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ABSTRACT

Under direction of the Paclfic Northwést Elé&tric Power Planning and
Conservation Act of 1980, and the subsequent Northwest Power Planning
Councii's Columbla River Basin Fish and Wildl{fe Program, projects have
been developed In ldaho to mitigate the Impacts to wlldlife habitat and
production due to the development ard operation of the Anderson Ranch
and Black Canyon Facllitles (l.,e. dam, power plant, and reservolr
areas). The Anderson Ranch Faci! ity covered about 4,812 acres of
wildi[fe habitat whiie the Biack Canyon Facility covered about 1,115
acres., These acreages Include dam and power plant staging areas.
separate mitigation plan has been developed for each facliility. A
modified Habltat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) was used tc assess the
benefits of the mitigation plans to wildiife. The Interagency work
group used the target specles Habitat Unlts (HU's) lost at each facliity
as a guidel Ine during the mitigation pianning process, whiie considering
+he needs of wildlife in the areas. Tctals of 9,619 and 2,238 target
species HU's were estimated o he lost In the Anderson Ranch and Black
Canyon Facility areas, respectively. Through a serles of projects, the
mitigation plans will provide benefits of 9,620 target specles HU's to
replace Anderson Ranch wildlife Impacts and benefits of 2,195 target
species HU's to replace Black Canyon wildlife [mpacts, Target specles
+o be benefited by +he Anderson Ranch and/or Black Canyon mitigation
plans Iaclude the mallard, Canada gooss, mink, yellow warbler,
black-capped chickadee, ruffed grouse, mule deer, blue grouse,
sharp-talled grouse, ring-necked pheasant; and peregrine falcon.



INTRODUCTION

! The Paclflc Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of
1980 (Pubiic Law 96=501) directed that measures be implemented to
protect, mitlgate, and enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected
by development and operation of hydropower projects on the Columbia
River System. This Act created the Northwest Power Planning Council,
which in turn devel!oped the Columbia Rlver Basin Fish and Wildl[fe
Program. This Program estabiished a 4-pairt process:

1)  Wildllfe Mitigation Status Reports =- to identify mitigation
proposed, mitigation required, mitigation Implemented, and
current studies and planning;

2) Wildlife Impact Assessments -~ to quantify wildlife and habitat
impacts using the best sclentific Information avallable;

3) Witdlife Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement P!ans -- +o
provide a plan to mitigate wildllfe and hablitat losses pursuant
t+o Sectlions 4(h)(5) and (6) of the Pacific Northwest Electric
Power Pianning and Conservation Act of 1980;

4) Implementation of protfection, mitlgation, and enhancement
projects -~ to mitligate wildl ife and habitat losses.

These mitlgation plans for the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon
Facllities were developed to fulflill the requirements of Section
1004(b)(3) of the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.
Agencies that actively participated In the planning sessions Included
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
U.S., Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), and
the !|daho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG). Personnel from these
agencles, plus the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, formed the interagency work
group. Throughout preparation of this plan, we consulted and
coordinated with the above agencles and tribes, the Bonnevlille Power
Administration (BPA), Northwest Power Planning Counci! (NPPC), and
‘Paciflc Northwest Utilities Conference Committee. This study was fumded
by the Bonneville Power Administration.



ANDERSON._RANCH

Facil|i+y Description

Anderscn Ranch Dam Is located at approximately mile 37 of the South Fork
of the Belse River, about 20 air miles north of Mountain Home, Idaho
(Figure 1). The earth=fiiled structure is 456 feet high and has a total
storage capacity of 493,200 acre-feet of water. Two generators operafe
at a maximum capacity of 40 megawatts (USBR 1981a). At full pocl, the
reservolr has a surface area of 4,740 acres, Is 14.6 miles long, and Is
0.25 ~ | mile wide., The reservoir inundated 4,740 acres of hablitat,

18.2 miles of river channei, and 6.7 miles of tributaries. in addition,
the dam and power plant staging areas covered about 72 acres, and the
borrow site covered about 80 acres. The Wildlife Mit+igation Status

Repor+ (Chaney and Sather-Blair 1985a) for this project stated "...there' /
was no mitigation for losses of wiidiife habitats..." resulting from +he7/
project. /

The Anderson Ranch Facllity Is part of a federal water storage system In
+he Bo'se River dralnage. |+ is authorized for irrigation, flood
controi, power production, fish and wildlife, and recreation (USBR
1981a). Construction of the project was authorized by the Department of
t+he Interior Secretary's Findings of Feaslbility, June 25, 1940, under
Section 9 of +he Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (USBR 195Y). The dam
was completed in 1950 (USBR 198C).

Prior to 1980, Irrigation releases firom the reservoir from July through
September averaged 4,500 cubic feet per second (cfs). In September,
releases from the reservcir were generally reduced to 200 cfs. Winter
releases varled with power peaking operations and ranged from 200 cfs to.
1,600 cfs. Spring flood control releases have reached 5,000 cfs (USBR
1981a). Over the past 5 years, the USBR has maintalned fall and winter
minimum flows of 300 cfs, and a minimum of 600 cfs during the rest of
the year., Between 1976 and 1985, thz aveiage annual reservcir drawdown
was 62 feet, and the largest drawdown was 116 feet.

Impacts on Wildllfe

Martin and AblIn-Sfone (1986) summarized the Anderson Ranch Faclility's
Impacts on wildlife:

"The Anderson Ranch Project covered 4,812 acres of wildlife habitats.
The study area of concern Included the reservoir, the dam slite, the
staging area by the dam, and the area within 100 meters of The reservoir

shorel Ine. The study area totaled 6,516 acres,

"Eight cover types were identified In the study area. All were reduced
in +he area after project construction except |acustrine open water.
The project resulted In a toss of 18.3 mlles of river and 6.7 miles of
+ributaries. Losses included 966 acres of decliduous forested wet!lands,
256 acres of declduous scrub-shrub wetlands, and 275 acres of
free-flowing river. Upland areas reduced by the project Included 2,200
acres of shrub-steppe, 280 acres of evergreen forest, 270 acres of
decliduous shrubland, and 565 acres of agricul ture/pasture [Table J].
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Tebte 1. Cover type acreages in the Anderson Ranch Facility areal for pre- and post-construction conditions [Martin and Ablin—Stone
1886].

Deciduous Deciduous

Forested Scrub-shrub Evergresn Deciduous Agriculture/ Riverine Lacustrine
Wettand Wetland Shrub-steppe Forsst Shrubl end Pasturs Fock Bottom Open Water Other2 Total
Pre—construction 1,008 258 3,379 675 358 565 275 0 1] 6,516
Post-construction 40 2 1,178 395 88 1} 1] 4,740 72 8,516
Net gain or lass —-966 -256 -2,200 ~280 -270 —565 -275 +4,740 +72

1 Study area extended 100 meters from the edge of the reservoir {end did not inciude tha By acia boriuw site],

2  Includes dam and powaer plant staging areas,



Table 2, Summary of wildlife habitat impacts associated with construction and operation of the Anderson Ranch Faci Lity, South Fork of

the Boise River, Idsho {Martin and Ablin-Stone 1986).

Group Pre—-construction Post—-construction Impacts
[evaluation species] Hebitat acres HSI Hu's Habitat acres HSI HU's Habitat acres HU's

Big geme ,

Muie deer 5,676 0.68 3,918 1,704 8,72 1,227 -3,972 -2,689
Aquatic furbearers

Mink 2,382 0.80 1,905 1,727 0.10! 173 ~755 -1,732
Waterfowl

Matlard 2,283 0.48 1,008 56 0.85 48 -2,227 -1,048
Upland game )

Ruffed grouse 1,008 0.95 956 40 0.93 a7 -966  -918 -

Blus .grousa . 4,412 0.72 3,177 1,662 0.72 1,197 ~2,750 .. -1,980
Nongeme species- N oL - c e L . A 2

Black—-cappaed chickadee 1,006 0.92 926 40 D.89 36 -866 ?‘ -890

Yellow warbler - 816 0.65 400 80 " D.43 39 -B26 ' -36%
1 During mitigation planning; the interagency work group agreed that 0.10 wes a more accurate estimate of post—construction hebitat

conditions than the HSI esstimated during the impact assessment.
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"The HEP was used to evaluate pre~ and post-construction wildlife
habitat conditions. Evaluation species were seiected to represent
Important species groups and habitats. Impacts for evaluation specles
were measured In terms of the difference between pre- and
post=construction Habitat Units (HU's), a measure of habltat quan+lfy
(habitat area) and quallty (Habitat Suftabiif+ty Index or HSI). For a

given specles, one HU Is equivalent to one acre of prime habitat (HSI =
.0).

