SOUTHERN IDAHO WILDLIFE MITIGATION WORK GROUPS

Program Consistency Criteria

PROGRAM CONSISTENCY - THRESHOLD QUESTIONS:

(Requires a positive response to each question)
A.
Is the project based on and supported by the best scientific knowledge?


(Response must be supported by answers to questions 3, 7, 9, 10, 11and 13.)

B.
Is the project biologically possible?

(Response by answers to questions 3, 7, 9, 10, 11and 13.)

C.
Are there any state, federal, or local laws, ordinances, executive orders that would prevent this project from coming to fruition?

D.
Does this project impose on Bonneville the funding responsibilities of others, as 
prohibited by the Northwest Power Act?

E. 
Is the proposed project consistent with, or does it complement the 
activities of the 
region’s state and federal wildlife agencies and Indian tribe(s)? Identify agency/tribe 
affected)
Does the project have measurable objectives, such as Habitat Units and/or species response to actions planned?

SOUTHERN IDAHO WILDLIFE MITIGATION WORK GROUPS

Project Ranking Criteria

1.
Be the least costly way to achieve the biological objective

Project presentation must identify and separate costs for pre-planning, acquisition, enhancement, and operation and maintenance for a five-year period. Project presentation should also discuss enhancement plans and site potential.

Points:


0 = Less cost-effective






1 = Comparable costs






2 = More cost-effective

2.
Provide riparian or other habitat that may benefit both fish and wildlife (for 
resident and anadromous fish)

Points:


0 = No benefits to fish







1 = Incidental benefits to fish







2 = Substantive benefits to fish

3.
Immediacy of threat
The extent to which evidence (documented) shows that acquisition of this site is necessary to protect the site from an identified threat. Documentation is defined as, but not limited to: a letter, a picture, or a news article, which clearly shows the property is on the market for sale, rezoning or regulations are pending, property is being subdivided, or timber/mineral rights are for sale.

Points:


0 = No evidence presented or minimal threat; target feature(s) 







appear to be in no immediate danger of loss in quality. e.g., 






could be partially protected by zoning, regulation or voluntary 






measures






1 = Actions are under consideration which could result in the 







target feature(s) losing quality


4.
Mitigate losses in-place, in-kind where practical
Out-of-kind mitigation is not acceptable for impacts to habitat for: endangered, threatened, sensitive or candidate species. When out-of-kind mitigation is being proposed, the proponent must identify the proposed species of habitat type substitution. Project must also identify the target species and which hydroelectric facility(ies) will be credited with mitigation. Air miles (from anywhere on the pool) are used to calculate distances.

Points:

   
 0 = Off-site (more than 100 miles) and out-of-kind 


1.0 = Off-site (more than 100 miles) and in-kind


1.5 = Off-site (50 - 100 miles) and in-kind


2.0 = On-site (within 50 miles or within focus area) and in-kind 







2.5 = On-site (must be adjacent to impact area) and in-kind


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

The proposed project has:







45% High priority habitat



= 4.5







25% Medium priority habitat



= 2.5







30% Low priority habitat




= 3.0


Points:


High = .3 







Med  = .2







Low  = .1


Scoring:

High priority habitat

= (4.5)(.3)

=  1.35







Med priority habitat

= (2.5)(.2)

= 
.50







Low priority habitat

= (3.0)(.1)

= 
.30







Total score







    2.15




6.
Protect endangered, threatened, and sensitive species
The extent to which evidence presented supports significant occurrence of threatened, endangered, and/or sensitive fish and wildlife species. Sponsor must demonstrate the relationship of the proposed project to key life history attribute of the species; e.g., breeding, wintering, feeding, resting, and migration.

The site exhibits significant occurrence if:



Points:


0 = No species listed in state or federal policy, or listed


      






species is an occasional visitor

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

2 = One species listed endangered in state or federal policy

3 = More than one species listed threatened, endangered or sensitive

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

Points:
0 = Marginal quality. High number of vegetative intrusions and/or degradation present, compared to others of same type. This site exhibits low quality and will require restoration. OR Land to be managed to support vegetation or habitat not existing there naturally (i.e., planting of ornamental vegetation, creation of artificial impoundments, water control structures).

1 = Moderate quality. Vegetative intrusions and/or degradation are present. Will require some restoration (i.e., the majority of the property was intensively used). Property is degraded but has moderate potential for rehabilitation.

2 = Average quality. Property is degraded but has high potential for rehabilitation.

3 = Good quality. No significant vegetative intrusions found. Site is among the best regional representatives of this type (i.e., existing habitat is near optimum stage and exhibits signs of past disturbance). May require some restoration.

4 = Excellent quality. No significant vegetative intrusions found. Site is among the best state representatives of this type.

 8.
 Connectivity


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


Points:


0 = No or marginal connectivity. Generally, the area does not 








relate to existing protected area/protected watershed.






1 = Moderate connectivity. The site will modestly enhance an 









existing protected area/protected watershed.







2 = Good connectivity. The site provides an important ecological 








corridor to at least one other protected area/watershed.







3 = Excellent connectivity. The site is an important ecological 









corridor to an especially important protected area/watershed (Consider total 





size if multiple sites are involved).

