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BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION

WILDLIFE MITIGATION PROGRAM
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Purpose of and Need for Action

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) is responsible for mitigating wildlife habitat loss
caused by development of the Federal Columbia River Power System. BPA meets this
responsibility by funding projects submitted to and recommended by the Northwest Power
Planning Council (Council). Project submissions come from Indian Tribes, state agencies,
property owners, private conservation groups,-and other Federal agencies. Future wildlife
mitigation actions with potential environmental impacts are expected to include land
acquisition and management, water rights acquisition and management, habitat restoration and
improvement, installation of watering devices, riparian fencing, and similar wildlife
conservation actions. BPA needs to ensure that these BPA-funded individual projects are
planned and managed with appropriate consistency across projects, jurisdictions, and
ecosystems, as well as across time.

BPA intends to base its choices among alternatives on the following objectives:

¢ Achievement of the biological objectives of wildlife mitigation projects to be
implemented by BPA;

* Achievement of cost and administrative efficiency;
¢ Compliance with all applicable laws and regulations; and

* Environmental protection,

Proposed Action and Alternatives

BPA's proposed action is to establish a comprehensive program that addresses the common
issues and environmental impacts associated with mitigation projects. With such a program in
place, BPA implementation of individual wildlife mitigation projects would change in two
fundamental ways.

* First, BPA's site-specific involvement would be greatly reduced, as project proponents
take the lead in preparing Project Management Plans according to the program
requirements.

® Second, because this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) explores, identifies, and
discloses many of the environmental impacts expected from mitigation projects,
environmental analysis of individual projects would have a narrower, more project-
specific focus, so long as project managers followed the program requirements. Broad
environmental analysis would be required only if anticipated impacts of project
components were to differ substantially from those evaluated in this EIS.
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Alternative 1, No Action, is to continue the current case-by-case approach to project
implementation. Environmental review and decisionmaking would be conducted at the
individual project level through separate categorical exclusions, environmental assessments, or
environmental impact statements. BPA would continue to maintain a high level of involvement
in making site-specific decisions. :

Five action alternatives are evaluated and compared to accomplish the proposed action. The
action alternatives identify different approaches to standardize the planning and implementation
of individual wildlife mitigation projects funded by BPA. All action alternatives are based on a
standard, interactive eight-step planning process' (described below under Alternative 2). This
process is interactive and flexible. Steps may occur “out of sequence” or simultaneously, and
there may be many feedback loops between steps. For example, the results of one step may
require that managers re-evaluate earlier steps. Project Management Plans may also become
more detailed over time, as projects develop increasing definition and more is known about
project boundaries, stakeholder interests, biological resources, and other project-specific
issues. Finally, each alternative contains prescriptions (goals, strategies, and procedural
requirements) that would be applied to BPA-funded wildlife mitigation projects under a
standardized program.

Alternative 2, Base Response, would standardize the planning and implementation process,
but would consist only of those prescriptions (i.e., goals, strategies, and processes) required by
regulation or law. Alternatives 3 through 6 would include all prescriptions listed under
Alternative 2 as part of their actions. These required prescriptions are described below, under
the appropriate process step.

1. Define the Area of Concern/Interest. In the first step, project managers delineate the
project boundaries and project issues.

Under all action alternatives, project managers would:

e Coordinate with water resource agencies to verify viability of new water sources
and uses and to design and implement features necessary to protect aquatic systems
and other water users,

e Make preliminary identification of the presence or absence of listed and proposed
threatened and endangered species and their habitat within the area that may be
affected by the project.

e Identify any minority and/or low-income populations that may be adversely affected
by the mitigation project being considered.

e [For project involving property acquisition] Make preliminary identification of the
presence of historic and archeological resources. '

' This process is adapted from The Ecosystem Approach: Healthy Ecosystems and Sustainable Economies,
ateport of the Interagency Ecosystem Management Task Force, June 1995.
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s [For project involving property acquisition] Make preliminary identification of the
presence of hazardous and toxic wastes, using the American Society for Testing
and Materials (ASTM) Standards on Environmental Site Assessments for
Commercial Real Estate (E 1527-94 and E 1528-93).

‘2. Involve Stakeholders. In the second step, managers gather input from affected
agencies, land owners, Tribes, individuals, and organizations. This step is similar to the
~ project scoping and public involvement that occurs in a National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) analysis. Interested parties may include individuals; interest groups;
Tribes; and city, county, state, regional, or Federal agencies.

Under all action alternatives, project managers would:

¢ Consult with affected Tribes, state fish and wildlife agencies, cities, local
governments, and adjacent landowners.

3. Develop a Statement of the Desired Future Condition. Under BPA's standard

planning process, project managers develop a staternent that expresses a clear
conceptual picture of the ideal long-term state towards which efforts are directed.

No standard prescriptions required.

4. Characterize the Historical and Present Site Conditions and Trends. Project

managers identify current and past condition of the project area in terms of
composition, structure, function, stresses, and other variables.

Under all action alternatives, project managers would. .
e Contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries

Service (NMFS) to determine whether threatened or endangered species are known
to occur or potentially occur in the vicinity of the project area.

¢ Consult with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and affe(,ted Trlbes to
identify potential occurrences of cultural resources.

* Survey for threatened or endangered plant or animal species before disturbing land
or conducting other activities that may affect such species if the USFWS and/or
NMES identify these species as potentially occurring in the vicinity of the project
area.

5. Establish Project Goals. In step 5, project managers identify the specific targets (in
terms of conditions, outputs, features, or functions) against which progress and success
will be measured.

No standard prescriptions required.
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6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the Goals. Project managers

create a Project Management Plan that details the actions to be taken to achieve project
goals, including the specific techniques, standards, and guidelines to be implemented
and protocols for coordination with others.

Under all action alternatives, project managers would:

Take no action inconsistent with Tribal legal rights, or with other legally mandated
protections such as those under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

Address any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects on minority or low-income populations, in accordance with Executive Order
12898 (Environmental Justice).

Follow State and Federal regulations for all activities in or near wetlands, whether
for maintenance or improvement, including (1) the Clean Water Act, Section 404;
(2) Protection of Wetlands, Executive Order 11990; and (3) Floodplain
Management, Executive Order 11988.

Construct wildlife developments in consultation with water agencies and state and
Tribal fish and wildlife agencies. Obtain required permits.

Avoid activities that might adversely affect threatened and endangered species or
their habitat. Document compliance with Section 7 of the ESA.

Use only Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-approved pesticides, and use
only in the manner specified by EPA.

[For projects involving use of herbicides] Prevent use of herbicides in or near
surface water, unless the herbicide has been EPA-approved for such use.

Screen structures from sensitive viewing locations or.develop designs that blend
into the landscape in areas managed as National Scenic Areas.

[For projects involving prescribed burns] Obtain required permits and use state-
defined smoke management direction to determine allowable smoke quantities.

If consultation with the SHPO and Tribes indicates a potential for cultural
resources, conduct cultural resource surveys to document any resources that are
present.

[For projects involving property acquisition {(including leases), and where
properties on or potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
are known to exist on the property] Incorporate a cultural resource management
plan or other SHPO-approved actions.

Ensure that barriers are not created that unduly restrict access for physically
disabled persons where public access is allowed.

Specify that any new public-use facilities are free of barriers to persons with
physical disabilities.
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7. Monitor Conditions and Evaluate Results. Once a Project Management Plan is
being implemented, project managers start a program to (1) monitor implementation of
relevant standards and guidelines; (2} verify achievement of desired results; and
(3) determine soundness of underlying assumptions.

No standard prescriptions required.

8. Adapt Management According to New Information. In this step, project managers

respond to new information and technology by adjusting management actions,
directions, and goals: Management planning, action, monitoring, and feedback are
established as a continuous cycle.

No standard prescriptions required.

Note: Each of the prescriptions under Alternative 2 applies to each of the action
alternatives described below.

Alternative 3, Biological Objectives Emphasis, would focus on technical results. In addition
to the prescriptions under Alternative 2, BPA would support only those actions intended
specifically to achieve biological objectives; however, project managers would retain a great
deal of flexibility to adapt application of specific techniques and other actions to best meet the
biological objectives of the project. Only minimal attention would be paid to cost or
environmental consequences. Social, economic, and other resource conditions would be
considered only as they relate to supporting biological objectives.

For example, BPA would expect project managers to select management technigues that best
achieve project biological objectives, as determined on a case-by-case basis: to include (but not
be limited to) reintroduction of wildlife species, major habitat restoration projects, use of
prescribed fire, predator control, pesticide use (including herbicides), restriction of public
access, purchase of private lands, water diversions, fencing, livestock removal, or other
techniques. Management techniques intended to provide other resource benefits would be
considered only as they relate to achieving the biological objective.

Alternative 4, Cost and Administrative Efficiency Emphasis, would support only the least
costly approach to achieving project biological objectives, in addition to those prescriptions
listed under Alternative 2. Project managers would emphasize minimizing administration costs
and maximizing site-specific application of mitigation funds. Biological objectives would be
limited to the Council's habitats and species priorities. Achievement of more comprehensive
wildlife mitigation objectives, such as protection or improvement of natural ecosystems and
general species diversity over the long term, would occur only incidentally to achievement of
the priority objectives.

As with Alternative 3 (Biological Objectives), BPA would support only those actions directly
aimed at achieving wildlife mitigation. However, under Alternative 4, project managers would
also be restricted in the specific techniques and other actions available to them (i.e., only the
least costly techniques would be available). Social, economic, and other resource conditions
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would be considered only as they relate to lowering costs of achieving and/or supporting
biological objectives.

BPA would expect more passive, less aggressive strategies for achieving wildlife mitigation.
For example, managers would reply primarily on natural regeneration rather than active
restoration to achieve biological objectives. Also, management plans would typically not
include the more costly techniques such as irrigation systems, purchase of water rights,
purchase of private lands (including prime farmland or timber lands), fertilization, major habitat
creation or water development, or provision of developed recreational opportunities, unless
use of such methods clearly results in the least costly approach to achieving biological
objectives.

Alternative 5, General Environmental Protection (environmentally preferred), would, in
addition to those prescriptions listed under Alternative 2, support added measures to protect
fish, recreation, local economic productivity, or other resources, while achieving biological
objectives. Project managers would apply program-wide measures, as appropriate, to protect the
environment, including soils, fish and water resources, vegetation, non-target wildlife, land use,
local economies related to the environment, recreation, and air quality. Management techniques
likely to have adverse environmental impacts would be minimized.

BPA would support broad-scale project planning that takes into account many different
resources, including more stakeholder and public involvement than under the other
alternatives. For example, definition of the area of concern might include a comprehensive and
rigorous analysis of economic, social, cultural, and ecological conditions that might influence
area boundaries.

BPA would encourage project managers to include social, economic, cultural, and natural
resource protection and improvement goals that complement the primary goal of wildlife
mitigation. Activities might include identification of opportunities to foster public appreciation
of the relationship between natural resources and Tribal culture, opportunities to foster public
appreciation of wildlife and wildlife mitigation activities, or recreational opportunities suitable
for physically disabled persons.

Alternative 6, Balanced Action (BPA's preferred alternative) seeks to achieve balance among the
purposes emphasized in Alternatives 3, 4, and 5: (1) meeting the biological objectives of wildlife
mitigation projects, (2) achievement of cost and administrative efficiency, and (3) protection and
improvement of other environmental resources when such actions would support wildlife
mitigation.

Under Alternative 6, BPA would support a wide range of actions to achieve wildlife mitigation
consistent with Council's goals and prioritics. BPA would place a strong emphasis on achieving the
biological objectives in the least costly manner. Also, project managers would apply program-wide
measures, as appropriate, to protect the environment, including soils, fish and water resources,
vegetation, non-target wildlife, land use, local economies related to the environment, recreation, and
air quality.
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Unlike other alternatives, this alternative would develop new mitigation projects similar to past
wildlife mitigation projects. The primary difference between the preferred alternative and the
existing situation (No Action) is that, under Alternative 6, (1) BPA would establish a standard
planning process and (2) project managers would apply program-wide mitigation measures, as
appropriate, to protect the environment. These two differences would allow BPA to implement
wildlife mitigation programs more efficiently and with greater consistency than under the current
case-by-case approach.

Areas of Controversy

Local economic impacts. Many county officials in the Columbia River Basin are especially
concerned about the potential impacts of converting land from economic uses to wildlife
conservation use. The issue involves both a change in economic activity and a potentially
reduced tax base, sometimes in counties already including substantial proportions of public
land. Although the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Program specifies use of publicly
owned land for wildlife mitigation (or management agreements on private land) in preference
to acquisition of private land, the Council does approve projects involving property
acquisition. BPA is prevented by law from making payments in lien of taxes.

Public access. Some hold that wildlife mitigation lands should be managed strictly for wildlife
benefit, and that public use harmful or disturbing to wildlife should not be allowed. For
instance, some object to hunting on mitigation lands; others hold that hunting is a valid wildlife
management technique. BPA recognizes that wildlife management is generally under state or
Tribal jurisdiction. Others hold that persons with disabilities should be allowed special
vehicular access where motorized vehicles are otherwise disallowed because of conflict with
wildlife mitigation objectives.

Land maintenance. Publicly owned land can become a community nuisance if improperly
managed. Public access can facilitate illegal dumping, and noxious weed infestations can affect
neighboring land. County officials have stressed that, when land is to be acquired for wildlife
mitigation, funding should be adequate to ensure proper maintenance. BPA is concerned
about the mounting costs of project operations and maintenance, and looks for ways to
minimize these expenses.

Project planning process. Project managers want to act quickly and efficiently. Affected
interests, especially Tribes and county officials, want to participate in project management
planning.

Major Conclusions

» Wildlife mitigation activities may have short-term adverse impacts on soils, with
increasingly beneficial impacts in the long term,

» Indirect impacts on fish and water resources may follow impacts on soils. Some wildlife
mitigation activities are specifically intended to develop water resources for wildlife use.

o Target wildlife species and species with similar habitat needs would benefit most from
wildlife mitigation activities,
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e Vegetation associated with target wildlife habitat would increase most from wildlife
mitigation activities, especially native plant communities.

e  Where land was converted from private to public ownership, it could conflict with local
land uses; however, conflict can often be avoided through early planning and local
consultation.

e  Where land was converted from private to public ownership or commodity production on
public lands was lost, local tax bases would diminish. However, wildlife mitigation land
also provide opportunities for local economic benefit. Wildlife mitigation projects would
not be sufficient in scale to cause broader impacts within regional economies.

¢ Wildlife mitigation sites are generally compatible with cultural resources. Ground-
disturbing activities can adversely affect historic and cultural resources, but impacts can
usually be avoided.

e Wildlife mitigation activities can benefit Tribal cultural values.

e Public use of wildlife mitigation lands can be compatible with wildlife mitigation objectives,
but seasonal, area, and motor vehicle restrictions are often necessary.

e With observance of State and local burning regulations, wildlife mitigation activities would
not significantly affect air quality.

Issues to Be Resolved

Bonneville Power Administration must decide:

¢ whether to adopt a set of management principles to guide all wildlife mitigation
projects as selected by the Council, and

o if s0, which set,

In the course of making these decisions, BPA will also be resolving the following issues:

1. Whether and to what extent BPA should prescribe conditions for funding types of
wildlife mitigation actions.

2. Whether BPA should categorically eliminate any wildlife mitigation techniques from
future funding consideration.

3. What role(s) might be most appropriate for public, Tribal, and agency participation
in planning proposed wildlife mitigation projects.

Summary/ 8
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Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for Action

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) must mitigate for wildlife habitat that
was lost during development of the Federal Columbia River Power System; it
does so by funding individual mitigation projects recommended by the
Northwest Power Planning Council. At present, BPA addresses all mitigation
project issues and impacts project by project. This approach is inefficient: we
must readdress many common issues that arise repeatedly with each successive
project. This approach does not foster consistency across projects,
Jjurisdictions, and regions, or over time. BPA needs to find a way to ensure
that consistency.

1.1 UNDERLYING NEED FOR ACTION

The network of rivers that feeds into the Pacific Northwest’s Columbia River Basin has been
altered by dams built to generate power, as well as to control flooding and to provide
navigation, irrigation, and recreation services. Twenty-nine Federal hydroelectric dams and
numerous other dams now regulate the flows of many of these rivers.

Development of this hydropower system has had far-reaching effects on wildlife and wildlife
habitat. Many floodplains and riparian habitats important to wildlife were inundated when
reservoirs filled behind dams. Streams have been channelized and roads and electrical facilities
built. All these developments have acted to change or eliminate wildlife habitat. The
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) is responsible for mitigating the loss of wildlife habitat
caused by development of the Federal Columbia River Power System. (See Pacific Northwest
Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act [Northwest Power Act], 16 U.S.C. 839 et seq.,
Section 4.[h][10][A].)

Specific mitigation actions that BPA may support to satisfy this responsibility are generally
developed in a public process managed by the Northwest Power Planning Council (Council).
BPA is asked to implement projects included in the Council’s annual Columbia River Basin
Fish and Wildlife Program (Fish and Wildlife Program). Implementation covers a wide range
of activities and a variety of potential implementors, each with different points of view and
mandates. For instance, present and future BPA wildlife mitigation actions with potential
environmental effects are expected to include the following:

e fee-title land acquisition and management;
e property lease and management;
® conservation easement acquisition and management;

e water rights acquisition and management;
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s habitat restoration and improvement;

e installation of watering devices;

* riparian fencing; and

e similar wildlife conservation actions.
Potential project implementors and managers include Indian Tribes, state agencies, property
owners, private conservation groups, and other Federal agencies. The range of actions and
actors means that ensuring consistency from project to project is difficult. BPA needs to

ensure that individual wildlife mitigation projects are planned and managed with appropriate
consistency across projects, jurisdictions, and ecosystems, as well as over time.

1.2 PURPOSES

BPA intends to base its choices among alternatives on the following objectives:

e Achievement of the Fish and Wildlife Program’s biological objectives for wildlife
mitigation projects to be implemented by BPA;

¢ Achievement of cost and administrative efficiency;
¢ Compliance with all laws and regulations; and

¢ Environmental protection.

1.3 BACKGROUND

The Northwest Power Act recognized that development and operation of the Federal
hydroelectric dams of the Columbia River and its tributaries have affected fish and wildlife
resources. The Act created the Council, in part, to develop a program to protect, mitigate, and
enhance fish and wildlife, including related habitat, within the Columbia River Basin

(section 4[h][1][A]).

With considerable public participation, the Council prepared its Fish and Wildlife Program', an
outline of steps to achieve this mandate. The first Program was prepared in 1982; it has been
amended from time to time with additional public participation. Related events include:

e State-prepared mitigation status reports for each Federal hydroelectric project.

e Wildlife loss assessments prepared by States and Tribes, using U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP).

e An independent scientific audit of the loss assessments (Council 1993).

U BPA is required to act in a manner consistent with the Program, the Council’s Power Plan, and the purposes
of the Act—including the purpose to ensure an adequate, efficient, economic and reliable power supply for the
Pacific Northwest. BPA uses the Program to guide BPA's implementation of wildlife measures that mitigate for
the power share of impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat caused by the Federal Columbia River Power
System.
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¢ Development of a wildlife mitigation project prioritization process managed by the
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority through the Wildlife Working Group,? with
the participation of the Yakama Indian Nation. This process includes independent
scientific review and public comment opportunities,

¢ Development by the Wildlife Working Group of a draft Wildlife Plan (Council 1995)
that describes procedures for (1) standardizing and completing the existing wildlife loss
assessments, (2) developing and implementing mitigation plans that will fully mitigate
for wildlife losses, and (3) monitoring and evaluating mitigation activities to ensure
mitigation success. (The Wildlife Working Group intends to complete the Wildlife Plan
after this environmental impact statement (EIS) process is completed.)

e Passage of section 512 of the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of
1997, 16 U.S.C. section 4(h)(10)(D), which requires the Council to appoint an
Independent Scientific Review Panel and establish Scientific Peer Review Groups to
advise the Council regarding priorities for recommending project funding by BPA. The
Council must make the Panel’s findings available to the public and subject to public
comment.

The Council has incorporated the principle of adaptive management as part of its Fish and
Wildlife Program: “In forging a program to address the needs of fish and wildlife in the
Columbia Basin, the region faces the problem of resolving these facts: (1) prompt action must
be taken to arrest the declines in many populations; and (2) the scientific basis for many actions
is limited and often conflicting. This conflict is recognized in the (Northwest) Power Act.
Congress directed the Council to use the best available scientific information and not to await
scientific certainty prior to acting.”

“Reflecting this charge, the Council has taken, and will continue to take, a number of
significant actions on the basis of the available, and often limited, scientific information. The
Council continues to recognize the need for prompt action despite scientific uncertainty. . . .
The Council emphasizes the need to improve the scientific basis for the program and to learn
from the implementation of the program.” (Council 1995: 2-5)

According to the Council’s current Program, “The goal of this [P]rogram’s wildlife strategy is
to achieve and sustain levels of habitat and species productivity as a means of fully mitigating

? The Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority is a regional association of Columbia River Basin fish and
wildlife managers, including the Burns Paiute Tribe; Coeur d’ Alene Tribe: Colville Confederated Tribes;
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes; Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation;
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Indian Reservation; Kootenai Tribe of 1daho; Kalispel Tribe; Nez
Perce Tribe; Shoshone-Bannock Tribes; Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Reservation; Spokane
Tribe of Indians; Idaho Department of Fish and Game; Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks; Oregon Fish and
Wildlife; Washington Department of Fisheries and Wildlife; the National Marine Fisheries Service; and the
U. §. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Wildlife Working Group consists of representatives from state and
Federal fish, wildlife, and land management agencies; tribes; BPA: and utilities. Representatives from the
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority, as well as from the U.S., Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Bureau
of Indian Affairs, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, and
U.S. National Park Service comprise the Wildlife Working Group.
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wildlife losses caused by construction and operation of the [Flederal and non-[Flederal
hydroelectric system.” Also, “For purposes of this [Plrogram, mitigation is defined as
achieving and sustaining the levels of habitat and species productivity for the habitat units lost
as a result of the construction and operation of the [Flederal and non-[FJederal hydropower
system.” (Council 1995: 11-2) The Program directs development of wildlife mitigation plans
and projects consistent with the following principles:

¢ To select the least costly way to achieve the biological objective;

¢ To have measurable objectives, such as the restoration of a given number of habitat
units;

s To protect high-quality native or other habitat or species of special concern (whether at
the project site or not), including endangered, threatened, or sensitive species;

¢ To provide riparian or other habitat that can benefit both fish and wildlife;
¢ Where practical, to mitigate losses in-place, in-kind;
¢ To help protect or enhance natural ecosystems and species diversity over the long term;

¢ To complement the activities of the region’s state and Federal wildlife agencies and
Indian Tribes;

¢ To encourage the formation of those partnerships with other persons or entities that
would reduce project costs, increase benefits, and/or eliminate duplicate activities;

e To address special wildlife losses in areas of historic salmon and steelhead runs that
were eliminated by hydroelectric projects;

¢ To address concerns over additions to public land ownership and impacts on local
communities, such as reduction or loss of local government tax or economic base, or
consistency with local governments’ comprehensive plans; and

e To use publicly owned land for mitigation or management agreements on private land
(in preference to acquiring private land), while providing permanent protection or
enhancement of wildlife habitat in the most cost-effective manner.

(Council 1995: 11-3)

The current Program also identifies habitat type and target species mitigation priorities for the
three Columbia River Basin subbasins, as shown in Table 1-1.

The Program and its amendments have included wildlife mitigation projects proposed by
States, Tribes, Federal agencies, and others. Future Program amendments are expected to
include additional projects for implementation. Where a mitigation project relates to power
production, inclusion in the Council’s Program represents a recommendation that BPA
implement the project in accordance with the Northwest Power Act (section 4[h]{10][A]).
Wildlife mitigation projects proposed for BPA implementation in the past have varied
considerably in scale and in detail. Typically, several project management issues have needed
resolution prior to BPA implementation; this has been especially true of larger, more complex
projects. Past wildlife mitigation projects have included the following:
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Table 1-1;

Columbia River Basin Wildlife Mitigation Habitat Type and Target Species Priorities

Lower Columbia e Riparian/Riverine ¢ Coniferous Forest
Great blue heron Ruffed grouse
e Old Growth Forest Etk
Northern Spotted Owl émencan black bear
Wetlands ousar
Great blue heron
Band-tailed pigeon
Western pond turtle
Upper Columbia  # Riparian/Riverine » Islands » Agricultural lands
Bald eagle (breeding) White pelican Swainson’s hawk

Black-capped chickadee
Peregrine falcon

¢ Shrub-Steppe
Sharp-tailed grouse
Pygmy rabbit
Sage grouse
Mule deer

Wetlands
Mallard
Redhead

Ring-necked pheasant

Snake River

¢ Riparian/Riverine
Bald eagle (breeding)
Bald eagle (wintering)
River otter
Black-capped chickadee
Peregrine falcon
Ruffed grouse

» Wetlands
Mallard

s Native Grass and
Shrubland
Mule deer
Elk
White-tailed deer
Sharp-tailed grouse

¢ Coniferous Forest
Elk

Ol1d Growth Forest
Pileated woodpecker

* Lowland Forest
White-tailed deer

Source: Council 1995: pp. 11-4, -5 and -6.

¢ Sharp-Tailed Grouse and Pygmy Rabbit Wildlife Mitigation Project (DOE/EA-
0791, October 1992)_ With the cooperation of the Washington Department of Wildlife,
the project is preserving and improving about 11,736 _hectares (ha) (29,000 acres(ac.))
of shrub-steppe and riparian habitat in Lincoln and Douglas Counties, Washington.
The project responds to wildlife habitat losses caused by the construction and operation
of Grand Coulee Dam.

e Pend Oreille Wetlands (Flying Goose Ranch) Wildlife Mitigation Project
(Categorical Exclusion, December 1993) With the cooperation of the Kalispel Tribe
of Indians, the project is preserving and improving 178 ha (440 ac.) of wetland habitat
adjacent to the Kalispel Indian Reservation near Usk, Washington. The project
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responds to wildlife habitat losses caused by the construction ana operation of Albeni
Falls Dam.

¢ Blue Creek Winter Range Wildlife Mitigation Project (DOE/EA-(939,
December 1994) With the cooperation of the Spokane Tribe of Indians, the project is
preserving and improving 2185 ha (5400 ac.) of forest, shrub-steppe, and riparian
habitat within the Spokane Indian Reservation. The project responds to wildlife habitat
losses caused by the construction and operation of Grand Coulee Dam.

¢ Burlington Bottoms Wildlife Mitigation Project (DOE/EA-0928, December 1994)
With the cooperation of the ODFW, the project is preserving and improving 169 ha
(417 ac.) of wetland habitat adjacent to Sauvie Island near Portland, Oregon. The
project responds to wildlife habitat losses caused by the construction and operation of
Federal hydroelectric projects in the Lower Columbia River and Willamette River
Basins.

= Hellsgate Winter Range Wildlife Mitigation Project (DOE/EA-0940, March 1995)
With the cooperation of the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Indian Reservation and
the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the project is preserving and improving riparian,
coniferous forest, and shrub-steppe wildlife habitat on several separate land parcels
totaling 6,64} ha (16,409 ac.) within the boundaries of the Colville Indian Reservation
in the state of Washington. The project specifically responds to wildlife habitat losses
caused by the construction and operation of Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph Dams.

«  Willow Creek Wildlife Mitigation Project (DOE/EA-1023, April 1995)
With the cooperation of The Nature Conservancy and the ODFW, the project is
preserving and improving 142 ha (350 ac.) in Eugene, Oregon, maximizing wildlife and
biodiversity values by emphasizing prairie, savanna, and forest habitat types. The
project responds to wildlife habitat losses caused by the construction and operation of
Federal hydroelectric projects in the Willamette River Basin.

¢ Scotch Creek Wildlife Area Enhancement Project (Categorical Exclusion,
May 1995) With the cooperation of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
{WDFW), the project has improved 1086 ha (2683 ac.) of sharp-tailed grouse and mule
deer habitat in Okanogan County, Washington. The project responds to wildlife habitat
losses caused by the construction and operation of Grand Coulee Dam.

* Dworshak Wildlife Mitigation Project (DOE/EA-1066, June 1995)
With the cooperation of the Nez Perce Tribe and the 1daho Department of Fish and
Game (IDFQG), the project is preserving and improving 24,420 ha (60,000 ac.) of forest
and riparian habitat in the Craig Mountains of Idaho, another 53 ha (130 ac.) of old
growth forest in the upper North Fork Clearwater River Basin, and about 4000 ha
{10,000 acres) of riparian and white-tailed deer habitat in the lower Clearwater River
drainage. The project responds to wildlife habitat losses caused by the construction
and operation of Dworshak Dam.,
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e South Fork Snake River / Palisades Wildlife Mitigation Project (DOE/EA-0956,
September 1995) With the cooperation of the IDFG, the project is preserving and
improving riparian wildlife habitat along 89 kilometers (km) (61 miles(mi.)) of the
South Fork Snake River, a portion of the Henry’s Fork Snake River, and the mainstem
Snake River upstream of Idaho Falls, Idaho. The project responds to wildlife habitat
losses caused by the construction and operation of Palisades Dam and Reservoir on the
South Fork Snake River.

* Conforth Ranch (Wanaket) Wildlife Mitigation Project (DOE/EA-1016,
November 1995) With the cooperation of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservation, the project is preserving and improving 1140 ha (2817 ac.) of
shrub-steppe, grassland, wetland, and riparian habitat near McNary, Oregon. The
project responds to wildlife habitat losses caused by the construction and operation of
Mc¢Nary Dam.

¢ Northeast Oregon Wildlife Mitigation Project (DOE/EA-1160, August 1996}
With the cooperation of the Nez Perce Tribe, the project is preserving and enhancing
6600 ha (16,500 ac.) of grassland, forest, and riparian habitat in the Grande Ronde
River Basin. The project responds to wildlife habitat losses caused by the construction
and operation of system-wide impacts of the FCRPS.

BPA agrees with the Council that “the region must work to improve its understanding of the
interdependence among fish, wildlife and human activities, such as power system operations,
harvest, water use and land management.” (Council 1995: 1-13A)

1.4 RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER DOCUMENTS

1.4.1 Other BPA Wildlife Mitigation Program Environmental Analyses
Planning for several wildlife mitigation projects, and associated environmental review, has
proceeded during preparation of this EIS. These projects are:

* Albeni Falls Wildlife Project (DOE/EA-1099) in northern Idaho; and

¢ Washingion Wildlife Mitigation Projects (DOE/EA-1096), covering several projects in
Washington.

BPA decisions regarding these projects are independent of this EIS and will not necessarily
influence their outcome.

1.4.2 Vancouver Lowlands Wildlife Project EIS

In March 1996, BPA published a Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS (NOI) on the Vancouver
Lowlands Wildlife Project. The project involves the purchase and management of wildlife
mitigation lands in Clark County, Washington. Scoping for the project EIS identified concern
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that time taken to prepare the EIS might limit the opportunity to purchase available lands.
BPA has agreed to discontinue preparation of the Vancouver Lowlands Wildlife Project EIS
and fund purchase of the property, under two conditions:

1. That the project manager, WDFW, will keep the property in its status quo, not changing
use of the property or undertaking large-scale management activities until completion of
the Wildlife Mitigation Program EIS and Record of Decision; and

2. That WDFW prepare a project management plan consistent with the requirements of the
alternative that BPA selects from this EIS.

Many issues raised in scoping the Vancouver Lowlands Wildlife Project EIS are addressed in
the Wildlife Mitigation Program EIS; site-specific issues will be addressed in the Vancouver
Lowlands Project Management Plan to be prepared by WDFW.

1.4.3 Columbia River System Operation Review (SOR) EIS

In December 1995, BPA, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps), as joint lead agencies, published the SOR final EIS (DOE/EIS-0170). That
EIS examined the impacts of various system operating strategies, including impacts on wildlife
resources. Appendix N of the EIS focuses on wildlife and recommended mitigation measures
that may be included in future Council Fish and Wildlife Program amendments.

1.4.4 BPA Watershed Management Program

In March 1996, BPA published a Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS on the Watershed
Management Program. As with the Wildlife Mitigation Program, BPA proposes to establish
standards and guidelines for planning and implementing watershed conservation and
rehabilitation projects throughout the Columbia River Basin. Although the underlying need of
the Watershed Management Program is mitigation for the loss of fish habitat caused by the
construction and operation of Federal hydroelectric projects in the Basin, many of the
program’s techniques are similar to those for wildlife mitigation. Therefore, much of the
environmental impact analysis and potential standards and guidelines addressed in the Wildlife
Mitigation Program EIS will also be included in the Watershed Management Program EIS.
That EIS is scheduled for completion in mid-1997.

1.4.5 Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project EISs

The U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and U.S. Forest Service (USFS) are jointly
proposing to develop and implement an ecosystem-based management strategy for lands they
administer in the upper Columbia River Basin (UCRB). The agencies are preparing two EISs
on land management strategies: the UCRB EIS addresses USFS- and BLM-administered lands
in parts of Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Nevada, and Utah; the Eastside EIS addresses agency
lands in eastern Oregon and Washington. Because the geographic scope and many of the
management issues are similar, BPA’s Wildlife Mitigation Program EIS references several
relevant studies prepared for these EISs.
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1.5 DECISIONS TO BE MADE

Preparation of this document is intended to fulfill the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for BPA. Two decisions will be made from this document.

Bonneville Power Administration must decide:

¢ whether to adopt a set of management principles to guide all wildlife mitigation
projects as selected by the Council, and

e if 50, which set,

In the course of making these decisions, BPA will also be resolving the following issues:

1. Whether and to what extent BPA should prescribe conditions for funding types of
wildlife mitigation actions.

2. Whether BPA should categorically eliminate any wildlife mitigation techniques from
future funding consideration.

3. What role(s) might be most appropriate for public, Tribal, and agency participation
in planning proposed wildlife mitigation projects.

If BPA were to adopt a set of governing principles, individual projects could be undertaken
(once approved for funding) following a standardized process, allowing for greater consistency
among projects as well as greater efficiency in project development and implementation, If
BPA were not to adopt a set of principles (the No Action alternative), all details for each
individual project would be developed on a case-by-case basis, including the process for
development of a Project Management Plan. This case-by-case approach might result in a
much broader range of project types and would require more administrative and analysis
efforts because BPA would need repeatedly to address common issues for every project.

1.6 SCOPING

An NOI for the Wildlife Mitigation EIS was issued on June 12, 1995. Scoping meetings were
held throughout BPA’s service area with interested parties, including representatives of Native
American Tribes and of local and county governments. Meeting sites included Flathead,
Montana; Boise and Fort Hall, Idaho; Burns, Mission, Portland, Salem, and Warm Springs,
Oregon; Owyhee, Nevada; and Olympia, Spokane, Toppenish, Moses Lake, and Grand
Coulee, Washington, Over 50 people attended these meetings, and 6 letters were received on
issues of concern for the project.

The following issues were identified during the scoping process:

« the EIS process itself, including the extent to which public involvement and local
consultation and review would play a part,
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¢ socioeconomic issues centering on land acquisition and multiple use opportunities and
conflicts, as well as on potential local effects on the economy,

» cultural values and resource protection,

e Tribal rights,

e public access,

e project management (who, and by what means),

* resources management: water, vegetation, wetlands, wildlife; weeds/chemicals; fire
management,

e issues related to public versus private land ownership, and

e government “taking” of private property.
In addition, many of these issues were identified in written and spoken comments presented at an
April 9, 1996, open house for the proposed Vancouver Lowlands Wildlife Mitigation Project. Most

of these issues are addressed in this Wildlife Mitigation Program EIS; more site-specific issues will
be addressed in the Vancouver Lowlands Project Management Plan to be prepared by the WDFW,
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Chapter 2: Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Chapter 2 describes and compares five action alternatives to accomplish the proposed action,
as well as the No Action alternative. The action alternatives identify different approaches to

standardize the planning and implementation of individual wildlife mitigation projects funded
by BPA. All action alternatives are based on the same planning process. Each one contains

prescriptions (goals, strategies, and procedural requirements) that would be applied to BPA-
funded wildlife mitigation projects under a standardized program,

As described in Chapter 1, BPA needs to mitigate for wildlife habitat that was lost during
development of the Federal Columbia River Power System. BPA accomplishes this mitigation
by funding projects recommended by the Council.

Many of the projects recommended by the Council are submitted as proposals from various
sources (“‘project proponents”), including Indian Tribes, state agencies, property owners,
private conservation groups, or other Federal agencies. Project proponents develop proposals
(to various degrees of detail) and submit them to the Council for consideration. Following
independent scientific review and public review, Council then selects projects to recommend
for BPA funding.

At present, BPA addresses each project and its accompanying NEPA analysis on a case-by-
case basis. BPA works closely with project proponents to develop a Project Management
Plan. BPA then funds the project, and the project proponents (now called “project managers”)
implement the project according to the Project Management Plan and an accompanying
Memorandum of Agreement.

BPA's proposed action is to establish a comprehensive program that addresses the common
issues and environmental impacts associated with mitigation projects. With such a program in
place, BPA implementation of individual wildlife mitigation projects would change in two
fundamental ways.

¢ First, BPA's site-specific involvement would be greatly reduced as project proponents
take the lead in preparing Project Management Plans according to the program
requirements.

e Second, because this EIS explores, identifies, and discloses many of the environmental
impacts expected from mitigation projects, environmental analysis of individual projects
would have a narrower, more project-specific focus, so long as project managers
follow the program requirements. Broad environmental analysis would be required
only if anticipated impacts or project components were to differ substantially from
those evaluated in this EIS.
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2.1 THE ALTERNATIVES

Six alternatives are evaluated in this EIS { five action alternatives plus the No Action
alternative). While each of the five action alternatives identifies a different approach to
standardizing the planning and implementation of individual wildlife mitigation projects funded
by BPA, they are all based on a single planning process (see Section 2.1.1).

Sections 2.1.2 through 2.1.7 describe each of the alternatives, including No Action. The
alternatives present a range of possible strategies, goals, and procedural requirements (referred
to collectively as management prescriptions) to be applied to BPA-funded projects. Following
these descriptions, Section 2.1.8 outlines the actual site-specific techniques that might be used
under any of the alternatives to support and achieve wildlife mitigation.

2.1.1 The Process for Project Implementation Common to All Alternatives

Each action alternative is developed from an ecosystem-based project planning process.’ The
process seeks to solve problems within the context of landscapes (as defined by the human and
natural environment) rather than the context of land parcels (ownership and jurisdictional
lines). The goal of this process is to encourage Federal actions that support both a sustainable
environment and a sustainable economy.

BPA would require that BPA-funded projects follow the eight basic steps of the standard
planning process. For each project, managers would develop a Project Management Plan that
addresses each step, commensurate with project scale and complexity. This process is
interactive and flexible. Steps may occur “out of sequence” or simultaneously, and there may
be many feedback loops between steps. For example, the results of one step may require that
managers re-evaluate earlier steps. Project Management Plans may also become more detailed
over time, as projects develop increasing definition and more is known about project
boundaries, stakehholder interests, biological resources, and other project-specific issues.

The steps are as follows:

1. Define the Area of Concern/Interest. In this step, project managers delineate the project
boundaries and project issues.

2. Involve Stakeholders. In the second step, managers gather input from affected agencies,
land owners, Tribes, individuals, and organizations. This step is similar to the project
scoping and public involvement that occurs in a NEPA analysis. Interested parties may
include individuals; interest groups; Tribes; and city, county, state, regional, or Federal
agencies.

' This process is adapted from The Ecosystem Approach: Healthy Ecosystems and
Sustainable Economies, a report of the Interagency Ecosystem Management Task Force, June
1995.
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3. Develop a Statement of the Desired Future Condition. Under BPA's standard planning
process, project managers develop a statement that expresses a clear conceptual picture of
the ideal long-term state towards which efforts are directed.

4. Characterize the Historical and Present Site Conditions and Trends. Project
managers identify current and past conditions of the project area in terms of composition,
structure, function, stresses, and other variables,

5. Establish Project Goals. In step 5, project managers identify the specific targets (in terms
of conditions, outputs, features, or functions) against which progress and success will be
measured.

6. Develop and Implement an_Action Plan for Achieving the Goals. Project managers

create a Project Management Plan that details the actions to be taken to achieve project
goals, including the specific techniques, standards, and guidelines to be implemented and
protocols for coordination with others.

7. Monitor Conditions and Evaluate Results. Once a Project Management Plan is being
implemented, project managers start a program to (1) monitor implementation of relevant
standards and guidelines; (2) verify achievement of desired results; and (3) determine
soundness of underlying assumptions.

. Adapt Management According to New Information, In this step, project managers

respond to new information and technology by adjusting management actions, directions,
and goals; management planning, action, monitoring, and feedback are established as a
continuous cycle.

2.1.2 No Action

Alternative 1, No Action, is to continue the current case-by-case approach to project
implementation. The eight-step process would not be formally adopted to implement wildlife
projects. Environmental review and decisionmaking would be conducted at the individual
project level through separate categorical exclusions, environmental assessments, or
environmental impact statements. BPA would continue to maintain a high level of involvement
in making site-specific decisions.

2.1.3 Alternative 2: Base Response

This alternative proposes to standardize the planning and implementation of individual wildlife
mitigation projects funded by BPA, but only with respect to those prescriptions (i.e.. goals,
strategies, and processes) required by regulation or law. Alternatives 3 through 6 will
include all prescriptions listed under Alternative 2 as part of their actions. The required
prescriptions are described below, under the appropriate process step.
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1. Define the Area of Concern/Interest

Under all action alternatives, project managers would:

¢ Coordinate with water resource agencies to verify viability of new water sources
and uses and to design and implement features necessary to protect aquatic systems
and other water users.

s Make preliminary identification of the presence or absence of listed and proposed
threatened and endangered species and their habitat within the area that may be
affected by the project.

e Identify any minority and/or low-income populations that may be adversely affected
by the mitigation project being considered (Environmental Justice).

e [For project involving property acquisition] Make preliminary identification of the
presence of historic and archeological resources.

e [For project involving property acquisition] Make preliminary identification of the
presence of hazardous and toxic wastes, using the American Society for Testing
and Materials (ASTM) Standards on Environmental Site Assessments for
Commercial Real Estate (E 1527-94 and E 1528-93).

2. Involve Stakeholders

Under all action alternatives, praoject managers would:

o Consult with affected state fish and wildlife agencies, cities, local governments, and
adjacent landowners.

¢ Consult with the Tribal governments of potentially affected Tribes.
3. Develop a Statement of the Desired Future Condition

No standard prescriptions required.
4. Characterize the Site Conditions and Trends

Under all action alternatives, project managers would:

e Contact the USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Services (NMFS) to determine
whether threatened or endangered species are known to occur or potentially occur
in the vicinity of the project area.

¢ Consult with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPQO) and affected Tribes to
identify potential occurrences of cultural resources.

¢ Survey for threatened or endangered plant or animal species before disturbing land
or conducting other activities that may affect such species if the USFWS and/or
NMES identify these species as potentially occurring in the vicinity of the project
area.
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5. Establish Project Goals
No standard prescriptions required.
6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the Goals

Under all action alternatives, project managers would:

* Take no action inconsistent with Tribal legal rights, or with other legally mandated
protections such as the Endangered Species Act (ESA).”

¢ Address any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects on minority or low-income populations, in accordance with Executive
Order 12898 (Environmental Justice).

* Follow State and Federal regulations for all activities in or near wetlands, whether
for maintenance or enhancement, including (1) the Clean Water Act, Section 404:
(2) Protection of Wetlands, Executive Order 11990; and (3) Floodplain
Management, Executive Order 11988,

* Construct wildlife developments in consultation with water agencies and state and
Tribal fish and wildlife agencies. Obtain required permits.

* Avoid activities that may adversely affect threatened and endangered species or
their habitat. Document compliance with Section 7 of the ESA.

* Use only Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-approved pesticides, and use
only in the manner specified by EPA.

¢ [For projects involving use of herbicides] Prevent use of herbicides in or near
surface water, unless the herbicide has been EPA-approved for such use.

® Screen structures from sensitive viewing locations or develop designs that blend
into the landscape in areas managed as National Scenic Areas.

* [For projects involving prescribed burns] Obtain required permits and use state-
defined smoke management direction to determine allowable smoke quantities.

¢ . If consultation with the SHPO and Tribes indicates a potential for cultural
resources, conduct cultural resource surveys to document any resources that are
present.

s [For projects involving property acquisition (including leases), and where
properties on or potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
are known to exist on the property] Incorporate a cultural resource management
plan or other SHPO-approved actions.

* Ensure that barriers are not created that unduly restrict access for physicalty
disabled persons where public access is allowed.

* See the Consultation, Review, and Permits discussion in Chapter 5.
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» Specify that any new public-use facilities are free of barriers to persons with
physical disabilities.

Monitor Conditions and Evaluate Results
No standard prescriptions required.
Adapt Management According to New Information.

No standard prescriptions required.

Note: Each of the prescriptions under Alternative 2 applies to each of the other four
action alternatives described below.

2.1.4 Alternative 3: Biological Objectives Emphasis

Under this alternative, in addition to those prescriptions under Alternative 2, BPA would
standardize the planning and implementation process by supporting only those actions
intended specifically to achieve biological objectives; however, project managers would
retain a great deal of flexibility to adapt application of specific techniques and other actions to
best meet the biological objectives of the project. Specific management techniques are listed in
Appendix A.

Biological objectives would focus on the Council's habitats and species priorities, but would
also include more comprehensive wildlife mitigation objectives, such as protection or
improvement of natural ecosystems and general species diversity over the long term.

L.

Define the Area of Concern/Interest (Alternative 3)

In addition to the prescriptions required under Alternative 2, project managers would
undertake the following:

¢ Select boundaries defined by habitat type and species identified as Council
priorities, as listed in Table 1-1 (Council 1993).

Involve Stakeholders (Alternative 3)

Under Altenative 3, no requirements for stakeholder involvement are proposed, other
than those prescribed under Alternative 2.

Develop a Statement of the Desired Future Condition (Alternative 3)
Under Alternative 3, BPA would support desired future conditions that focus

exclusively on achieving wildlife mitigation. Social, economic, and other resource
conditions would be considered only as they relate to supporting biological objectives.
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Project managers would undertake the following:
® Identify a desired future condition that responds specifically to achievement of
biological objectives.

4. Characterize the Site Conditions and Trends (Alternative 3)

With the focus on achieving wildlife objectives, BPA would support characterization of
environmental elements that project managers need to understand in order to achieve
wildlife mitigation effectively.

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
following:

¢ Identify and map soil conditions, topography, hydrology, vegetation, and other
physical and biological systems within areas proposed for habitat improvements.

* Establish baseline information for habitat and species against which change can be
measured (related to the "measurable biological objective" standard included in
step 3).

5. Establish Project (Goals (Alternative 3)
Project managers would undertake the following:

* Establish measurable biological objectives (e.g., number of habitat units, acres
and/or habitat types, list of indicator species).

* Include, as a project goal:
*  protection of high-quality native or other habitat or species of special concern

(whether at or adjacent to the project site), including endangered, threatened, or
sensitive species;

* development of riparian or other habitat that can benefit both fish and wildlife;
*  mitigation of habitat losses in-place, in kind, wherever possible;

protection or improvement of natural ecosystems and species diversity over the
long term; and

* development of habitat that complements the activities of the region's Tribes
and state and Federal wildlife agencies.

6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the Goals (Alternative 3)

Under Alternative 3, BPA would support a wide range of management techniques and
other actions, with the condition that they be the best methods to achieve wildtife
mitigation. Only minimal attention would be paid to cost of environmental
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consequences. Management techniques intended to provide other resource benefits
would be considered only as they relate to achieving the biological objectivé.

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
following:

e Consider the full range of management techniques available, and use the method
that best achieves the biological objective, as determined on a case-by-case basis; to
include (but not be limited to) reintroduction of wildlife species, major habitat
restoration projects, use of prescribed fire, predator control, pesticide use
(including herbicides), restriction of public access, purchase of private lands, water
diversions, fencing, livestock removal, or other techniques as described in
Appendix A.

e Control nuisance animals or unwanted or competing plant species where they are
hindering establishment of vegetation.

7. Monitor Conditions and Evaluate Results (Alternative 3)

Under Alternative 3, BPA would encourage and support more rigorous and
comprehensive monitoring of mitigation objectives than under the other alternatives.

Project managers would undertake the following:

e Monitor specific performance standards for status and trend of progress toward
biological objectives (established under Steps 4 and 5).

8. Adapt Management According to New Information (Alternative 3)

Under Alternative 3, BPA would encourage and support adaptive management actions
that respond to problems or opportunities identified through monitoring. Project
managers would also be encouraged to apply new knowledge, insights, or technologies
that might contribute to meeting biological objectives.

Project managers would undertake the following:

e Use monitoring information to guide annual management priorities and activity
planning.

2.1.5 Alternative 4 - Cost and Administrative Efficiency Emphasis

Under this alternative, in addition to the prescriptions under Alternative 2, BPA would
standardize the planning and implementation process by supporting only the least costly
approach(es) to achieving the project's biological objectives. Project managers would
emphasize minimizing administration costs and maximizing site-specific application of
mitigation funds.
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Biological objectives would be limited to the Council's habitats and species priorities.
Achievement of more comprehensive wildlife mitigation objectives, such as protection or
improvement of natural ecosystems and general species diversity over the long term, would
occur only incidentally to achievement of the priority objectives.

As with Alternative 3 (Biological Objectives), BPA would support only those actions directly
aimed at achieving wildlife mitigation. However, under Alternative 4, project managers would
also be restricted in the specific techniques and other actions available to them (i.e., only the
least costly technigues would be available). A list of management techniques is found in
Appendix A.

l-

Define the Area of Concern/Interest (Alternative 4)

Under Alternative 4, BPA would consider support of focused planning that seeks out
opportunities to minimize costs associated with land acquisition and subsequent actions
required to achieve wildlife mitigation.

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
following:

¢  When identifying potential mitigation sites, examine public lands first to determine
opportunities for adjustments, land exchanges, and reciprocal management
agreements that eliminate management inefficiencies and inconsistencies.

¢ Select lands requiring a minimum financial output, with emphasis on existing
Federal or state lands.

¢ If possible, obtain financial or land management partnerships for achieving project
objectives, including agreements with non-electric power development mitigation
programs, to ensure coordinated and expeditious program implementation.

Involve Stakeholders (Alternative 4)

Under Alternative 4, stakeholder involvement would be streamlined, with fewer
non-partner stakeholders identified and with a lower level of public involvement (e.g.,
fewer meetings and publications),

A major emphasis would be placed on identifying stakeholders that can enter
cooperative planning and share administrative and implementation costs. BPA staff
would undertake a much lower level of project involvement than under the other
alternatives, deferring almost completely to project proponents to develop and
administer project-specific plans according to the requirements of this alternative.

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
following:
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3.

¢ Develop a simple and efficient public involvement program that includes solicitation
of public input (by posting in the local paper of record and in BPA's monthly
newsletter).

e  Wherever possible, form partnerships with government agencies or other entities so
as to reduce project costs, increase benefits, and/or eliminate duplicate activities.

¢ Tie Project Management Plans into existing Federal or state management plans
whenever possible (e.g., use or adapt fire management plans already developed for
USFS, BLM, or State lands near the mitigation area).

» Limit non-partner stakeholders to those with immediate interests in the project,
such as adjacent landowners, representatives from local government, and
jurisdictional Tribal authorities.

Develop a Statement of the Desired Future Condition (Alternative 4)

Under Alternative 4, BPA would support concepts that focus exclusively on wildlife
mitigation with the lowest possible cost. Social, economic, and other resource
conditions would be considered only as they relate to lowering costs of achieving
and/or supporting biological objectives.

Project managers would undertake the following:
e Identify a desired future condition that responds specifically to achievement of
biological objectives.

e Facilitate the development of a statement of the desired future condition, in
cooperation with local, state, Federal, and Tribal governments; and
non-governmental stakeholders (rather than having BPA facilitate).

¢ Identify a desired future condition that is self-sustaining (low maintenance).

» (Consider concepts that include sustainable revenue generation (e.g., crop
production, timber harvest) to reduce initial or long-term Federal costs, consistent
with biological objectives.

Characterize the Site Conditions and Trends (Alternative 4)

BPA would support only those efforts to characterize the ecosystem listed under the
standard project management prescriptions common to all action alternatives
{Alternative 2).

Establish Project (zoals (Alternative 4)

The overall goal under Alternative 4 would be to reduce program and administrative
costs. BPA would encourage goals to include self-sustaining or low-maintenance
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mitigation areas, and would emphasize developing low-maintenance plans requiring
lower budgets (or lower amounts of initial trust funds established by BPA to fund the
project). Consideration would be given to economic use of mitigation lands to
augment annual funding. Social, economic, and other resource conditions would be
considered only as they relate to supporting the least costly approach to achieving
biological objectives.

Project managers would undertake the following:

* Include, as a project goal, sustainable ecological systems substantially independent
of active management needs.

¢ For forest lands, adapt the recommended goals outlined in the Federal Wildland
Fire Management Policy and Program Review (USDI and USDA, 1995). (The
report recommends that agencies develop a plan-by-plan strategy to introduce
landscape-scale prescribed burns across agency boundaries. The report also directs
agencies to seek opportunities to enter into partnerships with Tribal, state, and
private land managers to achieve this objective.

¢ Include, as a project goal, sustainable revenue generation (e.g., crop production,
timber harvest) to reduce initial or long-term Federal costs, consistent with
biological objectives.

6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the (Goals (Alternative 4)

Under Alternative 4, BPA would support a more passive, less aggressive strategy for
achieving wildlife mitigation. Project managers would have to select techniques that
could achieve biological objectives with the lowest project costs.

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
following:

¢ Rely primarily on natural regeneration rather than active restoration to achieve
biological objectives.

* Develop management plans that do not require the more costly techniques such as
irrigation systems, purchase of water rights, purchase of private lands (including
farmland or timber lands), fertilization, major habitat creation or water
development, or provision of developed recreational opportunities, unless use of
such methods clearly results in the least costly approach to achieving biological
objectives.

* Allow public recreation, providing it requires only minimal funding and does not
interfere with achieving wildlife mitigation.

¢ Consider charging for permits to access mitigation lands, and apply revenue to
achieve the project's biological objectives.
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e For forest lands, enter a collective management agreernent with Federal and state
landowners to implement actions outlined in the Federal Wildland Fire Management
Policy and Program Review (USDI and USDA, 1995).

¢ Dedicate to the project any revenue gained from commerce that results from use of
the property.

7. Monitor Conditions and Evaluate Results (Alternative 4)

Because emphasis would be placed on passive management and natural regeneration,
no specific monitoring requirements would be established under the cost and
administrative efficiency alternative.

8. Adapt Management According to New Information (Alternative 4)

There would be no specific requirements. Managers would, however, seek and apply
new information or approaches to improve administrative or cost efficiency.

2.1.6 Alternative 5 - General Environmental Protection [Environmentally
Preferred]

Under this alternative, in addition to the prescriptions under Alternative 2, BPA would
standardize the planning and implementation process by supporting added measures to
protect fish, recreation, local economic productivity (related to the natural or physical
environment, and including, for instance, agricultural or forestry uses), or other
resources, while achieving biological objectives. Project managers would also apply program-
wide measures as appropriate to protect the environment, including soils, fish and water resources,
vegetation, non-target wildlife, land use, local economies related to the environment, recreation, and
air quality (see program-wide mitigation measure discussions under each resource in Chapter 4).
This is the environmentally preferred alternative. Management techniques likely to have
adverse environmental impacts would be minimized or avoided. A list of management
techniques is found in Appendix A.

1. Define the Area of Concern/Interest (Alternative 5)

Under Alternative 5, BPA would consider support of broad-scale planning that takes
into account many different resources. Definition of the area of concern might include
a comprehensive and rigorous analysis of economic, social, cuitural, and ecological
conditions that might influence area boundaries.

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
following:

» Identify those areas outside of the property that may be affected by or that may
benefit mitigation actions, including adjacent landowners and uses, local economic
bases (to the county level), Tribal and other traditional uses, and wildlife or tish
travel corridors.
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* Identify locally limited or diminished social, economic, and environmental
conditions, and seek opportunities to provide benefits to these conditions along
with wildlife mitigation objectives.

* Address concerns over additions to public land ownership and impacts on local
communities, such as reduction or loss of local government tax or economic base,
or consistency with local governments” comprehensive plans,

2. Involve Stakeholders (Alternative 5)

Under this alternative, BPA would support more stakeholder and public involvement
than under the other alternatives. Stakeholder involvement would focus on identifying
relevant environmental issues, concerns, and opportunities. Involvement might include
more project information being presented to the public, including public meetings,
advertisements, and/or fact sheets.

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
following:

o [Forprojects involving property acquisition, including leases and easements]
Invite affected interests to participate in an advisory project management planning
group; those invited should include management agencies, adjacent landowners,
county commissioners, and Indian Tribes where the project might affect a Tribal
"usual and accustomed area” (see Chapter 3).

¢ Elicit public input by a variety of means, including mailings, public notices, and
public meetings and workshops early in the planning process: consider alternative
means of eliciting public input, such as postings on the Internet and radio
advertisements.

¢ Make special efforts to translate technical information into a format easily readable
by laypersons.

¢ Prepare non-English-language publications where such publications are necessary
to communicate issues to stakeholders.

* Involve local and downstream water users and local water agencies to ensure that
project water users do not significantly affect productivity or production costs of
water-dependent agriculture.

¢ Provide non-binding mediation to agencies or Tribes disputing project management
planning, including selection of a mutually acceptable mediator within 30 days of
written request, all parties’ commitment of best efforts to resolve the dispute in
mediatton, and suspension of related legal action for at least 60 days from the start
of mediation and completion of two mediation sessions.
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3.

Develop a Statement of the Desired Future Condition (Alternative 5)

Under Alternative 5, BPA would support concepts that seek improvement of a wide
range of social, economic, and natural resource conditions in a manner that would
complement or increase efficiency of wildlife mitigation projects.

Project managers would undertake the following:

e Identify a desired future condition that responds specifically to achievement of
biclogical objectives.

o Identify a desired future condition that responds to existing social and economic
conditions.

¢ Identify a desired future condition that includes those principal benefits that the
mitigation area is intended to provide to stakeholders, consistent with the primary
goal of achieving wildlife mitigation.

4. Characterize Site Conditions and Trends (Alternative 5)

Because a wide range of social, economic, cultural, and natural resource issues would
be considered under Alternative 5, BPA would encourage characterization of the full
spectrum of environmental elements to ensure that wildlife mitigation projects protect
and improve general environmental resources in addition to achieving wildlife
mitigation.

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
following:

e Identify all relevant ecological, social, and economic systems that might be affected
by the project (long-term and short-term).

» Establish, for both wildlife and general environmental resources, environmental
baseline conditions against which change can be measured (related to performance
standards described in step 5).

Establish Project (Goals (Alternative 5)

Under Alternative 5, BPA would encourage project managers to include social,
economic, cultural, and natural resource protection and improvement goals that
complement the primary goal of wildlife mitigation.

