
Project ID: 199505700 
Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation – Upper Snake 
Please Note:  Project numbers/titles/sponsors shown in the ISRP Preliminary Review 
document are incorrectly associated. Corrected number/title/sponsor shown above. 
 
Sponsors: Idaho Department of Fish and Game and Idaho Office of Species Conservation  
Subbasins: Headwaters (and all other subbasins in the Upper Snake Province) 
FY 03 Request: $4,068,153 
3 YR Estimate: $12,925,282 
Short Description:  Protect, enhance, restore and maintain wildlife habitats to mitigate for 
construction losses at Minidoka and Palisades dams. 
 
Responses requested by the ISRP: 
The ISRP requested a coordinated response from the sponsors of the four wildlife mitigation 
project proposals in southern Idaho (199505700-03).  Accordingly, the responses for these 
projects are identical except for No. 199505700 that includes information about a plant 
material center at Deer Parks Wildlife Mitigation Unit. 
 
1. ISRP Comment: 
 
This is one of four Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation proposals (199505700 through 03).  
All are more or less identical… The response should more clearly point out their continuing 
relationship to each other… The ISRP comments on each are mostly identical… and a 
coordinated response from the sponsors would be appropriate. 
 
Response: 
 
The four separate Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation (SIWM) proposals are for independent, 
interrelated projects.  The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) and the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes (SBT) have been implementing the SIWM project since 1996 in the 
geographic area now designated by the Northwest Power Planning Council (NWPPC) in the 
2000 Fish and Wildlife Program as the Middle and Upper Snake Provinces.  The shift to 
province based program funding and management made it necessary for IDFG, SBT and the 
Shoshone-Paiute Tribes (SPT) to divide the ongoing SIWM project along province 
boundaries.  The SBT and IDFG submitted separate wildlife mitigation proposals in the 
Upper Snake Province and the SPT and IDFG submitted separate proposals in the Middle 
Snake Province because IDFG, SBT and SPT are separate management agencies with 
differing authorities through state and federal law.  
 
The 1980 Power Act recognizes and gives deference to IDFG, SPT and SBT as the fish and 
wildlife managers in the southern Idaho geographic area.  These three separate entities are 
cooperating to implement BPA funded wildlife mitigation actions.  The SBT and IDFG have 
operated under an MOA since 1996 to implement wildlife mitigation projects together and 
the SPT has recently become an actively involved member of SIWM with the initiation of a 
wildlife mitigation project on the Bruneau River.  IDFG, SBT and SPT currently work 
together under the draft Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation Work Groups Operating 
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Guidelines and Guiding Principles For Middle and Upper Snake Provinces (copy attached).  
Coordinated planning and implementation of projects helps BPA meet its mitigation 
obligations in the provinces and independent contracting of funds helps assure accountability.  
 
2. ISRP Comment: 
 
The M&E program is underdeveloped.  The proponent mentions that they are a member of 
the interagency work group supporting Proposal # 199206100 “Albeni Falls Wildlife 
Mitigation”, but should have included and more completely developed the plans for 
monitoring and evaluation that were developed by the Albeni Falls Workgroup and reviewed 
by the ISRP in the addendum to report ISRP 2001-4 “Review of Draft Albeni Falls M&E 
Plan”. 
 
Response: 
 
In proposals No. 199505700 and No. 199505701 for the Upper and Middle Snake Provinces, 
IDFG identifies an FTE (split between the provinces) to implement a coordinated M&E 
program so that M&E activities in northern Idaho are done in full cooperation those in 
southern Idaho – a statewide M&E program.  The ISRP has provided the impetus for 
development of increased M&E activities for wildlife mitigation projects throughout the 
Columbia Basin.  Previous project proposals did not include adequate funding to develop and 
implement an effective M&E program.  This proposal reflects both an increase in the M&E 
program and implementation of M&E at the statewide level.  Although we conduct 
monitoring activities on all of our mitigation projects, with the current proposal we 
acknowledge the need for increased funding to implement a monitoring program that will 
inform an adaptive management process.  
 
IDFG is a member of the Albeni Falls Workgroup and IDFG initiated and cooperated in the 
development of the Albeni Falls M&E Plan (a copy of the Draft Albeni Falls M&E Plan is 
attached with this response).  Wildlife habitat losses from hydropower development in 
southern Idaho are different than those found at Albeni Falls.  The southern Idaho losses 
include a wider range of target species and cover types because upland habitat was lost in 
addition to wetland types.  SIWM has already adopted the Albeni Falls M&E Plan for use in 
southern Idaho in wetland cover types and we are in the process of expanding that plan to 
include techniques for monitoring upland habitat and wildlife species.  We anticipate having 
the draft Southern Idaho Monitoring and Evaluation Plan completed and ready for review by 
August 1, 2002.  We are requesting that ISRP assist us with this project by reviewing and 
commenting on the draft plan. 
 
In its SIWM proposals, IDFG proposes using the Albeni Falls template to develop 
monitoring protocols with ties to national databases.  Techniques or protocols developed for 
Albeni Falls or SIWM will be used in the statewide wildlife mitigation monitoring program.  
Using a coordinated statewide wildlife mitigation monitoring program, in coordination with 
SBT and SPT, we are eager to begin using the “top-down, regionwide habitat and land-use 
monitoring program with consistent sampling procedures across the Columbia Basin…” 
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suggested in the December 11, 2001 letter from ISRP Chair Rick Williams to NWPPC 
members, as soon as it is developed. 
  
3. ISRP Comment: 
 
This proposal suggests using a programmatic approach rather than identifying specific 
actions and specific land purchases.  Given this approach, it is necessary for the sponsors to 
describe their prioritization protocol in detail… they should ensure that this Southern Idaho 
Wildlife Mitigation proposal is consistent with the habitat acquisition and restorations plans 
developed by the Albeni Falls Workgroup and reviewed by ISRP in the addendum to the 
report ISRP 2001-4 “Review of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes’ Habitat 
Acquisition and Restoration Plan”. 
 
Response: 
 
Acquisitions and easements implemented by the sponsors of this project are consistent with 
guidance that already exists in the Council’s 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program (see Section 
11.2.D).  As mentioned in the project history section (Section e.) of the proposals, project 
prioritization began with the preparation of protection, mitigation and enhancement plans.  
Much of the general information in those plans is still valid and some of the specific parcels 
identified as important mitigation areas are still unprotected.  Also noted in the project 
proposals was the use of GAP analysis and of the Nature Conservancy’s eco-regional 
planning tools to provide information to focus mitigation efforts.  Timely information about 
wetland conservation needs is available from a series of wetland conservation strategies that 
are currently being developed for Idaho.  References for these documents are listed in the 
project proposals. 
 
The project sponsors have long used a process for determining consistency with the fish and 
wildlife program and for ranking individual properties.  In the past, project ranking was done 
at the Columbia Basin level by the members of the CBFWA Wildlife Committee using 
criteria that were developed by the region’s fish and wildlife managers.  These criteria are 
still useful to many CBFWA member organizations including IDFG, SBT and SPT.  
Attached is a copy of our current criteria, Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation Work Groups 
Program Consistency and Project Ranking Criteria. 
 
4. ISRP Response: 
 
Objective 3 is to develop a plant materials center to provide a predictable and reliable supply 
of site adapted native plants and seed for habitat and rehabilitation projects.  This objective 
seems to (sic) opportunistic given availability of land and irrigation facilities at the Deer 
Parks Wildlife Mitigation Unit.  The response should give specific evidence of the non-
availability of native plant material, explain why the private growers (or other suppliers) in 
Idaho and the region cannot or will not contract to provide plant material, and evaluate the 
loss of wildlife habitat if this land remains in agricultural production. 
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Response: 
 
Agricultural lands at the Deer Parks Wildlife Mitigation Unit are currently managed using 
sharecrop agreements.  The arrangements typically involve allowing a private party to plant 
crops and harvest only a portion, with the remainder being left to provide habitat or food for 
wildlife.  Some of the less productive or unsuitable agricultural land is already being 
converted to perennial native vegetation through the use of the sharecropper’s equipment and 
labor.  This system benefits wildlife and wildlife habitat and assures the maintenance of 
property values and will be continued.  The opportunity exists to use sharecrop agreements to 
provide wildlife habitat and native plant materials at the same time by planting and managing 
natives instead of agricultural crops on suitable land.  Several levels of native plant materials 
production could be accommodated at Deer Parks including research and field trials of 
selected species or varieties (Shaw 2002), production of foundation material of varieties that 
are ready for release but must be “increased” (made available in larger quantities) to provide 
enough seed so that private growers can begin commercial production (Hoag 2002), and 
actual commodity production in partnership with private growers using a share crop system. 
 
The demand for native plant materials often far exceeds the supply, especially during years 
with extensive wildfire rehabilitation needs (Johansen 1997).  Demand for native plant 
materials for restoration and rehabilitation also exceeds supply.  There is not enough seed 
collected or available to be collected from wild lands to meet current demand, let alone 
potential usage, and currently much of the demand is met from field-grown seed.  There is 
apparently a market for increasing field-grown seed for many species (McArthur et al 1999).  
Richards et al. (1997) recommends that increased emphasis needs to be placed on 
development of the ecological and technical knowledge necessary for increasing native seed 
availability at reasonable local levels.   
 