9.  Long-term management potential

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


1 = Marginal protection. On a long-term basis, core and/or buffer 








areas are probably too small/poorly located to withstand 










existing or future incompatible activities on neighboring lands, 









e.g., timber harvesting, high density developments, etc.






2 = Average protection. Buffers/size/location are probably large 








neighboring lands.






3 = Excellent protection. Buffers/size/location will definitely foil 








significant incompatible outside influences.

POINT DISTRIBUTION
SOCIAL / ECONOMIC:
1.

Least cost









0

1

2

BIOLOGICAL MERIT:
2.

Provides riparian benefits for fish


0

1

2

4.

In-place, in-kind







0

1

1.5

2

2.5

5.

NWPPC mitigation priorities




0

1

2

3

6.

Protect T, E, and S species




0

1

2

3



7.

Protect high quality habitat




0

1

2

3

4

8.

Connectivity








0

1

2

3

LOGISTICS:
3.

Immediacy of threat






0

1

9.

Long-term management potential


1

2

3

TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT SCORE:

23.5

SPONSORS FOR NEW PROJECTS SHOULD ENSURE THAT THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE ANSWERED IN THEIR PROJECT PROPOSALS:
Is the project based on and supported by the best available scientific knowledge?

(Response must be supported by answers to the evaluation questions listed below.)
Is the project biologically possible? 
(Response must be supported by answers to the evaluation questions listed below.)
Are there any state, federal or local laws, ordinances, executive orders that would prevent this project from coming to fruition?

Does this project impose on Bonneville the funding responsibilities of others, as prohibited by the Northwest Power Act?

Is the proposed project consistent with, or does it compliment, the management priorities of the affected agency(ies) / tribe(s)?

(Also identify agency / tribe affected.)
Does the project have measurable objectives, such as Habitat Units and/or species response to actions planned?

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS WILL BE USED TO EVALUATE AND PRIORITIZE NEW PROJECT PROPOSALS:
1.
Describe enhancement plans and site potential. Identify and separate costs for pre-planning, acquisition, enhancement, operation and maintenance for a five-year period.

2.
Beyond general community support, describe the extent to which the project will make use of matching funds, volunteers, donations, signed cooperative agreements, or signed memoranda of understanding (includes tribal lands if dedicated in perpetuity for wildlife mitigation and if credit is given to BPA for enhancements).
3.
Identify the extent to which this project supports the occurrence of threatened, endangered, and/or sensitive fish and wildlife species. Sponsor must demonstrate the relationship of the proposed project to key life history attributes of the species, e.g., breeding, wintering, feeding, resting and migration.

4.
Does the project protect high quality, native or other habitat at the project site? Identify the extent to which this project is among the best representatives of this type for the target species. The intent of this question is to determine the site’s habitat quality compared to other sites of the same type. Consider quality and extent of cover, key structural elements, species composition, water, food sources, human disturbance, etc.

5.
Identify the extent to which this project is unique. This can be based on the rarity (few sites of its kind are protected) of the site’s key elements, the project size (i.e., the whole drainage or an “ecosystem”), or distribution and status of its key elements.

6.
Identify the number and types of habitat found on the project site.

7.
Does the project provide riparian or other habitat that may benefit both fish (resident and anadromous) and wildlife?

8.
How will the proposed acquisition or management of this site benefit or be benefited by other protected lands? Protected is defined as public/tribal land owned and managed exclusively for, and accessible to, wildlife OR land which, through zoning, regulation or voluntary measures, is not in danger of a loss in habitat quality and is accessible to wildlife.
9.
Describe how the overall site (core and key buffer tracts) can be managed over the long term and still protect the target species. Consider the site size, location and buffers (to withstand surrounding human activities and invader species). A buffer increases protection of adjacent core site values by screening it from outside impacts and improving site manageability. Target features surrounded by numerous protected and undeveloped acres tend to resist most threatening forces than features surrounded by developed acres.

10.
Discuss how this project addresses concerns over additions to public land ownership and impacts on local communities, such as reduction or loss of local government tax base, special district tax base, the local economic base, and consistency with local government or tribal governments’ comprehensive plans.

11.
Identify the extent to which documented evidence shows that acquisition of this site is necessary to protect the site from an identified threat. Documentation is defined as, but not limited to, a letter, a picture, or an article which clearly shows the property is on the market for sale, rezoning or regulations are pending, property is being subdivided, or timber/mineral rights are for sale. 

12.
Does this project use publicly owned land or management agreements on private or tribal land for mitigation, while providing permanent protection or enhancement of wildlife habitat?

13.
Does this project mitigate losses in-place, in-kind? Out-of-kind mitigation is not acceptable for impacts to habitat for endangered, threatened, sensitive, or candidate species. When out-of-kind mitigation is being proposed, the sponsor must identify the proposed species or habitat types substituted. Project must identify the target species, distance from impacting hydroelectric facility and which facility will be credited with mitigation. Air miles from anywhere on the pool are used to calculate distances.

14.
Does this project address special wildlife losses in areas that formerly had salmon and steelhead runs eliminated by hydroelectric projects? For example, societal and tribal wildlife losses.

15.
Chapter eleven of the NWPPC’s Wildlife Program describes subbasin habitat priorities. Identify the estimated number of acres and the corresponding percentages of the habitat types represented within the project proposal.