Project managers would undertake the following:

* Identify, as a project goal, protection and improvement of environmental resources
other than wildlife.
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Establish specific performance standards (goals) for relevant economic, social,
cultural, and other environmental resources systems and features (e. g., fish, soils,
water quality).

Identify, as a project goal, improvement of forest, rangeland, and aquatic health, in
cooperation with the BLM and USFS under their implementation of the Eastside
and Interior Columbia River Basin EISs (BLM and USFS 1996a, 1996b).

{For projects involving wetlands] Consider the objectives of the North American
Waterfow] Management Plan.
Include, as a project goal:

*  protection of high-quality native or other habitat or species of special concern
{whether at or adjacent to the project site), including endangered, threatened, or
sensitive species;

* development of riparian or other habitat that can benefit both fish and wildlife;
*  mitigation of habitat losses in-place, in kind, wherever possible;

*  protection or improvement of natural ecosystems and species diversity over the
long term; and

* development of habitat that complements the activities of the region's Tribes,
state and Federal wildlife agencies, and private landowners.

6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the Goals (Alternative 5)

Under Alternative 5, BPA would support certain actions providing side benefits for
fish, recreation, local economic productivity, or other resources. Management
techniques likely to have adverse environmental impacts would be minimized or
avoided. Additional program-wide standards, guidelines, and mitigation measures
would be established to ensure protection of environmental resources.

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
following:

Favor wildlife management activities with side benefits for fish (e.g., riparian
habitat restoration).

Apply the potential program-wide mitigation measures detailed in Chapter 4, as
appropriate to protect the environment,

Follow the BLM and USFS standards and guidelines developed to protect general

environmental resources within the planning area (Eastside and Interior Columbia
River Basin EISs; BLM and USES 1996a, 1996b).
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* Encourage economic uses consistent with biological objectives (including crop,
livestock, and timber production).

e Use available local supplies and labor to accomplish project goals and objectives.

e Identify opportunities for work skill training in conjunction with wildlife mitigation
activities. For example, encourage construction contractors to use the local
employment security office to hire staff for positions that involve on-the-job
training.

e To protect farm land, acquire lands not currently under commercial agricultural use.

e [In counties already containing a large amount of Federal lands] Favor selection
of public lands for acquisition (rather than private lands).

» Encourage public use consistent with wildlife objectives; identify safe public
recreational opportunities that do not jeopardize project biological objectives or
significantly alter local social settings.

e Maintain existing primary access roads open for public vehicular travel as
practicable.

e Use conservation tillage practices for crop production on mitigation lands.

» Identify scientific educational opportunities.

o [For projects involving vegetation control{ Develop specific protocols for use of
herbicides, mechanical, and biological methods, in cooperation with local weed
control boards. Protocols could be adapted from the USFS Final Environmental
Impact Statement for Managing Competing and Unwanted Vegetation (USFS
1988).

o [For projects involving vegetation control] Conduct weed control programs using
joint multi-agency planning.

o [For projects involving property acquisition (including leases and easements)|
Require special use permits for resource harvest; deny permits where the use might

interfere with protection of general environmental resources.

e Use fertilizers with the lowest environmental cost that can still achieve acceptable
results,

» Identify opportunities to foster public appreciation of the relationship between
natural resources and Tribal culture.

o Identify recreational opportunities suitable for physically disabled persons.
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* Identify opportunities to foster public appreciation of wildlife and wildlife
mitigation activities,

7. Monitor Conditions and Evaluate Results (Alternative 5)

Under Alternative 5, BPA would encourage and support more comprehensive
monitoring of general environmental resources than under the other alternatives.

Project managers would undertake the following actions:

¢ Monitor performance standards (established under Step 5) for local economic
productivity and tax base, social conditions, cultural resource protection, and
natural resources (e.g., fish, wildlife, soils, water quality).

8. Adapt Management According to New Information (Alternative 5)

Under Alternative 5, BPA would encourage and support adaptive management actions
that respond to environmental problems or opportunities identified through monitoring.
Project managers would also be encouraged to apply new knowledge, insights, or
technologies that might contribute to environmental protection and improvement,
consistent with the objectives of wildlife mitigation.

Project managers would undertake the following:

* Use monitoring information to guide annual management priorities and activity
planning for protection and/or improvements of social, economic, and
environmental conditions.

2.1.7 Alternative 6 - Balanced Action [BPA's Preferred Alternative]

BPA's preferred alternative seeks to standardize the planning and implementation process by
undertaking the prescriptions of Alternative 2 and by achieving balance among the purposes
individually emphasized in the other action alternatives(#s 3-5): (1) meeting the biological
ubjectives of wildlife mitigation projects, (2) achievement of cost and administrative
efficiency, and (3) protection and improvement of other environmental resources when those
actions would support wildlife mitigation.

Under Alternative 6, BPA would support a wide range of actions to achieve wildlife mitigation
consistent with Council's goals and priorities. BPA would place a strong emphasis on achieving the
biological objectives in the least costly manner. Also, project managers would apply program-wide
measures as appropriate to protect the environment, including soils, fish and water resources,
vegetation, non-target wildlife, land use, local economies related to the environment, recreation, and
air quality (see section on program-wide mitigation measures under each resource discussed in
Chapter 4).

Unlike other alternatives, this alternative would develop new mitigation projects similar to those
previously developed. The primary difference between the preferred alternative and the existing
situation {(No Action) is that, under Alternative 6, (1) BPA would establish a standard planning
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process and (2) project managers would apply program-wide mitigation measures, as appropriate,
to protect the environment. These two differences would allow BPA to implement wildlife
mitigation programs more efficiently and with greater consistency than under the current case-by-
case approach.

L.

Define the Area of Concern/Interest (Alternative 6)

Under Alternative 6, project managers would focus primarily on the Council's priority
habitat types and species.

Public lands would be favored as mitigation sites so as to minimize potential economic
effects. Project managers would also seek to establish projects that could take
advantage of existing land management systems or that could eliminate existing
management inefficiencies,

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
following:

¢ Select boundaries, focusing on habitat type and species priorities and accompanying
elements that the Council has identified in its Fish and Wildlife Program. (See
Table 1-1; Council 1995.)

¢ When identifying potential mitigation sites, examine public lands first to determine
opportunities for adjustments, land exchanges, and reciprocal management
agreements that eliminate management inefficiencies and inconsistencies.

e Consider long-term lease or easement acquisition where public lands are not
available.

e If possible, establish partnerships for achieving project objectives, including
agreements with non-electric power development mitigation programs, to ensure
coordinated and expeditious program implementation.

» Address concerns over additions to public land ownership and impacts on local
communities, such as reduction or loss of local government tax or economic base,
or consistency with local governments’ comprehensive plans.

Involve Stakeholders (Alternative 6)

Under Alternative 6, project managers would actively seek public input and would plan
cooperatively with government agencies or other entities to maximize planning and
management efficiencies.

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
tollowing:

e Develop an effective public involvement program that includes a variety of ways to
solicit public input, including mailings, public notices and public meetings and
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3.

workshops both early in and throughout the planning process, and, by posting
notice in the local paper of record and in BPA’s monthly newsletter; consider

alternative means of eliciting public input, such as postings on the Internet and
radio advertisements.

s  Wherever possible, form partnerships with government agencies or other entities so
as to reduce costs, increase benefits, and/or eliminate duplicate activities.

Develop a Statement of the Desired Future Condition (Alternative 6)

Under Alternative 6, BPA would support concepts that keep long-term management
costs low, while ensuring coordination with watershed-level planning efforts.

Project managers would undertake the following:

e Identify a desired future condition that responds specifically to achievement of
biological objectives.

e Facilitate the development of a statement of desired future condition, in
cooperation with watershed activities,

e Identify a desired future condition that is self-sustaining (low maintenance).
Characterize the Site Conditions and Trends (Alternative 6)

With the primary focus on achievement of biological objectives, BPA would support
the collection of the information necessary to achieve wildlife mitigation and to monitor

results.

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
following:

e Establish baseline information for habitat and species against which change can be
measured (related to the "measurable biological objective" standard included in
step 5).

Establish Project (zoals (Alternative 6)

Under Alternative 6, project managers would establish mitigation goals for each
project, including those goals established by the Council.

Project managers would undertake the following:

» Establish measurable biological objectives {e.g., number of habitat units, acres
and/or habitat types, list of indicator species).
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e Include, as a project goal:

*  protection of high-quality native or other habitat or species of special concern

(whether at or adjacent to the project site), including endangered, threatened, or
sensitive species;

*  development of riparian or other habitat that can benefit both fish and wildlife;
* mitigation of habitat losses in-place, in kind, wherever possible;

protection or improvement of natural ecosystems and species diversity over the
long term;

*  development of habitat that complements the activities of the region's Tribes
and state, Federal wildlife agencies, and private landowners; and

a future condition that is self-sustaining after initial improvements have been
completed.

¢ For forest lands, consider the recommended goals outlined in the Federal Wildland
Fire Management Policy and Program Review (USDI and USDA, 1995). (The
report recommends that agencies develop a plan-by-plan strategy to introduce
landscape-scale prescribed burns across agency boundaries. The report also directs
agencies to seek opportunities to enter into partnerships with Tribal, state, and
private land managers to achieve this objective.)

e Allow, as a project goal, sustainable revenue generation (e.g., user fees, crop
production, timber harvest) to reduce initial or long-term Federal costs only if
consistent with biological objectives.

6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the (Goals (Alternative 6)

Under Alternative 6, BPA would consider support of a wide range of management
techniques and other actions to achieve wildlife mitigation.

In addition to the required prescriptions, project managers would undertake the
following:

¢ Consider the full range of management techniques available, and use the method
that best achieves the biological objective in a cost-effective manner, as determined

on a case-by-case basis. See Appendix A for a complete list of techniques.

e Apply program-wide the potential program-wide mitigation measures in Chapter 4,
as appropriate to protect the environment.

s Favor natural regeneration over active restoration where the same biological
objectives can be achieved in a reasonable amount of time.

Chapter 2/ 30



Bonneville Power Administration Wildlife Mitigation Program Final EIS

* Consider passive or active recreation, providing it does not interfere with achieving
wildlife mitigation.

» For forest lands, enter a collective management agreement with Federal and state
landowners to implement actions outlined in the Federal Wildland Fire Management
Policy and Program Review (USDI and USDA, 1995).

* Dedicate to the project any site-specific user fees or revenue gained from
commerce that results from the exclusive use of the property. (Revenues generated
from hunting licenses or other wildlife recreation-related fees that cannot be directly
linked to wildlife mitigation activities or that are identified in site-specific
management plans will be excluded.)

e Favor wildlife management activities that have side benefits for fish, e.g., riparian
habitat restoration.

* Encourage the use of available local supplies and labor to accomplish project goals
and objectives.

* Identify opportunities for work skill training in conjunction with wildlife mitigation
activities. For example, encourage construction contractors to use the local
employment security office to hire staff for positions that involve on-the-job
training.

e [Forprojects involving vegetation control] Develop specific protocols for use of
herbicides, mechanical, and biological methods, in cooperation with local weed
control boards. Protocols could be adapted from the USFS Final Environmental
Impact Statement for Managing Competing and Unwanted Vegetation (USFS
1988).

e [For projects involving vegetation control] Conduct weed control programs usin £
Jjoint multi-agency planning.

* Control nuisance animals or unwanted or competing plant species where they are
hindering establishment of vegetation.

* Use predator control only when needed to increase rare species or to establish new
populations of species susceptible to predators.

» Consider recreational opportunities suitable for physically disabled persons where
existing access allows.
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7. Monitor Conditions and Evaluate Results (Alternative 6)

Under Alternative 6, BPA would encourage and support decision-oriented monitoring
that can be used to evaluate the success of mitigation efforts and to make necessary
adjustments to better achieve objectives.

Project managers would undertake the following:

e Monitor specific performance standards for status and trend of progress toward
biological objectives (established under Steps 4 and 5).

8. Adapt Management According to New Information (Alternative 6)

Under Alternative 5, BPA would encourage and support adaptive management actions
that respond to problems or opportunities identified through monitoring. Project
managers would also be encouraged to apply new knowledge, insights or technologies
that may contribute to meeting biological objectives.

Project managers would undertake the following:

e Use monitoring information to guide annual management priorities and activity
planning.

2.1.8 Available Management Techniques

While the alternatives present a range of possible strategies, goals, and procedural
requirements for wildlife mitigation projects, Project Management Plans will need to include
actual site-specific techniques to support and achieve wildlife mitigation. The standardized
requirements would influence the implementation of these techniques. Table 2-1, following,
lists techniques that may be employed under some or all of the alternatives. The techniques are
organized by function; in most cases, more than one specific technique can be employed at the
same time. Appendix A provides a full description of each technigue.
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Table 2-1. Relative Use of Techniques Among Alternatives’

Alt 1: Alt 2: Alt 3: Alt 4 Alt 5: Alt 6:
Technique No Action | Base Biological | Costand | General Balanced
(assuming | Response | Objectives | Admin. Environ- | Approach
case-by- Efficiency | mental
case Protection
decisions)
RESOURCE ACQUISITION

Fee-title Acquisition and
Transfer

Easement Acquisition

Long-term Lease

Cooperative Management

PLANT PROPAGATION

Transplanting

Seeding

Irrigation

Fertilization

HABITAT CREATION AND CONVERSION

Creating or Expanding
Wetlands

Artificial Islands

Artificial Nest Structures

WATER DEVELOPMENT TECHNIQUES

Wells

Diversions

Springs

Check Dams/Impoundments

Guzzlers

Water Rights Acquisition

+ = {1yguent use : T £ S 1 X = not used |
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Alel: Alt 2: Alt 3: Alt4: Alt 5: Alt 6:
Techni No Action | Base Biological | Costand | General Balanced
echnique (assuming | Response | Objectives | Admin. Environ- | Approach
case-by- Efficiency | mental
case Protection
decisions)
WATER DISTRIBUTION TECHNIQUES*
Pipelines
Culvens

Drainage Ditches

Active Management

Let Bum

Herbicides

Mechanical Removal

Biological Control

Hand Pulling

Prescribed Bum

Water Level Manipulation

Introduction

Predator/ Nuisance Animal
Control

MULTIPLE USE TECHNIQUES

Crop Production

Timber Production

Grazing

Education and Recreation
(Public Use Management)

+ - drequent sy Y X = not used I
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Alt 1: Al 2: Alt 3: Alt4: Alt 5: Alt 6:
Technique No Action | Base Biological Costand | General Balanced
(assuming | Response | Objectives | Admin. Environ- | Approach
case-by- Efficiency | mental
case Protection
decisions)
Facility Development

TRANSPORTATION / ACCESS TECHNIQUES

Land Use Restrictions

Road Construction

Road Maintenance

Road Decommissioning

+ = TCguent s ; 5 ]

2.2 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND SUMMARY OF
IMPACTS

Each of the five action alternatives identifies a different approach to standardizing the planning and
mmplementation of individual wildlife mitigation projects funded by BPA.

Under Alternative 1, No Action, BPA would continue to implement each wildlife mitigation
project on a case-by-case basis,

Alternative 2, Base Response, contains only those prescriptions required by law, and represents
the minimum restrictions and guidance that BPA must place on project managers developing
BPA-funded wildlife mitigation projects. Alternatives 3-6 also contain these minimum
requirements.

Under Alternative 3, Biological Objectives Emphasis, BPA would support only those actions
intended specifically to achieve biological objectives; however, project managers would retain a
great deal of flexibility to adapt application of specific techniques and other actions to best meet the
biological objectives of the project. Other resources and issues would be considered only to the
minimum extent required by law, as outlined in Alternative 2, Base Response.

Under Alternative 4, Costs and Administrative Efficiency Emphasis, BPA would support only

the least costly approach to achieving the project’s biological objectives. Project managers would
be limited in the techniques and resources available to them the implement their proposed projects.
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Under Alternative 5, General Environmental Protection, the environmentally preferred
alternative, BPA would support added measures to protect fish, recreation, local economic
productivity (related to the natural or physical environment), or other resources, while
achieving biological objectives. Project managers would also apply potential program-wide
mitigation measures as appropriate to protect the environment. Project managers could consider a
wide range of project objectives under this alternative, although a wide range of objectives might
reduce the resources available for meeting the project's biological objectives. '

Alternative 6, Balanced Response, BPA's preferred alternative, seeks to achieve balance among
the purposes individually emphasized in the other action alternatives (#s 3-5): (1) meeting
the biological objectives of wildlife mitigation projects, (2) achievement of cost and
administrative efficiency, and (3) protection and improvement of other environmental
resources when those actions would support wildlife mitigation. Alternative 6 would result in
new mitigation projects similar to those previously developed. The primary difference between the
preferred alternative and the existing situation (No Action) is that, under Alternative 6. (1) BPA
would establish a standard planning process and (2) project managers would apply potential
program-wide mitigation measures as appropriate to protect the environment. These two
differences would allow BPA to implement wildlife mitigation programs more efficiently and with
greater consistency than under the current case-by-case approach.

Table 2-2 provides a summary and comparison of the environmental consequences of each
alternative. Table 2-3 provides a comparison of the alternatives against the decision factors
(achievement of biological objectives, cost and administrative efficiency, and compliance with
laws and regulations, and protection and improvement of environmental resources).
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Table 2-2. Summary of Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Environ- Existing Conditions Alternative 1: Alternative 2: Alternative 3: Alternative 4: Alternative 5: Alternative 6:

mental No Action Base Response (Impacts Biological Objectives Cost and Administrative General Environmental Balanced Action

Resource Common to All Action Emphasis Efficiency Emphasis Protection Emphasis {Preferred Alternative)

Alternatives)

Soils Diverse 2cvocs the Cobumbia Basio. Sources Based oo vecently completed projects, | In general, soil conditions would improve Relatively high amounts of short-term Only minor soil disturbances are Soils would be protected, although This alternative would generaliy
include glacial till, basalt erosion, windborne only minor soil disturbanoes wouid at new wildlife mitigation sites as lands are | erosion might ocour during the initial expected, as project managers would continued commercial uses of some benefit soils, Moderate short-term soil
loess deposits, and volcanism. Soils are occur during implementation of protected from ground disturbance. Some project phases; however, over the long rely mostly on natural regeneration to mitigation lands might result in some erosion would oceur al some new sites
vulnerable to ercsion, which can lead to poor projects, soils would be disturbed during initial terny, soil comiilings would greatly achieve objectives. ongoing erosion. as projects were implemented, followed
soil productivity and water quality. proiect implementation. impreve over existing condittons. by increasing soil stability.

Fish/Water The Basin's water resources provide Tribal Individual projects would continue Ground-disturbing activities to increase Short-term impacts followed by long- Relatively few actions affecting fish or Project managers would include side Some initial sedirnent contribution to

Resources values and use, imigatior, recreation, fish and | without program-wide requirements, habitat values would potentially reduce term benelits would be e;pcaed asa water would occur. berefits to fish in project manage ment streams or other water features might

A wildlife habitat, transportation cormridors, 5o impacts could vary widely. waler quality and fish habitat in the short wide range of projects is implemented. plans; fish and water resources would be unavoidabie duning project

and Quality drainage, flood control, drinking water, and Overall, fish and water quality would | term. State water regulations would be therefore be expected to improve. implementation, bul the long-term wend
power. Soil erosion is one of the most benefit as vegetation near water is followed under all alternatives, so no would be toward improved protection.
common sources of water-quality and fish- restored and/or protected. significant adverse impacts are expected.
habitat reductions.

Wildlife Many sensitive wildlife species in the Basin Target wildlife habitats and species All alternatives benefit target wildlife This alternative has the highest potential This alternative has the lowest potentjal No significant adverse-impacts are No significant adverse impacts are
are associated with pative shrub-steppe and would increase. Some wildlife species and habitats as well as a variety of for short-terin disturbance of wildlife, but | for shori-term disturbance of wildlife, expected, because program-wide mitigation | expected on wildlife. As with
old-growth forests. Wetlands, riparian, cliffs, disturbance would occur when other species. Habitat changes and human also the highest potential for long-term but also the lowest potential for long- measures would be applied, as appropriate. | Allernative 5, program-wide measures
talus, and caves are other important habitat projects first begin. disturbances could adversely affect some gains in larget and incidental species and | term gains in target 2nd incidental Continued economic use of some mitiga- would be applied o protect wildlife, as
types. non-target wildlife species. habitats. species and habitats. tion lands may reduce local habitat values. appropriaie.

Vegetatign Basin contains three general vegetation zones: | Overall, native plant commuaities All alterpatives would require some initial Use of active. techniques would This alternative disturbs vegetation least Relatively low nitial vegetation As with Altemative 5, there would be
coniferous forest, sagebrush, and perenajal would continue to benefit (afier some | disturbance of Vegetalion as projects are accelerate devlopment of desired plant because it reties heavily on natural disturbance because the more intensive relatively low initial vegetation
grassland. Crop production, grazing, logging, | initial impacts) from the activities implemented. Over time, vegetation com- communities, although a narrow focus revegetation. habitat improvement techniques would be disturbance. Program-wide measures
and hydroelectric projects have greatly allered | associated with wildlife mitigation. mumtics associated with target wildlife on bictogical ohjectives could reduce used infrequently. Program-wide measures | would be applied, as appropriate, to
basin vegetation types, and native plant habitat (including riparian, forest, wet- those plant communities that do not would be applied, as appropriate, to protect | protect rare plants and sensitive plant
communities are relatively rare, lands, and shrub-steppe) would increacs. suppest L2rget spacies. rare plants and sensitive plant communities | communities,

Land and Land ownership includes large areas of Without program-wide standards, Land and shoreline uses would change at Changes in land and/or shoreline use This alternative has the lowest potential Potential conflicts in land and/or shoreline As under Alternative S, early pianning

Shoreline private crop- and forest fand; private impacts on lgnd and shorelioe use new wildlife mitigation sites, including muight be greater a} some new mjtigaxiou for significant changes in land use. use would be avoided during the extensive and application, as appropriate, of
residential, recreational, and industrial could vary widely, depending on the some localized losses of grazing, timber sites under this alternative, as project High-value commercial properties early planeing process included in this program-wide measures would serve (o

Use proparties; and state, Tribal, and Federal circumstances surrounding each production, and farming. managers mainiain a narrow focus on would be avoided because of the higher alternative. avoid most significant conflicts in Jand
ownership. project. achieving ticl- zical objectives. costs associated with obtaining such and/or shoreline use.

properties.

Cultural and Mest identified cultural resources in the BPA would continue to lead cultural Potential impacis on cultural resources This alternative has the highest potential This alternative would have a relatively Extra efforts to protect cultwal resources A moderate amourt of ground would

Historic Basin are archeological sites such as resource protection efforts on a would be directly related to the amount of for ground-disturbing activities related to | low amount of ground disturbance, due would reduce the potential for impacts, be disturbed as n2w projects are
campsites. rock ar, bufial grounds, and rock project-by-project basis. ground disturbance that would occur. This | habitat improvement, and comrespond- to reliance on natural regeneration of although some disturbances might result implemented. Survays would be

Resources shelters. There are 13 Federally recognized alternative presents the nunimum level of tngly high potentiat for disturbing vegetation (rather than more intensive from comimercial and/or recreational use conducted where needed 1o avord
Native American Tribes with interests and/or protection required by law. unknown cultural resources. techniques). on some dew mitigation sites. impacts on cultural or historic
reservations o the Columbia River Basip reSOUIces.
within the United States.

Economics Major sources of employment 1o the Basin No program-wide standards would be | Loss of révenues and Jocal taxes from This alternative has the greatsst potential There would be very little effect on local Providing side benefits to local economues As with the other alternatives,
include agriculture, forestry, real estate, present W protect natural-resource- resource lands 15 unavoidable where such for short-term iocal employment and of regtonal economies. would be a project goal, 50 some projects telatively minor changes 1n locai
retal, services, and government. Much of based economies, although BPA uses have historically occurred. These revenues, aiihough economic benpefits developed under this altemative would economies and/or tax bases are
the affected enviroament is rural and sparsely typically would consider such trmpacts would add 10 the cumulative effect | over the long-term would be minimal. benefit local economies. expected.
poputated. protection on a case-by-case basis. of ongoing regtonal reductions that have

Commercial use of mitigation lands occurred in available timber and grazing
and associated iaxes would decrease. lands.

Recreation The Basin provides a vanety of outdoor Access restnctions would be Access restrictions would be necessary and Recreational use of mitigation tands As with Alternative 3, recreational use There would be a potential net increase in Recreational use would be allowed, but

and Visuai recreational opportunities. Many people from necessary and unavoidable at some unavoidable at some new mitigation sites would be minimized so that funds could would be minimized so that funds could recreauongl opportunities at lands selected some et 10ss In opportunities r.nay
the more populated areas of western Oregon new mitigation sites to protect in order to protect sensitive wiidlife be focused on achieving biological be focused on achieving biological for aew mitigation sites. occur as emphasis shifts to achieving
and Washington visi rural Basin areas for sensitive wildlife habitats. habitars. objectives. objectives. biological objectves.
recreation.

Air Qua|jty Most of the Basin is rural and generally has Burning amounts would be developed | Smoke from prescribed burning would This alternative has the greatest potential | This alternative would have the least There would be relatively tow use of fire, Relatively minor impacts would be
fewer air quality problems than do the On a case-by-case basis. locally reduce air quality and visibility. for prescribed burns and associated potential for prescribed burns and feriiizers, and herbicides: and relatively associated with drifting smoke.
population centers. Smoke from freld- State and local regulations would be smoke gencration. associaled smoke generation. low associated impacts on air quality.
burning and wind-bome dust sometimes followed.

Creates air quality problems in the Basin.




Table 2-3. Predicted Performance Summary

Decision
Factor

Alternative 1: Alternative 2:
No Action Base Response
Emphasis

Alternative 3:
Biological Objectives
Emphasis

Alternative 4:
Cost and
Administrative
Efficiency Emphasis

Alternative 5:
General
Environmental
Protection

Altemative 6:
Balanced Action
(Preferred
Alternative)

Achievement of
Biological
Objectives

Meets objectives, but Meets only minimum

Greatest predicted
achievement of
biological objectives
among alternatives.

Meets only the
minimum objectives.

Potentially reduced
achievement of objec-
tives as some funds are
directed towards protec-
tion or improvement of
non-wildlife resources.

Meets objectives.

Cost and
Administrative
Efficiency

without benefit of objectives with
consistent management | minimal consistent
direction. management direction.
| Inefficient because Provides efficient
BPA would need process for implemen-
repeatedly to address | tation, but requires

that many issues be
addressed on a case-
by-case basis.

common issues for
every project.

Highest predicted costs
because of the focus on
best achieving bio-
logical objectives with
minimal regard (o costs.

Lowest predicted costs.

Potentially high costs
because funds would be
directed to general envi-
ronmental protection.
Provides opportunity for
shared efforts among
agencies and other land
managers that could
increase efficiency of
interrelated projects
and/or programs.

Provides efficient
process for imple-
mentation, but
requires some
additional costs for
general environmental
protection.

Compliance with
Laws and
Regulations

In compliance. In compliance.

In comphiance.

In compliance.

In compliance. with
additional assurances for
documentation of
compliance. May be
inconsistent with agency
statutory authorities.

In compliance.

General
Environmental
Protection

Protects the envi-
ronment through
requirements set forth
in individual EISs or
EAs prepared for each
project.

Ensures only the
minimum level of
environmental pro-
tection required by
law,

Ensures only the
minimum level of
environmental pro-
tection required by law,

Ensures only the
minimum level of
environmental pro-
tection required by law.

Provides maximum
protection and improve-
ment of environmental
resources, consistent
with achievement of
biological objectives.

Provides general
environmental pro-
tection, consistent with
achievement of cost
efficiency. biological
objectives, and legal
compliance.
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Chapter 3: Affected Environment

This chapter describes the existing environment of the area potentially affected by BPA’s
Wildlife Mitigation Program. The discussion focuses on those features needed to understand
the anticipated effects of the proposed action and alternatives (Chapter 4). Because this
programmatic EIS addresses the Wildlife Mitigation Program as a whole, and not as specific
sites or actions, the affected environment is discussed in general terms.

3.1 SETTING

The area being considered for wildlife mitigation projects is the United States portion of the
Columbia River Basin. The area includes lands in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, Nevada,
Utah, and Wyoming (see Figure 3-1).

The broad Columbia River Basin is defined to the west by the Pacific Ocean, the Willamette and
southern Puget Sound valleys, and the north/south-oriented Cascade range; to the east by the
north/south-oriented Rocky Mountain range; to the south by the Great Basin; and to the north by
the Canadian border. The mountainous areas of the Cascades and Rockies are considered part of
the affected environment, because the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program includes the tributaries
to the Columbia River. The affected environment contains lands within 14 ecoregions defined by
similar topography, climate, and vegetation (see Figure 3-2).

Climate consists of cold winters and warm, dry summers. Most precipitation falls in winter or
spring, although occasional thunderstorms bring heavy rains during summer and fall. Total
precipitation varies greatly, with average annual amounts ranging from 254 cm (100 in.) per year at
the Cascade crest to less than 20 cm (8 in.) per year in the low-elevation basins and plains.
Precipitation is greatest in the mountain ranges of the Columbia River Basin, which include the
Coast Range, Cascades, Blue Mountains, and the Rocky Mountains, Precipitation is lowest in low-
elevation valleys and plains, including the central Columbia Basin just east of the Cascades and the
Snake River Basin/high desert of eastern Oregon and southern Idaho (Figure 3-2).

3.2 SOILS

Soil plays a critical role in nutrient, water, and atmospheric cycles. Soil is essential for most forms
of plant life and associated animal communities, and is likewise essential for crop, forage, and timber
preduction. Many of these cycles and essential roles take place in the upper few feet of the soil.

Major sources for basin soils include glacial till left from the last ice age, basalt erosion, wind-borne
loess deposits, and volcanism (e.g. the pumice and ash deposited from the eruption of Mount
Mazama 7,000 years ago and from the more recent 1980 eruption of Mt. St. Helens). These
sources develop in place, are deposited by wind and rivers, and/or settle in lakes.
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Soils are vulnerable to erosion, which can lead to poor soil productivity and water quality and can
fill fish spawning gravels with silt. Some soils are more vulnerable than others. Soil surveys
prepared by the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS; formerly known as the Soil
Conservation Service) identify local soil conditions and vulnerability to erosion. Soil development
often takes hundreds or even thousands of years, so the effects of erosion are often long-term.

33 FISH

The basin includes a wide variety of relatively common and widely distributed native fish. These
include both anadromous fish (sturgeon, several species of salmon, and trout), and resident fish
{native trout, squawfish, mountain whitefish, largescale sucker and numerous small fish such as
speckled dace, red-side shiner, stickleback, and torrent sculpin). Many other resident fish species
have been introduced to provide recreational fishing, including eastern brook trout, hatchery-bred
rainbow trout, largemouth bass, yellow perch, catfish, and walleye (Wydoski and Whitney 1979).

Many species of fish in the basin have declined due to habitat degradations, introduction of exotic
species, over-fishing, and loss of migratory forms (USDA Forest Service 1995). Fish habitat and
migration patterns have been altered by flooding, obstruction, land management activities, and
direct mortality associated with dams, irrigation diversion, wetland draining, stream channel
alteration, and loss of riparian habitat. Species of concern identified by the USFS (U.S. Forest
Service 1995) include the resident bull trout, redband trout, and westslope cutthroat trout, as well
as the anadromous steelhead, sockeye, silver, and chinook salmon.

In response to these declines, reservoir drawdowns, flow augmentation, and other actions are being
considered as ways to improve anadromous fish runs (BPA 1995), and the USFS and BLM have
developed guidelines for management activities that may affect fish on Federal lands. These
guidelines are identified in the Decision Notice/Decision Record for Interim Strategies for
Managing Anadromous Fish-Producing Watersheds on Federal Lands in Eastern Oregon and
Washington, Idaho and Portions of California (PACFISH), and the Decision Notice for the
Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFISH) (USDA 1995). In general, these guidelines identify
riparian management objectives, standards and guidelines, and monitoring requirements for
USFS and BLM activities. These guidelines may apply to mitigation actions taking place on
Federal lands.

Fish are very susceptible to declines in water quality. Timber harvest, road construction, grazing,
and intensive agriculture have been identified as factors leading to water quality degradation and
associated declines in fish habitat. Major forms of habitat declines include siltation, increased
temperatures, and eutrophication (a process that can occur when unnatural amounts of nutrients
enter waters, causing algae blooms, aquatic plant growth, reduced oxygen levels in the bottom
layers, and the development of organic sludge).
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3.4 WATER RESOURCES AND QUALITY

The Columbia River flows 1,930 km (1,200 mi.) from southeastern British Columbia, through
northeastern and east-central Washington, and then west as the border between Washington and
Oregon, to the Pacific Ocean. The Snake River originates in northwestern Wyoming, travels
westward through southern Idaho, then northward as the border between Idaho and Oregon, before
turning westward and traveling throughout southeastern Washington, to enter the Columbia River
in south-central Washington.

Other tributaries feeding into the Columbia River include the Kootenay, Pend Oreille, Spokane,
Okanogan, Wenatchee, Yakima, Walla, John Day, Deschutes, Hood, and Willamette rivers. This
river system serves as the drainage for 670,800 km’ (259,000 mi®) for seven states, also including
northern Utah, northern Nevada, and western Montana (McGinnis and Christensen 1994). Most of
the tributaries originate in the headwaters associated with the Cascades, Blue Mountains, central
Idaho Mountains, and the Northern Rocky Mountains, primarily located on USFS lands.

The Basin's water resources provide tribal values and use, irrigation, recreation, fish and wildlife
habitat, transportation corridors, drainage, flood control, drinking water, and power. The Columbia
River Project provides irrigation to large portions of Washington state, and is one of the largest
irrigation projects in the Western states. Maintaining the quality and flows of the basin waters is
critical to maintaining these functional values.

Soil erosion is one of the most common sources of water quality reductions. Other sources include
agricultural chemicals, industrial wastes, human and livestock waste, and petroleum associated with
urban runoff and car, truck, and boat traffic.

Water rights are held both privately and by public utilities and resource management agencies.
Many ranchers and crop producers depend on their water rights to maintain their operations.

3.5 WILDLIFE

Basin wildlife can be generally discussed in association with the three general vegetation zones:
coniferous forest, sagebrush, and grassland.

In coniferous forest, logging has greatly reduced late-successional forest structures. Populations of
associated wildlife species have correspondingly declined; these include special-status species such
as accipiter hawks, American marten, pygmy nuthatches, and many species of forest owls, bats, and
woodpeckers. Both late-successional and younger forests provide habitat for large animals such as
mule deer, cougar, bear and elk. Because Basin forests occur where precipitation is highest, they
tend to support a higher diversity of amphibian species than do sagebrush and perennial grasslands.

Sagebrush and grassland contain similar wildlife communities and are discussed collectively in this
EIS. In the sagebrush and grassland areas (also referred to as shrub-steppe), crop production and
livestock grazing has directly removed native habitats or significantly altered them through invasion
of exotic species. Populations of associated species have also declined, including loggerhead shrike,
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pygmy rabbit, white-tailed antelope squirrel, sage grouse, Columbian sharp-tailed grouse, California
bighorn sheep, and Washington and Idaho ground squirrels.

Sagebrush and perennial grassland generally support many types of mammals and relatively few
types of birds (ODFW 1993), although hawks and owls are often prominent in these areas and some
species of birds (e.g., sage grouse, loggerhead shrike) depend on this habitat type. The high desert
area of eastern Oregon contains more bird diversity than other sagebrush/perennial grassland areas
(ODFW 1993). Small mammal communities can be quite diverse, and include several sensitive
species (e.g., pygmy rabbit, Merriam's shrew, and Washington ground squirrel). Large mammals of
the sagebrush and perennial grassland areas include mule deer and pronghorn. Bighorn sheep were
historically abundant in the desert ranges of the Basin, especially in the southeastern portion, and
have been successfully reintroduced in some portions of their former range. Sagebrush and
grassland areas include the more arid portions of the basin, which contain relatively few species of
amphibians but several species of reptiles. Consequently, any water is a major attraction to wildlife,
and water and associated riparian or wetland habitat is often critical to many of the species that
occur within the sagebrush and perennial grassland regions. Other special habitat types present in
the basin include cliffs, caves, and talus areas (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 1995,
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 1993).

3.6 VEGETATION

The Columbia River Basin contains diverse vegetation types as a result of different combinations of
precipitation, altitude, latitude, slope, aspect, soils, and climate.

The Basin can be divided into three general vegetation zones based on native vegetation: coniferous
forest, sagebrush, and perennial grassland. The sagebrush and perennial grassland vegetation types
are often described collectively as shrub-steppe (Franklin and Dyrness 1973, Daubenmeyer 1970),
and include habitats described as dry shrub, cool shrub, and desert salt shrub.

Coniferous forest occurs primarily where precipitation is highest: in the Coast Range, within the
Willamette and southern Puget Sounds valleys, along the Cascade mountains, in the Blue
Mountains of northeastern Oregon, and in the Rocky Mountains of northern Idaho and western
Montana (see Figure 3-2 for the locations of ecoregions referenced in the text).

Shrub-steppe occurs in the Columbia Basin, Snake River Basin/High Desert, Northern Basin and
Range, and portions of the Blue Mountains and eastern Cascade slopes and foothills. This
vegetation zone is highly variable and includes sagebrush, grassland, sand dunes, basalt cliffs and
outcrops, juniper woodlands, and riparian areas.

Riparian vegetation (vegetation associated with water, such as rivers, streams and wetlands) covers
a relatively small portion of the Basin, but provides many functional values, including fish and
wildlife habitat, erosion protection, and water temperature moderation.

Crop production, livestock grazing, logging, and hydroelectric projects have greatly altered basin

vegetation types from their natural conditions. (Figure 3-3 shows the extent of cropland.) Because
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of these disturbances, native, late-successionat plant communities (e.g., old-growth forest and native
shrub-steppe) generally are rare in the Columbia Basin. In general, the higher elevation forests have
been less altered.

Crop production has removed native shrub-steppe vegetation. A variety of crops is produced,
including wheat, potatoes, mint, peas, and apples. Hay for winter feeding of cattle is produced in
many of the valleys and basins.

On less arable lands, livestock grazing has greatly reduced native perennials and encouraged the
invasion of aggressive exotic annuals (e.g., cheatgrass, mustards, and Russian thistle) that now take
the place of native species in most heavily grazed areas (Tisdale and Hironaka 1981). Cheatgrass,
the most pervasive annual exotic, has increased fire frequency in some shrub-steppe stands, further
altering the native vegetation communities. Some exotic species are legally designated as noxious
weeds: species that are expanding their range and pose an increasing threat to native plant com-
munities and range and crop production. Examples include bull thistle, Canada thistle, dalmation
toadflax, and diffuse knapweed (Sheley 1995).

Some low-productivity lands have been placed within the Federally run Conservation Reserve
Program (CRP), which compensates landowners for protecting crop lands vulnerable to erosion.
CRP lands are taken out of crop production and planted with perennial species, most commonly the
exotic crested wheatgrass and cultivars of the native western wheatgrass.

Extensive logging and silvicultural treatments have altered forests by greatly increasing the amount
of young stands and by selectively removing large trees of desirable species. For example, mature
ponderosa pine has been selectively removed from much of the forested areas of the basin, leaving
fire-, insect-, and disease-susceptible Douglas-fir, grand fir, and white fir (Johnson et al. 1994),

Fire management has also created forest stands different in composition and structure than would
have occurred naturally. Forest fire suppression has increased the intervals between fires, so that
fire-sensitive species have survived and forest stands have grown dense. Once ignited, these forests
undergo more intense and damaging fires than would have occurred under a more natural regime.
Hydroelectric projects have altered native vegetation through flooding, which submerged
shoreline and floodplain vegetation.

3.7 LAND AND SHORELINE USE

The Columbia River Basin is dominated by commercial land uses, including range, crop, and timber
production.

Land ownership includes large areas of private crop- and forest land; private residential,
recreational, and industrial properties; state ownership; Tribal ownership; and Federal ownership.
Private ownership is composed mostly of large family farms and forest lands, as well as even larger
industry farm and forestry lands. Major federal land managers in the basin include the USES, BLM,
and the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR).
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Local governments provide the driving force shaping land use management and regulation outside
public lands. Local residents are often more able and willing to participate in government and public
decisions through local governments. Because most of the Basin is rural, counties provide most of
the primary regulatory and management authority over land use.

The shorelines of lakes, rivers, and coastal zones are considered sensitive areas for many reasons,
including vulnerability to erosion, importance of public use, relatively high level of wildlife use, and
critical role in protection of water quality.

On non-Federal lands, shorelines are generally regulated at the state or local level through State
shoreline management acts and through county and city ordinances. On Federal lands, shorelines
are protected under NEPA, as well as under the Clean Water Act and the Rivers and Harbors Act.

Because of the importance of water to wildlife habitat, many wildlife mitigation projects may occur
within or near the shorelines of lakes and rivers or within their associated floodplains or wetlands.

3.8 CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES

Cultural and historic resources can be generally categorized into three groups: historic sites,
including historic architecture, engineering, and archeological sites; Native American archeological
sites; and traditional cultural properties. Most identified cultural resources in the Columbia River
Basin are archeological sites such as campsites, housepit villages, rockshelters, rock art (petroglyphs
and pictographs), lithic (stone) quarries and workshops, burial grounds and cemeteries, and isolated
rock cairns, pits, and alignments. Archeological sites are valued for the information they contribute
to understanding past events and cultures, for public recreational and educational interest, and as the
heritage of contemporary Native American cultures. Sites of historic significance relate to early
Euro-American exploration, the fur trade, military history, mining, navigation, agriculture, and early
settlement.

Native American traditional cultural properties include a broad range of features from the natural
environment and the sacred world, such as distinctive shapes in the landscape, traditional use plants
and animals (including game animals, livestock, and food and medicinal plants), ceremonial sites,
and places of spiritual renewal and guidance. Today, there are 13 Federally recognized Native
American tribes with interests and/or Reservations in the Columbia River Basin within the United
States. In several cases, the Tribal organizations function as confederations of multiple tribes. The
13 Tribal organizations are as follows:

Kootenai Tribe of Idaho Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Reservation
Coeur d’Alene Tribe Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Kalispel Tribe Reservation
Burns Paiute Tribe Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley
Nez Perce Tribe Valley Indian Reservation
Colville Confederated Tribes Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Nation

Tribes of the Flathead Reservation Spokane Tribe
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Figure 3-4 shows where the Reservations are located. However, tribal interests extend beyond the
Reservations. Native American Tribes hold and exercise legal rights to activities and resources both
within and beyond Reservation boundaries. These rights notably include fishing, hunting, gathering
wild plant materials, and religious practices.

See SOR EIS (Section 2.2 and Appendix D) for more detailed information on cultural resources in
the Columbia River Basin.

3.9 ECONOMICS

Major sources of employment include agriculture, forestry, recreation/tourisim, real estate, retail,
services, and government. The agricultural, forestry, and fishing industries provided 9% of the
employment in the Interior Columbia River Basin in 1990 (McGinnis and Christensen 1994, citing
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 1993).

Most of the study area is rural and sparsely populated. Population centers range from small rural
communities (Quincy and Palouse, Washington; McCall, Rigby, and Hollister, Idaho; and Weston
and Heppner, Oregon), to small towns (Longview/Kelso and Astoria), and major metropolitan areas
(e.g., Portland, Boise, and Vancouver). Eastern Washington and Oregon are typified by expansive
agricultural lands (range and crop) and widely dispersed population centers such as The Dalles, the
Tri-Cities (Kennewick, Pasco, and Richland), Wenatchee, Spokane, and Clarkston/Lewiston.
Primary industries of Idaho are agriculture and forestry. Major population centers in Idaho include
Boise, Twin Falls, Pocatello, and Idaho Falls (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1992). This area is
strongly oriented towards the river as a source of irrigation water for crops, a transportation route
for agricultural and forestry products, and recreation.

McGinnis and Christensen (1994, citing U.S. Bureau of Census 1990 data, 1991) report that
counties in the Interior Columbia River Basin had a 1990 population of 2.9 million. As a
comparison, 6.3 million people reside in western Oregon and Washington, Washington counties
comprise 38% of the population; southern Idaho counties 27%; Oregon counties 12%: Montana
counties 11%; and northern Idaho counties 7%. Counties in the Interior Columbia River Basin in
Wyoming, Utah, and Nevada comprise the remaining 5% of the study area population. The most
populated county in 1990 was Spokane, Washington (361,364); the least was Camas, Idaho (727)
(McGinnis and Christensen 1994),

The overall populatlon density in the Interior Columbia River Basin in 1990 was about 4 people per
km® (11 people per mi®). Eastern Washington, the Snake River Plain of southern Idaho, and
western Montana had the most densely populated counties; those in eastern Oregon, central Idaho,
northern Nevada, and northwest Wyoming: were very sparsely populated. Population densities
ranged from .15 people per km® (0.4 per mi®) in Clark County, Idiho, to 79 people per kny’

(205 per mi’) in Spokane County, Washington (McGinnis and Christensen 1994).

The local populations and economies support a large part of county government operations.
County governments rely on taxes collected from private lands, as well as on funds shared from the
sale of timber on federal lands.

Chapter 3/ 47



Bonneville Power Administration Wildlife Mitigation Program Final EIS

3.10 RECREATION/VISUAL

The basin provides a variety of outdoor recreational opportunities, including snow and water skiing,
river rafting and kayaking, resort and ranch visitation, photography, birdwatching, camping, hiking,
horseback riding, hunting, and fishing. Much of this activity takes place on public land.

Many people from the more populated and urbanized western Oregon and Washington travel to the
relatively less populated Columbia River Basin for outdoor-oriented outings. The presence of
natural and scenic settings is important to many recreationists that use the area.

3.11  AIR QUALITY

Most of the Columbia River Basin is rural; such areas generally have fewer air quality problems than
do industrialized areas around large cities. In the rural areas of the Basin, particulates from blowing
dust, woodsmoke, or field burning cause temporary, short-term air quality problems, but not at
sufficient levels to be classified as "non-attainment” areas, as defined by the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Most air pollution problems in the Columbia River Basin occur near urban centers where large
traffic volumes and congestion can result in high levels of carbon monoxide. Similarly, the presence
of major industrial facilities (e.g., coal-fired power plants) can be significant sources of particulates,
especially in those areas where local topography can result in air inversions (e.g., Spokane).

Those areas that do not meet Federal standards ("non-attainment areas"} are associated with urban
population centers , including Bonner (Sandpoint) and Kootenai (Coeur d'Alene) counties in Idaho;

Missoula, Columbia Falls, and Kalispell in Montana; Eugene-Springfield, LaGrande, and several
other cities in Oregon; and parts of Spokane and Yakima (Bonneville Power Administration 1994).

oA
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Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences

This chapter describes the impacts of the various alternatives on the environment. Because the
primary intent of the Wildlife Mitigation Program is to increase long-term wildlife habitat values
within the Columbia River Basin, any of the alternatives would provide a net benefit to wildlife,
and should generally provide a net benefit to the associated resources of soils, water quality,
vegetation, and fish. Other resources, such as land and shoreline use, cultural and historic
resources, economics, recreation, and air quality, might benefit, be adversely affected, or remain
essentially unchanged, depending on the particular circumstances surrounding each mitigation
action.

The following sections outline possible environmental consequences associated with the
alternatives and the impacts of the various management techniques that may be employed under
some or all of the alternatives. Impacts are discussed in this chapter by resource topic (e.g., Svils
or Recreation.) Four major headings are discussed under each resource topic:

e Context. ldentifies applicable laws, standards, and policies to provide the legal and
political framework for managing the specific resource; it also lists potential impacts to be
avoided as project managers work to establish a desired future condition.

e Impacts of Alternatives: Discloses and compares the anticipated impacts of each
alternative on the specific resources.

o Impacts of Techniques. Discloses the anticipated impact of the site-specific techniques
that may be used under any of the alternatives (see Chapter 2 and Appendix A).

* Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures: Identifies ways to avoid, reduce, or
rectify the potential environmental impacts of wildlife mitigation techniques.
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4.1 SOILS

4.1.1 Context

¢ Legal. Most states and counties have regulations to protect soils. Soil regulations may be
tied to water resource protection (see section 4.2, Water Resources and Quality).
Under state regulations, mitigation plans may be needed to develop specific erosion and
sediment control plans that specify best management practices to reduce soil loss.

¢ Desired Condition. Project managers will seek to establish a desired future condition
without incurring the following impacts: disturbing soils on unstable slopes; disturbing the
upper soil horizons or accelerating erosion well beyond that occurring under naturai
processes; compacting of soil such that plant growth is prevented or severely restricted; or
allowing sufficient deposition of salts or other materials into soils that vegetation growth is
inhibited.

4.1.2 Impacts of Alternatives

Alternative 1: No Action - Potential Effects on Soils

Under No Action, wildlife mitigation projects would continue to be developed on a case-by-case
basis. Experience with recently completed projects indicates that minor soil disturbances would
oceur during project implementation, followed by increased soil stability over time.

Alternative 2: Base Response - Potential Effects on Soils (Common to All
Alternatives)

In general, soil conditions would improve at wildlife mitigation sites because large areas are
protected from ground disturbance. Soil would be temporarily eroded, compacted, or displaced
whenever ground-disturbing activities take place as part of active habitat improvement activities.

Alternative 3: Biological Objectives - Potential Effects on Soils

Under Alternative 3, relatively high amounts of short-term soil erosion and compaction would be
expected during the initial phases of each new project, as a wide range of management techniques
was implemented. Over the long term, soil conditions on mitigation sites would greatly improve
as vegetation became established, roads were decommissioned or closed, and timber harvest, crop
production, and grazing were reduced or stopped.
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Alternative 4: Cost and Administrative Efficiency - Potential Effects on Soils

Short-term impacts on soils would be minor under Alternative 4 because it relies primarily on
natural regeneration (rather than active restoration) to achieve biological objectives. No
significant long-term adverse impacts on soils would be expected, although ongoing commercial
use of mitigation lands (crop, timber, and forage production) would increase the likelihood of
localized soil erosion or compaction. Soil conditions would be slow to improve over the long
term.

Alternative 5: General Environmental Protection - Potential Effects on Soils

Because Alternative 5 would include an emphasis on providing side benefits to fish, soil

protection measures would be a high priority. Impacts on soils, therefore, would be minor.
Application of program-wide mitigation measures, as appropriate, would further minimize impacts
on soils (see Section 4.1.4, below).

In general, Project Management Plans would include little use of chemical fertilizers and/or
herbicides. Major soil-disturbing activities would also be minimized under this alternative, with
infrequent use of wetland creation or water development and/or distribution technigues (e.g.,
diversions, drainage ditches).

As with Alternative 4, Alternative 5 would encourage commercial and recreational use of
mitigation lands where economic and/or recreational benefits could be obtained simultaneously
with biological objectives. Therefore, soil erosion associated with these activities might occur
(see Section 4.1.3, Effects of Techniques).

Alternative 6: Balanced Approach (BPA-Preferred) - Potential Effects on Soils

Under BPA's preferred alternative, a moderate level of short-term soil erosion would occur as
new projects were begun. Program-wide measures would be applied, as appropriate, to minimize
erosion,

Because project managers would rely primarily on natural regeneration to achieve biological
objectives, little soil would be disturbed at new mitigation sites. In addition, project managers
would favor wildlife management activities with side benefits for fish, including activities that
protect soils. Therefore, Alternative 6 would generally benefit soil productivity and stability.

4.1.3 Impacts of Techniques: Potential Effects on Soil

Land Acquisition Technigues

Land acquisition has little direct effect on soils. Should lands be taken out of crop production and
designated as wildlife habitat, erosion problems that might have occurred under farming might be
reduced.
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Plant Propagation Techniques

Erosion potential can be eventually reduced by the implementation of any of the plant propagation
techniques, because all can be used to stabilize banks and other areas vulnerable to erosion.

Initially, planting disturbs the soil. Hand-transplanting of vegetation affects relatively small areas.
Mechanical transplanting and seeding, as well as seedbed preparation (e.g., tilling), can
temporarily destabilize soils and increase susceptibility to erosion (Chutter 1969).

Irrigation can lead to sheet, rill, and gully erosion, although soil condition (including vegetative
cover, slope, and drainage pattern) is usually the underlying cause of erosion associated with
irrigation {(Brady 1984). Irrigation can concentrate salts by leaching them from the top layers of
soils or by depositing those salts contained in the irrigation water itself. Excess salts are often
removed through flushing, which involves temporary heavy irrigation to wash away salts.

The addition of nitrogen fertilizers can change the natural nitrogen cycle, reducing free ammonia
(a necessary component of the cycle) and increasing soil acidity. Consequently, heavy nitrate
fertilization can even increase losses of nitrogen from the soil (Brady 1984). Fertilizers also build
up as salt layers in soil.

Habitat Creation and Conversion

Creating wetlands can have both beneficial and adverse effects on soils. Such wetlands can
reduce stormwater runoff and associated erosion problems. Manipulations of wetlands can
stabilize stream banks and elevate existing erosion problems. Adverse effects include potential
temporary erosion during construction or during diversion of water flows to increase wetland
depth or size. Created wetlands can also create anaerobic and saturated soil conditions, with
potential permanent changes in soil structure,

Creating habitat islands within wetlands or lakes can cause temporary erosion, either in acquiring
source material or in placing the material in water.

Artificial nest structures generally have little effect on soils, other than the small amount of soil
disturbed during establishment of some nest types requiring foundation.

Water Development and Management Techniques

Developing wells, diversions, springs, impoundments, and guzzlers can lead to soil erosion.
Direct erosion can occur as these features are developed, given the typical combination and close
proximity of moving water and disturbed soils. Spillways constructed as part of check dams can
concentrate downstream flows during flooding, potentially adding to bank and gully erosion.

Indirect erosion may occur as water obtained from wells, diversions, springs, and impoundments

is delivered to other areas, as described below, under Water Distribution Technigques. Because
water may be acquired for irrigation, see also the discussion, above, under Plant Propagation
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Techniques. Guzzlers, springs, ponds, and other water developments might draw wildlife that
trample and compact vegetation and soils.

Water Distribution Techniques

Pipelines, culverts, and drainage ditches/conveyance channels also pose a risk to soil erosion
during installation because disturbed soil may be exposed to moving water. Drainage
ditches/conveyance channels can similarly be long-term sources of erosion.

Development of culverts with elevated outfalls (greater than 1 m or 3 ft.) can cause erosion
downstream and potentially block fish passage. Culverts can be installed to divert water to
vegetated areas in order to decrease sedimentation and reduce water flows.

At road and trail crossings, and other areas where a stream could be subject to heavy sediment
inputs or to excessive down-cutting, culverts can function to protect water quality. Properly
designed and maintained, these culverts work to reduce erosion, sedimentation, turbidity, and
pollutants associated with increased sediment load. Culverts commonly protect streams at road
and trail crossings and in areas of excessive stream velocity, such as downstream from stream
segments that have been straightened or have otherwise lost their natural meanders.

Fire Management Techniques

Natural fire management would increase the risk of high-intensity wildfires, with extreme
combustion temperatures that tend to damage soils severely. Severe fire intensity can change the
water-holding properties of soils, so that they repel water rather than hold it. Such changes can
increase erosion potential, increase water runoff, and decrease productivity during site restoration
and regeneration. Where fires are allowed to burn, the risk of high-intensity fires would eventually
decline over the long-term as unplanned fires reduce fuels; however, where unnaturally high fuels have
accumulated, the effects of an initial burn could be long-term.

Prescribed burns carry the same risks as high-intensity wildfires, but generally have much lower
intensity and associated effects. They also augment soils with ash and associated nutrients and
protect soils from the potentially adverse effects of unmanaged wildfire. Over the long run, the
need for and use of prescribed fire at some mitigation areas would decrease as fuel loads become
lighter and as fire begins to function in its natural ecological role.

Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control

Herbicides generally decompose in the soil (USEPA 1980). How long herbicides remain in the
environment is highly variable. Weather and site-specific properties (e.g., soil type) greatly
influence the rate of decomposition. The USFS (USFS 1988), in evaluating 16 of the most
commonly used herbicides, found that 4 had a half-life of less than 1 month, 5 a half-life of 1 - 6
months, and 6 a half-life greater than 6 months.
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Mechanical removal of vegetation can disturb soils and make them vulnerable to erosion.
Biological control (e.g., using insects) and hand-pulling has little direct effect on soils. Prescribed
burns conducted for vegetation control carry the same risks and benefits as those conducted for
fuel reduction (see previous section). Prescribed fire can be used instead of grazing as a
vegetative management strategy (e.g., controlling shrubs), avoiding some of the more serious
adverse erosion problems associated with grazing (e.g., erosion along riparian areas and nutrient
loading from animal waste).

Water level manipulation to control vegetation can add to soil erosion and transport. During
drawdowns, exposed fine sediments can be vulnerable to wind or water erosion. During flooding,
rising waters may destabilize banks, causing erosion, and deposit loosely consolidated soils that
may be further eroded.

Species Management Techniques

While the introduction of peregrine falcons or similar small species generally has little effect on
soils, the introduction of large, herding animals, such as elk, can cause soil compaction and
erosion.

Introduction of non-native or non-endemic species can have serious effects on vegetation and
soils. For instance, mountain goats have caused serious erosion and other problems for the alpine
environment at Olympic National Park (Robinson and Bolen 1989).

Control of nuisance animals can protect vegetation or vegetation enhancement projects, which in
turn can protect soils. For example, voles and mice can often kill significant amounts of planted
vegetation by eating through the bark, and Canada geese can remove planted tubers and bulbs.

Multiple Use Technigues

Crop production practices related to harvest and planting can cause significant levels of soil
erosion. For example, crop tilling can destabilize soil, making it susceptible to erosion.

Provision of educational and recreational opportunities on mitigation lands can add to soil erosion
and compaction problems. However, most public uses consistent with wildlife mitigation are
generally low-intensity activities such as group tours, photography, and hiking, with little impact
on soils.

Recreational vehicles can add to soil problems. In the absence of managed trails, regular use of
off-road vehicles poses the greatest level of risk because large networks of braided trails are
typically established (Jones & Stokes Associates 1995).

High levels of grazing can cause direct soil erosion and compaction through physical disturbance
(the direct action of breaking and compacting soils through repeated walking, trampling, laying,
and wallowing), and indirect erosion through removal of vegetation by feeding or trampling,
especially in riparian areas.
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On mitigation lands, timber management is used primarily as a tool to benefit wildlife habitat;
commercial harvest is a secondary consideration. In such cases, existing disturbances that might have
been occurring under intensive forestry management would be greatly reduced. Timber harvest and
associated road construction have a high potential to compact, displace, and/or erode soil. Where
tractor yarding is used, repeated travel over the soil with a tractor or rubber-tired skidder can compact
and displace soils.

Transportation/Access Technigues

Restricting access by fences and gates can prevent potential erosion caused by recreational
activities and other public uses. Construction of fences and gates can cause short-term
disturbance to soils: fence post holes are dug, vegetation is trampled, and soils are compacted by
vehicles and equipment and at material staging areas.