"The study area contained an estimated 5,676 acres of blig game habitat
prior to construction, while It presenfly contains 1,704 acres. The
project resulted In a loss of 2,689 HU's for mule deer [Table 2]. This
loss Is conslidered representative for Rocky Mountain elk [n the study
area. The black bear and the mountain |lon were also affected by the
project, but habitat losses were not quantifled. Other project-related
impacts include the annual winter loss of big game dying as a result of
lce conditlons on the reservoir. Annual ice-related losses of mule deer
are estimated to range from 1 or 2 to over 30; the average annual Ioss
s estimated +o be 6 deer.

"The s+udy.area contained an estimated 2,382 acres of aquatic furbearer
habi+at prior to construction, while the reservoir currently has 1,727
acres along I+s shoreline. Using the mink modei, the pre-construction
habitat qual ity along the river and its tributarles was high, while the
reservoir currently provides lower-quality habitat. A loss of 1,197
HU's was estimated for the mink. Due to an average annual drawdown of
62 feet and complete ioss of 25 miles of river and tributary habitat,
t+his loss Is consldered an underestimate for beaver, muskrat, and river
otter. [Later, the mitigation planning work group agreed that the mink
model did not adequately estimate the post-construction conditions for
mink; the work group agreed that 0.1 [s a more accurate estimate of
post-construction condltlons, and therefore there were an estimated
1,732 mink HU's lost.]

"Prior to project construction, the study area had an estimated 2,283 -
acres of waterfowl| breeding habl+at along the river and its fributaries,
while the reservoir currently has an estimated 56 acres suitable for
nesting. Using a mallard mode!, the project resuited In an estimated
loss of 1,048 HU's of waterfow! habitat,

"The forested wetlands within the study area provided an estimated 1,006
acres of ruffed grouse habitat, while the study area presently provides
only 40 acres. Upland habltats provided an estimated 4,412 acres of
blue grouse habitat, and presently provide 1,662 acres. The project
resul ted In the loss of 919 HU's for game bird speclies associated with
forested wetland habitats [ruffed grouse], and 1,980 HU's for game bird
specles associated wl+h upland habitats [blue grouse]

"Although over 4,800 acres of nongame habitats were Inundated by the
project, Impacts to nongame specles were estimated only for wetland
cover types and the upland deciduous shrubland cover type. The
black-capped chickadee model was used to evaluate the qual ity of the
overstory In forested wetlands, and the yellow warbler mode!l was used to
evaluate scrub-shrub wetlands and deciducus shrublands. The project
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resulted in estimated Iosses‘éf 890 HU’s for nongame specles. dependent
on forested wetlands, and 361 HU's for nongame specles dependent on
_ scrub-shrub wetlands and deciduous shrublands.

"The project adversely affected wInferIng bald eagles. The reservoir
currently provides | it+le open water habitat during most winters, whiie
the river prior to the project remained open., Whitefish were also

el iminated from the study arsa as a result of the project. Ospreys are
the one raptor specles +ha+ probably have benefr+ed from the project.”

The level of Impacts that construction of'Anderson Ranch Dam and
Reservoir had on peregrine falcons Is hard to quantify. |+ has been
suggested that a significant cause of the falcon's historic decline can
be attributed to loss of wetlands and assoclated prey [tems, which could
have been a combined effect resulting from change in precipitation
levels and hydroelectric development (M. Nelscn, pers. commun., [n
Burnham and Howard 1986). At Anderson Ranch Reservoir, 1,221 acres of
riparfan habitats were Inundated and lost (Martin and Ablln-STone

1986). Furfher, M. Nelscn (1986 letter to NPPC) stated:

"There were many observations of peregrines on the South Fork of the
Boise RIver before the completion of Anderson Ranch Dam.. | made
authentic observations of these blrds durlng the nesting season In the
area above .and below the exlsflng dam site. Anderson Ranch backwators
 covered a significant prey base area fdr the nesting birds. The human
activity of bullding the reservoir, and the loss of ripartan prey base
that followed, had a slgﬂiflcanfly negative effect on the nesting

" peregrines. They have not Deen observed ln the area durrng the nesting

season since."

An 80 acre borrow site was used as fIl| for the Anderson Ranch Dam. The
borrow site was not identifled during the wildlife Impact assessment.
The area historically was sagebrush-grassland, and presently ls in a
severely degraded condition. ’



BLACK CANYON

Facil !ty Description

Black Canyon Dam [s located on the Payette River near Emmett,. ldaho
(Figure 2). The concrete dam Is 183 feet high and has an ogee overflow
splliway. Crest length is 1,039 feet. The facility has the capacity to
divert water from the Payette River at a rate of 1,360 cfs. The dam
contalins 2 electrical generating units with a +otal installed capacity
of 8,000 kilowatts. The reservoir, at full pool, extends about 9 miles
upstream from the dam and covers about 1,100 acres (Chaney and ‘
Sather-Blair 1985b). From 1983 to 1985, the reservoir drawdown averaged
42 feet and ranged from 20 to 72 feet. There were no wildlife '
mitigation measures Identifiled In the mitigation status report for This
project (Chaney and Sather-Blair 1985b).

Black Canyon Reservoir inittally had the capacity for about 44,000
acre-feet of water. By the early 1970's, sedimentation, mainiy at the
upper end of the reservoir, had reduced the capaclty by about '
one~third. Deposition of sediments has continued to reduce the
reservolir's capaclty.

Sedimentation in the upper end of the reservolr contributed to chronic
spring flooding of adjacent low=lying agricultural lands (Chaney and
Sather-Biair 1985b). The USBR acquired 1,095 acres within the extended
100-year flocd plain, and In cooperation with IDFG, prepared the Montour
Wildl ife/Recreation Plan for the area (USBR 1984). A memcrandum of
understanding out! Ining management responsibilities was previously
signed by the respective parties in August, 1983. Pursuant to Section
4Ch)(10)(A) of the Northwest Power Act, BPA funding of proposed wildlife
projects at Montour would appear to be In |leu of other expenditures
authorized or required from other entities under other agreements or
provisions of law, and therefore would be against the Intentions of the
Act. Because of the previous agreement, no mitigation projects are
planned at Montour.

The Black Canyon Faclility's authorized purposes are Irrigation and power
production., The facllity Is part of the USBR's Bolse Project,
authorized March 27, 1905. The dam was authorlized June 26, 1922 by the
Secretary of the Interior. Construction was completed in 1924 (Chaney
and Sather-Blair 1985b). The Black Canyon Facllity and upstream storage
reservoirs provide a system that allows the USER fo optimize [rrigation
releases and power production. ODeadwood and Cascade Reservoirs were
both authorized with expectations of contributing to federal power
production at Black Canyon (USBR 1949:57-61).

Iimpacts on Wildilife

Black Canyon Reservoir inundated at least 1,057 acres, and The dam and
reclamation areas covered 58 acres (Martin and AblIn-Stone 1986). The
Impacts of the project were evaluated In a study area that included the
dam, reservoir, power plant staging area, and 100 meters adjacent to the
reservoir. The riverine environment was most |lkely characterized by a
cottonwood-wi!llow complex with an understory of varlous shrubs and

10



grasses (Martin and Ablin-S¥oné 19865. Table 3 summarizes pre- and
post=construction cover type acreages associated wITh Black Canyon
Reservoir,

The Hab Itat Evaluation Procedure was used ‘o evaluate the effects, In
terms of habitat values, that the reservoir had on the target species
chosen. Impacts to target specles are listed In Table 4, MartIn and
Ablin~Stone (1986) provided further detall and Informaticn on ‘the [mpact
of the Black Canyon Facility on wildllfe.

Based on historic distribution Information and residual habl+a+
characteristics of the Sweet and Mon+our Vaileys, It I's highly |lkely
that the Black Canyon Facill?y area once provided habltat for

sharp-talled grouse. "Inundation removed riparian vegetation, rendering
critical wintering habitat unsuitable" (BLM and Nature Conservancy

proposal to BPA, 1986).

Because management of the sharp-failed grouse is of high priority to
state and federal wildlife and |and management agencies In ldaho, It was
selected as another ‘target specles during mitigation planntng for Black
Canyon. Impacts of the Black Canyon Facillty on sharptails were

eval uated and‘are‘also listed on Tabla_4.

Impacts of Deadwood Reservoir on wiidlife were evaluated and presented
in the Black Canyon Wiidlife Impact Assessment (Martin and Ab I'In=Stone
1986). However, this mitigation plan only exanm!nes mitigation projects
for Black Canyon Reservoir impacts. ‘Further analysls of wildlife
Impacts and/or mitigation acflons a+ Deadwood and Cascade Reservolrs Is
planned In the fu+ure. ‘

11
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Tebie 3. Cover type acreages in the Black Canyon Facility arsal for pre— and post-—construction conditions (Martin and Ablin-Stone
1986).