There is a delay of from one to several years between planting a crop for production of native 
seed and time of harvest.  In addition, a given planting has a limited “life span” during which 
it will produce a crop before it has to be replanted.  In order for private seed suppliers to be 
willing to risk investing their resources to supply a particular plant material, they must have a 
reasonable expectation that there will be a market for their product.  That is not always the 
case because the market is unpredictable and can be extremely variable depending on the 
severity of the wildfire season and funding for other restoration efforts.  By using mitigation 
land at Deer Parks to produce native plant seed (on a share crop basis) it will be possible to 
reduce the risk and cost to cooperators because part of the investment in planting the crop 
will be borne by the managers of the mitigation project to provide wildlife habitat.  Potential 
cooperators will be able reduce their risk and cost accordingly.   
 
 
Some of the land at Deer Parks will be left in agricultural production for the foreseeable 
future because it provides habitat for several wildlife mitigation target species and helps 
prevent depredation by wildlife on neighboring private land.  Some of the former cropland 
will be (and has already been) converted to permanent vegetation to provide wildlife habitat.  
The use of a portion of the land at Deer Parks to provide native plant materials is an 
opportunity to carry the benefits of mitigation off-site to other mitigation projects in the 
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surrounding area as well as for restoration and rehabilitation efforts being carried out by 
other land managers in the region. 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation Work Groups Operating Guidelines and Guiding 
Principles For Middle and Upper Snake Provinces 

 
2. Draft Albeni Falls M&E Plan 

  
3. Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation Work Groups Program Consistency and Project 

Ranking Criteria 
 
References:  
(Copies of these documents were faxed and mailed to NWPPC on March 14, 2002.) 
 
Hoag, J.C.  2002 [Personal communication]. Aberdeen, ID: USDA-Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, Plant Material Center, Aberdeen, ID. 
 
Johansen, J.  1997.  In: Shaw, Nancy L.; Roundy, Bruce A., comps. 1997.  Proceedings: 
Using seeds of native species on rangelands; 1997 February 16-21; Rapid City, SD. Gen. 
Tech. Rep. INT-GTR-372. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 
Intermountain Research Station. 
 
McArthur, E. Durant and Young, Stanford A.  1999.  In: Monsen, Stephen B.; Stevens, 
Richard, comps. 1999.  Proceedings: Ecology and management of pinyon-juniper 
communities within the Interior West; 1997 September 15-18; Provo, UT.  Proc. RMRS-P-9. 
Ogden, UT; US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research 
Station. 
 
Richards, Rebecca T., Chambers, J. and Ross, C.  1997.  In: Shaw, Nancy L.; Roundy, Bruce 
A., comps. 1997.  Proceedings: Using seeds of native species on rangelands; 1997 February 
16-21; Rapid City, SD. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-GTR-372. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service, Intermountain Research Station. 
 
Shaw, Nancy L. 2002 [Personal communication].  Boise, ID: US Department of Agriculture, 
Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Boise, ID. 
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Attachment 1 
 

SOUTHERN IDAHO WILDLIFE MITIGATION WORK GROUPS 
 

Draft Operating Guidelines and Guiding Principles 
For Middle and Upper Snake Provinces 

 
 

The purpose of the work groups is to cooperatively plan and implement mitigation activities 
for losses to wildlife and wildlife habitats resulting from the construction, inundation, and 
operation of the Southern Idaho federal hydroelectric projects in the Middle or Upper Snake 
Provinces (as defined by the Northwest Power Planning Council) of the Columbia River 
Basin. The Middle Snake Province Work Group will address losses at the Anderson Ranch, 
Black Canyon and Deadwood hydroelectric projects and the Upper Snake Province Work 
Group will address losses at Minidoka and Palisades hydroelectric projects. Work groups 
will meet quarterly. 
 
Background 
 
Interagency work groups have been operating in southern Idaho since the mid-1990’s to 
facilitate implementation of wildlife mitigation projects.  The division of the ongoing 
Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation project into province based projects has made it 
necessary to reconfigure the current interagency work groups to meet the needs of the 
Council’s 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program. 
 
A. Membership Roles and Responsibilities 
 
The work group recognizes the need to work cooperatively with management entities, private 
conservation groups, interested citizens and work groups in the Middle and Upper Snake 
Provinces in order to effectively and efficiently implement the NWPPC’s wildlife mitigation 
program.  
 

1. Core Group – The work group recognizes that under the terms of the 1980 Power 
Act, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (SBT), Shoshone-Paiute Tribes (SPT) and the 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) have the authority as state and tribal fish 
and wildlife managers to ensure that wildlife mitigation projects implemented in the 
southern Idaho geographic area (Middle and Upper Snake Provinces) are consistent 
with the NWPPC’s Fish and Wildlife Program. These three entities will form the core 
group and will be responsible to: 

 
a. Represent state and tribal management and policy issues 
b. Represent SIWM work group at Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife 

Authority’s Wildlife Committee meetings 
c. Determine BPA credits for mitigation 
d. Ensure projects are consistent with NWPPC 2000 Fish and Wildlife 

Mitigation Program, i.e., determine if projects meet threshold requirements 
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e. Form partnerships with entities interested in conducting wildlife mitigation 
activities in the Province 

 
2. Provincial Work Groups – The work groups will be comprised of federal, state, and 

local groups and individuals interested in wildlife mitigation in the Middle and Upper 
Snake Provinces.  An invitation to participate will be extended to representatives 
from the Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Idaho 
Department of Environmental Quality, Idaho Office of Species Conservation (IOSC), 
Nevada Division of Wildlife, Wyoming Game and Fish, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, U.S. Forest Service, non-governmental organizations and others.  

 
Provincial Work Group responsibilities are to: 

  a. Participate in work group meetings 
  b. Submit and present project proposals (optional) 
  c. Participate in technical review of project proposals 

d. Participate in ranking projects according to established criteria 
e. Participate in management plan development  
f.  Participate in management activities (optional) 

  g. Identify potential cost share partners 
  h. Participate in public involvement efforts 
  i. Participate in HEP activities (optional) 

j. Participate in monitoring, evaluation and adaptive management activities 
(optional) 

 
B. Funding 
 
Through FY 2002, the Idaho Department of Fish and Game and the Shoshone-Bannock 
Tribes have implemented wildlife mitigation projects in southern Idaho through a single 
BPA Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation (SIWM) contract that was administered 
cooperatively.  With the adoption of the Rolling Provincial Review process by the 
NWPPC it became necessary to divide SIWM funding by Province and entity.  Beginning 
in FY 2003, projects will be funded through the following programs: 
 

Project 
Number 

Title Sponsor(s) 

199505700 Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation – 
Upper Snake 

IDFG &IOSC 

199505701 Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation – 
Middle Snake 

IDFG &IOSC  

199505702 Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation 
Program (for projects in the Upper 
Snake Province) 

Shoshone-Bannock 
Tribes 

199505703 Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation – 
Shoshone-Paiute Tribes (for projects 
in the Middle Snake Province) 

Shoshone-Paiute Tribes 
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C. Project Proposals: The work group recognizes that anyone may propose an 
implementation project. The following process outlines the steps that must be taken in 
order for projects to receive funding consideration: 
 
a. Solicitation: Project proposals may be submitted to the work group throughout the 

year.  Proposals must be received one month or more prior to the quarterly Provincial 
Work Group meeting to be included on the agenda (Meeting agenda and supporting 
materials will be distributed two weeks prior to the meeting date.) Proposals must be 
submitted using the same format as the Rolling Provincial Review process (found at 
http://www.efw.bpa.gov).  Submit proposals electronically or by mail to the core 
group at the following addresses: 

 
Carol Perugini  Ed Bottum   Chad Colter 
Wildlife Biologist Mitigation Staff Biologist               F&W Coordinator 
Shoshone-Paiute Tribes IDFG    Shoshone- Bannock Tribes  
P.O. Box 219  P.O. Box 25   P.O. Box 306  
Owyhee, NV 89832 Boise, ID 83707   Fort Hall, ID 83203 
dvirfg98@aol.com ebottum@idfg.state.id.us  rezfish@poky.srv.net 

 
Please identify which of the above Program Managers you are requesting sponsorship 
from (The core group encourages project proponents to contact the potential 
sponsoring entity to discuss the project proposal prior to submission). 
 

b. Presentation: Project proponents will be required to make a presentation to the 
Provincial Work Group in order to be considered for funding. This will provide a 
forum for discussion of the project merits, shortcomings, questions, clarifications, etc. 
In event there are unresolved issues/questions, the project proponents will be asked to 
review and clarify points brought up by work group at next meeting.  
 

c. Ranking: The work group members will rank projects will using established criteria. 
Worksheets will be handed out at the quarterly meetings and should be returned to the 
work group coordinator within 2 weeks of quarterly meeting. Scores will be tallied 
and comments compiled and reported to core team members. 

  
d. Core team will review and prioritize projects and report back to the provincial 

work group at the next quarterly meeting. 
 
e. Consensus of core team is required in order for a project to move forward. 

 
 
 
D. Dispute Resolution 
 

In the event that the core team does not reach consensus on a project, a “fix-it” loop will 
be initiated so that project proponents and core group members have the opportunity to 
review the proposal again.  Decisions will be based on the concept of fair and equitable 
distribution of mitigation activities, responsibilities and funding opportunities between 

mailto:dvirfg98@aol.com
mailto:ebottum@idfg.state.id.gov
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the parties based on area of hydropower system impact in relation to areas of historical 
interest and influence, and jurisdiction of the parties. 
 

E. Where mitigation implementation will occur 
 
Provincial work groups will adhere to the guidelines for project implementation in the 
NWPPC’s 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program.  The work groups recognize that the 
hydropower facility impact assessments (brown books) should continue to be used as a 
guideline in implementing mitigation activities.  The groups also recognize that 
protection and enhancement opportunities change through time, and the “brown books” 
should not be used as a hard constraint in the implementation process.  While in-place, 
in-kind mitigation is preferred; the work groups recognize the value of off-site, in-kind 
mitigation. 
 