Road construction can increase soil erosion. Unimproved roads (i.e., dirt and gravel roads) may
themselves erode by diverting runoff along tire ruts or by rills created by moving water cutting
into the road. Roadside ditches can accelerate runoff velocity and erode road beds. Drainage
structures installed in conjunction with roads to allow surface water flows disturb soils and can
lead to erosion if soil is allowed to be exposed to moving water.

4.1.4 Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures — Soils

Under Alternatives 5 (General Environmental Protection) and 6 (Balanced Action), Project
Managers would apply the following program-wide mitigation measures as appropriate to protect
the environment.

¢ Monitor newly disturbed soils for evidence of erosion; implement active controls, such as
plowing and seeding of new gullies (or temporary stabilization for later seeding during dry
season).

¢ Where soil-disturbing activities are being considered, survey soil conditions to find and
map potentially fragile soil types (such as shatlow "scablands”) and allow only those
activities that would not disturb soils in these areas.

e For projects involving land acquisition, develop and implement a sediment and erosion
control plan where soils might be disturbed.

¢ Develop and implement an erosion control plan that applies best management practices for
each activity that involves disturbing soils (e.g., preparation of seedbeds or creation of
wetlands).

¢ Use conservation tillage practices for planting and maintaining vegetation (e.g., no-till
methods). These methods (including reduced-tillage or no-tillage methods) are less
harmful to soils.

» For projects involving water development, establish guzzlers, springs, ponds, and other
wildlife water developments in areas where soils can tolerate increased wildlife trampling.
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o For projects involving installation of guzzlers, design guzzlers in accordance with NRCS
specifications.

o For projects involving installation of culverts, avoid elevated outfalls. Where such
outfalls are unavoidable, install energy diverters to absorb and deflect flow.

e Plant vegetation, or place riprap or similar material along created ditches and channels to
minimize bank erosion.

o  For projects involving prescribed burns, implement the recommended goals and actions
outlined in the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and Program Review (USDI and
USDA 1995). (The report recommends that agencies develop a plan-by-plan strategy to
introduce landscape-scale prescribed burns across agency boundaries. The report also
directs agencies to seek opportunities to enter into partnerships with Tribal, state, and
private land managers to achieve this objective.)

e For projects involving prescribed burns, conduct a pre-burn inventory to identify areas to
avoid, including areas that may be vulnerable to increased erosion. Develop an approach
to avoid these areas.

e For projects involving prescribed burns, check burned areas at regular intervals {e.g.,
once every 3 months during the first 2 years) to identify potential problem areas requiring
additional treatments, such as transplanting, seeding, soil stabilization, or fertilization.

o For projects involving introduction, reintroduction, or augmentation of wildlife
populations, develop a specific population control strategy for introduction programs
involving large mammals.

e For projects involving introduction, reintroduction, or augmentation of wildlife
populations, introduce large mammals only where feasibility studies indicate that soils and
vegetation can tolerate increased foraging or physical damage.

e For projects involving introduction, reintroduction, or augmentation of wildlife
populations, introduce only species that have been historically present, and ensure that
factors resulting in previous extirpation are no longer present.

e Control nuisance animals where they are hindering establishment of vegetation.
¢ Use conservation tillage practices for crop production on mitigation lands.

o For projects involving property acquisition, inventory and map sensitive soil areas, and
restrict human access to these areas.

* Manage livestock levels and timing to minimize damage to soils.

¢ Allow livestock grazing only as a vegetation management tool (possibly conflicts with
Economic considerations).

»  Where off-road vehicle travel is planned, develop a trail network to contain travel routes.

e For projects involving road construction, build roads with water bars, culverts, and other
erosion control features, such as placement of gravel or pavement where soil, slope, and
other site conditions may encourage erosion.
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¢ Allow road construction only where necessary for maintenance and operation of
mitigation lands. Decommission unnecessary roads.

*  Onlarge tracts of wildlife mitigation lund, provide good, general vehicle access with
relatively few roads by maintaining one or more through roads.

» For projects involving road construction, build roads at least 15 m (50 ft.) from perennial
streams; construct within 46 m (150 ft.) only when necessary.

* Allow timber harvest only as a vegetation management tool (possibly conflicts with Economic
considerations).

o For projects involving commercial timber harvest, use practices that avoid disturbing the soils,
such as buffer strips along streams, use of designated skid trails, specific criteria for stream
crossings, directional falling of trees, and full-suspension yarding on areas susceptible to soil
erosion, such as steep slopes. -
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4.2 FISH AND WATER RESOURCES

4.2.1 Context

o Legal: Water. The U.S. Department of Energy requires an assessment of impacts on
floodplains and wetlands (10 CFR 1022.12). The NRCS regulates wetlands on
agricultural lands. The Corps regulates discharge of dredge and fill material in waters of
the United States, including wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. In
addition, state and county regulations may be more restrictive and may preempt certain
activities that would otherwise be authorized under a Federal permit.

Several state agencies and Tribes also have regulatory authority over protection, use, and
management of water resources. Projects would need to comply with state-specific
regulations, as well as with any county, district, or other local regulations. The state
agencies that may be involved in regulating water use and management on mitigation lands
include:

1. Washington State Department of Ecology: regulates pollutant discharge to waters
of the United States, which include lakes, rivers, streams, wetlands, natural ponds, and
tributaries.

2. Oregon Water Resources Department: responsible for overseeing state regulations
to protect water resources, permit and license procedures for water rights, well
construction, and stream channel alterations.

3. Oregon Department of Environmental Quality: regulates all pollution control
programs in the state. Has jurisdiction over water quality.

4. Oregon Department of Agriculture: State administrative agency for non-point
source water quality programs dealing with agricultural lands. Also manages the
state's field-burning weather monitoring program, and the native plant species
conservation program.

5. Idaho Department of Water Resources: responsible for permit and license
procedures for water rights, well construction, and stream channel alterations.

6. Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation: plans, regulates,
and coordinates the development use of other water, land, and energy resources;
water-right adjudication; floodplain management.

7. Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of Water
Resources: responsible for permit and license procedures for water rights, well
construction, and stream channel alterations.

8. Utah State Department of Natural Resources, Division of Water Rights and
Division of Water Resources: responsible for permit and license procedures for water
rights, well construction, and stream channel alterations.
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9. Wyoming Environmental Quality Department: regulates water quality and use.

10. Indian Tribes: Some Tribes regulate water quality and use.

e Legal: Fish. As described under Section 4.4.1, Section 7 of the ESA requires Federal
agencies to ensure that their actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of any
threatened or endangered species. Officially designated critical habitat for listed species
cannot be adversely modified.

The USFS and BLM have developed guidelines for management activities that may affect
fish on Federal lands. These guidelines are identified in the Decision Notice/Decision
Record for Interim Strategies for Managing Anadromous Fish-Producing Watersheds on
Federal Lands in Eastern Oregon and Washington, Idaho and Portions of California
(PACFISH), and the Decision Notice for the Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFISH)
(USDA 1995). The Inland Native Fish Strategy applies only to USFS lands. In general,
these guidelines identify riparian management objectives, standards and guidelines, and
monitoring requirements for USFS and BLLM activities. These guidelines may apply to
mitigation actions taking place on Federal lands.

e Desired Condition. Project managers will seek to establish a desired future condition
without incurring the following water resources impacts: violating water quality
standards; placing dredge or fill materials into wetlands under the jurisdiction of the Corps
and not covered under a nationwide permit, as defined under Section 404 of the Clear
Water Act; reducing instream flows to the extent that riparian vegetation is likely to be
permanently reduced or eliminated; or infringing upon existing, priority water rights, They
will further seek to establish that condition without the following impacts on fish:
adversely affecting a fish species listed or proposed for ESA listing; adversely modifying
designated critical habitat for listed fish species; adversely affecting fish species listed by
state fish and wildlife or Tribal agencies as species of special concern (such as endangered,
threatened, sensitive, etc.); removing habitat that has been identified by state or Tribal
agencies as unique, rare, or important to fish distribution; directly killing fish or fish eggs;
permanently removing or degrading spawning habitat; temporarily reducing habitat that in
turn may result in increased fish mortality or lowered reproductive success; or avoidance
by fish of biologically important habitat for substantial periods (e.g., blockages of
upstream passage), possibly resulting in increased mortality or lower reproductive success.

4.2.2 Impacts of Alternatives

Alternative 1: No Action - Potential Effects on Fish and Water Resources

Under No Action, individual projects would continue without a standardized program; impacts on
fish and water resources could vary widely. Overall, fish and water resources/quality would
benefit (after some initial impacts) from riparian and other habitat improvements that would
continue with or without a standardized program to implement projects.
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Alternative 2: Base Response - Potential Effects on Fish and Water Resources
{Common to All Alternatives)

Ground-disturbing activities, such as riparian habitat restoration or creation of wetlands, would
potentially disturb water quality and fish habitat in the short term. However, state water
regulations would be followed under all alternatives, so no significant impacts are expected.

All alternatives would follow state and Federal regulations for all activities in or near wetlands and
floodplains, whether for maintenance or enhancement. Many wildlife projects might involve
activities within floodplains because the floodplains and their related surface waters have high
wildlife values. Any development (such as fencing) within these floodplains would be to protect
or enhance wildlife values, and would be designed to minimize or avoid any restriction in
tloodwater flow.

Over the long term, wildlife mitigation projects would benefit fish and water quality as vegetation
cover increases (either by active restoration or by natural revegetation). Control of non-native
species (especially carp) would improve water quality {(carp muddy water by foraging along the
bottom),

Alternative 3: Biological Objectives - Potential Effects on Fish and Water
Resources

In the short term, water quality and associated fish habitat would potentially decrease at each site
as a wide range of management techniques were implemented. Over the long term, water quality
and fish habitat would generally improve as riparian habitat and other vegetation communities
became established, as roads were closed, and as crop, timber, and grazing activities were reduced
or stopped. Fertilizers and herbicides may be used to better meet biological objectives, thus
increasing the potential for chemicals reaching surface waters and affecting fish.

Alternative 4: Cost and Administrative Efficiency - Potential Effects on Fish and
Water Resources

Short-term impacts on fish and/or water resources/quality would be minor under Alternative 4
because it relies primarily on natural regeneration (rather than active restoration} to achieve
biological objectives. No significant long-term adverse impacts on water resources/quality or fish
habitat would be expected, although ongoing commercial use of mitigation lands (crop, timber,
and forage production) would increase the likelihood of localized transfer of sediments and
chemicals to streams and rivers. Long-term imiprovement of water resources/quality and fish
habitat would occur, but at a relatively slow rate, as riparian habitat increased through natural
succession,
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Alternative 5: General Environmental Protection - Potential Effects on Fish and
Water Resources

Alternative 5 would require Project Management Plans to provide side benefits to fish; therefore.
fish habitat and water quality would increase across mitigation lands. Fertilizer and herbicides

would be used only when necessary to meet mitigation objectives. Application of program-wide
mitigation measures, as appropriate, would minimize impacts on fish and water resources/quality.

As with Alternative 4, Alternative 5 would encourage commercial and recreational use of
mitigation lands where economic and/or recreational benefits could be obtained simultaneously
with biological objectives. Therefore, sediment transfer associated with these activities might
occur over time, reducing the improvement potential for fish habitat and water quality.

Alternative 6: Balanced Approach (BPA-Preferred) - Potential Effects on Fish and
Water Resources

Under BPA’s preferred alternative, project managers would have a wide range of technigues
available that could potentially affect fish and/or water resources/quality. However, program-
wide measures would be applied, as appropriate, to minimize or avoid such impacts. BPA would
also support actions under Alternative 6 that provide side benefits to fish, so that fish and
associated water quality would be generally protected program-wide. In addition, because
Alternative 6 would emphasize natural revegetation rather than the more intensive techniques of
seeding and transplantation, the short-term effects of ground disturbance would be low. Fish
habitat and water quality at new mitigation sites would increase over the long term as riparian
habitat were allowed to develop and as intensive timber, farming, and grazing activities were
reduced.

4.2.3 Impacts of Techniques

Land Acquisition Techniques

Converting lands under active crop, range, or timber management into wildlife mitigation areas would
generally benefit fish and water quality as land-disturbing practices (e.g., intensive logging, grazing, and
farming) are reduced. The act of acquiring lands and designating them for wildlife mitigation would
provide long-term benefits for fish and water quality throughout the Columbia River Basin.

Plant Propagation Technigques

Restoration of riparian communities would increase fish habitat and stream stability and decrease
sediment that is contributed to bank erosion. Plants along streams can reduce stream stormflow
velocities and associated erosion potential. Root systems of riparian vegetation help to hold soil
together, thus preventing soils from being dislodged and entering the stream system (Salo and
Cundy 1987). Short-term increases in stream sediments may occur during initial phases of
planting or seedbed preparation; however, the long-term effect would be positive.
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Fertilizers can be transported through soil, by rain or irrigation water, to surface and ground
water. Excess amounts in wetlands, ponds, and streams can cause algae blooms, reduced oxygen
levels in the bottom layers, and the development of organic material that evcntually builds up on
the bottom (eutrophication).

Irrigation runoft can transport soil, agricultural chemicals, salts, and naturally occurring inorganics
leached from soils. Many of these chemicals can be toxic to aquatic organisms (Ohlendorf et al.
1988, Ingersoll et al. 1992, Dwyer et al. 1992). On areas previously used as croplands, existing
soils may contain pesticides, industrial chemicals, and various persistent compounds found in
irrigation drainwater (e.g., heavy metals).

Habitat Creation and Conversion

Creating wetlands can have both beneficial and adverse effects on fish and water quality, or may
have no effects at all. Such created wetlands can support resident and anadromous fish and can
improve downstream fish habitat and water quality by providing stormwater storage, sediment
catchment, and biofiltration. Wetland water levels could be raised or lowered to reduce excessive
concentrations of aquatic plants, which can be detrimental to resident fish populations.

Sediment may temporarily be transported during wetland construction or expansion. Adverse
effects of wetland creation include temporary sediment transport or diverston of water flows to
increase wetland depth or size.

Creation of habitat 1slands within wetlands or lakes can cause temporary turbidity and
sedimentation.

Water near the bottom of deeper impoundments can be low in oxygen, and release of this water
can decrease downstream oxygen contents, which is harmful to fish, especially salmon and trout.

Water Development and Management Techniques

Water rights acquisition can affect fish and water quality. Adverse affects may include impacts
associated with trrigation (see Plant Propagation Techniques, above).

Beneficial effects may occur where poor water practices by the existing water-rights holder are
curtailed through acquisition of the rights. Overall effects of acquiring water rights may be
neutral because, in many cases, no significant change in water use or management practice would
oceur.

Development of diversions and check dams or impoundments can reduce instream flows in source
waters, which in turn reduces habitat for fish and other aquatic organisms. Diversions and dams
can also block upstream or downstream fish passage or can directly kill fish that pass through
spillways or into diverted water flows.
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Development of springs and guzzlers typically occur away from major surface waters. Little
degradation in fish habitat or water quality would occur from these types of developments.

Water rights could potentially be compromised unintentionally where new wells are developed,
possibly decreasing aquifer reserves in circumstances where a shallow and limited aquifer is
tapped. Likewise, major water diversions, flood irrigation, or development of new well sources
could cause unintentional flow changes in shallow aquifers. Both potential conditions can be
predicted through hydro-geologic testing and avoided through design of particular water
developments. More generally, existing water rights would be protected through consultation
with state water resource agencies and notice to potentially affected water-rights holders.

Water Distribution Techniques

Pipelines, culverts, and drainage ditches/conveyance channels also pose a risk to fish habitat and
water quality during installation because disturbed soil might be exposed to moving water.
Drainage ditches/conveyance channels can be long-term sources of water-borne sediments where
bare soils are exposed to water.

Development of culverts with elevated outfalls (greater than I m, or 3 ft.) can add to downstream
sediment loads and block fish passage.

Water distribution systems can also distribute undesirable elements as well. For example,
livestock waste products or weed seeds can be carried to streams, rivers, wetlands, and other
waters. Likewise, carp, an exotic species that disturbs aquatic vegetation and makes waters
turbid (cloudy), can be introduced to areas through water distribution systems.

Fire Management Techniques

[ntense fires can eliminate all vegetation, root systems, and organics; this elimination can result in
increased stormflows, surface runoff, and sedimentation, with potential effects up to 3 years or
more after a fire (Ursic 1970). Fires also contribute polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (in the
form of ashes) to aquatic systems; most of these are ultimately deposited in sediments (Eisler
1987), which can adversely affect fish and other aquatic organisms by covering the bottoms of
shallow lakes and wetlands.

Prescribed burns are conducted under controlled conditions and generally do not result in
significant impacts on water quality. Over the long term, prescribed burns can reduce fuel loading
and the risk of high-intensity wildfires and associated impacts on fish and water quality. Because
of the typical high fuel-loads of forests within the Columbia River Basin, reliance on natural fire
management without active fuel management would increase the risk of high-intensity wildfires,
which tend to damage soil, vegetation, fish habitat, and water quality severely.

Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control

Overall, removal of undesirable species improves fish habitat and water quality over the long term.
For example, control of reed canary grass in wetlands would maintain natural wetland conditions
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and would increase both plant diversity and structure, and associated water cleansing and storage
benefits in wetlands and floodplains.

However, the methods used to remove undesirable species can have temporary adverse effects on
the environment. Herbicides can pollute water and lead to decreased productivity in aquatic
systems. Each of the wide variety of herbicides carries its own risks, benefits, and drawbacks.
Standard buffer requirements of 6 m (20 ft.) from surface waters provide some protection, but
cannot ensure complete protection. An analysis of each type of herbicide is beyond the scope of
this assessment. Refer to the USFS Final Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Competing and Unwanted Vegetation (USFS 1988).

Mechanical removal of vegetation can lead to soil erosion and increased stream sediments.
Biological control and hand-pulling has little direct effect on fish or water quality.

Water level manipulation can reduce water quality. During drawdowns, exposed fine sediments
can be washed to receiving waters. During flooding, rising waters may destabilize banks and
increase stream sediments. Water level manipulation may also affect water quality or quantity for
adjacent landowners or downstream water users by changing surface water and sediment
transport regimes. During drawdowns, young fish can be stranded and killed, and exposed fine
sediments can be washed to receiving waters. During flooding, rising waters may destabilize
banks, increasing stream sediment.

Prescribed burning generally does not significantly affect fish habitat, water yield, or water quality
except where severe fires damage soils or riparian habitat or where previous soil damage has
caused increased vulnerability to erosion. Should soil damage occur, then so would the potential
for increased sediments in surface waters. As described under Soils, severe fire intensity can
create hydrophobic soils, which can in turn increase stormwater runoff. Following fire, nutrient
levels may rise in surface waters as nutrients leach from ashes.

If allowed to invade riparian areas, prescribed burning can remove streamside shade. Water
temperatures consequently increase, thus harming aquatic organisms, including fish.

Prescribed fire in grasslands can be used in place of grazing and haying as a habitat management
strategy, thereby avoiding some of the more serious adverse water quality impacts associated with
these practices. Also, prescribed burning would reduce the threat of more ecologically
destructive wildfire. On balance, increasing prescribed burning would have a slightly positive
effect on water quality by eliminating these other potential effects.

Species Management Techniques

Introduction of large, herding animals, such as elk, can possibly remove vegetation, compact soil,
and cause erosion, all of which can adversely affect fish habitat and water quality. However,
introduction of small mammals or birds generally has little effect on water quality.

Control of nuisance animals can protect vegetation or vegetation enhancement projects, and thus
protect fish habitat and water quality. For example, controlling carp by regulating water levels
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would increase water quality. Carp stir up muddy bottoms of wetlands when feeding and can
create very turbid water conditions. Temporary control of waterfowl in newly planted wetlands
can encourage the successful development of wetland vegetation and associated benefits to water
quality.

Multiple Use Techniques

Intensive agriculture can affect fish habitat and/or water quality as chemicals (fertilizers and
herbicides) are introduced and sedimentation increases.

Reduction of grazing as a mitigation action would improve fish habitat and water quality by
reducing animal wastes and by reducing physical damage to streams caused by grazing. Livestock
grazing increases the amount and rate of transport of fine sediment to streams and rivers (Meehan
and Platts 1978). In addition, grazing can affect streams by indirectly increasing water
temperatures as riparian habitat is lost, as concentrations of ammonia and fecal coliform increase,
and as concentrations of dissolved oxygen decrease (Meehan and Platts 1978, Platts 1979).
Therefore, reducing or controlling grazing can reduce existing impacts on water quality before the
site is converted to a mitigation site. Conversely, increasing or maintaining current levels of
grazing would have negative or neutral effects on water quality.

[n most instances, timber management would be reduced on wildlife mitigation lands; associated
impacts of timber harvest would therefore be reduced or eliminated. Forest management, including
conifer tree planting, selective tree harvesting, tree thinning, and timber sales, can affect fish and/or
water quality as vegetation, soils, and hydrology are disturbed (see also Soils). The potential for
unpact is greatest on steep slopes (generally greater than 40%).

Transpottation/Access Techniques

Fencing lands to prevent cattle from entering riparian areas would improve fish habitat and water
quality by increasing stream stability and reducing stream sediments. Reducing human access and
activities on some lands may reduce sedimentation caused by human disturbances (Cole and
Landres 1995). Should access be increased or roads developed, then stream sedimentation near
roads and alteration of stream courses might increase. Should access be increased or roads
developed, then stream sedimentation near roads and alteration of stream courses might increase,
thus increasing the risk of adverse impacts on fish survival, production, and passage.

Road development can add to sediment loads of streams and rivers by exposing disturbed soils to
streams and stormwater runoff. The development of culverts and roadside ditches can also add to
stream sediment loads. Roads also can promote human activities, including fishing, which can
potentially affect fish populations. Closing roads and restoring natural stream courses could
improve water quality by alleviating these potential problems.
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4.2 4 Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures — Fish and Water Resources

Under Alternatives 5 (General Environmental Protection) and 6 (Balanced Action), Project
Managers would apply the following program-wide mitigation measures as appropriate to protect
the environment.

¢ Select, implement, and enforce Best Management Practices based on site-specific
conditions, technical and economic feasibility, and the water quality standards for those
waters potentially affected.

e Monitor water quality downstream from activities with potentially significant adverse
affects on water quality, such as those land-disturbing activities occurring within 15 m
(50 ft.) of the wetted perimeter of a stream or wetland. Implement corrective actions for

conditions found to be approaching maximum allowable degradation under state
regulation.

e For projects involving creation of water conveyance features, plant vegetation or place
riprap or similar material along created ditches and channels to minimize bank erosion.

o Forprojects involving the installation of culverts, place structures at elevated outfalls to
absorb and deflect flow.

e For projects involving placements of culverts, use culverts designed to allow fish passage
(e.g., box culverts) in streams containing native fish or non-native food or game fish;
position culverts even with the natural downstream flow.

¢ Minimize use of fertilizer and require monitoring of downstream wetlands and streams to
identify possible adverse affects.

s Stop application of fertilizer if signs of eutrophication are detected.
¢ Use fertilizers with the lowest environmental cost that can still achieve acceptable results.

¢ Before establishing an irrigation system, sample soils and groundwater on previous
cropland for possible accumuiation of chemicals.

¢ Apply fertilizer away from streams. Do not apply fertilizer using aircraft in areas
containing streams.

* Minimize irrigation runoff and monitor runoff for the presence of contaminants on newly
irrigated tands,

e Forprojects involving wetland andior island creation, construct wetlands and islands
during the dry season.

e For projects involving wetland creation, ensure adequate strategy to control nutrients
excreted by large concentrations of waterfowl.

e Monitor dissolved oxygen levels in water released from deep impoundments and take
actions to eliminate low-oxygen discharges if found.

e Forlands involving property acquisition, withdraw surface waters or groundwater only
where such withdrawal is necessary tor the use and management of the property and when
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such withdrawal is demonstrated not to cause significant adverse effects on aquatic life,
riparian communities, or adjacent land use.

e Coordinate with state water resource and/or rights agencies and with Tribes with parallel
authorities to verify viability of new water sources and to design and implement features
necessary to protect aquatic systems and other water users.

¢ Develop water impoundments or diversions in consultation with state water agencies and
state and Tribal fish and wildlife agencies. Obtain Corps permits, where needed.

o For each controlled burn operation, develop a specific plan that outlines objectives as
well as measures to minimize risk of escape and impacts on soils, air quality, and other
resources.

e For projects involving prescribed burns, conduct a pre-burn inventory to identify areas to
avoid, including areas that may be vulnerable to increased erosion. Develop an approach
to avoid these areas.

e For projects involving prescribed burns, monitor burned areas at 1-day, 1-month,
6-month, and 1-year intervals to identify potential problem areas requiring additional
treatments, such as transplanting, seeding, soil stabilization, or fertilization.

o For projects involving prescribed burns, maintain standard protection buffers near
riparian areas; take protective measures, such as fire lines, to ensure that riparian
vegetation is maintained.

¢ Coordinate with adjacent landowners and management agencies to discuss and resolve
potential problems.

o For projects involving use of herbicides, prevent use of herbicides within 15 m (50 ft.) of
water bodies, unless the herbicide has been approved by the EPA for use in or near water.

¢ Establish 15-m (50-ft) buffers for chemical spraying to control vegetation near perennial
streams.

e  For projects involving introduction, reintroduction, or augmentation of wildlife
populations, develop a specific population control strategy for introduction programs
involving large mammals (see related discussion under Soils).

e Prevent direct pollution by livestock under commercial grazing permits by eliminating
streamside or lakeside corrals and pastures and associated watering sites on natural
waters.

e Where grazing will continue on mitigation lands, fence riparian areas particularly
susceptible to damage or areas that have already been damaged and are being restored.

¢ Develop roads only where necessary for efficient operation and maintenance. For
recreational use, utilize existing roads.

» Prevent livestock from direct access to streams, lakes, or other natural surface waters.

o Allow timber harvest only as a vegetation management tool (possibly contlicts with Economic
considerations).
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o For projects involving forest management, use practices that avoid disturbing soils or steams,
such as buffer strips along streams, use of designated skid trails, specific criteria for stream
crossings, directional falling of trees, and full-suspension yarding on areas susceptible to soil
erosion, such as steep slopes.
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4.3 WILDLIFE

4.3.1 Context

¢ Legal. Section 7 of the ESA requires Federal agencies to ensure that their actions do not
jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened or endangered species. Officially
designated critical habitat for listed species cannot be adversely modified. The USFWS
maintains considerable responsibility and regulatory authority over waterfowl and other
migratory birds, as defined under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. States maintain control
over wildlife, especially over game species. States and Tribes generally have the authority
to regulate hunting and hunting seasons.

¢ Desired Condition. Project managers will seek to establish a desired future condition
without incurring the following impacts: adversely affecting a species listed or proposed
for ESA listing; adversely modifying designated critical habitat for listed species; adversely
affecting candidate species under the ESA, or species listed by state fish and wildlife or
Tribal agencies as species of special concern (such as endangered, sensitive, monitor, etc.):
or removing habitat that has been identified by state or Tribal agencies as unique, rare, or
important to wildlife distribution (such as big game winter range, waterfowl nesting areas,
late-successional forest, native shrub-steppe).

4.3.2 Impacts of Alternatives

Alternative 1: No Action - Potential Effects on Wildlife

Wildlife mitigation projects would continue to be implemented and, as with all alternatives, target
wildlife habitats and species would increase. Wildlife disturbance would occur when projects first
begin. BPA typically requires seasonal restrictions to avoid disturbance of sensitive wildlife
habitats; however, no standardized program would be established to ensure program-wide
mitigation.

Alternative 2: Base Response - Potential Effects on Wildlife (Common to All

Action Alternatives)

All alternatives include, as a primary objective, protection and/or improvement of target wildlife
habitats and species, and all alternatives would benefit these habitats and species as well as
numerous other species. Control or eradication of non-native invasive plant species would
increase the quality and quantity of native wildlife habitat and increase the biological diversity of
native species.

Habitat changes resulting from management activities could adversely affect some species. For
example, while increasing vegetative density in open rangeland would increase habitat for a wide
variety of birds, it would also reduce habitat for those species adapted to more open conditions
(e.g., the red-tailed hawk).
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Activities on mitigation lands could disturb existing wildlife as habitat improvements are
implemented, although, as a general rule, management activities (e.g., burning of reed canary
grass, mechanical removal of blackberries) would be timed and placed so as to minimize
disturbance to native fish and wildlife, especially during such critical periods as the breeding
season for waterfowl.

Alternative 3: Biological Objectives - Potential Effects on Wildlife

This alternative provides the highest potential for short-term disturbance, displacement, and
habitat loss for wildlife, but also the highest potential for long-term gains in target species and
habitats. Because Alternative 3 would work aggressively to achieve wildlife objectives, local
wildlife communities might be temporarily disturbed through use of the more intensive habitat
improvement techniques, including water developments, large-scale vegetation planting, creation
of wetlands, and prescribed burning. These techniques would involve the clearing of land and the
use of heavy equipment.

Eventually, however, increased habitat values would outweigh the initial temporary disturbance.
For example, prescribed fire temporarily destroys habitat, but can greatly improve wildlife habitat
over time.

Alternative 4. Cost and Administrative Efficiency - Potential Effects on Wildlife

Alternative 4 has a low potential for disturbance to wildlife because of its overall emphasis on
passive, rather then active, management techniques. However, for the same reason, the potential
for long-term wildlife habitat improvement would be lower on an acre-by-acre basis. The
provision for multiple use would reduce the total area available for wildlife habitat at new
mitigation sites and would increase the level of human activities and associated disturbance to
wildlife.

Alternative 5: General Environmental Protection - Potential Effects on Wildlife

Under Alternative 5, only minor disturbances to wildlife at new mitigation sites would be
expected because the more intensive habitat improvement techniques (e.g., large-scale wetland
creation or vegetation plantings) would be used infrequently. For the same reason, the potential
for major changes in habitat quality would be lower than under the other alternatives. In addition,
the multiple-use allowance of Alternative 5 would: (1) reduce the amount of land available for
wildlife habitat improvement, (2) introduce or maintain a higher level of human activity across
new mitigation lands, and (3) divert management time and resources away form wildlife and
toward management of multiple use. Application of program-wide mitigation measures, as
appropriate, would minimize impacts on wildlife.

Alternative 6: Balanced Approach (BPA-Preferred) - Potential Effects on Wildlife

Under BPA’s preferred alternative, projects might include a wide range of techniques that could
potentially disturb wildlife habitat. Yet, with the program-wide measures applied, as appropriate
to protect sensitive wildlife areas (Section 4.3.4, below), no significant adverse impacts are
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expected. As with all alternatives, implementation of wildlife mitigation projects would provide a
net benefit to wildlife. In addition, Alternative 6 emphasizes natural revegetation rather than the
more intensive techniques of seeding and transplantation; the short-term effects of ground
disturbance would therefore be low.

4.3.3 Impacts of Techniques

Land Acquisition Technigues

In general, land acquisition does not in itself have adverse effects on wildlife. Land use changes,
however, would adversely affect some species, while benefiting others. For example, converting
irrigated cropland to non-irrigated natural vegetation could reduce wetland habitat created by
irrigation drainage. Species affected would include those associated with wetlands and cropland
(such as red-winged blackbird, ring-neck pheasant, waterfowl, and amphibians). Some native
species that have been adversely affected by the development of croplands would increase on
lands taken out of crop production (such as pygmy rabbit, jackrabbits, sharp-tailed grouse, and
loggerhead shrike).

Land acquisition does not necessarily involve future actions that would dramatically change
wildlife habitat value. In some cases, high-quality habitats would be designated as mitigation
areas without the need for significant improvements. In such cases, wildlife would benefit from
the protection of habitat from possible future losses that could occur if the areas were not
protected from development.

Piant Propagation Techniques

Active programs to increase desired plant communities would increase plant diversity and
prevalence of native plant species and communities. This in turn would benefit most native
wildlife species, including those listed as threatened or endangered and many Federal candidate or
state-listed species of concern,

Planting activities conducted during spring and early summer can disturb nesting birds (including
bald eagle and other species, such as Swainson's hawk, a species recognized as sensitive in several
states) that nest in agricultural areas and are sensitive to disturbance during spring and early
sumimer.

Irrigation runoff can create wetland habitats that benefit waterfow!, amphibians, and other
wetland-associated species.

Fertilizers alter nutrient cycles and can change invertebrate, bacteria, and fungi communities and
interactions. Some of these changes are related to changes in soil pH, which can increase bacteria and
decrease other microflora, such as fungus (Hunter 1990). These effects cause generally negligible
impacts on wildlife, but may affect some food species, such as earthworms. Applications of municipal
wastes (referred to as biosolids or sludge) can introduce heavy metals into the environment, leading to
the accumulation of toxins in some animals.
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However, most fertilizers pose no harm to wildlife. Robinson and Bolen (1989) cited a study in which
pheasants were force-fed granular fertilizers in capsules. The results showed no adverse effects,
leading to the conclusion that pheasants are not adversely affected by fertilizers.

In many cases, fertilization has been shown to increase forage palatability (preference and use) for big
game species. Payne and Bryant (1994) listed many potential benefits of using fertilizer in wildlife
habitat in rangelands, including increased cover, better distribution, and increased carrying capacity.

Habitat Creation and Conversion

Habitat creation and conversion would increase target species diversity and abundance; however,
in many cases, some wildlife species may be adversely affected.

Creating or expanding wetland areas, while increasing habitat for wetland species, would decrease
habitat for upland species. In some cases, high-quality upland habitats could be removed.
Artificial islands would provide good nesting habitat and increase shoreline habitat, a type that
tends to be used heavily by several types of wildlife. However, islands could also concentrate
nesting and provide opportunities for increased predation. Development of artificial nest
structures would allow for increases of species where nesting habitat is limited, but nest structures
can also attract predators, risking both lower reproduction and survival rates.

Overall, the effects on wildlife from habitat creation and/or conversion would be positive because
the sole intent would be to benefit wildlife. Nevertheless, the potential adverse effects should be

considered during design of mitigation projects.

Water Development and Management Technigues

Making water available where it has previously been absent can increase the distribution and
abundance of many wildlife species in arid environments. Adverse effects may include the
reduction of some drought-tolerant wildlife species, as less-tolerant species expand their range
and compete with existing residents.

Development of wells, diversion dams, springs, check dams, impoundments, and guzzlers can all
result in the direct loss of wildlife habitat through clearing and incidental disturbance from
machinery and from placement of materials and equipment at work staging areas.

Guzzlers, springs, ponds, and other water developments may concentrate some wildlife species,
which would make them more vulnerable to predation.

Water Distribution Techniques

Development of pipelines, culverts, drainage ditches, and conveyance channels can result in the
direct loss of wildlife habitat through clearing and incidental disturbance from heavy equipment
and from placement of materials and equipment at work staging areas. However, these structures
are often placed in already disturbed areas, so the loss of habitat would likely be minimal.
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Deep-sided drainage ditches and canals can attract wildlife, which may fall in and be unable to
escape. Crossing structures, escape ramps, and fences have been used to reduce mortality in
some hazardous canals, but proper design (e.g., low-sloped banks and presence of riprap or other
material that can serve as escape routes) is usually the best approach to avoid possible problems.

New water distribution systems can connect previously isolated water bodies, inadvertently
introducing carp to new areas. Carp can seriously damage aquatic vegetation, thus reducing many
types of wildlife, including amphibians and marsh birds (e.g., marsh wren, sora).

Fire Management Techniques

Large, intense fires can have long-term effects on wildlife and habitat, including potential direct
mortality, loss of habitat, and lowered soil productivity. Fuels management can reduce these
effects by minimizing the chance of high-intensity wildfires. However, considering the typically
high fuel-loads of forests within the Columbia River Basin, reliance on natural fire management
would increase the risk of high-intensity fires, which severely damage soil, wildlife habitat, and
water quality.

Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control

Active control of exotic annuals and other undesirable plants can provide long-term increases in
the abundance and distribution of native wildlife species, including those with significant
population decline in the Columbia River Basin.

The temporary loss of ground cover may reduce small mammal populations or destroy habitat for
ground-nesting birds.

Herbicides can be toxic to some wildlife species.

The effects of prescribed burning on wildlife are variable and depend largely on the intensity of the
fire, magnitude of the area burned, topography, type of soils, and the type of past fire
management. Prescribed fire temporarily destroys habitat, but can result in better wildlife habitat
over the long term. Prescribed fire could kill smaller, less mobile animals. However, most
animals are sufficiently mobile to escape the characteristically "cool and slow" burns of prescribed
fire, either by moving out of the area or by retreating underground.

If allowed to invade riparian areas, prescribed burning can remove streamside shade. Water
temperatures consequently increase, thus harming aquatic organisms, including fish.

Prescribed burning can be used in place of grazing as a habitat management strategy, thereby

avoiding grazing’s adverse effects on wildlife (e.g., loss of riparian vegetation and increased
competition for forage plants).
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Species Management Techniques

Populations of target species would increase. Predator control, if used, would temporarily reduce
predatory species abundance and increase prey species targeted for protection. Management
programs for threatened or endangered species generally provide side benefits to other wildlife.
Protection of nesting and foraging habitat for listed species such as bald eagle also benefits other
species that occur in similar habitats (e.g., red-tailed hawk, kingfisher, and otter). In some cases,
where hunting is used as a management tool (e.g., to protect desirable vegetation), populations of
selected species would be reduced.

Reintroducing species to an area usually adversely affects resident species to varying degrees. For
example, reintroduced peregrine falcon can displace prairie falcon nesting, and reintroduced
pronghorn could reduce deer populations. In both cases, the reintroduced species would
somewhat overlap and thus compete with resident species for food and habitat, eventually
lowering carrying capacity for resident species. The degree to which the capacity is lowered
depends on the amount of overlap. In addition, moving animals from one place to another can
transmit wildlife diseases.

Multiple Use Techniques

Lands under intensive crop production typically provide little habitat for non-game wildlife, other
than for common species associated with agricultural lands (e.g., raven, vesper sparrow, crows,
meadowlarks, and swallows). However, crop production can be managed to provide seasonally
important food sources for migrating or wintering waterfowl; for game birds, such as pheasant
(non-native) and quail (both native and introduced); for small mammals; and for raptors. Crop
lands co-managed for wildlife are most likely to employ conservation farming practices such as
no-till or minimum-tillage methods and the establishment of buffer strips. These practices tend to
mitigate some of the potential adverse effects that active crop production may have on wildlife.

Allowing public access for recreational or educational opportunities on mitigation lands could
disturb some wildlife, so that they avoid otherwise suitable habitat. Human activity can disturb
nesting birds, feeding or resting waterfowl, and wintering deer, causing increased energy
expenditure and decreased survival and reproductive success.

Some types of recreation are more likely to have adverse effects on wildlife. Bird watching,
hiking, and photography are generally low-impact activities, while developed camping, boat use,
and off-road vehicle use (including motorcycles, ATVs, and snowmobiles) can significantly
disturb wildlife and wildlife habitat. One surprising exception is that occasionally people on foot
are more disturbing to wildlife than are people in motor vehicles. For example, one study found
that wintering deer allowed snowmobiles to travel closer to them than they did people on foot
(Freddy et al. 1986).

Hunters may have a greater chance of disturbing wildlife than non-hunters because they add
directly to wildlife mortality and they tend to venture into more remote areas. Non-hunting
visitors tend to remain near trails in a forested environment. However, in more open
environments, photographers, bird watchers, and hikers may travel well beyond trails.
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Public access can allow vegetation to be trampled. While motorized vehicles provide the greatest
potential for habitat degradation, persons afoot can also trample vegetation and compact soils.
Even controlled visitor use, including group tours, can damage habitat (Purdy et al. 1987).

Public access can also indirectly affect wildlife habitat and populations, by diverting management
time and resources away from wildlife and toward recreation management.

Development of facilities on mitigation lands could adversely affect wildlife directly through
removal of habitat or indirectly through increased human activity and associated disturbance.

When carefully controlled, grazing can improve habitat for mule deer and pronghorn (Anderson et
al. 1990). However, intensive grazing can damage habitat by removing desirable plants, by
displacing native species, and by decreasing vegetative productivity by increasing soil erosion and
compaction (Kennedy 1991). Riparian and other habitats can be successfully protected with
proper timing and stocking of cattle, such as limiting cattle use to dry seasons, when riparian soils
are less vulnerable to physical disturbance (Marlo 1987).

Forest management, including conifer tree planting, selective tree harvesting, tree thinning, and timber
sales, can have both beneficial and adverse impacts on wildlife. In general, timber harvest favors those
species (such as quail and white-tailed deer) adapted to earlier successional forest or open habitats.
Species adversely affected by timber harvest include those associated with late-successional forest, such
as cavity-nesting birds (e.g., woodpeckers), bats, forest owls, and northern goshawk.

On wildlife mitigation lands, most (if not all) forest management would be intended to improve wildlife
habitat and would, therefore, benefit target species (e.g., cavity nesting birds, northern spotted owl,

and/or mule deer).

Transportation/Access Techniques

Restricting access could protect sensitive wildlife areas, including recently planted areas, riparian
areas, nesting areas (e.g., heron colonies}, and wildlife concentration areas (e.g., wintering areas
for waterfowl or for deer).

Fences can restrict animal movements, such as mule deer migration routes (Wallmo 1981).
Specific fence designs are available that restrict cattle but do not restrict wildlife. However, it is
difficult to construct a fence that allows deer, but not people, to pass. In such cases, restrictive
fences can be placed near where people are expected to encounter them, while less restrictive
fences can be placed away from areas where people are expected to travel.

Road construction removes wildlife habitat directly and can indirectly remove habitat by
increasing human presence. Several types of animals, such as American marten, wolverine,
woodland caribou, wolf, and grizzly bear, typically avoid areas containing roads. Road
maintenance generally has little effect on wildlife use other than adding human disturbance along
the road corridor. Road decommissioning can improve habitat directly and can also reduce
human disturbance in areas containing sensitive wildlife species.
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4.3.4 Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures — Wildlife

Under Alternatives 5 (General Environmental Protection) and 6 (Balanced Action), Project
Managers would apply the following program-wide mitigation measures as appropriate to protect
the environment.

¢ Before implementing any active management technique, identify sensitive wildlife habitats
or features (e.g., eagle and other raptor nests, mule deer winter range) and establish
buffers and timing restrictions in consultation with state and/or Tribal wildlife biologists.

e Restrict access, either seasonally or spatially, to protect sensitive wildlife areas, including
recently planted areas, riparian areas, nesting areas (e.g., heron colonies), and wildlife
concentration areas (e.g., wintering areas for waterfowl or for deer).

¢ Use interpretive signs and on-site custodian care to reduce adverse impacts of recreation
on sensitive wildlife habitats.

o For projects involving introduction, reintroduction, or augmentation of wildlife
populations, test animals for diseases before release.

e Coordinate wildlife control efforts with state wildlife agencies and with Animal Damage
Control, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service. If
threatened or endangered species are involved, coordinate with the USFWS.

s Avoid vegetation removal during the nesting season for birds. Where such removal is
unavoidable, conduct nest surveys for sensitive bird species before disturbing lands.

e Conduct inventories and establish fire breaks around riparian areas before conducting
prescribed burns (unless ripartan areas are expected to benefit from the treatment).

¢ Inventory vegetation in areas proposed for land-disturbing activities and avoid high-quality
native vegetation communities (as defined by state or Tribal agencies).
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4.4 VEGETATION

4.4.1 Context

e Legal. Asdescribed under the Wildlife and Fish sections, Section 7 of the ESA requires
Federal agencies to ensure that their actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of
any threatened or endangered plant or animal species. Officially designated critical habitat
for listed species cannot be adversely modified. Counties typically have jurisdiction over
weed control. County Noxious Weed Control Boards may cooperate with project
planning to ensure that wildlife mitigation activities do not promote or spread noxious
weeds.

* Desired Condition. Project managers will seek to establish a desired future condition
without incurring the following impacts: adversely affecting a plant species listed or
proposed for ESA listing; adversely modifying designated critical habitat for a listed plant
species; adversely affecting plant species that are listed by state or Tribal agencies as
species of special concern (such as endangered, sensitive, monitor, etc.); removing or
disturbing plant communities that have been identified by state or Tribal agencies as
unique or rare (such as late-successional forest or native shrub-steppe); or promoting or
spreading noxious weeds.

4.4.2 Impacts of Alternatives

Alternative 1: No Action - Potential Effects on Vegetation

Under No Action, new wildlife mitigation projects would continue to be developed without a
standardized program to protect vegetation. Overall, however, native plant communities would
continue to benefit (after some initial impacts) from the activities associated with wildlife
mitigation, which include protection of relatively large areas of habitat.

Alternative 2: Base Response - Potential Effects on Vegetation (Common to All
Action Alternatives)

Activities at new mitigation sites implemented under any of the alternatives would initially disturb
vegetation as habitat improvements are implemented. Over time, vegetation communities
associated with target species and habitats would increase, including riparian/riverine, old growth
forest, wetlands, and shrub-steppe communities.

Alternative 3: Biological Objectives - Potential Effects on Veqgetation

While use of active management techniques (seeding, fertilizing, irrigating) under Alternative 3
would accelerate the development of desired plant communities, a narrow focus on biological
objectives could potentially reduce those plant communities that do not support the target wildlife
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species or habitats. For example, native upland habitat could be flooded to create wetland or
riparian habitat.

Because intensive management techniques would be used frequently under this alternative (e.g.,
large-scale tilling operations), a greater proportion of land at new mitigation sites would be
disturbed under Alternative 3 than under the other alternatives. This increased level of
disturbance would increase the potential for (1} invasions of noxious weeds and other undesirable
plants, and (2) direct loss of native plant communities and rare, threatened, or endangered plant
species.

Alternative 4: Cost and Administrative Efficiency - Potential Effects on
Vegetation

Compared to the other alternatives, Alternative 4 would disturb the least amount of vegetation at
new mitigation sites because of the heavy reliance on natural revegetation (rather than the use of
more intensive methods). Over the long term, because native vegetation communities would not
always regenerate by themselves, some damaged communities could remain in a disturbed
condition indefinitely, if active efforts to restore them were not taken because of cost constraints.
In most cases, native vegetative conditions would improve naturally; however, results would
generally take much longer to achieve than under the other alternatives.

Alternative 5: General Environmental Protection - Potential Effects on Vegetation

Alternative 5 would include a relatively low amount of initial disturbance to vegetation because
the more intensive habitat improvement techniques (e.g., large-scale wetland creation or
vegetation plantings) would be used infrequently. Application of program-wide mitigation
measures, as appropriate, would further serve to minimize impacts on vegetation. The multiple-
use allowance of Alternative 5 would reduce the amount of native plant communities protected at
new mitigation sites; it would also introduce or maintain a relatively high level of human activity
across new mitigation lands, thereby increasing the amount of vegetation trampling and potential
introductions of unwanted vegetation that can occur with multiple use.

Alternative 6: Balanced Approach (BPA-Preferred) - Potential Effects on
Vegetation

BPA’s preferred alternative would include program-wide measures, as appropriate, to control the
spread of weeds and to protect high-quality native plant communities and rare, threatened, and
endangered plants. Projects might include a wide range of techniques that could disturb
vegetation (e.g.. prescribed burn, clearing/seeding), although the amount of ground disturbed
would be minimized because this alternative emphasizes natural revegetation rather than the more
intensive techniques of seeding and transplantation.
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4.4.3 Impacts of Techniques

Land Acquisition Techniques

Land acquisition does not necessarily involve activities that would dramatically change vegetation,
In some cases, high-quality habitats would be designated as mitigation areas without the need for
significant improvements. In such cases, native vegetation communities would benefit from the
protection from possible future losses that could occur if the areas were developed or intensively
grazed.

Conversion of cropland without active management would encourage weed invasions that could
spread to adjacent croplands.

Plant Propagation Technigues

The propagation of plants changes vegetation patterns over time. In general, biological diversity
would increase as multiple native species replace single-species crops or lands dominated by a few
species of weeds.

Active propagation techniques (seeding, fertilizing, irrigation) accelerate development of desired
plant communities over what would occur if no active efforts were taken. In places where the
land has been severely disturbed, native vegetation may not naturally regenerate, and habitats may
remain disturbed if active efforts are not taken.

Propagation of native species may not work on soils that have been severely disturbed. Likewise,
native plants from non-local stock may not adapt to site-specific conditions and may not survive.
In addition, introduction of non-endemic stock (plants from different regions) may dilute the
genetic composition of existing vegetation over time through cross-pollination.

Planting activities have the potential to remove threatened or endangered plant species directly.
Transplanting vegetation can have a high success rate relative to other techniques, especially
where seeding has failed. Therefore, use of this technique in problem areas would accelerate

restoration or enhancement of native vegetation.

Tilling (to prepare seedbeds) disturbs soils and can allow establishment of noxious and other
weeds.,

Irrigation and fertilization generally benefit vegetation. Irrigation can reduce some native species
adapted to dry conditions (e.g., sagebrush).

Habitat Creation and Conversion

Creating or expanding wetlands reduces upland vegetation, which may include high-quality native
habitats or habitat for rare, threatened, or endangered plant species. Conversely, creating or
expanding wetlands can increase vegetation diversity, including the creation of riparian habitat.
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Water Development and Management Techniques

Water diversions from natural streams can reduce riparian vegetation.

Development of wells, diversion dams, springs, check dams, impoundments, and guzzlers can all
result in the direct loss of vegetation through clearing and incidental disturbance from machinery
and from placement of materials and equipment at work staging areas.

Guazzlers, springs, ponds, and other water developments may concentrate some wildlife species
that (in the case of larger animals such as deer) may trample and compact vegetation and soils.

Water Distribution Techniques

Development of pipelines, culverts, drainage ditches, and conveyance channels can directly
remove vegetation through clearing and incidental disturbance from heavy equipment and from
placement of materials and equipment at work staging areas.

Fire Management Techniques

Natural fire management in areas of previous fire suppression presents a greater risk of high-
intensity fires because much fuel has often built up. Such fires can severely damage soil, water
quality, and vegetation. In these areas, fuel management programs, including prescribed burns at
intervals to reduce fuels, presents less risk of high-intensity fires, and, over ime, can reduce the
numbers of fire-intolerant species and increase numbers of fire-tolerant species.

However, prescribed fire in areas where suppression has allowed fuels to build up must be
approached with caution, because vegetation can be significantly damaged. For example,
overstory trees might be killed as fires burn hotter and longer in a given place.

Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control

Control of non-native plants would increase native plant communities. Non-native invasive plant
species, such as reed canarygrass and Himalayan blackberry, would decrease on mitigation lands
where vegetation control programs are implemented. Prescribed burning can be used in place of
grazing as a habitat management strategy, thereby avoiding grazing’s adverse effects on
vegetation, such as the loss of riparian vegetation and highly palatable native plants.

However, each of the techniques available to control vegetation carries some risks of adversely
affecting vegetation. Herbicides can incidentally harm desirable plant species. Mechanical
removal of vegetation is typically nonselective and is likely to remove desirable plants, which may
include threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species. Biological control of vegetation can
potentially disrupt natural systems. Prescribed fire can reduce desirable species, increase invasive
weeds, and reduce soil productivity. Water manipulation and mechanical control can slow natural
vegetative succession. Hand-pulling carries the least risk of causing adverse affects.
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Species Management Techniques

Control of nuisance animals can protect vegetation or vegetation enhancement projects. For
example, voles and mice can often kill significant amounts of planted vegetation by eating through
the bark, and Canada geese can remove planted tubers and bulbs. Temporary control of these
species may be necessary to meet certain habitat enhancement objectives effectively.

Multiple Use Technigues

Crop production on mitigation lands would continue the ongoing effects of agriculture, which
include maintenance of non-native annual crops, application of herbicides and pesticides, and
ongotng soil disturbance.

Provision of educational and recreational opportunities can lead to soil compaction and trampling
of vegetation (Cole and Landres 1995) Wakes from speeding motor boats in lakes can disturb
shoreline soils and shoreline vegetation. Increasing vehicle access can disturb soil and transport
seeds of noxious and other weeds. Seeds of many species of weeds, including some that are
classified as noxious weeds, can be spread by livestock, people, wildlife, vehicles, and machinery.

Facility development might require the direct removal of vegetation. Increased human activities
can then disturb and remove vegetation adjacent to facilities.

Grazing decreases the population of highly palatable plants (in many cases, native plants) and
increases that of unpalatable plants. High levels of grazing can also break and compact vegetation
and soils through repeated walking, trampling, and lying down. Riparian areas are especially
vulnerable to physical damage because the wet soils are soft and less stable.

Grazing can benefit vegetation as well. Grazing can reduce shrub density, release trees from
competition, reduce fire fuels, and create habitat diversity between grazed and ungrazed areas.

Forest management activities (including conifer tree planting, selective tree harvesting, tree thinning,
and timber sales) directly affect vegetation by altering forest stand composition and structure. Forest
management activities also indirectly affect vegetation through disturbance while accessing stands and
yarding trees. Soil compaction in skid trails can slow vegetation growth for many years. In general,
tree removal favors early successional species (e.g., most types of grasses and shrubs). For example,
thinning may be used to open forest understories and promote shrub and grass growth for big game
foraging habitat. On the other hand, thinning or selective harvest may be used to accelerate the
creation of old-growth forest conditions by removing competition. Riparian areas are highly vulnerable
to disturbance from logging. However, because riparian areas have high habitat value, logging would
not be conducted there unless it was specifically intended to enhance habitat values; minimal impacts
would therefore be expected on vegetation.

Transportation/Access Techniques

Restricting access with fences and gates can prevent the potential vegetation loss that can be
caused by recreational activities and other public uses. Restricting uses could also protect
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sensitive plant communities, including recently planted areas, riparian areas, and high-quality
wetlands. The development of fences and gates requires that minor amounts of vegetation be
removed, through digging for fence posts. Vegetation is trampled and soils are compacted by
vehicles and equipment and at material staging areas. Road construction directly removes
vegetation and results in long-term soil compaction.

4.4.4 Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures — Vegetation

Under Alternatives 5 (General Environmental Protection) and 6 (Balanced Action), Project
Managers would apply the following program-wide mitigation measures as appropriate to protect
the environment.

e For projects involving land acquisition (including leases), incorporate a weed control
plan in consultation with local weed control officials.

e For projects involving plantings on disturbed soils, favor use of native vegetation but
allow non-native or native cultivars to be planted where such plantings would better
contribute to the long-term goals of habitat improvement.

» Use conservation tillage practices for planting and maintaining vegetation, including
reduced-tillage or no-tillage where possible.

e Survey for listed or other plant species of concern before disturbing lands for planting if
the USFWS identifies such species as potentially occurring in the vicinity of the project
area.

e Acquire seeds and plants from stock derived under similar environmental conditions.
Local stock is preferred; on-site stock is the ideal.

e For projects involving wetland creation or expansion, survey for and avoid sensitive
features during early planning.

e Avoid developing new water sources that would reduce surface flows; where reduction is
unavoidable, establish, in cooperation with state water resource staff, maximum allowable
reduction in tlows.

e Place guzzlers. springs. ponds, and other water developments in areas where vegetation
can tolerate increased trampling from wildlife.

e Incorporate integrated vegetation management, with minimal use of herbicides.

e  When a herbicide is needed, use species-selective herbicides and selective application
techniques.

o For projects involving vegetation control, develop specific protocols for use of herbicides,
mechanical, and biological methods, in cooperation with local weed control boards.
Protocols could be adapted from the USFS Final Environmental Impact Statement for
Managing Competing and Unwanted Vegetation (USFS 1988).

o For projects involving vegetation control, conduct weed control programs more
efficiently and with a greater regional effect by using joint multi-agency planning.
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* For projects involving forest management, establish buffer strips along streams to protect
riparian vegetation.
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45 LAND AND SHORELINE USE

451 Context

e Legal. Land use regulation is most commonly carried out at the county level, although
some state land use restrictions may also apply, especially in sensitive areas such as
shorelines. County regulations may include plans, policies, and ordinances that define
zones where certain land uses are allowed and others are prohibited. Examples of typical
county zoning and/or comprehensive plan designations include the following: mult-family
residential, single-family residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, forestry, mining
resource lands, and open space. Additional zones may also identify special emphasis on
environmental protection, such as view protection districts, scenic design areas, floodplain
zones, and natural areas.

Counties typically review projects occurring within their jurisdiction for consistency with
their plans, policies and ordinances, and may require conditional use permits for projects
affecting private lands, as well as formal mitigation agreements as part of permit approval.

Section 1539 of the Farmland Protection Act, Public Law 97-98 (December 22, 1981),
was established to minimize Federal actions that result in the unnecessary and irreversible
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural purposes. Under the Act, Federal agencies
must examine their actions for potential adverse effects on farmlands, as determined by
applying the criteria established in Federal rules (7 CFR 658.4).

Shorelines are protected under the Clean Water Act, as well as by state acts and
regulations.

¢ Desired Condition, Project managers will seek to establish a desired future condition
without incurring the following impacts: converting to nonagricultural purposes farmland
rating 160 or greater according to the USDA rating system (7 CFR 658.4); establishing
uses not compatible with adjacent land uses and ownerships; conflicting with adopted
environmental plans and goals of the community where the project is located; or
disrupting or dividing the physical arrangement of an established community.

4.5.2 Impacts of Alternatives

Alternative 1: No Action - Potential Effects on Land and Shoreline Use

Without a standardized program, impacts on land and shoreline use could vary widely, depending
on the circumstances surrounding each project. As a general rule, however, BPA project
managers would continue to work with project proponents, local authorities, and the public to
address land and shoreline use issues, thereby minimizing potential conflicts.
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Alternative 2: Base Response - Potential Effects on Land and Shoreline Use
(Common to All Action Alternatives)

Any of the alternatives would change land and shoreline use at future wildlife mitigation sites.
Conversion of properties to designated wildlife mitigation lands could infringe on existing land
uses on the property and/or adjacent lands, and could eliminate some uses altogether. On balance,
although grazing, timber production, and farming would be reduced on mitigation lands, the
amount of land removed from these uses would be minor in relation to the remaining lands
available in the vicinity of new mitigation sites.

Alternative 3: Biological Objectives - Potential Effects on Land and Shoreline
Use

Under Alternative 3, Project Management Plans would focus narrowly on obtaining the biological
objectives. Land and shoreline use issues would be considered mostly as they relate to
achievement of biological objectives, rather than to compatibility with local land uses. Theretfore,
changes to land and shoreline use at new mitigation sites might be greater than under the other
alternatives.

In addition, Alternative 3 has the greatest potential for notable changes in land use and
management practices, such as access restrictions, increased prescribed burning, and/or
elimination of existing land uses, such as dispersed recreation and commercial forestry or
agriculture.

On the other hand, the amount of land that would be converted to wildlife mitigation might be
lower under this alternative because project managers could employ intensive management
techniques that can achieve biological objectives on less land than would be required with use of
more passive techniques,

Alternative 4: Cost and Administrative Efficiency - Potential Effects on Land and
Shoreline Use

Alternative 4 has a low potential for significant changes in land or shoreline use. High-quality
farmland or commercial forests would most likely be avoided because of their high purchase costs
and, in the case of farmland, the costs associated with habitat improvements. Existing farming
and/or forestry within portions of proposed mitigation sites might continue under this alternative,
in order to provide revenues for the mitigation site.

