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a. Abstract 
The Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon project is an ongoing, programmatic project consistent with the Northwest Power Planning Council’s (NWPPC or Council) Fish and Wildlife Program.  The project was developed to protect, restore, enhance and maintain priority habitats and species throughout the Columbia Basin within the State of Oregon with the goal of mitigating for losses in Oregon caused by the development and operation of the Columbia Basin hydropower system.  The project addresses specific wildlife losses, as measured in Habitat Units, as well as other fish and wildlife goals, objectives and strategies identified in the Mainstem/Systemwide Subbasin Summary chapters and in the subbasin summary documents for Oregon subbasins.  

The Oregon Mitigation Coalition (OMC or Coalition) has been working together since 1991 to coordinate the planning, selection, and implementation of BPA-funded projects under the NWPPC’s Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (FWP or Program).  The Coalition is made up of managers from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation in Oregon (CTWSRO), the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR), the Burns-Paiute Tribe (BPT), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  The Coalition directs where mitigation will occur within the State according to biologically sound project selection and evaluation criteria. 

The intent of this Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon FY 2003-2005 project proposal is twofold.  First, to facilitate the development of methods, procedures and protocols to guide Oregon mitigation planning and implementation via continued funding of individual Coalition member staff.  The second component of this project is implementation of specific mitigation projects that meet the accepted evaluation criteria and process.  Some activities to be implemented through this programmatic project include habitat protection through fee-title acquisition, conservation easement, or some other long-term cooperative management agreement; implementation of interim priority management actions (e.g., installation of boundary fence, control of non-native and invasive vegetation) on protected lands, and monitoring and evaluation of the effectiveness of those interim measures.  Once baseline conditions have been assessed and a management plan has been developed for an individual habitat project, it will receive continued funding of ongoing O&M types of activities (to maintain existing habitat values) through the appropriate provincial review solicitation.  Any requests for funds associated with more active restoration activities (to increase habitat values) will also be requested through the provincial review in which the project lies geographically.

The two components of the Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon project are based on the results of past planning and coordination efforts - the Oregon Trust Agreement Planning (OTAP) Project (BPA 1993) and the GAP Analysis project (ODFW 1997).  These two efforts, along with other existing federal, state and tribal wildlife mitigation plans have been and will continue to be used by the Coalition to select and prioritize potential mitigation projects.  The Coalition will also develop and apply new wildlife mitigation planning and implementation strategies to reflect regional, provincial and subbasin planning priorities and processes.  

The project has already resulted in the successful implementation of numerous habitat protection and improvement projects throughout the State of Oregon that have benefited fish and wildlife.  Some examples include the Pine Creek Ranch project in the John Day River subbasin, the Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge Additions project in the Willamette River subbasin, and the Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area Additions project in the Grande Ronde River subbasin.  These projects have provided mitigation credit to BPA which they are using to reduce their mitigation debt at each hydro-facility.  

Funding of this project will result in the continued application of a scientifically sound and standardized processes in which individual habitat projects in Oregon will be evaluated and selected.  To date, the Coalition has applied project evaluation criteria developed through past mitigation planning efforts - the Oregon Trust Agreement Planning Project and the Gap Analysis Project (Please see Project Methods in Section f below for a description of these criteria).  Habitat protection and enhancement projects will be implemented to mitigate for remaining construction/ inundation losses.  These projects will protect existing habitat values and improve values through the implementation of both passive and active restoration techniques.  Project sites will focus on the Council’s high and medium priority habitats for wildlife (i.e., riverine/riparian, wetlands, shrub-steppe, old-growth forest, coniferous forest, islands, and native grasslands and shrub), Habitat Evaluation Procedures indicator species, National Marine Fisheries Service ESUs, USFWS Threatened, Endangered, and Species of Concern, and other state and regional priority fish and wildlife species.  Oregon managers will participate in regional efforts to define and quantify operational losses.  Implementation of habitat projects to mitigate for those operational losses will then occur.  These projects will become “spin off” projects and will continue as ongoing projects within their respective EcoProvince.  Implemented projects will provide maximized benefits to both terrestrial and aquatic resources.  These projects will offset losses attributable to the development and operation of the Columbia Basin hydropower system.  Continued coordination between Oregon managers will promote the timely and efficient implementation of approved projects and the sharing of technical expertise.  The Oregon managers will remain engaged in regional processes and will help develop regional standards related to data collection and management, monitoring and evaluation, mitigation crediting, and project implementation.

b. Technical and/or scientific background
The development and operation of the hydropower system resulted in widespread changes in riparian, riverine, wetland, and upland habitats.  A tremendous amount of habitat has been lost or significantly altered, primarily as a result of inundation from reservoirs.  Effects of hydropower development and operations on fish and wildlife habitat may be direct or indirect (secondary).  Direct effects include stream channelization, inundation of habitat, degradation of habitat from water level fluctuations (e.g., draining and filling of wetlands, rip-rapped shorelines, and erosion), and construction and maintenance of power transmission corridors.  Secondary effects include the building of numerous roads and railways, the expansion of irrigation which has resulted in extensive habitat conversion for agriculture, and increased access to and harassment of fish and wildlife which has resulted in lowered carrying capacity and habitat function for fish and wildlife.

The Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Power Act (or Northwest Power Act) of 1980 established and charged the NWPPC with the task of developing a comprehensive fish and wildlife program to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife habitat in the Columbia Basin (Northwest Power Act, Section 4(H)(1)(A); NWPPC 1994, Section 2).  The Northwest Power Act also authorized and obligated BPA to fund implementation of mitigation projects in a manner consistent with the NWPPC’s Fish and Wildlife Program mitigation goals and objectives.

A portion of hydrosystem impacts were assessed in the mid-1980s.  At the Council’s direction, BPA funded wildlife loss assessments for construction of and inundation by the major hydroelectric dams.  These assessments quantified the amount and value of wildlife habitat lost due to the construction and inundation of the hydroelectric facilities using the Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) methodology developed by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 1980).  The assessments and calculations of wildlife impacts expressed as Habitat Units are found in multiple documents (Bedrossian et al. 1985; Noyes et al. 1985 a, 1985b, 1985c, 1985d, 1986l Preston et al.  1987; Rassmussen and Wright 1990a, 1990b, 1990c, 1990d).  These documents display Habitat Unit losses and gains for each hydroelectric facility by wildlife target/indicator species and priority habitat types.  The assessment for the four Lower Snake River facilities (USACE 1991) estimated a loss of 40,972 Habitat Units.  Of these losses, 26,774 Habitat Units were determined to be BPA’s mitigation obligation and were amended into the NWPPC’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  Estimated losses for the Bonneville, The Dalles, John Day, and McNary projects is 30,311 Habitat Units and 94,402 Habitat Units for the eight Willamette Basin hydro-projects.  

Four of the hydrofacility loss assessments completed for hydrofacilities throughout the Columbia Basin were subject to an independent audit in 1993 (Beak 1993).  The audit determined that the estimated construction/inundation losses were likely greatly underestimated because of certain assessment techniques applied, such as the lack of the HEP annualization method.  The Council reviewed the impacts, amended it’s FWP to specify that the losses represent unannualized construction losses (NWPPC 1994, Section 11.3A.1) and the number of HUs for each indicator species that would constitute adequate mitigation, and authorized BPA to proceed with mitigation projects.  

It is important to keep in mind that these loss assessments only measured a portion of the hydropower related loss – the unannualized construction/inundation losses.  The annualization methodology is a component of the HEP that takes into account changes in habitat values over time.  In addition, these lost habitat values have existed through time for many decades before any mitigation actions were implemented.  To date, there has been no adjustment in the amount of compensation needed to replace lost habitat values that were lost during the interim until mitigation actions were initiated many years later.  In addition, impacts resulting from the operation of the hydropower system have not been quantified.  As recognized by the Council, these impacts are real and are to be mitigated.

The Problem

The Mainstem/Systemwide Habitat Summary document states that the primary limiting factors for fish, wildlife, and associated habitats in the Mainstem Columbia and Snake rivers generally fall into three categories: 1) as or resulting from hydrosystem development, 2) operation of the hydrosystem, and 3) anthropogenic activities such as floodplain and industrial development, urban and suburban development, transportation, agricultural activities and various forest practices.  The Council’s Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program asserts that these factors be addressed.  