Deciduous Deciduous
Forested Scrub-shrub Emergent Shrub— Agriculture/ o
Wetiend Wetland Wetland stappe Pasture Riverine Lacustrina Other? Total
Pre—canstruction 196 24 1] 1,158 406 246 o 0 2,030
Past~canstruction 118 34 7 628 128 1] 1,057 58 2,030
Net gain or Loss 78 +10 +7 530 -278 -245 +1,057 +58

1 Study arsa extended 100 metel;s from the edge of the resarvoir,

2 fnctudss dem and power plant staging areas.
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Table 4. Summary of wildlife habitat impacts essociated with construction and operetion of the Biack Canyon Facility, Payette River,

Idaho [Mertin and Ablin—Stons 1886).

Group Pre—construction Post—construction Impacts
[evaluation species] Habitat acres HSIT HuU's Habitat acres HSI HU's Habitat acres HU's

Big game

Mule deer 1,378 0.45 620 787 .48 378 -591 -242
Aquatic furbearers

Hink 1,084 0?77 835 915 .0.201 183 -168 -652
wWaterfowl .

Mal Lard 1,084 0.55 596 466 0.70 326 -618 -270

Canada goose 1,084 0.55 586 466 0.82 382 -518 -214
Upland game

Ring-naecked pheasant 1,784 0.33 589 916 0.36 329 —-868- -260

Sharp-tailed grousae 1,387 0.50 €689 787 .20 187 -591. -532
Nongame species

Btack—capped chickades 196 p.a8 - 172 118 0.68 104 -78 -68

Yellow warblar 24 0.78 18 34 a.78 27 +10: +8

1 During mitigation ptanning, the interagency work group agreed that 0.20 was a more accurate estimate of post—construction habitat

conditions than the HSI estimated during the impact assessment,

2  jdded as an avsluation end target .specias after the initial impact assessment {Martin and AblLin—Stone 1986) was completed.

14



RESPONSIBILITY OF HYDROPOWER TO MITIGATE WILDL IFE LOSSES

The Paclflc Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservatlion Act of
1980 states, "...tThe Adminlstrator shalL ‘use the Bonneville Power
Administration fund and the authorities avaliable to the Administrator
to enhance flish and wildlife to the extent affected by the development
and operatlon of any hydroelectric project of the Columbia River and its
tributaries.,.® CPublic Law 96=501, sectlion 4(h)(10AJ]. This sectien,
In effect, requires answers to two questions:

1) Which water projects In the Columbia Basin were developed or are
operated, in whole or .In part, as a result of the need’ for
hydroelectric power production?

2) For those water projects developed or operated for hydroelectric
power production, what is the extent of the Impacts, to wildlife,
that are specifically a result of that development or operaTion?

Because the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Facilities and the entire
Boise Project are multipurpose projects, these questlions have been
examined.

Background

Bolse Project. The Boise Project (Fig. 3) Is a multipurpose water
resource development operated as a system for Irrigation, power, flood
control, recrsation, and fish and wildlife. Since Its first
authorization In 1905, the Bolse Project has expanded’ in an orderiy
program of development that has Included construction of five major,
reservolirs (Arrowrock, Lake Loweil, Deadwood, Cascade, and Anderson
Ranch) two principal diversion dams (Boise DIverslon Dam and B'!ack,
Canyon Dam), three power plants (Bolse Diversion, Black Canyon, and’
Anderson Ranch), three sizable pumping plants, and related: faclilfles
(USBR 1931:46~47) .,

Present!ly, the Boise Project furnishes Irrigation waier to about 225,000
acres of project |ands, and provides supplemental water for an:
additional 165,000 acres. The three USBR power planis have a combined
capacity of 49,500 kilowatts [Anderson Ranch: 40,000; Black Canyon-
8,000; Bolise Diversion: 1,500 (presently not operating, but could be
resfarfed under short no+lce)] (USBR 1981:43-46). The power planis are
operated as a system to maximize the Boise Project's power revenues
(USBR 1953:6). The Black Canyon Power Plant (and until 1982, the Bolse
Diversion Power Plant) provides power for pumping to Payette Division
|ands and the Emmet+ Irrigation District. Anderson Ranch power serves
pumping loads in the Minidoka and Owyhee Projects. Surplus. power from
al! plants Is turned over to the BPA for marketing (USBR 1981:48),

For administrative and operaflng purposes, Bolse Project lands are
divided Into the Arrowrock and Payette Divisions. Some of the features

serve oniy one division; other features serve both divisions as well as
other nearby projects (USBR 1981:43).,

15
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Arrowrock Division. Water for the Arrowrock Division Is stored In
Anderson Ranch Reservoir (493,200 acre-feet), Arrowrock Reservoir
(286,600 acre-feet), and In Lake Lowell (190,000 acre-feet). Lucky Peak
Dam, bulit by the Corps of Engineers, has an active capaclty of 278,200
acre~feet., By agreement among +fi¢ CSFPE of Engineers, Bolse Project ’
Board of Control, and USBR, the Anderson Ranch, Arrowrock, and Lucky
Peak Reservoirs on the Bolse River are operatsd jolntly for the benefit
of Irrigation, power, and ficod contrel (USBR 1981:43), Until 1982,
power was produced at the Bolse Diversion Power Plant, which Is [ocated
rear the bottom of the Belse River storage system. |+ produced power
from 1912 unti] 1982, when [t was shut down for economic reasons, it
couid be restarted under short notice (pers. commun., USBR). Presently,
the Anderson Ranch Power Plant provides the only federal power \
production on the Boise River. - Andersor; Ranch Dam and Reservoir are
Ideally located for power productlon because winter releases for power
can be recaptured In Arrowrock Reservoir, thus assuring the production
of a block of flrm power wlthout the loss of water for Irrigation (USBR
1953:3-4).

Payette Division. Water storage facliities for this divisior Include
Deadwocd Reservol!r (162,000 acre-feet) and Cascade Reservoir (703,200
acre-feet). The Black Canyon Dam and Power Plant facllity serves to
divert water to the Payette Division lands and to produce power.

The Black Canyon Facility and upstream storage reservcirs provide a
system that allows the USBR to optimize Irrigation releases and power
production. The Deadwood Facility was authorized for the purpose of
storing water for power produciion at Black Canyon Power Plant, with the
entire cost of the Deadwood Facllity tc be repald from power revenues
(USBR 1949:57-59). The Cascade Dam and Reservoir facillty was ,
authorized for stcrage of water for Irrigation and power production in
the Payette Division (USBR 1949:59-61). The United States' purpose for
constructing Cascade Dam and Reservolr was to provide water for the
anticipated 21,000 acre pumplng division of the Payette Divislon,
supplement the supply of fhe gravity division, and furnish water for
power (USBR 1938, 1940, 1941). :

Review of the history of the Paye++e Division makes several points
clear: ' -

1) Construction of storage reservoirs upstream. from the Black Canyon
Dam and Power Plant site was planned as early as 1905; expectation
of development of upstream storage reservoirs was used to justify
authorization of the Bolse Project (USBR 1949:53-56).

2) lrrigation of an anticipated 21,000 acres in the Payette Division
required a firm and cheap power supply for pumping, and the Black

Canyon Diversion Dam could not provide the water necessary for power
(USBR 1948:59-61). :

3) Congresslional authorizations of the Deadwood and Cascade federal
facilitles (USBR 1949:57-61) were based on the need for storage of
water for power production and pump irrigation (which is not
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possible without power for pumping). Without Cascade and Deadwood
storage, federal power production at Black Canyon would be severely
| iml+ed.

Financlal Feaslibillty (Coggresslonal_Repéyméﬁ+ Allocation)

For a federal water project to be financially feasible, federal law
requires that the monetary allocations fo reimbursable project purposes
(e.g. power, Irrigation) plus the allocations to nonrelmbursable project
purposes (e.g. flood control) must equal the total estimated cost of

- construction. Thus, financlal feasiblllty of water projects Is
Indicated by the prospect of full recovery of all reimbursable costs
from water users and power usefrs.

Reimbursable costs of the facllities that comprise the Boise Project
have been combined, and are being repaid from combined power and
Irrigation revenues. Hence, It Is not readily possible to determine the
percent that power and lirrigation contribute to the repayment of any
speciflic facility of the Bolse Project (pers, commun., USBR).

Total costs for the Bolse Project are $105,194,306 (USBR 1986a). The
cost allocations are $73,743,259 to Irrigation, $11,635,268 to power,
$19,804,955 to flood confrol, and $10,824 to cultural resources.

Because project costs chargeabie to irrlgation are [imited by Public Law
87-728, and excess charges reallocated to hydropower, power subsidizes
$35,054,650 of the costs allocated to irrlgation. As a resulft,
hydropower Is responsible for repaying $46,689,918, which Is 44% of the
total cost of the Boise Project and 55% of the relmbursable costs of the
Project. Thus, it is felt that hydropower beneficlarles should take
full (100%) responsibiiity for wildlife losses, because hydropower
repayment has made the Bolse Project, and hence the Anderson Ranch and
Black Canyon Facllities, financlally feasible.