Alternative 5: General Environmental Protection - Potential Effects on Land and
Shoreline Use

Under Alternative 5, potential conflicts in land or shoreline use would be avoided or minimized
during early project planning, which would involve a high degree of stakeholder involvement. In
addition, application of program-wide mitigation measures, as appropriate, would minimize
impacts on land and shoreline use. Project Management Plans would include measures to protect
sensitive land uses and to minimize or eliminate conflicts with local land use laws.
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Alternative 6: Balanced Approach (BPA-Preferred) - Potential Effects on Land
and Shoreline Use

With the proposed standard planning process in place, and with BPA’s preferred requirements
under Alternative 6, conflicts with land and shoreline use would be avoided or minimized. Project
managers would apply potential program-wide measures, as appropriate, to avoid inconsistencies
with local land use regulations and to avoid disruption of land use on lands adjacent to mitigation
areas (see Section 4.5.4, below).

4.5.3 Impacts of Techniques

Land Acquisition Techniques

Wildlife mutigation actions can modify existing land use by reducing the amount of grazing, timber
production, and crop production. These changes in land use may conflict with local and multi-
jurisdictional land use plans and policies. If a project is inconsistent with local comprehensive
land use plans, a variance amendment or special use permit may be required, along with public
review. Implementation of large-scale mitigation programs in conjunction with other ecosystem
management efforts taking place on Federal lands may eventually reduce regulatory pressure on
private lands. For example, regional enhancement efforts may help the recovery of threatened or
endangered species as well as help prevent the listing of some species under the ESA.

Plant Propagation Technigues

Major shifts (reductions) in irrigation practices may affect adjacent landowners by potentially
reducing available water or by raising the water table. Water available to adjacent landowners
could be reduced if, for example, senior water-right holders were to sell some or all of their water
rights for use on the wildlife project. Then. in dry years, the state water management authority
might suspend junior water rights so that the senior right, now for wildlife, would be maintained.
This would be a change in kind and place of use, at most, but not a change in duty or quantity of
water.

Habitat Creation and Conversion

Careful coordination with state water resource agencies would serve to prevent inadvertent
creation of wetlands or wetland buffer areas on lands adjacent to created wetland mitigation
projects, potentially causing unintended land use restrictions. Placement of artificial nesting
structures within natural settings can detract from people’s visual experience. (Under any
alternative, screening would be required for such structures in National Scenic Areas; see
Chapter 2, Base Response.)

Water Development and Management Technigues

As mentioned above (Plant Propagation Techniques), major water developments and shifts in
irrigation practices may affect adjacent landowners by possibly reducing available water or by
increasing the water table.
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Placement of guzzlers within natural settings can detract from people’s visual experience. (Under
any alternative, screening would be required for such structures in National Scenic Areas; see
Chapter 2, Base Response.)

Water Distribution Techniques

The establishment of pipelines, culverts, and drainage ditches/conveyance channels generally do
not directly conflict with land or shoreline use. These developments could potentially interfere
with utility rights-of-way or traditional or emergency access routes.

Fire Management Techniques

Reliance on natural fire management would increase the risk of high-intensity fires, which can
cause substantial risk of property damage, loss of hurnan life, or injury.

Prescribed burning can temporarily interfere with adjacent land use in some cases, such as would
occur if smoke drifted to recreation areas or to areas where people are working. Over the long
term, fuel reduction programs decrease the risk of high-intensity wildfires and the associated land
use impacts. Prescribed burning to control fuels carries the risk of possible spread to adjacent
lands.

Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control

Prescribed fire can affect adjacent landowners if fire escapes, burning adjacent lands, or if smoke
drifts. Under certain conditions, smoke can drift onto roadways and cause serious traffic
accidents, Careful consideration of weather, fuel, and other conditions can significantly reduce
the potential for smoke drifting onto roadways. Water level manipulation may unintentionally
affect adjacent landowners by increasing or decreasing the water table and restricting land use.

Species Management Techniques

Introduction, reintroduction, and augmentation of wildlife populations may affect adjacent
landowners because many species of wildlife are highly mobile. Reintroduction of threatened or
endangered species could increase regulatory protection on nearby lands, should these species
disperse there from release sites. At the same time, large-scale reintroduction programs may
eventually reduce the regulatory pressure on private lands by helping the recovery of threatened
or endangered species as well as helping to prevent the listing of some species under the ESA.

Introduction of large mammals carries with it potential concerns for nearby sheep and cattle
operations. Wildlife can carry diseases that may be harmful to sheep and cattle (and vice versa).
Bison at Yellowstone National Park have been suspected as responsible for the spread of
brucellosis to domestic animals (Robinson and Bolen 1989). Wildlife also compete with sheep
and cattle for forage. Predators, such as wolves, can pose a threat to livestock if introduced in or
near areas being grazed.
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Multiple Use Techniques

Allowing crop production, timber harvest, and grazing on mitigation lands (consistent with
mitigation objectives) can allow historic land use to continue, while providing benefits for wildlife.
Provision of educational and recreational opportunities can attract visitors to rural areas that are
not accustomed to heavy recreational use. Such increases in visitors can change the character of
focal communities.

However, development of wildlife mitigation areas is not likely to result in noticeable changes in
tourist/recreation uses or activity because (1) the primary management emphasis would be on
wildlife mitigation and not recreation, and (2) other areas managed primarily for recreation would
most likely continue to attract the majority of recreational users.

Transportation/Access Techniques

Access and use restrictions could violate Tribal rights by restricting access to treaty or traditional
use lands. However, under Step 2 (Involve Stakeholders) such potential problems can be avoided
early in the planning process. For example, harvest agreements developed between the
implementing agency and affected Tribe could serve to prevent potential violations of Tribal
rights.

4.5.4 Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures — Land and Shoreline Use

Under Alternatives 5 (General Environmental Protection) and 6 (Balanced Action), Project
Managers would apply the following program-wide mitigation measures as appropriate to protect
the environment.

* Meet with county officials during early planning of mitigation areas, to try to develop the
project in a manner consistent with county zoning and planning efforts.

o For projects involving land use changes, meet with county commissioners and land use
officials, who can provide local wisdom and help ensure coordinated, efficient, and
effective use of multi-jurisdictional resources.

¢ Elicit public input, which allows for application of local knowledge and for development
of plans consistent with the local land use values.

» Survey proposed alignments of water distribution systems to ensure that no rights-of-way
or access routes are blocked,

o Forprojects involving prescribed burns, identify acceptable weather conditions and air
quality concerns, and develop contingency plans in the event of fire escaping to adjacent
lands.
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4.6 CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES

4.6.1 Context

* Legal. The National Historic Preservation Act requires that Federal agencies take into
account the potential effects of their undertakings on properties on or eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places (National Register). The Native American Graves
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) requires that Federal agencies consult with Native American
Tribes when activities and operations encounter cultural items or when cultural items are
inadvertently discovered. The Archeological Resources Protection Act prohibits the
purposeful excavation and removal of archeological resources on Federal land without a
permit from the Federal land manager. The American Indian Religious Freedom Act
encourages Federal agencies to protect the integrity of Native American religious places
and opportunities for the exercise of Native American religions on lands under Federal
jurisdiction.

* Desired condition. Project managers will seek to establish a desired future condition
without incurring the following impacts: adverse effects on properties on or eligible for
the National Register, or disturbance of Native American cultural items or religious places,
or adverse effects on the exercise of Native American religion, pending consultation with
the appropriate Tribe(s).

4.6.2 Impacts of Alternatives

Alternative 1: No Action - Potential Effects on Cultural and Historic Resources

Under No Action, BPA would continue to lead cultural resource protection efforts on a project-
by-project basis.

Alternative 2: Base Response - Potential Effects on Cultural and Historic

Resources {(Common to All Action Alternative

Wildlife mitigation sites are generally compatible with cultural resource protection. Establishing
new mitigation sites can reduce existing or future land uses with a high potential to disturb
archaeological, cultural, and historic resources (e.g., road construction and other ground-
disturbing activities associated with timber harvest, cattle grazing, and development).

Potential impacts from ground-disturbing activities would occur to varying degrees under any of

the alternatives. Program-wide mitigation measures would be applied, as appropriate, to protect
cultural resources.
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Alternative 3: Biological Objectives - Potential Effects on Cultural and Historic
Resources

Because Alternative 3 has the highest potential among the alternatives for ground-disturbing
activities related to habitat development, it therefore has the highest potential to disturb cultural
resources. Relatively high amounts of ground-disturbing activities would be expected during the
initial phases of each new project, as a wide range of management techniques is implemented.

Over the long term, potential impacts would decrease as roads are decommissioned or closed, and
timber harvest, crop production, and grazing are reduced or stopped.

Alternative 4: Cost and Administrative Efficiency - Potential Effects on Cuitural
and Historic Resources

Potential impacts on cultural resources would be relatively minor under Alternative 4 because it
relies primarily on natural regeneration rather than on active restoration to achieve biological
objectives. Ongoing commercial use of mitigation lands (crop, timber, and forage production)
would increase the potential for disturbing cultural resource sites.

Alternative 5: General Environmental Protection - Potential Effects on Cultural
and Historic Resources

As with Alternative 4, Alternative 5 would encourage commercial and recreational use of
mitigation lands where economic and/or recreational benefits could be obtained simultaneously
with biological objectives. Therefore, the disturbance of cultural resources associated with these
activities might oceur over time.

Alternative 6: Balanced Approach (BPA-Preferred) - Potential Effects on Cultural
and Historic Resources

Under BPA's preferred alternative, a moderate amount of ground would be disturbed at new
mitigation sites as improvements are begun.

4.6.3 Impacts of Techniques

Land Acquisition Techniques

Cultura! and historic resources on lands acquired for wildlife mitigation would probably benefit
from increased protection. That is, project managers would have an affirmative responsibility to
protect significant cultural and historic resources, whereas private landowners do not.  Also,
converting from private to public or Tribal land ownership would benefit Tribal cultural interests
by providing Tribal access for traditional uses.
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Plant Propagation Technigues

Plant propagation techniques that disturb soil may also disturb archeological resources. Planting
techniques, including hand transplanting and use of machinery, can disturb surface and subsurface
sites. In the long-term, plant propagation would reduce erosion and therefore the potential for
site disturbance from erosion.

Propagation of native plant species would benefit Tribal traditional values because many native
species are also traditional use species.

Habitat Creation and Conversion

Creating wetlands can affect archeological resources by disturbing sites where there is
construction activity, or by inundating sites.

Water Development and Management Techniques

Techniques that can cause soil erosion (such as development of wells, diversions, springs,
impoundments, and guzzlers) can disturb archeological sites. Impoundments can also affect sites
by inundation. Water features that draw wildlife can also lead to trampling of surface sites, and
compaction of subsurface sites.

Water Distribution Techniques

[nstallation of pipelines, culverts, and drainage ditches/conveyance channels may disturb
archeological sites, either by construction or by erosion.

Fire Management Techniques

Fire can affect archeological sites by exposing them to discovery, or by disturbance caused by
potentially increased erosion. As discussed in Potential Effects on Soil (Section 4.1.3), natural
fire management would have greater potential for causing erosion than would prescribed burn
management.

Fire can also damage or destroy historic buildings. Because prescribed burns would be conducted
under controlled conditions, there would be less likelihood of adversely affecting historic buildings
than with natural fire management,

Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control

Mechanical removal of vegetation can directly disturb archeological sites. Grazing can compact
archeological sites, and can also cause exposure by erosion. Water level manipulation can also
cause site exposure by erosion.

Prescribed burns for vegetation management would have the effects described above (Fire
Management Techniques).
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Managing vegetation with preference for native plant species would benefit Tribal traditional
values because many native species are also traditional-use species. Use of herbicides during plant
harvest times can conflict with Tribal traditional uses, and/or create health concerns.

Species Management Techniques

Introducing large herding animals, such as elk, can compact soils and archeological sites within
them. However, improving conditions for or reintroducing traditional use animals, such as bear,
elk, deer, antelope, and bighorn sheep, would benefit Tribal traditional values.

Multiple Use Techniques

Activities that can compact soils, such as grazing, timber yarding, and recreational vehicle
operation, can also compact archeological sites. Activities that can disturb soils, such as crop
tilling, timber yarding, and facility development, can also disturb archeological sites.

Facility development can destroy or alter historic property qualities: for example, refurbishing a
historic building in a manner inconsistent with the building’s historic character, or introducing a
manufactured structure into a historic landscape. However, careful planning and implementation
can protect historic qualities while making a building or landscape suitable for contemporary uses.

Recreational use can also expose cultural and historic resources to vandalism. Recreational
harvest of Tribal traditional use plants can conflict with Tribal interests.

Transportation/Access Techniques

Fencing can disturb archeological sites, or lead to compaction caused by cattle trailing along the
fence line.

Road development can also disturb archeological sites, and also encourage public access which
can lead to vandalism of sites. Conversely, closing and decommissioning roads can reduce public
access and associated site vandalism.

4.6.4 Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures — Cultural and Historic
Resources

Under Alternatives 5 (General Environmental Protection) and 6 (Balanced Action), Project
Managers would apply the following program-wide mitigation measures as appropriate to protect
the environment.

¢ Consult with the SHPO and affected Tribes to identify potential occurrences of cultural
resources.

e Where there is potential for adversely affecting cultural resources, conduct cultural
resource surveys to document any resources present.
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e Where properties on or eligible for the National Register are under management control,
incorporate a cultural resource management plan.

* Identify opportunities to foster public appreciation of the relationship between natural
resources and Tribal culture.

e Coordinate project activities with the appropriate and affected Tribe(s) to ensure that
Tribal interests are addressed.
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4.7 ECONOMICS

4.7.1 Context

o Legal. Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994, directs all Federal agencies to
identify and address disproportionately adverse environmental or human health effects on
minority and/or low-income populations. Federal agencies must analyze the
environmental effects, including human health, economic and social effects, of their
actions, including effects on minority communities and low-income communities.

e Desired Condition. Project managers will seek to establish a desired future condition
without incurring the following impacts: involuntary displacement of property owners or
restriction of commercial uses, disruption of traffic or business activities during
construction or ongoing operation, reducing local tax revenues, either directly or
indirectly, to the extent that greater than 1% of total annual revenues are lost.

4.7.2 Impacts of Alternatives

Alternative 1: No Action - Potential Effects on Economics

Under No Action, no standardized program would be applied to provide side benefits to local
economies. However, experience with previous projects indicates that most lands selected for
mitigation would already be under Tribal, state, or Federal jurisdiction, and that the loss of tax
base and related concerns would be minimal. Lost landowner revenues from cessation of timber,
grazing, and development would be generally offset by BPA’s funding to acquire the land or to
purchase easements. Some commodity production (e.g., timber) would continue to take place on
mitigation lands as part of wildlife mitigation activities (e.g., created openings to provide sharp-
tailed grouse habitat). However, as a whole, commercial use of mitigation lands would decrease.
[mplementation of management activities would continue to provide some temporary employ-
ment, service, and supply revenues to the local economies.

Alternative 2: Base Response - Potential Effects on Economics {(Common to All
Action Alternatives)

Implementation of mitigation projects can provide some temporary and/or seasonal local
employment, services and supplies revenues. However, few, if any, full-time employees would be
required for most mitigation projects.

Use of water for mitigation projects could potentially reduce water available to other water users
who currently have no water rights or whose rights are junior to those of the mitigation project(s).
These reductions could correspondingly reduce agricultural productivity or other water-
dependent revenues. Conversion of private lands to public or loss of commeodity production on
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public lands could diminish local tax bases. Wildlife mitigation projects would not be sufficient in
scale to cause broader impacts within regional economies.

Alternative 3: Biological Objectives - Potential Effects on Economics

Alternative 3 provides the greatest potential for short-term economic benefits derived from local
employment and use of services, supplies, and equipment. Over the long term, however,
economic benefits would be minimal because (1) project activities would likely taper off after
nitial implementation and (2} little or no commercial use of mitigation lands would occur. In
some instances, local services and supplies might be used indefinitely (e.g., for projects that
require long-term maintenance).

Management techniques would be implemented under Alternative 3 to best achieve biological
objectives. Impacts on the local economy, including loss of tax base or reduced water supplies,
would not be a major design criterion used by project managers to develop projects. Commodity
production on mitigation lands and associated revenues would be reduced or eliminated.

Alternative 4: Cost and Administrative Efficiency - Potential Effects on
Economics

Alternative 4 would likely have little effect on local or regional economies, To reduce costs,
Alternative 4 would require that public lands be used for mitigation sites whenever available, so
loss of property tax would be minimal. Loss of county timber or grazing revenues would also be
minimal because the commercial use of mitigation lands would be encouraged to help offset costs
to the government. Should private lands be required to meet the biological objectives, high-
quality commercial forest or agricultural lands would be avoided because these properties would
be expensive.

Alternative 5: General Environmental Protection - Potential Effects on Economics

Alternative 5 would assist local economies as a major goal; therefore, this alternative would
generally benefit local economies. In addition, adoption of program-wide mitigation measures
would minimize impacts on local economies.

Commercial uses that are compatible with biological objectives would be encouraged, including
crop, livestock, and timber production. Project managers would identify opportunities to support
and assist local economic activities. Project managers would also monitor local economic
indicators and adapt management to better benefit the human environment, including local
conditions. Project managers would have to obtain funding for these monitoring and assistance
activities from entities other than BPA, because BPA has no legal authority to provide funding for
economic mitigation.
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Alternative 6: Balanced Approach (BPA-Preferred) - Potential Effects on
Economics

BPA’s preferred alternative would include application of program-wide mitigation measures, as
appropriate, to minimize impacts on local economies. This alternative would provide only minor
increases in local revenues from employment, services, and supplies, because natural revegetation
would be emphasized rather than the more labor- and supply-intensive techniques of seeding and
transplantation.

4.7.3 Impacts of Techniques

Land Acquisition Techniques

Changes in grazing, crop production, and timber harvest methods and extent can reduce the
economic return of resource lands. In general, commercial use of lands acquired for mitigation
actions would occur only as they are consistent with the overriding wildlife management goals and
objectives. Because commodity production is secondary (or, in some cases, irrelevant}, local
economic activity can be reduced if farming and associated economic activities are lost (i.e.,
equipment sales, local services). In most cases, the amount of land removed from commercial
purposes would be very minor in relation to lands remaining available for these uses in the general
area of mitigation sites.

For fee-title acquisition of private property, the property is converted from taxable private
ownership to nontaxable governmental ownership. Property and other taxes would be lost to the
county and state in which the property is located and possibly to established special districts that
receive funds from tax assessments. However, Federal and state land management agencies
commonly do make payments to counties. When governmental agencies make such payments,
they are made as in-lieu payments or other payments that generally compensate the county for any
potential revenue loss. Severity of the impact would depend on the size, value, and tax revenue
generation of the property relative to the overall county tax base. Counties with a large
proportion of public land could be especially hurt by conversion of private land to the public
domain because the tax base of these counties is already limited.

If the property acquired for mitigation land is currently used for crop, forage, or timber
production or other forms of income, the associated local benefits (e.g., employment and local
product consumption) and taxes (e.g., sales taxes, business and occupation taxes, and income
taxes) would also be lost. If Federal land is currently producing timber, and timber production is
reduced or eliminated as part of the mitigation area plan, then the county share of timber revenues
produced from the land would be lost. Tax losses may be somewhat offset by an increase in
economic activity associated with increased recreational visitation and land management activities
(as described below).

For easement acquisition, some tax revenues could also be lost if the restriction resulting from the
easement were to decrease property value and/or commodity production,
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When Tribes would manage mitigation lands, local governments may have lower public service
costs if the Tribes were to assume responsibility for police, fire, and road maintenance services.

Plant Propagation Technigues

Employment and income generated by vegetation transplanting and reseeding could temporarily
benefit local economies. Transplanting would provide more long-term employment than would
reseeding, which is less labor-intensive but which can provide more funds for equipment rental.

The employment generated by these activities is likely to be only temporary, or at best seasonal.

In addition, because positions would likely be low-skill, income generated by these two vegetation
programs would not be likely to benefit local retail businesses or governmental tax revenues
significantly.

Habitat Creation and Conversion

The creation of wetlands, artificial islands, and artificial nests would also provide some temporary
employment, as well as funds for equipment rental (e.g., excavators, backhoes, and graders)
during construction. The creation of artificial nests would likely be the least expensive, because
relatively minimal labor and equipment would be required.

Water Development and Management Techniques

Construction and long-term maintenance of wells, diversions, spring development, check
dams/impoundments, and guzzlers would generate some income through local labor, equipment,
services, and supplies. The amount generated depends strongly on the size of the structures, their
design, the materials used, and other factors. Dams/impoundments have the greatest potential for
costs and associated income.

Employment and income generated by these activities would vary from very short periods to | or
2 years. Construction would thus provide employment opportunities ranging from temporary to
year-long full-time jobs. Types of employment would range from low-skill laborer positions to
management positions, with associated variation in income.

Depending on the size of the construction project, these structures could require substantial
purchases of rock, concrete, pipe, and other materials, as well as water rights. These activities
also would provide funds for equipment rental (e.g., excavators, backhoes, and graders) during
the construction activities. These purchases and the additional employment would benefit locat
retail businesses and would increase governmental tax revenues.

Much of the economy of the Pacific Northwest (i.e., agriculture, navigation, power, industry,
domestic supplies, and recreation) is closely tied to or dependent upon the availability of water.
Conflicts over these rights and access, as evidenced during recent debates about hydropower
generation versus fisheries mitigation, are common during periods of reduced annual precipitation.
Thus, additional use of water caused by water development projects at mitigation areas could
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raise concerns regarding economic impacts on other users (such as ranchers or producers of
irrigated crops).

Water Distribution Techniques

Construction of pipelines, culverts, and drainage ditches/conveyance culverts to convey water
from various sources to the irrigation system are short-term activities. Associated revenues
would also be short-term, and would not generate significant long-term income, local retail
business, or governmental tax revenues.

Fire Management Techniques

Reliance on natural fire management would increase the risk of high-intensity fires, with a much
greater chance of burning adjacent lands and adversely affecting economic values, including loss
of cash crops and potential long-term loss of productivity.

The use of prescribed fire generally has little effect on regional or local economies. Potential
concerns could stem from the risk of escaped fires damaging crops, livestock, timber, or property.
Prescribed burning would have minimal positive impacts on employment.

Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control

Aerial spraying of herbicides would benefit crop-dusting businesses, while vehicle-mounted
herbicide application and mechanical removal would benefit commercial applicators or farmers
and others already possessing tractors and trucks with the appropriate equipment.

Hand-pulling of weeds and backpack herbicide application are the most labor-intensive of the
vegetation management techniques. However, as with transplanting, seeding, and habitat
creation, they would involve the short-term, low-paying laborer positions, and would not result in
noticeable positive economic impacts to the area.

Fencing of riparian areas may reduce range value by eliminating stock access to water. Solar-
powered springs, hydro rams, or guzzlers can be used to replace water for stock. Large-scale
reduction of available grazing land could increase the economic value of remaining grazing land
nearby.

Species Management Techniques

Increasing the numbers of browsing/grazing wildlife species may increase wildlife crop damage
offsite. Predator/nuisance control can be contracted out to local residents, or the state wildlife
agency may open a special season to allow shooting or trapping of the target species. These
activities would not likely result in noticeable employment opportunities because they would be
short-term,
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Multiple Use Techniques

Multiple-use management options include integration of habitat management with crop and/or
timber production, provision of educational and recreational opportunities, restricted access for
recreation, facility development, and agricultural grazing. In general, allowing multiple-use
management would provide greater opportunities for economic benefits at the local level.

Many of these techniques represent no or little minor change to existing uses of the properties.
Crop production, restricted access for recreation, and grazing might not vary much from existing
practices. Habitat and crop production merely alters timing of harvest and the planting of
uncultivated areas to improve habitat, a slight change in land use or management practices.
Because most lands purchased would likely be privately owned or otherwise involve some form of
restricted access, restricting access for recreational purposes would likely have a negligible impact
on local economics.

In most cases, where commercial forest land is converted to wildlife mitigation properties, the
dominant land use would change away from commercial forest. While some opportunities for
logging would remain, traditional forest practices would generaily be curtailed, as management
emphasis shifts from commodity production to wildlife habitat enhancement.

Providing educational and recreational opportunities would expand tourism and recreational
opportunities and associated positive economic impacts. This increase in opportunities for sight-
seeing, camping, picnicking, swimming, boating/canoeing, and walking/hiking would likely
represent additional options for participating in activities (i.e., at one local site versus another),
but would not likely result in noticeable changes in overall recreation uses or activity.

Facility development would have the greatest impact on the implementing agency and the local
economy of all of the multiple-use management options. Constructing interpretive centers,
observation stations, office space, parking, housing, garages, and storage sheds would have
minimal to major costs to agencies to purchase building materials. These purchases would benefit
local lumber yards, hardware stores, electrical and plumbing stores, and other related retail
businesses. Additional temporary employment would also be provided to construction company
employees, but would likely represent only part of their existing business activities, and would not
require adding staff,

Transportation/Access Techniques

Transportation and access management options include land-use restrictions through fences and
gates, road construction, road maintenance, road decommissioning. These activities can be fairly
labor-intensive. The employment generated by these activities would likely be only temporary.
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4.7.4 Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures — Economics

Under Alternatives 5 (General Environmental Protection) and 6 (Balanced Action}, Project
Managers would apply the following program-wide mitigation measures as appropriate to protect
the environment.

* Encourage the use of available local supplies and labor to accomplish project goals and
objectives.

o For projects involving land acquisition (including leases), acquire lands not currently
under commercial agricultural use.

e [Forprojects involving land acquisition, in counties already containing a large amount of
Federal lands, favor selectirg existing Federal lands.

e For projects involving land acquisition (including leases), allow revenue-generating
activities consistent with biological objectives.

o For projects involving prescribed burns, develop a specific plan that outlines measures to
minimize risk of escape and impact on adjacent land uses and other resources.

¢ Train and maintain a qualified and adequate work force to plan and implement prescribed
burn projects safely and effectively.

¢ Establish inter-local agreements with fire districts, the USFS, and other appropriate

agencies to assist in controlled bum activities.

¢ Involve local and downstream water users and local water agencies to ensure that project
water users do not significantly affect productivity or production costs of water-dependent
agriculture.

e For projects involving prescribed burns, develop a specific plan that outlines measures to
munimize risk of escape and impact on adjacent land uses and other resources.

*  Where traditional stock watering areas are fenced to protect riparian habitat, provide
alternate sources of water, including solar-powered springs, hydro dams, or guzzlers.

o For projects involving introduction, reintroduction, or augmentation of wildlife
populations, involve local landowners early in the planning process to develop consensus
regarding specific management parameters of wildlife introductions.
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4.8 RECREATION/VISUAL

4.8.1 Context

e Legal. Hunting is generally regulated by Federal and state fish and wildlife agencies, or by
Tribes. Off-road vehicle use is regulated by local and state law enforcement and may also
be regulated by local, state, Tribal, or Federal land management agencies.

* Desired Condition. Project managers will seek to establish a desired future condition
without incurring the following impacts: creating hazards that might pose a risk to the
public; disrupting recreational activities on lands adjacent to lands acquired for mitigation,
or recreational activities that conflict with biological objectives, or recreational activities
that conflict with Tribal rights.

4.8.2 Impacts of Alternatives

Alternative 1. No Action - Potential Effects on Recreation/Visual

Without a standardized program, recreational opportunities would be developed on a case-by-
case basis. In most cases, existing recreational use would continue (based on past mitigation
projects). Some wildlife-oriented developed opportunities may be provided, such as wildlife
viewing stations and trails. Recreational access would continue to be restricted near sensitive
wildlife habitat (e.g., bald eagle nesting areas).

Alternative 2. Base Response - Potential Effects on Recreation/Visual (Common
to All Action Aiternatives)

While changes in recreational uses would depend greatly on the various approaches outlined in
the alternatives, some general consequences would be expected for all of the alternatives. Access
would be restricted to some degree under any alternative, including restrictions near bald eagle
nests (a threatened species), sensitive cultural resources, or areas undergoing active management
{e.g., seeding). On the positive side, reduction of timber or crop production would often increase
recreational opportunities or improve recreational experiences at new mitigation sites (e.£., less
crowding, noise, dust, or commercial traffic).

Development of structures such as water catchments (guzzlers), signs, and public facilities could
alter the visual setting at some new wildlife mitigation sites.

Alternative 3: Biological Objectives - Potential Effects on Recreation/Visual

Under Alternative 3, recreational use at mitigation sites would be minimized because the cost to
develop and manage public use would subtract from funds that could otherwise be used to better
achieve biological objectives. Therefore, conversion of properties with a high level of previous
recreational use would result in 4 net decrease in recreational opportunities under this alternative.
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In addition, the likelihood of intensive management over the first several years of new project
implementation has the potential to interfere with recreational uses on nearby lands and might
detract from the visual setting (e.g., smoke from prescribed burning, traffic and dust from on-site
activities).

Alternative 4: Cost and Administrative Efficiency - Potential Effects on
Recreation/Visual

As with Alternative 3, the costs associated with recreation management would limit the amount of
available resources to maintain or increase recreation on lands obtained for mitigation. Therefore,
recreational opportunities would likely be minimal at new mitigation sites developed under
Alternative 4.

Alternative 5: General Environmental Protection - Potential Effects on
Recreation/Visual

Recreational use of mitigation lands would be encouraged under Alternative 5. This alternative
would therefore potentially provide a net increase in recreational opportunities on lands selected
for new mitigation projects. In addition, application of program-wide mitigation measures, as
appropriate, would minimize impacts on recreation. Alternative 5 does allow access fees to be
charged to visitors, and these charges could discourage recreational use in some cases. Placement
of recreation-related structures (e.g., restrooms, garbage containers, traffic signs) could detract
from the visual setting at some areas.

Alternative 6: Balanced Approach (BPA-Preferred) - Potential Effects on
Recreation/Visual

Under BPA's preferred alternative, recreational uses would be allowed, providing they do not
interfere with achieving wildlife mitigation. In many cases, access would be restricted to protect
sensitive habitats, cultural resource areas, or other environmentally sensitive areas. Alternative 5
does allow access fees to be charged to visitors, and these charges could discourage recreational
use in some cases. Some roads might be permanently closed at new mitigation sites. Program-
wide mitigation measures would be applied, as appropriate, to protect recreation and visual
resources.

4.8.3 Impacts of Techniques

Land Acquisition Techniques

In some cases, resource acquisition through fee-title acquisition, easement acquisition, or long-
term lease could result in the shift of habitat mitigation areas from private to public management.
Once the land is under public management, mitigation decisions can increase, maintain, or
decrease recreational opportunities. By itself, the acquisition of land does not directly affect
recreation; however, the individual techniques employed following acquisition can do so, as
described under the other techniques in this section.
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Overall, each of the techniques would result in the long-term improvement or maintenance of
wildlife and habitat and would likewise result in the long-term increase and enhancement of
recreational opportunities for hunting, wildlife viewing, hiking, and other wildlife-related
recreation.

Plant Propagation Techniques

Recreational opportunities may be temporarily or permanently lost in areas undergoing active
habitat enhancement through plant propagation. Areas may need to be protected to avoid
incidental damage to recently planted areas, which typically are vulnerable to disturbance.

In the long-term, improvement of vegetation on communities and associated wildlife populations
may increase wildlife-related recreational opportunities, as well as improve the natural character
of mitigation lands.

Habitat Creation and Conversion

Recreational opportunities may be temporarily or permanently lost in areas undergoing active
habitat creation or conversion. Opportunities may increase as habitat develops into more natural
ecosystems and provides improved wildlife habitat.

Placing artificial nesting structures within natural settings can detract from people’s visual

experience. (Under any alternative, screening would be required for such structures in National
Scenic Areas; see Chapter 2, Base Response.)

Water Development and Management Techniques

Placing guzzlers within natural settings can detract from the visual experience of people. (Under
any alternative, screening would be required for such structures in National Scenic Areas; see
Chapter 2, Base Response.)

Habitat improvements from water development and management could increase wildlife-
associated recreation and enhance recreational experiences where access is atllowed.

Water Distribution Techniques

The establishment of pipelines, culverts, and drainage ditches/conveyance channels generally does
not directly conflict with recreational use. These developments could potentially interfere with
recreational access, and could detract from the natural setting and associated recreational
experiences. Deep ditches with swift flows could pose a potential hazard to recreationists.

Fire Management Techniques

Prescribed burning to reduce fuels can temporarily conflict with recreational use on or near
mitigation lands. Recreation opportunities may be temporarily lost while sites are closed for
prescribed fire operations and during the immediately following recovery period. Drifting smoke
could disturb downwind recreational use. Over the long run, fuel reduction programs reduce the
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risk of high-intensity fires, which have a much greater chance of creating a long-term loss of
recreational opportunity as well as short-term losses of scenic resources.

Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control

Flooding of areas to control reed canarygrass or otherwise to manage vegetation can restrict
recreational access, but can also increase some opportunities associated with water, such as bird
watching or hunting. Prescribed burning to control fuels carries the risk that fire might spread to
adjacent lands, with associated potential loss of recreational opportunities. (See also Fire
Management, above.)

Species Management Techniques

Introduction, reintroduction, and augmentation of wildlife populations on mitigation lands could
affect both on- and off-site recreation opportunities. Reintroduction of threatened or endangered
species could require that some areas be closed to public use. Such reintroductions can also
provide opportunities for the public to see rare species. Introduction of large mammals can
increase hunting opportunities on mitigation areas and adjacent lands. In addition, the use of
hunting as a management tool would provide increased hunting opportunities.

Muitiple Use Technigues

Allowing multiple use on mitigation lands would generally increase or maintain recreational
opportunities. Developing public facilities, interpretive trails and signs, wildlife viewing stations,
and interpretive centers can enhance recreational opportunities and visitor experience, including
opportunities for disabled individuals who would not otherwise be able to access these areas.

Transportation/Access Techniques

Transportation and access management options include land-use restrictions through fences and
gates, road construction, road maintenance, and road decommissioning. Fences, gates, and road
decommissioning can limit (and potentially reduce) the amount and types of recreational activities.
Where unrestricted access has been allowed, newly imposed restrictions may diminish recreational
opportunities. Road construction and maintenance can also enhance recreation access. Because
most private lands involve some form of restricted access, such restriction under the mitigation
program on lands acquired from private ownership would have a negligible impact on recreation
in most instances.

Providing educational and recreational opportunities and developing facilities might expand
tourism and recreational opportunities for sightseeing, camping, picnicking, swimming,
boating/canoeing, and walking/hiking. However, noticeable changes in tourist/recreation uses or
activity would be unlikely, because (1) the primary management emphasis would be on wildlife
mitigation and not recreation, and (2) other areas managed primarily for recreation would most
likely continue to attract the majority of recreational users,
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4.8.4 Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures — Recreation/Visual

Under Alternatives 5 (General Environmental Protection) and 6 (Balanced Action), Project

Managers would apply the following program-wide mitigation measures as appropriate to protect
the environment.

o For projects involving property acquisition (including leases), identify safe public
recreational opportunities that do not jeopardize project biological objectives.

o For projects involving property acquisition (including leases), identify recreational
opportunities suitable for physically disabled persons.

e For projects involving artificial nesting structures, screen structures from sensitive
viewing locations or develop designs that blend into the landscape in areas managed as
National Scenic Areas.

e For projects involving installation of guzzlers, screen guzzlers from sensitive viewing
locations or develop designs that blend into the landscape in areas managed as National
Scenic Areas.

o For projects involving the development of water conveyance channels, ensure that these
areas are safe for public access or else restrict public access.

o For projects involving prescribed burns, identify recreational use areas within the affected
environment and develop burn plans that avoid significant smoke drift into these areas
during high-use periods.

e For projects involving the reintroduction of threatened or endangered species, establish
reintroduction sites consistent with species management and/or recovery plans.
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4.9.

4.9.1

AIR QUALITY

Context

Legal. Several air quality programs under the Clean Air Act regulate prescribed burning
and other activities, The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQNS) are
established to protect human health and welfare. Pollutant concentrations that exceed the
NAAQS are considered injurious to public heath. Air pollutants for which NAAQS have
been established are called "criteria” pollutants and include particulates (PMy), carbon
monoxide (CO), ozone (Os), nirogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO.), and lead (Pb).

The Clean Air Act requires each state to develop, adopt, and implement a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) to ensure that the NAAQS are attained and maintained for
each criteria poliutant. These plans must contain schedules for developing and
implementing air quality programs and regulations. SIPs also contain additional
regulations for areas that have violated one or more of on the NAAQS (non-attainment
areas). In general, non-attainment areas are located near large, urban centers with large
traffic volumes and heavy industrial sources, although some rural areas are non-attainment
for PM,; as a result of blowing dust.

The Clean Air Act established the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program:
it prevents areas that currently have cltean air from being degraded. Class 1 areas are
subject to the most limiting restrictions on how much additional pollution can be added to
the air while still protecting air quality. All National Parks and Wilderness areas are
designated as Class | areas. Other jurisdictions that wish to limit degradation and that
implement a plan approved by EPA can also qualify as Class I areas. Other areas not in
Class I are considered Class 11 areas.

State and local governments have the authority to adopt their own air quality rules and
regulations. These rules can be incorporated into the SIP if they are equal to, or more
protective than, the corresponding Federal requirements. For example, many states have
incorporated smoke management provisions for prescribed burning into their SIPs.

Desired Condition. Project managers will seek to establish a desired future condition
without incurring the following impacts: violating Federal, state, or local ambient air
guality standards; causing or contributing to a new violation of the NAAQS; increasing the
frequency or severity of an existing violation; delaying the timely attainment of a standard:
emitting more than the threshold amount of a criteria pollutant in a non-attainment areu;
contributing to an existing or projected air quality violation; exposing sensitive receptors
(e.g., campgrounds, businesses, or residences) to irritating or harmful pollutant
concentrations.
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4.9.2 Impacts of Alternatives

Alternative 1: No Action - Potential Effects on Air Quality

Under No Action, burning levels would be prescribed on a case-by-case basis. No standardized
program would be established to prevent impacts on air quality, although existing state and local
regulations would be followed.

Alternative 2: Base Response - Potential Effects on Air Quality (Common to All
Action Alternatives)

Prescribed burning, which would be used to varying degrees under all alternatives, can adversely
affect air quality. Under some conditions, burning can reduce visibility, sometimes to a point of
posing a safety hazard on public highways. Under all alternatives, project managers would be
required to coordinate with state officials to ensure that impacts on air quality would be minimal
and within state-defined limits. In addition, because burning already occurs on some land types
expected to be selected for wildlife mitigation (e.g.. crop-, range- and forest lands), burning levels
might remain similar to current conditions. Each alternative involves some risk to air quality
assoctated with aertal application of fertilizers and herbicides, as described below.

Alternative 3: Biological Objectives - Potential Effects on Air Quality

Alternative 3 has the greatest potential use of prescribed burns among the alternatives because fire
is often one of the best methods to obtain the vegetation change necessary to meet biological
objectives. Therefore, this alternative could generate some of the highest levels of smoke at new
project sites, especially during the first few years of each new project's implementation, when
prescribed fires may be used with greater frequency. Likewise, the potential for dust and
emissions from heavy equipment and ground disturbance would be greatest under this alternative.

Fertilizers and herbicides would be used as needed to promote vegetation development.
Techniques employed might include aerial application over relatively large areas (greater than
16 ha or 40 ac.). Agricultural use of chemicals would be low because crop production on
mitigation lands would not be encouraged.

Alternative 4: Cost and Administrative Efficiency - Potential Effects on Air Quality

Relatively few impacts on air quality would be expected under this alternative because cost
constraints would reduce the amount of acres burned or treated with fertilizer or herbicides.

Alternative 5: General Environmental Protection - Potential Effects on Air Quality

Alternative 5 would include a relatively low level of use for fire, fertilizers, and herbicides because
protecting the environment would be a high priority. In addition, application of program-wide
mitigation measures, as appropriate, would minimize impacts on air quality.
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Alternative 6;: Balanced Approach (BPA-Preferred) - Potential Effects on Air
Quality

Relatively minor impacts associated with drifting smoke would be expected under this alternative.
Program-wide mitigation measures would be applied, as appropriate, to minimize potential air
quality impacts.

4.9.3 Impacts of Techniques

Land Acquisition Techniques

Conversion of cropland to wildlife habitat could, over the long-term, reduce aerial application of
pesticides and herbicides intended to benefit crop production, and their associated impacts on air
quality.

Plant Propagation Techniques

Aerial application of herbicides can temporarily deteriorate air quality within the lands being
treated and the immediate vicinity (within approximately 50 m or 164 ft.).

Habitat Creation and Conversion

Creating wetlands, artificial islands, and artificial nest structures does not significantly affect air
quality. Dust and vehicle emissions during construction could temporarily reduce local air quality.

Water Development and Management Technigues

Development and management of water resources does not affect air quality. Dust and vehicle
emissions during construction of water improvements could temporarily reduce local air quality.

Water Distribution Techniques

Water distribution techniques generally do not affect air quality, although dust and vehicle
emissions during construction could temporarily reduce local air quality.

Fire Management Techniques

Fire can significantly degrade air quality. Smoke effects are typically local, although the
cumulative effects of burning on lands acquired for wildlife mitigation, considered with
agricultural and silvicultural burning or wind-blown erosion, could cause regional effects,
especially in Class 1 areas with pristine views.

Over the long term, prescribed burning decreases the risk of high-intensity wildfires and the

associated air quality impacts. High-intensity fires generally create more smoke than prescribed
burns because more fuel is burned per unit of area and greater areas of fuels are burnt.
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Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control

Aerial application of herbicides can locally deteriorate air quality. Prescribed fire can reduce air
quality in the short term, as described under Fire Management Techniques, above.

Species Management Techniques

Species management techniques do not significantly affect air quality.
Multiple Use Techniques

Allowing crop production on mitigation lands could reduce local air quality associated with
farming, including aerial application of herbicides and emissions of dust through wind erosion.

Providing educational and recreational opportunities can attract visitors, which may cause
temporary increases in very local dust and automotive emissions in and near parking lots. In
addition, forest management on mitigation lands may require some use of prescribed burns, which
would temporarily reduce local air quality.

Transportation/Access Techniques

Transportation and access techniques do not significantly affect air quality.

4.9.4 Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures — Air Quality

Under Alternatives 5 (General Environmental Protection) and 6 (Balanced Action), Project
Managers would apply the following program-wide mitigation measures as appropriate to protect
the environment.

» Restrict prescribed fire to specific conditions, such as when (1) weather conditions and
forecasts are favorable to a controlled burn, (2) air quality is sufficiently high to allow
local smoke emissions, and (3) smoke dispersion conditions are favorable.

e Use state-defined smoke management direction to determine allowable smoke quantities.

o For projects involving the aerial application of herbicides, develop specific protocols for
use of herbicides, including protocols to protect air quality. Protocols could be adapted
from the USFS Final Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Competing and
Unwanted Vegetation (USFS 1988).

e Do not conduct prescribed burns unless (1) weather conditions and forecasts are favorable
for a controlled burn, and (2) predicted emissions will not violate local air quality
standards,
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4.10 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts can result from "individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time" (40 CFR 1508.7). This section examines two levels of cumulative
effects that may result from implementing BPA's proposed wildlife mitigation program:

(1) impacts of all future BPA wildlife mitigation projects considered together, and (2) impacts of
all future wildlife mitigation projects considered collectively with other past, present and future
activities within the Columbia River Basin.

4.10.1 Cumulative Impacts of All Future Wildlife Mitigation Projects

The five action alternatives analyzed in this EIS would establish a standard planning process under
which BPA could carry out a large number of projects. BPA could implement 50 or more
individual wildlife mitigation projects within the Columbia River Basin over the next decade.

Individual projects would range in size from tens of hectares to several hundred hectares (a few
hundred acres to several thousand acres). Relatively minor impacts that may occur at individual
projects could occur over many hundreds of hectares/acres when all individual projects are
considered together.

However, when examined within the broad geographic extent of the project area, adverse impacts
of each project would be localized and relatively minor. Overall, wildlife mitigation throughout
the Columbia River Basin would provide a net benefit to wildlife habitat and other natural
resources, such as soils, water quality, vegetation, and fish. Other impacts, as described in this
chapter (e.g., reduction of available land for grazing), would affect only a small portion of lands
available for such uses within the Columbia River Basin,

4.10.2 Cumulative Impacts of All Future Wildlife Mitigation Projects Considered
Together with Past, Present, and Future Human Actions in the Columbia River
Basin

Impacts from developing new mitigation sites across the Columbia River Basin would add to past,
present, and future impacts occurring from other human activities in the region. For example,
reduction in timber production at new wildlife mitigation sites, although minor in relation to the
total amount of land available for these uses, would nonetheless aggravate existing and reasonably
foreseeable reductions in available timber. Timber harvest on Federal forest lands, and, to a
somewhat lesser degree, on private forest lands, has steadily declined in recent years because of
poor forest health and because of increasing environmental and regulatory constraints (e.g.
riparian habitat protection for water quality and anadromous fish runs).

Available grazing lands might also decline in the future as some rangelands are developed, as
Federal fee structures are reexamined, and as best management practices {BMPs)are implemented
to ensure compliance with the Clean Water Act (Bureau of Land Management 1994), Reduction
of available range resulting from wildlife mitigation projects would add to these declines.
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Prescribed burning at mitigation lands might add to existing or future regional air quality
problems. Under certain climatic conditions, air pollution from field burning in the central
Columbia Basin, wildfires or prescribed burning on forest lands, dust blown from exposed soils on
agricultural lands, and urban air pollution from human population centers might combine to
reduce visibility and general air quality over large areas.

The extent to which wildlife mitigation projects would create or aggravate negative cumulative
effects on any given resource would be mitigated by establishing the eight-step ecosystem
planning process with the associated prescriptions of the alternatives, which include coordinated
planning with other Federal and State agencies, Tribes, and private landowners as part of
watershed activities, Negative cumulative impacts may be further minimized or avoided by
applying, as appropriate, potential program-wide mitigation measures to protect the environment.

Wildlife mitigation activities would have numerous beneficial effects on the wildlife and other
resources throughout the Columbia River Basin. For example, the process of securing and
managing lands for wildlife would provide both short-term and long-term benefits to wildlife. The
acquisition of lands for wildlife would protect existing wildlife habitat values and ensure habitat
availability for wildlife species in the future. Human populations would also benefit from lands
acquired for wildlife as opportunities for recreation (e.g., wildlife viewing) are maintained.
Acquisition of private lands would also provide additional protection of cultural resources not
required of private landowners.

Plant propagation also would benefit resources within the Basin. Plant propagation techniques
(e.g., seeding, planting) would increase vegetative diversity, thus providing wildlife with greater
habitat diversity. Also plant propagation would decrease soil erosion by stabilizing exposed soils.
This would benefit water quality which is important to fish and wildlife, as well as to human
populations. The removal of livestock would improve habitat conditions, increasing wildlife
populations.

Habitat restoration/enhancement techniques would also benefit fish, wildlife, and human
populations. Where wetland habitats are restored or enhanced, the quality of ground and surface
waters is expected to improve. Restoration of wetlands may also raise groundwater levels (which
may allow agricultural practices to occur with less irrigation or result in new naturally occurring
vegetated areas) and buffer the effects of floods. Island restoration and other habitat
enhancement projects would increase habitat diversity, thus benefiting wildlife populations.

Water development, management, and distribution techniques would bring water to areas
previously without water. These new sources of water would benefit wildlife populations; the
increased presence of vegetation would improve wildlife habitat diversity. Opportunities for
agricultural development may be extended, possibly generating revenue for farmers and providing
habitat for certain wildlife species.

Vegetation management techniques would help control invasive species that are currently limiting
vegetative diversity. Thus, wildlife would benefit from improved habitat diversity. The re-
establishment of native species would benefit fish and wildlife, as well as traditional Native
American cultural uses. Implemented fire management techniques would help protect wildlife

Chapter 4/ 111



Bonneville Power Administration Wildlife Mitigation Program Final EIS

habitats and areas of human concern (e.g., facilities) from the risk of high-intensity fires.
Prescribed burns would benefit wildlife by creating and maintaining habitat diversity.

Species management techniques such as species introductions or the control of certain species
would be beneficial by creating a more natural ecosystem in the Columbia River Basin. The
reintroduction of certain species would help ensure their Jong-term survival. Humans would
benefit from these efforts as well, since the intrinsic and aesthetic values of wildlife would be
preserved for future generations.

Multiple use techniques implemented in conjunction with wildlife mitigation activities would also
provide benefits to resources throughout the Columbia River Basin. For example, grazing by
cattle and crop production would create and maintain habitat types required by wildlife species
while also providing economic benefits. The preservation of undeveloped areas in the Basin
would provide short-term and long-term benefits to wildlife habitat and populations, protect
aesthetic values, and provide recreational opportunities.”

4.11 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES AND LONG-
TERM PRODUCTIVITY

NEPA requires that EISs consider the effects of short-term uses on long-term productivity.
Short-term uses of the environment are those that occur as discrete events or that can occur on 4
year-to-year basis. Examples include cattle grazing, timber harvest, recreation, and irrigation.
New wildlife mitigation projects may include a variety of short-term uses to achieve mitigation
goals: these may include irrigation, controlled grazing, and selective harvesting of trees.

Long-term productivity refers to the capability of the land to provide resources, both market and
non-market, for future generations. In the vast majority of cases, development of new wildlife
mitigation projects would increase the long-term productivity of the land in terms of capacity.
Soils, which play a critical role in nutrient, water, and atmospheric cycles, are equally critical to
the long-term productivity of the land. Because soil conditions would be maintained or improved
at new mitigation sites, these sites would also support or enhance the production capacity of the
land. However, market use of resources on mitigation land would be allowed only as they
support the project's biological objectives; therefore, long-term production in terms of commercial
products such as timber, beef, and crops would be reduced or lost at new mitigation sites.

4.12 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF
RESOURCES

Irreversible commitment of resources refers to use of non-renewable resources such as minerals
and petroleum-based fuels. Wildlife mitigation projects may include the use of gravel, sand, and
other non-renewable materials to construct access roads, trails, or other features. Materials may
come either from on-site borrow pits or from outside sources. Projects would also require some
petroleum-based fuels for vehicles and equipment, although wildlife mitigation projects generally
require few non-renewable resources.
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{rretrievable commitment of resources are those commitments that result in the lost production or
use of renewable resources, such as timber or rangeland. Development of wildlife mitigation
projects would result in such commitments because some lands currently providing renewable
resources would be allocated to wildlife mitigation. For example, forests on mitigation lands
would be managed to benefit wildlife rather than to produce timber. Because of this, increased
volume growth that could have been achieved through silvicultural prescriptions would be
foregone, an irretrievable commitment of timber resources. Other irretrievable commitments
include land lost to grazing, crop production, and (in some cases) recreational use. These
commitments are irretrievable rather than irreversible, because management direction could
change in the future so as to allow these uses.

413 PROBABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT
CANNOT BE AVOIDED

Some adverse environmental impacts associated with new wildlife mitigation areas are
unavoidable (i.e., cannot be fully mitigated). These impacts are disclosed in the "Alternative 2:
Base Response” section of each resource impact assessment (e.g. soils, land and shoreline use,
etc.) and are summarized below.

4.13.1 Soils

Soils would be disturbed during the initial phases of most new projects. Depending on the level
of human use allowed at each individual project site, and on the aggressiveness of mitigation
actions taken (e.g., planting programs), soils could be disturbed to various degrees over several
years. On the whole, wildlife mitigation programs would serve to stabilize soils and provide long-
term protection, especially at riparian areas {where soils are typically most susceptible to erosion).

4.13.2 Fish and Water Resources/Quality

Activities at some new wildlife mitigation sites would contribute sediments to adjacent surface
waters during the short-tert implementation period. However, because state water regulations
would be followed under all alternatives, and because program-wide mitigation measures would
be applied, as appropriate, under Alternatives 5 or 6, no significant impacts are expected.
Eventually, sediment contributions would decrease as riparian and other vegetation zones become
established.

4.13.3 Vegetation
Removal of some existing vegetation as part of wildlife habitat improvement activities would be

unavoidable in many cases. Under all alternatives, rare, threatened, or endangered plant species
or high-quality native plant communities would be protected.
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4.13.4 Wildlife
All alternatives would benefit target wildlife species, as well as numerous other native species.

With application of program-wide mitigation measures, as appropriate, only minor disturbance of
wildlife would occur under Alternatives 5 or 6.

4.13.5 Land and Shoreline Use
For most new mitigation projects, change in land use would be unavoidable. In some cases,

however, lands acquired for mitigation purposes may previously have been fallow or otherwise
not actively used, and conversion to mitigation lands would not significantly change land use.

4.13.6 Cultural Resources
Wildlife mitigation sites are generally compatible with cultural resource protection. However,
ground-disturbing activities such as wetland construction or installation of pipelines can adversely

affect archeological resources. Program-wide measures would help to protect cultural resources
under Alternatives 5 and 6, but inadvertent impacts are possible.

4,.13.7 Economics

Some loss in local revenues and taxes would occur wherever commercial land uses are halted, as
part of new wildlife mitigation projects.

4.13.8 Recreation
Access restrictions would be necessary in some areas to protect sensitive wildlife habitats.

4.13.9 Air Quality

Smoke from prescribed burning conducted to improve wildlife habitat or to manage fuel loads
would cause local reductions in visibility and air quality.
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Chapter 5: Consultation, Review, and Permit Requirements

5.1 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY

This EIS was prepared pursuant to NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 ¢t seq.) and its implementing
regulations. Because this EIS explores, identifies, and discloses many of the environmental impacts
expected from mitigation projects, environmental analysis of individual projects would have a
narrower, more project-specific focus, so long as project managers follow the program
requirements. Broad environmental analysis would be required only if anticipated impacts or
project components were to differ substantially from those evaluated in this EIS.

5.2 WILDLIFE, PLANTS, AND HABITAT

5.2.1 Endangered and Threatened Species and Critical Habitat

Under all alternatives, project managers would consult with the USFWS and with the NMFS about
listed and proposed endangered and threatened species or designated critical habitat that might be
within the area of potential effect. Before any major construction activities, BPA and/or the project
manager (e.g., State or Tribal agency) would prepare Biological Assessments according to the
interagency coordination rules set forth in 40 CFR Part 402.

5.2.2 Fish and Wildlife Conservation

The Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 (16 U.S.C, 2901 ¢t seq.) encourages Federal
agencies to conserve and promote conservation of non-game fish and wildlife species and their
habitats. All alternatives under consideration would conserve fish and wildlife. As mentioned
above, the USFWS will be consulted regarding all major construction projects, including those
affecting water resources, as required by the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act.

5.3 HERITAGE CONSERVATION / NATIVE AMERICANS

5.3.1 Historic Places

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470) requires Federal agencies to take
into account the potential effects of their undertakings on properties on or eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places. Projects involving property acquisition would first receive an overview
to determine the potential existence of historic and cultural resources. Under all alternatives, where
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wildlife mitigation lands contain properties on or eligible for the National Register, a cultural
resources management plan would be prepared in consultation with the SHPO and/or affected
Tribes. This Final EIS is part of the review process, and may result in one or more Programmatic
Agreements in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.

5.3.2 Native Americans

Under all alternatives, project management plans would recognize the need to avoid
disturbance of Native American cultural items or religious places, or adverse effects on the
exercise of Native American religion, pending consultation with the appropriate Tribe(s).

5.4 STATE, AREAWIDE, AND LOCAL PLAN AND PROGRAM
CONSISTENCY

Under all alternatives, project managers would consult with local county and city authorities to
address possible conflicts with local plans or programs, including coastal zone management plans, if
applicable.

5.5 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

There is no evidence to suggest that the wildlife mitigation program would have disproportion-
ately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority or low-income
populations. However, the Base Response alternative includes steps to ensure that such effects
would not occur, in accordance with accordance with Executive Order 12898, These steps
would also be undertaken on a case-by-case basis under No Action.

5.6 FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS

5.6.1 Floodplains

Wildlife mitigation activities are typically consistent with floodplain values, and would often
benefit many of those values (i.e., water-quality maintenance, moderation of floods, and living
resources). Using floodplains for wildlife conservation would ensure the conservation of
natural floodplain functions, as required under Executive Order 1198¥.

5.6.2 Wetlands

Because wetlands provide valuable habitat for many wildlife species, wildlife mitigation
projects are more likely to maintain or improve existing wetlands, or to create new wetlands;
net loss of wetlands 1s unlikely under any aiternative, as specified under Executive Order
11990, Protection of Wetlands.
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5.7 FARMLANDS

Consistent with the Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 U.S.C. 4201, ¢t seq.), project managers
would use the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) rating system (7 CFR 658.4)
if intending to convert farmland. A rating of 160 or greater would require project managers to
consider alternatives to conversion, such as using crops to achieve wildlife mitigation objectives.

5.8 GLOBAL WARMING

Although wildlife mitigation projects might involve prescribed burning for habitat or fire
management, it would not likely be greater than would occur if the land managed were
managed for other purposes, and possibly less. Managing tand for wildlife habitat conservation
1s likely to conserve biomass. However, considering the relatively small amount of land that
would ultimately be affected by wildlife mitigation activities, there would be no appreciable
effect on global climate.

5.9 WATER RESOURCES

5.9.1 Permits for Structures in Navigable Waters
Some wildlife mitigation activities, such as irrigation system outakes in navigable waters, might

require a permit from the Corps under section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. Consulta-
tion requirements of all alternatives would ensure that project managers acquire necessary permits.

5.9.2 Permits for Discharges into Waters of the United States
Some wildlife mitigation activities, such as creation of islands in waters of the United States, may
require a pertmit from the Corps under provisions of the Clean Water Act. (Nationwide permits are

typically sufficient for the types of actions conducted at wildlife mitigation areas.) Consultation
requirements of all alternatives would ensure that project managers acquire necessary permits,

5.10 PUBLIC LANDS

5.10.1 Permits for Rights-of-Way on Public Land

Consultation requirements of all alternatives would ensure that project managers acquire perthits or
agreements for rights-of-way on lands not owned by BPA,

5.10.2 Outdoor Recreation Resources
Consultation requirements of all alternatives would ensure consistency with all public recreation

resources, including Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Trails, Wilderness Areas, parks,
campgrounds, and scenic areas
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5.11 ENERGY CONSERVATION AT FEDERAL FACILITIES

Federal facilities are not likely to be involved in or affected by wildlife mitigation activities.

5.12 POLLUTION CONTROL

5.12.1 Contract Compliance with the Clean Air and Water Acts

Neither the proposed action nor the alternatives would require BPA to enter into a procure-
ment contract with any entity convicted of an offense under the Clean Air or Water Acts.

All alternatives would require project managers to obtain appropriate permits for prescribed
burns, thus ensuring compliance with applicable air quality standards.