F. Modification/Amendment 
 
The work groups recognize that no agency or Tribe is precluded from withdrawing its 
participation for any reason at any time.  If, for any reason, any signatory to these 
Operating Guidelines and Principles would like to revisit any issue contained herein, this 
document can be modified by consensus of all parties.  
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Attachment 2 
 
 
 
 
 

DRAFT 
 

Monitoring and Evaluation 
Plan For The 

Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation 
Project 

 
(BPA Project Numbers 199206100 and 19910600) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared By: 
 

Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group 
 
 

August 2001 
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Introduction 
 

Background 
 
Congress passed the Northwest Power Planning and Conservation Act on 5 December 
1980. Section 4(h)(10)(A) of the Act directed the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) 
"to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected by the 
development and operation of any hydroelectric project of the Columbia River and its 
tributaries in a manner consistent with the Northwest Power Planning Council's (NPPC) 
Fish and Wildlife Program." In 1986 the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) 
formed the Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group (Work Group). Under the direction of the 
Northwest Power Planning Council's Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, the 
Work Group used U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Habitat Evaluation Procedure 
(HEP) methodology (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1980a, 1980b) to calculated the 
wildlife impacts caused by the construction and operation of Albeni Falls Dam, and 
developed a mitigation plan (Martin et al. 1988). Construction of the dam resulted in the 
loss of 6,617 acres of wetland habitat and the inundation of 8,900 acres of deep-water 
marsh. Estimated wildlife losses were 28,587 habitat units (HUs) for a variety of target 
species (Martin et al. 1988). The goal of the mitigation plan is to provide benefits equal to 
the HEP target species habitat units lost due to development and operation of the Albeni 
Falls Dam. In lieu of annualizing HU losses the NPPC has decided to mitigate losses at a 
2:1 ratio. That is, for every 2 HUs protected the HU ledger will be reduced by 1 HU. The 
principal mitigation strategies forwarded by the plan are the protection of in-place, in-kind 
habitats through fee-title acquisition or the purchase of conservation easements, 
enhancement of those habitats with restoration potential, and maintaining the long-term 
quality of these habitats. 
 
The Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project was developed to protect, restore, enhance 
and maintain the long-term quality of wetland and riparian habitat in northern Idaho and 
eastern Washington (Figure 1) as on-going mitigation for the construction and inundation 
of the Albeni Falls hydroelectric project (NPPC 2000, NPPC 1995 program measures 
11.2D.1, 11.2E.1, 11.3D.4, 11.3D.5). The long-term conservation potential of 
implementing the NPPC Fish and Wildlife Program through the Albeni Falls Wildlife 
Mitigation Project is principally the protection of existing high quality wetland habitats and 
associated target species, but also includes protection and development of habitats with 
high restoration potential.  
 
The NPPC Fish and Wildlife Program addresses the need for monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) to ensure that mitigation goals are attained (NPPC 2000). Section 3.1B (NPPC 
1995) calls for evaluation that "will monitor overall program implementation, evaluate the 
effectiveness of actions taken, and judge their scientific merits." Section 11.4 (NPPC 1995) 
states that the Council is interested in ensuring that mitigation actually occurs on the 
ground, and accordingly, is providing for monitoring to determine if projected benefits to 
wildlife result from the Program. The Program calls for an independent scientific review 
group to evaluate the progress and success of wildlife mitigation efforts (NPPC 1995, 
Section 11.4A.2). Consequently, the Independent Scientific Review Panel  
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Figure 1. Location of the Albeni Falls Mitigation implementation area and existing and 
proposed project locations. 
 
(ISRP) was formed and, after a review of the NPPC Fish and Wildlife Program and 
implementation, made among others, the following recommendation: Monitoring, which is 
now based on HUs determined by HEP analysis, be expanded to include a requirement for 
some degree of direct monitoring of target (and perhaps some non-target) wildlife 
populations (III.B.25, ISRP Report 97-1, July 1997). Sponsors of the Albeni Falls Wildlife 
Mitigation project recognize and strongly support the need for a M&E program that goes 
beyond HEP, is based in good science and standard methodologies, can be applied in an 
adaptive management context, and balances the need for information with an appropriate 
level of effort when conducted in a management context. This monitoring and evaluation 
plan is a response to these Program and Project needs. 
 
Monitoring Framework 
 
Monitoring Scale and Intensity 
 
The scale at which a monitoring program will be applied is a defining consideration in the 
development of a monitoring program. Spatial scales can be geographic (regional or local), 
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ecological (landscape or habitat), or jurisdictional (Federal, State, Tribal). Biological scales 
may incorporate entire ecosystems or local populations of a featured species. Temporal 
scale may consider seasonal, annual or long-term variability/stability and outputs of a 
community. An ideal monitoring program would transcend all spatial, biological, and 
temporal scales. In reality, broad-scale extensive monitoring programs often lack the 
sensitivity to detect local level perturbations. Conversely, more intensive monitoring 
methods applicable to research on a site-specific basis are too costly and labor intensive to 
apply on a broad scale. This M&E plan attempts to balance both of these needs. 
 
Monitoring can be conducted at three qualitative levels of intensity: 
 
1) Low intensity monitoring is sufficient to answer questions about the trend in population 
or habitat condition over a broad scale. It has the advantage of being relatively inexpensive 
to implement. However, its lack of precision makes it relatively insensitive to local 
conditions or management actions. On a programmatic scale (the NPPC Fish and Wildlife 
Program) we believe that HEP analysis (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1980a) falls into 
this category. Particularly for projects that endeavor to mitigate a finite ledger of HUs 
associated with losses from a specific hydropower project, HEP adequately meets the 
monitoring needs, at a programmatic level, to ensure mitigation goals are being achieved. 
Consequently, HEP will remain an integral part of our overall monitoring strategy. 
 
2) Moderate Intensity monitoring is able to answer questions about population trends, 
community diversity, and species relative abundance in the context of local habitat 
condition or management action. Although more costly to implement, this level of 
monitoring has sufficient sensitivity to provide feedback on management actions in an 
adaptive management context. Additionally, by collecting site-specific data according to 
standardized protocols these data may be used across multiple spatial and biological scales. 
Consequently, they may contribute data points to regional, national, or international 
monitoring efforts. Conversely, by collecting data that contributes and are comparable to a 
broader data set the manager can better interpret results (e.g. declines in amphibian 
populations as a local verses more general biological problem). Most of the methods 
outlined in the M&E plan fall into this level of monitoring. A purposeful effort was made 
to select methods that are widely employed in field biology or to adopt appropriate 
monitoring protocols from national monitoring programs to maximize the utility of the data 
collected. A significant limit of this level of monitoring intensity is that it is not sufficient 
to evaluate the causes of change in habitat or population trends. 
 
3) High Intensity monitoring is the most sensitive level of monitoring. At this level we are 
able to answer questions about causal relationships between specific habitat attributes and 
population demographic parameters. The data demands to achieve the statistical power to 
answer these types of questions make this the most expensive level of monitoring to 
employ on a per area basis. Basically this is research and beyond the management context 
of this M&E plan. However, if moderate intensity monitoring suggests a management 
problem that can not be adequately addressed by a review of the literature and through the 
managers experience, nothing in this M&E plan constrains a manager from developing a 
site-specific monitoring program at this intensity level to address specific problems. 



 6

 
Monitoring Goals and Objectives 
 
Monitoring and evaluation consists of assessing changes in habitats, populations, or 
communities that test the effectiveness of mitigation measures. Adaptive management is 
the process of using scientific information to evaluate and improve management decisions. 
Conceptually, adaptive management is based on the need to maintain operational flexibility 
to respond to monitoring and research findings. Hence, adaptive management is the 
practical application that links monitoring and management. The goal of any monitoring 
program is to provide information that verifies whether management objectives are being 
met. Therefore, monitoring goals are dependent on management goals. The Albeni Falls 
Wildlife Mitigation Project has two major management goals. The first goal is 
programmatic while the second goal is strategic. The primary project goals are: 
 

1. To fully mitigate the wildlife habitat losses associated with the construction and 
operation of Albeni Falls Dam. 

 
2. To protect, restore, enhance, and maintain wetland/riparian wildlife habitat within 
all of the Mountain Columbia Subbasins (except the Bitterroot, Flathead, and 
Blackfoot). Implicit in this goal is the maintenance or enhancement of wetland/riparian 
associated wildlife populations, maintenance or enhancement of wetland/riparian 
species diversity, and, to the extent possible, protection or restoration of native 
communities. 

 
In support of these management goals the objectives of this monitoring and evaluation plan 
are to: 
 
1. Track progress toward full mitigation of the 28,587 HUs identified in the Albeni Falls 

Dam loss assessment. 
 
2. Evaluate the success or failure of mitigation management activities by: 
 

a. Monitoring secondary population parameters (relative abundance, distribution, and 
population trends) of selected target and non-target wildlife species, and their 
habitats as an indicator of management effectiveness. 

 
b. Monitoring trends in overall diversity of select wildlife communities. 

 
c. Comparing managed site data against reference site data and the literature to 

evaluate project movement toward meeting desired future conditions within each 
major cover type. 

