TNC 2001).

Task b.  Plan enhancement actions.

Interagency work groups and project managers will plan habitat enhancements using techniques and methods consistent with those outlined in Techniques for Wildlife Habitat Management of Wetlands (Payne 1992); Wildlife Mitigation Program Environmental Impact Statement (BPA 1997); and Guidelines for Enhancement, Operation, and Maintenance Activities for Wildlife Mitigation Projects (CBFWA 1998).  The expected outcome of enhancement actions is an increase in habitat quality and quantity within five years of implementation

Task c.  Complete environmental compliance requirements.

Habitat enhancement actions implemented by SIWM-MS are required to meet federal standards for environmental surveys, cultural surveys, etc.  Necessary compliance requirements are completed by agency professionals or by contracting with industry professionals.

Task d.  Complete NEPA requirements.

SIWM-MS personnel coordinate with BPA NEPA staff to complete the required NEPA checklists and species lists.

Task e.  Determine cost-share partners’ roles when appropriate and develop MOA among partners when necessary.

Establishing partnerships to implement enhancement projects can reduce direct cost to the Fish and Wildlife Program.  Partnerships often require extensive coordination and sometimes development of long-term MOAs, etc. to satisfy agency standards and policies.

Task f.  Consult and coordinate throughout the process with NWPPC, BPA, CBFWA, Tribes, interagency work groups, local governments and the public.

SIWM-MS personnel coordinate with other wildlife managers throughout the Columbia Basin to ensure familiarity and consistency with established and evolving processes. Members consult and coordinate with title companies, local planning and zoning departments, county assessors, health departments, and the public when conducting pre-acquisition activities. 

Section 5.

Objective 1.  Protect 3000 HUs of wildlife habitat.

Protection actions are wildlife habitat mitigation projects that generally involve fee-title acquisitions and conservation easements.

Task a.  Secure easement or fee-title.

SIWM-MS personnel will coordinate the purchase of easements or fee-titles. (See Section 4., Objective 1., Tasks d., e., and f.).

Task b.  Complete baseline HEP and site-specific management plan.

SIWM-MS personnel and interagency work group members use the Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) process to estimate the quantity and quality of wildlife habitat available on a mitigation projects using standardized methods (USFWS 1980b).  The project manager completes a HEP report that is circulated to interagency work group members and other regional wildlife managers for review and comment.

The project manager prepares a site-specific wildlife management plan. Prior to completion of the plan, the interagency work group conducts an open house in which members of the public are invited to review a draft plan and offer criticism, suggestions, and other comments. The management plan outlines the goals and objectives for the protected site and includes a desired future condition, enhancement activities, operations and maintenance activities, monitoring and evaluation activities, a five-year budget, and the baseline HEP report. The management plan is circulated to interagency work group members and other regional wildlife managers for review and comment.

Objective 2.  Implement enhancement actions to provide 1000 HUs of wildlife habitat.  Enhancement actions may include but are not limited to the following tasks.  

Enhancements are wildlife habitat mitigation actions implemented on previously acquired or eased mitigation land or on public land.

Task a.  Establish and/or restore native vegetation or other permanent wildlife habitat.

Some of the previously acquired mitigation lands were used for agricultural production and are in need of restoration.  Many wetland areas have responded positively to passive restoration efforts.  In upland areas, however, reestablishment of permanent vegetation requires wide-scale planting of native shrubs, grasses, and forbs.  Restored areas must often be protected from invasion by undesirable plant species and from trespass livestock grazing.

Task b.  Enter into cooperative agreements to control undesirable and exotic vegetation using biological, mechanical, and chemical methods.

Undesirable and exotic plants, including noxious weeds, can reduce the value of wildlife habitat.  Noxious weeds were identified as a limiting factor in subbasin summaries.  SIWM-MS uses an integrated pest management (IPM) approach to controlling these plants.  Cost-share partnerships with federal, state, and local governments, Coordinated Weed Management Areas and private individuals provide biological control agents (i.e., insects and goats) to manage noxious weeds and improve wildlife habitat on a large scale.

Task c.  Construct or maintain fences to prevent/control livestock grazing.