5.12.2 Hazardous Waste and Toxic Substances

Some properties acquired for wildlife mitigation might contain solid and/or hazardous waste.
For example, land that had been used for ranching might have dilapidated structures, junked
vehicles or machinery, fuel tanks, pesticide containers, oil drums, or other refuse. Prior to
acquiring property, BPA or project managers would survey for such materials to determine
whether they are present. If the cost of cleanup would be excessive, the property would not be
acquired. Project managers would be required to dispose of any solid waste at approved
landfills. For hazardous and toxic waste, project managers would consult with the EPA and
with the appropriate State regulatory agency to determine proper disposal methods and
procedures.

5.12.3 Drinking Water
Wildlife mitigation activities are unlikely to release contaminants into groundwater. Herbicides

would be the only potential contaminant used, but the methods of herbicide use and restrictions
tor use near surface waters present little opportunity for herbicides to enter groundwater.

5.12.4 Noise
Wildlife mitigation activities might involve use of heavy equipment that can generate noise.

However, projects are typically in remote areas where there is no potential for residential
disturbance, so compliance with noise standards is not a concern.

5.12.5 Pesticides

All alternatives would require the use of only EPA-approved pesticides, and only in the manner
prescribed by the EPA.
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5.12.6 Asbestos/Radon

Wildlife mitigation activities are not expected to involve use, transportation, or disposal of
asbestos; the release of radon gas; or the violation of regulations concerning radon gas.
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WILDLIFE MITIGATION PROGRAM DRAFT EIS:
Comments and Responses

Comment Analysis

The comments within have been identified from the 20 letters submitted as comments on the
Draft EIS.

¢ Each comment has been assigned a unique identifying number (e.g., the fourth
comment in comment letter six is identified as 06-04). The name of the commenter
also appears in italics at the end of each comment.

¢ Each comment is identified, where possible, by its referenced page in the DEIS.
For greater clarity, specific subjects or sections are named at the end of some

comments.

e Those comments that address improvements to the EIS or minor clarifications are
grouped under a single heading (i.e., 05-X and 16-X) and placed under

MISCELLANEOQOUS.

¢ Comments are arranged by general subject for greater ease of response.
e Changes to the EIS are listed at the end of each comment.

Wildlife Biologist, PUD #1 Douglas Co.

Determined not to be a comment on this project]f}

Commenters

01 LW, Feigel

02 James A. McGee

[03

04 1.D. Anderson

05 Susan B. Barnes

06 Gordon Stewart

07 Howard A. Kemper

08 Preston Sleeger

09 Jane Cummins

10 Laura Schroeder

11 Rebecca Inman

12 Rick Bass

13 Alexis DeCaprio)
Emilee Moeller)

14 Bern Shanks

15 Arlene Montgomery

16 Chris Merker

17 John Stanton

18 Cal Groen

Stevens County Commissioner Dist. 2
Env. Spec/Beak Consultants, Inc.
Flathead Wildlife Inc.

Acting Regional Environmental Office, U.S. Dept.
Interior

League of Oregon Cities

Schroeder Law Oftices

Washington Department of Ecology

Northwest Environmental Defense Center

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Friends of the Wild Swan/Montana Ecosystems
Defense Council

Wildlife Working Group

The Ecology Center/Alliance for the Wild Rockies
Chief, Natural Resources Policy Bureau, Idaho Fish
and Game

CR/ 1
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19 Richard B. Parkin Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit
Environmental Protection Agency

20 Preston Sleeger Acting Regional Environmental Officer
USDI |Bureau of Reclamation comments
forwarded|

COMMENTS

06-01 Commenter “applaud{s] your efforts to move forward in the area of wildlife
rnitigation through development of program standards and guidelines . . . . [and]
would concur with your proposal to standardize the planning and
implementation of new individual wildlife mitigation projects funded by BPA.”

Gordon Stewart
Flathead Wildlife, Inc.

14-01 This standardized approach should significantly reduce the amount of time to
implement wildlife mitigation projects in the Columbia Basin, as well as provide
a way to ensure consistency.

Bern Shanks
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

20-01 The Department [of the Interior] believes BPA’s Mitigation Program would,
together with other mitigation projects throughout the Columbia River Basin,
provide net benefits to wildlife and other natural resources.

Preston Sleeger
US Department of the Interior

18-01 We [Idaho Department of Fish and Game] feel the document will be beneficial
in terms of streamlining implementation of wildlife mitigation projects around
the region and will ultimately save the ratepayers of the northwest substantial

money.
Cal Groen
Chief, Natural Resources Policy Bureau, daho Fish and Game
19-02 We [U.S. EPA] are pleased that BPA is implementing substantial and ongoing

wildlife mitigation in response to habitat losses from hydroelectric projects.

[Commenter requests more information in several areas; see other comments
from 19.].

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

RESPONSE:  Thank you for your comments.

CR/2
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COMMENT
19-03

RESPONSE:

The EIS would be greatly improved by the inclusion of more background
information about (1) the overall goals and direction for the Wildlife Mitigation
Program . . ..

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

We have revised Chapter 1 to include additional background information.

COMMENTS
19-07

19-08

RESPONSE:

Is BPA interested in mitigating specifically for habitat types and species lost as a
result of the dams, or is the intent simply to restore, improve, or protect what
remains, regardless of what was lost with dam construction?

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

What emphasis is being placed upon maintaining regional biodiversity? . . . To
be truly meaningful, a wildlife mitigation program of this magnitude should
place significant emphasis upon the protection and maintenance of biodiversity.

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

Section 1.1 of the DEIS states that BPA is responsible for mitigating the loss of
wildlife habitat caused by development of the Federal Columbia River Power
System. One of the principles identified in the Council’s Fish and Wildlife
Program is “Where practical, to mitigate losses in-place, in-kind.” Wildlife loss
assessments (see section 1.3) have established what types of habitat have been
lost. The losses are reflected in Table 1-1, Columbia River Basin Wildlife
Mitigation Habitat Type and Target Species Priorities.

BPA’s legislative mandate is to mitigate the loss of wildlife habitat caused by
development of the Federal Columbia River Power System, which may involve
maintaining biodiversity. Although not as an emphasis, Alternative 6
(proposed) would require project management plans to include, as a project
goal, “protection or improvement of natural ecosystems and species diversity
over the long term.” (See page 2/ 27 of the DEIS.) Ultimately, regional
biodiversity may be an indirect benefit of the wildlife mitigation program.
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COMMENT
17-04

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 1/2; Purposes] Purpose 2 [achieving cost and administrative efficiency] is
inappropriate because ‘“such a consideration will inevitably run in direct
contradiction of many wildlife mitigation proposals.” The analysis should
consider such an issue, but it should not be a “driving purpose.” Commenter
asks that it be removed from the list of primary objectives.

John Stanton
The Ecology Center/Alliance for the Wild Rockies

The Northwest Power Act and other laws relevant to BPA’s Wildlife Mitigation
Program require BPA to consider cost and administrative efficiency in
administering the Program. Therefore, it is considered appropriate for BPA to
consider this factor in balance with the other Program objectives identified in
section 1.2.

COMMENT
19-04

RESPONSE:

The EIS would be greatly improved by the inclusion of more background
information about ... (2) the types of projects that have historically been
pursued and the benefits derived from them . . ..

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

We have revised Chapter 1 to include additional information about past wildlife
mitigation projects and their benefits.

NEPA/LEGAL/PROCESS . DR

NEPA e e

COMMENTS

15-01 The DEIS information is not a substitute for NEPA on site-specific projects; it

17-02

CR/ 4

merely “sets the sideboards” for individual-site NEPA analysis. You can’t
cover all possible scenarios in one EIS,

Arlene Montgomery
Friends of the Wild SwaniMontana Ecosystems Defense Council

[Pgs. 1/1-2, Purpose and Need| The commenters are “firmly opposed to any
attempt by the BPA to circumvent, streamline, or in any other way alter the
NEPA process.” Commenter cites case of Natural Resources Defense Council
Inc. v. Morton: *. . . the court correctly points out the illegality of replacing the
NEPA process with a programmatic document such as this:
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RESPONSE:

A program statement may be very helpful in assessing recurring policy
issues and insuring consideration of the cumulative impact that
numerous decisions might have on the environment, but that does not
mean that it will suffice to fulfill the NEPA mandate. The court is
convinced that the . . . programmatic statement alone, unrelated to
individual geographic conditions, does not permit the “finely tuned and
‘systematic” balancing analysis” mandated by NEPA. {388 F. Supp.
829, 527 F2d 1386 (D.C.Cir.1976]

This EIS is in clear violation of NEPA . . . and must be abandoned or modified
s0 as not to violate NEPA. Furthermore, it must explicitly state that the NEPA
process, in its entirety, will be applied to each individual proposal.”

John Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

We agree that this programmatic EIS will not replace site-specific review of
individual project funding by BPA. The draft EIS was incorrect in stating that
“individual projects may not require further NEPA review.” We have corrected
Chapters 1, 2, and 5 accordingly. BPA intends to review individual fundin g
proposals to determine consistency with the decisions that result from this EIS,
and the appropriate type of NEPA review warranted for specific proposals.

COMMENT
20-02

RESPONSE:

“The Department believes that based on the information presented in the DEIS
that implementation of Alternative 6; Balanced Action, BPA’s preferred
Alternative, would provide the greatest wildlife benefits for the followin g
reasons:

1. Development of a programmatic NEPA plannin E process, consistent with
the Northwest Power Planning Council’s goals and priorities, would allow not
only BPA, but other project managers as well, to implement wildlife mitigation
programs in a more timely and cost-effective manner. It will not require further
review under .. . (NEPA) for many individual projects. Currently, all projects,
including many projects similar in nature, require individual NEPA review
which may add months to their completion.

However, we would like to emphasize each project would still require review
and compliance with the Endangered Species Act, National Historic
Preservation Act, and other applicable Federal, State and local ordinances,”

Preston Sleeger
U.S. Department of the Interior

Under all alternatives, compliance with the Endangered Species Act, National
Historic Preservation Act, and other applicable Federal, state, and local ordinances
would be required. The specific steps to compliance are outlined in Alternative 2,
which contains the basic requirements common to all alternatives. See also Chapter
5, Consultation, Review and Permits, of the final EIS.

CR/ 5
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Please note that the draft EIS was incorrect in stating that “individual projects may
not require further NEPA review.” We have corrected Chapters 1, 2, and 5
accordingly. BPA intends to use this EIS to facilitate more efficient project-level
NEPA review. See response to comment 17-02, p. CR/ 5.

Northwest Power Planning Act/Council

COMMENT
04-05

RESPONSE:

{Summary|] “The Federal Government has no Constitutional authority to spend
the taxpayers money on this socialist program.”

J.D. Anderson
Stevens County Commissioner

The Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act directs the BPA
Administrator to “use the Bonneville Power Administration fund and the
authorities available to the Administrator under this chapter and other laws
administered by the Administrator to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and
wildlife to the extent affected by the development and operation of any [federal]
hydroelectric project of the Columbia River and its tributaries. . ..” 16 U.S.C.
§ 839b(h)}(10)(A). If the commenter questions the constitutionality of this
directive, he should address his concerns to a Federal court.

COMMENT
10-17

RESPONSE:

CR/ 6

[App. A] “Available Mitigation techniques” (Appendix A) appear to conflict
with the statutory directive to the BPA Administrator to acquire resources
through conservation. (USC 16 Sec 839(d)(1)(B). Specific conflicts exist
with: lrrigation (Sec. 2.3), Wells (Sec. 4), Diversions (Sec 4.2), Spring
Development (Sec 4.3), Water Rights Acquisition (Sec. 4.6). [Commenter
quotes at length from Pacific Northwest Power Act on conservation,
consultation and public involvement, cost-effectiveness, and the Council’s Fish
and Wildlife Program.]

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

This comment and commenter’s reference to Appendix A are based on mistaken
interpretations of the sections of the Northwest Power Act that address
resource conservation. The commenter appears to believe that “resources” are
natural resources and conservation is conservation of natural resources.
However, the Act defines “conservation” as “any reduction in electric power
consumption as a result of increases in the efficiency of energy use, production,
or distribution.” 16 U.S.C. § 839a(3). The Act uses the term “resources” in
the context of electric-energy-producing resources. See 16 U.S.C. §§
839a(10), (12), (16). In addition, many of the duties cited fall to the Power
Planning Council, not BPA. Consequently, to the extent these comments rely
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on these provisions of the Act, the comments are largely inapplicable to the
Wildlife DEIS.

Nevertheless, BPA has balanced the numerous interests that the FCRPS and the
Columbia River Basin serve by (1) recently completing a rate case that set
competitive rates for all BPA customer classes, and (2) preparing the System
Operations Review EIS with the Corps and BOR. Both of those processes, in
addition to this EIS and the Council Amendments upon which it is based,
offered many opportunities for broad participation of customers, consumers,
and other parties interested in wildlife mitigation.

COMMENT
13-01

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 1/7] The stated issues to be resolved were not adequately answered or
explored in the DEIS. Key factors were ignored that must be addressed:

1) the effect that the MOA funding cap will have on the goals and
prioritization of management techniques within projects under each and
all alternatives . . . . Available resources and how they will affect each
alternative must be disclosed, and effect of cost decisions on where and how
much funding is allocated. Priorities (electricity needed versus salmon
management) must be explored. [Cites (h)(8) of the Northwest Power Act, 16
USC 839b.] BPA must consider the impact of these cost decisions and must
acknowledge them openly before any true evaluation of objectives for wildlife
mitigation can be performed. What wildlife mitigation techniques might be
eliminated under the influence of cost concerns? The DEIS does nof resolve
one of the issues (whether and to what extent BPA should prescribe conditions
for funding types of wildlife mitigation actions). Some alternatives reference a
cost analysis, but not a method or opportunity. The public has no means of
reasonably predicting how these analyses will affect mitigation priorities within
each alternative,

Alexis DeCaprio/Emilee Moeller
Northwest Environmental Defense Center

The EIS directly responds to the three stated issues to be resolved, as presented on
page 1/7 of the DEIS.

The first issue, whether and to what extent BPA should prescribe conditions for
funding types of wildlife mitigation actions, is the basis of the alternatives; each
alternative responds specifically to this issue. The alternatives examine the range of
possible conditions that may be placed on projects (conditions, which include
strategies, goals, and procedural requirements, are referred to collectively in the EIS
as prescriptions).

The alternatives also respond to the stated second issue to be resolved: whether
BPA should categorically eliminate any techniques from further funding
consideration. Different ways to address this issue are listed for each alternative
under Step 6 (which outlines the specific types of techniques that BPA would
support or, in some cases, not support). For example, under alternative 4, Step 6,

CR/7
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the more costly techniques, such as irrigation and purchase of water rights, are
categorically excluded (page 2/19 of the DEIS). Other techniques are allowed or
encouraged, as described under Step 6 in the various alternatives.

The third issue—what is the most appropriate role for public, Tribal, and agency
participation—is directly resolved in each alternative under Step 2, Involve
Stakeholders (the step that specifically states the role of stakeholder involvement).

The MOA funding cap is not addressed in the EIS because this and other funding
issues are well beyond the scope of the EIS. The EIS responds to the need for
standard procedures and approaches and addresses the related resource issues and
environmental consequences. The MOA is strictly a funding-level decision and is
not part of the purpose and need to which BPA is responding in the EIS.

Nevertheless, cost control and effectiveness are always considered in developing
wildlife mitigation projects. Cost efficiency is one of the primary purposes of
Alternative 6, the proposed action; Alternative 4, Cost and Administrative
Efficiency Emphasis, explores the types of conditions that would be applied should
BPA choose to minimize costs above all other factors.

COMMENT
13-03

RESPONSE:

CR/ ¥

The stated issues to be resolved were not adequately answered or explored in
the DEIS. Key factors were ignored that must be addressed: ... 3) the degree
of deference given to Tribal authorities and agencies. There is no attempt
to address Tribal/agency roles within each alternative. There must be
information on what kind of role, how extensive it is, and how those roles differ
from one alternative to the next. “Because of their expertise in their respective
fields, Tribes and agencies should have complete deference in the decision-
muking process.” Their involvement should be integrated into the entire eight-
step process (not just step 2).

Alexis DeCaprio/Emilee Moeller
Northwest Environmental Defense Center

The Northwest Power Planning Council must give deference to the fish and
wildlife management agencies and Tribes when determining what measures to
include in the Program. See Northwest Resource Information Center v.
Northwest Power Planning Council, 35 F.2d 1371 (9th Cir. 1994). BPA must
fund fish and wildlife mitigation measures in a manner consistent with the
Program, the Council’s Power Plan, and the other purposes of the Northwest
Power Act. 16 U.S.C. § 839b(h)(10)(A). While it is not legally required, in
practice BPA gives the agencies and Tribes a great deal of consideration in
Program implementation. For instance, in prioritizing specific measures for
funding, BPA funds virtually all measures sent to it and in the order requested
by the agencies and Tribes.

We disagree with the commenters over the need for another alternative that
would give the agencies and Tribes “full discretionary power over all decisions
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and BPA would act as a financial conduit, funding all projects required by this
entity.” To the extent that it is legal, BPA is already implementing miti gation in
the manner proposed by the commenters. We plan to continue doing so, so
long as our actions comply with Senator Gorton’s amendment to the Northwest
Power Act, section 512 of the 1997 Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Act. To go further would risk violations of the appointments
clause of the Constitution (see Seattle Master Builders v. Northwest Power
Planning Council, 786 F.2d 1359 (9th Cir. 1986)).

COMMENT
10-02

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 1/1] Re: conservation actions. The commenters propose cooperative
projects with irrigation districts to expand water conservation infrastructure.
Irrigation districts should be provided with a portion of the mitigation budget to
carry out water conservation projects under the mitigation plan. [Ref. 16 USC
Sec. 839d(1)(B)] Example: cost-sharing to update water systems that conserve
water could both improve wildlife habitat and maintain productivity of irrigated
crop lands.

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

Please see the response to comment 10-17 (p. CR/ 6) regarding the meanin g
and intent of the Northwest Power Act. If the commenter intends to address
something other than energy conservation, that proposal would have to be
presented to the Council for inclusion in the Program. To ensure adequate
public review, BPA generally does not fund measures that are not in the
Program.

COMMENT
10-14

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 4/947] Additional use of water on mitigation areas should be prohibited
because interference with existing water rights has severe economic impacts on
users and the economy of local communities. Such additional use conflicts with
the statutory directive to implement conservation.

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

Because BPA follows all applicable state laws when it acquires and uses water
for wildlife mitigation, any such action would not interfere with existing senior
water rights. See DEIS section 4.7, Economics, for impacts on local
communities. As for the directive to implement conservation, please see the
response to comment 10-17 (p. CR/ 6).
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COMMENTS
16-01

18-02

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 1/2] Revise footnote 1 to read : While BPA does not embrace every
provision in the Council’s Program, BPA is required to act in a manner
consistent with the Northwest Power Act. BPA uses the Program to guide . . .

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WW(G)

In implementing the program, BPA must act in a manner consistent with the
Northwest Power Planning Council’s Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife
Program.

Cal Groen
Chief, Natural Resources Policy Bureau, Idaho Fish and Game

The EIS has been revised to read as follows: BPA is reguired to act in a
manner consistent with the Program, the Council’s Power Plan, and the
purposes of the Act—including the purpose to ensure an adequate, efficient,
economic and reliable power supply for the Pacific Northwest. BPA uses the
Program to guide . .. .”

COMMENT
16-02

RESPONSE:

CR/ 10

[Pg. 1/3] Revise first bullet to reflect role of Wildlife Working Group (WWG),
as follows: “Development of a wildlife mitigation project prioritization process
managed by the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority through the
Wildlife Working Group, with the . . . .

Attach footnote to WWG name, to read as follows: * The Wildlife Working
Group consists of representatives from state and federal fish, wildlife, and
land management agencies; Tribes; the BPA, and utilities. Representatives
from the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority, as well as from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation, U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, and U S.
National Park Service comprise the Wildlife Working Group.”

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

The EIS has been revised to reflect these suggestions.
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COMMENT
16-0)3

RESPONSE:

[Pgs. 1/3, 1/5, Sec. 1.3] Add a bulleted paragraph that addresses the
development of the Council’s Wildlife Plan, after the fourth bullet (top page
1/3): “Development of the Draft Wildlife Plan by the Wildlife Working Group
{Council, 1995) which describes procedures Jor 1) standardizing and
completing the existing wildlife loss assessments, 2) developing and
implementing mitigation plans that will fully miti gate for wildlife losses, and 3)
monitoring and evaluating mitigation activities to ensure mitigation suceess.”

Add the following paragraphs just prior to Sec. 1.4: “The Wildlife Plun, which
defines the goals and objectives, and describes the methodologies for
proceeding with the Wildlife Program, will provide guidance to BPA and to
mitigation planners (State, Tribes, federal agencies, and others ). The Plun
Incorporates quality assurance procedures that address the technical quality of
products and the c‘dnsistency between region-wide cfforts. The Wildlife Plan is
also intended to provide a framework in which future biologists can continue

to implement, monitor, and evaluate wildlife mitigation. The Plan will be
finalized after the Wildlife Mitigation Program EIS is completed.

Both the Wildlife Mitigation Program EIS and Wildlife Plan will be updated as
needed through future years to reflect current information, laws and
regulations, and Wildlife Program goals.”

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)
Similarly from 05-01

We have modified section 1.3 to recognize development of the Draft Wildlife
Plan. However, detailed reference to the Plan as requested would not be
appropriate at this time because it is a working draft.

COMMENT
16-06

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 2/20, Step 7] Clarify that BPA will comply with the mitigation
monitoring/evaluation goal of the Wildlife Program Rule. Include the following
words: “. .. efficiency alternative. However, as required by Section 11 4 of
the Wildlife Program Rule, BPA will monitor and evaluate mitigation efforts to
determine if projected benefits to wildlife result from mitigation efforts.”

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

Alternative 2, Base Response, responds only to those steps required by
environmental regulations or laws, such as the Endangered Species Act, so
elements of the Wildlife Program Rule are not included.

CR/ 11
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COMMENT

19-06 The EIS would be greatly improved by the inclusion of more background
information about . . . (4) a description of the process and standards and criteria
for selecting mitigation projects. Even though the Council makes the
selections, this is BPA’s Wildlife Mitigation Program. The reader cannot make
an informed judgment about the proposed alternatives or their impact without
some context.

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

RESPONSE:  We have revised Chapter | to include additional background information.

Other Legal

COMMENT

06-02 Commenter supports the use of Alternative 2 (legal requirements only) as a
base for other action alternatives.

CGordon Stewart
Flathead Wildlife, Inc.

RESPONSE:  Thank you for your comment.

No Action

COMMENT
04-04 [Summary] No action is needed.

J.D. Anderson
Stevens County Commissioner

RESPONSE:  Thank you for your comment,

COMMENT

17-09 We oppose all action alternatives . . . . no single alternative would provide a
comprehensive set of guidelines for the protection of the analysis area in its
entirety.

John Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

RESPONSE:  BPA’s purpose is not to protect the entire Columbia River Basin within the
United States (the study area), but to ensure appropriate environmental
protection where BPA conducts wildlife mitigation activities. The proposed
standards and guidelines would require both substantive environmental

CR/ 12
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Existing Action Alternatives.

protection and a process to ensure that affected interests have an opportunity to
participate in project planning. The comment provides no evidence that lack of
program-wide standards and guidelines, i.e., No Action, would provide superior
environmental protection. See also response to comment 15-01 (p. CR/ 4.

COMMENT
19-05

RESPONSE:

The EIS would be greatly improved by the inclusion of more background
information about . .. (3) any change in direction from [the historical approach
to such projects ] that these alternatives may represent . . . .

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

As explained in section 1.1 of the DEIS, wildlife mitigation projects have been
and will continue to be managed by various Tribes, state agencies, and other
organizations. BPA expects that establishing program-wide standards for
project planning and implementation would improve project management by
providing a common but flexible planning process for project managers to
follow (and affected interests to expect) and by focusing planning efforts on
site-specific issues. Project planning would become more consistent from
project to project, and from manager to manager, and common issues would be
addressed consistently.

COMMENT
17-05

17-06

[Section 2.1, Alternatives| The alternatives are misleading. Commenter objects
to title “Biological Objectives” [Alternative 3| for an alternative in which
herbicide/pesticide use and ground-disturbing activities take place. “Unless the
‘biological objective’ is to poison virtually every species of flora and fauna,
every watershed, and the air of the project area, how does this benefit the
biology of anything at all?”

John Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

[Section 2.1, Alternatives] Commenters object to the “General Environmental
Protection Alternative | Alternative 5; environmentally preferred] because it
does not “eliminate practices detrimental to the environment.” Commenter
notes in particular that practices such as logging, grazing, mining, and “general
ecosystem destruction” are characterized as environmental resources [because
they contribute to local economic productivity] and asks how they fit into an
ecosystem. Commenter holds that because resource extraction activities are
detrimental to the environment, “they must be eliminated from any alternative
which proposes to meaningfully address environmental concerns.”

John Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

CR/ 13
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RESPONSE:

To form a full range, Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 were each developed with a
strong (biased) response toward one of the purposes identified in section 1.2.
The Biological Objectives Alternative (Alternative 3) strongly favors
achievement of Fish and Wildlife Program biological objectives, with relatively
less emphasis on achieving general environmental protection or cost and
administrative efficiency. Alternative 3 allows use of pesticides because they
are known to be effective for control of noxious weeds, and such control is
important to preserve and improve wildlife habitat. As indicated in the Base
Response Alternative (Alternative 2), use of pesticides would be restricted to
those approved by the Environmental Protection Agency and in the manner
specified; see page 2/ 13 of the DEIS.

The General Environmental Protection Alternative {Alternative 5) includes
protection of socio-economic resources because the ecosystem approach
developed by the Interagency Ecosystem Management Task Force, and adapted
in the EIS as the basic project planning process (see section 2.1.1), defines
ecosystem as “‘an interconnected community of living things, including humans,
and the physical environment within which they interact.” (Interagency
Ecosystem Management Task Force 1995, p. 17) This definition is consistent
with regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA:
“‘Human environment’ shall be interpreted comprehensively to include the
natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with that
environment.” (40 CFR 1508.14) Therefore, within the range of alternatives
considered, the Alternative 5 appropriately incorporates standards and

guidelines for protection of socio-economic resources. See also comment 19-
13 (p. CR/ 16).

COMMENTS
07-02

06-03

CR/ 14

Commenter supports Alternative 6.

Howard A. Kemper

“[Flathead Wildlife, Inc.] would recommend that BPA select Alternative 6,
which would balance wildlife mitigation objectives, costs and administrative
efficiency, and general environmental protection.” Recent years have brought
“much more attention to ecosystem concepts [vs. single-species indicators] and
a balance within the communities of wildlife in habitats and landscapes affected
by hydropower development. We believe Alternative 6 provides direction and

the opportunity to implement concepts of ecosysterm management into projects
funded by the [Program].”

Gordon Stewart
Flathead Wildlife, Inc.
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09-01

20-03

RESPONSE:

[The League of Oregon Cities] “supports Bonneville’s process to ensure that
the agency’s individual wildlife mitigation projects are planned and managed
with appropriate consistency across projects, jurisdictions, ecosysterns, and
time. . . . the approach outlined in Alternative 6 (Bonneville-preferred) is
reasonable.”

Jane Cummins
League of Oregon Cities

Alternative 6 also proposes to reduce BPA’s on-ground involvement and would
allow project managers to take the lead in preparing project management plans.

Preston Sleeger
US Department of the Interior

See also Comment 20-02,p. CR/ 5.

Thank you for your comment.

COMMENT
19-10

RESPONSE:

{Pg. 1/4, Table 1-1; pg. 2/27 Alt. 6] This table lists Columbia River Basin
wildlife mitigation habitat types and target species priorities. The description of
Alternative 6 states that project managers would include as project goals the
“protection of high-quality native or other habitat or species of special
concern,” and the “protection or improvement of natural ecosystems and
species diversity over the long term.” We support these project goals, but there
is no indication of the level of emphasis upon these vs. other goals.

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

The BPA-preferred alternative (Alternative 6: Balanced Action) would require
establishing measurable biological objectives as a project goal, and six other
goals directly relevant to biological objectives. Additional goals identified in
the Alternative 6 require only “consideration” of indirectly related goals for fire
management, or allowance of sustainable revenue generation consistent with
biological objectives. This contrast indicates BPA’s relative emphasis on
biological objectives in balance with other considerations.

COMMENT
19-12

[U.S. EPA is] concerned about the emphasis or lack of emphasis of Alternative
6 on specific wildlife mitigation techniques: (1) Land Acquisition. This
technique is an important tool to protect and maintain biodiversity, to prevent
further degradation and loss of intact native habitats, and to safeguard what
remains. [Example: Shrub-steppe conversion to agriculture means increasing
number of associated plants/wildlife becoming rare/listed.] Land acquisition is
the best way to ensure long-term protection of these habitats and species.

CR/ 15
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16-10

RESPONSE:

Our understanding is that land acquisition has been used often with very
positive results. We are concerned that Alternative 6 calls for infrequent use of
this technique and states an intent to avoid removing land from the local
tax/economic base. “Hopefully, stakeholder involvement will help to resolve
rather than increase the conflict over public vs. private landholdings. We feel it
is unwise to adopt broad programmatic policy that limits the use of land
acquisition as a mitigation technique.

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

[Pg. 2/30-32, Table 2-1] “Fee-Title Acquisition and Transfer” is rated as
“infrequent.” This technique has been frequently used to achieve wildlife
mitigation in the past (and will likely continue); the WWG requests that this
rating be changed under Alternative 6 from a *-” to a **”.

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

Table 2-1 is intended to show each alternative’s tendency to influence 4 relative
increased or decreased use of particular techniques; it is not intended not as an
absolute measurement or quota. The Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program does
include the principle, “To use publicly owned land for mitigation or
management agreements on private land (in preference to acquiring private
land), while providing permanent protection or enhancemnent of wildlife habitat
in the most cost-effective manner.” However, fee-title land acquisition has been
a moderately used technique approved by the Council in Program amendments.
We agree that moderate use of this technique would likely continue under the
Balanced Approach Alternative and have modified Table 2-1 accordingly.

COMMENT
19-13

RESPONSE:

CR/ 16

Alternative 6 calls for moderate use of herbicides, fertilizers, and predator
controls. We believe that the best wildlife mitigation will also serve to protect
or re-establish ecological integrity. Herbicides/fertilizers may represent
quick/inexpensive “fixes,” but do little to re-establish a self-sustaining
ecosystem, which is also the most cost-efficient system. We prefer to see
infrequent use of these techniques.

Predators are essential to any healthy, functioning ecosystem. We recommend
that | predator control] not be used. If it is employed, only non-lethal methods
should be applied.

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

BPA has reviewed both the use of chemicals and the control of nuisance
animals/predators and believes that the U.S. EPA's recommendations for infrequent
use of these techniques better represents BPA's intentions under the Preferred
Alternatives.
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BPA concurs with the U.S. EPA's belief that re-establishing self-sustaining
ecosystems is better than relying on resource-intensive use of chemical fertilizers
and herbicides. However, such chemicals can be effective tools, especially in the
short-term, when attempting to restore damaged ecosystems. Use of fertilizers can
be an important tool to establish plants on damaged soils, and herbicides are
sometimes the most efficient technique available to control noxious weeds, as
required by local weed control boards and as encouraged by local landowners
concerned about the spread of weeds onto their property.

Under BPA's preferred alternative, Project Managers would rely primarily on
natural regeneration rather than on active restoration to achieve biological
objectives, which in turn would require infrequent use of fertilizers or herbicides.

We therefore agree with this comment, and have revised Table 2-1, Relative Use of
Techniques Among Alternatives, to indicate infrequent use of herbicides and
pesticides under the Preferred Alternative, which is more appropriate for the natural
regeneration approach that would be emphasized.

For predator control, BPA intends to support this technique only when needed in
the short-term to increase rare species or to establish new populations. This has
been clarified in the list of prescriptions under Alternative 6 (step 6). These
instances should be infrequent. Some form of nuisance animal control may be
needed to protect newly planted vegetation. However, because of the emphasis on
natural regeneration, only limited planting is expected. Therefore, nuisance animal
control would be better shown as infrequent, rather the moderate. Table 2-1 has
been revised to show infrequent use of control of predators and nuisance animals.

Other Altetnatives
COMMENT
17-01 |General] DEIS is inadequate to the scope of the proposal; far more time and

RESPONSE:

study are needed. The scientific analysis (such as it is) is “at best horrendous.™
The analysis should be done over. . . . BPA should use comments to draft a
“real “General Environmental Protection” alternative which precludes resource
extraction activities, use of harmful chemicals, road building, and provides for
the protection of all facets of the ecosystem.

Jahn Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

Given the broad scope of establishing program-wide standards and guidelines as
proposed, BPA considers the generic type of analysis appropriate. More
detailed information would not be relevant to the decisions at issue (see section
1.5). This type of analysis is consistent with regulations implementing the
procedural provisions of NEPA (see 40 CFR 1502.4 and 150%.28). As Table
2-1 shows, road construction and “resource extraction™ activities such as crop
and umber production would tend to be used relatively seldom. Under both the

CR/ 17
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General Environmental Protection (5) and the Balanced Action (6) Alternatives,
these activities would be allowed only if consistent with project biological
objectives. Similarly, use of pesticides would be strictly controlled. While each
alternative incorporates many environmental protection measures, the proposed
process for project management planning is designed to develop appropriate
site-specific measures by providing for stakeholder participation. We
encourage all commenters and others to participate in project planning when
their interests may be affected.

COMMENT
13-04

RESPONSE:

[Re: the degree of deference given to Tribal authorities and agencies. |
Commenter feels that Tribal/agency expertise is so important {see comment 13-
03, p. CR/ 8) that there should be a separate alternative that constructs a
regional entity made up of managers selected from fish and wildlife groups,
agencies, and Tribal authorities. The entity would have full discretionary power
over all decisions, and BPA would [merely] fund all projects required by the
entity. [This alternative] . . . is the most consistent with the goals of wildlife
mitigation. BPA has the responsibility for wildlife mitigation, but these groups
are more experienced to properly handle this responsibility.

Alexis DeCaprio/Emilee Moeller
Northwest Environmental Defense Center

Please see response to comment 13-03 (page CR/ 8).

COMMENTS
10-06

10-07

CR/ 18

[Pg. 1/7] Any advisory committee to review mitigation plans from a basin-wide
perspective should have an agricultural member. The advisory committee must
balance the public and private sector so they are equally represented. |See
Council’s “Wildlife Mitigation Rule and Response to Comments,” 11/21/89,
Dissenting Statement by John C. Brenden.]

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

[Pg. 1/7] A regional program must involve local experts to provide adequate
expertise on the economic and social costs of a specific mitigation project. In
addition, without consistent local participation, the statutory requirements to
balance interests will be violated. A case-by-case approach is necessary to
adequately balance differing local economic impacts. Citation of 16 USC Sec.
839 b(c)(8) and b(h)(5).

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices
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RESPONSE:

The EIS does not propose an advisory committee to review mitigation plans
from a basin-wide perspective. Agricultural and other affected interests are
welcome to participate in the Council’s project recommendation process and in
project management planning.

COMMENT
10-08

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 2/10] Step 2. Private and local stakeholders need to be assured of equal
participation in order to balance power interests. The Draft EIS does not
address how statutorily required balanced representation of interests is going to
be achieved in the process. If public involvement is streamlined, adjacent
landowners should be involved in cooperative planning and partnerships.
Citation: 16 USC Sec 839b(h)(5).

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Qffices

The statute cited addresses the Council’s mandates, not BPA's. However, as
project managers implement measures consistent with the Council’s Program,
and because the process requires public involvement as part of the project
planning process as proposed, landowners and others will have opportunities to
participate in project planning and implementation.

COMMENT
13-02

04-02

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 1/7] The stated issues to be resolved were not adequately answered or
explored in the DEIS. Key factors were ignored that must be addressed: . . .
2) the degree of participation by the public . . . . If the public involvement
under each alternative is to “replace NEPA’s familiar and tested public input
requirements,” the EIS should stipulate how much public involvement would
occur under each alternative; for instance, how similar it would be to “project
scoping and public involvement that occurs in a NEPA analysis” [Summary,
p. 2]. Efficiency is a good idea, but possible mechanisms for input should be
discussed and evaluated.

Alexis DeCaprio/Emilee Moeller
Northwest Environmental Defense Center

[Summary] Citizens/ratepayers are not aware of the proposed action; or are so
surprised that they are acting in a backlash to “so many surprises.”

J.D. Anderson
Stevens County Commissioner

The proposed action includes standards and guidelines for inviting stakeholder
participation in wildlife mitigation project management planning, which should
lead to fewer “surprises.” The Council’s process for approving wildlife
mitigation projects also provides opportunities for public comment. In addition,

CR/ 19
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where mitigation projects require site-specific environmental analysis, BPA will
invite public participation.

COMMENTS
15-11

17-27

RESPONSE:

Commenter requests that they be informed/involved as process continues.

Arlene Montgomery
Friends of the Wild Swan/Montana Ecosystems Defense Council

Commeniter asks to be kept on the mailing list.

John Stanton
The Ecology Center/Alliance for the Wild Rockies

Your names have been included on the mailing list. For future reference, you
can call BPA’s toll-free public information line at (800) 622-4519, or contact us
on the Internet at comment@bpa.gov (please specify the project you are
interested in).

In General

COMMENT
16-04

CR/ 20

[Pg. 2/10, Sec. 2.11] The eight-step process needs to emphasize flexibility and
clarify that steps can be followed in any order, as deemed appropriate by project
proponents. It is not clear at what point lands would be purchased. The WWG
is concerned that mitigation lands may be acquired by someone else before
Project Managers address each step . . . . Add the following words to the end
of the second paragraph:

“The eight steps described below are not necessarily intended to be followed in
the order presented. For example, it is likely that Step 5 will be often
addressed prior to Steps 2, 3, and 4 during the planning process. Also, some
steps may occur concurrently. The eight standard planning steps are intended
to be flexible; the order in which the steps are followed will be dependent on
the specific Project Management Plan and the Contract Officer Technical
Representative’s sign-off that each step has been adequately addressed. BPA
will likely channel funds for mitigation implementation after project goals are
established, the area of interest/iconcern is defined, stakeholders are involved,
historical and present site conditions and trends are established, and a
statement of the desired future condition is developed.”

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)
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RESPONSE:

We have revised section 2.1.1 to emphasize flexible application of the eight-step
process. However, we have not incorporated the suggested text on project
funding because contracting details are not appropriate in the EIS. We intend
to follow the EIS and Record of Decision with written guidance for project
management planning that will address contracting details.

COMMENT
19-11

RESPONSE:

[U.S. EPA] thinks that the Standard §-step Planning Process will provide a
useful approach to program implementation . . . it is systematic and includes
important steps that should foster thoughtful and inclusive decisionmaking,
provide a mechanism for establishing accountability, and enable learning and
adaptive management.

(a) What has been the mechanism for establishing programmatic accountability
thus far?

(b) Has there been project follow-up in the past to determine results?
(¢} Is an annual report prepared; if so, who reviews and responds to it?
(d) What will be the procedure for establishing accountability under the
proposed approach??

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

Project monitoring and accountability has occurred primarily through project
contracting oversight, and sometimes by project advisory committee. Project
managers submit annual reports reviewed by BPA contracting officials. This
oversight would continue, but under the structure of standards and guidelines
resulting from the EIS process.

COMMENT
09-02

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 2/10] Step 2. EIS should identify city agencies (as well as others) in the
second step (involving stakeholders).

Jane Cumminy
League of Oregon Citiey

We have revised section 2.1.1 to recognize city agencies as potential
stakeholders.

CR/ 2]
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COMMENT
10-10

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 2/11] Step 5. Under included project goals, development of habitat
should also complement the existing activities of private landowners.

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

We have revised Alternative 5, General Environmental Protection, and
Alternative 6, Balanced Action (BPA’s Preferred Alternative) to include the
suggested project goal.

COMMENT
10-09

RESPONSE:

By Alternative

[Pg. 2/11] Step 8. Benefits to wildlife habitat should be measured on an
ongoing basis by a preset criteria [sic]. If no benefits are revealed, then
spending on a specific mitigation project should be halted. Doing so complies
with statutory requirements to cost-effectively enhance wildlife habitat.
Citation: 16 USC Sec. 839b(e)(1).

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

The proposed action includes requirements to establish measurable biological
objectives, monitor performance, and adapt accordingly (see section 2.1.7).
Whether project funding should continue would be an issue for the Council to
decide through the independent scientific review process required by section
512 of the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 1997, 16
U.S.C. section 4(h)(10)(D).

COMMENT
16-05

RESPONSE:

CR/ 22

Alt.2 [Pg. 12, Step 1] Project Managers will need documented standards for
conducting an adequate hazardous materials survey. Edit fifth bullet to read : e
.. toxic wastes. A hazardous materials survey protocol, prepared or approved
by BPA, will be available for use by Project Managers in the project planning
process.

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

The text has been modified to reflect this concemn.
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COMMENT
16-07

RESPONSE:

Alt. 6 [Pg. 2/26, Step 2] Move first bulleted paragraph to Alternative 2
(Pg. 2/12] since the identifying of a desired future condition applies to all action
alternatives.

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

Alternative 2 applies only to elements required by regulation. However, this
step does apply to Alternatives 3-6, and we have modified the text accordingly.

COMMENT
16-08

RESPONSE:

Alt. 6 [Pg. 2/28, Step 6] Edit third bulleted paragraph to clarify that natural
regeneration will be favored over active restoration: “Favor natural
regeneration over active restoration where the same biological objectives can
be achieved in a reasonable amount of time.”

Chris Merker, Chuir
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

We have made this change.

COMMENT
16-09

RESPONSE:

Alt. 6 [Pg.2/28, Step 6] Edit sixth bullet paragraph to distingunish between
revenue gained on mitigation lands that will be channeled back to the mitigation
projects to offset implementation costs versus those monies that may be
generated that cannot be easily attributable to wildlife mitigation activities,
“Dedicate to the project any site-specific user fees or revenie gained from
commerce that results from the exclusive use of the property. (Revenues
generated from hunting licenses or other wildlife recreation-related fees which
cannot be directly linked to wildlife mitigation activities or that is identified in
site-specific management plans will be excluded.)”

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

We have modified the text to note which revenues will be dedicated to a
project.

CR/23
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COMMENT
17-10 [Chapter 3| The DEIS contains no information on the current conditions . . . of
soils, water quality, fisheries, and wildlife and threatened and endangered
species habitat in the analysis area. Without in-depth analysis of these issues,
the BPA cannot provide planners with a proper baseline for project
implementation. FEIS must have specific analysis for each of these issues,
including current and potential habitat maps for all protected species.
John Stanton
The Ecology Center/Alliance for the Wild Rockies
RESPONSE:  The EIS evaluates the alternatives generically; more detailed information is not
relevant. All action alternatives would require project managers to characterize
site conditions and trends as part of project planning, including the potential
presence of threatened or endangered species. See also the response to
comment 17-01 (p. CR/ 17).
COMMENT
05-04 [Pg. 3/38, Sec. 3.3, second par|] Add “land management activities™ after word
“obstruction.” Fish.
Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.
RESPONSE:  We have made this change.
COMMENT
05-05 [Pgs. 3/41-2, Sec. 3.7| This section needs language specific to shorelines.

RESPONSE:

Susan B. Burnes
Env. Spec.i Beak Consultants, Inc.

Language specific to shorelines has been added to Chapter 3.

COMMENT
16-13

RESPONSE:

CR/ 24

[Pg. 3/42, Sec 3.8] Add “pasturing livestock™ to the list [end of first
paragraph]; this activity is historically significant to Tribes in the Basin.
Cultural Resources.
Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

We have made this change.
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COMMENT

16-14

RESPONSE:

[Fig. 3-5] Figure is hard to read and may not accurately represent areas of
interest of each Tribe. Delete figure and add fifth bullet [Pg. 4/90, Sec. 4.6.4|
to explain how Tribal interests within the Basin will be addressed: “Project
Managers will coordinate project activities with the appropriate and affected
Tribe(s) to ensure that Tribal interests are addressed.” Cultural Resources,

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

We have made these changes.

COMMENT
16-15

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 3/43, Sec. 3.9] Revise first paragraph to read “Major sources of
employment include agriculture, forestry, recreation/tourism, real estate, retail,
services, and government.” Economics/recreation.

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

We have made this change.

COMMENT
15-05

RESPONSE;

[Pg. 3/43, Sec. 3.9] Natural resource extraction is not the driving force behind
economic vitality in the northwest. See recent economics studies such as
Economic Well-Being and Environmental Protection in the Pacific Northwest:
A Consensus Report by Pacific Northwest Economists. (Dec. 1995) and Lost
Landscapes and Failed Economics (1996) by Dr. Thomas Power. Economics.

Arlene Montgomery
Friends of the Wild Swan/Montana Ecosystems Defense Couneil

The text states that only 9% of the employment in 1990 was derived from these
employment sectors. Although real estate, retail, services, and government
employment make up much larger portions of the labor market, this 9% is typically
considered important by the residents living in rural Pacific Northwest arcas. This
figure is consistent with the findings of Thomas Power (Lost Landscapes and Failed
Economies 1996). On page 43, he states that nonmetropolitan areas employed 895
more of the work force in extractive activities (agriculture, forestry, and mining)
than metropolitan areas. Thus, no changes were made to the text. However, the
Power reference has been added to the references chapter.

CR/ 25
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COMMENT
10-12

RESPONSE:

[Pa. 3/43, Sec. 3.9] The agricultural industry provides more than 9% of the
employment in certain local areas of the Columbia River Basin.
Agriculture/economy.

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

It is true that the agricultural industry provides more than 9% of the employment in

some local areas of the Columbia River Basin. However, the EIS is a regional (five-
state) programmatic analysis for which detailed analyses or discussion would not be
possible or appropriate. Thus, no changes were made to the text.

COMMENT
05-06

RESPONSE:

{Pg. 3/43, Sec. 3.9] Add examples of small rural communities to be consistent
with treatment of other population centers. Economics.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

Examples of small rural communities have been added to the FEIS.

COMMENT
{5-07

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 3/43, Sec. 3.10] Photography and birdwatching are not necessarily
associated with camping and hiking. Add the former activities to first sentence
instead. Recreation.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

We have made this change.

COMMENT
05-08

RESPONSE:

CR/ 26

[Pg. 3/44, Sec. 3.1.1] Air Quality discussion seems vague. There are no
qualifying statements about air quality in the Basin (e.g., average number of
limited air quality days in major population centers within the Basin). More
information needed.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

More information regarding air quality within the Columbia River Basin has been
provided in the FEIS.
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General
COMMENT
07-01 Commenter would like to see “as much private land as possible acquired or
leased for wildlife habitat and public use, such as hunting and wildlife
watching.” Land acquisition.
Howard A. Kemper
RESPONSE:  Thank you for your comment.
COMMENT
15-02 Does reintroduction of wildlife species include hatchery stocking of fish?
Arlene Montgomery
Friends of the Wild Swan/Montana Ecosystems Defense Council
RESPONSE: No, it does not.
COMMENT
15-03 Why would predator control be necessary under any scenario? Predators are a
natural part of the ecosystem; they have been unfairly exterminated
... mostly to accommodate cattle and sheep grazing.
Arlene Montgomery
Friends of the Wild Swan/Montana Ecosystems Defense Council
RESPONSE:  BPA does not intend to support predator control as a major element of wildlife
mitigation. Please see response to comment number 19-13 (p. CR/ 16).
COMMENT
15-04 Please define: nuisance animals; unwanted or competing vegetation (noxious
weeds? Or native species that BPA might find undesirable?).
Arlene Montgomery
Friends of the Wild Swan/Montana Ecosystems Defense Council
RESPONSE: Appendix A of the DEIS (page 19) defined undesirable species as those that

extensively damage habitat, other species, or human property, or that are
endangering public health or safety. Several examples of undesirable animals are
also given. Appendix A also describes (page 14) plants that may be considered
undesirable, include noxious weeds, non-native invasive plants, and aggressive,
weedy species. Please see Appendix A for more information.

CR/ 27
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COMMENT
15-10

RESPONSE:

Monitoring requirements are primarily limited to verifying whether the
standards and guidelines are being applied. Monitoring to determine the
effectiveness of the measure outlined in INFISH are given a low priority.
Monitoring the validity of the assumptions used in developing INFISH will not
be done. Please clarify this in your document.

Arlene Montgomery
Friends of the Wild Swan/Montana Ecosystems Defense Council

As discussed on page 4/55 of the DEIS, the Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFISH)
may apply to BPA-supported mitigation actions taking place on Federal lands.
However, it is not the responsibility of BPA or of project applicants to monitor the
validity of the assumptions used in developing INFISH. Under all alternatives, BPA
would support monitoring performance standards specific to the project’s biological
objectives. See also comments 15-06, 17-11 (pgs. CR/ 48 and 49.

COMMENTS
15-07

15-08

RESPONSE:

CR/ 28

Please define “decommissioning of roads.” This should mean removing culverts
and excavating the fill down to the natural stream channel; and involve total re-
contouring of the affected lands.

Arlene Montgomery
Friends of the Wild Swan/Montana Ecosystems Defense Council

Please define “necessary” and “‘unnecessary” roads. What criteria will be used
to determine whether a road is necessary or unnecessary? This should include
existing and planned roads.

Arlene Montgomery
Friends of the Wild SwaniMontana Ecosystems Defense Council

Commenters are referring to a program-wide measure listed under Soils
{Chapter 4).

Decommissioning of roads is a flexible tool. It could mean closing them
permanently to traffic by blocking access. 1t could involve planting the roadbed
or removing culverts and re-shaping to grade. Each situation is different.

Each site-specific Management Plan will identify roads necessary to carry out
the program on that area. Whether existing or new roads are necessary will
depend on site conditions and project needs to be identified for individual
projects.
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COMMENT
15-09

RESPONSE:

Roads should not be constructed in the floodplain or along stream/river
channels. Roads

Arlene Montgomery
Friends of the Wild Swan/Montana Ecosystems Defense Council

We agree. Roads should not be placed in floodplains or along stream channels,
However, in some cases that is the only location available. If necessary,
safeguards will be used to keep disturbance to a minimum.

COMMENTS
10-01

10-05

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 1/1: likely mitigation actions] Irrigated lands should be excluded from fee
title land acquisition and management. A stricter standard for a showing of loss
to wildlife needs to be shown before taking any irrigated land out of production,
or imposing greater power costs on irrigators. The [DEIS] lists and describes
irrigation as a technique for wildlife enhancement [ref: App. A, p. 4]. Therefore
the relationship between the maintenance of irrigated farmlands and related
positive effects on wildlife populations needs to be examined. [See: Council’s
“Wildlife Mitigation Rule and Response to Comments,” 11/21/89, Dissenting
Statement by John C. Brenden.]

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

[Pg. 1/7] Point 2 (elimination of mitigation techniques). Private agricultural
land and private land with appurtenant public grazing rights should be excluded
from land acquisition program because acquisition cost is not equal to proposed
return. Such acquisitions take a larger share of the total budget available for
mitigation. [Cites typical 1993 market values for Basin land showing relatively
higher values for agricultural cropland and pasture.] Without more evidence of
a direct benefit to wildlife, such lands should not be acquired for mitigation
purposes. Market value should be a greater factor in determining whether a
piece of land is acquired.

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

BPA places a priority on using publicly owned tand over private land for wildlife
mitigation, including private agricultural lands. However, BPA does not wish to
limit future options by incorporating your suggestion. Private agricultural lands
may be used to meet mitigation objectives where they represent the most cost-
effective approach. In many cases, agricultural lands can provide long-term habitat
values. In other cases, agricultural Jands can sometimes effectively be returned to
natural habitats. Private lands to be used for wildlife mitigation projects are
acquired only from willing sellers and at market prices.

CR/2Y
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COMMENT
17-07

RESPONSE:

Commenter objects to DEIS proposal to use logging as a deterrent to fire,
asserting that a growing body of evidence shows that logging increases the risk
of wildlife; cites a 1995 Forest Service General Technical Report that finds “All
harvest techniques were associated with increasing rate of spread and flame
length . ..." Commenter holds that logging will increase risk to private
landowners, as well as intensity of wildfires. “In carrying out these types of fire
suppression activities, . . you would actually [be] endangering the public in the
area and the forests . .. . Fire suppression methods are costly and outdated;
the EIS should try to reintroduce historic fire patterns into the area. jCitation:
Congressional Research Service 1994]

John Stanton
The Ecology CenterlAlliance for the Wild Rockies

Logging is not proposed as a method to reduce the risk of fire. Silvicultural
methods, including pruning and thinning, have been used as a way to reduce fuel
loads in certain situations; use of such techniques would remain an option for
Project Managers under BPA's Preferred Alternative.

BPA is proposing to adapt the recormmended goals outlined in the Federal Wildland
Fire Management Policy and Program Review (USDI and USDA 1995, as cited in
the DEIS). That review recommends that agencies develop a plan-by-plan strategy
to introduce landscape-scale prescribed burns across agency boundaries. The report
also directs agencies to seek opportunities to enter into partnerships with Tribal,
state, and private land managers to achieve this objective.

COMMENT
17-25

RESPONSE:

CR/ 30

[App. A] The appendix does not disclose the full range of management
techniques or their effects (e.g., the ecologically detrimental [effects] of fire
suppression activities, grazing, or logging). Timber harvest is not included, not
to mention hard rock mining, oil and gas drilling, and the creation of
hydroelectric and nuclear power facilities. Full disclosure and discussion of
these and all other “management techniques” must be made.

John Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

Timber harvest has been added as an available management technique in Appendix
A, and the consequences of timber harvest have been disclosed in the revised
Environmental Consequences section of the FEIS. Hard-rock mining, oil and gas
drilling, and the creation of hydroelectric and nuclear power facilities are not wildlife
management techniques nor are they the types of activities that would occur on
wildlife mitigation lands.
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{COMMENT

19-14 Only Alternative 3 emphasizes water rights acquisition as a mitigation
techmique. Since water rights are seriously over-allocated, it may be beneficial,
for the purposes of fish and wildlife mitigation, to secure some of the
excessively over-allocated water rights. We suggest further examination of the
feasibility and cost-effectiveness of this technique.

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

RESPONSE:  BPA agrees that water-rights acquisition can benefit wildlife where water is
seriously over-allocated. Under Alternative 6, which is BPA's preferred alternative,
Project Managers would consider the full range of management techniques available
and use the methods that best achieve the biological objective in a cost-effective
manner, as determirted on a case-by-case basis. Water-rights acquisition would be
considered along with the other available techniques.

COMMENT

16-1t1 [Pgs. 2/30-32, Table 2-1] Frequency of use rating is inconsistent. Example:
“Creating or Expanding Wetlands” has a “*” under Alternative 6, but
techniques likely to be used to achieve wetlands creation goals (“Wells,
Diversions, Check Dams/ Impoundments, Pipelines, and Drainage Ditches) are
given a *-" rating. BPA ought to review the assumptions and change ratings as
appropriate.

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

RESPONSE:  Table 2-1 may create some confusion because some techniques can be achieved by
the use of other techniques, as pointed out in your comment. You may expect,
then, that if one technique can be achieved by another, then each should be shown
to be used at the same level of frequency.

However, this is not necessarily the case. The confusion comes from the fact that
each supporting technique (in this case wells, diversions, check dams/
impoundments, pipelines, and drainage ditches ) may not be used as frequently as
the primary technique (in this case, wetland creation or expansion). The difference
oceurs because each supporting technique is not used every time the primary
technique is used.

For example, wells can be used to provide a water source for a created wetland.
However, every wetland project does not require a well. Perhaps only one in ten
wetland projects may require a well. Therefore, while wetland creation and
expansion may be used at a moderate level, the specific technique of establishing a
well may be used infrequently.

CR/ 31
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Likewise, each of the other specific techniques would be used on some occasions
and not used on others. In some cases, none of these techniques would be used
(wetland creation and/or expansion does not always require a new water source).
As a whole, water development techniques would be used at a moderate level, but
each specific technique, as listed in Table 2-1, would be used at a somewhat lower
level. They are, therefore, indicated as infrequent in Table 2-1.

COMMENT

16-12 [Pg. 2/32, Table 2-1] Add “Public Use Management” row under “Multiple Use
Techniques” to more explicitly represent public use interests.

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

RESPONSE:  Inresponse to your comment, Public Use Management has been added as a subtitle
below Education and Recreation in Table 2-1, since education and recreation are
the primary public uses that BPA expects to require management on mitigation
lands. In many cases, techniques were grouped so as to avoid unwieldy number of
techniques. Such is the case for public use management, which is discussed
collectively under "Education and Recreation” (see page 21 of Appendix A in the
DEIS). See also comment by 05-X (Miscellaneous), p. CR/ 50-51.

Specific Techniques'

COMMENTS
05-09 [Pg. 4/49] Add “Culverts can be installed to divert water to vegetated areas in
order to decrease sedimentation and reduce water flows.” Svils: Water dist.
Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec. Beak Consultants, Inc.
05-1% [Pg. 4/59) If designed correctly, culverts and drainage ditches can protect

water quality (see related question under 05-X. p. CR/ 51). Potential benefits
should be listed. Culverts are not inherently bad. Fish/water: Water dist.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

RESPONSE:  BPA has added your suggested wording to the FEIS. The potential benefits of
culverts and drainage ditches have been added to the discussion in Chapter 4,
Environmentat Consequences.

" Each comment is identified at the end as to Resource and Technique applied.

CR/ 32
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COMMENT
16-17

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 4/59} Edit second paragraph to read “Development of culverts with
elevated outfalls ... downstream sediment loads and potentially block fish
passage.” Fish/water: Water dist. Also from commenter 05-X, p. CR/! 51.

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG )

We have made this change.

COMMENT
05-12

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 4/49-50] This section does not mention timber harvest (i.e., selective
cutting, thinning, pruning). This seems to be an important and frequently used
technigue for managing and controlling vegetation. Soils: Vegetation mgmt.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

Timber harvest has been added as an available management technique in Appendix
A, and the consequences of timber harvest have been disclosed in the revised
Environmental Consequences section of the FEIS.

COMMENT
()5-22

RESPONSE:

[Pgs. 4/67-68] Address the use and impacts of fertilizers because they can
affect wildlife populations. Also address use of fertilizers in Veg. Mgmt., pg.
4/69. Wildlife: Plant prop./Vegetation mgmt.

Susun B. Burnes
Env. Spec!. Beak Consultants, Inc.

Impacts of fertilizers on wildlife populations have been added to the discussions
under Wildlife in Chapter 4.

COMMENT
05-15

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 4/56] Change sentence to read “Fertilizers and herbicides may be used . .
" “Would™ implies that they will definitely be used to meet mitigation goals.
Fish/water: Alternative 3

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec. Beak Consultants, Inc.

We have made this change.

CR/ 33
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COMMENT
02-01

RESPONSE:

{Pg. 4/64] By recommending that no herbicides be used within 15 meters

(49 feet) of perennial streams, the EIS fails to address the problem of containing
noxious weeds (in particular, purple loosestrife) in wetland/riparian zones.
Commenter notes EPA and Washington Department of Ecology have
authorized use of Rodeo™ for such control in wetlands/riparian areas, and
recommends it. Fish/water: Mitigation measures

James A. McGee
Wildlife Biologist, PUD #1 Douglas CO.