The most obvious and direct impact development and operation of the hydrosystem has been the inundation and loss of large areas of historic mainstem habitat.  In addition, reservoir levels have substantially altered the trees, shrubs, and grasses of the riparian zone that would normally occur at the water’s edge.  Fluctuating streamflows also compromise the integrity of the riparian zone.  When functional, riparian habitat can provide nesting and feeding habitat, as well as cover for up to 80% of all wildlife species (Thomas et al. 1979).  Storage dams have eliminated spawning and rearing habitat and have altered the natural hydrograph of the Snake and Columbia rivers, decreasing spring and summer flows and increasing fall and winter flows.  Power operations cause flow levels and river elevations to fluctuate, affecting fish movement through reservoirs and riparian ecology, and stranding fish in shallow areas.  The dams also have converted the once-swift river into a series of slow-moving reservoirs, slowing the smolts’ journey to the ocean and creating habitat for predators.  Water velocities throughout the migration corridor now depend far more on volume runoff than before development of the mainstem reservoirs.  Mainstem habitats of the Columbia and Snake rivers have been affected by impoundments that have inundated large amounts of spawning and rearing habitat.  Mainstem habitat in the Columbia and Snake rivers has been reduced, for the most part, to a single channel, floodplains have been reduced in size, off-channel habitat features have been lost or disconnected from the main channel, and the amount of large woody debris (large snags/log structures) in rivers has been reduced.  Most of the remaining habitats are affected by flow fluctuations associated with power production and reservoir management.
Specific problems that exist in the Columbia and Snake River mainstem areas related to habitat are outlined in the Mainstem/Systemwide Habitat Summary.  According to the Habitat Summary document, the long-term objectives for addressing mainstem/ systemwide habitat related problems are:

1) protect existing high quality habitat, 

2) restore degraded habitats on a priority basis and connect them to other functioning habitats, and

3) prevent further degradation of tributary and estuary habitats and water quality.
A statewide habitat protection and restoration effort within Oregon will result in the greatest overall benefits to Oregon’s fish and wildlife populations.  Project coordination at this level provides an opportunity to address mitigation at an ecosystem level – taking into account the relationships between migratory corridors; breeding, rearing, resting, and foraging areas, and the link between terrestrial and aquatic habitats.  It provides the ability to assess the role of a project in relationship to other proposed and existing projects within and between provinces and subbasins; maximize benefits to fish and wildlife resources, and increase management efficiencies.  

The proposed Programmatic Project will address losses in and negative impacts to habitat in Oregon.  Projects will be implemented in the subbasins and EcoProvinces that lie within Oregon.  It is consistent with the strategies outlined in the Mainstem/Systemwide Habitat Summary because it will result in the protection of existing high quality habitats, restoration of degraded habitats, and prevention of further degradation of habitat and water quality.  In addition, the Oregon managers will strive to develop a long-term maintenance agreement with BPA to provide secure O&M funding adequate to sustain the minimum habitat values for the life of the project.  Oregon managers also intend to help facilitate the initiation of an operational impact assessment. 

As stated in the Mainstem/Systemwide Regional Support Summary, the Northwest Power Planning Council has stated that use of an adaptive management approach is the preferred method for accomplishing the mitigation goals of the FWP.  In its simplest form, adaptive management is a four-step sequence of activities composed of planning, acting to implement the plan, learning from those actions, and modifying the plan as appropriate based upon what is learned.  Each step in the cycle generates information needed in subsequent steps and draws upon information generated by those steps.  This information can then be used to adjust either program goals and objectives or the actions taken to achieve those goals and objectives.  As stated in the Regional Support Summary document, adaptive management will not occur by itself.   It must be specifically planned for, with responsibility for carrying out the various functions assigned to specific individuals, agencies, or groups.  Continued funding of the Oregon managers will help ensure that adaptive management occurs at the statewide, provincial and subbasin levels for mitigation projects and for statewide and regional processes.

c. Rationale and significance to Regional Programs
Historically, salmon and steelhead migrated through much of the Columbia River Basin.  The Basin supported many populations of anadromous and resident fish and abundant wildlife.  The development and operation of the Columbia Basin hydropower system has resulted in the loss and degradation of terrestrial and aquatic habitats.  These negative impacts to habitat has subsequently resulted affected the fish and wildlife populations utilizing those habitats.  In order to prevent further loss and degradation, and to replace the habitat values that were lost as is directed by the Northwest Power Act of 1980 and the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program, remaining high quality habitats must be protected, degraded habitats must be restored, and further loss of habitat values must be prevented.  The Oregon Coalition’s Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon is a habitat protection, restoration, and enhancement project that will accomplish these objectives.  

The Coalition embraces the Council’s vision of a future “Columbia River ecosystem that sustains an abundant, productive, and diverse community of fish and wildlife” (Mainstem/Systemwide Habitat Summary) and seeks opportunities to participate in state-wide efforts to restore function to critical habitats affected by perturbations that extend beyond the scope of the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS).  Although in many cases the processes that maintained functioning ecosystems have changed significantly due to the aerial extent, pattern, and structure of highly altered landscapes, the attempt to restore ecological function, habitat integrity, and biological diversity remains a viable goal for the FWP as well as the OMC.  Restoring ecological function, habitat integrity, and biological diversity in the state of Oregon within the framework of FCRPS mitigation can only be accomplished through participatory efforts amongst local, regional, state, federal, and tribal land managers and owners.  Collaboration with private and public landowners through incentive programs such as the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board’s Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds; the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s “Farm Bill” Programs (e.g., Wetland Reserve, Conservation Reserve, Wildlife Habitat Incentive, and Conservation Reserve Enhancement); the U.S. Forest Service’s Bring Back the Natives Program; the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Partners for Fish and Wildlife and “Jobs in the Woods” Programs; and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Section 1135, 206, and 536 Programs can bring significant funding and interdisciplinary expertise to leverage the dollars expended for the habitat restoration efforts that are occurring throughout the Columbia Basin through the Council’s FWP.   Engaging agricultural, silvicultural, and power interests with financial incentives can net a more comprehensive support of the habitat conservation concept.  The OMC’s Programmatic Project will be well-positioned with adequate funding to be an active agent for improving Oregon’s fish and wildlife habitat conditions at a State-wide scale through its coordination, partnership, and monitoring efforts.
The Coalition’s Programmatic Project specifically addresses BPA’s “Proposal Development and Review Criteria” developed for the Mainstem/Systemwide solicitation in the following manner:

I. Approach for Proposal Solicitation

The OMC’s Programmatic Project works towards all four Goals at some level.  Many of the individual projects selected by the Coalition target both fish and wildlife.  Projects that provide habitat benefits to both wildlife and anadromous, State Sensitive, culturally significant to T&E fish are given a higher score than those projects that do not.  Projects specifically aim to improve overall watershed health. Critical habitats for steelhead, Chinook, bull trout, sturgeon, and other listed species   are conserved and protected.  Numerous wildlife species benefit from the protection and improvement of aquatic and terrestrial habitats.  Public access, such as access for tribal and non-tribal hunting and fishing is provided when consistent with mitigation goals (e.g., Pine Creek Ranch).  

BPA’s Gap Analysis (RPAs 151, 154, 155, 198)

The OMC’s Programmatic Project has resulted in the purchase of land with water rights that affect Snake River Flows (e.g., the Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area Additions project in the Grande Ronde subbasin).  Additional habitat protection projects may have an associated water right, will restore riparian vegetation either through active or passive management, and restore degraded or altered wetlands where feasible.  Many projects will provide benefits to both fish and wildlife.  The Project will contribute to the development of regional data management protocols and support of subbasin planning efforts.

II. Principles

The OMC’s Programmatic Project will protect existing high quality aquatic and terrestrial habitats and improve degraded habitats.  The Project will sustain the efforts made to date to develop mitigation strategies and procedures, develop and implement priority projects, and evaluate projects on a statewide basis according to developed criteria.  Any information from the project will be made available to assist in the implementation of similar habitat projects as well as for the development of various plans.

III. Qualification Criteria

The Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program

The vision of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program is “a Columbia River ecosystem that sustains an abundant, productive, and diverse community of fish and wildlife, mitigating across the basin for the adverse effects to fish and wildlife caused by the development and operation of the hydrosystem and providing the benefits from fish and wildlife valued by the people of the region.”  The Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites– Oregon project will help achieve the vision of the Council’s Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.  

The plan to achieve this vision is based on protecting and restoring the natural ecological functions, habitats, and biological diversity of the Columbia River Basin.  Thus, the Fish and Wildlife Program is habitat-based, rebuilding healthy, naturally producing fish and wildlife populations by protecting, mitigating, and restoring habitats and the biological systems within them, including anadromous fish migration corridors.  The Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon project is habitat based and is aimed at restoring natural ecological function of terrestrial and aquatic habitats.