 
3. Adopt standardized monitoring methodologies that are compatible with monitoring at 

larger scales and the scientific literature. This will maximize the usefulness of the data 
collected within the NPPC Fish and Wildlife Program as well as at regional or national 
scales. 
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Program Sampling Design 
 
Introduction 
 
This wildlife-monitoring program is designed to provide managers with information on 
population and community trends through time that can be used in an adaptive management 
context. Monitoring is an ongoing obligation of management and should itself be viewed as 
an adaptive process. Currently the Albeni Falls Dam HU ledger is less than 20% mitigated. 
Consequently, most of the land base that will eventually be managed and monitored is not 
currently identified. Without good knowledge of the total land base, distribution, 
juxtaposition, block size, and condition (degree of restoration required) of mitigation 
properties it is difficult to design an efficient monitoring program that anticipates all future 
needs. Upon completing full mitigation of the Albeni Falls Dam HU ledger this monitoring 
program will be reviewed and revised. In the interim the managers of the Albeni Falls 
Interagency Work Group will be guided by this monitoring program's design and principals 
but retain the flexibility to modify it to meet individual needs and management challenges. 
 
The long-term monitoring database for this project will be developed through both 
observational and quantitative monitoring. Observational monitoring includes the use of 
such things as photo plots and incidental wildlife observations that may suggest changes in 
plant or wildlife communities at a qualitative level. These data have the advantage of being 
relatively inexpensive to obtain but are limited because they depend on subjective 
interpretation. Quantitative monitoring depends on actual measurement of population or 
community attributes and these data are amenable to statistical analysis. The primary 
disadvantage of quantitative monitoring is that it is expensive and time consuming. 
However, quantitative monitoring can provide estimates of direction and magnitude of 
change before change is grossly evident, is less biased than observational monitoring, and 
is the most objective way to evaluate the success of our mitigation and management 
programs.  
 
Monitoring and Evaluation Sampling Strategy 
 
The focus of this project is wetland mitigation. Monitoring will focus on wetland/riparian 
habitats. For the purpose of this monitoring plan upland monitoring will be limited to 
observational techniques and documentation of weed control. However, nothing constrains 
a manager from doing more intensive monitoring of uplands as deemed appropriate. For 
example, a high disturbance upland prescription to selectively log and prescribe burn an 
upland site to improve white-tailed deer forage availability should include a site-specific 
monitoring plan. 
 
Using the Universal Transverse Mercator coordinate system a permanent grid with spacing 
of 200 m or less will be established by each Work Group cooperator on each mitigation 
property they own and manage. By ownership, grid points will be sequentially numbered 
and represent potential monitoring sample points that can be randomly selected by use of a 
random numbers generator. The 200-m spacing is equal to the preferred sample point 
separation for land bird point-count stations (Huff et al. 2000), and yields one potential 
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sample point for every 4 ha of habitat. Closer grid-point spacing decreases the probability 
that data from adjacent sample points are independent and increases the risk of double 
counting birds when using variable-radius point-count sampling techniques in particular. 
Three wetland cover types will be monitored: emergent herbaceous, shrub-scrub, and 
forested wetlands. 
 
Drawing the sample of points to be monitored is complicated by the fact that we are still in 
the implementation phase and additional properties will be added on an annual basis for the 
next 10+ years. The sampling scheme must be cost effective, provide a data set that 
provides a long-term perspective on meeting management objectives, and is flexible 
enough to incorporate new properties as they are acquired. Consideration must also be 
given to the fact that cover types do not occur in equal proportions and that some habitats 
are intact while others require restoration. Taking these concerns into consideration we 
have devised the following sampling scheme:  
 
Sampling will be done with a constant intensity of 10% of all potential sample points. As 
additional properties are purchased, additional permanent sample points will be identified 
to maintain a sampling intensity of 10% of all possible sample points. One-third of the 
selected sample points will be visited each year on a three-year rotating basis. The use of 
rotating panels of sample points will allow us to effectively increase the sample size while 
still meeting the objectives of long-term monitoring within time and cost constraints 
(McDonald et al. 1998). Permanent sample sites that are visited every three years are 
revisited at a sufficient frequency to capture long-term trends in population and community 
change.  
 
A stratified random sample of long-term monitoring sample points will be drawn from all 
possible sample points. Once identified as part of the sample to be monitored, these points 
will become part of a permanent subset of points to be used for long-term monitoring. The 
sample will be stratified on three wetland cover-types: emergent herbaceous wetlands, 
shrub-scrub wetlands, and forested wetlands. Furthermore, the sampling effort in each 
stratum will be weighted in proportion to that cover type's collective occurrence on 
mitigation parcels. A proportional stratified random sample has appeal because monitoring 
effort reflects the availability of habitats under management. However, this scheme may 
result in sample sizes that are too small to adequately detect changes in habitats and their 
associated wildlife communities for wetland habitats that comprise relatively smaller 
proportions of mitigation properties. Consequently, some adjustment in sample allocation 
may be needed when the Albeni Falls Dam HU ledger is fully mitigated. 
 
This stratified random sampling design makes no a priori distinction between sample 
points that fall on intact wetlands where management is custodial and restoration sites 
where there is active management and community changes may be dramatic even in a short 
amount of time. At a programmatic and project scale this is appropriate to document the 
success or failure of conservation strategies from a long-term monitoring perspective. 
However, it may not provide managers with adequate feedback on the success of site 
specific management prescriptions. Managers may choose to supplement this basic 
sampling scheme with additional sample points randomly selected from within a site-



 9

specific prescription area. These supplemental sample points will not become part of the 
long-term permanent sample-point set. They may be revisited more or less frequently than 
every three years and/or dropped from monitoring altogether at any time at the manager's 
discretion. 
 
Monitoring in an adaptive management context implies benchmarks or desired outcomes 
against which management success can be measured. The vegetative and wildlife 
community structure of intact wetland habitats can act as one benchmark for the 
effectiveness of restoration management. We will retrospectively (that is after the random 
sample has been drawn) identify a subset of the permanent sample points of intact wetlands 
from each cover type to serve as reference sites against which restoration management may 
be evaluated. Additional reference sites, both within and outside of the project boundaries, 
may need to be subjectively identified to secure a minimum of three reference sites for each 
cover type. Sample points selected as reference sites will initially be sampled for three 
consecutive years to establish a strong baseline data set. Based on initial results permanent 
baseline monitoring plots may also be established (to the extent possible) within formally 
designated ecological reference areas (e.g. USDA Forest Service Research Natural Areas) 
that are located in areas adjacent to mitigation properties but are functionally independent 
of mitigation properties and associated management. When available and applicable the 
scientific literature will provide an additional source of reference benchmarks for project 
evaluation. 
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Habitat Evaluation Procedures 
 
Introduction 
 
The Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) was developed in 1980 by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS 1980a, USFWS 1980b, USFWS 1981). HEP uses a species-
habitat based approach to impact assessment, and is a convenient tool to document the 
predicted effects of proposed management actions. The Northwest Power Planning Council  
endorsed the use of HEP in its Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program to 
evaluate wildlife benefits and impacts associated with the development and operation of the 
federal Columbia River basin hydroelectric system. The Albeni Falls Interagency Work 
Group used HEP in 1987 to evaluate wildlife habitat losses attributed to the Albeni Falls 
hydroelectric facility (Martin et al. 1988). 
 
The objective of using HEP is two-fold. First, it provides an objective and quantitative 
assessment of the wildlife habitat value of land purchased for mitigation. This will be used 
to offset the Albeni Falls Dam HU ledger. That ledger accounts for the loss of wildlife 
habitat that resulted from the Albeni Falls hydroelectric project and the extent to which 
those losses have been mitigated. On a programmatic scale (the NPPC Fish and Wildlife 
Program) HEP analysis provides one useful tracking metric for the entire mitigation 
program, especially for projects that endeavor to mitigate a finite ledger of HUs associated 
with losses from a specific hydropower project. Secondly, the baseline HEP evaluation 
describes existing ecological conditions (limiting factors) on the property and will be used 
to guide future management activities. Future HEP analyses will be used to quantitatively 
evaluate the effectiveness of management strategies in improving habitat conditions. 
 
Methods 
 
The HEP is based on the assumption that habitat for a selected species can be described by 
a Habitat Suitability Index (HSI). This value is derived by evaluating the ability of key 
habitat components (hiding cover, snag density) to supply the life requisites of selected 
wildlife species. Habitat quality, expressed as the index or HSI, measures how suitable the 
habitat is for a particular species when compared to optimum habitat. The HSI varies from 
0.0 to1.0 (optimal). The value of an area to a given species of wildlife is the product of the 
size of that area and the quality (HSI) of the area for the species. This product is 
comparable to "habitat value" and is expressed as a habitat unit (HU). One HU is equal to a 
unit of area (e.g. one acre) that has optimal value (HSI=1.0) to the evaluation (target) 
species. Target species are used in HEP to quantify habitat suitability and determine 
changes in the number of HUs available. Consequently, a HEP assessment is only directly 
applicable to the target species selected. The degree to which predicted effects can be 
extrapolated to a larger segment of the wildlife community depends on careful species 
selection (USFWS 1980b). Target species selection in this analysis will follow that used in 
the Abeni Falls loss assessment (Martin et al. 1988). 
  
 
HEP habitat data are collected along a 1000-foot transect within each cover type.  