The bullet immediately preceding the one referenced specifies use of EPA-
approved herbicides for uses in riparian/wetland zones.

COMMENT
05-14

RESPONSE:

|Pgs. 4/52-53] Project managers will need protocols/standards for
decommissioning and for constructing roads. Soils: Mitigation measures

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

Both the General Environmental Protection (5) and the Balanced Action
alternatives (6) would incorporate several program-wide mitigation measures
regarding construction and decommissioning roads; see section 4.1.4.

COMMENT
(02-02

RESPONSE:

CR/ 34

[Pg. 4/78] The EIS does not discuss the need for fire protection to preserve
habitat created by the program. Public carelessness could destroy results.
PUD’s experience is that rural fire district personnel have little stake in
controlling fires on lands that don’t provide direct funding/tax money to the
district. Managers of the habitat projects should have the ability to contract
with a rural fire district, if necessary, to insure the protection of Northwest rate
payers investment in the Program. Vegetation: Mitigation measures

James A. McGee
Wildlife Biologist, PUD #1 Douglas CO.

Under the preferred alternative, project managers would be expected to
consider partnerships with Tribal, state, and private land managers to develop
and implement landscape-scale prescribed burns. (See the prescriptions in
project planning steps 5 and 6.) Also, BPA would expect project managers to
plan projects cooperatively with government agencies or other entities to
maximize planning and management efficiencies (see step 2).
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COMMENT
10-13

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 4/93] To balance agricultural interests, the alternative chosen should
require the continued commercial use of any mitigation lands where economic
benefits are obtained, UNLESS there is predictable and measurable future loss
to wildlife habitat which outweighs the economic benefits obtained.
Economics: Land acquisition.

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

Both the General Environmental Protection (5) and the Balanced Action
alternatives (6) would require project managers to address local economic
concerns. BPA's intent is to provide opportunities for local interests to identify
and resolve local issues in collaboration with project managers. We are not
aware of a model for weighing wildlife benefits against economic benefits that
would better resolve such issues. The Balanced Action Alternative would allow
commercial use of wildlife mitigation lands if consistent with project biological
objectives.

COMMENT
16-21

RESPONSE:

[App- A, A-2, Sec 1.2.2] It is not true that easement acquisition is “usually less
expensive than fee-title and transfer.” Easement acquisition is less expensive in
the short-term, but more costly in the long-term (when O&M costs are
considered). All General Benefits and General drawbacks sections should
address short-term and long-term costs. Cite: Oregon Trust Agreement
Planning Project: potential mitigations to the impacts on Oregon wildlife
resources associated with relevant mainstem Columbia River and Willamette
River hydroelectric projects. February 1993, [Lists all project coordinators.|;
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 1983. Special Report for Congress: Lower
Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation Plan. Available Management
Techniques: Easement acquisition.

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

This factual correction has been made in Appendix A.

CR/ 35
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Existing Analysis

COMMENT
(5-10

RIESPONSE:

|Pg. 4/49] In the short-term, it is true that natural fire management would
increase the risk of high-intensity wildfires; that is not necessarily true for the
long-term. Perhaps add “However, the risk of high-intensity wildfires would
likely decrease in the long term.” Soils: Fire mgmt,

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

Additional language has been added to reflect that the risk of high-intensity fire
would be reduced after these areas burn.

COMMENT
05-11 |Pg. 4/49] First sentence is vague. Need more information on general
decompaosition rates of herbicides to better understand the short-term, long-
term, and cumulative types of herbicides. Soils: Veg. mgmt.
Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.
RESPONSE:  More information on the general decomposition rates of herbicides has been
provided.
COMMENT
05-13 [Pg. 4/51] First paragraph. True initially, but over time the impacts of

RESPONSE:

constructing fences and gates will diminish. Distinguish between short-term
and long-term tmpacts. Soils: Transportation/access.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

This factual correction has been made.

COMMENT

05-20

RESPONSE:

R/ 36

|Pg. 4/62} End par 1: Add words to read “Should access be increased or roads
developed. then stream sedimentation near roads and alteration of stream
courses might increase, therefore directly affecting fish habitat and fish
survival, production, und passage.” Fish/Water: Transportation/ Access.

Susan B. Burnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

Impacts of roads or increased recreational use on fish have been noted in the FEIS,
as suggested by your comment.
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COMMENT
05-16

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 4/58] The potential implications of land acquisition on fish and water
quality are greater than described here, ¢.g., change in land use could have a
significant effect on fish and water quality. Also, should lands be taken out of
crop/stock production, associated erosion impacts would likely be reduced |not
“might be”]. Fish/Water: Land acquisition.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, [nc.

More emphasis has been placed on the implications of land acquisition on fish and
water quality.

COMMENT
05-17

RESPONSE:

{Pg. 4/59] Why would no significant change in water use of management
practice occur in many cases on Jands where water rights are acquired? Impacts
often affect fish and water quality. Why obtain water rights if in most cases
there would be no significant change in water use? Fish/water; Water mgmt.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

In many cases, water rights may be obtained for mitigation sites to maintain flows
rather than to change water use significantly. In other cases, changes in water use
and management would occur. These changes are described in the DEIS under
Water Development and Management Technigues. See comment/response for 19-
14 (p. CR/ 31).

COMMENT
05-19

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 4/62] Change sentence to read “Reduction of grazing us a mitigation
action would likely improve fish habitat . . . .” “Could” is weak, likely an
understatement. Fish/water: Multiple use.

Susan B. Barnes
Env.Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

We have made this change.

CR/ 37



Bonneville Power Administration Wildlife Mitigation Program Final EIS

COMMENT
17-08

RESPONSE:

Grazing has arguable been one of the most damaging activities to have occurred
in the West. [Cites article on ecological costs] Cattie wastes associated with
massive degradation of water guality, plant biodiversity, and riparian areas and
the species dependent on them. Studies indicate grazing’s major impact on the
ecological processes that normally maintain ecosystems health. Grazing
dramatically decreases fire frequency and intensity [changing plant makeup in
grasslands), and retards plant regeneration. Grazing.

John Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

Thank you for your comment. Grazing is addressed in the EIS.

COMMENT
05-21

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 4/67] Re: Alternative 6. Text states that no significant impacts are
expected. Aren’t significant beneficial impacts expected? (Negative impacts
aren’t the only ones that count.) Alternative 6: Wildlife. See similarly pg.
4/112, Sec. 4.13.2, Probable Adverse Effects.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

We have made changes in the text to clarify this point; benefits are aiready
mentioned in the second reference.

COMMENT
(5-23

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 4/69] First par. The direct loss of habitat from pipelines, culverts, ditches
etc. would not significantly impact wildlife. Add “However, these structures
are often placed in already disturbed areas, so the loss of habitat would likely
be minimal.” Wildlife: Water dist.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

We have added this material to the text,

COMMENT
05-24

RESPONSE:

CR/ 38

|Pgs. 4/70-71] Address timber harvest here since it can significantly impact
wildlife. Wildlife: Mult. use.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

The environmental consequences of timber harvest have been added to the FEIS.
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COMMENT
(15-25

RESPONSE;

[Pg. 4/76] Paragraph 2 focuses on adverse effects of such projects on
vegetation. Water development may also benefit vegetation (new sources may
allow vegetation to establish in new areas). Please discuss. Vegetation:
Water devel.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Ine.

Beneficial etfects on vegetation from habitat creation and conversion have been
noted in the FEIS.

COMMENT
05-26

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 4/83] Lands converted to or from forestland would change land use;
however, this is not mentioned. Land/shoreline: Habitat creation.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

Changes in land use resulting from mitigation projects are discussed under
Alternative 2 on page 4/81 of the DEIS.

COMMENT
02-03

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 4/90] Deep-rooted vegetation (which can damage an archeological site)
should not be developed, as appropriate, on any archeological site identified by
a SHPO or a Tribe. Cultural resources: Mitigation measures.

James A. McGee
Wildlife Biologist, PUD #1 Douglas CO.

The Base Response Alternative would require—in consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Officer and affected Tribes— identification of historic and
archeological resources, and preparation of a cultural resource management
plan for significant resources. We expect the cultural resource management
plan to identify appropriate restrictions.

COMMENT
16-18

[Pg. 4/93, Sec. 4.7.3] The government usually pays taxes on lands that they
acquire. Change second paragraph to read as follows [changes in italics|: “For
fee-title acquisition of private property, the property may be converted from
taxable private ownership to nontaxable governmental ownership. Property and
other taxes may be lost to the county and state in which the property is located
and possibly to established special districts that receive funds from tax
assessments. However, federal and state land management agencies
commonly do make payments to counties. When governmental agencies make
payments to counties, it is done as in-lieu payments or other payments which

CR/ 39
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generally compensate the county for any potential revenue loss. Severity of
the impact . . . .” Economics: Land acquisition.

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

RESPONSE:  The text has been modified to reflect this idea.
COMMENT
10-15 [Pg. 4/98, Sec. 4.8.1] Project managers should seek a desired future condition
that does not promote or encourage recreational activity that conflicts with
current agricultural and ranching uses of private and public land. Recreation:
Context.
Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices
RESPONSE:  Access and recreational use will be considered, and affected interests involved,
in the planning for each project.
COMMENT
16-19 [Pg. 4/103, Sec. 4.8.4] Edit third bullet to emphasize the idea the
reintroduction will not occur near important public use areas: “For projects
involving the reintroduction of threatened or endangered species, establish
reintroduction sites consistent with species management andfor recovery
plans.” Recreation/visual: Mitigation measures.
Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG )}
RESPONSE:  These words have been added to the text.

Cumuiative Effects

COMMENTS
(5-27

17-24

C'R/ 40

[Pg. 4/110] Cumulative Impacts, par. 4. Benefits of wildlife mitigation
activities on wildlife are covered in one sentence. If the purpose of the program
is to benefit wildlife, shouldn’t there be more?

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

[Pgs. 4/109-110] BPA has missed the point of a Cumulative Effects analysis,
which is supposed to determine what effect such “localized and relatively
minor” |BPA words| impacts will have cumulatively. Instead, the section
defines what it is supposed to do, instead of doing it. In fact, the EIS should
“include an in-depth analysis of the past. present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions of the BPA, BLM, USFS, State and county land managers, and
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16-20

private individuals. This would mean contacting each of these entities to
determine what they have, are and plan on doing.” The reasonably foreseeable
future should be 5 decades, not a single decade.

John Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

[Pg. 110, Sec. 4.10.2] Replace weak last paragraph on cumulative benefits of
wildlife mitigation activities with the following:

“Wildlife mitigation activities will have numerous beneficial effects on the
wildlife and other resources throughout the Columbia River Basin. For
example, the process of securing and managing lands for wildlife would
provide both short-term and long-term benefits to wildlife. The acquisition of
lands for wildlife will protect existing wildlife habitat values and ensure
habitat availability for wildlife species in the future. Human populations
would also benefit from lands acquired for wildlife as opportunities for
recreation (e.g., wildlife viewing ) are maintained. Acquisition of private lands
also provides additional protection of cultural resources not required of
private land owners.

Plant propagation also will benefit resource within the Basin. Plant
propagation techniques {e.g., seeding, planting) will increase vegetative
diversity, thus providing wildlife with greater habitat diversity. Also plant
propagation will decrease soil erosion by stabilizing exposed soils. This will
benefit water quality which is important to fish and wildlife, as well as to
human populations. The removal of livestock will improve habitar conditions,
increasing wildlife populations.

Habitat restoration/enhancement techniques will also benefit fish, wildlife, and
human populations. Where wetland habitats are restored or enhanced, the
quality of ground and surface waters is expected to improve. Restoration of
wetlands may also raise groundwater levels (which may allow agricultural
practices to occur with less irrigation or result in new narurally occurring
vegetated areas) and buffer the effects of floods. Island restoration and other
habitat enhancement projects will increase habitat diversity, thus benefiting
wildlife populations.

Water development, management, and distribution techniques will bring water
to areas previously without water. These new sources of water will benefir
wildlife populations and the increased presence of vegetation will improve
wildlife habitat diversity. Opportunities for agricultural development may be
extended which will generate revenue and provide habitat for certain wildlife
species.

Vegetation management techniques will help control invasive species which
are currently limiting vegetative diversity. Thus, wildlife will bencfit from
improved habitat diversity. The re-establishment of native species will benefit
Jish and wildlife, as well as traditional Native American cultural uses.

CR/ 41
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RESPONSE:

Implemented fire management techniques will help protect wildlife habitats
and areas of human concern (e.g., facilities) from the risk of high-intensity
fires. Prescribed burns will benefit wildlife by creating and maintaining
habitat diversity.

Species management techniques such as species introductions or the control of
certain species will be beneficial by creating a more natural ecosystem in the
Columbia River Busin  The reintroduction of certain species will help ensure
their long-term survival. Humans will benefit from these efforts as well since
the intrinsic and aesthetic values of wildlife will be preserved for future
generations.

Multiple use techniques implemented in conjunction with wildlife mitigation
activities will also provide benefits to resources throughout the Columbia
River Basin. For example, grazing by cattle and crop production will create
and maintain habitat types required by wildlife species while also providing
economic benefits. The preservation of undeveloped areas in the Basin will
provide short-term and long-term benefits to wildlife habitat and populations,
protect aesthetic values, and provide recreational opportunities.”

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

[05-27] Benefits of wildlife mitigation projects are discussed throughout the
EIS. Major benefits have been summarized in the Cumulative Impacts section
of the FEIS.

[17-24] The DEIS discloses the elements of the wildlife mitigation program that
might contribute to significant cumulative effects (loss of timber or grazing lands
and potentially adding to air quality problems). An in-depth analysis of all past,
present, and future actions in the Colurnbia River Basin is well beyond the scope of
this EIS; therefore, no change has been made in response to this comment.

[16-20] We have added your summary to section 4.10.2 of the FEIS.

The comments below suggest new avenues or approaches to analysis that commenters think
should be used for the Final EIS.

COMMENT
17-12

CR/ 42

The EIS should have comprehensive effects analyses for each of the proposed
activities on all forest management indicator species (especially elk) and should
show that the species identified are the correct ones for this type of project.
Any substitutions should be justified. The EIS should address species-specific



Bonneville Power Administration Wildlife Mitigation Program Final EIS

RESPONSE:

habitat losses expected to occur and the effects project activities will have on
the distribution and movement patterns of wildlife. It should project effects
area-wide.

John Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliunce for the Wild Rockies

Consistent with regulations implementing NEPA, the EIS provides a generic
impact analysis. Without knowing the specific sites of all future wildlife
mitigation activities, it is impossible to evaluate potential effects on specific
wildlife species and their habitat (except that priority species shown in Table 1-
1 would be expected to benefit under any alternative.) However, the Balanced
Action Alternative (6) would require project managers to focus on habitat type
and species priorities that the Council has identified in its Fish and Wildlife
Program. Project managers would also be required to identify the presence of
listed and proposed threatened and endangered species and their habitat; to
involve affected jurisdictions and other interests; and to identify other biological
information needed to make sound project management decisions, establish
project goals, and monitor results. We expect that these procedures would
enable managers to identify indicator species appropriate for individuat projects,
and appropriate project-specific consideration for and monitoring of distribution
and movement of wildlife,

COMMENTS
17-13

17-14

RESPONSE:

The EIS should adequately evaluate impacts of the proposed timber sale on
ungulate habitat, hunter opportunity, wildlife habitat fragmentation, biologicul
diversity, and ESA listed species.

John Sranton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

Analyses must assess how the “timber sale proposals” modify T&E and
sensitive species habitats. EIS should address possibility of extinction, specific
effects on habitat, species survey results, habitat losses associated with each
alternative. Commenter wants to see formal documented consultation with
USFWS for all listed species and particularly the grizzly bear.

John Stanton
The Ecology Center/Alliance for the Wild Rockies

BPA does not propose timber sales or clearcut logging in the EIS. The
Balanced Action Alternative (6) would allow project managers to harvest
timber only if consistent with project biological objectives. All action
alternatives would prohibit activities adversely affecting threatened and
endangered species or their habitat. Alternative 6 would also require project
managers to follow procedures ensuring appropriate consideration of
potentially affected interests and resources.

CR/ 43
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COMMENT
17-15

RESPONSE:

Thorough surveys for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species and
management indicator species must be conducted before NEPA documents are
finalized. Potential effects must be expressed in terms of both local and overall
populations and habitat acres, and distribution of the species in question.
Commenters cite document supporting minimum viable population for grizzlies
at 1,670-2000 bears; cites need for at least 25 million acres for grizzlies. “All
currently suitable habitat must be protected, and corridors linking subpopulation
areas must also be protected.” Commenters ask that BPA include a stipulation
that a thorough site-specific consideration of [cited] research for each proposed
project [be undertaken].

John Stanton
The Ecology Center/Alliance for the Wild Rockies

Surveys are not required nor are they practical for this programmatic EIS
because mitigation sites have not yet been chosen. All alternatives would
require compliance with the Endangered Species Act, including identification of
the presence of listed and proposed threatened and endangered species and their
habitat. The Balanced Action Alternative (6) would also require project
managers to follow procedures ensuring appropriate consideration of
potentially affected resources. A program-wide stipulation to consider research
on grizzly bears would not be appropriate because relatively few projects would
involve grizzly bears or their habitat. The procedural requirements discussed
above should effectively lead to such consideration for projects involving
grizzly bears.

COMMENT
17-16

RESPONSE:

CR/ 44

Commenters request “careful analysis of the impacts to fisheries and water
quality,” including considerations of sedimentation, increases in peak flow,
channel stability, and increases in stream temperature. Cumulative effects
section should also address stream conditions. EIS should disclose specific
locations of specific water sources and effects.

John Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

As noted elsewhere, the EIS provides a generic impact analysis. Without
knowing the specific sites of all future wildlife mitigation activities, it is
impossible to evaluate potential effects on specific water bodies. The Balanced
Action Alternative (6) would require project managers to follow procedures
ensuring appropriate consideration of potentially affected resources and
program-wide measures to protect fish and water resources. As discussed in
section 4.10.2, the cumulative effect on fish and water resources is expected to
be beneficial.
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COMMENT
17-17

RESPONSE

Commenters are concerned over potential, unacceptable degradation of aquatic
environment, including impacts on water quality and sensitive fish species (e.g.,
bull trout). EIS should assess impacts of grazing activities on vegetation
diversity, soil compaction, streambank stability, and sedimentation. No timber
harvesting should take place in riparian areas. No new stream crossings should
be constructed in any drainages.

John Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

Comment noted. BPA is very concerned about protection of fish and water quality;
however, as noted elsewhere in BPA's responses to public comiment, the Wildlife
Muitigation Program EIS provides a generic impacts analysis. Without knowing the
specific sites of all future wildlife mitigation activities, it is impossible to evaluate
potential effects on specific water bodies. Under Alternative 6 (BPA's preferred
alternative), BPA would apply program-wide mitigation measures as appropriate to
protect the aquatic environment.

COMMENT
17-23

RESPONSE;

FEIS must have detailed section on roads and road building activities in analysis
area, including road density numbers versus site standards. [Commenters
specify nature of information to be included and nature of study.] Analysis
must describe timing for obliteration and revegetation, as required by National
Forest Management Act (NFMA). Sites and methods of closure should be
specified, as well as effectiveness of such closures estimated.

John Stanton
The Ecology Center/Alliance for the Wild Rockies

Road building is a very minor element of the overall wildlife mitigation program
because (1) roads are generally developed only for operation and maintenance, and
(2) BPA intends to rely on existing roads wherever possible. (See Table 2-1 of the
DEIS: it indicates relatively infrequent use of road construction.) BPA addressed
impacts from roads at a level commensurate with the anticipated low level of
impact. In addition, because no specific mitigation areas are addressed in this EIS,
no detailed analysis of roads and road building can be provided.

The NFMA applies only to National Forests and would therefore not apply to the
vast majority of wildlife mitigation projects that occur off National Forest Lands.
Where National Forest lands are involved, then the responsible Forest Service
official would ensure that laws and policies applying to the Forest Service are met,
including NFMA,

The Balanced Action Alternative (6) would require project managers to follow
procedures ensuring appropriate consideration of interests and resources that
might be affected by future proposed road building or closure.

CR/ 45
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COMMENTS
17-19

17-20

RESPONSE:

Any project analysis should contain detailed consideration of impacts on
inventoried roadless land with the analysis areas. Commenters are very
concerned about incremental erosion in roadless areas that might prevent
designation as Wilderness. The FEIS should stipulate that timber harvest
activities will be excluded from roadless areas.

John Stanton
The Ecology Center/Alliance for the Wild Rockies

Commenters note a 1990 court ruling that interprets NEPA to require the
Forest Service to consider [give a “‘hard look™ at] biological corridors. The
FEIS should analyze the effects of each alternative on possible biological
corridors, using species-specific assessments of corridor location and
emphasizing grizzly, wolf, wolverine, and elk.

John Stanton
The Ecology Center/Alliance for the Wild Rockies

The Balanced Action Alternative would require project managers to follow
procedures to ensure appropriate consideration of potentially affected interests
and resources, including roadless areas and biological corridors.

COMMENT
17-21

RESPONSE:

Soils analysis should include stability, regeneration capacity, identification of
mass movement potential, soil types, areas unsuitable for timber harvest, past
compaction and erosion and potential for future increases, actual effectiveness
lor failures| of proposed BMP’s in preventing sediment from reaching water
Lourses.

John Stanton
The Ecology Center/Alliance for the Wild Rockies

The Balanced Action Alternative (6) would require project managers to identify
basic physical information needed to make sound decisions, consideration of
erosion control measures, and monitoring.

COMMENT
17-22

RESPONSE:

CR/ 46

The EIS includes old growth. BPA must complete a comprehensive analysis of
this issue for the EIS and provide a plan for the management of such lands
under its care. {Commenters specify techniques to be followed for such
analyses.] Commenters are “firmly opposed” to any reduction in old growth.

John Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

Old growth is a high-priority habitat for protection. In some cases, silvicultural
prescriptions may be used to accelerate the development of old growth
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conditions to support old-growth-dependent species. Otherwise, old growth
would not be changed. A “comprehensive analysis” of old growth is
unwarranted because no significant impacts are expected.

COMMENT
17-18

RESPONSE:

[Modeling] If computer models are used to assess watersheds, then model
assumptions used to determine Equivalent Clearcut Acres be explained. All
cumulative effects should be modeled, including mining, grazing, road building,
timber cutting, and agriculture.

John Stanton
The Ecology Center/Alliance for the Wild Rockies

BPA does not propose timber sales or clearcut logging in the EIS. Please see
response to comment 17-13/14 (p. CR/ 43).

COMMENT
10-16

RESPONSE:

{Pg. 5/117, Sec. 5.7} Because wildlife mitigation . . . must balance agricultural
interests, a rating lower than 160 on the USDA rating system should be used as
a threshold to require the project manager to consider alternatives to convertin g
farmland. For example, commercial crops could be used to achieve wildlife
mitigation objectives.

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

This change was not made because the referenced section (Chapter 5)
specifically addresses regulatory requirements, and the 160 rating is that
required under the Farmland Protection Policy Act. Protection of farmland
would be considered as part of project development, as stakeholders provide
input.

COMMENTS
08-01

19-01

|U.S. Department of the Interior] reviewed the draft EIS and has no comment.
[However, see later comments under #20-01, -02, -03, pgs. CR1 2,5, 15.)
Preston Sleeger
U.S. Department of the Interior
[U.S. Environmental Protection Agency] rates the EIS as EC-2, ‘Environmental

Concerns, Insufficient Information.” Rating is intended to call attention to the
fact that the reader would benefit from having more information about the

CR/ 47
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14-02

18-03

RESPONSE:

Program in the EIS. [See other comments from 19 regarding specific
information needs.]

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

The commenter [Washington Department of Fish and Wildlifej endorses the
comments submitted by the Wildlife Working Group (see all comments by 16).

Bern Shanks
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Commenters |Idaho Fish and Game] have provided specific comments to the
WWG. which is providing them under separate cover [see all comments by 16).

Cal Groen
Chief, Naturul Resources Policy Bureau, lduho Fish and Game

Comments noted.

COMMENTS
15-06

17-11

RESPONSE;

The Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFISH) is only being applied on Forest
Service {not BLM) lands. (PACFISH applies to both agencies.)

Arlene Montgomery
Friends of the Wild Swan/Montana Ecosystems Defense Council

FEIS must stipulate how the standards will conform to INFISH and PACFISH
guidelines.

John Stanton
The Ecology CenteriAlliance for the Wild Rockies

15-06: This factual correction has been made.

17-11  As discussed on page 4/55 of the DEIS, INFISH and/or PACFISH may
apply to BPA-supported mitigation actions taking place on Federal lands. Specific
compliance requirements would be identified on a case-by-case basis as individual
wildlife mitigation projects are developed.

COMMENT
05-02

RESPONSE:

CR/ 48

|Pg. 2/18] Under Step 4, Alternative 4, add statement that Project Managers
would gather baseline information.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, {nc.

Because the Cost and Administrative Efficiency Alternative (4) would minimize
expenses, it excludes a requirement for project managers to establish baseline
information. However, although we would not consider this step as cntical,
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such development would be a reasonable expense that would benefit
achievement of biological objectives; we have therefore included this
requirement in the Balanced Action Alternative (Alternative 6: BPA’s Preferred
Alternative).

COMMENT
05-03

RESPONSE:

[Pg. 2/19] List examples of passive recreation in third bulleted paragraph.

Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

The materizal has been added.

COMMENT
17-26

RESPONSE:

The maps are few and unhelpful. The FEIS should have detailed maps that
disclose effects for all issues, including logging, grazing, and so on. They
should be scaled so that they may be compared.

John Stanton
The Ecology Center/Alliance for the Wild Rockies

Given the broad scope of establishing program-wide standards and guidelines as
proposed, BPA considers the generic type of analysis appropriate. More
detailed maps would not be relevant to the decisions at issue (see section 1.5).
In addition, the specific location of projects has not yet been determined, so
mapping them is not possible or necessary as part of this programmatic EIS.
See also response to comment 17-01 (p. CR/ 17).

COMMENT
16-16

RESPONSE:

[Pgs. 4/54-55, Sec. 4.2.1] Tribes have legal authority over the protection, use,
and management of water resources. Revise first sentence of second paragraph
to read “Several state agencies and Tribes also have regulatory authority . . . .

"[ Pg. 4/54)

Also add a 10th point [pg. 4/55] “10. Indian Tribes: some Tribes regulate
water quality and use.”

Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WWG)

These changes have been made.

CR/ 49
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COMMENTS
(}5-X

RESPONSE:

CR/ 50

The commenter made numerous miscellaneous suggestions to improve the
document.

Text has been changed to reflect all comments as made, with exceptions as
noted below.

* |Pg. 2/20, Sec. 2.1.6: pg. 2/23, under 6.] Add “or avoided” after the word
“mintmized.”

* |Pg. 32, Table 2-1] Add a table key at the bottom.

* [4/45] Regarding the concept of Potential Program-Wide Mitigation
Measures. It seems odd that there are mitigation measures for mitigation
measures. Can another term be used? RESPONSE: We have decided not to

make this recommended change because the term “mitigation™ is used in the
CEQ NEPA regulations.

* [4/48, Sec. 4.1.3] Add “the implementation of " after “reduced by.” Change
“and seedbed preparation” to “as well as seedbed preparation.” Plant
Propagation.

* [4/48] Should “nest types with foundation™ be “nest types with
foundations?” Habitat Creation.

* [4/49] Change last sentence of first paragraph from “reclamation” to “site
restoration and regeneration.” Fire Mgmt.

* [4/52 vs. 4/49] Culverts are characterized as type of erosion control feature,
but also as posing a risk to soil erosion. Need to include benefits on 4/49 to
make consistent with recommendation on 4/52.

* [4/58] Wetland creation may also have no effect on fish. Habitat Conversion.

* 14/59] Add to end of sentence “and block fish passage.” Water Dist.
Techniques, second paragraph.

* |4/60] Change sentence to read “An analysis of each type of herbicide is
beyond ....” Veg. Mgmt, second paragraph, next-to-last sentence.

* [4/66, Alt 3; also App A, pg. 14, par. 2} Change “prescribed burn” to
“prescribed burning.”

* [4/69, par 5] Re: Veg. Mgmt impacts discussion. Also applies to fish, but is
not addressed in fish section. Add this discussion to Veg. Mgmt. Section for
fish.

* {4/70] Predator control is listed in table 2-1 as an implemented technique, but
is not discussed here. Species Mgmt.

* [4/84] Change sentence to include increase or decrease of water table. Veg.
Mgmit, last sentence.
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* [4/106, Alt. 5] Table 2-1 says fertilizers/herbicides have an “infrequent use”
rating; fire a moderate level of use. In text here, it says low level of all three for
Alternative 5. Please address inconsistency.

* [4/106] “Locally’ is too vague: how far might effects be seen/measured?
Could use some more information here. Plant Propagation Tech.

* [4/107] If auto emissions would disperse quickly, would the dust/vehicle
emissions mentioned (Habitat Creation, Water Devel. Mgmt., Water Dist.
Techniques) also do so? Seems inconsistent. Mult. Use Tech.

* JApp. A, pg. 13} re: General Drawbacks. Add “can increase sediment
delivery into rivers and streams.” RESPONSE: This change was not added
because only general drawbacks are described in Appendix A. The main text in
Chapter 4 provides details regarding impacts.

* [App. A, Sec. 9.1.1. pg. 20] Change second sentence to read * . . . and
planting uncultivated areas can improve habitat for certain species.”

* [App. A, Sec. 9.4.3, pg. 22] Add the following bullet: “Adverse impacts to
soil, water quality, fish habitat, and riparian vegetation from trampling of
vegetation, soil compaction increase sediment loading into streams.”

* [App. A, Sec. 10.1.3. pg. 23] Add bullet: “‘aesthetically unpleasant” to
characteristics of fences and gates.

* [App. A, Sec 10.2.3] No mention of effects of roads on natural resources.
Add bullet: “Impacts to natural resources (i.e., water quality, wildlife
populations).”

Comments from Susan B. Barnes
Env. Spec./ Beak Consultants, Inc.

COMMENT
13-05

RESPONSE:

[Pgs. 1/4, 3/36] Tables 1-1 and 2-3. Table 1-1 represents present [Council|
priorities [for wildlife species], but the table’s function in the DEIS among
alternatives is unknown. Table 2-3. Compliance row for Alternative 5 states
that the alternative may be inconsistent with agency statutory authorities; this
statement is not explained anywhere in the text.

Alexis DeCaprio/Emilee Moeller
Northwest Environmental Defense Center

Table -1 identifies the Council’s priorities for wildlife mitigation, based on the
loss assessments, and therefore the species most likely to benefit from
implementation of the Fish and Wildlife Program. Table 1-1 was intended to
provide context for understanding the program; we have revised the EIS to
include additional context. The table has no particular function among the
alternatives.

CR/ 51
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The statement in Table 2-3 refers to the fact that Alternative 5 includes assisting
local economies as a major goal; project managers would have to obtain
funding for these monitoring and assistance activities from entities other than
BPA, because BPA has no legal authority to provide funding for economic
mitigation. The text has been revised to expand on this concept.

COMMENT
16-X

RESPONSE:

R/ 52

The commenter made the following miscellaneous suggestions to improve the
document:

Text has been changed to reflect all comments as made, with exceptions as
noted below.

* [Pg. 2/23, Step 6] Edit last bulleted paragraph to read “To protect farm
land, acquire lands not currently under commercial agricultural use.”

* [Pg. 25, Step 7] Edit first bulleted paragraph to read “Monitor performance .
.. and natural resources( e.g., fish, wildlife, soils, water quality).”

* [Pg. 2/27] Edit first asterisk, second bullet under Step 5 toread © . ..
protection of high quality native or other habitat or species of special concern
(whether at the project site or adjacent to the project site), including . ... 7

* {Pg. 2/29, top bullet] Edit bullet paragraph to clarify that use of local
supplies and labor may not be possible in all circumstances, but will be the
preferred choice: “Encourage the use of available local supplies and labor . . . .

* [Pg. 4/97, Sec. 4.7.4] Change first bullet to read “Encourage the use of
available local supplies . ... ” (it’s not always feasible to do so).

* The phrases “wetland creation” and “habitat creation” are no longer
commonly used; such projects are now referred to as “restoration” or
“enhancement” projects. Change ali references throughout EIS to correspond
(wetland restoration/enthancement or habitat restoration/enhancement;.
Specific locations include: Table 2-1, Pgs. 4/47 (Alternative 5), 4/48, 4/63
fourth and fifth bullets, Appendix A, Pgs. 5-6. RESPONSE: BPA has not made
the suggested change, and continues to use the term "creation" because we feel it
best describes the specific technique we are intending to characterize. BPA
specifically avoided the use of the term "enhancement” because it can be
misunderstood to connote efforts above and beyond the act of mitigating for habitat
lost due to Federal hydroelectric projects. The specific technique of wetland
creation, as intended by BPA, is to establish wetlands where none previously
existed. Wetland restoration, an activity aimed at restoring existing but degraded
wetlands to more natural conditions, is and will remain an important element of the
wildlife mitigation program and, according to the way we categorized techniques,
would be accomplished at mitigation sites by employing other techniques described
in Appendix A, such as plant propagation techniques and water development,
management. and distribution techniques.
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* Fee-title acquisition and transfer are not one and the same; they may be
implemented separately and therefore should be (a) considered separate
techniques in the EIS and (b) discussed separately. Change throughout to *“‘Fee-
Title Acquisition” and “Fee-Title Transfer” and address appropriately. See
especially pg. 30 (Table 2-1) and App. A, pg. |. RESPONSE: BPA agrees that
these techniques can be separated. However, for the purposes of this EiS,
these techniques are considered collectively because they have essentially
identical environmental consequences. BPA will support the approach to
resource acquisition that best accomplishes wildlife mitigation objectives in a
cost-effective manner.

Comments from Chris Merker, Chair
Wildlife Working Group (WW( )

The comments below fell outside the scope of this EIS. We have supplied some information

on edch.

COMMENT
01-01

RESPONSE:

Commenter wants to ensure that the importance of maintaining the food chain
in nature is covered in the EIS,

JW._ Feigel

This is an important concept, but does not fall within the need or purposes of
this EIS.

COMMENTS
04-01

04-03

RESPONSE:

[Summary] There has been no evidence to show that wildlife were damaged by
the dams or that mitigation to address such damage is appropriate.

LD Anderson
Stevens County Commissioner

[Summary] The EIS uses jargon and doubletalk here as in other government
proposals; it hides the fact that no mitigation is needed.

J.D Anderson
Stevens County Commiissioner

A legal document that discusses biological and technical issues must at times
use terms specific to law and science. BPA has attempted to ensure that
technical and legal terms are adequately defined. Without specific reference to
passages of the EIS, no change can be made.

CR/ 53
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As for the need for mitigation, Congress disagreed with commentor. See
section 4 of the Northwest Power Act, 16 U.S.C. §3§ 839b(h)(1}-839b(h){(11),
and the accompanying legislative history.

COMMENT
11-01 When site-specific projects are identified, a wetland analysis should be prepared
for each specific site for the Washington Department of Ecology review.
Rebecca Inman
Washington Department of Ecology
RESPONSE:  Such analyses will take place, but at the project level; results will be reported
out at that time; and in any subsequent NEPA documents.
COMMENT
12-0i Comunenter recommends that BPA funds be used to purchase rniver bottom
lands available from timber companies that have clearcut lands in Yaak Valley
area where habitat loss has occurred through the creation of Lake Koocanusa,
genetically isolating species.
Rick Bass
RESPONSE:  We suggest that the commenter direct his idea to the Northwest Pacific
Planning Council for potential funding; this EIS does not cover site-specific
actions.
COMMENT
17-03 FEIS must not discuss any local economic considerations, grazing, timber
harvest, and other resource extraction activities because this document is
supposed to deal with effects of hydroelectric development.
John Stanton
The Ecology CenterfAlliance for the Wild Rockics
RESPONSE:  We believe it is appropriate to discuss such considerations. According to
regulations implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA, *‘Human
environment’ shall be interpreted comprehensively to include the natural and
physical environment and the relationship of people with that environment.”
(40 CFR 1508.14) Also, “Effects include . . . cultural, economic, social . .. .”
(40 CFR 150¥%.8)
COMMENT
10-03 [Pgs. 1/6-7} Decisions to Be Made. Budget allocations for actions proposed

CR/ 54

by any one impacted party, such as the Tribes, should be strictly limited to fixed
percentages. [Commenter cites Washington Wildlife mitigation budget: 11.3%
made available for projects proposed by the Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation; provisions that coalition members could agree to
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RESPONSE:

change percentage allocations.] The [Wildlife Mitigation] plan should prohibit
changes in fixed allocations because doing so would not be consistent with this
NEPA process to allow a balancing of interests.

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

Other than contracts for specific mitigation measures, BPA has no legal
obligation to fund any particular wildlife manager—agency or Tribe—in any
particular amount. There are no “fixed allocations™ to change. BPA intends to
use the Program and the new Northwest Power Act section 4(h)(10)(D}
prioritization process (the Gorton Amendment) as guides to fund the most cost-
effective wildlife mitigation measures, regardless of what entity proposes the
measure or hopes to implement it.

COMMENT
10-04

RESPONSE:

[Pgs. 1/6-7] Decisions to Be Made. Project funding should be prohibited
unless actual loss and high probability of improvement are shown with scientific
evidence. Implementing a mitigation project upon a finding of a previous loss
of wildlife habitat, without evidence of probable benefits to wildlife habitat upon
implementation, is not enough to compensate for increased power costs.

Laura Schroeder
Schroeder Law Offices

We disagree. Section 4(h)(6) of the Northwest Power Act encourages the
Council to adopt into the Program mitigation measures that will address
system-wide impacts, not just impacts on a project-by-project basis. Similarly,
BPA has been authorized to fund those system-wide measures. BPA may
undertake these measures without conducting a cost-benefit analysis. (See
response to comment 13-01, p. CR/7.) BPA does endeavor to mitigate in
place, in kind, but this is not always possible.

COMMENT
19-09

RESPONSE:

What proportion of mitigation dollars or projects are being focused on
important upland habitats, e.g., old growth forest, shrub-steppe habitat, and
native grass and shrublands, vs. riparian areas and wetlands? What proportion
of funds and projects are devoted to land acquisition and maintenance of natural
habitats vs. restoration or manipulation of managed lands? How would each
alternative change these emphases?

Richard B. Parkin
Manager, Geographic Implementation Unit, U.S. EPA

No studies have been done to determine the proportion of expenditures on
habitat types or mitigation techniques, there are no quotas, and such studies are
outside the scope of this EIS. Table 2-1 indicates each alternative’s tendency to

CR/ 55
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influence a relative increased or decreased use of particular techniques, but is
not an absolute measurement or quota.

COMMENT
10-11

RESPONSE:

CR/ 56

|Pg. 2/11] Step 6. Funding should be directed to agricultural members of the
region, perhaps through the Oregon Department of Agriculture and its
extension service, to cover costs to identify and implement the use of pesticides,
herbicides, and fertilizers with the lowest environmental cost that still achieve
results economically viable to the agricultural industry.

Laura Schroeder

Schroeder Law Offices

This comment is beyond the scope of the FEIS. If commenter believes that this
proposal has a place in the Region’s wildlife mitigation strategy, she should
submit her proposal to the Council for consideration.

9
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Appendix A: Available Management Techniques

Many techniques are available to create, protect, enhance, and manage wildlife habitats under the
Northwest Power Planning Council's wildlife program. This section summarizes the primary
techniques that may be implemented under some or all of the alternatives being evaluated in this EIS.

The techniques have been classified into 10 major categories:

Resource Acquisition Techniques,

Plant Propagation Techniques,

Habitat Creation and Conversion,

Water Development and Management Techniques,
Water Distribution Techniques,

Fire Management Techniques,

Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control,
Species Management Techniques,

Multiple Use Techniques, and

Transportation/Access Techniques.

For each major category, a series of specific techniques is listed and described in the following
sections. Each specific technique description includes an overview of the technique followed by a
brief listing of some general benefits and drawbacks of the technique.

1 RESOURCE ACQUISITION TECHNIQUES

This section describes several techniques that may be used to obtain lands for wildlife mitigation.
1.1 Fee-Title Acquisition and Transfer

1.1.1 Overview of Technique

Fee-title acquisition and transfer is a three-step process: (1) directly purchasing property, (2) placing
restrictions or protective covenants on the title, and (3) reselling or transferring ownership of the
property. For the wildlife mitigation program, properties would most likely be transferred as trust
lands to Tribal or state fish and wildlife agencies. Terms and conditions of long-term funding and
management would be formally stipulated in a signed agreement between BPA and the management
entity.

This approach can be used to protect important habitat areas, such as mule deer winter range, a
waterfowl breeding area, or a high-quality native habitat (e.g., shrub-steppe).

Appendix A/1
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1.1.2 General Benefits

allows complete control of restrictions and covenants

restrictions are usually permanent

enhances tribal cultural values, and provides increased opportunity to practice traditional
tribal activities

1.1.3 General Drawbacks

= higher expense than other land acquisition techniques
= may diminish local property tax base or revenue generation (e.g., forest products,
agriculture)

1.2 Easement Acquisition

1.2.1 Overview of Technique

Easement acquisition is the purchase of partial rights to a property. Easements may be temporary;
however, typically, perpetual easements are acquired for habitat management. The purchaser,
referred to as the dominant tenant, owns the rights to specific aspects of use on the subject property,
such as timber, grazing, mineral, or development rights. The seller, referred to as the servient tenant,
retains the right for other uses of the land. The cost of the easement is derived from the difference
between the assessed value of the property with and without the easement. Easements can be a very
cost-effective approach to protecting habitat.

General types of easements that could be obtained include wetland and high-quality native habitat
protection easements and forest and agricultural practices easements. Agricultural practices easements
could stipulate the types and acreages of crops to be cultivated, define the amount of cropland to be
set aside for wildlife foraging areas, and set limifations on certain cropland management practices,
such as fertilizer and pesticide use.

1.2.2 General Benefits

=  potentially less expensive than fee-title acquisition and transfer in the short term (but
long-term cost effectiveness may be higher, see below)
= potential for lower loss of tax revenues on commodity production

1.2.3 General Drawbacks

limited management capability
may provide less control over restrictions and covenants than does fee-title acquisition and
transfer because a tenant is involved

=  potential loss of tax and commodity revenues if lands are converted from crop or timber
production

= possible loss of tax and commodity revenues if lands are converted from private to public
ownership

= long-term cost effectiveness may be less than fee-title acquisition because the fewer
options available under Easement Acquisition can result in lower habitat value gains
(BPA 1993)

Appendix A/2



Bonneville Power Administration Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft EIS

1.3 Long-Term Lease
1.3.1 Overview of Technique
Long-term leases involve leasing a property over a long period, generally for 50 years or more. The
Canadian Wildlife Service has used this method to protect waterfowl habitat on private farmland in the
prairie potholes of central Canada (Gilbert and Dodds 1987).
1.3.2 General Benefits

allows flexibility for both owner and lessee

less costly than fee-title or easement acquisition and transfer
®  minimal or no loss of tax revenues

1.3.3 General Drawbacks
not permanent

®  possible loss of tax and commodity revenues if lands are converted from crop or timber
production

2 PLANT PROPAGATION TECHNIQUES

Cultivation of desirable plants for wildlife is one of the most commonly employed active methods of
wildlife habitat improvement. Four general techniques are available to propagate plants: (1)
transplanting, (2) seeding, (3) irrigation, and (4) fertilization.

2.1 Transplanting Vegetation
2.1.1 Overview of Technique
Transplanting vegetation involves the planting of established plants. Plants can range from seedlings
to mature but typically involve 1- to 2-year-old plants. Plants may be planted by hand or by machine.
Machines are best used for placing seedlings on relatively flat ground.
2.1.2 General Benefits
®=  can have a high success rate relative to other techniques, especially where seeding has
failed
significant results can often be seen within 5 years
®  can be accomplished without major disturbance of the soil over a large area
2.1.3 General Drawbacks
more time and labor intensive than seeding

®  established plants cost more than seedlings or seed
®  may not be necessary where natural regeneration occurs
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2.2 Seeding
2.2.1 Overview of Technique

Seeding can be used to produce food or cover habitat for wildlife, create or simulate native plant
communities, or stabilize exposed soils. The process of seeding for wildlife habitat improvement is
typically similar to crop production, where first a seedbed is prepared by prescribed burning or by
plowing, disking, or trenching. Where heavy brush is present, sites may be cleared by dragging a
heavy chain over the planting area to break off or uproot unwanted shrubs. Disking may be used to
augment soils with mulch or other materials. Seeds can be distribuied either by hand, tractor (with
drill, spreader, or other device attached), or fixed-winged aircraft or helicopter. Use of aircraft
generally requires over 50% more seed (Payne and Copes 1986).

After planting, many types of seed need to be covered to germinate, Covering is accomplished
through mechanical methods (such as dragging a large chain or cable, or by harrowing) or through
placement of mulch or other organic material on top of planted beds. Grazing in seeded areas is
usually postponed until seeded plants are established.

Once seeds have been distributed and covered, fertilizer and/or irrigation may be needed to support
survival and development (these techniques are described separately below).

2.2.2 General Benefits

= generally involves less labor than transplanting
s distributing seeds costs less per unit area than transplanting established plants

2.2.3 General Drawbacks

= seeds are more vulnerable to desiccation than established plants and may not survive on
disturbed or otherwise open sites
= may take several years to reach program objectives

2.3 lIrrigation

2.3.1 Overview of Technique

Irrigation involves the application of water on plants to encourage survival and growth. There are
several irrigation methods that may apply to wildlife habitat enhancement. Central pivot irrigation
systems involve a mobile irrigating pipe anchored to a central pivot. The pipe slowly moves as water
is delivered, eventually covering a circular area, just like the sweep of the hour hand on a clock.
Water cannons and sprinklers are another method used to deliver water. These are essentially grand
versions of home watering sprinklers. Flat lands can also be irrigated through water diversions using
a series of conveyance channels and rills (also called furrows). Water trucks can be used to apply
water to small areas.

Because irrigation is relatively expensive, it is used sparingly in wildlife habitat enhancement projects.

The most typical use is to support newly transplanted or seeded areas through the initial stages of
establishment. Where water is readily available, irrigation becomes a more viable technique.
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2.3.2 General Benefits
=  can make the difference between success and failure of planting efforts in dry climates or

if conditions become unexpectedly dry
= can accelerate the establishment of vegetation

2.3.3 General Drawbacks

=  can be expensive, especially if water and irrigation equipment are not readily available
2.4 Fertilization
2.4.1 Overview of Technique
Fertilization is the application of nutrients to support plant survival and growth. Typical chemicals
applied include elemental nutrients such as nitrogen, phosphorus, potassium, sulfur, and zinc.
Fertilizers may be organic and may include compost or other less refined materials to augment soil
nutrient content. This assessment also considers the application of lime to reduce soil acidity as a type
of fertilization.
Fertilizer can be applied in several ways. Broadcast application involves spraying liquid fertilizer
from a helicopter or fixed-winged aircraft. Land-based application may include banding, where
fertilizer is applied in bands from a tractor. Banding is more controliable and requires less fertilizer
than broadcast application. Fertilizer is also sometimes applied in irrigation water.
2.4.2 General Benefits

increases success, growth, and establishment of planted vegetation

=  can be used to improve habitat in areas where poor habitat conditions are the result of
chemical deficiencies in the soil

2.4.3 General Drawbacks

= can be expensive
= can impact water quality

3 HABITAT CREATION AND CONVERSION

This section discusses specific techniques other than vegetative propagation that involve creating
habitat for wildlife. Techniques described include creating wetlands, artificial islands, and artificial
nest structures.
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3.1 Creating Wetlands

3.1.1 Overview of Technique

Wetlands can be created either by excavating to groundwater, diverting surface water flow, or
impounding surface water flow. Excavation to below the water level is a common practice that is
sometimes combined with surface water diversion. Flow from surface water sources can be diverted
to created depressions, to natural depressions, or to diked or bermed areas. Impoundments involve
the construction of some mechanism on a stream or intermittent channel to serve as a dam, with the
created wetland forming behind the dam.

Common practices for wetland creation include the use of heavy equipment, including excavators,
backhoes, and graders. Blasting may also be used to excavate soils. Soil may be moved out of or
brought onto a site, depending on the specific characteristics of the site. Wetlands can also be created
using the traditional knowledge of tribal cultures. For example, introducing beavers (which build dams
that create ponds) can result in high-quality wetland systems that may more accurately reflect natural
conditions. Other species, such as muskrat and otter, may also interact with wetlands to create more
natural conditions.

3.1.2 General Benefits

®  can provide water where water is a limiting factor in the distribution of certain desirable
species

3.1.3 General Drawbacks

= displaces upland habitat
=  can inadvertently affect adjacent lands, potentially causing unintended land use restrictions

3.2 Artiticial Islands
3.2.1 Overview

Creating islands involves placement of a structure or material within standing water. Islands may be
either permanent or temporary, depending on management objectives.

Several types of structures have been developed to create islands. Simple although temporary islands
can be made from brush or hay. Floating "islands" can be made by mounting a platform on logs or
styrofoam.

More permanent and substantial islands can be made from soil and rock. These are most practical to
install during excavation of created wetlands, although islands can be placed in existing wetlands,
especially those that can be drained. Payne and Copes (1986) recommend that earthen islands be
between 10 and 50 feet wide, with 3 feet elevation, covering at least 0.05 acre, and having 6:1 or
flatter slopes. Vegetation is usually planted on created earthen islands. Construction of earthen
islands usually involves a bulldozer and front-end loader.
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3.2.2 General Benefits

provides nesting habitat
reduces predation rates
®m  creates more shoreline

3.2.3 General Drawbacks

can require substantial effort
®  can cause temporary turbidity and sedimentation

3.3 Artificial Nest Structures
3.3.1 Overview of Technique

Artificial nest structures are often developed in areas where suitable habitat is present to support
breeding animals, but where there is a lack of suitable nesting habitat. Nest structures include
birdhouses, nest baskets, and nest platforms. Nesting cavities may also be created by installing snags
(dead standing trees) or by blasting or otherwise opening shallow caves on cliffs. Other structures
include bat roosting boxes and placement of logs for turtle basking sites.

3.3.2 General Benefits

can allow for increased species diversity

= can simulate conditions that had occurred naturally but that have been removed through
human activities or other disturbances

= can have high public profile and appeal

3.3.3 General Drawbacks

may attract predators

can be visually unattractive

usually provide only temporary benefits
often require annual maintenance

4 WATER DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUES

The development and control of water is one of the most effective management tools to improve
habitat values. Techniques vary widely, from creating a small water source for quail to establishing a
wintering refuge for waterfowl.

This section describes some of the major techniques available to secure water and to develop water
sources at wildlife areas. Please see Section 2.3 (Irrigation) and Section 5 (Water Distribution
Techniques) for other water-related techniques. Techniques described in this section include creating
wells, diverting water, developing springs, impounding water, installing guzzlers (self-filling
structures that provide drinking water), and acquiring water rights.
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4.1 Wells
4.1.1 Overview of Technique

Well systems involve drilling to and tapping into groundwater sources to provide water for habitat
improvement for administrative or public use. Construction usually involves a small drilling rig
which is typically mounted on a vehicle. Following access to the well, pipe is installed to transport
water from the well, and a pump and distribution assembly is placed at the well head and housed in a
small structure. Distribution lines are then established. The diameter of pipe and distribution lines
depends on water demand but is typically less than 12 inches.

4.1.2 General Benefits

=  obtaining water rights for a well can sometimes be easier than obtaining surface water
rights

4.1.3 General Drawbacks
®  pumping, delivery, and maintenance costs to support a preserve that does not generate
revenue may be excessive
®  may raise concerns regarding aquifer depletion

4.2 Diversions

4.2.1 Overview of Technique

Water diversions involve drawing water from surface sources, usually streams or rivers. Water can
be drawn using siphons, pumps, or conveyance ditches. Siphons can be portable hoses or may be
housed in permanent structures. Pumps require a small area for the pump assembly (generally less
than 100 square feet) and associated pipelines for distribution (see "Water Distribution Techniques"
section below). Conveyance ditches can be lined or unlined and involve excavation of channels
ranging from a few feet up to 12 feet or more in depth and width.

4.2.2 General Benefits
= relatively simple and inexpensive technique
4.2.3 General Drawbacks
water rights may be difficult to secure
water source can be unpredictable and shortages may occur

some concerns may arise regarding potential effects on the aquatic environment from
runoff, leaching, and drawdown of the water source
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4.3 Spring Development

4.3.1 Overview of Technique

Springs and seeps occur where groundwater escapes to the surface. In general, springs provide
greater amounts of water than seeps. Both can be tapped and collected to provide water to wildlife.

Spring or seep development requires (1} a field of gravel or sand to collect water, (2) a pipe to drain
the field, (3) a storage area or head box to collect and temporarily store water, and (4) a pipe
connected to a trough to serve as a drinking basin for wildlife.

In most cases, development of a spring requires excavation to install the drainage field and, if
necessary, an impermeable barrier to prevent flowthrough. For wildlife use, spring and seep
development involves relatively minor construction because of the small area required to provide a
benefit.

4.3.2 General Benefits

provides water for wildlife
®  can increase vegetation and associated habitat values

4.3.3 General Drawbhacks

= source water for springs can change naturally or by disturbance caused during spring
development

4.4 Check Dams/Iimpoundments
4.4.1 Overview of Technique

Impoundments can be one of the simplest ways to create a water feature. Several scales and designs
of impoundments are available to the wildlife manager. Impoundments can range from simple earthen
levees to elaborate concrete dams. Examples include simple embankments made from onsite soils;
clay-core dams, which contain a hard clay center; and diaphragm dikes, which contain an outer layer
of concrete, steel, or wood to hold back water.

The level of construction required depends upon the magnitude of the impoundment. Simple soil
berms require relatively little construction work while an elaborate concrete dam would require larger
crews. Construction of dikes and levees typically involves heavy equipment, including a front-end
loader, excavator, dump truck, bulldozer, and grader. Blasting may be required to remove rock or
stumps or to dig out the foundation area.

Impoundments usually require spillways to allow excess water to pass during heavy flows. Spillways

may be constructed from concrete, wood, steel, or earth. On smaller impoundments, simple overflow
tubes may be sufficient to release potential floodwaters.
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4.4.2 General Benefits

= provides controllable water features to attract desired species or to establish desired
habitat

4.4.3 General Drawbacks

= design can require extensive engineering considerations
®  excavation may affect archeological resources

4.5 Guzzlers

4.5.1 Overview of Technique

Guzzlers are permanent water catchment and storage devices used to provide drinking water for
wildlife. They are typically composed of a lined receiving area that is filled from rainwater collected
on an impervious surface (called an apron). Several types of designs, materials, and sizes have been
used to construct guzzlers.

The size and design of a guzzler is determined by the expected water source and dry season, as well
as the type and number of animals it is intended to serve. Some guzzlers constructed for game birds
in temperate areas (i.e., non-arid) take up less than 200 square feet, while guzzlers constructed for
deer or similar large animals in arid lands can take up to 4,000 square feet or more. A compact
guzzler has been designed for quail. It consists of a 6-foot by 12-foot roof positioned above a storage
container. The Natural Resource Conservation Service has developed a guzzler design that would be
appropriate for use on wildlife mitigation lands.

The holding container can be constructed of concrete, plastic, fiberglass, or metal. Aprons can be
made from sealed pavement, asphalt, metal roofing material, plastic sheeting, or similar material.
The holding container may be buried or left above ground.

Construction of guzzlers typically involves small construction equipment (such as a bobcat or backhoe)
and crews of four or five people.

4.5.2 General Benefits

can allow species use in areas where water deficits have previously excluded use
®  once installed, guzzlers require little maintenance

4.5.3 General Drawbacks

® may not be appropriate in some situations because factors other than water are limiting
species abundance or distribution
can be visually unattractive
can attract predators
ground disturbance during construction may affect archeological resources
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4.6 Water Rights Acquisition

4.6.1 Overview of Technique

Water may be required for habitat improvement projects, or for domestic use at administrative or
public use facilities. Water rights acquisition typically involves purchasing existing water rights which
is often accomplished as part of the land purchase. Most surface water sources in the western United

States have already been fully allocated, so purchasing water rights can be the only way to acquire
water where well water is not available,

4.6.2 General Benefits
=  can provide water without the need to search for and develop a new water source,
although in some cases the source may need to be developed (e.g., construction of a
diversion dam)

4.6.3 General Drawbacks

can be expensive
= water rights are not always available if there are conflicts with prior rights

5 WATER DISTRIBUTION TECHNIQUES

The distribution of water is a critical element in any water management program. This section
describes the three major techniques used to distribute water at wildlife areas: pipelines, culverts, and
drainage ditches/conveyance channels.

5.1 Pipelines

5.1.1 Overview of Technique

Pipelines associated with habitat enhancement areas usually involve pipes ranging from 4 to 12 inches
in diameter. They can be placed in the ground or above. Placement in the ground typically involves

minor trenching using a backhoe or similar equipment.

Pipelines are used to distribute water for irrigation to support habitat enhancement, for flooding to
create and maintain wetlands, or for domestic use at administrative or public facilities.

5.1.2 General Benefits
®  minimizes water losses from infiltration and evaporation
5.1.3 General Drawbacks
requires more initial investment to install and can require more effort to maintain

disturbs vegetation
= trenching may affect archeological resources
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5.2 Culverts
5.2.1 Overview of Technique

Culverts are structures that allow water to flow through an otherwise impassible barrier. They are
most commonly used to allow water passage through roadbeds to maintain water levels of wetlands, to
support riparian vegetation, or to protect natural drainage corridors.

Culverts are best placed during road construction, but they may be installed in finished roads as well.
Installation usually requires a backhoe or similar excavating equipment.

Culverts are typically corrugated metal but may also be constructed of concrete. Types used in habitat
enhancement projects may include standard culverts or box culverts. In general, standard culverts
(which are simply round, corrugated metal tubes) are most commonly used. Box culverts, which are
square culverts, are typically larger than standard culverts and can be constructed to allow for a
natural stream substrate. Box culverts are most commonly used when fish passage is a design
consideration.

Occasionally, gabions (rock-filled wire cages), rocks, logs, concrete weirs, or low-head dams (with,
for example, a 1-foot rise) are placed below culverts to facilitate fish passage or to protect riparian
habitat.

5.2.2 General Benefits

allows drainage to follow natural course
= relatively simple to install and maintain

5.2.3 General Drawbacks

can cause erosion downstream when a significant drop occurs at the outfall
= can inhibit fish passage

5.3 Drainage Ditches/Conveyance Channels

5.3.1 Overview of Technique

Drainage ditches and conveyance channels are similar in construction and purpose. Drainage ditches
are used to divert or drain water while conveyance channels are used to deliver water. Installation of
both generally requires trenching or ditching. The ditches or channels may be lined or unlined.
Ditches are constructed using a backhoe or excavator.