The goal of this habitat program is to protect or restore physical habitat conditions in the mainstem Columbia and Snake rivers that will support the life history requirements of native anadromous and resident fish and wildlife species, both aquatic and terrestrial.  In many areas of the basin, the original physical habitat conditions have been permanently lost.  Modification of hydrosystem configuration and operation can be used to re-create or improve physical habitat in some areas.  In other areas, offsite mitigation will be required.  The Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon project will result in the protection of habitat areas that will support native anadromous and resident fish and wildlife species.  

Monitoring and evaluation of actions taken to create, restore or improve habitat is an important part of this program, to determine the relative success of those actions.  The Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon project includes an M&E component to evaluate species response to implemented habitat protection and enhancement actions.  This M&E protocol is based on the Draft M&E Plan for the Albeni Fall Wildlife Mitigation Project.  An objective of the project is to review existing plans and develop an M&E protocol that considers Oregon habitats and species.   

Specific wildlife objectives of the Council’s 2000 FWP are to: 1) quantify wildlife losses caused by the construction, inundation, and operation of the hydropower projects, 2) develop and implement habitat acquisition and enhancement projects to fully mitigate for identified losses, 3) coordinate mitigation activities throughout the basin and with fish mitigation and restoration efforts, specifically by coordinating habitat restoration and acquisition with aquatic habitats to promote connectivity of terrestrial and aquatic areas, 4) maintain existing and created habitat values, and 5) monitor and evaluate habitat and species responses to mitigation actions.  The Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon project will help meet these wildlife objectives. 

The primary Wildlife Strategy of the Council’s 2000 FWP is to complete the current mitigation program for the construction and inundation losses and include wildlife mitigation for all operational losses as an integrated part of habitat protection and restoration.  The Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites– Oregon project will mitigate for construction /inundation losses and initiate an effort to quantify and mitigate operational losses.

The OMC’s Programmatic project spans multiple provinces in Oregon – the Columbia Gorge, Columbia Plateau, Blue Mountain, Middle Snake, Lower Columbia River, and Columbia River Estuary EcoProvinces.

IV. Funding Categories

Even before the inception of the OMC’s Programmatic Project in FY 1997, Oregon’s managers have been working together since 1991 to develop strategies for planning, selecting, and implementing mitigation projects in Oregon.  The project goal has been and still is to protect, restore, enhance and maintain priority habitats to mitigate for losses caused by the development and operation of the hydropower system.  Specific objectives have always been to mitigate for wildlife construction/ inundation losses as measured in Habitat Units.  

Subbasin Summary Limiting Factors/Needs

The OMC’s Programmatic Project addresses some of the limiting factors and needs identified in the Mainstem/Systemwide subbasin summary, including the Habitat and Regional Support summary documents.

As stated in the Habitat Summary, “Fish and wildlife habitat needs along the mainstem Columbia and Snake rivers vary by species and geographic area, however, several common fundamental themes can be observed that are the basis for most of the needs discussed above.  Water regulation, consumption, and management have altered the natural hydrograph such that current conditions do not represent what most native aquatic and terrestrial species evolved with over thousands of years.  Many species have not fared well within this “artificial” aquatic ecosystem, including fish and invertebrate species as well as many wildlife species which are dependent on both the aquatic ecosystem as well as the riparian zone interface between the aquatic and terrestrial systems.  Most current needs are directly associated with either evaluation and restoration of habitat conditions conducive for recovery of various aquatic and terrestrial species, or mitigation for habitat conditions which have been permanently lost.”

“Water consumption and regulation are the underlying factors that have created the need to evaluate habitat conditions for most native species and develop restoration measures.  Consumptive withdrawals for domestic or irrigation purposes have reduced water quantity and timing to the detriment of both aquatic and terrestrial species.  Many of the habitat needs discussed above are associated with altered instream flows; water quantity and timing are no longer in synch with the life history patterns of many species.  Assessments of species-specific instream flow needs are required to determine the necessary corrective actions.  Water regulation for flood control and hydropower production have produced the most significant, system-wide habitat effects.  The majority of the mainstem Columbia and Snake rivers have been changed from free-flowing riverine ecosystems to slow-moving lacustrine ecosystems.  The physical habitat is no longer capable of supporting life history functions of many native species.  Among the needs discussed above are such system-wide issues as the need to quantify the effect of the current lacustrine habitat on rearing conditions for fall chinook salmon, and the need for an assessment of current habitat conditions and how they affect such native resident species as bull trout, sand rollers, mountain whitefish, Pacific lamprey, and white sturgeon.”

“Within the remaining free-flowing sections of the Columbia and Snake rivers, longer-term water regulation for flood control and power production has reduced the spring freshet and fall flows, and increased winter flows.  This artificial condition has created a need to better define the effect of reduced spring flows on such things as spawning habitat for white sturgeon, and reduced fall flows on mainstem spawning habitat for fall chinook, system-wide, as well as chum salmon in the lower Columbia River.  The need for evaluations to determine the relationship between streamflows and spawning habitat is important for water management decision-makers who must balance flood control and power generation with aquatic and terrestrial resource conditions.  Short-term water regulation, primarily for power production, continues to wreak havoc on both aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems and habitat.  The effect of these relatively large fluctuations in both streamflow and water surface elevation, commonly on an hourly time step, are known to cause the direct mortality of both anadromous and resident fish species, as well as seriously compromising riparian habitat upon which most fish and wildlife species depend.  These rapidly fluctuating water levels and the damage they cause, have created a widespread need for assessment and quantification of the effect on both fish and wildlife.”

In addition to addressing Mainstem Systemwide Subbasin Summary Limiting Factors and Needs, Oregon’s Programmatic Project will address other resource needs identified in subbasin summary documents for individual Oregon Subbasins (e.g., John Day Subbasin, Hood River Subbasin).  These can be found on CBFWA’s website.  

d. Relationships to other projects 
The OMC’s Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon is based on the following impact assessment and mitigation planning efforts:

Status Review of the Wildlife Mitigation at Columbia Basin Hydroelectric Project, Columbia Mainstem and Lower Snake Facilities (BPA 1984)

This project reviewed past, present and proposed future wildlife mitigation planning and mitigation programs at existing hydroelectric projects in the Columbia River Basin.  It called for a comprehensive quantitative and qualitative assessment of the wildlife losses attributable to the dams and subsequent implementation of mitigation plans to address identified losses.  It was intended that this evaluation would form the basis for determining any remedial measures or additional project analyses.  This project establishes the need for a deliberate effort to assess and mitigate for wildlife losses.  The Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon project is being implemented to address wildlife losses and provide wildlife mitigation credit to BPA. 

Wildlife Impact Assessment: Bonneville, McNary, The Dalles, and John Day

Project (Project ID No. 198801200) 

This project estimated the net affects on wildlife from construction/inundation of The Dalles, John Day, and McNary dams.  It recommended protection, mitigation, and enhancement goals for target wildlife species.  A total of 26,570 ha and 48,442 Habitat Units were estimated lost as a result of constructing these four mainstem dams.

Special Report: Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation Wildlife Habitat Compensation Evaluation for the Lower Snake River Project (June 1991)

This USACE project used the HEP methodology to assess the impacts to wildlife from the Lower Snake River dams.  Habitat Unit losses determined to be BPA’s mitigation obligation were amended into the NWPPC’s FWP.  The Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon project can provide wildlife mitigation for a portion of the Lower Snake River construction/inundation losses via implementation of projects in the Grande Ronde Subbasin.

Oregon Trust Agreement Planning (OTAP) Project (BPA 1993)

Oregon’s wildlife managers and tribes initiated this project as the means of achieving a trust agreement between Oregon and BPA for wildlife mitigation.  A database containing information about potential mitigation sites and associated mitigation costs was compiled.  The OTAP project identified most of the properties that have secured with monies provided through the approved Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon project.

Assessing OTAP Project Using Gap Analysis (ODFW 1997)

The purpose of this project was to develop strategies for implementing wildlife mitigation in Oregon.  The results of the Oregon Trust Agreement Planning Project were re-evaluated using refined criteria.  Potential mitigation sites were prioritized and the contribution of each site to target species and priority habitats was assessed.  Many of the properties identified in the Gap project have been secured with Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites - Oregon monies.  The results of the GAP Analysis project will to be used to identify, plan, and eventually implement priority projects throughout Oregon for the purpose of wildlife mitigation.