Fencing to control livestock grazing or prevent trespass grazing can increase wildlife habitat value.  Vegetation in riparian and wetland areas is especially responsive to this passive restoration method.

Task d.  Construct water control structures and manage water levels to mimic natural hydrodologic regimes.

Water control structures (ditches, dikes, levees, headgates, pipelines, etc.) will be developed and/or removed to mimic natural hydrologic regimes to enhance wetland habitat diversity using methods identified in the Waterfowl Management Handbook (NBS 1995).  These techniques will be used in areas where large-scale manipulations and habitat changes have occurred through past land-use practices. 

Task e.  Develop/control public access to minimize impacts to wildlife and habitat.

Public access will be managed to minimize negative impacts to wildlife and habitat consistent with the guidelines for enhancement, operation, and maintenance activities for wildlife mitigation projects (CBFWA 1998).

Task f.  Develop facilities as appropriate.

Some projects may require facilities for personnel working on the project and for equipment storage and security.

Section 6.

Objective 1.  Maintain HUs on all protected and enhanced areas in accordance with site-specific management and enhancement plans.

Maintain all previously protected or enhanced HUs for target species.  SIWM-MS assumes continued BPA funding for operation and maintenance (O&M) of implemented projects.  Without annual O&M activities, habitat values would deteriorate over time and rate-payer investments in mitigation would be lost.

Task a.  Maintain native vegetation or other permanent wildlife habitat improvements to provide optimal habitat for target species.

The wildlife management plans will identify site-specific management actions.  Monitoring information will be used to guide maintenance activities to assure no net loss of target species HUs.

Task b.  Control undesirable and exotic vegetation using biological, mechanical, and chemical methods.

Undesirable and exotic plants, including noxious weeds, can reduce the value of wildlife habitat.  Noxious weeds were identified as a limiting factor in subbasin summaries.  SIWM-MS uses an integrated pest management approach to controlling these plants.  Cost-share partnerships with federal, state and local governments, Coordinated Weed Management Areas, and private individuals provide biological control agents (i.e., insects and goats) to manage noxious weeds and improve wildlife habitat on a large scale.  Early detection and treatment is essential for efficiently controlling noxious weeds.  After weed control efforts have been accomplished, degraded sites will be re-seeded with native species to help recover the plant community and prevent re-establishment of undesirable weeds.

Task c.  Maintain fences to prevent trespass livestock grazing.

It is essential to maintain boundary fences to prevent loss of habitat value on project lands.  Fence maintenance requires close coordination with adjacent landowners. 

Task d.  Manage water control structures to mimic natural hydrologic regimes.

Water control structures (ditches, dikes, levees, headgates, pipelines, etc.) will be maintained to mimic natural hydrologic regimes to enhance wetland habitat diversity using methods identified in the Waterfowl Management Handbook (NBS 1995).  These techniques will be used in areas where large-scale manipulations and habitat changes have occurred through past land-use practices.

Task e.  Manage public access to minimize impacts to wildlife and habitat.

Public access will be managed to minimize negative impacts to wildlife and habitat consistent with the guidelines for enhancement, operation, and maintenance activities for wildlife mitigation projects (CBFWA 1998).

Task f.  Maintain facilities and infrastructure as appropriate.

Facilities for personnel working on-site at projects and for equipment storage and security will be maintained.  Infrastructure that contributes to achieving overall objectives identified in the management plans will be maintained and kept in usable condition.

Task g.  Manage GIS database and update annually.

The GIS database will be used to track management activities on mitigation projects.  It is essential to keep the database current so monitoring results can inform the adaptive management process.

Section 7.

Objective 1.  Monitor wildlife and habitat response to protection, enhancement and maintenance activities annually.