 11

Sampling transects are lengthened or occasionally shortened to achieve a 90% confidence 
level for our parameter point estimates. Adequacy of habitat sampling is determined using 
the formula (Zar 1984): 
 
                                        z2 x s2 
                                            e2                                 
Where: 
 
z= the critical normal value (p=0.1) from any standard statistical reference 
 
s= standard deviation 

e= tolerable error level 
 
Shrub presence, species, and height data are collected at 2-foot intervals along the sampling 
transect. Percent herbaceous cover and percent herbaceous cover composed of grass are 
measured using a 0.5 by 1.0 m sampling frame (Daubenmire 1959) at 50 foot intervals 
along the transect. Height of the herbaceous layer is measured at 5 points within the 
sampling frame. A Robel pole (Robel et al. 1970) is used to determine the height-density of 
the herbaceous layer. Visual obstruction ratings (VOR) are determined by four Robel pole 
measurements, two parallel and two perpendicular to the transect, taken at 50 foot intervals 
along the transect. Deer hiding cover is estimated by taking two visual obstruction readings 
(both parallel to the transect) on a 1.5 m Robel-type pole from a standing position 50 feet 
from the pole at 50-foot intervals along the sampling transect. Tree height is estimated 
using trigonometric hypsometry (Hays and Seitz 1981) by subjectively selecting two 
"typical" overstory trees at 100-foot intervals along the sample transect. Canopy closure is 
measured at 10-foot intervals using a GRS densitometer. Trees recorded as "hits" with the 
densitometer have their species and DBH recorded. Snag densities are calculated using 0.1 
acre plots at 100-foot intervals along the sampling transect. Distances to water, size of 
water bodies, ratios of open water to emergent vegetation, and road densities, are derived 
from a combination of field estimation and evaluation of aerial photographs and 
topographic maps. GIS will be used to estimate these parameters when accurate data layers 
are available. 
 
Data Analysis 
 
Habitat cover types are outlined on aerial photographs and a planimeter or dot grid is used 
to estimate the total acreage of each cover type. GIS will be used to estimate total acreage 
of each cover type when accurate data layers are available. The habitat units for each target 
species in each cover type are calculated using the formula: 
 
                                         HU= (cover type area)(HSI value). 
 
Published and modified HSI models are used in this analysis. Where published models are 
modified to better reflect local conditions, modifications meet U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service standards (USFWS 1981). Habitat units are tabulated across target species and 
cover types to get total HUs for each species and each cover type for the project. 
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The NPPC Fish and Wildlife Program requires that a baseline HEP analysis be completed 
within two years of acquisition of a mitigation property and every 5 years thereafter. This 
schedule will be followed as part of the ongoing M&E efforts on this project. Some 
acquisitions are intact wetlands where management is largely custodial and significant 
increases in HUs are not anticipated. Other acquisitions require extensive restoration and 
substantial gains in HUs are the expected outcome. Results of HEP analysis must be 
interpreted in this context. For the purposes of adaptive management we expect to 
maintain, within the limits of normal temporal variability, at least the baseline number of 
HUs on every property. A 20% drop in baseline HUs will trigger a management response.  
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Land Birds 
 
Introduction 
 
Birds are important components of biological diversity in most ecosystems. Monitoring the 
health and long-term stability of bird communities can provide an important measure of 
overall environmental health (Morrison 1986). Birds are good environmental monitors for 
several reasons: many species can be monitored simultaneously with a single method, 
methods for monitoring are well understood and standardized, birds occupy all habitat 
types, and as a community represent several trophic levels and habitat use guilds. 
Monitoring species abundance, community diversity, and trends provides information that 
can be used to determine the effectiveness of management actions in moving towards 
conservation goals. 
 
Perhaps more than any other species or community proposed for monitoring, land birds 
present the opportunity for standardized data collection that can be incorporated into 
national monitoring programs. Dovetailing our monitoring efforts with national monitoring 
efforts can be important in interpreting the results of our monitoring efforts. Many species 
of birds are neo-tropical migrants whose populations are effected by factors remote from 
the data collection point. Standardized methods allow for recognition of declines in 
abundance or diversity as a local phenomenon (triggering a change in local management) 
or a broader scale phenomenon that does not necessarily implicate failed management at 
the local level. 
 
Methods 
 
Point counts will be used to monitor land birds on this project. Point counts are the most 
widely used quantitative method used for monitoring land birds and involve an observer 
recording birds from a single point for a standardized time period (Ralph et al. 1995). The 
methodology follows the recommendations of Ralph et al. (1995) and is consistent with the 
methodology employed by the U.S.D.A Forest Service Northern Region Land bird 
Monitoring Project (Hutto et al. 2001) and recommendations for the Idaho Partners in 
Flight Bird Monitoring Plan (Leukering et al 2000).  

A ten-minute point count will be conducted at each of the randomly selected permanent 
sample points within a cover type. All points will be visited a minimum of two and 
preferably three times during the breeding season (mid-May to early July) with a minimum 
of 7 days between counts.  Point counts should be started at 15 minutes after official 
sunrise and completed by 10:00 a.m. Weather conditions should be warm and calm enough 
for bird detection by sight or sound. All birds seen or heard within the 10-minute count 
period are recorded. During the count, data should be recorded in three time periods (0-3 
minutes, 3-5 minutes, and 5-10 minutes). This will allow the data to be partitioned or 
pooled for comparison to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife breeding bird survey data, research 
data reported in the literature that commonly use 5-minute point counts, and 10-minute 
point count data recommended and collected by national bird monitoring programs. Field 
observers should be highly qualified to detect birds by sight and sound. Fixed-radius plots 
(where the radius is arbitrarily small) reduce the interspecific difference in delectability by 
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assuming that: a) all the birds within the fixed radius are detectable; b) observers do not 
actively attract or repel birds; and c) birds do not move into or out of the fix-radius during 
the counting period. This allows for comparisons of abundance among species. Unlimited 
radius plots maximize the amount of data collected because they include all detections and 
are appropriate when the objective is to monitor population changes within a single 
population (Ralph et al. 1995). Birds should be tallied in two distance bands, one 0-50 
meters from the point center and one >50 meters from the point center. This will maximize 
data collection while permitting interspecific analysis. If density estimation is desired then 
additional distance data must be collected. However, density estimation is beyond the 
scope of this monitoring plan. Additional information on establishing point count stations, 
data collection, and sample data forms can be found by referencing Ralph et al. (1993, 
1995) and Huff et al. (2000). 
 
Data Analysis 
 
Data will be pooled both within cover types, and across cover types within land 
management units. The mean number of detections per point (by species) within a cover 
type will used as an index to species abundance. Abundance across cover types within a 
land management unit will be expressed as the grand mean of the individual cover-type 
data pooled across the land management unit and weighted by the proportionate areal 
extent of each cover type. Trend analysis on abundance data will be done by regressing 
abundance on time and testing the null hypothesis that the slope of the regression is equal 
to 0 (Zar 1984). Regression analysis will not be conducted with less than 6 data points. The 
Shannon-Weaver information function (H') will be used to measure land bird community 
diversity, and Pielou's equitability index (J') will be used to measure the evenness of 
species distribution with in the community (Hair 1980). Diversity indices will be compared 
using a t-test following methodology described by Hutcheson (1970) and Zar (1984). A 
species list will also be developed as a measure of diversity. The species list will be 
developed and supplemented with incidental sightings from throughout the year. 
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Waterfowl 
 
Introduction 
 
Waterfowl are comprised of a diverse group of birds with widely different habitat needs for 
survival and recruitment. Some goose populations have expanded in the face of extensive 
national wetland losses. Conversely many duck species, which are less terrestrial and more 
dependent on wetland quality and availability, have experienced substantial population 
declines. The Canada goose, mallard, and redhead duck are BPA target species that were 
used in the HEP analysis habitat loss assessment. Waterfowl breeding-pair and brood 
surveys are conducted to provide trend data for local breeding populations. Our survey 
protocols are modeled after waterfowl production survey methods developed and used by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Hammond 1970, Dan Pennington, Kootenai National 
Wildlife Refuge, pers. comm.).    
 
Methods 
 
All open water areas and associated uplands within and adjacent to mitigation acquisitions 
will be surveyed annually. Four different types of waterfowl production surveys will be 
conducted: goose breeding pair counts, goose brood counts, duck breeding pair counts, and 
duck brood counts. Because of differences in nesting phenology between geese and ducks 
some different surveys may be conducted concurrently on the same visit to a site (e.g. 
goose brood counts concurrent with duck pair counts). Surveys will be conducted as a 
combination of observation point counts, walk/wade surveys, and boat and motor runs as 
appropriate for the landscape.  
 
Observation point counts are used where there is good visibility, especially from elevated 
positions, to observe open water areas. When using observation points, disturbance must be 
kept to a minimum.  Observation points are best conducted with the aid of a spotting scope. 
After data are gathered via observation points a walk/wade survey may need to be 
conducted to observe additional open water areas that are not visible from observation 
points. 
 
Walk/wade surveys are best applied to wetlands with shorelines having little emergent 
vegetation and can be walked efficiently. Small wetlands should be approached carefully 
and quietly because the broods of some species (especially mallards and pintails) may 
move overland to avoid detection by the observer. When properly conducted a high 
proportion of all broods may be seen with this method. 
 
Boat and motor runs are most efficient on open shorelines. Two observers will see more 
birds than one observer will. However, a single observer is generally a more efficient use of 
manpower. Consequently, a single observer will always be used to minimize variability in 
the trend data. Boat speed should be moderate (5-10 mph) and consistent throughout the 
survey, stopping only to count broods or identify species. 
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Survey Timing and Frequency 
 
Counts should be completed within the three-hour periods beginning either 15 minutes 
after sunrise or ending 15 minutes before sunset. Wade/walk surveys may be conducted 
throughout the day. All surveys will be conducted as close as practicable to the identified 
target dates for data consistency. Surveys should be conducted when temperatures are 
moderate and wind speeds are less than 10 mph. Excessive wind moves birds into protected 
areas. If practical, rain should be avoided. 
 