Operations

Revenues from the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon power plants . (and
until 1982, the Boise Dlversion power plant) are optimized by \
system-wide operation, and depend on other storage reservoirs to achieve
max imum power production. The Anderson Ranch power plant contribufion
to power revenues, in part, Is due to the existence of downstream
storage reservoirs, which allow for optimum power releases durfing winter
without the loss of Irrigation water (USBR 1953:3-4). Based on an.
analysls of Anderson Ranch discharges by month, about 87% of annual
Anderson Ranch discharges pass through the turbines and are used for
power. Black Canyon power plant's contribution to power revenues Is
based largely on the exlstence of upsiream storage reservolirs (Deadwood
and Cascade), which were both authorized with expectations of
contributing to federal power production at Black Canyon (USBR
1949:57-61). Based on Black Canyon discharges by month, about 47% of

annual Black Canyon discharges pass through the furbines and are used
for power.
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rHablfafd

From a habitat standpoint, the minimum acreage inundated at Anderson
Ranch by water that Is specifically for power could be considered as the
minimum power pool (70,000 acre-feet) plus tThe active storage space.

al located to power (5, 000 acre-feet), Taking !nto account the physical
characteristics of Anderson Ranch Reservoir, 75,000»acrevfee+ would
cover i,i60 acres. This s 24% of the total. 3,740 surface acres of.
Anderson Ranch Reservoitr., Black Canyon- Reserzc r Is essentially
maintalned at maximum |evels year-round to provide maximum power

production year-round, and *to provtde Irrrga+lon diversion from April to
the middie of October. , ,

Power and Irrigation Tles

The Snake River Country pamphlet published by the Paciflc Northwest
River Basins Commissicn and Washing¥on Sea Grant Program stated:
"|rrigated agriculture would not be the cornerstone of the Basin's

. economy wlthout the early development of eleetricity. In fact, energy
development and agriculture grew up ‘together In the Snake Rfver Basin.
In the early 1900's, It became evident that pumps were needed fo Fift
water to irrigate much of the basin's lands w :

Some of the power produced at ‘ihe Andesson Ranch and Black Canyon .
Facltlitles Is used to run electric irrigation pumps on the Boise,
Owyhee, and Minidoka Projects. The conversion of large acreages frum
native vegetation to agriculture was directly the result of The
avallabllity of Boise Project power.

The conversion of nailve range to agriculture affects many wildlife
species. While a few agricultural dependent specles such as pheasants
may Inftlally respond poslitively to this conversion, valuable habitat
for native wildlife species such as sage grouse, sharp-talled grouse,
pronghorn, and mule deer Is lost. Natlve range supports a dlverse plant
community and wealth of wildlife species. Land converted to agricuiture
is normally cultivated toward monoculture with |itftle plant diversiiy,
which in turn supports |it+tle wildlife diversity.. -

The Impacts of land conversion from natlve vegetation to agriculture
were not examined in the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon wildl(fe Impact
assessments (Martin and Ablin=Stone 1986), although many [mpacts
resulted directly from the development and operation of the Boise .
Project. When the Interagency work group agreed to.|limit the wildlife
impact assessment study area to the reservolr area, and not quantify the
impacts of conversion of native habitat fto irrigated agriculture, they
"expected all (100%) of the reservoir impacts to be mitigated under the
Cotumbia Basin Fish and Wildl ife Program, The wildlife impact
assessment team was lenlent In their final assessment of wlldlife losses
attributable to the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Facllities by only
examining the inundated areas., As the USFWS points out in their formal
comments regarding this Plan (Appendix B), if the hydroelectrlc projects
were being planned today, under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act, the investigation of Impacts would assess Impacts
associated with the entlire project area, Including Irrigation lands,

19



which also constitute the proJecf. Had the t'e between [rrigation and
hydropower been examined [n more de+all, many more losses to wildlife
and their habitats would have been attributed to the development and
operation of these facllities.

Al location of Construction Costs

The .al location of joint facrllfles construction costs to varlous project
functions was examined as a possible procedure to defermine hydropower
responsibility. We concluded. that this Is not a suitable procedure for
determining hydropower responsibility at the Boise Project. Unllke
repayment, cost allocations do not direcfly prove a water project's
financlal feasibllity. Also, al locatlions to project functions can vary
considerably based on the particular method used.

The USBR (1961) stated that prior to the adoption of more recent methods
of cost allocation, "several other procedures had been emp | oyed by the
various agencies engaged .in the water resource development programs. |+
was found through experience that these procedures were unsultable for
onhe reason or another and consequently they were abandoned."

The. USBR (1961) goes on to state, "The methods of cost allocation
Initlally employed by the Bureau of Reclamation were based upon. physical
criteria such as 'use of space! or 'water released.' However, it was
found that such methods of allocation did not properly measure the
extent of use by the various functions Involved ... The physical
approach to cost allocation was also unsatisfactory in that It did not
provide a common denominator for all functions Tnvolved.

"The al ternative Justiflable expendlture method |imits the allocation to
any function to the justifiable expenditure which Is the lesser of the
benefits or the cost of securing the same benefit through the most

| Tkely alternative means ... While this method of cost allocation met
with the objections inherent in those procedures based sclely on benefif
or physical criteria, It Involved other aspects which were

ob jectlonable.

"This procedure depends on the arbitrary segregation of facilities Into
Joint (those which serve more than one function) and into speciflic
(those which serve only a single function). In this procedure, the
entire cost of the dam and reservoir s considered as a joint faclllty
even though there may be dead storage which provided only power head, or
exclusive storage space which serves only a single function such as
flood control or irrigation. Also, in the application, [t is assumed
+hat Imbedded penstocks In the dam or a powerhouse constructed In the
dam are specific power facilities even though the el imlnation of such
facilitles would not result In a saving equal to the cost of the

facilitles removed. For example, if such facllitles were removed, the
voids left would have to be filled.

"Thus, the Joint costs used under the alternative justifiable
expenditure method may Include, for example, that part of the storage
capacity used exclusively for a single function. Also, the frue costs
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of The‘specffIC‘faclllflés'méy“be |e5S“+han/+he cost normal iy regarded
as the cost of speciflc facilitles" (USBR 1961). =

Summary

The agencles and tribes (BLM, USFWS, USFS, IDFG, Shoshone-Bannock
Tribes) Involved In the work group, except for the USBR, feel +hat
hydropower beneficlaries should take fuil (100%) responsibility for
mitigation of wildiife losses due to development and operation of the
Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Fac!iities, The Bolse Project, and
hence the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Facl!itles, would not be
financially feasiblé wlthout hydropower repayment, which is rasponsibie
for 44% of total Project costs and 55% of reimbursable Project costs.
Hydropower development and opeération at the Anderson Ranch and Black
Canyon Faclilitles are closely tled to the development and operation of
the entire’Boise Project system. About 87% of annual Anderson Ranch
dIscharges pass through the turbines, and about 47% of Black Canhyon
discharges pass fhrough the turbines. Quantifled wildlife |osses’
occurred with the Inundations of Anderson Ranch Reservolr 37 years ago,
and Black Canyon Reservolr 63 years ago. Other Impacts tc wildlIfe,
Including Irrigation development, also occurred but were not
quantified. Ratepayers have benefited from power production during this
time span, while wildlife losses have gone‘unmitigated. !+ seems
reasonable that hydropower beneficlaries should take full rosponsibility
for mitigation of wild!ife losses due to the Anderson Ranch and Biack
Canyon Facilities' impacts. Further analysls of wildl!fe Impacts from

" additional Bolse Project facilitles and system-wlde Impacts may be
required In the future, " : o o
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METHODS

SELECTION OF TARGET SPECIES

For each hydropower facillity, the Interagency work group chose target
species to represent wildlife and habitats affected by the hydropower
facility and/or potentially affected by mitigation projects. The
species were chosen because they are of high priority according to state
or federal programs, and/or because they are Indlcator specles used to
best describe habitat conditions for groups of specles with similar
habitat needs.

Anderson Ranch Target Species

The mal lard and mink were chosen primarily to represent dabb!ing ducks
and aquatic furbearers, respectively, and fo represent a set of
ecological components present In aguatic/riparian habitats. The yellow
warbler was chosen primarily to represent scrub-shrub wetlands. The
black-capped chickadee and ruffed grouse were chosen primarily fo
represent a set of ecological components present in forested wetlands.
The mule deer was chosen to represent big game over a diversity of cover
types. The blue grouse was chosen as a game bird species to represent
the ecological characteristics of uplands In the Anderson Ranch area.
The sharp=-tailed grouse and peregrine falcon were chosen because they
are of high priority according to state and federal programs.