Assessment of the Impacts of Development and Operation of the Columbia River

Hydroelectric System on Mainstem Riverine Processes & Salmon Habitats Project 

(Project ID No. 199800402)
This project had three primary goals: 1) Identify the amount of mainstem salmon spawning and juvenile rearing habitat lost to development and operations of the Columbia River hydroelectric system; 2) Identify the types of ecological modifications that have occurred; and 3) Suggest areas or actions with particular potential for restoration of riverine habitat.  The project conducted a quantitative assessment of salmon and steelhead habitats lost because of hydroelectric development.  A workshop was also held to compile a list of restoration options, including risks and benefits of implementing those options, for mainstem habitats in the Columbia and Snake rivers.  Two restoration strategies were tested: 1) Drawdown of John Day reservoir on the lower Columbia River, and 2) Removal of the four lower Snake River dams.  Collectively, the results of these studies represent significant progress toward defining locations in the Columbia and Snake rivers with greatest potential for restoration of mainstem riverine processes and salmon habitats.  Most data products are presented in a GIS format to facilitate information exchange among fisheries scientists and resource managers.

Oregon Wildlife Planning and Coordination Contracts

Each Oregon Coalition member (ODFW, USFWS, CTWSRO, CTUIR, and BPT) has entered into a contract with BPA for mitigation planning and coordination activities.  Funds are derived from the OMC’s Programmatic Project.

Wanaket Wildlife Area Operations and Maintenance Project (Project ID No. 199009200)

This project, sponsored by the CTUIR, resulted in the purchase of 1,119 ha near Umatilla, Oregon as partial mitigation for construction of McNary Dam.  Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within and between Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects.  

Burlington Bottoms Wildlife Mitigation Project (Project ID No. 199107800) 

The Burlington Bottoms project was the first mitigation site secured within the Willamette subbasin.  Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects.
Amazon Basin/Eugene Wetlands Project (Project ID No. 199205900)

Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results from The Nature Conservancy–sponsored project are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within and between Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects.

Implement Willamette Basin Mitigation Program (Project ID No. 199206800)

The Willamette Basin Mitigation Program is a complimentary programmatic mitigation project with effort focused in the Willamette Basin.  Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within and between Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects.  
Protect and Enhance Wildlife Habitat in Squaw Creek Watershed (Project ID No. 199506001)

Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within and between Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects.

Pine Creek Ranch Project (Project ID No. 199802200)

A portion of funds needed to acquire the Pine Creek Ranch was derived from the OMC’s Programmatic Project.  Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within and between Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects. 

Lower Columbia River Wetlands Restoration and Evaluation Program (Project ID No. 199902500) 

This program, has the following goals: 1) Restore 200 acres of wetland and associated upland habitat, and monitor and evaluate restoration success; 2) Convert vegetation on 200 acres from invasive species (reed canary grass) to a more native plant community; 3) Convert 10 existing acres of seasonal open water to 25 acres of seasonal open water; 4) Convert 55 acres of upland meadow to palustrine emergent wetlands; 5) Improve vegetative condition on remaining 120 acres palustrine emergent wetlands; 6) Develop a restoration and management model that can be implemented in other Pacific Northwest watersheds; and 7) Document the contribution of restored wetlands to biodiversity.

Sandy River Delta Riparian Restoration Project (Project ID No. 199902600) 

The goal of this USFS project is to restore a 600-acre block of “gallery” Columbia River bottomland riparian forest (dense, unbroken stands of black cottonwood, willow, and ash).   Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within and between Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects.

Tualatin River NWR Additions Project (Project ID No. 200001600)

A portion of the funds needed to acquire the properties adjacent to the Tualatin River NWR project site was derived from OMC’s Programmatic Project.  Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within and between Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects.  

Wenaha Wildlife Area Additions Project (Project ID No. 200002000)

The Wenaha project is a priority mitigation site identified in the OMC’s approved Programmatic Project.  To date, it has not been implemented.  Funds to acquire parcels adjacent to the existing Wenaha Wildlife Area were to be from the OMC’s Programmatic Project.     
Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area Additions Project (Project ID No. 200002100)

A portion of funds needed to acquire properties adjacent to the existing Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area was derived from the OMC’s Programmatic Project.  Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within and between Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects.  

Horn Butte Project  (Project ID No. 200002300)

Several properties in the Horn Butte area were identified as potential mitigation sites in the OMC’s approved Programmatic Project.  To date, habitat has not yet been secured.  Proposed acquisition funds were derived from the OMC’s Programmatic Project.

Oxbow Ranch Management and Implementation  (Project ID No. 200001500)

The Oxbow Ranch project lies within the John Day subbasin.  Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within and between Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects.  

Logan Valley Wildlife Mitigation Project (Project ID No. 200000900)

Acquisition funding for the Logan Valley property was derived from the OMC’s Programmatic Project.  Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within and between Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects.

Malheur River Wildlife Mitigation Project (Project ID No. 200002700)

Acquisition funding for the Malheur River (Denny Jones Ranch) project was derived from the OMC’s Programmatic Project.  Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within and between Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects.

Forrest Ranch Acquisition Project (Project ID No. 25003)

The Forrest Ranch lies within the John Day subbasin.  Project Management (O&M/M&E) issues, protocols, monitoring results are exchanged with OMC members to help ensure consistency within and between Oregon subbasins, to facilitate Management Plan development for new projects, and to implement adaptive management decisions for ongoing projects.  

Miscellaneous Projects and Efforts

Protecting, enhancing, and maintaining existing fish and wildlife habitat has become a priority for numerous federal and state agencies, tribes, local governments, watershed Council’s, and land conservation organizations throughout the Columbia Basin in Oregon.  As mentioned in the Mainstem/Systemwide Habitat Summary document, other projects have been funded outside the Council’s FWP.  For example, in the mid 1970s vegetative communities and landforms adjacent to the Columbia River in the mainstem subbasin of the Columbia Plateau Province were identified, delineated, and quantified for The Dalles and John Day reservoirs (Tabor 1976) and McNary Reservoir (Asherin and Claar 1976).  McKern (1976) and Tabor (1976) reported on an Inventory of Riparian Habitats and Associated Wildlife along Columbia and Snake Rivers.  This effort included inventories of riparian habitats and associated wildlife under existing conditions to establish baseline data.  The study area included the Columbia River from the mouth to the Canadian border.  In a Study of Impacts of Project Modification and River Regulation on Riparian Habitats and Associated Wildlife Along the Columbia River, Tabor et al. (1981) determined the effects of river regulation for maximum power production on key riparian habitats and wildlife.  The study area included the Columbia River from Vancouver, WA (river km 171) to Grand Coulee Dam.

The USACE and ODFW have cooperated in management of USACE lands along John Day Reservoir for wildlife.  Approximately 9.1 ha in the vicinity of Rufus Bar were transferred from the USACE to ODFW in the late 1970s for wildlife management.  ODFW has initiated some habitat improvement for waterfowl and upland game on this small parcel of land.  Management practices include protection of land from cattle grazing, providing a pond, and providing winter forage for waterfowl and upland birds (Scherzinger 1983; Torland 1983).  ODFW currently has an agreement with the USACE until year 2004 to manage an additional 94 ha in the Rufus Bar area.  The area is managed as a refuge or sanctuary with protection provided by ODFW.  No active improvements have been made to the area (Scherzinger 1983; Torland 1983).

The USACE (2000) completed the report Salmon Recovery Through John Day Reservoir.  This includes a reconnaissance-level assessment of the potential consequences anticipated to occur to wildlife from four alternatives proposed to draw down John Day Reservoir.
e. Project history (for ongoing projects) 

The Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites – Oregon project (the Project) is an on-going programmatic project that uses a programmatic approach to implement habitat protection and enhancement actions.  The Project was developed to protect, restore, enhance, and maintain priority habitats and species throughout the Columbia Basin within the State of Oregon to mitigate for losses in Oregon, specifically wildlife, caused by the development and operation of the Columbia Basin hydropower system.  The project addresses specific wildlife losses, as measured in Habitat Units, as well as other fish and wildlife goals, objectives and strategies identified in the Mainstem/Systemwide Subbasin Summary chapters and in the subbasin summary documents for Oregon subbasins.  