Goose breeding pair surveys are conducted twice, once each on or near April 15th and May 
2nd. Goose brood counts are conducted twice, once each on or near May 16th and June 6th. 
Goose brood surveys will be done in conjunction with second duck breeding-pair survey 
and the first duck brood survey. 
 
Duck breeding-pair surveys will be conducted twice, once on or near May 2 for early 
nesters, and once on or near May 16 for late nesters. Although some protocols call for only 
two duck brood sampling periods. Three sampling periods provide a more adequate index 
than two sampling periods. Three duck brood surveys will be conducted on or near June 6, 
June 28, and July 26.  
 
For waterfowl pair-counts the species and number of pairs should be recorded. For ducks 
both paired ducks and lone males representing indicated pairs should be tabulated for all 
species. During brood counts the observer should record species, number in brood, and the 
age class of the brood. Data will be summarized by species and land management unit and 
reported annually. Long-term local trends will be monitored against the national waterfowl 
surveys. 
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Bald Eagle 
 
Introduction 
 
Bald eagles are a target species of the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project. Because of 
their status as a threatened species bald eagle nest monitoring is conducted under the 
guidance of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Each member agency of the 
Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group participates in the annual (USFWS) bald eagle 
nesting survey. All member agencies will continue their cooperation with this long-term 
national monitoring effort without changes in current protocol. 
 
Methods 
 
Known nest sites are visited by ground, boat, or air at least once during the pre/egg-laying 
(3/1-3/15), incubation (3/15-5/1), nesting (5/1-6/20), and fledgling (6/20-7/20) periods and 
information on eagle activity and nest success is reported to the USFWS. Newly discovered 
nesting sites are reported as they are found and added to the annual nest survey. Eagle 
nesting data will be incorporated into periodic monitoring and evaluation reports. Should 
the bald eagle be delisted and the USFWS discontinue their eagle-nest monitoring 
program, we will continues to collect these data as part of the ongoing M&E effort of this 
project. 
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Small Mammals 
 
Introduction 
 
The small mammal community is an important component of biological diversity in most 
ecosystems. Small mammals act as seed dispersal agents, their burrowing disturbs soil and 
creates microsites for seedling development, and they provide a prey base for higher 
trophic level consumers. Monitoring species abundance, community diversity, and trends 
provides information that can be used to determine the effectiveness of management 
actions in moving towards conservation goals. 
 
Methods 
 
Small mammal populations will be sampled by snap trapping with museum special traps at 
the randomly selected sample points. Traps will be baited with a mixture of peanut butter 
and rolled oats. An array of traps will be laid out as follows. A 100-meter baseline transect 
centered at the sample point and running along a random compass bearing and its back 
azimuth will be established. From the baseline transect, five 50-meter long trap-lines that 
are centered on and run perpendicular to the baseline transect at 25-meter intervals will be 
established. Pairs of museum special snap traps will be placed at 12.5-meter intervals along 
the trap-lines. Trapping will be conducted for two consecutive nights yielding a total of 100 
trap nights per sample point. Sample point, cover type, date of capture, and species will be 
recorded for each small mammal captured. Small mammals killed in snap traps will be 
disposed of off site.  
 
Snap trapping will be the backbone of our small mammal sampling effort. However, snap 
traps are known to underestimate the relative abundance of shrews in the small mammal 
community (Mangak and Guynn 1987, McComb et al. 1991). Managers, at their discretion, 
may augment their snap trapping efforts with pit trap arrays. Trap night data from pit traps 
will be recorded separately from the snap trap data. 
 
Data Analysis 
 
Data be will be pooled both within cover types, and across cover types within land 
management units. An index of the abundance of each species within a cover type will be 
expressed as number caught/100 trap nights. Indices of abundance across cover types 
within a land management unit will be expressed as the mean of the individual cover type 
data pooled across the land management unit and weighted by the proportionate areal 
extent of each cover type. Trend analysis on abundance data will be done by regressing 
abundance on time and testing the null hypothesis that the slope of the regression is equal 
to 0 (Zar 1984). Regression analysis will not be performed with less than 6 data points. The 
Shannon-Weaver information function (H') will be used to measure small mammal 
community diversity, and Pielou's equitability index (J') will be used to measure the 
evenness of species distribution with in the community (Hair 1980). Diversity indices will 
be compared using a t-test (P=0.1) following methodology described by Hutcheson (1970) 
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and Zar (1984). A species list of all mammals will be developed and supplemented with 
observations throughout each year. 
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Herptofauna 
 
Introduction 
 
Amphibians are important components of ecosystem biodiversity that are frequently 
overlooked by fish and wildlife habitat managers. There is growing worldwide concern 
about perceived and actual declines in populations of amphibians. Permeable skin and a 
life cycle that involves both aquatic and terrestrial habitats makes amphibians especially 
susceptible to altered conditions they may encounter in their habitat. They can serve as 
indicators of environmental health. Local management activities may disproportionately 
effect amphibians (and reptiles) because of their relatively sedentary lives in contrast to 
species with greater mobility such as larger mammals and birds.  
 
Many wildlife mitigation properties, especially those not yet acquired, have never been 
intensively surveyed for herptofauna. We have designed this monitoring program to 
provide managers with information about what species presently occur on individual 
projects (the inventory phase) and to provide them with information about the 
effectiveness of their habitat management practices (monitoring phase) toward 
benefiting the species assemblages that occur there.  
 
Methods 
 
Amphibian activity and reproductive biology are closely tied to local weather patterns.  
Consequently, weather data is a necessary component of amphibian monitoring.  Basic 
weather data should include daily min-max temperature and precipitation.  Other 
information about microhabitats could include water temperature and other factors known 
to influence distribution and abundance of amphibians including relative humidity, 
substrate moisture, barometric pressure, wind speed and direction, water level at breeding 
sites, and water pH.   
 
Heyer et al. (1994) suggest the use of several standard sampling techniques to monitor 
amphibians.  Managers should not be constrained by these suggestions and further 
development of these and other techniques is encouraged.  
 
Visual Encounter Survey (VES) 

1. A trained observer walks through a defined area for a prescribed period of time 
searching for and recording the presence of animals. 

2. Time searching is expressed in man-hours. 
3. This technique yields species richness and species lists and count data can be 

used to estimate relative abundance. 
4. Repeated VES surveys combined with marking-recapture techniques can be 

used to estimate animal density. 
 
Audio Strip Transects (AST) 
 

1. A trained observer moves along a strip transect and records all animals heard.   
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2. Transect width is approximately 2 times the maximum distance the target 
animals can be heard. 

3. Linear habitats (shorelines) can be sampled by counting calling individuals with 
no need to determine detection distance. 

4. Calling-male density is calculated as the number of calling males per linear unit 
of transect. 

 
Surveys at known breeding sites can be done using VES and AST techniques.  Breeding 
site surveys can be used to estimate effective population size and operational sex ratio but 
must be done over an extended period (several nights) because of nightly variation in 
breeding populations.  Managers must keep in mind that calling (by frogs) does not 
necessarily indicate breeding.  More explicit indicators such as amplexus, egg masses or 
larvae are needed to demonstrate breeding. Managers may, at their option, decide to 
augment VES and AST methodologies with larval traps and dip net transects to determine 
abundance and reproductive status. 
 
Data Analysis 
 
Data be will be pooled both within cover types, and across cover types within land 
management units. An index of the abundance of each species within a cover type will be 
expressed as number/man-hour effort. Indices of abundance across cover types within a 
land management unit will be expressed as the mean of the individual cover type data 
pooled across the land management unit and weighted by the proportionate areal extent of 
each cover type. Trend analysis on abundance data will be done by regressing abundance 
on time and testing the null hypothesis that the slope of the regression is equal to 0 (Zar 
1984). Regression analysis will not be performed with less than 6 data points. The 
Shannon-Weaver information function (H') will be used to measure herptofauna 
community diversity, and Pielou's equitability index (J') will be used to measure the 
evenness of species distribution with in the community (Hair 1980). Diversity indices will 
be compared using a t-test (P=0.1) following methodology described by Hutcheson (1970) 
and Zar (1984). A species list to include all reptiles and amphibians will be developed and 
supplemented with incidental observations from throughout the year. 
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Vegetation 
 
Introduction 
 
Vegetation provides habitat for most fish and wildlife species.  The primary issues 
regarding the conservation and restoration of vegetation and wildlife habitats are plant 
community composition, structure, and ecosystem function.  Three broad vegetation cover 
types are targeted for monitoring within the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project: 
emergent herbaceous wetland, shrub-scrub wetland, and forested wetland.  Through a 
number of studies the targeted vegetation has been classified on the basis of composition 
and structure into plant associations and community types.  Plant associations and 
community types provide groupings of similarity in composition and structure.  Several 
different plant associations or community types may be present within each of these broad 
cover types.  Methods appropriate for monitoring plant community composition, structure, 
and ecosystem function within these three broad cover types are both constant and variable. 
 
Methods 
 
Emergent Herbaceous and Shrub-Scrub Wetland 
 
1. In initiation of the monitoring protocol plant associations (e.g., using classifications 

provided by Jankovsky-Jones 1997) present within each 4 ha stratified random 
sampling unit will be delineation to a detailed resolution of 25 m2. 

 
2. Coarse-scale composition and structure will be monitored by measuring the boundary 

between each plant association or community type along six 200 m transects; three each 
placed at 50 m intervals perpendicular to the opposing sides of the square 4 ha sampling 
unit.  The boundary of changes in shrub height class will be measured along each of 
these six transects. 