Ongoing monitoring efforts include collection of all data necessary to conduct HEP surveys of mitigation projects.  Field methods follow standard protocols (USFWS, 1980a, 1980b; Hays et al. 1981) that vary based on the cover type being sampled and the Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) model being run.  HEP surveys will be repeated every five years to monitor general habitat trends.  Noxious weeds are monitored on all mitigation project lands to ensure early detection and treatment of infestations and to track effectiveness of control measures.  Riparian vegetation is monitored using green-line vegetation composition sampling methodology (USDA 1992).  Permanent photopoints are also used to monitor vegetation trend on mitigation projects.  Wildlife population data collected include: bald eagle nest location and nesting activity, Canada goose nesting activity and brood counts, other waterfowl nesting activity and brood counts, neotropical migratory bird census, sage and sharp-tailed grouse lek counts, elk and mule deer herd composition, and population surveys. 
Task a.  Develop and implement a Tier 2 level monitoring plan/program for the province. 

SIWM-MS recognizes that our current monitoring program is not adequately staffed or funded.  SIWM-MS staff is working with members of the Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group and other CBFWA members to develop a monitoring and evaluation program that will inform the adaptive management process and provide useful information to others in the province and Columbia Basin (AFIWG 2001).  A key aspect of the monitoring program will be to provide useful information to and receive information from national monitoring programs.  SIWM-MS staff request ISRP assistance in the development of this program and will be requesting ISRP members’ help with review of draft plans. 

Task b.  Develop and manage a GIS database to support the monitoring program.

To effectively implement adaptive management it is essential to have a GIS to integrate information from monitoring with the management program.

Task c.  Conduct HEP surveys as needed to document mitigation credit.

HEP surveys of mitigation projects will be repeated every five years to document mitigation credit.  Field methods follow standard protocols (USFWS, 1980a, 1980b; Hays et al. 1981) that vary based on the cover type being sampled and the Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) model being run.  

Task d.  Conduct vegetation (habitat) surveys as prescribed in the monitoring plans.

In addition to the green-line vegetation composition community sampling methods mentioned above, permanent vegetation plots would be established using guidelines outlined in (Elzinga et al. 1998) to evaluate effectiveness of weed control activities, native plant seedlings, and other habitat protection and enhancement measures.  Plots are designed to indicate population trends and changes in community composition as a result of management activities.  For example, managers may wish to detect a change in frequency of leafy spurge following herbicide treatment, or an increase in willow and cottonwood density following livestock exclusion.  These parameters can be estimated using microplots located at regular intervals along randomly-located permanent transects.

Task e.  Monitor public use.

Information about public use will be necessary to assure mitigation projects are being managed to minimize negative impacts to wildlife and habitat consistent with individual project management plans.  A public involvement process will be used to monitor public response to mitigation activities and management actions.  Public involvement is essential for a successful mitigation program. Project managers and interagency work group members will coordinate and hold periodic open houses to solicit public input. 

Objective 2.  Adaptively manage mitigation projects using information from the monitoring program.

Monitoring is a key component of adaptive management, in which monitoring measures progress towards or away from meeting management goals and objectives and provides evidence to continue or change current management strategies (Ringold et al. 1996).    In practice, most monitoring measures change or condition of the resource whether it is a plant community, or a wildlife species. If objectives are being met, management is considered effective.  The adaptive management cycle consists of four basic steps:

1. Resource objectives are developed to describe the desired condition.

2. Management is designed to meet the objectives, or existing management is continued.

3. The response of the resource is monitored to determine if the management objective has been met.

4. Management is adapted (changed) if objectives are not reached.

Figure 2.  The Adaptive Management Cycle.[image: image1.wmf]Management
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In the adaptive management cycle, monitoring is driven by management objectives.  What is measured, how it is measured, and how often it is measured are defined by how an objective is described.  The objective describes the desired condition.  Management is designed to meet the objective.  Monitoring is designed to determine if the objective is met.  Objectives form the foundation of the project.  

Task a.  Evaluate monitoring data.

Evaluate monitoring data to determine progress towards or away from meeting management goals and objectives.

Task b.  Review site-specific management plans and amend or update as needed based on evaluation of monitoring information.

Change management if objectives are not being met.

g. Facilities and equipment
Office space and equipment necessary to support this project are available at Idaho Department of Fish and Game regional and state office facilities and at satellite facilities located on mitigation units.  Vehicles, equipment, tools, and supplies are purchased, leased, or loaned to the project as needed.
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