Black Canyon Target Species

The mallard and mink were chosen primarily to represent dabbling ducks
and aquat!c furbearers, respectively, and to represent a set of
ecological components present in aquatic/riparizan habitats. The yellow
warbler was chosen primarily to represent scrub-shrub wetlands. The
black-capped chickadee was chosen to represent forested wetlands. The
mule deer was chosen to represent big game over a diversity of cover
types. The sharp-tailed grouse, Canada goose, and ring-necked pheasant.
were chosen because they are of high priority according to state and/or
federal programs.
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MITIGATION GOALS

For each hydropower facility, the Interagency work group agreed that a
reasonable mitigation goal for witdlif& impacts from the facllity would
be to protect and/or enhance enough wildl [fe habitat to replace the
value of habitat Inundated by each reservoir. The Interagency group
further agreed to use the target specles, Habitat Units lost (Martin and
Ablin-Stone 1986) as a guidel Ine during the mlflga+ion planning process,
while consldering existIng management plans and the needs of wlldllfe in
the areas. These decisions were based on the followfng

1) Wildlife need habl+at +o exist.

2)  Wildlife provide many social, economic, and aesthetic beneflts
to people through a diversity of consumptive and nonconsumptive
uses. :

3) Habitat lnundaTIon a+frlbu+able +o hydroelectric developmenf
and operation at the facilities reducad, and continues to
reduce, the wildlife that could be supported by hablfaf In the
reservoir areas had the faclllffes not been bulit.

4) The United States governmen+ by passing the Northwest Power
Act 1n 1980, acknowledged that benefits of power produc+ron
from hydroelectric projects were occurring at the expense cf
wildlife, and the benefifs wildlIfe can provide’ have been, and
continue to be, reduced. Acknowledgtng that tradeoffs have
occurred between benefits of wildlife and benefits of
hydropower, the Northwest Power Act directed the BPA
adminlsfrafor to use the BPA fund and available authorities

", ..to protect, mitigate, and enhance...wildl Ife to the extent
affected by the development and operation of any. hydroelectric
project of the Columbia River and Its +rlbu+cries..." (PL
96-501).

In early times, the wildlife resource seemed unl imi+ed and negative
Impacts went unnoticed. However, needs of wildiife have become more and
more apparent through time, with man's continued encroachment on.

decl Ining amounts of wildl[fe habitat. As a result, the needs that
wildlife have for habitat, and the needs that people have for wildlife,
seem to far outweigh the wildlife |osses attributable tc the Anderson
Ranch and Black Canyon Facilities. However, the authorization to
protect, mitigate, and enhance wildlife under this program appears to be
limited to the amount wildlife was affected by hydroelectric development
and operation at the projects. Accordingly, the work group agreed o
use the target specles Habitat Units lost as a guideline during the
mitigation planning process, while keeping In mind the needs of wildlife
and the demand for wildlife resources In the areas. Because the habitat
degradation at the Anderson Ranch borrow site was not [dentifled during
the wildl ife Impact assessment, [t was further agreed that the site
should be rehabilitated. Also, because peregrine falcons were adversely
affected by constructlon of the Anderson Ranch Facility, and It takes
more than just improved habifat to recover this species in the northern
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Rocky Mountain states, [t was agreed that a reasonable level of
enhancement would be establIshing and maintaining 1 reintroduction site
and releasing 3 to 5 birds per year for at |east 10 years.
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ASSESSMENT OF BENEFITS OF MITIGATION PROJECTS

" Hab!+at Evaluation Procedure

A modification of the Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) developed by
the USFWS (1980) was used to estimate the benefits of mitigation
projects In terms of Habltat Units (HU's). For a given specles, one HU
Is equivalent to one acre of prime habitat. For each target species
benefited by a project, the interagency team of biologists estimated the
effect the project would have on the specles Habitat Sultab!!i+y Index
(HS1). An HSI is a number between 0 and 1.0, and s a measure of an
area's abil[ty to provide the habltat requirements of a species. For a
given specles, prime habitat has an HSI of 1.0, Specles models,
comprised of measurable habitat varlables, were used for guldance during
HSI estimation. As much as possible, techniques to estimate HSI's and
HU's were performed consistent with techniques used during the Wildiife
Impact Assessments (Martin and Abl In-Stone 1986).

Mitigation Credit

Estimated beneflts of protection actlions and enhancement actions were
credited differently for mitigation. Credit for protection of private
land was the fotal estimated HU's that would be provided by the parcel
after management rights are acqulired through acquisition of fee=titie or
easement (willlng sellers only), and affer the area s enhanced through
management actions. Credit for enhancement projects on lands
administered by federal or state land management agencies was the
estimate of HU's that would be Increased on the project area as a resul+t
of the management action.

These methods and the accounting methods In the wildliife impact
assessment were used In an effort to make mitigation accounting easler
to understand than [f the more appropriate technique of annuallzing
(USFWS 1980a) had been used. These simplified methods have resulted in
| iberal estimates of mitigation project beneflts and conservative
estimates of losses attributable to hydropower.

Losses attributable to the Anderson Ranch and Black Canycn Facilities
were estimated as If they had occurred at one point In t+ime, although
losses of available wildlife habitats have been occurring for about 37
years and 63 years, respectively. Likewise, mitigation credits for
protection/enhancement projects have been estimated as if they will
occur as soon as projects are implemented. However, benefits may not
occur for several years until habitats Improve and wildlife increase
their use of the enhanced areas.

|f the projects In this plan are completed by 1990 and take only 4 years
to produce the beneflts estimated, by the year 2000 there will be only 6

years of benefits fo mitigate 50 years of wildlIfe production losses at
Anderson Ranch and 76 years of production losses at Black Canyon. We
make this point to acknowledge the results of using simplified methods
for mitigation accounting. The decision to use the simpler methods was
based, in part, on good faith that annual operation and maintenance
efforts would be funded for the |ife of the Anderson Ranch and Black
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Canyon Facilities. As long as the dams are In place, I[nundation of
wildl [fe habli+at will continue, and hands-on management at enhancement
projects will be necessary [f the continuling hydropower impacts are fo

be mitigated to the extent wildlife 1§ béing affected.
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ASSESSMENT OF COSTS OF MITIGATION PROJECTS

Advance Deslgn

This Includes the estimated costs of preparing management plans for
enhancement work, conducting surveys, solliciting bids and quotes,
negotiating management agreements, and associated labor and travel. For
protection actions, willing sellers will be Tdentifled during advance
design work. All optlons of acquisition of fee=tities versus
conservation easements will be examined, Costs are based on estimates
provided by biologists and/or engineers.

Imp |l ementation

This fncludes estimated costs of protection and costs of enhancement
measures necessary to Initlally develop mitigation project areas.
Protection costs Include the easement or purchase price of land (based
on appralsed value of similar parcels), appralsals, and legal work and
negotliations necessary for acquisition of easements or fee-titles from
willing sellers.

The costs of acquliring conservation easements from wliling sellers of
private parcels is expected fto be similar to actual fee-title
acquisition of the same parcels. Current ldaho law regarding
conservation easements requires that in most cases, in order to purchase
a conservation easement, the purchasing agency must own land appurtenant
to the parcel to be purchased. There are plans to submit a conservation
easement bill to the ldaho Legislature In the future. A purpose of the
bill would be to provide more flexibility in acqulring conservation
easemenTs,

Enhancement costs Include actions to initlally Improve wildiife habitat,
such as bulilding dikes and islands, planting vegetation, and fencing.
Implementation costs are based on estimates provided by biologists
and/or englneers,

Operation_ and Maintenance (Q&M)

These are recurring annual costs necessary to achieve and sustaln a
project's estimated benefits to wildlife. Operation and maintenance
Includes work such as fence maintenance, weed control, water level
control, nesting and perching structure malntenance, grazing management
to maintain desired hablitat conditions through management of | Ivestock
and operators, Island rehabllitation, and assoclated labor and travel.
Costs are based on estlimates provided by biologists.

Monlitering

This Includes the cost of collecting baseline biological data as well as
perlodic monitoring of all mitigation lands. Baseline data and
monitoring are necessary to assess the effectiveness of proposed
protection/enhancement measures. Using adaptive management, mitigation
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technlques wil| be changed 1f monitoring Indlcates that the desired
mitigation results are not being obtalned. Costs are based on estimates

by biologists.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Mal | ard

Biological needs. The mallard Is a dabbling duck that depends on
wetlands for successful nesting and brood production. Their diet
consists primarily of aquatic plants; the presence of shallow-water
feeding areas [s critical (Johnsgard 1975). Nests are generally located
on the ground in dense herbaceous vegetation, usually within 100 meters
of water (Bellrose 1976). An Important habitat-related factor that
affects mallard populations is predator-caused nest failure (Bellrose
1976). In summary, mallard production [s best in areas that have dense
herbacescus vegetation ciose to water, and that are relatively safe from
predatcrs.

Management goals. IDFG management goais for mallards [n particular and
waterfow! In general include: 1) Increase ldaho's resident duck
populatiocns, 2) protect and Improve wetTlands, 3) Increase |daho's duck
production by improving nesting habitat statewide, and 4) make a
concerted effort to acquire food for ducks for use In summer, fall, and
winter (Will et al. 1986).