 
3. A comprehensive inventory of vascular (and to the extent possible, non-vascular) plant 

species present within each 4 ha sampling unit will be completed each monitoring 
cycle. 

 
4. The abundance of species present within each 4 ha sampling unit will be sub-sampled 

on twenty 0.01 ha square (i.e., 10x10 m) plots located randomly within a 10 m grid and 
stratified to proportionally represent the plant associations or community types present.  
Ocular estimates of absolute percent cover will be recorded for each vascular (and to 
the extent possible, non-vascular) plant species present on the 0.01 ha plot. 

 
Forested Wetland 
 
1. In initiation of the monitoring protocol, plant associations (e.g., using the classification 

provided by Cooper et al. 1991) present within each 4 ha stratified random sampling 
unit will be delineation to a detailed resolution of 25 m2.  Plant associations will be 
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identified to the smallest possible classification unit (e.g., the phase, in reference to 
Cooper et al. 1991). 

 
2. Coarse-scale composition will be monitored by measuring the boundary between each 

plant association or community type along six 200 m transects; three each placed at 50 
m intervals perpendicular to the opposing sides of the square 4 ha sampling unit.  The 
boundary of changes in shrub height class and stand structural class (using classes 
identified by Hall et al. 1995) will be measured along each of these six transects. 

 
3. A comprehensive inventory of vascular (and to the extent possible, non-vascular) plant 

species present within each 4 ha sampling unit will be completed each monitoring 
cycle. 

 
4. Stand structure and the abundance of species present within each 4 ha sampling unit 

will be sub-sampled on 10 nested circular plots (a 0.04 ha plot nested within a 0.1 ha 
plot; using the method similar to Rust 1998).  Plot center points will be located 
randomly within a 40-m grid and stratified to proportionally represent the forest 
structural classes present.  Ocular estimates of absolute percent cover will be recorded 
for each vascular (and to the extent possible, non-vascular) plant species present on the 
0.01 ha plot. 
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Noxious Weeds 
 
Introduction 
 
Noxious weeds are aggressive plants that are not native to an area. They frequently create a 
large monoculture of themselves. Noxious weeds degrade wildlife habitat; can choke 
streams and waterways; crowd out native beneficial plants; create fire hazards; poison 
humans, wildlife, or livestock; and foul recreational sites for use. The spread of noxious 
weeds can signal the decline of entire ecological watersheds (Morishita and Lass 1999). 
Noxious weed law requires landowners to control noxious weeds on their land. Control of 
noxious weeds is consistent with the management objective of the Albeni Falls Wildlife 
Mitigation Project to restore and maintain native wetland habitats. Noxious weed control 
will be a costly and annual management action on this project. 
 
Methods 
 
Effectiveness of noxious weed management will be tracked by providing estimates of total 
area of noxious weed invasion and percent cover of noxious weeds by species. Ocular 
estimation will be used to determine cover by species in five cover class categories: 0-20%, 
21-40%, 41-60%, 61-80%, and 81-100%. A 1.0 by 0.5 meter sampling frame may be used 
to aid in cover estimation. GPS mapping will be used to calculate the area of large (>1 
hectare) areas of weed invasion. Alternatively, if these areas are sprayed and the spray 
equipment has the ability to calculate total area treated this will be an acceptable area 
estimate. Smaller (< 1 hectare) areas of weed invasion may be mapped with GPS or by 
ocular estimation. 
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Photo Points 
 
Although qualitative, photographic documentation of habitat change as it occurs over time 
can provide an intuitive and compelling record of that change. This record can be 
especially effective for relating a project's effect to administrators or the public who more 
easily identify with a picture than a theoretical mathematical function of community 
diversity. Consequently, a photographic record will be established for each long-term 
monitoring sample point. One or more photographs will be taken in the direction of each of 
the four cardinal compass directions at each permanent sample point during its triennial 
monitoring visit. Photographs will be cataloged and archived for future reference. A digital 
camera will be used for documenting photo points to simplify archiving and reproduction 
for reports and presentations. 
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Reporting 
 

Habitat Evaluation Procedures 
 
The NPPC fish and wildlife program requires that HEP analysis be conducted on each 
acquisition at 5-year intervals. This has been the backbone of the NPPC monitoring and 
evaluation program to date. No change in reporting procedures for HEP analysis 
obligations is proposed. Each work group member will submit HEP reports for properties 
under their ownership/management at the required time interval under a separate cover as a 
stand-alone document. 
 
Expanded Monitoring and Evaluation 
 
Permanent long-term monitoring sample sites are visited on a three-year rotating basis. A 
monitoring and evaluation report that describes the current year's monitoring activities and 
summarizes finding will be submitted annually. A complete analysis of these data including 
trend analysis, diversity indices, and comparisons to reference sites will be performed on a 
triennial basis to coincide with the 3-year rotating sampling scheme. 
 
Each cooperating Agency/Tribe will be responsible for conducting the monitoring and 
evaluation program on their respective ownership. We have intentionally designed some 
flexibility into the program to make it adaptable to the needs and constraints of the local 
manager. Consequently, it will be important for the core data sets coming from each 
agency/tribe to be in a compatible format so that these data can be easily and appropriately 
combined for overall project evaluation and reporting. A common pool of data entry 
templates will be developed for the core data sets and used by all cooperators to facilitate 
combining data sets. 
 
Supplemental Reporting 
 
Where appropriate, Work Group members are encouraged to augment this monitoring and 
evaluation plan to address site specific problems or management actions. Supplemental 
reports will be written as stand-alone documents and attached to the annual report as an 
appendix. 
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Costs 
 

Currently, moderate to high levels of monitoring intensity will require between $250 and  
$500/plot collecting data. These costs will be reduced over time as efficiency increases and 
base levels of staffing and equipment benefits are realized by increasing the number of 
sample points. 
 
The level of monitoring and evaluation effort requested by the ISRP and described by the 
above plan significantly expands sponsor M&E obligations beyond the original Fish and 
Wildlife Program requirements. Consequently, the original budgets for M&E in the 
currently approved management plans are inadequate to meet these new requirements. 
Several of the proposed monitoring methods require specialized skills (such as auditory 
recognition of birds) and may be best performed by subcontractors who possess these 
special skills. Supplemental funding will be required if we are to implement this new 
obligation. Costs for the expanded M&E program will be addressed during the annual 
contacting process.  
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Attachment 3 
 

SOUTHERN IDAHO WILDLIFE MITIGATION WORK GROUPS 
 

Program Consistency Criteria 
 
 
PROGRAM CONSISTENCY - THRESHOLD QUESTIONS: 
(Requires a positive response to each question) 
 
A. Is the project based on and supported by the best scientific knowledge? 
 (Response must be supported by answers to questions 3, 7, 9, 10, 11and 
13.) 
 
B. Is the project biologically possible? 
 (Response by answers to questions 3, 7, 9, 10, 11and 13.) 
 
C. Are there any state, federal, or local laws, ordinances, executive orders that 

would prevent this project from coming to fruition? 
 
D. Does this project impose on Bonneville the funding responsibilities of others, 
as  prohibited by the Northwest Power Act? 
 
E.  Is the proposed project consistent with, or does it complement the 
 activities of the  region’s state and federal wildlife agencies and Indian 
tribe(s)? Identify agency/tribe  affected) 
 

Does the project have measurable objectives, such as Habitat Units and/or 
species response to actions planned?
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SOUTHERN IDAHO WILDLIFE MITIGATION WORK GROUPS 
 

Project Ranking Criteria 
 

 
1. Be the least costly way to achieve the biological objective 
 Project presentation must identify and separate costs for pre-planning, 

acquisition, enhancement, and operation and maintenance for a five-year 
period. Project presentation should also discuss enhancement plans and 
site potential. 

 
Points:   0 = Less cost-effective 
    1 = Comparable costs 
    2 = More cost-effective 

 
2. Provide riparian or other habitat that may benefit both fish and wildlife 
(for  resident and anadromous fish) 
 
 Points:   0 = No benefits to fish 
     1 = Incidental benefits to fish 
     2 = Substantive benefits to fish 
 
3. Immediacy of threat 

The extent to which evidence (documented) shows that acquisition of this 
site is necessary to protect the site from an identified threat. Documentation 
is defined as, but not limited to: a letter, a picture, or a news article, which 
clearly shows the property is on the market for sale, rezoning or regulations 
are pending, property is being subdivided, or timber/mineral rights are for 
sale. 
 
Points: 0 = No evidence presented or minimal threat; target feature(s) 
appear to be in no immediate danger of loss in quality. e.g.,  could be 
partially protected by zoning, regulation or voluntary measures 
  1 = Actions are under consideration which could result in the 
target feature(s) losing quality  

 
4. Mitigate losses in-place, in-kind where practical 

Out-of-kind mitigation is not acceptable for impacts to habitat for: 
endangered, threatened, sensitive or candidate species. When out-of-kind 
mitigation is being proposed, the proponent must identify the proposed 
species of habitat type substitution. Project must also identify the target 
species and which hydroelectric facility(ies) will be credited with mitigation. 
Air miles (from anywhere on the pool) are used to calculate distances. 
 