The Project was developed in response to several key historical events in the Columbia Basin mitigation program effort.  The Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980 directed that measures be implemented to protect, mitigation, and enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected by the development and operation of the hydropower projects in the Columbia River Basin.  This Act created the Council, which in turn created the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (FWP).  The Council determined that, in order to mitigate for wildlife losses to the extent affected, those impacts first needed to be assessed.  The Council’s first FWP (NWPPC 1982) called for a status review of past, present, and proposed future wildlife planning and mitigation programs at existing hydroelectric facilitate in the Columbia River Basin.  The project evaluations were intended to form the basis for determining any needed remedial measures or additional project analysis.  Mitigation status review documents were completed in the mid 1980s (Howerton et al. 1984).  The Council then determined the need for additional impacts analysis; wildlife impact assessments for each dam subsequently were conducted.  

The impact assessments, conducted in the late 1980s and early 1990s, were based on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) methodology and accounted for changes in habitat values at pre- and post-dam construction/inundation time.  Changes in habitat values were expressed in Habitat Units, the unit of measure on the HEP methodology.  As stated in their 1989 FWP, the Council viewed these wildlife loss estimates as a starting point for identifying wildlife measures.  The 1989 FWP also stated that 1) proposed mitigation plans were to be evaluated against specific Council standards, 2) a wildlife advisory committee made up of representatives from natural resources agencies, tribes, utilities, and conservation groups should be established to prioritize individual mitigation projects, 3) a full Council review of wildlife loss assessments and mitigation plans would occur before implementation by BPA, and 4) project funding and implementation by BPA would occur upon Council approval.  

By 1993, progress was noted by some mitigation participants as slow.  A Wildlife Scoping Group had been established under the terms of the Implementation Planning Process (IPP) to evaluate and rank projects and had made recommendations to BPA regarding numerous proposed wildlife mitigation projects in 1990, 1991 and 1992.  However, only three wildlife projects had been implemented – acquisition of about 440 acres of wetlands along the Multnomah Channel north of Portland, 80 acres of timber rights in northern Idaho, and a large (60,000 acres) property at the confluence of the Snake and Salmon rivers in Idaho.  In addition, purchase options had been secured on a fourth property and another 15-20 projects were in various stages of planning.

It was in 1992 when BPA announced a significant change in its wildlife mitigation program.  Rather than a call for another round of project proposal under the IPP, BPA decide to pursue so-called “wildlife trust agreements” with Idaho, Washington and Oregon.   These agreement were seen to have many potential advantages over the project-by-project approach, among them speed of implementation, flexibility, the opportunity for more meaningful public input and greater on-the-ground benefits for wildlife.  However, it was recognized that to realize those advantages, those trust agreements needed to contain clear and concise objectives and be adequately funded to achieve those objectives.

Aware of BPA’s intended new direction with mitigation trust funds, Oregon wildlife managers formed a Coalition in 1991.  The Coalition is made up of managers from the ODFW, CTUIR, CTWSRO, BPT, and USFWS.  The Coalition began developing a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to lay the foundation for the anticipated wildlife mitigation trust agreement, as well as for the planning, selection, and implementation of individual mitigation projects in Oregon.  The MOA was not completed at this time.  Yet, the Coalition submitted a proposal for an Oregon wildlife planning process to the Council later that year.  From fall of 1991 to June of 1992, the Oregon wildlife managers negotiated with Bonneville over a funding the proposal to define the wildlife mitigation objectives and their costs for Oregon.  The Oregon Trust Agreement Planning (OTAP) Project resulted in July 1992.

The OTAP project identified and evaluated options for mitigating Oregon wildlife losses from the Willamette Basin and Lower Columbia River hydroelectric dams.  The two components of the project were 1) the development of a list of potential wildlife mitigation sites and 2) the calculation of the representative costs of mitigation including acquisition, restoration, enhancement, and management.  The Coalition developed a procedure to gather information on potential mitigation projects and opportunities, developed criteria for evaluating mitigation opportunities, and developed strategies for evaluating mitigation costs.  Other results were a database with 287 priority mitigation projects and an estimated cost of $243 - $274 million for mitigating Oregon wildlife losses.  [Note: Please see the OTAP Project final report document for more information (BPA DOE/BP-90299-1, November 1993)]

After publication of the OTAP Project, the Coalition began to pursue trust negotiations with BPA.  In February 1994, the Coalition requested in writing that Bonneville begin negotiations.  In March, Bonneville responded positively and identified its lead negotiators.  Between April and July, BPA trust fund negotiations broke down when it became apparent that no BPOA wildlife mitigation funds would be available and that BPA was moving away from trust agreements.  The Coalition did not meet for over a year and decided against continuing to pursue a formal MOA in favor of some less formal structure.   

During these years the Council's wildlife advisory group had become the Wildlife Working Group (now the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority’s Wildlife Committee), made up of the regional wildlife managers in the Columbia Basin.  They met regularly to help implement the Council's wildlife program.  The Council’s 1994 FWP included all the results of the wildlife impact assessments – the priority wildlife habitats and the estimated construction/inundation Habitat Unit losses and gains commonly referred to as Table 11-4.  The 1994 FWP again called for the development and implementation of wildlife protection, mitigation, and enhancement plans to address wildlife losses.  The Council’s 1995 FWP, they recognized that these losses represent only a portion of the loss, that being they are the unannualized losses resulting from dam construction/inundation.

It was during the Council's 1995 FWP rule-making that BPA MOA rate-case negotiations occurred.  Wildlife funding became stable at approximately $15M per year through 2001, and the regional wildlife managers started discussions of both long- and short-term funding for future wildlife mitigation in the Columbia Basin.  Various strategies were discussed, but there was agreement that Oregon had not received a reasonable share of funds spent to date.  In the end, a budget was developed and adopted by the regional wildlife managers covering BPA funds through FY 2001.  This budget called for Oregon's wildlife mitigation to receive $275K in FY 1997, $500K in FY 1998, $4M in FY 1999, $5M in FY 2000, and $6M in FY 2001.  The first two years were earmarked for planning and coordination efforts, and the next three years for project implementation.

In helping develop this budget as members of the regional wildlife managers, the Oregon Coalition realized the need to come together once again to start developing strategies on how best to implement wildlife mitigation in Oregon.  The Coalition also realized the need for a formal MOA to document its commitment to a coordinated, statewide approach to the planning and implementation of BPA funded wildlife mitigation projects in Oregon.  At this time, a project to revisit the original findings of the OTAP Project was completed.  This project, Assessing Oregon Trust Agreement Planning Project Using GAP Analysis (ODFW 1997), provided a more rigorous scientific/policy filter on the sites originally identified in the OTAP report and demonstrated the validity and applicability of that effort.  The GAP Analysis Project also identified additional potential wildlife mitigation sites in Oregon for possible acquisition.  The draft results of the GAP effort characterize the potential contribution to the mitigation target species and habitats.  In addition, the role a project might play in conservation planning within the range of statewide habitat types and conditions was determined.  The results of this project, undertaken by ODFW, in coordination with BPA and other Oregon wildlife managers, were to be used in the next phase of the OTAP Project to identify and prioritize wildlife mitigation opportunities.  [Note: Please see the Draft GAP Analysis Project report for more information (BPA Project No. 95-65)

FY 1997 & FY 1998

1997The Oregon Coalition has met regularly since 1997.  A project proposal to plan and develop mitigation projects in Oregon according the criteria and methods developed through the OTAP and GAP Analysis Projects was submitted for FY 1997 funding.  The project, with a budget of $275,000, was initiated in the fall of 1997.  For the FY 1998 project proposal process, the Coalition developed and proposed initiation of a small group of projects scattered throughout the state along with some continued funding for Coalition members to scope projects, apply OTAP and GAP project selection criteria, and refine the existing criteria as new information was gained and regional mitigation processes developed.  This project, entitled Securing Wildlife Mitigation Sites – Oregon (Project ID No. 199705900) was the first “umbrella” type of project that proposed the statewide planning, selection, and implementation of wildlife mitigation projects according to accepted scientific methods and criteria.  The Council approved the allocation of $500,000 to the Coalition’s programmatic project efforts in FY 1998.  

