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L SUMMARY

Purpose of and Need for Action

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) is responsible for mitigating impacts on fish and
wildlife habitat from development of the Federal Columbia River Power System. BPA meets
this responsibility primarily 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 Federal agencies. Future
fish mitigation and watershed conservation and rehabilitation actions with potential
environmental impacts are expected to include in-channel modifications and fish habitat
umprovement structures: riparian restoration and other vegetation treatment techniques;
agricultural management techniques for crops, animal facilities, and grazing: road. forest, urban
area, and recreation management techniques; mining reclamation; and similar watershed
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 Fish and Wildlife Program’s aquatic habitat objectives through an
ecosystem-based approach for watershed management projects to be funded by BPA;

* Achievement of cost and administrative efficiency:
* Compliance with all 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 management projects. With such a program
in place, BPA implementation of individual watershed management 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.

Executive Summary/ |
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e Second, because this environmental impact statement (EIS) explores, identifies, and
discloses many of the environmental impacts expected from watershed management
projects, environmental review of individual projects would have a narrower, more
project-specific focus, so long as project managers follow the program require-
ments. Additional broad environmental analysis would be required only if
anticipated impacts or project components were to differ substantially from those
evaluated in this EIS.

No Action

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

Action Alternatives

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 watershed management projects funded by BPA. All action alternatives are based
on a standard, interactive eight-step planning process (described below. under Alternative 2).
Each alternative contains prescriptions (goals, strategies. and procedural requirements) that
would be applied to BPA-funded watershed management projects under a standardized
program.

Alternative 2, Base Response, would standardize the planning and implementation of
individual watershed management projects funded by BPA, but only with respect to those
prescriptions required by regulation or law. Note that Alternatives 3 through 6 include all
prescriptions listed under Alternative 2 as part of their actions. These required prescrip-
tions are described below, under the appropriate process step.

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

Under all action alternatives, project managers would:

o Identify watershed(s) potentially affected by the proposed project.

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

o Contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (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.

Executive Summary/ 2
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¢ ldentify any minority and/or low-income populations that may be adversely affected
by the management project being considered {Environmental Justice).

¢ For projects involving ground-disturbing activities, make preliminary identification
of the presence of historic and archeological resources.

¢ For project involving soil disturbance or channel relocation, make preliminary
identification of the presence of hazardous and toxic wastes.

2, Involve Stakeholders. In the second step, managers gather input from affected
agencies, landowners. 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; local governments; and county, state, regional, or Federal agencies.

Under all action alternatives, project managers would:

e Consult with affected tribes, state fish and wildlife agencies, local governments, and
adjacent landowners.

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.

Under all action alternatives, project managers would:

» [dentify a desired future condition that responds specifically to achievement of
aguatic habitat objectives.

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

Under all action alternatives, project managers would.:
Y

e Consult with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPQ) 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.

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.

e No standard prescriptions required.

Executive Summary/ 3
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6.

Develop and Implement an Action Plan for Achieving the GGoals. Project

managers create a Project Management Plan that detiils 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 woud:

Take no action inconsistent with tribal legal righti, or with other legally mandated
protections such as the Endangered Species Act.

Ensure that the project does not result in dispropertionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects on minoriy or low-income populations, in
accordance with Executive Order 12898 (Enviroimental Justice).

Follow State and Federal regulations for all activties in or near streams and
wetlands, whether for maintenance or improvement, including (1) the Clean Water
Act, Section 401, Section 404; (2) Protection of Wetlands, Executive Order 11990;
(3) Floodplain Management, Executive Order 11788; and {4) Rivers and Harbors
Act of 1879 (Section 10).

Avoid activities that might adversely affect threaened and endangered species or
their habitat. Document compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

Use only Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-approved pesticides, and use
only in the manner specified by EPA. For projecs involving use of herbicides,
prevent use of herbicides in or near surface wates, unless the herbicide has been
EPA-approved for such use.