Points:    0 = Off-site (more than 100 miles) and out-of-kind  

 1.0 = Off-site (more than 100 miles) and in-kind 
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 1.5 = Off-site (50 - 100 miles) and in-kind 
 2.0 = On-site (within 50 miles or within focus area) and in-kind  

   2.5 = On-site (must be adjacent to impact area) and in-kind  
 
5. Address achieving the Council’s mitigation priorities 

The purpose of this question is to determine how closely the proposed 
project matches the NWPPC’s mitigation priorities. To score the project, use 
the following example.  
The proposed project has: 

 
  45% High priority habitat    = 4.5 
  25% Medium priority habitat   = 2.5 
  30% Low priority habitat    = 3.0 
 
  Points:   High = .3  
      Med  = .2 
      Low  = .1 
 
Scoring: High priority habitat  = (4.5)(.3)  =  1.35 
  Med priority habitat  = (2.5)(.2)  =    .50 
  Low priority habitat  = (3.0)(.1)  =    .30 
  Total score          2.15  
   

 
6. Protect endangered, threatened, and sensitive species 

The extent to which evidence presented supports significant occurrence of 
threatened, endangered, and/or sensitive fish and wildlife species. Sponsor 
must demonstrate the relationship of the proposed project to key life history 
attribute of the species; e.g., breeding, wintering, feeding, resting, and 
migration. 
 
The site exhibits significant occurrence if: 
 
Points:  

0 = No species listed in state or federal policy, or listed 
species is an occasional visitor 

1 = One species listed threatened or sensitive in state or 
federal policy 

 2 = One species listed endangered in state or federal policy 
3 = More than one species listed threatened, endangered or 

sensitive 
 

7. Protect high quality, native or other habitat 
The extent to which evidence presented establishes that the area is among 
the best representatives of this type for the target species. The intent of this 
question is to determine the quality of habitat of a site compared to other 
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sites of the same type. Consider quality and extent of cover, key structural 
elements, species composition, water, food sources, human disturbance, 
etc. 
 
Points: 0 = Marginal quality. High number of vegetative intrusions 

and/or degradation present, compared to others of same type. 
This site exhibits low quality and will require restoration. OR 
Land to be managed to support vegetation or habitat not 
existing there naturally (i.e., planting of ornamental vegetation, 
creation of artificial impoundments, water control structures). 
1 = Moderate quality. Vegetative intrusions and/or degradation 
are present. Will require some restoration (i.e., the majority of 
the property was intensively used). Property is degraded but 
has moderate potential for rehabilitation. 
2 = Average quality. Property is degraded but has high 
potential for rehabilitation. 
3 = Good quality. No significant vegetative intrusions found. 
Site is among the best regional representatives of this type 
(i.e., existing habitat is near optimum stage and exhibits signs 
of past disturbance). May require some restoration. 
4 = Excellent quality. No significant vegetative intrusions 
found. Site is among the best state representatives of this 
type. 

 
 8.  Connectivity 
  The extent to which evidence presented establishes that acquisition 

or management of this site will benefit or be benefited by other protected 
lands. Protected is defined as public/tribal land owned and managed 
exclusively for, and accessible to, wildlife OR land which, through zoning, 
regulation or voluntary measures, is not in danger of a loss in habitat quality 
and is accessible to wildlife. 

 
 Points:    
0 = No or marginal connectivity. Generally, the area does not relate to existing 

protected area/protected watershed. 
1 = Moderate connectivity. The site will modestly enhance an existing protected 

area/protected watershed. 
2 = Good connectivity. The site provides an important ecological corridor to at least 

one other protected area/watershed. 
3 = Excellent connectivity. The site is an important ecological corridor to an 

especially important protected area/watershed (Consider total size if 
multiple sites are involved). 

 
9.  Long-term management potential 
 Extent to which evidence presented shows the overall site (core and key 

buffer tracts) can be managed over the long term and still protect the target 
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species. Consider the site size, location and buffers (to withstand 
surrounding human activities and invader species). A buffer increases 
protection of adjacent core site values by screening it from outside impacts 
and improving site manageability. Target features surrounded by numerous 
protected and undeveloped acres tend to resist most threatening forces 
than features surrounded by developed acres. 

 
Points: 
1 = Marginal protection. On a long-term basis, core and/or buffer areas are 
probably too small/poorly located to withstand existing or future 
incompatible activities on neighboring lands, e.g., timber harvesting, high 
density developments, etc. 
2 = Average protection. Buffers/size/location are probably large neighboring 
lands. 
3 = Excellent protection. Buffers/size/location will definitely foil significant 
incompatible outside influences. 
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POINT DISTRIBUTION 
 
 
SOCIAL / ECONOMIC: 
 
1. Least cost    0 1 2 
   
BIOLOGICAL MERIT: 
 
2. Provides riparian benefits for fish 0 1 2 
4. In-place, in-kind   0 1 1.5 2 2.5 
5. NWPPC mitigation priorities  0 1 2 3 
6. Protect T, E, and S species  0 1 2 3   
7. Protect high quality habitat  0 1 2 3 4 
8. Connectivity    0 1 2 3 
 
   
LOGISTICS: 
 
3. Immediacy of threat    0 1 
9. Long-term management potential 1 2 3 
 
   
TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT SCORE:  23.5
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SPONSORS FOR NEW PROJECTS SHOULD ENSURE THAT THE 
FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE ANSWERED IN THEIR PROJECT 
PROPOSALS: 
 
Is the project based on and supported by the best available scientific knowledge? 
(Response must be supported by answers to the evaluation questions listed 
below.) 
 
Is the project biologically possible?  
(Response must be supported by answers to the evaluation questions listed 
below.) 
 
Are there any state, federal or local laws, ordinances, executive orders that would 
prevent this project from coming to fruition? 
 
Does this project impose on Bonneville the funding responsibilities of others, as 
prohibited by the Northwest Power Act? 
 
Is the proposed project consistent with, or does it compliment, the management 
priorities of the affected agency(ies) / tribe(s)? 
(Also identify agency / tribe affected.) 
 
Does the project have measurable objectives, such as Habitat Units and/or species 
response to actions planned?
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THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS WILL BE USED TO EVALUATE AND 
PRIORITIZE NEW PROJECT PROPOSALS: 
 
1. Describe enhancement plans and site potential. Identify and separate costs 

for pre-planning, acquisition, enhancement, operation and maintenance for 
a five-year period. 

 
2. Beyond general community support, describe the extent to which the project 

will make use of matching funds, volunteers, donations, signed cooperative 
agreements, or signed memoranda of understanding (includes tribal lands if 
dedicated in perpetuity for wildlife mitigation and if credit is given to BPA for 
enhancements). 

 
3. Identify the extent to which this project supports the occurrence of 

threatened, endangered, and/or sensitive fish and wildlife species. Sponsor 
must demonstrate the relationship of the proposed project to key life history 
attributes of the species, e.g., breeding, wintering, feeding, resting and 
migration. 

 
4. Does the project protect high quality, native or other habitat at the project 

site? Identify the extent to which this project is among the best 
representatives of this type for the target species. The intent of this question 
is to determine the site’s habitat quality compared to other sites of the same 
type. Consider quality and extent of cover, key structural elements, species 
composition, water, food sources, human disturbance, etc. 

 
5. Identify the extent to which this project is unique. This can be based on the 

rarity (few sites of its kind are protected) of the site’s key elements, the 
project size (i.e., the whole drainage or an “ecosystem”), or distribution and 
status of its key elements. 

 
6. Identify the number and types of habitat found on the project site. 
 
7. Does the project provide riparian or other habitat that may benefit both fish 

(resident and anadromous) and wildlife? 
 
8. How will the proposed acquisition or management of this site benefit or be 

benefited by other protected lands? Protected is defined as public/tribal land 
owned and managed exclusively for, and accessible to, wildlife OR land 
which, through zoning, regulation or voluntary measures, is not in danger of 
a loss in habitat quality and is accessible to wildlife. 

 
9. Describe how the overall site (core and key buffer tracts) can be managed 

over the long term and still protect the target species. Consider the site size, 
location and buffers (to withstand surrounding human activities and invader 
species). A buffer increases protection of adjacent core site values by 
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screening it from outside impacts and improving site manageability. Target 
features surrounded by numerous protected and undeveloped acres tend to 
resist most threatening forces than features surrounded by developed 
acres. 

 
10. Discuss how this project addresses concerns over additions to public land 

ownership and impacts on local communities, such as reduction or loss of 
local government tax base, special district tax base, the local economic 
base, and consistency with local government or tribal governments’ 
comprehensive plans. 

 
11. Identify the extent to which documented evidence shows that acquisition of 

this site is necessary to protect the site from an identified threat. 
Documentation is defined as, but not limited to, a letter, a picture, or an 
article which clearly shows the property is on the market for sale, rezoning 
or regulations are pending, property is being subdivided, or timber/mineral 
rights are for sale.  

 
12. Does this project use publicly owned land or management agreements on 

private or tribal land for mitigation, while providing permanent protection or 
enhancement of wildlife habitat? 

 
13. Does this project mitigate losses in-place, in-kind? Out-of-kind mitigation is 

not acceptable for impacts to habitat for endangered, threatened, sensitive, 
or candidate species. When out-of-kind mitigation is being proposed, the 
sponsor must identify the proposed species or habitat types substituted. 
Project must identify the target species, distance from impacting 
hydroelectric facility and which facility will be credited with mitigation. Air 
miles from anywhere on the pool are used to calculate distances. 

 
14. Does this project address special wildlife losses in areas that formerly had 

salmon and steelhead runs eliminated by hydroelectric projects? For 
example, societal and tribal wildlife losses. 

 
15. Chapter eleven of the NWPPC’s Wildlife Program describes subbasin 

habitat priorities. Identify the estimated number of acres and the 
corresponding percentages of the habitat types represented within the 
project proposal. 
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