Drainage ditches and conveyance channels may be used to control the water regime of a managed

wetland. They may also be used to support irrigation of habitat enhancement areas or to protect
certain habitats from unwanted flooding.

5.3.2 General Benefits

»  important element of controlled water regimes
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5.3.3 General Drawbacks

= excavation may affect archeological resources

6 FIRE MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUES

As one of the most powerful natural agents of disturbance, fire plays a major role in shaping
vegetation communities and associated wildlife habitats. Because of this, fire management can be a
major element in any wildlife management program.

This section describes two different techniques for managing fire and the fuels that support fire. The
tirst technique involves an active approach, while the second is more passive. A combination of the
two techniques can be developed based on specific land characteristics and management objectives.
Please see Section 7.5 (Prescribed Burn) for a description of the use of fire as a tool to control
vegetation.

6.1 Prompt Fire Suppression and Fuels Management

6.1.1 Overview of Technique

This technique involves active management to replace the role that natural fire regimes play in
rangeland and forest ecosystems. Methods employed include direct and aggressive attack of most
unplanned fires. Prescribed burns may be used to reduce fuel loads (see the section on prescribed
burning under "Vegetation Management” below). Thinning and other silvicultural methods in forested
areas may also be used to reduce fuels.

6.1.2 General Benefits

more predictable and controllable than natural fire
®  can be used to protect developed areas or other areas where fire would be detrimental

6.1.3 General Drawbacks

= requires relatively high devotion of resources
= requires thorough understanding of natural systems and processes, some of which may
not be fully understood

6.2 Natural Fire Management
6.2.1 Overview of Technique

Natural fire management allows naturally caused fires to burn with minimum suppression. Few if any
agencies widely use this technique, although it is applicable to certain wilderness or natural areas.
Fire suppression under such a management approach is aimed primarily at protection of life, property,
or valuable resources. Fuel reduction and fuel breaks may be implemented near homes and other
developments near areas where natural fire management is applied. Otherwise, fire is allowed to
occur naturally.
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6.2.2 General Benefits

»  allows natural processes to occur
» if natural fires occur frequently, then the severity of each fire may be relatively low

6.2.3 General Drawbacks

=  difficult to implement in areas where previous fire suppression or other events have
significantly altered fuel loads and natural vegetative structure, composition, and
condition
fire behavior and occurrence can be unpredictable

= substantial risk of property damage, loss of human life, or injury

7 VEGETATION MANAGEMENT: ENHANCEMENT AND CONTROL

Noxious weeds, non-native invasive plants, and aggressive, weedy species can take over disturbed
lands and degrade habitat values. Much of the Columbia River Basin has been disturbed by intensive
grazing, farming, and other human activities; therefore, some mitigation areas are expected to contain
relatively poor habitat dominated by undesirable plant species. The control of such unwanted
vegetation can create more natural habitats and encourage native plant and animal species.

This section describes the wide variety of techniques available to control vegetation, including
herbicides, mechanical removal, biological control, hand pulling, prescribed burning, and water level
manipulation.

7.1 Herbicides
7.1.1 Overview of Technique

Herbicides are chemicals applied to kill plants. They are typically applied in liquid form. Three main
types of equipment can be used to apply herbicides: (1) aircraft, either helicopter or fixed-wing;

(2) wand or broom sprayers mounted on or towed by trucks, and (3) backpack equipment containing a
pressurized container with an agitation device. Herbicides can also be hand applied by injection,
daubing cut surfaces, and ground application of granular formulas.

Herbicides are typically mixed with water or oils as a carrier and may also contain a variety of
additives to promote saturation and adherence, to stabilize, or to enhance chemical reactions. Dyes
are also sometimes added for water quality monitoring undertaken as part of the herbicide application
procedure.

Typical uses of herbicides are site preparation for planting, control of undesirable plants that are
competing with desirable plants, noxious weed control, right-of-way maintenance, and recreation site
and facility maintenance.

Each of the wide variety of herbicides carries its own risks, benefits, and drawbacks. An analysis of

each type is beyond the scope of this assessment. Refer to the U.S. Forest Service Final
Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Competing and Unwanted Vegetation (USFS 1988).
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7.1.2 General Benefits

in certain situations, can be less expensive and more effective than other methods
large areas can be covered in a short time

can be targeted by taking advantage of the seasonal vulnerability of specific species
has little direct impact on soil surface integrity

7.1.3 General Drawbacks

®  can carry substantial risk to environmental and human heaith, including impacts on water
quality
can kill nontarget species
can be controversial

®  concern over risks may require extensive permitting or environmental review

7.2 Mechanical Removal

7.2.1 Overview of Technique

Mechanical removal of vegetation typically involves the use of tractors or other heavy machinery
equipped with a blade, mower, or other device to remove vegetation. Cables and chains attached

between vehicles may also be used to clear vegetation.

While the degree of disturbance depends on the type of equipment used, mechanical removal breaks
the surface of the soil and can remove some or all of the parts of plants, including roots.

Mechanical removal can be carried out over large areas or can be confined to smaller areas (known as
scalping). Vegetation is sometimes removed in strips, rather than clearing all areas (known as
contouring or furrowing),
7.2.2 General Benefits
= low cost and high efficiency
7.2.3 General Drawbacks
can disturb soils
typically nonselective

use can be restricted by steep slopes or other uneven topography
plants may resprout if the whole plant is not removed

7.3 Biological Control

7.3.1 Overview of Technique

Biological control of vegetation involves the use of disease, insects, other parasites, and desirable
plants to inhibit growth and spreading of unwanted vegetation. Insect adults or larvae can be used to

attack seedheads, stems, or flowers of target plants. In many cases, host-specific species of insects
can be found.
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Bacteria, viruses, fungi, and other microbes can also be used to control vegetation, but these
techniques are mostly experimental at this time (USFS 1988). Another experimental approach
involves the use of chemicals naturally produced by plants to inhibit or repel other plants. Traditional
knowledge of tribal cultures can be very useful in identifying competitive relationships among plants.
Extreme care is required to effectively apply biological control. When selecting a specific type of
control agent, such as a species of insect, managers must research and consider (1) the agent’s known
effectiveness against the target plant species, (2) the agent's ability to survive site conditions, and
(3) the specificity of damage the agent will cause.
Use of any biological agent requires close coordination and consultation with local, state, and federal
agencies as well as adjacent landowners. In particular, the USDA Agricultural Research Service and
local weed control boards should be consulted prior to considering the use of biological controls.
7.3.2 General Benefits

= involves fewer risks to water quality
7.3.3 General Drawbacks

= requires intensive monitoring

= may be difficult to obtain appropriate insects or other control agents

= potential risk of disrupting natural systems
7.4 Hand Pulling
7.4.1 Overview of Technique
Hand pulling of vegetation can be effective where small areas are targeted for plant control.

7.4.2 General Benefits

can target specific species
= involves much less disturbance of soils

7.4.3 General Drawbacks

labor intensive
®  not practical for covering large areas

7.5 Prescribed Burn
7.5.1 Overview of Technique
Prescribed burning is the intentional use of fire to create desired changes, such as wildlife habitat

improvement, within a specific treatment area. There are three types of prescribed burns:
(1) broadcast burning, (2) pile burning, and (3) underburning.
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Broadcast burning involves general ignition of essentially all flammable materials within the treatment
area. Hand-held or helicopter-borne drip torches are used to quickly ignite fuels. Sites are sometimes
cleared or otherwise disturbed prior to igniting a broadcast burn. An example of broadcast burning is
slash burning, where woody residuals from logging are burned to prepare a recently harvested timber

site for regeneration.

Pile burning involves collecting and piling fuels to be burned in place. This technique allows a more
selective approach to burning but is also more labor intensive.

Underburning involves burning only the lower layer of vegetation, while avoiding burning in the
overstory (such as the tree canopy). It is used to reduce fuel loads {to avoid wildfires), eliminate
unwanted brush, or stimulate forage production.

Prescribed burns can be used to:

increase forage abundance and accessibility

reduce unwanted vegetation

prepare an area for replanting, especially where soils, topography, or slope limit the use
of other methods

create habitat for edge or early seral species

maintain early seral stage

increase vegetative diversity and associated wildlife communities

simulate natural disturbance regimes

reduce fuel load and risk of catastrophic fire

alter distribution patterns of animals (such as wintering deer)

7.5.2 General Benefits

can simulate the natural role fire plays in the development of most vegetation
communities

can cause desired changes in vegetation relatively inexpensively, compared with chemical
or mechanical techniques

can have minimal impact on surface soils, when compared with mechanical methods,
thereby reducing the exposure of mineral soils and associated encouragement of invasive
weeds

7.5.3 General Drawbacks

possible air pollution and soil erosion

risk of fire escaping

can be difficult to control because of the complex and unpredictable factors involved
not selective within treatment area; may harm beneficial or desirable plants and animals
effects can be severe and long term
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7.6 Water Level Manipulation
7.6.1 Overview of Technique

Controlling water levels is a common practice in managing wetlands. Intensive water level
manipulation is most commonly used to create waterfowl habitat, where wetlands are seasonally
flooded to provide wintering and migratory habitat.

Water level control is also used to control vegetation. For example, reed canarygrass, a non-native
invader, can be controlled through flooding during the growing season. Non-native wetland plants can
be controlled through draining during the growing season. Water control can also be used to control
non-native fish or wildlife species, such as carp.

Water level control can involve raising, maintaining, and/or lowering water levels, depending on
project objectives and season. These manipulations can be annual, seasonal, cyclic (e.g., every

S years), or occasional with no set schedule, depending on project objectives.

Associated activities include construction of berms, dams, or dikes to contain water; placement of

pumps and siphons to obtain water; placement of flap gates, weirs, and pipes to control inlet and
outlet; and placement of culverts and digging of conveyance channels to distribute water.

7.6.2 General Benefits

= can be relatively inexpensive
m  can be integrated with flood control management, water storage, and irrigation systems

7.6.3 General Drawbacks
may affect water quality or quantity of adjacent landowners or downstream water users

= can create artificial conditions that require constant maintenance by restricting the
development of mature, self-sustaining habitats

8 SPECIES MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUES

This section describes the techniques that focus on increasing or decreasing specific wildlife species as
a means to meet wildlife mitigation objectives. These techniques include introduction, reintroduction,
or augmentation of wildlife populations, and control of predators or nuisance animals.

8.1 Introduction, Reintroduction, or Augmentation of Wildlife Populations

8.1.1 Overview of Technique

Reintroduction or augmentation of wildlife populations is feasible where suitable habitat exists but the
species is absent or present in less than desired numbers. In general, the overriding cause of species

absence or reduction for the planning area needs to have been remedied. Most reintroductions have
focused on threatened and endangered species or game animals.
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Threatened or endangered species that have been reintroduced or transplanted in the Interior Columbia
Basin include woodland caribou (in northeastern Washington and northera Idaho) and peregrine falcon
(in the Columbia Gorge and elsewhere). Peregrine falcons have been released through a technique
known as hacking. Hacking involves placing nestlings or young of one species into another species'
nest for rearing. Reintroduction of threatened or endangered species is usually followed by extensive
monitoring and study.

One other type of species management involving transplantation from the wild is actually a salvage
operation. This involves relocating individuals that are threatened by pending occurrences, such as
timber harvest, insect damage, or fire.

8.1.2 General Benefits

®  can accelerate natural colonization or can alleviate problems caused by barriers to
dispersion
®  can restore cultural values to tribal cultures

8.1.3 General Drawbacks

potential problems with transferring diseases

introduced species can compete with existing desirable species

requires a detailed understanding of the ecological system in which the species is being
placed

8.2 Control of Predators and Nuisance Animals

8.2.1 Overview of Technique

Controlling predators and nuisance animals involves the removal or reduction of undesirable wildlife
species. Native, predatory wildlife are generally considered a part of a functioning ecosystem.
Undesirable species are typically those that extensively damage habitat, other species, or human
property, or that are endangering public health or safety. Examples of such problems include:

® rodent, deer, or elk foraging damage to reforestation, crops, or habitat restoration
projects

bullfrog predation on native amphibians

carp damage to desired wetland vegetation

beaver activity or increasing water temperatures interfering with water regimes
raccoon predation of waterfowl or sharp-tailed grouse nests

rabies outbreaks in skunks

Removal or reduction of animal populations can be accomplished either directly, through killing or
transplanting unwanted animals, or indirectly, through habitat modification or placement of barriers or
harassment devices. Efforts that focus on habitat modification are generally more effective and long
term and have less adverse effect on the environment. Hunting may also be used as a management
tool to reduce or maintain population levels,

Direct methods include shooting, poisoning, and trapping. Poisoning, which has fallen into general
disfavor among wildlife professionals, is used most often for predators, such as coyotes, and for small
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rodents. Trapping involves the use of live or mortal traps to capture animals, Some animals, such as
deer or rabbits, can be herded to holding pens, where they are then either destroyed or relocated.

8.2.2 General Benefits
= can effectively reduce predation on desirable species that are particularly vulnerable
8.2.3 General Drawbacks

effects are often only short term
»  direct measures usually require constant effort

9 MULTIPLE-USE TECHNIQUES

Wildlife habitat can be managed in cooperation with other land uses. This section describes how
habitat improvement can be integrated into other land uses.

9.1 Integration of Wildlife Habitat and Crop Production

9.1.1 Overview of Technique

Farmland and rangeland can be co-managed for seasonal wildlife use. For example, retaining and
flooding cropland stubble promotes winter waterfow] use, timing of crop harvest can improve {(or
harm) raptor nesting success, and planting uncultivated areas can improve habitats for certain species.
Co-management of agricultural lands can be achieved through nonbinding cooperative agreements,
easement acquisition, or land purchase/transfer and lease. Lands brought under co-management are
typically already in agricultural use.

The methods and equipment for co-management include those typical of existing agricultural practices,
including the use of tractors, combines, and trucks; application of fertilizers, herbicides, and/or

pesticides; and irrigation.

Crop production on lands co-managed for wildlife use are more likely to employ conservation farming
practices (e.g., no till or minimum tillage methods, establishment of buffer strips).

9.1.2 General Benefits

»  can provide for multiple use and benefits, including revenue generation

9.1.3 General Drawbacks

= nonbinding agreements can be temporary
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9.2 Provision of Educational and Recreational Opportunities
9.2.1 Overview of Technique

Recreational use of wildlife mitigation areas can be provided where such use does not interfere with
overall program objectives. Wildlife-related activities are usually most compatible with wildlife
enhancement areas.

Passive wildlife activities include outdoor education and interpretation, bird watching and other
wildlife observation, nature photography, walking/hiking, and canoeing. Activities associated with
such use can include development of interpretive trails and signs, wildlife viewing stations, and
interpretive centers, including access and interpretive facilities for people with disabilities.

Consumptive wildlife-related activities, namely fishing, hunting, and trapping, are not as easily
accommodated on wildlife enhancement areas but may be appropriate in certain circumstances.
Consumptive use, when allowed, can be limited to certain seasons or to designated areas within a
larger wildlife mitigation area.

Recreation that is not oriented toward wildlife can sometimes be provided at wildlife enhancement
areas. Such activities may include camping, picnicking, swimming, boating, and sightsecing. Again,

these activities may be prohibited where and when they would interfere with other management
objectives or may be limited to designated areas.

9.2.2 General Benefits

= increases public awareness and appreciation for the mitigation area
= provides some economic benefits

9.2.3 General Drawbacks

human activities may disturb some wildlife species
®  recreational activities require staff to assist and monitor use

9.3 Facility Development

9.3.1 Overview of Technique

Some facilities may be developed for administrative, management, or recreational purposes in
conjunction with the overall goal of providing wildlife habitat. Administrative facilities may include
office space, parking, and housing. Management facilities may include garages, storage sheds, and
fenced or open yards to store equipment and materials. Recreational facilities may include parking
areas, interpretive centers, and observation stations. Facilities must be planned to comply with the
Americans with Disabilities Act.

9.3.2 General Benefits

onsite or near-site facilities provide efficient staff access to the mitigation area
*  recreational facilities provide opportunities for public education and appreciation of nature
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9.3.3 General Drawbacks

= development generally contradicts the overall objectives of habitat improvement and
protection

9.4 Grazing

9.4.1 Overview of Technique

Grazing involves releasing livestock onto rangeland for the purpose of providing forage and shelter to
the animals. Grazing can also be used as a management tool to manipulate vegetation and has been
used to reduce shrub density, thus releasing trees from competition and reducing fire fuels. Grazing
can also be used to create habitat diversity between grazed and ungrazed areas.

Cattle and sheep are the most typical livestock in the Interior Columbia Basin. Modern grazing
management involves intensive grazing systems that utilize fencing, rotation of use, and control of
movements.

Related management techniques that may be employed under a grazing management system include
control of undesirable plants, seeding, fertilization, water improvements and pipelines, and
construction of holding corrals, cattleguards, and fences.

Range management on public lands is usually carried out through range allotments. Range allotments
are essentially lease arrangements for a specific number, kind, and timing of livestock use within a
designated area. An allotment is typically implemented under an allotment management plan that
specifies how and when the allotment area is to be grazed.

9.4.2 General Benefits

x  can cause desired changes to vegetation while providing revenues and local economic
benefits

9.4.3 General Drawbacks

= where range supply is limited, ranchers may come to rely on their aliotments, which
hampers the land manager's flexibility in management

=  on rangeland in poor quality, a high initial investment may be required on behalf of the
land manager and the permittee
long-term costs are associated with monitoring
can have adverse impacts to soil, aquatic resources, and vegetation

9.5 Forest Management

9.5.1 Overview of Technique

Silvicultural techniques are often applied on wildlife mitigation lands containing forests. Examples of
such techniques include conifer tree planting, selective tree harvesting, tree thinning, and debris and

prescribed burning. These techniques are used to manipulate the species composition, forest canopy
density, vertical structure, and tree stand density to achieve wildlife habitat objectives.
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In some cases, timber sales can be used on mitigation lands to meet wildlife objectives while
providing funds. Commercial tree thinning or selective harvest can sometimes be used to reduce
canopy cover to increase deer winter range values. Selective commercial harvest or thinning can be
used to increase stand diversity or create multiple canopies. Timber cutting and/or harvest can also be
used to reduce fire or disease hazards, to speed development of old-growth conditions, or to create
openings for species such as sharp-tailed grouse.

In other cases, timber sales can be used strictly for revenue generation as part of a multiple-use
management objective. Under such a management objective, timber harvest may take place with little
or no benefits to wildlife, other than the generation of revenue that can be used to offset costs
associated with wildlife habitat enhancement.

The methods used to implement silvicultural techniques include use of tracked equipment, chainsaws,
hauling trucks, and yarding equipment (e.g. cable, rubber-tired or tracked tractors, cable towers). In
some cases, helicopters are used where equipment cannot access trees safely or without extensive
resource damage. In many cases, silvicultural techniques for habitat improvement can be
accomplished by small work crews using chainsaws without the need for heavy equipment and the
associated disturbance caused by such equipment.

Timber management on lands designated as wildlife habitat is much more likely to avoid impacts on
soils, streams, and wildlife habitat.

9.5.2 General Benefits
®  can provide for multiple use and benefits, including revenue generation, while achieving
mitigation goals
“  can directly alter habitat characteristics to benefit target species

9.5.3 General Drawbhacks

= timber sales can be expensive to administer and manage

10 TRANSPORTATION/ACCESS TECHNIQUES

10.1 Land Use Restrictions

10.1.1 Overview of Technique

Access restriction is available to control the loss of habitat through human-caused disturbance.
Restrictions can be applied to allow or disallow people, dogs (e.g., dog training and trials), or motor
vehicles. Restrictions may also be specific to areas, seasons, or activities.

Public access can be restricted through the use of fencing and signs and can be discouraged by not

providing trails or roads. Restrictions can be seasonal, such as in winter to protect wintering mule
deer, or in spring and summer, to protect nesting great blue herons.
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Fences and gates can effectively restrict unwanted human or animal access to protect wildlife habitat.
Purposes can include public safety, habitat protection, and vandalism prevention. As with any facility
design feature, fences and gates must be compatible with the Americans with Disabilities Act. Several
types of fence and gate styles are available, but most consist of the same basic components, including
the vertical structure of the fence itself and a foundation (fence posts anchored to the ground with
concrete). Fences can be composed of wood, plastic, or metal. Barbed-wire fences with wood posts
are commonly used to control livestock access or to protect riparian areas. Taller, wire fences are
used to block elk or other larger animals (such as along roadways). Chainlink fences are used
primarily to protect developed structures from vandalism and theft.

10.1.2 General Benefits

®=  provides secure habitat for wildlife
®  minimizes the need to manage people in restricted areas
= can effectively control people or animals

10.1.3 General Drawbacks

access can be difficult to control, especially where historic access is already established
can be expensive to install and maintain

can unintentionally restrict animal movements {such as mule deer migration routes)
fences and gates can detract from natural settings

10.2 Road Construction

10.2.1 Overview of Technique

Roads may be constructed to provide access for habitat management activities. Road construction can
involve a wide range of techniques and levels of effort. Unimproved gravel roads are constructed by
simple clearing and grading. Some roads may require cut and fill. Gravel substrate is sometimes
added to improve stability. Paved roads involve clearing, grading, placement of a substrate (usually
gravel), and finally application of asphalt or concrete.

Drainage structures are typically installed in conjunction with roads to allow streams to pass
underneath the road, to direct runoff from road surfaces, and to direct surface water away from roads.
Typical techniques to facilitate drainage include roadside ditching, bridge construction, and culvert
installation.

10.2.2 General Benefits
= roads allow direct access for management activities and public use

=  roads focus vehicle travel and impacts, and reduce the tendency to form a braided
network of informal roads where formal roads are lacking
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10.2.3 General Drawbacks

expensive construction and maintenance

if provided for public access, can increase risks of vandalism, theft, and dumping
potential liabilities for public safety

roads can have adverse effects on wildlife and other natural resources

10.3 Road Maintenance

10.3.1 Overview of Technique

Roads present on wildlife mitigation areas may provide important access for management activities.
These roads will need to be maintained.

The type of road maintenance performed depends on the road surface type. Gravel roads are
matintained through grading and placement of additional gravel, soil, or other materials. Paved roads
maintenance may involve repair of potholes, painting, or resurfacing. In general, road maintenance

involves relatively minor construction efforts, typically involving a small work crew equipped with
one or two vehicles.

10.3.2 General Benefits

maintains safe travel
= can reduce future costs if problems are addressed early

10.3.3 General Drawbacks

®  in certain circumstances, can involve more costs over the long run than road
reconstruction

10.4 Road Decommissioning
10.4.1 Overview of Technique
Road decommissioning involves closing and eliminating roads from a transportation system to improve
habitat values by restricting access and replanting vegetation. Attempts may be made to restore
roadbeds by removing pavement, loosening underlying soils, or adding soils. Cutbanks may be
planted or otherwise stabilized and culverts may be removed.
10.4.2 General Benefits
can reduce road maintenance costs
®  can increase habitat value through restoration efforts and through significantly reducing

human access

10.4.3 General Drawbacks

®  results in loss of access
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ORGANIZATIONAL CONFLICT OF INTEREST REPRESENTATION STATEMENT

This representation is for Task Order 95AT61545, Contract No. 94AM10240, Wildlife
Mitigation Program EIS. As a representative of Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc., I hereby
certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, no facts exist relevant to any past,
present, or currently planned interest or activity (financial, contractual, personal,
organizational, or otherwise) which relate to the proposed work; and bear on whether I have
(or the organization has) a possible conflict of interest with respect to (1) being able to
render impartial, technically sound, and objective assistance or advice, or (2) being given an
unfair competitive advantage.
A

L/%r{f/?;// s by

Sigm{ture
Name: Mr, Grant T, Bailey
Title: Principal
Firm: _Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc,
Date of Execution: /{ 4)7\31/7 &
CONCUR:
/.
Signature

Name: M. I. Goldman




APPENDIX C

Comment Letters Received



Letters received commenting on the Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft EIS:

Log Number
WMP-02-001
WMP-02-002
WMP-(02-003
WMP-02-004
WMP-02-005
WMP-02-006
WMP-02-007
WMP-02-008
WMP-02-009
WMP-02-010
WMP-02-011
WMP-02-012
WMP-(02-013
WMP-02-014
WMP-02-015
WMP-02-016
WMP-(2-017
WMP-02-018
WMP-02-019
WMP-02-020

WMP-02-021

Name

J. W. Feigel

James A. McGee
Logging error

J. D. Anderson
Susan P. Barnes
Gordon Stewart
Howard A. Kemper
Preston Sleeger
Jane Cummins
Laura Schroeder
Rebecca J. Inman
Rick Bass

Alexis DeCaprio
Bern Shanks
Arlene Montgomery
Chris Merker

John Stanton

Cal Groen

Richard B. Parkin

Preston Sleeger

Dr. Robert G, Whitlam

Affiliation

PUD No. 1 of Douglas Co.

Stevens County Commissioner, District 2
Beak Consultants, Inc.

Flathead Wildlife, Inc,

U.S. Department of the Interior
League of Oregon Cities
Schroeder Law Offices

State of Washington Deptartment of Ecology

Northwest Environmental Defense Center
State of Washington Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
Friends of the Wild Swan

Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority
The Ecology Center

Idaho Department of Fish and Game

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Department of the Interior

State of Washington Office of Archaeology and
Historic Preservation
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Commissioners:
MICHAEL DONEEN
T. JAMES DAVIS
LYNN M. HEMINGER

Pubtic Utitity District No.1 of Douglas County

1151 Valley Mall Parkway « East Wenatchee, Washinglon 98802-4437 . 509/884-7191

Chief Executive Officer/Manager:
ELDON E. LANDIN

August 13, 1996
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Public Ipvolvement Mapager _ PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Bonneville Power Administration - CKP  LOG#: (pmp - 0L 00
P. O. Box 12999 RECEIPT DATE:

Portland, OR 97212 B 21 9

Re: Comments on Wildlife Mitigation Program, Draft EIS
Dear Sir or Madame:

The District appreciates the opportunity to review BPA’s Wildlife
Mitigation Program, Draft EIS.

Chapter 4.2.4 Potential Program - Wide Mitigation Measures - Fish and
Wildlife Resource Page 4/64

The potential program mitigation measures include the recommendation to
establish 15 meter buffers for the use of herbicide to control vegetation near
perennial streams. This recommendation ignores the need to control noxious
weeds in the wetland/riparian zone. Purple loosestrife is a noxious weeds that
out competes native vegetation. Both EPA and Washington Department of
Ecology have authorized the use of Rodeo™ in wetlands and riparian areas to
control purple loosestrife. Herbicide treatment of purple loosestrife is the
least environmentally damaging and cheapest method to control this weed.

Chapter 4.3.4 Potential Program - Wide Mitigation Measures - Vegetation
Resource Page 4/78

Fire is discussed as a management tool for the development of desirable
habitat for wildlife. No where is there a discussion of the need to provide fire
protection to preserve habitat that is created by BPA’s wildlife mitigation
program. One careless individual can destroy years of habitat development
by tossing a lit cigarette butt or parking a vehicle in tall grass. The District’s



experience has been that rural fire district personnel are less than enthusiastic
about controlling wildfires on land that don’t provide direct funding or
property taxes money to the district. Managers of the habitat projects should
have the ability to contract with a rura! fire districts, if necessary, to insure the
protection of Northwest rate payers investment in this Wildlife Mitigation
Program.

Chapter 4.6.3 Potential Program - Wide Mitigation Measures - Cultural and
Historic Resources Page 4/90

Deep rooted vegetation can damage archeclogical site. Where appropriate
deep rooted vegetation should not be developed on any archeological site
identified by a SHPO or a tribe.

Very Truly Yours,

W%Mﬁu&{_

James A McGee
Wildlife Biologist
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Stevens County Commissioner, District 2
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Bonneville Power Administration
Public Involvement Manager

P.C. Box 12999

Portland, OR 97212

Greetings:

Your DOE/EA-0246, Wildlife Mitigation Program, Draft Environmental
Statement, August, 1996 has been recently received, and reviewed.

It is difficult to restrain righteous anger, and to avoid
frustration, at the continued absurdity of this "mitigation"
proposal, and then this EIS procedure.

The following comments are submitted to address the items listed in
summary pages 2, 3, and 4. [1-8]

1. There has not been satisfactory historical data and facts that
prove that wildlife was destroyed by dams. Neither has there
been satisfactory data showing the actual natural compensation
movement of wildlife in the face of change, whether by natural
forces, or other.

2. To move ahead now with a foregone conclusion that "mitigation
must take place" is a serious error, and a very costly one.

3. Even though notices were given about meetings/hearings; the
general public, who pay the bills, are still unaware, and
ignorant, of all of this.

4. The citizens, consumers, and tax-payers have been hit with so
many surprises, that strongly uncompromising backlash is
occurring. They will not take it anymore.

5. The "proposed action to establish a comprehensive program that
addresses the common issues..." is the same continued jargon
and double-talk presented every so often in the these
procedures.

WE THE PEOPLE ARE THE RIGHTFUL MASTERS OF BOTH CONGRESS AND THE COURTS - NOT TO OVERTHROW
THE CONSTITUTION, BUT TO OVERTHROW THE MEN WHO PERVERT THE CONSTITUTION.
*TO SIN BY SILENCE WHEN THEY SHOULD PROTEST MAKES COWARODS OF MEN.* - ABRAHAM LINCOLN

*“THEY THAT CAN GIVE UP ESSENTIAL LIBERTY TO OBTAIN A LITTLE TEMPORARY SAFETY
DESERVE NEITHER LIBEATY NOR SAFETY." - BENJAMIN FRANKLIN

Paid for by J.D. Anderson
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Page 2

6. As part of above, to then follow that statement up in your
draft (summary - p.1l) with "...project proponents take the
lead in Preparing Project Management Plans..." is like a slap

in the face of those who see no justification for any
mitigation whatsoever.

7. The proposal and whole procedure is strongly rejected!

8. No action needed!

The Federal Government has no Constitutional authority to spend the

taxpayers money on this socialist program. Additionally, our
Legislators are violating their ocath of office by authorizing
funding. In the future, we hope to elect strong representatives

who will gut these types of programs.

In closing, I must reiterate the words of a professor-friend of
mine wupon review of the Wildlife Mitigation Program: "To try to
analyze B.S. is pointless".

Respectfully submitted,

Y fiilwrn,

D Anderson Commissioner

JDA: 1lme

cc: Senator Bob Morton
Representative Steve Fuhrman
Representative Cathy McMorris
Senator Slade Gorton
Senator Patty Murray
Representative George Nethercutt
John Wahl, Chelan County Commissioner
Ted Anderson, Skagit County Commissioner
Ted Hopkins, Lincoln County Commissioner
Jim Hall, Ferry County Commissioner
Mike Hanson, Pend Orielle County Commissioner
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Bonneville Power Administration
Public Involvement Manager
P.O. Box 12999

Portland, Oregon 97212

3819 North Lombard St.
Portland. Oregon 97217
August 30, 1996

Re: Comments on BPA’s Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft EIS (DOE/EA-0246)

To whom it may concern:

Attached are my comments on the Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft EIS (DOE/EA-0246). Under
contract by the Northwest Power Planning Council, I reviewed the Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft EIS
to determine how it relates to the Council’s Draft Wildlife Plan and to make the appropriate
recommendations for revising the Wildlife Plan. If you have any questions you may contact me at

(503)735-0537.

Sincerely,

WP-W

Susan P. Bames
Environmental Specialist/Consultant

cc: Peter Paquet, Northwest Power Planning Council



BPA Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft EIS
Comments by:
Susan P. Barnes, Environmental Specialist/Consultant
Chapter 1

Page 3, after first bulleted paragraph: Add a bulleted paragraph describing the Wildlife Plan.

Chapter 2

Page 15, “6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the Goals (Alternative 5)”, first
sentence: Add “methods” after the word “best”.

Page 17, “1. Define the Area of Concern (Alternative 4)”, last bulleted paragraph: Change “expeditions”
to “expeditious”,

Page 18, “4. Characterize Site Conditions and trends (Alternative 4)”. Add statement that Project
Managers would gather baseline information.

Page 19, 6. Develop and Implement _..", third bulleted paragraph: List several examples of passive
recreation after the words “passive recreation”.

Page 20, Section 2.1.6, first paragraph, second to last sentence: Add “or avoided” after the word
“minimized”.

Page 22, “5. Establish Project Goals (Alternative 5)”, second bulleted paragraph: Add a comma after the
“e.g.”

Page 23, “6. Develop and Implement ...”, first paragraph, second to last sentence: Add “or avoided” afier
the word “minimized”.

Page 25, Section 2.1.7, third paragraph, second to last sentence: Delete extra period at end of sentence.

Page 27, “5. Establish Project Goals {Alternative 6)”, second bullet, fourth asterisk: Delete the “and” at
the end of the sentence and place at the end of the sentence of the fifth asterisk on Page 28.

Page 32, Table 2-1: Add a table key at the bottom of the table.

Page 35, Table 2-2, “Existing Conditions” column, “Wildlife” row: Add “are” after the word “Basin”

Chapter 3

Page 38. Section 3.3. second paragraph, second sentence: Add ~ land management activities” after the
word “obstruction™.

Page 41, Section 3.6. sixth paragraph. second sentence: Change “survives” to “survived” and add “have”
after the word “stands™.

Pages 4142, Section 3.7: Why are there are no words in this section specific to shorelines?



Page 43, Section 3.9, second paragraph: Add examples of small rural communities as are given for all
other population centers in order to be consistent.

Page 43, Section 3.10, first paragraph: Delete second sentence - photography and birdwatching are not
necessarily associated with camping and hiking. Add photography and birdwatching to the list of
recreational opportunities in the first sentence.

Page 44, Section 3.1.1: This section seems vague. There is no qualifying statements about the air quality
in the Basin (¢.g., the average number of limited air quality days in major population centers within the
Basin. Is there any more specific information that can be added?

Chapter 4

Page 45: The concept of Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures is introduced here. It seems kind
of funny that there are mitigation measures for mitigation measures. Can another term be used o describe
these techniques?

Page 47, Alternative 4. The second sentence seems to include a contradiction. Seems like the increased
likelihood of localized soil erosion or compaction (from ongoing commercial use) could result in
significant long-term adverse impacts. Ongoing commercial uses could very well adversely impact soils.
The word “ongoing” implies long-term.

Page 48. Section 4.1.3, Land Acquisition Techniques: Change “little” to “few”. It should read either
“little direct effect” or “few direct effects™.

Page 48, Section 4.1.3, Plant Propagation Techniques, first paragraph: Add “the implementation of” after
“reduced by”.

Page 48, Section 4.1.3. Plant Propagation Techniques, first paragraph: Change “and seedbed preparation”
1o “as well as seedbed preparation”.

Page 48, Section 4.1.3, Habitat Creation and Conversion, third paragraph: What are nest types with
foundation? Is this supposed to be “... nest types with foundations™ ?

Page 49, Water Distribution Techniques: Add “Culverts can be installed to divert water to vegetated
areas in order 10 decrease sedimentation and reduce water flows™.

Page 49, Fire Management Techniques, first sentence: The statement that “Natural fire management
would increase the risk of high intensity wildfires” is true for the shori-term but not necessarily for the
long-term. Maybe add: “However the risk of high intensity wildlife fires would likely decrease in the
long-term”.

Page 49, Fire Management Techniques, last sentence of first paragraph: Change “reclamation” 1o “site
restoration and regeneration”.

Page 49. Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control, first sentence: This statement 1s vague.
Need more information on the general decomposition rates of herbicides 10 better understand the short-
term. long-term. and cumulative impacts of herbicides.

Page 49-50. Vegetation management: Enhancement and Control: There is no mention of timber harvest
(i.e.. selective cutting. thinning, pruning) under this section. Seems like this is an important and
frequently used technique for managing and controlling vegetation.



Page 51, Transportation/Access Techniques, first paragraph, second sentence: This sentence is true
initially, but with revegetation over time the impacts of constructing fences and gates will be diminished.
Distinguish between short-term and long-term impacts.

Page 52, fourteenth bullet: This says that culvenrts are a type of erosion control feature while on Page 49
under Water Distribution Techniques culverts are described as posing a risk to soil erosion. Need to
include the benefits of culverts under this section on Page 49 to make consistent with the recommendation
to install culverts on Page 52.

Page 52, 15th bullet: Project Managers will need a protocol (i.¢.. slandards) for decommissioning roads.

Page 53, second bullet: Project Managers will need a protocol (i.c.. standards on grade, slope, road
surface, culvert placement, ditches, etc.) for road construction.

Page 56, Alternative 3: Biological Objectives. last sentence: Change to read: “Fertilizers and herbicides
may be used ..” The word “would” implies that fertilizers and herbicides will definitely be used to meet
mitigation goals.

Page 58, Land Acquisition Techniques: This paragraph is weak. The potential implications of land
acquisition on fish and water quality are greater than are being described here. For example, a change in
land use could have a significant effect on fish and water quality. Also, should lands be taken out of crops
or stock production, erosion that might have resulted from farming and grazing would likely be reduced
(not just might be).

Page 58, Plant Propagation Techniques, third paragraph, first sentence: Change “leeched” to “leached”.

Page 58, Habitat Creation and Conversion, first sentence: In addition to beneficial and adverse effects,
wetland creation also may have no effect on fish.

Page 59 Water Development and Management Techniques, second paragraph, last sentence: Why would
no significant change in water use or management practice occur in many cases on lands where water
rights area acquired. Iwould think that if water rights are acquired there would a some significant change
planned for in water use. Thus, the impacts of obtaining water rights would often affect fish and water
quality. Why obtain water rights if in most cases there would be no significant change in water uses?

page 39, Water Distribution Techniques, first paragraph: If designed correctly, culverts and drainage
ditches can protect water quality (culverts and ditches are referred to as erosion controls elsewhere in the
EIS [e.g. Page 52]). This paragraph focuses on the adverse impacts and neglects the potential benefits of
certain culverts design and placements. Culverts are not inherently bad.

Page 59, Water Distribution Techniques, second paragraph: Add to the end of the sentence: “.. and block
fish passage.”

Page 60, top paragraph, first sentence: Delete the “as well” at the end of the sentence because it’s
redundant.

Page 60. Vegelation Management: Enhancement and Control, second paragraph, first sentence: Change
to read: “However. the methods used ..."

Page 60. Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control. second paragraph, second to last sentence:
Change to read: ~An analysis of each type of herbicide is beyond =



Page 61, Multiple Use Techniques: Add a space after the first sentence to separate the paragraphs.

Page 61, Multiple Use Techniques, second sentence: Change to read: “Reduction of grazing as a
mitigation action would likely improve fish habitat and water quality ...” The word “could” is weak and
likely is an understatement more ofien than true.

Page 62, Transportation/Access Techniques, first paragraph, last scntence: Add words to read: “Should
access be increased or roads developed, then stream sedimentation near roads and alteration of stream
courses might increase therefore directly affecting fish habitat and fish survival, production. and passage.”

Page 63, last bullet: Need to itaticize “For projects involving use of herbicides” to make consistent with
other bulleted paragraphs.

Page 66, Alternative 3: Biological Objectives, second paragraph: In the second to tast paragraph, change
“prescribed burn” to “prescribed burging”. Change the last sentence to read: “These techniques would
involve the clearing of land and the use of heavy equipment.”

Page 67, Alternative 6: Balanced Approach: The paragraph states that no significant impacts area
expected from this alternative. That’s hard to believe. Aren’t significant beneficial impacts at least
expected? It is implied in this paragraph that impacts are only negative - not true!

Page 67-68. Plant Propagation Techniques: There is no mention of the use and impacts of fertilizers in
this section. Needs to be addressed because they can affect wildlife populations.

Page 69, Water Distribution Techniques, first paragraph: I think that the direct loss of habitat from the
development of pipelines, culverts, ditches, etc. would not significantly impact wildlife. After the Tast
sentence add: “However, these structures are often placed in atready disturbed areas so the loss of habitat
would likely be minimal.”

Page 69, Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control, first paragraph: Change *.. population
decline..” to ~.. population declines...”.

Page 69, Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control, third paragraph: Fertilizers should be
addressed here.

Page 69, Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control, fifth paragraph: These impacts are also
applicable to fish, but are not addressed in the fish section. Add this impact discussion also to the
Vegetation Management section for fish.

Page 70, Species Management Techniques: Predator control is not mentioned here while is listed in Table
2-1 as being an implemented technique.

Page 70-71, Multiple Use Techniques: There is no mention of timber harvest in this section. Address
specifically since it can significantly impact wildlife.

Page 76. Water Development and Management Techniques, second paragraph: This paragraph focuses
on the adverse effects of water development projects on vegetation. What about the fact that new sources
of water mav allow vegetation to establish in new areas? Thus. water development may also benefit
vegetation. | think this is worth mentioning.

Page 83, Habitat Creation and Conversion: There is no mention of lands converted to or from forestland.
This would change land use.



Page 84, Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control, last sentence: Change sentence to read:
“Water level manipulation may unintentionally affect adjacent landowners by increasing or decreasing the
water table . "

Page 84, Species Management Techniques, second paragraph, second sentence: There is an error in the
placement of the parentheses.

Page 84, Multiple Use Techniques, first paragraph, first sentence: Change to read: “Allowing crop
production and ...”

Page 97, Section 4.7.4, ninth bullet: This bullet is a repeat of the fifth bullet. Delete one of them.

Page 106, Alternative 5, first sentence: This sentience says that Alternative 5 would include a relatively
low level of use for fire, fertilizers, and herbicides. In Table 2-1, fzrtilizers and herbicides are given an
“infrequent use” rating. However, Table 2-1 indicates a moderate use of firc under Alieérnative 5.
Inconsistency here.

Page 106, Plant Propagation Techniques: The word “locally” is too vague. I'm left wondering how far
effects may be seen/measured. [ know it would be dependent on weather, topography, amount applied,
etc. , but perhaps some of that information can be included here,

Page 107, Multiple Use Techniques, second paragraph: This says that automotive emissions would
disperse quickly. Can this also be said about dust and vehicle emissions mentioned under Habitat
Creation and Conversion, Water Development and management Techniques, and Water Distribution
Techniques sections? This seems inconsistent to me.

Page 110 fourth paragraph from top (under Cumulative impacts section): Why only one sentence to
describe the benefits of mitigation activities on wildlife?? Seems like there should be a lot more to say
considering that the purpose of the wildlife mitigation prograimn is to benefit wildlife.

Page 112, Section 4.13.2 Fish and Water Resources/Quality: How can it be said that “no significant
impacts area expected” to fish and water quality? Aren’t beneficial impacts expected? This conclusion is
not consistent with the previous sections.

Chapter 5

Page 118, Section 5.10.2: Typos: “Wild and Scenic Rivers” and a period is missing from the end of the
sentence.

Page 121: Chapter 6: References: Add the Draft Wildlife Plan to the list of references.

Appendix A

Appendix A Page 13, 5.3.3 General Drawbacks: Add: “can increase sediment delivery into rivers and
streams”

Appendix A, page 14, 7 Vegetation Management: Enhancement and Control, second paragraph: Change
“prescribed burn” to “prescribed burning”

Appendix A, Page 20. 9.1.1, first paragraph, second sentence: Change to read: “ ... and planting
uncultivated areas can improve habitat for certain species.”

L



Appendix A, Page 22, 9.4.3: No mention of adverse impacts to soil, water quality, or riparian vegetation.
Add the following bullet: “adverse impacts to soil, water quality, fish habitat, and riparian vegetation
from trampling of vegetation, soil compaction increase sediment loading into streams”

Appendix A, Page 23, 10.1.3: No mention of how fences and gates can be unpleasant to the human eye.
Add the following bullet: “aesthetically unpleasant”

Appendix A, Page 24, 10.2.3: No mention of the effects of roads on natural resources. Add the following

bullet: “ impacts to natural resources (i.e., water quality, wildlife populations).

Note: Throughout document sometime reference to fect is presented as “ft” and other times “ft.” Need to
make consistent throughout the EIS.
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Bonneville Power Administration
Public Involvemantg Manager
F.O.Box 12935

Portland, R 37212

Dear Madam or Sir:

Flathead Wildlife, Tnc. C(FWI? has reviewad the Draft Environmental
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405 NW 74th Street
Vancouver, WA 98665
September 20, 1996

Public Involvement Manager
Bonneville Power Administration
CKP. P.0. Box 12999

Portland, OR 97212

Dear Sirs:

I appreciate very much your sending me the WILDLIFE
MITIGATION PROGRAM, Draft Environmental Impact Statement

to read and comment on.

I am especially interested in the Vancouver Lowlands Wildlife

Project.

I would like to see as much private land as possible acquired

or leased for wildlife habitat and public use,
hunting and wildlife watching,

I support Alternative 6: Balanced Action.

such as

I value your concern and work on the BPA Wildlife Mitigation

Program.

Thank You;

M4,T .

Howard A. Kemper



United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 9661 L 2 43S
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
500 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 600
Poreland, Orcgon 97232-2036

IN REPLY REFER TQ

September 24,1996

RECEIVED BY BPA
ER 96/0552 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
LOGE: ML -02-00%
Bonneville Power Administration .
. EIPT DATE:
Public Involvement Manager REC SEp 30 1%
P.O. Box 12999

Portland, OR 97212

Bonneville Power Administration,

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Wildlife Mitigation
Program, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Washington. The
Department does not have any comments to offer.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

m)%a@

Preston Sleeger
Acting Regional Environmental Officer
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RECEIVED 8Y BFA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

LOG#: wHP-02- 09
RECE!PT DATE:

T 01 9%
0CT - 11996
September 26, 1996
TO: Public Involvement Manager, Bonneville Power Administration
FROM: Jane Cummins, Senior Staff Associa
SUBJECT: Bonneville Power Administration’s Wildlife Mitigation

Program Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Earlier this year, Tom McKinney visited with several local government officials
about Bonneville’s Wildlife Mitigation Program. City and county representatives
presented their concerns and recommendations. We appreciated that opportunity

to be involved, and now are pleased to respond to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

The League supports Bonneville’s process to ensure that the agency’s individual
wildlife mitigation projects are planned and managed with appropriate
consistency across projects, jurisdictions, ecosystems, and time. Although we
have not taken a formal position to support any of the specific alternatives, we
believe the approach outlined in Alternative 6 (Bonneville-preferred) is
reasonable. It seeks to balance wildlife mitigation objectives, cost and
administrative efficiency, and general environmental protection.

On a specific note, under the description of the process steps, involvement of
stakeholders is discussed in the second step. We recommend that in identifying

interested parties you include city agencies.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.
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sty ey SCHROEDER

LAW OFFICES

IS NE DAVIS P.C.BOX 1392
PORTLAND. OR 97232
TELEPHONE (303} 232710 SLITE 140

FAX {503} 2384076

October 1, 1996

Ms. Jean Pennington-CKPS
905 N.E. 11th Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

VIA HAND DELIVERY

TS W HERMISTON AV

HERMISTON. OR 97838
TELEPHONL (5413 564-42%0)
FFAX (541) 564-015%

RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

LOGK: MP o02- 010

RECEIPT DATE:
oct 01 8B

Re: BPA’s Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft Environmental Impact Statement(EIS)

Dear Ms. Pennington:

Schroeder Law Offices’ comments regarding the Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft EIS (August

1996) are enclosed.

Sincerely,

:BNA%;{- Bcu%

Bridget Bailey

Assistant to Laura Schroeder




COMMENTS submitted by Schroeder Law Offices
BPA Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft EIS (August 1996)

1. Statutory Provisions That Require Balancing of Agricultural Interests

Appendix A includes statutory provisions of the Pacific Northwest Electric Power
Planning and Conservation Act' which provide that 1) a balancing of agricultural interests (as
consumers of electric power) and 2) broad participation of customers and local bodies of the
region are required in carrying out wildlife mitigation® and are consequently the basis for the
referenced EIS.

II. Comments to Specific Provisions of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Supported in part by the statutory directives set out above, we provide comments to the
BPA Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft Environmental Impact Statement of August, 1996 as
follows:

Chapter 1; Purpose and Need for Action

Re: Specific mitigation actions expected (p. 1)

Comment: Irrigated lands should be excluded from fee title land acquisition and
management. A stricter standard for a showing of loss to wildlife needs to be shown before
taking any irrigated land out of production, or imposing greater power costs on irrigators. The
Mitigation Program Draft EIS itself lists and describes irrigation as a technique for wildlife
enhancement.® Therefore, the relationship between the maintenance of irrigated farmiands and
related positive effects on wildlife populations needs to be examined.*

Regarding conservation actions, we propose cooperative projects with irrigation districts
to expand water conservation infrastructure. Irrigation districts should be provided with a portion
of the mitigation budget to carry out water conservation projects under the mitigation plan.® For

116 U.S.C. § 839.

2 See Balancing power costs and fisheries vatues under the Northwest Power Act.
Michael B. Early and Egil Krogh, 13 Puget Sound L.Rev. 281 (1990).

3See “BPA Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft EIS,” Appendix A, p. 4 (August 1996).

‘See “Wildlife Mitigation Rule and Response to Comments,” Northwest Planning Council,
November 21, 1989, Dissenting Statement by Council Member John C. Brenden

See §839d(1)(B).
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example, cost sharing to update water systems that conserve water could both improve wildlife
habitat, and maintain the productivity of irrigated crop lands.

Re: Decisions to be made - Conditions for funding types of wildlife mitigation actions (pp. 6-7)

Comment: Budget allocations for actions proposed by any one impacted party, such as the
tribes, should be strictly limited to fixed percentages. In the Washington Wildlife Mitigation®
budget, 11.3% of the annuat total budget amount was available for projects proposed by CTUIR
and approved by BPA. The Agreement provided that coalition members could agree to change
percentage allocations. The plan should prohibit changes in fixed allocations because doing so
would not be consistent with this NEPA process to allow a balancing of interests.

Comment: Funding for a mitigation project should be prohibited unless actuat loss and
high probability of improvement are shown with scientific evidence. Implementing a mitigation
project upon a finding of a previous loss of wildlife habitat, without evidence of probable benefits
to wildlife habitat upon implementation, is not enough to compensate for increased power costs.

Re: Categorical elimination of wildlife mitigation techniques

Comment: Private agricultural land and private land with appurtenant public grazing rights
should be excluded from the land acquisition program. The cost of acquiring such lands is not
equivalent to the proposed return. Such acquisitions take a larger share of the total budget
available for mitigation. The typical market value of land in the Columbia Basin (in 1993 quoted
values per acre) was $2,000-$2,500 for agricultural cropland, and $900-$1,300 for agricultural
pasture. All other categories fell in lower price ranges, i.e. from $50 per acre to $1,000 per acre.’
Without more evidence of a direct benefit to wildlife, such lands should not be acquired for
mitigation purposes. In any case, the market value of land should be a greater factor in
determining whether a piece of land is acquired.

Re: Public involvement (p.7)
Comment: For a balancing of interests, any advisory committee to review mitigation plans
from a basinwide perspective should have an agricultural member. The advisory committee must

balance the public and private sector so they are equally represented.®

Comment: A regional program must involve local experts to provide adequate expertise

*See “Washington Wildlife Mitigation Agreement,” BPA (April 1993).
"See “Oregon Trust Agreement Planning Project,” BPA, p- 24 (October 1993).

*See “Wildlife Mitigation Rule and Response to Comments,” Northwest Planning Council,
November 21, 1989, Dissenting Statement by Council Member John C. Brenden.
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on the economic and social costs® of a specific mitigation project. In addition, without consistent
local participation, the statutory requirement to balance interests'® will be violated. A case-by-
case approach is necessary to adequately balance differing local economic impacts.

Chapter 2. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action (p. 9)

Re: Process for Project Implementation/Involve Stakeholders

Comment: Private and local stakeholders need to be assured of equal participation in
order to balance power interests.'! The Draft EIS does not address how statutorily required
balanced representation of interests is going to be achieved in the process. If public involvement
is streamlined, adjacent landowners should be involved in cooperative planning and partnerships.

Re: Process for Project Implementation/Adapt Management to New Information

Comment: Benefits to wildlife habitat should be measured on an ongoing basis by a preset
criteria. If no benefits are revealed, then spending on a specific mitigation project should be
halted. Doing so complies with statutory requirements to cost-effectively enhance wildlife
habitat."

Re: Process for Project Implementation/Establish Project Goals

Comment: Under included project goals, development of habitat should also complement
the existing activities of private landowners.

Re: Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the Goals

Comment: Regarding management techniques, funding should be directed to agricultural
members of the region, perhaps through the Oregon Department of Agriculture and its extension
service, to cover costs to identify and implement the use of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers
with the lowest environmental cost that still achieve results economically viable to the agricultural
industry.

16 U.S.C. §839 b(c)(8).
1016 U.S.C. §839 b(h)(5).
l'See § 839b(h)(5).
2Gee § 839b(e)(1).
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Chapter 3: Affected Environment (p.37)

Re: Economics

Comment: The economic data is incorrect, or presented in a misleading manner. The
agricultural industry provides more than 9% of the employment in certain local areas of the
Columbia River Basin.

Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences (p. 91)

Re: Economics - Land Acquisition Techniques

Comment: To balance agricultural interests, the alternative that is chosen should require
the continued commercial use of any mitigation lands where economic benefits are obtained,
UNLESS there is predictable and measurable future loss to wildlife habitat which outweighs the
economic benefits obtained.

Re: Economics - Water Development and Management Techniques

Comment: Additional use of water on mitigation areas should be prohibited because
interference with existing water rights has severe economic impacts on users and the economy of
local communities. Additional use of water on mitigation areas conflicts with the statutory
directive to implement conservation.

Re: Recreation - Context/Desired Condition

Comment: Project managers should seek a desired future condition that does not promote
or encourage recreational activity that conflicts with current agricultural and ranching uses of
private and public land.

Chapter 5: Consultation, Review, and Permits (p. 117)
Re: Farmlands

Comment: Because wildlife mitigation under the plan must balance agricultural interests,
a rating lower than 160 on the USDA rating system should be used as a threshold to require the
project manager to consider alternatives to converting farmland. For example, commercial crops
could be utilized to achieve wildlife mitigation objectives.
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ITI. Proposed Techniques that Conflict with Conservation Requirements

“Available Management Techniques” listed in Appendix A of the Draft EIS appear to
conflict with the statutory directive to the BPA Administrator to acquire resources through
conservation.”® Specific techniques that conflict with conservation of water resources include the

following:

Irrigation (Section 2.3)

Wells (Section 4.1)

Diversions (Section 4.2)

Spring Development (Section 4.3)
Water Rights Acquisition (Section 4.6)

S

BSee §839(d)(1)(B).
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Appendix A
§839. Congressional Declaration of Purpose

Statutory purposes include

-to encourage . . . “conservation and efficiency in the use of electric power’”!

-to “assure the Pacific Northwest of an adequate, efficient, economical, and
reliable power supply’?

-to provide for the participation and consultation of . . . local governments,

consumers, customers, users of the Columbia River System, . . . and the public at

large within the region in the development of regional plans and programs related

to energy conservation . . . and protecting, mitigating and enhancing fish and
wildlife resources.?

-to “protect, mitigate and enhance the fish and wildlife . . . of the Columbia River
and its tributaries . . "

§ 839b. Regional Planning and Participation

In its operations, the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and Conservation Planning Council
“shall, to the greatest extent possible, solicit . . . economic, social, environmental, and other
technical studies from customers . . . and other bodies or organizations in the region with
particular expertise.”*

The Council’s regional conservation and electric power plan shall . . . “give priority to
resources which the Council determines to be cost-effective.”

The Council’s plan “shall set forth a general scheme for implementing conservation

measures . . . with due consideration by the Council for . . . compatibility with the existing

regional power system . . . and other criteria which may be set forth in the plan.””

116 §839 (1)(A).
2 §839 (2).

* §839 (3) (A).
4§839(6).

* §839 b(c)(8).

5 §839 b (e)(1).

7 §839 b(e)(2).
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The Council “shall maintain comprehensive programs to . . . obtain public views

concerning major regional power issues” and “secure advice and consultation from the [BPA]
Administrator’s customers and others.”™

In the preparation, adoption, and implementation of the plan, the Council and [BPA}
Administrator shall encourage the cooperation, participation, and assistance of appropriate . . .

State political subdivisions . . .°

§ 839b(h). The Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program

The Council shall provide for public participation and comment regarding all
recommendations by agencies and regional Indian tribes."

The Council “shall develop a program on the basis of such recommendations, supporting
documents, and views and information obtained through public comment and participation, and
consultation with the agencies, tribes, and customers . . """

Requirement to balance power interests: The program shall consist of measures to
protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife . . . while assuring the Pacific Northwest an
adequate, efficient, economical, and reliable power supply.'?

Additional program criteria: “The Council shall include in the program measures which it
determines . . .

-will be based on, and supported by, the best available scientific
knowledge™" and

-“utilize, where equally effective alternative means of achieving the same
sound biological objective exist, the alternative with the minimum
economic cost . . "

*§839b (g)(1(BXC).
2§839b (2)(3).
19§839b (h)(4)(B).
11§ 839b(h)(5).

125 839b(h)(5).
1§839 b(h)(6)(B).
14§ 839 b(h)(6)(C).

Page 2 - Appendix A: Comments regarding Wildlife Mitigation Program, Draft EIS



“The Council shall determine whether each recommendation received is consistent with
the purposes of this chapter.”'

Mandatory basis for rejecting proposed measures: “If the Council does not adopt.. . a
recommendation, it shall explain in writing . . the basis for its finding that the adoption of such
recommendation would be “inconsistent” with paragraph (5) or (6) of this subsection or “less
effective than the adopted recommendations . . "¢

“Consumers of electric power shall bear the cost of measures designed to deal with

adverse impacts caused by the development and operation of electric power facilities and
programs only "’

§839b; §839d. Conservation

The plan shall give priorities to resources which the Council determines cost-effective.

First priority is to be given to conservation.'®

The BPA Administrator “shall acquire such resources through conservation . . . as the
Administrator determines are consistent with the plan . . . . Such conservation measures may
include and are not limited to “technical and financial assistance to, and other cooperation with
the Administrator’s customers and governmental authorities to encourage maximum cost-effective
voluntary conservation and the attainment of any cost-effective voluntary conservation obiectives

adopted by individual States or subdivisions thereof . . .”"*

1§ 839b(h)(7).
“§ 839 b(h)(7XA)B)(C).
716 §839b (h)(8)(B).
188839b(e)(1).
19§839d(1)(B).
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ik STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

P.O. Box 47600 » Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 * (206) 407-6600 = TDD Only (Hearing Impaired) (206} 407-6006

September 26, 1996

Mr. Thomas McKinney

Bonneville Power Administration
PO Box 3621

Portland OR 97208-3621 -

Dear Mr. McKinney:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the Wildlife Mitigation
Program (DOE/EIS-0246). We reviewed the DEIS and have the
following comments.

This document provides a general overview of alternatives. Once
site specific projects have been identified, a wetland analysis
should be prepared for each specific site for Department of
Ecology review.

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Dennis Beich with our
Wetlands Section at (509) 625-5192.