USFWS goals for the Snake River area of southwestern ldaho include
maintaining wintering waterfowl habitats to support a mid-winter
population of 500,000 mallards. Strateglies for this goal Include
mafntalining current amounts and qual ity of seasonal and permanent
wetlands, and selactively acquiring critically needed habitat. The
USFWS Tdentifies contlinued loss of wetlands and riparian habitat as a
current problem (USFWS 1980b). Presentiy, mallard populations In
southwestern |daho are far below the USFWS goal. The 1986 mid-winter
mal lard count iIn all of southern ldaho was only 93,495,

Canada Goose

Biologlcal Needs. Geese tend to nest very close to water on sites with
goed visibitity. They prefer to nest on small Islands, but they also
nest on narrow peninsulas and along the water's edge. They readily use
artificial nest structures, but these structures require annual
maintenance. The primary causes of nest failure are desertion,
predation, and flooding. Brood habitat Includes open water, gentlie bank
slopes, and short succulent grasses and forbs for food. |f adequate

brooding habitat is close to nests, the birds will stay In the vicinity
of the nest site throughout spring, summer, and fall. |If brooding
habitat is not available, adults will take the young elsewhere,

sometimes several miles from the nest site. Such movements may result
in increased mortality of the young (Will et al. 1986).

Management goals. |IDFG management goals for Canada geese Include: 1)
increase local goose populaticns, 2) protect and improve habitat for
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resident Canada geese, and 3) develop and/or enhance goose nesting and

brood-rearing habitat (WIll et al. 1986). The 1987 breeding palir goose
counts In southwestern ldaho were bejow the minimum objectives for the

area.

Present!y, there are no published Pacific Flyway Councll goals specific
to the southwestern Idaho area. There Is a draft management plan In
progress at this *time. USFWS goals for the Snake River area of
southwestern ldaho Include: 1) maintaln wintering waterfowl habitats to
support a mid-winter population of 35,000 western Canada geese (Branta
canadensis moffitti), and 2) malntain 1,500 nesting pairs of western
Canada geese (USFWS 1980b:MB 35~36). Strategles incliude
preserying/enhancing nesting sites and preserving and enhancing brooding
habitat. The USFWS has ldentified decreased production of Canada geese
along the Snake River as a current problem because of loss and
degradation of nesting and brooding habitats, with construction of dams
being the cause of such habltat loss (USFWS 1980b). The 1986 mid-winter
Canada goose count for all of southern ldaho was only 11,521, The 1987
Canada goose breeding palr count In southwestern ldaho was cnly 866.

Mink

Biological needs. Mink are predaceous mammals that use aquatic habitats
and riparian and upland habitats within 100 to 200 meters of the water's
edge (Melquist et al. 1981). Habitats associated with small streams are
preferred to those with large, broad rivers. Also, wet!lands with
irregular and dliverse shorel ines provide more sultable habitat than
those with straight open and exposed shorelines (Allen 1984), Mink feed
on a variety of prey Including fish, small mammals, and waterfowl. The
presence of muskrats can be very Important to mink populations.

Management goals. |DFG management goals for aquatic furbearers in
general and mink in particular Include: 1) cooperating with land
managers to implement habitat management programs, and 2) maintaining an
annual harvest of mink.

Yellow Warbler (lndicator Species for Scrub-shrub Wetlands)