FY 1999

For the FY 1999 project prioritization process, the Coalition again submitted the Securing Wildlife Mitigation Sites – Oregon umbrella project that included a component to continuing funding Coalition members to work together to plan, select, and implement priority projects.  Included in the list of project objectives and tasks was the development and implementation of statewide mitigation strategies, the development of an MOA between the Oregon Coalition members, the cooperative development and implementation of mitigation projects, and the establishment and management of a funding mechanism to provide project flexibility and security.  The FY 1999 project also included a list of 18 specific projects approved by the Coalition members that would help achieve Oregon wildlife mitigation objectives.  It was noted that the some (or all) of the 18 projects may not go forward for a variety of reason (e.g., unavailability, economically unfeasible, timing, etc.) and that the Coalition was requesting approval of their project planning and selecting methods and criteria so that other projects that met such criteria could be implemented as-needed.  The Coalition’s request for $4 million to accomplish the proposed objectives and implement priority projects was approved by the Council.  Some of the specific project activities accomplished in 1999 include 1) completed NEPA surveys and appraisal review for two properties at the Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge Additions Project (Oleson #1 and Oleson #2), 2) completed appraisal review for two properties at the Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area Additions Project (Wallender and Simonis), 3) conducted 309-acre Multnomah Channel Project habitat enhancement, 4) completed Pine Creek Ranch project NEPA surveys and secured the property, and 5) completed the Malheur River (Denny Jones Ranch) Project appraisal and NEPA surveys.  In addition, Coalition members signed a Memorandum and Agreement (MOA), met several times to strategize on the pursuit and establishment of long-term funding mechanism, and worked with various potential project partners such as Trust For Public Lands, The Nature Conservancy, Metro, The River Network, McKenzie River Trust, and others on the development of priority projects.

FY 2000

The Coalition’s FY 2000 Securing Wildlife Mitigation Sites – Oregon project proposed to continue the coordinated mitigation project planning, selection, and implementation efforts in Oregon.  Although $5 million was requested by the Coalition, funding was limited and the Council recommended a FY 2000 Start of Year budget of $3.98 million.  By this time, several projects that Coalition members had been working were ready or near ready for implementation.  For example, the 1,760-acre Logan Valley property in the John Day subbasin was acquired by the Burns Paiute Tribe, the USFWS purchased two properties (totaling 232 acres) adjacent to the Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge (Oleson #1 and Oleson #2) in the Willamette subbasin, the Burns Paiute Tribe secured an Option to Purchase on the Malheur River (Denny Jones Ranch) in the Malheur subbasin, and ODFW acquired a conservation easement on the Big Island property in the McKenzie River project area. 

FY 2001

The Coalition’s FY 2001 Securing Wildlife Mitigation Sites – Oregon project requested additional monies to continue project activities.  Again, because of regional budget constraints, only a portion ($2.6 million) of the total budget requested by the Coalition ($6 million) was recommended by the Council.  Accomplishments made by the Coalition included acquisition of the Malheur River (Denny Jones Ranch) project by the Burns Paiute Tribe, the CTWSRO’s acquisition of the 24,00-acre Pine Creek Ranch in the John Day subbasin, partial funding of the CTWSRO’s purchase of the Wagner Ranch in the John Day subbasin, acquisition of three properties (totaling 845 acres) adjacent to the Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area in the Grande Ronde subbasin by ODFW, and the securing of an Option to Purchase on the Philippi property in the Horn Butte project area. 

FY 2002

The Council approved a provisional budget for FY 2002 that totaled $3.3 million.   The Coalition has proposed to allocate these available monies to certain project activities such as continued funding of Coalition staff and acquisition of several properties in the Lower Columbia EcoProvince.  The Coalition is currently working with Council and BPA staff to facilitate implementation of these ongoing project activities.  Other accomplishments include completion of draft Five-Year Habitat Management Plans for the Logan Valley, Pine Creek Ranch, and Ladd Marsh WA Additions projects; and conducting of appraisals on parcels adjacent to the Tualatin River NWR Additions project area.

Important Note:  The Oregon Programmatic Project, originally called Securing Wildlife Mitigation Sites – Oregon, is now entitled Securing Mitigation Sites – Oregon.  This change in project title was made because the Oregon Coalition members decided that it better reflects the overarching goal of the project and the accomplishments of the project.  Although the mitigation of wildlife losses is a main goal of the Coalition, it is not limited to that.  The securing of habitat is meant to provide the basis for replacing lost fish and wildlife values and to help achieve population recovery goals.  In their final funding recommendations for the Mountain Snake and Blue Mountain provinces, the ISRP wrote: “We recommend that administrators and scientists participating in the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program focus attention on identifying, as soon as possible, the overall spatial array of watersheds and habitat units needed to protect important populations.  The ISRP believes that the best long term strategies for protecting fish and wildlife habitat and restoring viable populations are to purchase lands, conservation easements, and water rights for instream flow.  The greatest scientific confidence for protecting the needs of populations resides in protecting as many areas maintained by natural processes as possible, at least until specific needs are better understood.”

f. Proposal objectives, tasks and methods
Phase: Planning & Design

Objective 1.
Develop Projects and Strategies to Mitigate for Impacts to Terrestrial and Aquatic Ecosystems from the Development and Operation of the Columbia Basin Hydropower System

Task a.  Maintain/update existing GAP-based GIS database to help identify and prioritize potential projects.

The Draft Assessing Oregon Trust Agreement Planning Project Using Gap Analysis (Potential Mitigation for the Impacts to Oregon Wildlife Resources Associated with Relevant Mainstem Columbia River and Willamette River Hydroelectric Projects (ODFW 19097) generated a series of GIS data layers to be used for the evaluation of potential mitigation projects.  Multiple queries of landscape level GIS data were conducted and the results characterize the potential contribution of a mitigation site to a mitigation target specie and priority habitats.  The Gap Analysis project remains in draft form.  Existing information will be maintained/refined, new information will be incorporated, and new mitigation project areas will be identified.  The database will compliment and be interrelated to Oregon subbasin planning team products, subbasin assessments and management plans, and other geographical and biological information.  This work may be completed by a subcontractor.

Task b.  Identify and evaluate potential projects using existing criteria. 

The Oregon Coalition will use their existing project evaluation and selection criteria for in FY 03-04 as efforts are made to revise them.  Project prioritization and selection began with the OTAP Project in 1993 and continued with their refinement in 1996 using GAP Analysis methods.  The criteria can be found in the OTAP Project report (BPA 1993), the GAP Analysis Project Report (ODFW 1997) and in the Council’s FWP.  Oregon’s criteria for prioritizing mitigation projects were originally developed through a review of existing Council Wildlife Advisory Committee, Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority, BPA Wildlife Scoping Group, and regional and tribal criteria for wildlife mitigation.  A list of all the criteria considered are located in Appendix A of the OTAP Project report (BPA 1993).  The first level filter criteria that were selected were the following:

1) Project must be located within the pre-determined geographical area (see map in OTAP report).

2) Project must complement activities of regional, federal, and state wildlife agencies and tribes.

3) Project does not impose funding responsibilities of others on BPA.

4) Project does not adversely affect State or Federally listed Threatened or Endangered (T&E) species.

Projects that met these coarse level criteria were subjected to five additional criteria:

1) Directly mitigates impacts from hydropower development on-site.  Score 0 or 1.  First consideration should be given to high quality on-site opportunities.

2) Protect and/or enhance high priority habitat and indicator species as adopted by the NWPPC.  Score 0 or 1.

3) Protect and/or enhance natural ecosystems and species diversity over the long term.  Score:  1= proposals addressed either natural self-sustaining ecosystem or species diversity, 2 = previously naturally self-sustaining ecosystem that needs management actions to restore it to a natural self-sustaining ecosystem that provides species diversity, and 3= natural self-sustaining ecosystem that provides maximum species diversity.

4) Provides a direct benefit to State or Federal listed T&E, Federal and State Candidate, or sensitive species.  Score: 0 or 1.

5) Provide habitat benefits to both wildlife and anadromous, State Sensitive, culturally significant, or T&E species.  Score: 0 or 0.5

The above OTAP criteria were used to prioritize remaining projects in the database.  The prioritization did not address land availability, proximity to other project areas (existing or proposed), or other logistical issues that might alter the standing of individual projects.

During the review of the OTAP Project criteria and database products during the GAP Analysis Project, it became apparent that while it had strengths, it lacked the use of current scientific methodology found in the fields of Conservation Biology and Landscape Ecology.  It was determined that the application of a suitability analysis and a select group of the evolving CBFWA Wildlife Committee’s criteria would yield a manageable list of projects.  This list of projects was then subjected to the Gap Analysis which was a complex series of spatial and biological questions which can be modeled in a GIS computer.  The questions formulated for the GAP Analysis are found in Appendix C of the Gap Analysis Report (ODFW1997).  These questions generally were related to the availability of the potential project site.  Additional criteria were applied to evaluate and rank the proposed mitigation projects in context with the State and/or regional GAP analysis.  These criteria evaluate projects in rte context of potential contribution to target species and habitats, in the context of regional and statewide biodiversity, and determined the juxtaposition of projects to natural resources conservation areas and to project rank.