Slncerely, V/ %“

Rebecca J. Inman
Envirconmental Review Section

RI:
96~5335

cc: Dennis Beich, ERO
Heidi Renz, ERO
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Rick Bass
RECEIPT DATE: g 3801 Vinal Laks Rd.
e 01 ™ Troy, Montana 59935

September 25, 1996

Thomas McKinney

D.C.E

Bonneville Power Administration
P.O.Box 3621

Portland, OR  97208-3621

Dear Thomas McKinney:

o
I am writing to camment of the Draft EIS regarding the mitigation of wildlife
habitat loss caused by development of the Columbia River Basin. The most
destructive wildlife habitat loss that I am aware of in the region has
occurred with the construction of Lake Koocanusa, effectively isolating
the genetics of the Yaak Valley in extreme northwestern Montana--a valley
that was once connected directly to the Glacier ecosystem. I recommend
that funds be used to purchase the river bottom lands now glutting the
market as the timber companies (having clearcut these lands given to them,
indirectly, by the government) flee, leaving subdivisions behind in an
already stressed system.

Thank you. Plum Creek is the timber company offering these lands for saie.
Sincerely,

Rick Bass



Northwest Environmental Defense Center
10015 S.W. Terwilliger Bivd., Portland, Oregon 97219
(503) 768-6673 Fax - (503) 768-6671

Public Involvement Manager RECEIVED BY BPA
Bonnevilte Power Administration-CKP fggl.gc INVOLVEMENT
P.O. Box 12999 WM P- 0L - 013
Portland, OR 97212 RECEIPT DATE:
0T 02 W%
October i, 1996

Re: Wildlite Mitigation Program DEIS
Dear Public Involvement Manager:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Wildlife Mitigation Program DFEIS.
On behalf of Northwest Environmental Defense Council we urge you to consider our
recommendations.

1. OVERALL COMMENTS

BPA has a strong obligation to protect and mitigate wildlife consistent wilh
recommendations from the Northwest Power Planning Council. Pursuant to this goal, BPA must
publish an EIS that translates that obligation into a program that works within the confines of
law and regulatory authority and that effectively and safely reaches the goals of wildlite
mitigation.  Although we applaud BPA'’s effort in this DEIS to set forth alternative
approaches that try to establish consistency amongst projects, we believe that the stated issucs to
be resolved in the DELS were not adequately answered or explored. BPA in its compilation of
the alternatives failed to demonstrate the recognition of key factors that could have a profound
effect upon the implementation of the goals of those alternatives. In order to procecd with the
process of selecting an appropriate alternative, BPA must address some important
considerations. These considerations are: 1) the effect MOA funding cap will have on the goals
and prioritization of management techniques within projects under each and all alternatives; 2)
the degree of participation by the public; and 3) the degree of deference given to tribal
authoritics and agencics.

A. Impacts of Fuading Limits

BPA needs to evaluate the possibie influence the MOA funding cap will have on its goals
and management implementation strategies in each alternative, The significant risk o impacty,



we believe, gives just cause to include this in your analysis. We believe it is imperative that you
disclose the available resources, and how they will affect each alternative. BPA must bhe clear
on how cost decisions affect where and how much it allocates funding and on what basis. 13PA
should decide specifically whether it is based on how much electricity is needed or whether
salmon management will aftect availability of funding for other projects. The Northwest Power
Act states that, “(h)(8) [t}he [Planning] Council shall consider, in developing and adopting a
program [for mitigation]. . . (D) [m]onetary costs and electric power losses resuiting from the
implementation of the program shall be allocated by the Administrator consistent with individual
project impacts and systemwide objectives of this subsection” (16 USC 839b). BPA must
consider the impacts of these cost decisions and must acknowledge them openly before any true
evaluation of objectives for wildlife mitigation can be performed.

The cost ramifications present an evident problem with prioritization. The risks of the
elimination of wildlife mitigation techniques under the influence of cost concerns arc not
confronted in this DEIS. We strongly urge that they should be addressed. BPA includes in its
objectives for resolving issues in the DEIS: “Achievement of cost and administrative cfficiency,”
(p.1 of Summary). Stated as one of the issucs to be resolved is “[w]hether and to what extent
BPA should prescribe conditions for funding types of wildlife mitigation actions,” {p. R of
Summary). This issue is not resolved. Some of the alternatives state that 2 cost analysis will be
involved, but they don’t specify how. The public has no means of reasonably predicting how
the cost analyses will affect mitigation priorities within each alternative,

+ [N 3

BPA needs to stipulate how much public involvement there will be under cach
alternative. In step 2 of the stated prescriptions under all action alternatives, BPA describes the
individuals’ involvement in the input process as “similar to the project scoping and public
involvement that occurs in a NEPA analysis,” (p. 2 of Summary). We need to know to what
extent the two are similar. The extent of public involvement under each alternative needs to be
expressed in the DEIS if it is to replace NEPA’s familiar and tested public input requircments.
We understand BPA’s efforts to enhance the efficiency of the mitigation process. lowever, in

any proposed alternative for mitigation, the possible mechanisms for input should be discussed
and evaluated.

. Role of Tribes and Agencics

We see no attempt to address the role of tribes and agencies within each atternative. The
role is addressed generally in the DEIS, but is not specified in each alternative. [t iy not
sufficicnt to state that tribes and agencies are involved. There must be communication as to
what kind of role, how extensive the role, and the differences between the alternatives regarding
that role.

Because of their expertise in their respective fields, Tribes and agencies should have
complete deference in the decision-making process. Inclyded in BPA's required eight step
planning process is one step devoted to input from Tribes, agencies and the interested public.
Instead of dealing with these important and helpful groups in one step of the plan, their
invotvement should be integrated into the entire eight step ccosystem planning process. This



allows their input to benefit the entire process, not just at the beginning, with the project
managers’ option of returning for input during the later steps.

We feel their expertise is so important that there should be included a separatc alternative
which constructs a regional entity made up of managers sclected from fish and witdlife groups,
agencies and tribal authorities. This entity would be given full discretionary power over all
decisions, and BPA would act as a financial conduit, funding all projects required by this entity.
This alternative is a logical option to include among those already defined in the DS becnuse it
is most consistent with the goals of wildlife mitigation. While BPA has the responsibility for
wildlife mitigation, these groups are more experienced to properly handle this responsibility.

11. SPECIFICS

BPA has a responsibility to make the DEIS clear to the public reader. “Environmental
impact statements shall be written in plain language and may use appropriate graphics so that
decisionmakers and the public can readily understand them.” 40 CFR 1502.8. The following
are examples of specific problems that may confuse the reader.

*Table 1-1 (p. 4)  This table represents present priorities, yet its function in the DEIS
among the alternatives is unknown.

*Table 2-3 (p.36) Under Alternative 5, and under the topic “Compliance with Laws
and Regulations,” the statement, “{m]ay be inconsistent with agency statutory authorities.” is

never explained anywhere in the DEIS.
.'/. i P :
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‘Alexis %arprio. NEDC Volunteer

‘/m;a‘ B el en. |

Emilec Moeller, NEDC Volunteer
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State of Washington
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

Mailing Address: 600 Capito! Way N » Olympia, WA 98501-1091 = (360} 902-2200, TDD {360) 902-2207
Main Office Location: Natural Resources Building » 1111 Washington Street SE « Olympia, WA

September 23, 1996 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
LoGe: WML oL - o1y
RECEIPT DATE:
oCT 03 13
Mr. Thomas C. McKinney

Bonneville Power Administration
Post Office Box 12999
Portland, Oregon 97212

Dear Mr. McKinney:

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife would like to thank the Bonneville
Power Administration for pursuing the development of the Wildlife Mitigation Program
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, DOE/EA-0246 (EIS). This standardized approach
should significantly reduce the amount of time to implement wildlife mitigation projects in
the Columbia Basin, as well as provide a way to ensure consistency. The Department also
appreciates the efforts to expedite the National Environmental Policy Act review of the
Vancouver Lowlands Project by including it in this document.

Specific comments pertaining to the EIS from this agency have been incorporated into the
response from the Wildlife Working Group. The Department endorses the comments the
group has submitted.

Sincerely,

Bern Shanks, Ph.D.
Director

BS:JR:slt



FRIENDS OF THE WILD SWAN
P.O. BOX 5103
SWAN LAKE, MT 59911

RECEIVED BY BPA

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
October1,1996 LOG#: - wm P oL- O(5

RECEIPT DATE: 03
Bonneville Power Administration 0cT 536
P.0O. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208-3621

RE: Wildlife Mitigation Program DEIS comments.

Dear Mr. McKinney:

Please accept the following comments on BPA’s Wildlife Mitigation Program
DEIS an behalf of Friends of the Wild Swan and Montana Ecosystems Defense
Council. '

1. We do not believe that the information contained in this DEIS is a ,
substitute for NEPA on site-specific projects. As a programmatic document this sets
the side-boards for a NEPA analysis on individual projects. The wide variety of =
wildlife, landtypes and existing impacts, etc. throughout the Columbia River Basin
make it impos<ihle to cover all possible scenarios in one EIS.

2. Please clarify what you mean by reintroduction.of wildlife species.” Does
this include hatchery stocking of fish?

3. Please clarify why predator control would be necessary in any scenario
proposed by BPA. Predators are a natural part of the ecosystem and have been
unfairly exterminated throughout the west, mostly to accomodate cattle and sheep
grazing. Why does BPA need to involve itself in predatar control?

4. Define nuisance animals. Define unwanted or competing vegetation, are
-these noxious weeds? or native plant species that BPA might find undesireable?

5. Please refer to recent economics studies conducted throughout the
northwest such as Economic Well-Being and Environmental Protection in the
Pacific Northwest A Consensus Report by Pacific Northwest Economists, Pecember
1995, and Lost Landscapes and Failed Econamies by Dr. Thomas Power, 1996.
Natural resource extraction is not the driving force behind economic vitality in the
northwest.

6. The Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFISH) is only being applied on.Forest
Service lands, not BLM lands. PACFISH does apply to both agencies. '



7. Please define decommissioning of roads. The definition should consist of
removing culverts and excavating the fill down to the natural stream channel and
involve total re-contouring of the affected lands.

8. Please define necessary and unnecessary roads. What criteria will be used
to determine whether a road is necessary or unnecessary? This should include
existing and planned roads.

9. Roads should not be constructed in the floodplain or along stream/river
channels.

10. Monitoring requirements for INFISH are ‘primarily limited to venfymg
whether the standards -and guidelines are being applied. Monitoring to determine
the effectiveness of the measure outlined in' INFISH are given a low priority.
Monitaring the validity of the assumptions used in developing INFISH will not be
done. Please clarify this in your document.

Please-keep us involved as your NEPA process continues.

Singerely,

Arlene Montgomery me
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September 26, 1996

Bonneville Power Administration RECEIVED ﬁgpA ' ISSB '

Public Involvement Manager PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
P O. Box 12999 LOGH i JMP-02- 016

Portiand, Oregon 97212 RECEIPT DATE:

08 1%
RE: DOE/EA-0246 ot

To whom 1t may concemn:

Members of the Wildlite Workung Group (WWG) met on August 14, 1996 to discuss BPA’s Wildlife
Mitigation Program Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0246). The WWG's major concermns
with'and comments on the Draft EIS are described below with corresponding recommended changes to the
document.

Page 2, Section 1.3 BACKGROUND

Footnote ! under Section 1.3 on Page 2 needs to clarify BPA's requirement to act consistently with the
Northwest Power Act. Revise the footnote so that it reads:

“While BPA does not embrace every provision in the Council’s Program, BPA is required to act in
a manner consistent with the Northwest Power Act. BPA uses the Program to guide ..

Page 3, The Role of the Wildlife Working Group in the Mitipation Project Prioritization Process

Revise the bulleted paragraph on the top of Page 3 (the fourth bullet under Section 1.3 BACKGROUND) to
clarify that the Wildlife Working Group will oversee the mitigation project prioritization process.

s “Development of a wildlife mitigation project prioritization process managed by the Columbia
Basm Fish and Wildlife Authority’ through the Wildlife Working Group®, with the ...™

Also, add the following footnote to define the Wildtife Working Group:

" The Wildlife Working Group consists of representatives from state and federal fish, wildlife,
and land management agencies, tribes; the BPA: and utilities. Representatives from the Columbia
Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority, as well as from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Bureau
of Indian Affairs, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, and U.S. National Park Service comprise the Wildlife Working Group.”

(Note: The numbering of subsequent footnotes will need to be changed )

Page 3. Inclusion of the Draft Wildlife Plan in Background Information/Update of EIS and Wildlife

Plan

Under Section 1.3 BACKGROUND, add a bulleted paragraph that addresses the development of the
Council's Wildlife Plan. The preparation of the Draft Wildlife Plan is an tmportant step in the wildlife
mitigation process and should be specifically mentioned. Add the following paragraph after the fourth bullet
on Page 3:
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¢ “Development ot the Draft Wildlife Plan by the Wildlife Working Group (Council, 1995) which
descnbes procedures for 1) standardizing and completing the existing wildlite loss assessments. 2)
developing and implementing mitigation plans that will fully mitigate for wildlife losses, and 3)
monitoring and evaluating mitigation activities to ensure mitigation success,

Also, add the following paragraphs to the end of Section 1.3 on top of Page 5 (prior to Section 1.4
Relationship to Other Documents:

“The Wildlife Plan, which defines the goals and objectives, and describes the methodologes for
proceeding with the Wildlife Program, will provide guidance to BPA and to mitigation planners
(States, tribes, federal agencies, and others). The Plan incorporates quality assurance procedures
that address the technical quality of products and the consistency between region-wide efforts. The
Wildlife Plan is also intended to provide a framework in which future biologists can contimue to
implement, monitor, and evaluate wildlife mitigation. The Plan will be finalized after the Wildlhife
Mitigation Program EIS 1s completed.

Both the Wildlife Mitigation Program EIS and Wildlife Plan will be updated as needed through
future vears to reflect current information. laws and regulations, and Wildlife Program goals.”

Page 10, The 8-Step Process

The $-step process in Section 2.1.1 needs to emphasize flexibility and clanfy that the steps can be foliowed in
any order, as deemed appropnate by the project proponents. It is not clear at what point in the 8-step process
lands would be purchased The WWG is concerned that mitigation fands may be acquired by someone else
before Project Managers address each step (thus mitigation options changing, and time and money spent in the
plannung process wasted). To clanfy that the 8-step process is intended to be flexuble and that land options
will be protected until funding by BPA occurs, add the following words to the end of the second paragraph
under Section 2.1.1:

“The eight steps described below are not necessanly intended to be followed in the order
presented. For example, it is likely that Step 5 will be often be addressed prior to Steps 2, 3, and 4
during the planmng process. Also. some steps may occur concurrently  The eight standard
planning process steps are intended to be flexible; the order in which the steps are followed will be
dependent on the specific Project Management Plan and the Contract Officer Technical
Representative's sign off that each step has been adequately addressed. BPA will likely charmel
funds for mitigation implementation after project goals are established, the area of interest/concem
is defined, stakeholders are involved, historical and present site conditions and trends are
established, and a statement of the desired future condition is developed.™

Page 12. 1. Define the Area of Concern/Interest

Project Managers will need a technical document that outlines how to conduct an adequate hazardous
matenals survey. Edit the fifth bulleted paragraph under 1. Deftne the Area of Concern/Interest to read:

e . toxic wastes. A hazardous materials survey protocol, prepared or approved by BPA, will be
available for use by Project Managers in the project planning process.”

Page 20, 7. Monitor Conditions and Evaluate Results (Alternative 4}
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On top of Page 20 under 7. Monitor Conditions and Evaluate Results {(Alternative 4) clanfy that BPA

will comply with the mitigation monstoring/evaluation goal of the Wildlife Program Ruie. [nclude the
following words:

~... efficiency altemative. However, as required by Section 11.4 of the Wildlife Program Rule,

BPA will monutor and evaluate miugation etforts to determine if projected benefits to wildlile
result trom mitigation efforts.”

Page 23, 6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the Goals {Alternative §)

Edit the last bulleted paragraph so it reads:

* “To protect tarm land. acquire lands not currently under commercial agricultural use

Page 25. 7. Monitor Conditions and Evaluate Results (Alternative R
Edit the first bulleted paragraph on top of Page 25 so it reads:

*  “Momtor performance ... and natural resources (e.g,, fish, wildlife, soils, water quality).”

Page 26, 2. Involve Stakeholders (Alternative )

Under 2. Involve Stakeholders (Alternative 6) on Page 26 move the first bulleted paragraph to 2. Involve

Stakeholders (Alternative 2} on Page 12 since the identifying of a desired future condition will be applicable
to all action alternatives.

Page 27, §. Establish Project Goals {Alternative 6)

Edit the first asterisk of the second bullet in 5. Establish Project Goals (Alternative 6) so that it reads:

“protection of high quality native or other habitat or species of special concern (whether at the
project site or adjacent to the project site), including ... ™

Page 28, 6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the Goals (Altecnative 6)

Under 6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the Goals (Alternative 6) edit the third
bulleted paragraph to clanfy that natural regeneration will be favored over active restoration:

»  “Favor natural regeneration over active restoration where the same biological objectives can be
achieved in a reasonable amount of time.™

Also. under 6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the Goals (Alternative 6) odit the
sixth bulleted paragraph to distinguish between revenue gained on mitigation lands that will be channeled
back to the mitigation projects to offset implementation costs versus those monies that may be generated that
camnot be easily attributable to wildlife mitigation activities.

+  "Dedicate to the project any site specific user fees or revenue gained from commerce that results
from the exclusive use of the property. (Revenues generated from hunting licenses or other wildlife



recreation related fees which cannot be directly linked to wildlife mitigation activities or that is
identified in site specific management plans will be excluded).”

Page 29, 6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the Goals {Alternative 6)

Under 6. Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the Goals (Alternative 6) edit the eighth
butleted paragraph on the top of Page 29 to clarify that the use of local supplies and labor may not be possible
it all circumstances, but that it will be the preferred choice:

e “Encourage the use of available local supplies and labor to accomplish project goals and
objectives.”

Page 30, Table2-1

In Table 2-1 on Page 30, the mitigation techmique Fee-Title Acquisition and Transfer is given an intrequent
oceurrence ratng. Since fee-title acquisition and transfer has in fact been a frequently used method of
achieving wildlife mitigation 1n the past (and will likely remain a frequently used mitigation techmque 1n the
future), the WWG requests that this rating be changed under Altemative 6 from a “-"toa “*".

There are inconsistencies in the frequency use rating system throughout Table 2-1. For example, Creating or
Expanding Wetlands is given a ***” under Altemative & while techniques that would likely be employed to
achieve wetland creation goals (i.¢., Wells, Diversions, Check Dams:Impoundments, Pipelines, and Drainage
Ditches) are given a =-" rating. The WWG suggests that BPA review the assurnptions on which these ratings
are based and change the ratings as appropnate.

Also in Table 2-1, add an additional row under MULTIPLE USE TECHNIQUES on Page 32 to more
explicitly represent public use interests. Label this new row “Public Use Management”.

Page 42, Section 3.8 CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES

Add “pasturing livestock™ to the list located in the last sentence of the first paragraph under Section 3.8.

Pasturing livestock also is histonically significant to tribes in the Columbia River Basin and needs to be
included in the list.

Between Papes 42 and 43, Figure 3-5

Figure 3-3 (between Pages 42 and 43) is difficult to read and may not accurately represent the areas of interest
of each tribe. The WWG would like Figure 3-5 to be removed from the EIS and the following words added
after a fifth bullet under Section 4.6.4 on Page 90 to explain how tribal interests within the Basin will be
addressed

»  “Project Managers will coordinate project activities with the appropriate and affected tribe(s)
to ensure that tribal interests are addressed.”

Page 43. Section 3.9 ECONOMICS

Recreation and tourism are major sources of revenue in the Columbia River Basin and should be mentioned.
Revise the first sentence of the first paragraph under Section 3.9 on Page 43 to read:
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~Major sources of employment include agriculture, forestry, recreation/tourism, real estate, retail,
services, and govemment. ™

Page 54, Section 4.2.1 Context

Trbes have legal authority over the protection, use, and management of water resources. Revise the first
sentence of the second paragraph under Section 4.2.1 to read:

“Several state agencies and tribes also have regulatory authority ...~
To further clarify the role of the tribes in managing water resources on Page 55, add after “9. Wyoming
Environmental Quality Department: regulates water quality and use.™

10. Indian Tribres: some tribes regulate water quality and use.

Page 59, Water Distribution Techniques

Edit the second paragraph under Water Distribution Techniques o read:

“Development of culverts with elevated outfalls (greater than I m, or 3 ft.) can add to downstream -
sediment loads and potentially block fish passage.”

Page 93, Section 4.7.3 Impacts of Techniques, Land Acquisition Techniques

The government usually pays taxes on lands that they acquire. This first sentence of the second paragraph
under Section 4.7.3 does not reflect this. Change sentence to read:

“For fee-title acquisition of private property, the property may be converted from taxable private
ownership to nontaxable govemmental ownership. Property and other taxes may be lost to the
county and state in which the property is located and possibly to established special districts that
receive funds from tax assessments. However, federal and state land management agencies
commonly do make payments to counties. When governmental agencies make payments to
counties, it 1s done as in-lieu payments or other payments which generally compensate the county
for any potential revenue loss. Severity of the impact ...”

Page 97, Section 4.7.4 Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures - Economics

It may not be feasible to always use local supplies and labor to accomplish project goals and objectives.
Change the first bullet 1o read:

* ~ Encourage the use of available local supplies and..."

Page 103, Section 4.8.4 Potential Program-Wide Mitigation Measures - Recreation/Visual

Emphasize that remtroduction’s of species will not occur near tmportant public use areas. Edit the third
bulleted paragraph on Page 103 to read:
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o “For projects involving the reintroduction of threatened or endangered species. establish
reintroduction sites consistent with species manayement and‘or recovery plans ™

Page 110, Section 4.10.2 Cumulative Impucts of Al Future Wildlife Mitigation Projects Considered
Together with Past, Present, and Future Human Actions in the Columbia River Basin

The last paragraph under Section 4.10.2 (Page 110) which addresses the cumulative benefits of wildhfe
mitigation activities is weak. Edit the last paragraph under Section 4.10 2 so 1t reads:

“Wildlife mitigation activities will have numerous beneficial etfects on the wildlife and other
resources throughout the Columbia River Basin. For example, the process of secunng and
managing lands for wildlife would provide both short-term and long-term benefits to wildlife. The
acquisition of lands for wildlite wall protect existing wildlife habitat values and ensure habitat
availability for wildlife species in the future. Human populations would also benefit from lands
acquired for wildlife as opportunities for recreation (e.g., wildlife viewing) are maintained.
Acquisition of private lands also provides additional protection of cultural resources not required
of private land owners.

Plant propagation also will benefit resources within the Basin. Plant propegation techmques (e.g,,
seeding. planting) will increase vegetative diversity, thus providing wildlife with greater habitat
diversity. Also, plant propagation will decrease soil erosion by stabilizing exposed soils. This will
benefit water quality which is important to fish and wildlife, as well as to human populations. The
removal of livestock will improve habitat conditions, increasing wildlife populations.

Habitat restoration/enhancement techniques will also benefit fish, wildhife. and human populations.
Where wetland habitats are restored or enhanced, the quality of ground and surface waters 1s
expected to improve. Restoration of wetlands may also raise groundwater levels (which may allow
agricultural practices to occur with less irmgation or result in new naturally occurring vegetated
areas) and buifer the effects of flocds. Island restoration and other habitat enhancement projects
will increase habitat diversity, thus benefiting wildlife populations.

Water development, management, and distribution techniques will bring water to areas previously
without water. These new sources of water wili benefit wildlife populations and the increased
presence of vegetation will improve wildlife habitat diversity. Opportunities for agricultural
development may be extended which will generate revenue and provide habitat for certain wildlife
species.

Vegetation management techniques will help control envasive species which are currently limiting
vegetative diversity. Thus, wildlife will benefit from improved habitat diversity. The re-
establishment of native species will benefit fish and wildlife, as well as traditional Native Amencan
cultural uses. Implemented fire management techniques will help protect wildlife habitats and
areas of human concern (e.g., facilities) from the risk of high-intensity fires. Prescnbed burns will
benefit wildlife by creating and maintaining habitat diversity.

Species management techniques such as species introductions or the control of certain species will
be beneficial by creating a more natural ecosystem n the Columbia River Basin. The
reintroduction of certain species will help ensure their long-term survival. Humans will benefit
from these efforts as well since the intrinsic and aesthetic values of wildlife will be preserved for
future generations.

\Multiple use techniques implemented in conjunction with wildlife mitigation activities wall also
provide benetits to resources throughout the Columbia River Basin. For example, grazing by caitle
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and erop production will create and maintain habatats used by certain wildlife species. Timber
management and will also maintain habitat types required by waldlife species while also providing
econemic benefits The preservation of undeveloped areas in the Basin will provide short-tenm and
long-term benetits to wildlife habitat and populations, protect aesthetic values, and provide
recreational opportunities.”™

Appendix A, Page 1, Section 1 RESOURCE ACQUISITION TECHNIQUES

Under Section 1.2.2 on Page 2 of Appendix A the statement that easement acquisition 1s “usually less
expensive than fee-title and transter™ is not true. Easement acquisition has been determined to be less
expensive 1n the short-term, but is more costly in the long-term (when Operation and Maintenance costs are
considered). The WW@G wants all the General Benefits and General Drawbacks sections under 1.
RESOURCE ACQUISITION TECHNIQUES to address short-term and long-term costs.

This cost determinatzon is based on the following documents:

Oregon Trust Agreement Planming Project: Potential mitigations to the umpucts on Oregon wildlife
resources associated with relevant mamstem Columbia River and Willamette River hydroelectric
projects. February 1993, Project Coordinators. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S_ Fish
and Wildlife Service, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, Contederated Tribes of
the Warm Springs [ndian Reservation, Bumns Paiute Tribe, Oregon Natural Hertage Program. Report
to the Bonneville Power Administration and the U.S. Department of Energy

US. Army Corps of Engineers. 1983. Special Report for Congress Lower Snake River Fish and
Wildlife Compensation Plan 17 S. Army Corps of Engineers. Walla Walla District. Walla Walla,
Washington. March 1983.

Habitat Creation vs. Habitat Enhancement/Restoration

The phrases "wetland creation” and “habitat ¢reation” are no longer commonly used; instead management
activities related to wetlands and other habitats are now referred to as “restoration™ or “enhancerent” projects.
Throughout the EIS (especially in Chapter 4), change references to wetland creation and habitat creation to
wetland restoration‘enhancement and habitat restoration/enhancement. Specific locations throughout the EIS
where this edit would apply include:

Page 30, Table 2-1 (HABITAT CREATION AND CONVERSION, Creating or Expanding Wetlands)
Page 47, Alternative 5, second paragraph, second sentence
Page 45 (Habitat Creation and Conversion)

Page 63, fourth bulleted paragraph from the top (“For projects involving wetland and/or island
creation...”)

Page £3, fifth bulleted paragraph from the top (“For projects imvolving wetland creation...™
Appendix A, Pages 5 and 6: 3 HABITAT CREATION AND CONVERSION,
Fee Title Acquisition and Transfer

Fee-title acquisition and transfer are not one and the same; one technique may be implemented apart from the
other to achieve wildlife mitigation goals. Therefore, “fee-title acquisition and transfer” should be considered
different techniques in the EIS and discussed separately  Throughout the EIS, change “Fee-Title Acquisition
and Transfer” to “Fee-Title Acquisition” and “Fee-Title Transfer™ and address appropriately. Specific
locations throughout the EIS where this edit would apply include:

Page 30, Table 2-1
Appendix A, Page 1, Section 1.1
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If vou have any questions or comments regarding the Wildhife Working Group's recommended
changes to BPA's Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft EIS, please contact me.

Sincerely.

O/Q«IL« M\Q/\ ’d/f/ﬂi

Chris Merker, Chair
Columbia River Basin Fish & Wildlife Authority
Wildhife Caucus

(smj 2568 - 7055



The Ecology Center
1519 Cooper S¢t.

Missoula, MT 59802
(406) 728-5733 (406) 542-0050

PO Box 8731

(406) 728-9432 fax (406) 728-9432 fax

ecocenter@wildrockie.org
http://www.wildrockies.org

awr@igc.apc.org

Bonneville Power Administration
Public Involvement Manager

P.O. Box 12999

Portland, OR 97212

Missoula, MT 59801

Alliance for the Wild Rockies

QCT - ¢ 1998
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
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: ocT 08 1%

re: Wildlife Mitigation Program DEIS

Dear : Mr. McKinney,

Thank you for allowing The Ecology Center and the Alliance for the Wild
Rockies to comment on the BPA's Wildlife Mitigation Program Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. Here are our comments.

General Comments
We find the DEIS to be totally inadequate ‘for the scope of this
proposal The scientific analysis, in the rare cases in which it can be
found, is at best horrendous. The analysis team should be ashamed.
Consgidering the massive geographic scope of ‘this proposal, 144 pages of
analysis does not even come close to the proper amount of time and study
needed to create a comprehensive set of regulations. It is our general
feeling that BPA should throw this DEIS in the trash and a new analysis
undertaken.
Purpose And Need
The DEIS states that "...because this EIS explores, identifies, and

discloses many of the environmental impacts expected from mitigation projects,
individual projects may not require further National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA} review." (DEIS, pg. Summary/l)- NEPA was created to ensure that all
federal agencies managing lands in the public trust did so in an
environmentally sound manner. We are firmly opposed to any attempt by the BPA
to circumvent, streamline, or in any other way alter the NEPA process. So too
are the courts. In Natural Resources Defense Council Inc. v. Morton, the
court correctly points out the illegality of replacing the NEPA process with a
programmatic document such as this:

A program statement may be very helpful in assessing

recurring policy issues and insuring consideration

of the cumulative impact that numerous. decisions might

have on the environment, but that does not mean that it

will suffice to fulfill the NEPA mandate.  The court

is convinced that the...programmatic statement alocone,

unrelated to individual geographic conditions, does not

permit the "finely tuned and 'systematic' balancing

analysis" mandated by NEPA.l
Since this EIS is in clear violation of NEPA, it should be dropped from
consideration, or it must be modified in such a way that it does not
circumvent, hinder, or in any other way violate NEPA. Further more, it must
explicitly state that the NEPA process, in its entirety, will be applied to
each individual proposal.

1 (1) Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Morton. 388 F.Supp. 829, 527 F.2d 1385
(D.C.Cir.1976}



We also take issue with the inglusion of local economic considerations,
grazing, timber harvest, and other rescurce extraction activities in any
document meant to deal with mitigating the destruction of wildlife habitat
caused by the hydro- electric development of the Columbia River Basin. In
virtually every case, the interests of these activities come into direct
conflict with those of wildlife and the desire to protect and rehabilitate
wildlife habitat. The Final EIS (FEIS) must remove such considerations from
its analysis.

We also take issue with the purpose 2 as listed in the DEIS "Achievement
of cost and administrative efficiencv."(DEIS pg. 1/2) Aside from the afore
mentioned NEPA violations caused by a desire to "streamline" the
administrative process, such a consideration will inevitably run in direct
contradiction of many wildlife mitigation proposals. Although consideration
of this issue should be included in the analysis, it should not be a driving
purpose behind this DEIS. We request that it be removed from the list of
primary objectives upon which the BPA will "...base its choice among
alternatives" (DEIS pg. 1/2) presented in the FEIS.

Alternatives

The alternatives presented in the DEIS are completely misleading.
Alternative 3, the mis-named "Biological Objectives Emphasis," the BPA
purposes to allow the use of herbicides, pesticides, "and ground disturbing
activities. Unless the "biclogical objective" is to poison v1rtually every
species of flora and fauna, every watershed, and the air of the project area,
how does this benefit the biology of anything at all? The madness continues
under Alternative 5, better known as the "General Environmental Protection"
alternative, which, the DEIS informs us, is the nanvironmentally preferred"
alternative., If logic, the general rules of llanlSthS, and Webster's
Dig¢tionary applied to this DEIS, one would assume that this alternatlve would
eliminate practices detrimental to the environment.  But, alag, such staples
of reality clearly do not apply {or did not occur} to the BPA when formulating
this DEIS. 1In fact, this alternatlve asserts that practices such as logging,
grazing, mining, and general ecosystem destruction are environmental.
resources, since they contribute to "...local economic productivity!"(DEIS
2/20) Perhaps the BPA could explain to the public how *economic productivity"
fits into an ecosystem. Is it some form of life or biological process my B8th
grade bioclogy teacher failed to mention? If so, please provide the scientific
documentation for such an assertion. Both we, and Charles Darwin, would be
most interested in reading about this new form of environmental resource.

Clearly resource extraction activities are detrimental to the
environment, and must be eliminated from any alternative which proposes to
meaningfully address envirommental concerns.

The DEIS proposes to, continue the long standing use of logging as a
deterrent to fire. In fact there is a growing- body of evidence that logging
increages the risk of wildfire. A Forest Service General Technical Report,
(*Historic and Current Forest Landscapes in Eastern’ Oregon and Washington.
Part II Linking Vegetation Characteristics to Potential Fire Behavior and
Related Smoke Production” by Huff, Ottmar, Alvarado, Vihnanek, Lemkkuhl,
Hessburg, & Everett; PNW-GTR-335, October, 1995} states:

In general, rate of spread and flame length were positively

correlated with the proportion of area logged . . . All harvest

techniques were associated with increasing rate of spread and’

flame length . .

The aforementioned paper has many other implications to lead us to believe
that actions such as this will actually increase the risk to private
landowners in the area, and increase the intensity of watershed-damaging
wildfires in the area, in contradiction to the DEIS's claims. 'In carrying out
these types of fire suppression activities, these false pretenses, you would



actually endangering the public in the area and the forests owned by the
public.

Economic considerations are not to be dismissed. According to the
Congressional Research Service, the U.S. taxpayers would have to spend
approximately 3.5 billion dollars in order to reduce fuels in only ten percent
of our naticnal forests.? Considering the historic ineffectualness of fire
suppression methods (the yearly wildfires in "treated" areas stand as a good
testament) and the increase in probability and intensity of wildfires after
fire suppression related logging, such activities should be dropped from the
DEIS. The BPA should replace these dated, expensive methods with an attempt
to reintroduce historic fire patterns into the area,.

Grazing has arguably been one of the most damaging activities to have
occurred in the West.3 Cattle wastes have historically caused massive
degradation of water quality, plant biodiversity, and riparian areas and the
species dependent on clean, intact riparian areas. More recently, studies
have indicated that grazing has had a major impact on the ecological processes
which normally maintain the ecosystems health. One such area is the role of
fire in the ecosystem. Studies indicate that heavy grazing, which virtualiy
all grazable areas of the west have experienced, has dramatically decreased
fire frequency and intensity, giving rise to major changes in the plant make
up of most grassland areas in the west.? Grazing has also impacted plant
regeneration, retarding the growth of certain tree species while encouraging
the growth of others, thus causing traditional plant makeups to be replaced.>

We oppose all action alternatives on the grounds that no single
alternative would provide a comprehensive set of guidelines for the protection
of the analysis area in its entirety. We request that the BPA use the
comments And suggestions presented here to draft a real "General Environmental
Protection® alternative which precludes rescurce extraction activities, use of
harmful chemicals, road building, and provides for the protection of all
facets of the ecosystem.

S0il, Water Quality, Fisheries, Wildlife and TES Species Habitat

The DEIS contains no information on the current conditions on current
conditions of soils, water quality, fisheries, and wildlife and TES species
habicat in the analysis area. How does BPA expect to be able to create a
comprehensive set of standards and guidelines for project managers to follow

2 {2) See Congressional Research Service, 1994. "Forest Fires and Forest Health Activities®
Memorandum from Ross W. Gorte, Sept. 26, 1994. Library of Congress, Washington D.C.

3 (3) see Fleischner, T. L. 1994. “Ecological Costs of Livestock Grazing in Western North
America.” Conservation Biology B(3):629-644.

4 (4)For a discussion on fire and grazing, see:

Agee, J. K. 1994. “Fire and Weather Disturbances in Terrestrial Eccosystems of the Eastern
Cascades.” General Technical Report PNW-320.  Pacific Northwest Research Station, Portland,
QOreon. .

Cooper, C. F. 1960. “Changes in Vegetation, Structure, and Growth of Southwestern Pine
Forests Since White Settlement.” Ecological Monographs 30(2):129-164.

Madany, M. H., and N. E. West. 1983. “Livestock Grazing-Fire REgime Interacitons within
Montane Forests of Zion Naional Park, Utah.” Ecology 64(4):661-667.

> (5)For a discussion on regeneration and grazing, see:

Arnold, J. F. 1230. “Changes in Ponderosa Pine Bunchgrass Ranges in Northern Arizona
Resulting from Fine Regeneration and Grazing. Journal of Forestry. 48;118-126.
Eigsenstat, D. M., J. E. Mitchell, and W. W. Pcpe. 1982. “Trampling Damage by Cattle on
Northern Idaho rorest Plantations.” Jounral of Range Management 35(6):715-716.

Karl, M. G., and P. S. Doescher. 1993. “Requlating Competition on Conifer Plantations with
Prescribed Cattle Grazing.” Forest Science 39:405-418.



if the DEIS does not mention these issues? Without an in-depth analysis of
these issues, the BPA can not provide planners with a proper baseline for
project implementation. The Final EIS must include a specific analysis of
each of these issues, including maps for habitat (both current and potential)
for all TES plant and wildlife species and for all sensitive and proposed for
listing fish species. The Final EIS must also stipulate how these standards
will conform to INFISH and PACFISH guidelines. Since such a major rehauling
of this analysis is required, the following is a discussion of the issues
which must be brought up in regards to each of these areas. Note that these
igsues are not to be considered totallv exhaustive, but rather a beginning
point from which the BPA's analysis team should start from.

wildlife

We are requesting comprehensive effects analyses for each of the proposed
activities on all forest management indicator species, with special emphasis on elk.
Specifically, the analysis should address the following questions:

{1} What are the species-specific habitat losses expected to occur as a result of
implementing each alternative?

{(2) What effects will p*OJect activities have on the dlstrlbutlon and movement
patterns of wildlife?

We request projections of effects on these species habitat area-wide as a
result of the proposal. The analysis should show that the indicator species
identified in the DEIS are in fact appropriate indicators-of. environmental changes
in these areas for this type of project. If the hiologists feel it is appropriate
to document impacts using substitute species, they should accompany such a
substitution with reasonable justification.

Finally, we ask that you adequately evaluate the impacts of the proposed
timber sale on ungulate habitat, hunter opportunity, wildlife habitat fragmentation,
biological diversity, and ESA listed species..

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species

We are gravely concerned about possible impacts on threatened, endangered, and
sensitive species. The environmental analyses must assess how the timber sale
proposals modify these habitats, specifically addressing the following guestions:
{1} Would the projects contribute to the extinction of threatened or endangered
species?

(2) what specific effects will the alternatives have on habitat for threatened,
endangered, and sensitive species?

{3) What are the results of surveys in the areas for bald eagles, grizzly bears,
grey wolves, peregrlne falcons and any other threatened, endangered or sensitive
species which may use the habitat in the analysis areas?

(4) What are the habitat losses expected to occur as a result of implementing each
alternative?

(5) The preoject analysis must disclose possible habitat losges to ESA listed
species. For all listed species and particularly the grizzly bear, we expect Lo see
formal consultation with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service initiated and documented.

- Thorough surveys for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species and

management indicator species must be conducted before NEPA documents are finalized
so that effects can be expressed in terms of populations and habitat acres, and the
public has an opportunity to comment on the adequacy of proposed mitigation.
Additionally, potential effects must be expressed both in terms of local populations
and overall populations and distribution of the. species in question. Research by
Allendorf, Harris, & Metzgar* shows that a minimum viable population of grizzly
bears in the Northern Rockies is between 1,670-2, 000 bears, much higher than
previously thought. The land area required to support this number of bears, based
on even the most conservative approach (e.g. extrapolating the highest known
densities across all habitat types) indicates that over 15 million acres of
undisturbed habitat is required; more than in all the identified recovery zones for
bears. A more realistic figure is somewhere around 25 million acres. This means
that all currently suitable habitat must be protected, and corridors linking the



subpopulation areas must alsc be protected. We reguest that the BPA include a
sptipulation that a thorough site-specific consideration of this new research for

each proposed project.

*Allendorf, F.W., Harris, R.B., & Metzgar, L.H. Estimation of effective population size of grizzly
bears by computer simulation. In proceedings, Fourth International Congress of Systematic and
Evclutionary Hiology.

Water Quality and Fisheries

We request a careful analysis of the impacts to fisheries and water quality,
including considerations of (1) sedimentation, (2) increases in peak flow, (3)
channel stability, and {4) increases in stream water temperature. The cumulative
effects analysis should address the condition of the streams in relation to all past
management activities, as well as considering the present proposal. We request that
the environmental analysis disclose the locations of seeps, springs, bogs and other
sensitive wet areas, and the effects on these areas of the project activities.

Where livestock are permitted to graze, we ask that you assess the present
condition and continue to moniter the impacts of grazing activities upon vegetation
diversity, soil compaction, streambank stability, and subseqguent sedimentation. We
further request that you refrain from conducting timber harvesting activities in
riparian areas and that no new stream crossings be constructed in any of the
drainages. We are concerned that the current proposals are likely to cause
sedimentation and adversely affect water quality and sensitive fish species such as
bull trout. We are very concerned that the BPA will not be able to execute this
plan without degrading the aguatic environment to an unacceptable extent. If
computer models are used to assess watershed effects {such as the R-1/R-4 WATSED
model) we ask that the model assumptions used to determine Equivalent Clearcut Acres
(ECA) be explained. Also, we request that all cumulative effects be modeled,
including miring, grazing, road building, timber cutting, and agriculture.

Inventoried and uninventoried roadless lands

Many of the above issue headings relate to management of roadless lands
catalogued in the RARE II process and later roadless area reviews under individual
forest plans. However, it is -essential that any project analysis contain a detailed
consideration of the impacts to inventoried roadless land within the project and
analysis areas. AWR and TECI are extremely concerned with the incremental erosion
0f roadless lands in a manner that circumvents the NFMA-designated process to permit
Congress the final decision regarding land suitability for Wilderness designation.
The Forest Service is discouraged from selling timber in roadless areas, and is
required to meet a high standard of review when sales within roadless areas are
proposed.

In light of currently proposed bills before Congress, in particular the
Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act, the FEIS should a stipulation that will
exclude timber harvest activities in roadless areas. Roadless areas serve as
protective reserves that sustain many of the values mentioned in other areas of
these comments, and as such should be deleted from consideration in timber sale
proposals,

Biological Corridors

A recent court ruling, Marble Mountain Audubon v. Rice (No. 90-15389, D.C.
No. CvV89-170-EJG, Sept. 13, 1990} interprets NEPA to require the Forest Service to
consider biological corridors. The standard for such a review is the same “hard
look” NEPA requires of other environmental effects. We are requesting that the FEIS
analyze the effects of each of the alternatives on possible biological corridors in
the project areas, including species-specific assessments of corridor .location and
use. This assessment should place emphasis on the migration corridors for MIS and
TES species, especially grizzly, wolf, wolverine, and elk.

Soils
Consideration of soil stability and regeneration capacity should include:
(1) Are there any areas of unstable soils which could result in mass movement, anag

will any proposed activities occur in these areas or soil types? The s0il types in
the project area should be disclosed and management areas unsuited for timber
harvest with sensitive soils eliminated from ground disturbing activities.



{2) How much soil compaction and surface erosion has occurred in the proposal area
because of past actions, and what will the likely erosicn increases be for the
alternatives proposed?

(3) What has been the actual effectiveness of proposed BMPs in preventing sediment
from reaching water courses?

{4) wWhat BMP failures have been noted for past projects with similar landtypes?
0l1d-Growth

The DEIS makes no mention of old-growth stands, or how BPA plans to manage
such areas. This is totally irresponsible on the part of BPA. Given the critical
nature of this type of habitat for the continued survival of numerous species (Pine
Marten and Goshawk to name but two), the BPA must complete a comprehensive analysis
of old-growth and potential old-growth stands in the analysis area, and must also
provide a plan for the management of such lands under its care.

In the identification process for. old-growth habitat, the analysis team should
perform on-the-ground verification of areas chosen from photo-interpretation and
database examination. This is especially important in idertifying.areas appropriate
for old-growth designation. This verification should assess how much old-growth
exists in the compartments surrounding the analysis area, and what amount of old-
growth would be affected in each alternative. The FEIS should describe the precise
criteria used to designate old-growth on the forest, including who made the
decisions regarding old-growth designations, and that person’s qualifications.

Given that natural succession in old-growth tends to eliminate current old-
growth stands, how will harvest of mature, non-old-growth stands as well as old-
growth stands effect the future percentage of old-growth within the overall
landscape? How will other "management techniques effect this percentage? We are
firmly opposed to any reduction of the amount of old-growth in the project areas,
given the small percentage of remaining public land old-growth habitat and its
importance to sensitive wildlife species. The analysis should accurately describe
the sizes of old-growth stands in the areas (through use of maps and tables) and
assess whether they are of sufficient size to provide secure habitat for old-growth
dependent species, including interior old-growth dependent species such as the pine
marten and goshawks. '

Roads

Once again, the DEIS provides absolutely no information on a central
issue to the management of our public lands. The Final EIS must include a
detailed section on roads and road building activities in the analysis area.

The Final EIS must also include road density numbers and how they compare to
the site specific standards of the area encompassed in this analysis. The
following must be included in the analysis in regards to recads.

Road Density

The FEIS should assess the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of all
road construction, reconstruction, and modifications of access management. The FEIS
must stipulate that all road construction proposals must be accompanied by a
complete analysis specifying the number of miles, location, cost, and guality of
road construction. The FEIS must include the current and future open road density
and total road density in the general project areas, including the analysis area.
They should also include a description (with accurate maps and tables} of all roads—
temporary, system, nonsystem, other public and private, etc. The analysis must also
describe when unnecessary or temporary roads will be obliterated and revegetated, as
required by NFMA. Locations of road closures should be revealed, the method of
closure, and what if any traffic would be allowed on the "closed!" roads. In
addition, the BPA must examine the de facto effectiveness of its road closures, and
explain how closure effectiveness will be ensured through proper monitoring.
Cumulative Effects

This is perhaps the most comic aspect of this DEIS. Despite the fact
the enorimous geographic region which this EIS attempts to cover, the BPA felt
that it needed to only devote one and a half pages to the cumulative effects
of all management decisions it will make in the future! The DEIS claims that



"...when examined within the broad geographic extent of the project area,
adverse impacts of each project would be localized and relatively minor." (DEIS
pg. 4/10%) It seems that BPA has missed the point of a Cumulative Effects
analysis, which is supposed to determine what effect such localized and minor
impacts will have cumulatively, thus the name. The rest of the Cumulative
Impacts section of the DEIS reads more like a definition of a Cumulative
Impacts section, not like an actual analysis. This is completely inadeguate.
The DEIS should be withdrawn and the duties of conducting a meaningful
analysis should be turned over to someone who can actually perform them, and
not just paraphrase regulations regarding such an analysis. It should include
an in-depth analysis of the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions of the BPA, BLM, USFS, State and county iand managers, and private
individuals. This would mean contacting each of these entities to determine
what they have, are and plan on doing. Considering the scope of this
analysis, the reasonably foreseeable future should be defined at a minimum of
5 decades, not a single decade as the DEIS proposes.
Available Management Technigques

Appendix A does not disclose the full range of management techniques
employed on lands considered under this analysis, nor does it disclose all of
the effects of these management techniques. As mentioned earlier, this
section does not disclose the ecclogically detrimental of fire suppression
activities, grazing, or logging. In fact, the DEIS fails to include timber
harvest in Appendix A. Other management techniques which are ignored, and are
totally deletericus to the enviromment are hard rock mining, oil and gas
drilling, and the creation of hydro-electric and nuclear power facilities. A
full disclosure of these and all other "management techniques" must be
included in the FEIS. Full disclosure of all effects of the management
techniques, including the biological, social, economic, and ecological effects
must be included for each technique.
Maps and Appendices

The DEIS provides an inadeguate number of maps, and the maps which are
included provide little information of substance to the reader. We request
that the pre-decisional document include detailed maps that disclose effects
for ail of the above mentioned issues. These maps should present information
in a legible and logical format, and at a consistent scale such that different
maps may be easily compared with one another.
Thank You

We request that both the Alliance for the Wild Rockies and The Ecoleogy
Center be kept on the mailing list for this and all other related projects.
Once again, thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,
?
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September 30, 1996

Mr. Tom McKinney RECEIVED BY BPA
Lovironmental Project Lead PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Bonneville Power Administration LOGH:  LUmpP-02- 0fF
P.O. Box 3621 RECEIPT DATE:

Portland, Orcgon 97208-3621 6ct 17 9%

Dear Mr. McKinney:

The Tdaho Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the Wildlife Mitigalion Program Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. We fecl the document will be benelicial in tenns of
strcamlinmg implementation of wildlifc mitigation projects around the region and will ultimatcely
save the ratepayers of the northwest substantial money. In unplementing the program, BPA must
acl in a manner consistent with the Northwest Power Planning Council s Columbia Basin Fish
and Wildlife Program.

We have provided specific comments to the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority
Wildlife Working Group (WWG). The WWG has compiled comments from all menibers and
will provide those undcr a seperate cover.

Sincerely,
(E,oﬁ:\' Bowler
.{—q\____,__,.
Cal Groen

Cluet, Natural Resources Policy Bureau

cc. Rayola Jacobsen. NPPC
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Bonneville Power Administration RECEIPT DATE,
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P.O. Box 3621 - ECN

Portland, OR 97208-3621

Re: Bonneville Power Administration’s (BPA) Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Wildlife Mitigation Program

Dear Mr. McKinney:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 10 has received and
reviewed the above referenced draft EIS for review in accordance with our responsibilities
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and under Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act. Based upon our review, we are rating this document as EC-2, Environmental
Concerns, Insufficient Information.

We are pleased that BPA is implementing substantial and ongoing wildlife mitigation
in response to habitat losses from hydroelectric projects. Thus, we do not view your
program as being negative from an environmental standpoint. Rather, our rating is intended
to call attention to the fact that the reader would greatly benefit from having more
information about BPA’s wildlife mitigation program included within this EIS. We offer the
foliowing specific comments with respect to the document:

More information is needed. The EIS would be greatly improved by the inclusion
of more background information about (1) the overall goals and direction for the Wildlife
Mitigation Program; (2) the types of projects that have historically been pursued and the
benefits derived from them; (3) any change in direction from that approach that these
alternatives may represent; and (4) a description of the process and standards and criteria for
selecting mitigation projects. Even though the Northwest Power Planning Council makes the
selections, this is BPA’s Wildlife Mitigation Program. The reader cannot make an informed
judgement about the proposed alternatives or their impact without some context.

Is BPA interested in mitigating specifically for habitat types and species lost as a
result of the dams, or is the intent simply to restore, improve, or protect what remains,
regardless of what was lost with dam construction? What empbhasis is being placed upon
maintaining regional biodiversity? What proportion of mitigation dollars or projects are
being focused on important upland habitats, e.g., old growth forest, shrub-steppe habitat, and
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native grass and shrublands, vs. riparian areas and wetlands? What proportion of funds and
projects are devoted to land acquisition and maintenance of natural habitats vs. restoration or
manipulation of managed lands? How would each alternative change these emphases?

Table 1-1 in Chapter 1, page 4 lists Columbia River Basin wildlife mitigation habitat
type and target species priorities. The description of Alternative 6, Chapter 2 page 27 states
that project managers would include as project goals the "protection of high-quality native or
other habitat or species of special concern”, and the "protection or improvement of natural
ecosystemns and species diversity over the long term”. We support these project goals, but
there is no indication of the level of emphasis upon these vs. other goals.

Describe the means for establishing accountability for achieving environmental
results. We think that the Standard 8-step Planning Process will provide a useful approach
to program implementation. The process is systematic and includes imporiant steps that
should foster thoughtful and inclusive decision-making, provide a mechanism for establishing
accountability, and enable learning and adaptive management. What has been the mechanism
to establish programmatic accountability thus far? Has there been project follow-up in the
past to determine results? Is an annual report prepared? If so, who reviews and responds to
it? What will be the procedure for establishing accountability under the proposed approach?

The Preferred Alternative. We are concerned about the emphasis or lack of

emphasis of Alternative 6 (BPA’s Preferred Alternative) on specific wildlife mitigation
techniques:

Land Acquisition. To be truly meaningful, a wildlife mitigation program of this
magnitude should place significant emphasis upon the protection and maintenance of
biodiversity. Land acquisition is an important tool for preventing further degradation
and loss of intact native habitats and for safeguarding what remains.

For example, significant blocks of ecologically intact shrub-steppe habitat have
become extremely rare as a result of conversion to agriculture, use for grazing, or
conversion to other uses. Consequently, many plant and wildlife species found in
shrub-steppe habitats have become rare; a great many are listed as state and federal
endangered, threatened, sensitive, and candidate species. Land acquisition is the best
way to ensure long-term protection of these habitats and species.

Our understanding is that land acquisition has been used frequently in the past with
very positive results. We are concerned that Alternative 6 calls for infrequent use of
this technique and states an intent to avoid removing land from the local tax or
economic base. Hopefully, stakeholder involvement will help to resolve rather than
increase the conflict over public vs. private landholdings. Meanwhile, we feel it is
unwise to adopt broad programmatic policy that limits the use of land acquisition as a
mitigation technique.
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Herbicides, Fertilizers, and Predator Control. Alternative 6 calls for moderate use of
herbicides, fertilizers, and predator control. We believe that the best wildlife
mitigation will also serve to protect or re-establish ecological integrity. While the use
of herbicides and fertilizers may often provide a quick and therefore relatively
inexpensive "fix" to a problem, they do little to re-establish a self-sustaining
ecosystem, which is also the most cost efficient ecosystem. We prefer to see
infrequent use of these techniques. Predators are essential to any healthy, functioning
ecosystem. We recommend that this technique not be used. If it is employed, only
non-lethal methods should be applied.

Water Rights Acquisition. Only Alternative 3 emphasizes water rights acquisition as
a mitigation technique. Since water rights are seriously over-allocated, it may be
beneficial, for the purposes of fish and wildlife mitigation, to secure some of the

excessively allocated water rights. We suggest further examination of the feasibility
and cost-effectiveness of this technique.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on BPA’s Wildlife Mitigation

Program and would be happy to provide further assistance. We commend you for all your
positive efforts to provide wildlife habitat. We have enclosed a description of the rating

given for this project. If vou have any questions about the rating or these comments, please
contact Elaine Somers at (206) 553-2966.

Sincerely,

(1o g B LI

Richard B. Parkin, Manager
Geographic Implementation Unit

Enclosure



U.8. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Impact Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action®

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO - - Lack of Objections

The Environmental Protection hgency (EPA) review has not jdentified any potential environmental
impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for
application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the
proposal .

EC - - Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in ordsr to fully protect
the environment. Corrective meagures may require changes to the preferred alternative or applicaticn of
mitigation measures that can reduce these impacts.

EQO - - Envircnmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to
provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the
preferred alternative or ccmsideration of some other project alternative (including the no-action
alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU - - Environmantally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that
they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA
intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are
not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ}.

Adequacy of the Impact Statemsnt
Category 1 - - Adaguate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred
alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further
analysis of data collection is necessary, but the ieviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language
or information.

Categery 2 - - Insufficient Informaticn

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts
that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new
reagonaby available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS,
which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data,
analyses or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3 - - Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially eignificant environmental
impacts of the action, or .the EPA reviewer has identified new, ‘reasonably available alternatives that are
outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to
reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional
information, data, analyses, or discusaions are of such a magnitude that -they should have full public review
at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National
Environmental Policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thug should be formally reviged and made available
for public commeént in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant
impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.
February, 1987.




United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Cavironmental Palicy and Compliance
500 NE Mulinomah Screer, Suite 600
Portland, Oregon 97232-2(3n

IN RETLY REFER TO

October 10,1996

ER 96/0552

RECEIVED BY BPA
Sue Loludman PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Public Involvement Manager LG WMP 0. C©i0
Bonneville Power Administration RECEIPTDATE: (g7 21 1%
P.O. Box 12999
Portland, Oregon 97:12 S

Near Ms. Loludman:

This letter is regarding the Bonneville Power Administrations
(BPA) Wildlife Mitigation Program in Idaho, Montana, Nevada,
Oregon, Washington, and Wyoming. The Department of the Interior
(Department) previously provided a no comment letter on this
project dated September 24, 1996. The following comments from
the Bureau of Reclamation were received in this office after that
date. Please include the following comments with the
Department’s comments.

The Department believes BPA’s Mitigation Program would, together
with other mitigation projects throughout the Columbia River
Basin, provide net benefits to wildlife and other natural
resources. The Department believes that based on the information
presented in the DEIS that implementation of Alternative 6:
Balanced Action, BPA'’s Preferred Alternative, would provide the
greatest wildlife benefits for the following reasons:

1. Development of a programmatic NEPA planning process,
consistent with the Northwest Power Planning Council'’s
goals and priorities, would allow not only BPA, but
other project managers as well, to implement wildlife
mitigation programs in a more timely and cost effective
manner. It will not require further review under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for many
individual projects. Currently, all projects,
including many projects similar in nature, require
individual NEPA review which may add months to their
completion.

However, we would like to emphasize each project would
still require review and compliance with the Endangered
Species Act, National Historic Preservation Act, and
other applicable Federal, State and local ordinances.

2. Alternative 6 also proposes to reduce BPA’s on ground



d allow project proponents to take

involvement and woul
g project management plans.

the lead in preparin

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

rely

L S

Preston Sleeger

Acting Regional Environmental officer



August 14, 1996

Mr. Thomas C. McKinney
Environmenta] Project Lead

1

Bonneville Power Administration RECEIVED BY BPA
Post Office Box 3621 Egg:’_c 'N"%EYE:“ fe2- 02,
Portland, Oregon 97208-3621 .

RECEIPT DATE: AG 20 1%

Dear Mr, McKinney:

assure cultural resources are addressed. We look fory ard to receiving the drafi PA.
Please feel free to contact me at (360) 753-4405 shou d you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Robert G. Whitlam, Ph.D.
State Archaeologist

RGW:tjt




involvement and would allow project proponents to take
the lead in preparing project management plans.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

rely

o S

Preston Sleeger
Acting Regional Environmental Officer



STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
T11 21st Avenue S.W. » P.O. Box 48343 « Olympia, Washington 98504-8343 * (360) 753-4011

August 14, 1996

Mr. Thomas C. McKinney
Environmental Project Lead

Bonneville Power Administration * RECEIVED BY BPA
Post Office Box 3621 fgg;':c 'Wobtvfr S 2 02

,O 97208-3621
Portland, Oregon 2 RECEIPT DATE: AUG 20 B3

Dear Mr. McKinney:

Thank you for contacting our office regarding the DEIS on BPA’s Wildlife Mitigation
Program. We are very supportive of your idea to develop a Programmatic Agreement to
assure cultural resources are addressed. We look forv ard to receiving the draft PA.
Please feel free to contact me at (360) 753-4405 shou d you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Robert G. Whitlam, Ph.D.
State Archaeologist

RGW:tjt

O
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