Biological needs. The yellow warbler breeds throughout most of the
United States and Is a common breeder in scrub-shrub habitat in ldaho.
Preferred nesting habltats for this insectlivorous warbler are generally
wet areas with abundant shrubs or small trees (Schroeder 1982), Areas
of extensive forest with closed canopies are generally avoided (Hebard
1961), while areas of low decliduous growth are preferred (Morse 1973},
A breeding blrd census across the United States (VanVelzen 1981) was
summar [zed to determine nesting habitat needs of the yellow warbler
(Schroeder 1982). Approximately 67% of all censused areas dominated by
shrubs were used, while 100% of all shrub wetlands received use.
Wetland shrub habitats also had the highest average breeding densitles
of yellow warblers. In Idaho, yellow warblers also occupy areas
dominated by deciduous shrubs or narrow stream-slde thickets (Larrison
et al. 1967),
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Management goals. The yellow wafbler Is closely associated with
riparlan. habitat.. Therefore, most management goals that pertain to
riparfan areas In ldaho affect yellow warblers.: The IDFG will place

~~~~~

habltats. This will Include: (1) fencrng to exclude ilvestock, (2}
sypport of leglisliation to compensate prlvate |andowners who preserve
riparfan habitats, and (3) purchasing or acquiring easement +o key
riparfan habitats. The Department w!ll promote any reasonable efforts
to rehab il {tate damaged riparian habltats. I+ will further identify
riparian zones used by any nongame species classifled as Threatened or
Endangered, a Sensitive Species, or a Specles of Special Concern and
make every reasonable effort to preserve and enhance areas, whether

through purchase, rehabilltation, fencing, or other means (Morache et
al. 1985). . ‘

Bl ack-capped Chickadee,(lndicé+or Species”for ForeSfed Wetlands)

Blological needs. Black-capped chickadees generally prefer deciduous or
riparian woodlands (Larrison and Sonnenberg 1968, Sturman 1968).

Cadwal lader (1980) found that black-capped chickadees were assoclated
with riparian zones on the South Fork of the Boise River In southern
Idaho. Chickadees are "Iinsect gleaners" and serve as Important Insect
predators in forested areas (Sfurman 1968).

Black-capped chickadees are cavlfy nesfers (STauffer and’ Bes+ 1980).
Nesting habitat Is often |Imited by the number of available snags
(Schroeder 1983). Preferred nesting tree specles Include willows (Salix
spp.) and cottonwoods and poplars (_ggyLus .Spp.).

Management goals. Similar to +he yellow warbler, the fufure
distribution of the black-capped chickadee is closely tled to riparian
area management goals In Idaho.. IDFG riparian goals for nongame specles
are |Isted under "Management goals" for the yellow warbler.

Ruffed Grouse

Biological needs. Ruffed grouse Inhabit early successional. deciduous
communities and prefer sites dominated by quaking aspen (Populus
fremuloides) (Berner and Gysel 1969). Gullian (1970) considered the
presence of aspen to be critical. In, malnfaintng vigble ruffed grouse
populations in Minnesota. In *he Pacific, Northwest, ruffed grouse are
typically found In lowlands and, rtver boffoms, in ecofones between
forests and clearings, and In brush tangles in burned or logged areas
(Jackman and Scott 1975). In !daho, they also use aspen stands
year-round (Stauffer and Pe+erson 1985).

The ruffed grouse dlet consists primarlly of plan+ matter. Aspen and
cottonwoods were listed as the principal foods in 17 different studies
(Korschgen 1966). Winter foods consist' largely of buds and twigs of
trees. Aspen was the most Important w1n+er food source 'n Minnesota
(Gullian 1967).
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Management goals. Idaho Fish and Game goals for forest grouse are to
protect and enhance habitat whenever possible, and to Increase
populations and distribution (Rybarczyk et al. 1985).

Mule Deer

Biological needs. Mule deer are herbivores that use a variety of
habtats and usually migrate between seasonal ranges. Winter range Is a
critlical component of mule deer habltat, and spring and summer~fall
ranges are also very Important (Trent et al. 1985).

Mule deer winter habitat In most of southern ldaho Is low elevation
sagebrush-grassland range. Cover, aspect, and elevation are recognized
as cruclal components of winter range, where avallability of thermal
sites and forage is Important. Loveless (1967, cited by Macklie et al.
1982) reported that snow depths of 20 iInches or more precluded the use
of an area by mule deer, Gilbert et al. (1970) found snow depths in
excess of 18 Inches to preclude deer use of an area. Winter dliet Is
principally browse (leaves and twigs of shrubs and trees). The
availabi| ity of adequate browse Is often the '|imiting factor for mule
deer populations over much of thelr range (Schneegas -and Bumsfead 1977).

Early spring Is an important time of year for mule deer, and spring
range s a key component of year-round habitat. Quallty and quantity of
nutritious forage in the spring has a major effect on mule deer
production and survival (Walilmo et al. 1977). Spring dlet contains a
high percentage of grasses (HIll 1956) as well as forbs and browse
(Kufeld et al. 1973),

Summer-fall ranges are [mportant because this Is where deer produce fat
reserves that allow survival through winter (Trent et al, 1985). Forbs
and new shrub growth comprise most of the dliet during this period
(Schneegas and Bumstead 1977).

Management goals. |DFG statewlde habitat-related goals for mule deer
include the following:

n Acquire and/or improve winter range.

2) Through purchase of fee-titles or easements, work toward
maintaining access to habitat.

3) Purchase parcels within or adjacent o the boundaries of

established wildllfe management areas.

IDFG habitat-related goals for muie deer in the mitigation areas include
+the following:

1) Attempt to purchase Importent winter range, adjacent to the

Boise River WMA, that Is In private ownershlp and thus sub ject
to subdivision.
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2) = Prepare and pursue recommendations to Improve sagebrush winter
ranges dominated by cheatgrass and, medusahead. ' =
3) Urge BLM to monitor the condltlen and trend of bitterbrush on
key winter ranges and, If necessary, adjust |Ivestock grazing
and/or Initiate other rehabllitation projects to
protect this browse specles. I

4)  Support and recommend méhagémént’é¢fj§ns by the BLM o Improve
riparfan habitats. o o ' o

Blue Grouse

Biological needs. Martin and AblIn=Stone (1986) and Rybarczyk et al.
(1985) -summarized the ecology and bliological needs of the blue grouse,
which Is present throughout most of the forested portions of Idaho where
Douglas fir (Psuedotsuga menzlesii) Is present. . ' ' V

Blue grouse follow a seasonal, elevational migration through a variety
of habitat types. They winter at high elevations In open Douglas fir
stands and feed on fIr needles and buds. Both sexes migrate to lower
elevations In the spring, where they occupy mixed brush, shrub, and
deciduous tree sites. After breeding, the females nest In brushy cover,
selecting tall sagebrush if available, and other brushy and herbaceous
areas where tall sagebrush Is not available. After breeding, males
refurn to higher elevations where they summer. ‘

Females and broods remaln at |ower elevatlons throughout the summer and
early fall. Brood-rearing habltat appears to be that which provides
ample opportunity for young to feed on Insects and other invertebrates
(Johnsgard 1983). The most Important characteristics of brooding areas
are proximity to cover, and -an extens!ve herbaceous |ayer (Donaldson and
Bergerud 1974). Low elevation areas used for breeding by blue grouse
often are used extensively by |lvestock. Grazing that dramatically
reduces the extent and height of herbaceous vegetation also reduces the

qual ity of brood-rearing habitat (Zwickel 1972).

Management goals. ldaho Fish and Game goals for forest grouse are to
protect and enhance habitat whenever possible, and to Increase
popuiations and distributfon (Rybarczyk et al. 1985).

Sharp-talled Grouse x R

i

Blological needs. Columbian sharp-tailed grouse historically were
abundant and wldespread throughout the Pacific Northwest, including
ldaho. The range of the species I!s now severely |Imited because of
| ivestock overgrazing and agricultural development (RybarczyKk et al.
1985). Sharptalils are now conflned to scattered grassland/brush
habitats In the southeastern and western portions of ldaho.

Habitat for the sharptail has generall§‘been deScribed as flat to
rolling sagebrush/grassiand with inclusions of declduous brush and trees

33



(Marshall and Jensen 1937, Parker 1970). The sagebrush/grass areas
prcvide for breeding, nesting, and brood-rearing. The deciduous shrub
component (chokecherry, hawthorn, serviceberry, etfc.) provides year-long
escape cover as well as a critical sourcd of food during the fall and
winter.

Management goals. The Columbian sharp-talled grouse has been designated
as a "Specles of Speclial Concern" by the IDFG, and as a "Sensitive
Species" by both the USFWS and the BLM. BLM policy Is to maintain or
Increase current levels of sensitive animals through ear!y habitat
protection or enhancement (BLM Manual 6840). A goal of the IDFG Is to
protect and enhance sharptall habitat, and a strategy of the Department
fs to urge !and managers to Implement speclial measures to protect

critical ‘sharptall habltats from overuse by |ivestock (Rybarczyk et al.
1985) .

Ring=-necked Pheasant

Blological needs. Ring~necked pheasants are closely associated with
agricultural areas and occur In varying abundance on or near farmland
throughout |daho (Rybarczyk et al. 1985). Nesting and winter cover are
probably the two most |imlting factors for pheasants In the Northwest
(Galbreath 1973). Riparian and wetland habitats near agricultural areas
are of critical importance to pheasants in ldaho, especially in’
providing winter cover. Sagebrush habltats adjacent to agrlcultural
land also provide Important winter cover (Rybarczyyk et al, 1985).

Rybarczyk et al. (1985) summarized the present condnfron of the pheasanf
population In Idaho:

"Lack of winter food and cover are the major factors currently Iimiting
pheasant populations in ldaho, and this problem will probably become
more acute In the future. ... Most pheasant habitat is on private
property, and changes in farming practices have serlously affected
pheasant populations throughout ldaho. Since the 1960's, I[ntensive
farming has resulted in larger farms, removal of riparian and wetland
habitats, fewer hedgerows and fencelines, less ditch bank cover, greater
pesticide and herbiclide use, more spring burning, and a decilning
pheasant population. ... Avallable hablitat will probably continue to
decl ine in ldaho unless the economic climate dictates changes in
agriculture and human population distribution,”

Management goals. A goal of ldaho Flsh and Game s to enhance winter
hab [tat whenever and wherever possible. A strategy of the IDFG is to
work more closely with government agenclies to promote development and
management of winter habitat for pheasants (Rybarczyk et ai. 1985).

Peregrine Falcon

Biological needs. The peregrine falcon is presentiy |isted as
endangered in the United States under the Endangered Speclies Act of 1973
(as amended). Severe population declines were identified in the early
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1960's, with peregrines. essen+lally exfirpafed from the nor+hern Rocky
Mountaln states by 1975 (Heinrich et al. 1986). I+ has been sugges+ed
that the demise of the peregrine could be traced to a loss of habitat

L‘ (wetlands and associated prey baseg),. and the wldespread use of DDT and

Its metabol ites, which prevented reproducfion from occurring (USFWS
1684b) .

Peregrines in the Rocky Mounfains nest matnly on moun*aln cl1$fs and
river gorges. Nest sites are often adjacent to water courses and
Impoundments because of the abundance of avian prey that frequent such

, areas.,

Peregrines may fravel up to 17 miles from nesflng cliffs to hun+lng
areas (Pcrter and White 1973). Habitats such. as river bottoms, marshes,
meadows, and |akes attract numerous small birds and provide preferred
hunting areas for peregrines.,

Management goals. Under the American peregrine falcon.recovery plan
(USFWS 1984), the statewide recovery objective for ldaho Is 17 nesting
pairs. One nesting pair now exists In ldaho, In the eastern part of the
state. An objective of 2 recently submitied cooperafive proposal
(Heinrich et al., 1986) Is to establlsh and maintain 30 nesting palrs of
peregrine falcons In the tri-state recovery area (lncludes eastern
ldaho) by 1990. The objective for ldaho under this proposal Is the
