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Abstract: BPA is responsible for mitigating the loss of wildlife habitat caused by the development of the
Federal Columbia River Power System. BPA accomplishes this mitigation by funding projects consistent
with those recommended by the Northwest Power Planning Council (Council). The projects are submitted
to the Council 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 individual wildlife mitigation projects are planned and managed with appropriate
consistency across projects, jurisdictions, and ecosystems, as well as across time. BPA proposes to
standardize the planning and implementation of individual wildlife mitigation projects funded by BPA.
Alternative 1 is the No Action altemative, i.e., not to establish program-wide standards. Five standardizing
(action) altematives are identified to represent the range of possible strategies, goals, and procedural
requirements reasonably applicable to BPA-funded projects under a standardized approach to project
planning and implementation. All action altematives are based on a single project planning process
designed to resolve site-specific issues in an ecosystem context and to adapt to changing conditions and
information. Alternative 2 would prescribe only existing legal requirements (which would also form the
“base” for Alternatives 3 - 6). Alternative 3 would additionally prescribe goals, strategies, and
requirements emphasizing strict pursuit of project biological objectives. Altemative 4 would emphasize
cost and administrative efficiency in achieving wildlife mitigation objectives. Altemnative §
(environmentally preferred) would emphasize general environmental protection in addition to wildlife
mitigation objectives. Alternative 6 (BPA-preferred) seeks to balance wildlife mitigation objectives, cost
and administrative efficiency, and general environmental protection. Decisions to be made are which
strategies, goals, and procedural requirements, if any, should regularly apply to BPA-funded wildlife
mitigation projects,
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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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