The CBFWA Wildlife Committee criteria also applied to projects.

Task c.  Revise current project selection/ranking criteria to reflect Provincial and Subbasin Plan Priorities as they are developed and amended.

Existing project prioritization and selection criteria have not been updated recently.  Revision/refinement of the criteria will occur as deemed necessary in order to consider new information and new regional, province and subbasin priorities.   An updated GIS database and set of criteria will make the prioritization process more effective in addressing limiting factors identified through the subbasin planning process.  The Coalition will investigate information needs and possible parameters to be added to the GIS database based on desired outcomes.  This work will likely be done by a subcontractor. 

Task d.  Participated in the Basin-wide development of project implementation strategies to optimize benefits to terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems in a manner consistent with statewide, provincial, and subbasin fish and wildlife mitigation priorities.

The Oregon Coalition members will participate in regional efforts to develop project implementation strategies to optimize benefits to terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems.  Terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem are interconnected.  For example, land management actions in terrestrial habitats affect aquatic habitat parameters.  The Council’s 2000 FWP is based on a multi-species framework for mitigation and recovery efforts within the Columbia Basin.  The subbasin planning process is an effort to guide fish and wildlife actions in a coordinated manner at the subbasin level.  There is a need for continued involvement by regional managers to consider all resource needs within a subbasin.  The Oregon Coalition will help ensure that terrestrial resources are given equal deference and consideration while demonstrating the great value provided to both fish and wildlife from habitat protection and improvement.  Coalition members will participate in regional processes with CBFWA members and others to develop implementation strategies and to provide policy guidance to the Council and BPA. 

Objective 2.
Conduct Pre-Habitat Protection Activities

Task a.  Conduct realty related requirements (e.g., appraisals, title searches).

Pre-habitat protection activities are a necessary step in the implementation of habitat protection and restoration projects. 

Projects must meet federal, state, and/or tribal standards for appraisals and title searches.  Certified federal appraisers must conduct appraisal reports.  Property boundary surveys and information will be obtained as needed.  Many times this information is needed before an Option to Purchase or Conservation Easement Agreement can be secured.  Coalition members will facilitate compliance with federal, state and/or tribal realty requirements in a timely manner.

Task b.  Complete federal compliance requirements (NEPA checklist/EIS or EA as appropriate, hazardous materials survey, T&E species surveys/ESA consultation, cultural resources surveys).

Projects involving federal funds must meet federal NEPA requirements.  The BPA NEPA checklist will be completed and submitted to BPA for each project.  Cultural resource survey and hazardous materials surveys will be conducted to the level determined necessary.  Often BPA contracts directly with an industry professional to conduct site assessments.  Cultural resource surveys may be done in-house by a tribal representative or BPA may contract with an archaeologist.  Requests for T&E species information will be made of the USFWS and NMFS to identify T&E species or their critical habitats with the project vicinity.  A Biological Assessment or EIS/EA will be completed at deemed necessary by all parties involved.  Consultation with the USFWS and NMFS will occur.  

Task c.  Develop landowner agreements (e.g., conservation easement agreements, cooperative management agreements, Option to Purchase agreements) with appropriate entities (e.g., NGOs, SWCDs, landowners, governments) and engage with local constituents.

Identifying landowners willing to sell easements or fee-titles is accomplished in a variety of ways.   Using project prioritization and selection criteria that consider statewide, provincial and subbasin priorities, certain watersheds/parcels/areas areas may be targeted.  Individual contact can be made with landowners via telephone, mail, or face-t-face discussion.  Working with a local real estate agent or land trust organization are alternate methods of making contact with landowners.  A variety of cooperative agreements can be entered into with landowners, non-governmental organizations, Cities, and others to secure priority projects while in the early stages of the project development implementation process and to implement specific aspects .  These agreements integrate technical, administrative, and policy direction regarding a specific project or a set of related projects.  Needed agreement will be drafted between the appropriate parties to achieve project protection and improvement goals and objectives.  Agreements will be subject to legal and policy level review and approval.  Coalition members will work with NGOs assisting in habitat protection efforts.  Input on technical and policy agreement terms will be provided. 

Task d.  Consult and coordinate with NWPPC, CBFWA, BPA, local/regional governments throughout the Rolling Provincial Review Process.

Oregon Coalition member work with other resource managers in the State of Oregon and throughout the Columbia Basin to ensure knowledge of and consistency with established and evolving processes.  Members will consult and coordinate with their own internal staff and will meet as a Coalition on a regular basis to develop project implementation strategies, progress on work products, promote communication, and sharing technical and policy information.  

Task e.  Facilitate expenditure of funds for selected projects through development of InterGovernmental Contracts/MOAs with BPA, briefings/updates/formal letters to inform Council of funding decisions and fund-transfer requests.

After an individual project site is selected by the Coalition, the Coalition will inform NWPPC and BPA staff via formal letter how the property meets the scientific criteria.  Pre-habitat protection activities will occur and an InterGovernmental Contract between BPA and the Coalition project sponsor will be developed.  An associated Statement of Work and budget will be necessary to contract BPA funds.  BPA will transfer funds from the Coalition Programmatic Project placeholder to fund implementation of the individual project.  An MOA must also exist, either for the individual project to be implemented or for a set of projects.  MOAs expedite mitigation activities and protect investments where such agreements are not already in place.  Coalition members and their legal staff will work with BPA technical and legal staff to develop and sign MOA.  MOA’s between other cost-share partners will also be developed to agency or tribal standards. 
Objective 3.
Assess Baseline Conditions 

Task a.  Conduct Baseline HEP surveys in support of Regional HEP Team; Write HEP Report.

The Coalition will use the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) methodology to evaluate baseline habitat values on a mitigation site.  This effort will be coordinated with the Regional HEP Team.  The HEP will be conducted according to standardized methods developed by the Coalition in coordination with the regional wildlife managers.  Habitat Suitability Index models will be modified as necessary for applicability to specific mitigation sites.  The project manager will prepare baseline HEP report that calculates the existing number of Habitat Units prior to any proposed habitat restoration or maintenance actions.   

Task b.  Collect additional baseline information as needed and in accordance with approved M&E protocols.

Other baseline data will be collected according to the Monitoring & Evaluation protocols developed by the Coalition for Oregon’s priority habitats and species.  Other data may include fish survey, redd counts, water quality sampling, channel morphology characteristics, nesting waterfowl counts, amphibian surveys, big game winter range, range conditions assessments, etc.  It is likely that some of the baseline surveys will be conducted by a subcontractor.

 Objective 4.  Develop Management Plans 

Task a.  Evaluate baseline data to develop site specific management goals and objectives.

Coalition project managers will evaluate baseline data and prepare draft management plans according to the management plan standards and guidelines developed by the Coalition.  Intra-agency and inter-agency managers will assist in the development of the plans.  The management plan will describe current mitigation site conditions, the desired future conditions, proposed management including passive and active activities, planned operation and maintenance activities, a monitoring and evaluation plan, and a five-year budget.  Draft plans will be reviewed and approved by the regional fish and wildlife managers and BPA.  CBFWA managers will review the plan to ensure consistency with CBFWA’s Guidelines for Enhancement, Operation, and Maintenance Activities for Wildlife Mitigation Projects (CBFWA 1998).

Task b. Conduct necessary engineering survey and design work 

Coalition members, with appropriate interagency managers and project cooperators, will plan habitat enhancements.  Engineering surveys and designs will be completed if part of the planned mitigation project.  This activity will most likely be completed by a subcontractor.  

Objective 5.  Help Initiate Effort to Quantify Operational Impacts to Terrestrial and Aquatic Ecosystems within the Columbia Basin and Oregon – NEW OBJECTIVE

Task a.  Develop a Request for Proposals (RFP)

There is a need to develop a scientific method for quantifying operational impacts to terrestrial and aquatic resources.  This method would need to address changes in ecosystem function and species population characteristics at various spatial scales – watershed, subbasin, provincial and basinwide.  In addition to the need for an operational impact assessment methodology, there is a need for a scientific method for crediting actions implemented to compensate for operational losses.  Work with the regional fish and wildlife managers and NWPPC staff to develop an RFP that will solicit bids to 1) quantify hydrosystem operational impacts and 2) create a science-based crediting methodology that accounts for fish and wildlife mitigation project benefits.  Review and revise draft RFP solicitation, review proposals that are submitted to conduct work, and provide recommendations.