Screen streambank and habitat structures from sensitive viewing locations or
develop designs that comply with Wild, Scenic, ar Recreational River management
guidelines, as appropriate.

For projects involving prescribed burns, obtain required permits and use state-
defined smoke management direction to determire allowable smoke quantities.

If consultation with the SHPO and tribes indicats a potential for cultural resources.
conduct cultural resource surveys to document a1y resources that are present.

Incorporate a cultural resource management plar or other SHPO-approved actions
where deemed necessary.

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

Specify that new public-use facilities be free of barriers to persons with physical
disabilities.

Ensure that the project does not shift problems t another watershed or portion of a
watershed.

Executive Summary/ 4
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* Consider the results of similar, previous projects, and consult the literature and
other people doing similar types of projects to incorporate adaptive management
strategies as the plan develops.

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.

e 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 other four
action alternatives described below. Additional prescriptions for each individual
alternative can be found in the EIS itself, as noted below.

Alternative 3, Aquatic Habitat Objectives Emphasis, would standardize the planning and
implementation process by supporting primarily those management projects with an aggressive
habitat restoration approach. Funding priority would be given to improvement of in-stream
habitats and of immediately adjacent riparian areas that contribute to the poor quality of those
habitats. Projects in upland and urban areas might be approved where relationships between
identified non-point-source pollution and fish and fish habitat are clear. Projects funded under
this alternative might generally provide immediate and long-term habitat improvement through
projects of larger scope, both in areas of greatest need and in areas known as aquatic refugia
(strongholds of high habitat quality).

Project managers would retain a great deal of flexibility to adapt application of specific
techniques and other actions to best meet the aquatic objectives of the project. (Specific
management techniques are listed in Appendix A in the EIS.) Comprehensive watershed
management objectives, such as protection or improvement of natural ecosystems and general
species diversity, would be advanced through implementation of this Aquatic Habitat
Objectives Emphasis alternative. However, benefits to non-aquatic resources, such as wildlife,
would be purely coincidental to the accomplishment of aquatic objectives. See EIS pages 14
to 17 for additional prescriptions for this alternative.

Alternative 4, Cost and Administrative Efficiency Emphasis, would standardize the

planning and implementation process by supporting only the least costly approach{es) to
achieving the project's aquatic habitat objectives. Achievement of more comprehensive
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watershed-scale objectives, such as protection or improvement of natural ecosystems and
general species diversity, would occur only incidentally to achievernent of the priority
objectives.

As with Alternative 3 (Aquatic Habitat Objectives), BPA would support only those actions
directly aimed at achieving the goals of the Watershed Management Program. However,
whereas Alternative 3 placed an emphasis on aggressive (and gererally more expensive) in-
stream and riparian habitat improvement, projects funded under tie management style of
Alternative 4 could occur across the watershed. No preference vould be given to in-stream,
riparian, or upland areas, or to any one land use. Project manage's would focus on minimizing
administrative costs and maximizing site-specific application of vatershed management funds.
Managers would also be restricted to the least costly techniques :vailable. Projects funded
under this alternative would therefore provide more gradual habiat improvement through
projects of smaller scope that might be removed from direct infleence on aquatic habitat.
Sustained, cumulative benefits would result in slow, steady imprcvements in fisheries and
aquatic habitat, meeting only the minimum aquatic habitat objectves. See EIS pages 17 to 20
for additional prescriptions for this alternative. :

Alternative 5, General Environmental Protection (environmentally preferred alternative),
would standardize the planning and implementation process and rovide coincidental benefits
for fisheries, water quality, wildlife, recreation, local economic productivity (related to the
natural or physical environment, and including, for instance, agricultural or forestry uses), and
other resources. Projects would focus equally on fish habitat and other ecological needs
throughout the watershed. Habitat improvements would occur i step with other ecological
improvements.

Although all techniques addressed in this assessment could be usd to improve fisheries and
aquatic habitat, some would be more aggressive or "invasive” during implementation, and
some might preclude benefits to other resources. Project managers would apply either selected
or multiple, complementary techniques and program-wide measires as appropriate to protect
all environmental resources, including soils, fish and water resouces, wildlife, vegetation, and
air quality. These measures would also be implemented in a mainer that would avoid or
reduce adverse impacts on land use and local economies dependent on agriculture, forestry,
and recreation. This alternative would minimize even the immediate and short-term
disturbances of implementation. See EIS pages 20 to 24 for additional prescriptions for
this alternative.

Alternative 6, Balanced Action (BPA's preferred alternative) vould 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 (3. 4, and
5): (1) meeting the aquatic habitat objectives of watershed mamgement projects, (2) achieve-
ment of cost and administrative efficiency, and (3) protection anl improvement of other
environmental resources, when these actions would support watrshed management.

Executive Summary/ 6
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Under Alternative 6, BPA would support a wide range of actions to support fisheries, fish
habitat, and aquatic ecosystems consistent with Council's goals and priorities. BPA would
strongly emphasize achieving aquatic habitat objectives in the least costly manner. The
preferred alternative would accept the environmental disturbances of project implementation,
while planning for the prevention or control of unforeseen consequences and environmental
responses through pre-project surveys, modeling of project parameters, and post-implemen-
tation monitoring. Habitat improvements would be moderate in quantity, but high in quality
and sustained in benefit.

Fish habitat improvement would also be recognized as the project priority. but those projects
that favor multiple resource benefits would receive funding. Project managers would apply
program-wide measures as appropriate to provide maximum benefit practicable to other
resources, including soils, vegetation, wildlife, and air quality. These measures would also be
implemented in a manner that would avoid or reduce adverse impacts on land use and local
economies dependent on agriculture, forestry, and recreation.

Alternative 6 is most similar to the current situation in terms of maintaining the balanced
management strategy under which proposed management projects are funded. The primary
difference between this preferred alternative and the existing situation (No Action) is that,
under Alternative 6, (1} BPA would establish a standard ptanning 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 watershed management
programs more efficiently and with greater consistency than under the current case-by-case
approach. See EIS pages 25 to 28 for additional prescriptions for this alternative.

Areas of Controversy
The following major issues were brought up during the scoping process.

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.

Social and economic concerns. People are concerned that, because our focus is on im-
proving conditions for fish and wildlife, human concerns would be ignored. Others are
concerned about the impact on farmers of additional taxes and restrictions that would affect
their profitability. Some feel that there should be direct compensation for economic impacts
(takings of property). Environmental studies should include land use, cultural, and historic
practices.

Scope of EIS. The complete watershed needs to be covered. For example, upland range and
dryland farming need to be addressed, not just the riparian zone. Some stress that the focus
should be on whole aquatic ecosystems, not just specific species. Others hold that the EIS
should address how the individual watersheds would be cumulatively and programmatically
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linked together in order to address Columbia River Basin issues such as the hydroelectric and
navigation operations and configurations in the mainstern Columbia and Snake rivers.

Who to Involve. Concerns focused on the importance of positively involving local
landowners who live on the lands in the watershed, and the :mportance of seeking out
agencies/groups with special expertise and/or information te help us. Some people hold that
any watershed management program must be driven by and acceptable to the residents who
live and work in the watershed.

Major Conclusions

e  Watershed mitigation activities may have short-termadverse impacts on soils and water
quality, with increasingly beneficial impacts in the long-term.

e Fish species and species with similar habitat needs would benefit most from watershed
mitigation activities.

o Watershed mitigation sites are generally compatible with cultural resources. Ground-
disturbing activities near streams and rivers often have a high probability of adversely
affecting historic and cultural resources because those resources are more likely to be

found there. Impacts can usually be avoided through surveys and avoidance of
identified sites.

Issues to Be Resolved
Bonneville Power Administration must decide:

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

s if so, which set.
In the course of making these decisions, BPA will also be resolving the following tssues:

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

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

3. What role(s) might be most appropriate for public, tribal, and agency participation in
planning proposed watershed management projects.

o

Executive Summary/ 8
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