Phase: Construction/Implementation

Objective 1.  Protect Habitat

Task a.  Secure fee-titles, conservation easements, or other long-term management agreements.

The key component of the Coalition’s Programmatic Project is protection of either existing high quality habitat areas or suites with a high potential for restoration.  Coalition personnel will facilitate the acquisition of fee-titles, conservation easements, or other long-term management agreements.  Coalition member will work with internal Realty staff to ensure that deeds and agreements are recorded.   

Phase: Operations & Maintenance

Objective 1.
Task Maintain Habitat Conditions by Implementing Interim (~2 yrs) Priority Actions consistent with CBFWA’s Guidelines for Enhancement, Operation, and Maintenance Activities for Wildlife Mitigation Projects. (Note: Interim actions will be implemented until baseline data is gathered and until restoration/management plans are developed for each project site.  Funding and implementation of management plans will occur at the individual project level in the appropriate provincial review.)

Task a.  Construct boundary fences to delineate property boundary and prevent trespass (e.g., livestock grazing).

Boundary fencing will be a necessary interim measure to complete the protection phase of each project site.  Fencing prevents trespass grazing and subsequent impacts to habitat functions and values associated with the project.  Vegetation in riparian and wetland areas is especially responsive to this passive restoration method. 

Task b.  Utilize chemical, biological, and mechanical methods for initiate control of invasive and noxious plants. 

Undesirable and exotic plans, including noxious weed, can reduce the value of habitat.  Noxious weeds were identified as a limiting factor in many of the Oregon subbasin summaries.  The Coalition will use an integrated pest management approach to controlling these plants.  Cost-share partnerships with federal, state, and local governments Weed Management areas, and private individuals provide biological agents (i.e., insects) to manager noxious weeds and improve terrestrial habitat o ma large scale.  Early detection and treatment is key for efficiently controlling noxious weeds.  After weed control has 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.  Conduct prescribed burns, in accordance with approved interim management plans.

Using standards described by the USFWS and detailed in the Programmatic Wildlife Mitigation EIS, prescribe burning will be used a tool to increase diversity and density of native habitats as well as a tool for managing brood pastures, wetlands vegetative complexity and other factors important to managing previously disturbed areas.

Task d. Plant native herbaceous vegetation as cover on disturbed sites to prove interim habitat for target species until habitat restoration implemented.

The planting of herbaceous vegetation on disturbed sites can help reduce he likelihood of invasion by undesirable plant species such as thistle, reed canary grass, common and tansy.

Task e. Develop/control public access to minimize impacts to target species and habitats.

Public access will be consistent with CBFWA Guidelines for Enhancement, Operations, and maintenance activities for Wildlife Mitigation project s (CBFWA 1998) 

Task f. Eliminate any fish passage barriers identified in the Subbasin Summary/Plans or other inventory list by replacing culverts with appropriate structures.

The State of Oregon is required to provided fish passage in waterways that currently support or historically supported native fish.  The State of Oregon maintains an active list of culverts throughout the state that are in need of modification or replacement due to fish passage concerns.  Culverts identified as critical problem and in need of replacement will be replaced with fish passage providing structures. 

Objective 2.
Provide Input of Regional, Statewide, and provincial Policies, procedures, protocols and programs (FWP subbasin assessment and planning, project evaluation criteria, mitigation crediting, management plans, long-term O&M funding)

Task a.  Develop standardized methodologies that reflect current policy in coordination with BPA and NWPPC, CBFWA managers and staff, and other interested parties.

Task b. Develop a framework that reflects systemwide (Columbia basin ecosystem) priorities by reorganizing existing RFC, AFC, WC in conjunction with CBFWA, BPA, NWOPOC, and others.

The goals and objectives of the Council’s 2000 FWP have resulted in greater integration of fish and wildlife mitigation strategies.  Although most projects are funded on a province geographic level, there seems to be a misconception by some involved in the project review process that habitat protection projects benefit only wildlife.  It is critical that the link between the terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems be recognized.  Many proposed and implemented habitat protection and improvements projects benefit fish and wildlife. Coalition members will work with the regional fish and wildlife managers to refine the project review process because the current CBFWA Committees are not effectively reviewing habitat based proposals.

Task c. Prepares a Funding Matrix that reflects current funding programs (federal, state, provincial that can be used as cost-share opportunities to leverage FWP funds a more integrated and cost-effective manner.

The Council’s program has called for the development of long-term funding agreement with BPA to provide secure project funding and maintenance of habitat values on existing mitigation sites.  Coalition Memoranda of Agreement also state this intent.  No long-term funding agreements have been developed to date.   Coalition members will work together to strategize about the development of a funding mechanism and discuss alternative with NWOPC and BPA staff.   

Task d.  Incorporate wildlife into the Program Watershed Assessment Board Watershed Assessment Manuel through active participation with OWEB staff and other interested parties in Oregon. 

Coalition members will work with OWEB staff and their subcontractor to provide input into the development of a wildlife chapter for the Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual.  OWEB received $40,000 from the Columbia Plateau Province solicitation to accomplish this task.

Objectives 3.
Conduct Project Management activities.

Task a. Manages and track project budgets.

Task b Prepare annual SOWs, professional service contracts and budgets.

Phase: Monitoring & Evaluation  

Objective 1.
Develop Data Collection and Monitoring and Evaluation Protocols for Aquatic and Terrestrial Habitats/Species Representative of Oregon Ecotypes

Task a.  Form an interdisciplinary work-group to develop an overarching strategy for development of Sampling and M&E Plans based on existing M&E Protocols (e.g., M&E Plan for the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project, NRI).

Coalition members will meet regularly as part of an interdisciplinary team with the goal of developing standardized sampling and M&E protocols for Oregon.  There recently have been several regional efforts to develop Columbia Basin Research, Monitoring and Evaluation guidelines.   The Council’s 2000 FWP recognizes the need for a coordinated R, M&E plan that is based on standardized methods that can be readily applied in a consistent manner throughout the basin.  It is key to have consistent methods so that project results from different subbasins, provinces and across the entire basin can be evaluated.  

Task b.  Review existing data collection and M&E protocols, identify needed revisions to make applicable to Oregon habitats and species.

A variety of M&E methods are being used across the basin and in Oregon.  Oregon managers have already adopted portion of the Draft M&E Plan for the Albeni Falls Wildlife project to use in similar cover types found at the Burlington Bottoms and Ladd Marsh WA Addition project sites.  Existing methodologies will be compiled and reviewed.  Gaps in existing protocols will be identified in relation to key Oregon habitat and species that Coalition members agree should be incorporated into the master Oregon M&E plan.  The Coalition will use the M&E Plan for the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation project as a template for the Oregon M&E plan.  Ties will be made to national databases as well.   

Task c.  Develop data collection and M&E protocols for Oregon.

Specific data collection techniques and M&E protocols will be described in a written M&E plan for Oregon.  Coalition members will implement the M&E plan on future mitigation projects.  Results from Various Oregon mitigation projects then can be complied and analyzed in a more meaningful manner.  Results will be made available to Columbia Basin R,M&E efforts and to national M&E databases, such as the NRI.  The Plan will be updated as protocols change and new techniques are developed. 

Objective 2. 
Measure Effectiveness of Interim Priority Actions

Task a.  Monitor integrity of boundary fence.

It is essential to maintain the integrity of boundary fence to prevent loss of habitat value on project lands.  Boundary fence will be monitored regularly and needed repairs identified and made. 

Task b.  Conduct vegetation surveys to monitor changes in plant communities.

Task c.  Monitor survivorship of planted vegetation.

Task d.  Conduct fish and wildlife surveys to monitor species responses to habitat changes.

Task e.  Monitor public uses.

Information about public use will be necessary to assure mitigation projects are being managed to minimize negative impacts to the target habitats and species.  Project managers will 

Task f.  Monitor function and condition of culverts.

Task g.  Prepare M&E reports

Annual M&E reports will be prepared and submitted to BPA.

g. Facilities and equipment
Office space and equipment necessary to support this project are available the ODFW Headquarters office, ODFWE John Day Office, USFWS, Vancouver Fisheries Field Office, CTWSRO Tribal office, CTUIR’s Mission office, and BPT’s Burns Tribal office.  Vehicles, equipment, tools, and supplies 
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