establ Ishment of 10 nesting pairs in the eastern part of the state.
Potential release sites In the rest of. Idaho are widely scattered
(Heinrich et al. 1986). As much as possible, sites will be grouped 1o
enhance establ ishment of local populations of peregrines {(Burnham
1986). Three peregrine hack sites are currently maintalned in western
Idaho (R. Howard, pers. commun.). ,

The IDFG will attempt to re-establish extirpated native specles to .
portions of their former range (Morache et al. 1985). The Department
will continue to cooperate with USFWS, BLM, USFS, private industry, and
the Peregrine Fund In hackIng programs to. rernfroduce breeding
peregrines info suitable locations In ldaho.



ANDERSCN RANCH MITIGATION PLAN

Anderson Ranch Mitligation Goals

The goal of this mitigation plan [s to at least replace the target
specles! Habitat Units (HU's) lost due fo the development and operaticn
of the Anderson Ranch Facllity, through a combination of
protection/enhancement projects. As per agreement between the ldaho
Department of Fish and Game and the Bonnevilie Power Administration
(Project No. 86-73), the Interagency work group has made a strong effort
+o develop mitigation actions (projects) that will address the needs of
wildl 1fe and benef!t the greatest number of target species, However, as
large multi-species projects are developed, [t becomes apparent that
some target species will gain more HU's t+han were origlinally lost, and
some target species will gain fewer HU's than were lost. With this
knowledge, the Interagency work group agreed that some tradeoffs between
extra benefits to some target specles and fewer benefits to other target
species would have to occur within the overall mltigation plan, In order
+o meet contractual agreements, and to provide for the needs of wildlife
in the area. Furthermore, this methodology provides for the most
cost-effective and reasonable means of mitigation,

Anderson Ranch Preferred Mitigation Projects

The following preferred mitigation projects were developed and
prioritized by the Interagency work group. Projects were developed
using the Anderson Ranch wildlife impact assessment (Martin and

Ab| In-Stone 1986) as a guideline, while conslidering the needs of
wildlife In the area.

Section 4(h)(8)(A) of the Northwest Power Act provides the opportunity
+o use enhancement measures as a means of achleving offsite protection
and mitigation with respect to compensation for losses arlising from the
develcpment and operation of the Columbia River hydroelectric
facilities. This section allows flexibility in the location of proposed
mitigation projects. However, all mitigation projects developed in this
plan are located In the general vicinity of Anderson Ranch Reservoir,
with final selection and prioritization based more on target species
benefits and needs than on distance from the reservoir.

I+ Is +he interagency work group's understanding that sheuld future
circumstances dictate that a preferred mitigation project is not
teasible, then alternative projects would be added to the preferred plan
untll the loss of the preferred project (in terms of target species!
HU's) wculd be compensated for. ‘ - '
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Hill City Marsh gro+ec+ion/ennancemen+ Protect and enhance 6,100 acres
of wetlands and uplands in the Camas Creek area. Protection will be
through acquisition of fee~tities or easements from willing sellers.
Currently, these private parcels are heavlly grazed, and the marsh area
Is threatened with being drained.

Constructing low dikes (about 2 miles of dikes 4 feet high), modifying
existing roadway fills, and Installing water control structures will
stabillze water levels and provide for permanen+ shallow water and marsh
on about 40% of the acreage that can be profecfedﬁ The acquisiflon of
water rights from downstream users may be necessary to achieve the full
habitat potential of this project.

AddItional enhancement proposals Include planting about 400 acres of
aspens and cottonwoods, planting some willows and servlceberry,
revegetating. about 600 agricultural acres Into permanent cover, bullding
~about 15 miles of fence, and planting waterfowl .ood crops 'In’ some
upland areas.

Annual operation and maintenance efforts wlll include maintaining
fences, regulating water control structures, malntalning dikes,
enhancing riparian vegefaTion, control | Ing weeds, managing grazing to
benefit wildlife, and planting waterfowl food crops.

Benefits: Acquiring full managemenf'righfs, and subsequenfly
managing this area for wildlife, will protect and enhahce Thls
unique marsh/creek/upland complex. In addition to the tdrget’
specles |isted below, protection and’ Improvement will benefit a
broad variety of wetland and upland associated species including the
sanchll| crane, long-billed curlew, Swainson's hawk, muskrat, Canada
goose, sage grouse, and numerous other shoreblirds, waterbirds,
raptors, and upland species. I+ Is possnble the project would
beneflf bald eagles and peregrlne falcons in the fuTure. .

Species ‘ _ HU's

Mal lard | - 2,600

Mink . 970

Blue grouse , , 1,210.

Ruffed grouse = . 200

Yellow warbler 280"

Black-capped chickadee __ 36Q .

Total f o 5,620“
Costs: Advance deslign will ‘Include conduc+lng aerlal contour
surveys, ldentifying wulling sellers, preparing a management plan,

negotiating management agreements, ‘and solliciting bids and quotes.
Estimated Implementation costs Include costs for acquiring easements

or fee-titles from willing sellers, and costs of enhancements
necessary to Initlally develop the project area. Annual operation,
malntenance, and monitoring will be necessary to achieve and sustain

the project's estimated benefits.
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Advance Design 220,000

Implementation - 1,960,000
Total : o ' $2,180,000
Operation and Maintenance 70,000
Monitoring 6,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $76,000
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Bennett Hills big game winter range enhancement. Enhance about 15,500
acres of BLM-administered land, on cruclal mule deer winter range,

- through rehabilitation and grazlng control. The goal of rehabilitation
" Is to establish and perpetuate shrubs, perennial grasses, and forbs on
medusahead (E]lymus caput-medusae) ‘and/ér cheat grass (Bromus tectorum)
dominated areas. These areas occur on about 15% (2,300 acres) of the
area proposed for enhancement. Perpefuation of rehabilitation efforts
will require purchase of grazing preferences from willing sellers over
the 15,500 acres. About 11 miles of fencing are estimated to be
needed. Greenstripping and some annual bulldozer grading will be
necessary to reduce the chances cf flre Ignition In.the enhancement
area. To maintain the estimated benefits of this project over time, it
is estimated that the rehabil!itation efforts will have to be re-done
about every 20 years. Other annual operation and maintenance needs
include malnfenance of fences, greenstrips, and bul ldozer scrapes.

Benefits: Areas to be rehabilitated presently prcvide aimost no
wildl ife habitat values, Establishing shrubs, perennia! grasses,
and forbs will benefit a varlety of wildlife in addition o
enhancing cruclal mule deer winter range. Control cf grazing over
+he entire enhancement area will help protect the rehabil Itated
areas, enhance riparian vegetation, and enhance existing
sagebrush-grasslands that have been perennially heavily grazed.

Species HU's
Mule deer 2,670
Yel low warbler 100
Total 2,770

Costs: Advance design will Include identifying willing sellars of
grazing preferences, preparing a management plan, negotlating
management agreements, and soliciting bids and quotes.
Implementation cost estimates Include the costs of Initially
enhancing the crucial winter range, and costs necessary to protect
t+he investment (greenstripping, bulldozer grading). Annual
operation, maintenance, and monltoring will be necessary To achleve
and sustain the project's estimated benefits.

Advance Design . 80,000
implementation 680,000
Total $760,000
Operation and Malntenance 40,000
Monitoring - : _8,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $48 000
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Nelson Ranch area protection/enhancement, Protect, through acquisition
" of fee-titles, grazing permits, or easements from willing sellers, 960
acres of key Columbian sharp-~tailed grouse habitat in.western Idaho on
or adjacent to the 4,200 acre, privately owned Nelson Ranch. The Nelson
Ranch contalns the largest known population of Columblian sharptalls In
western ldaho. The ranch contains 4 of the 5 known dancing grounds In
western ldaho., The population has fluctuated between 50 - 200 birds
during the last 6 years. The availabllity of goocd winter range,
consisting of mountain shrub patches and riparian zones, is belleved to
be a |imiting factor +o sharptails, Proposed enhancement measures on
the protected 960 acres Include fencing for grazing control and patch
planting 2,000 two year old stock of serviceberry, chokecherry, and
hawthorn In existing poor condition mountain shrub patches and riparian
zones.

Beneflts: Protection and enhancement of this parcel wlll help
ensure the continued existence of the Columblian sharp-talled grouse
in western Idaho. This project will aiso benefit blue grouse.
However, because the project will benefit sharp-tailed grouse more,
the interagency work group agreed to use sharp-tailed grouse as the
target species for this project, Instead of blue grouse. This
project will alsoc benefit yellow warblers, because of the exlIsting
riparfan shrub and mountaln shrub component in the area.  Nontarget
speclies benefited by this project Include sage grouse, California
quall, chukars, and gray (Hungarlan) partridge. This area also
provides Important spring/fall deer and elk range.

Specles HU's
Sharp-tailed grouse 770
Yellow warbler 10
Total 780

Costs: Advance design Includes costs assoclated with the
identiflication of willling sellers, boundary surveys, preparation of
management plans, sollciting bids and quotes, negotiating management
agreements and s expected to cost about $10,000. Implementation
costs to protect and enhance 960 acres are estimated at about
$93,000. This Includes costs of ‘acqulisition of fee-titles, grazing
permits, or easements, appralsals, legal fees, shrub plantings, and
fencing. Annual operation and malntenance (replanting, fence
repair, etc.), and monitoring wil! be necessary to sustain annual
wildlife benefits.

Advance Design 10,000
Imp | ementation 93,000
Total $103,000
Operation and Maintenance 3,000
Monitoring 1,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project  $4,000
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Boise River riparian protection/enhancement, . Protect and enhance, about
160 acres of privately owned land, and enhahce 40 acres of coun+y land
ad Jacent to the Bolise River. The area |s predominantly forested. wetland
habit+at. Protection will be fhrough acautsi+lon of easements or
fee=titles from willing sellers. Currently, these areas are serrously
degraded due to. | Ivestock grazing. .There is nho regeneration of trees
occurring, and most of the cottonwoods are oid, with short remalning

| ife spans. These areas are classifled as Class A lands under the Bolse
River Plan. They were: 1dentified as exfremely Important to preserve In
the Boise River Plan because of +helr value to bald eagles and other
wildlife species.. Enhancement proposals include fencing and planting of
native trees and shrubs. Annual fence malntenance and planting
maintenance will be necessary.

Benefits: Protection and enhancement would preserve and improve a
forested wetland community that Is presently very degraded. Large
numbers of wintering bald eagles use this area. This project would
enhance thelr habitat and help ensure thelr continued presence along
tThis section of the Bolise River. The wildlife Impacf assessment
tdent!fled that the Anderson. Ranch Faclllfy adversely affected
wintering bald eagles and forested wetlands. Protection and
enhancement of this specific area wouid. help mitigate for forested
wetland losses, aéZwell as benefiting wintering bald eagles more
than protection and enhancement of any other rlparlan area on the
Boise River. In addltion to the target species below, many other
nongame, furbearer, and waterfowl species would also benefit by
protection and enhancement of these areas.

Specles . HU's
Black-capped chickadee 180
Mink 140
Mal |l ard 130
Total - 450, .
Costs: Advance design will Include Identifyling willing sellers,

prepar.ing a management plan, negotlat|/ng management agreements, and
sol iciting bids and quotes.  Implementation costs Include estimated
costs for acquisition of easements or fee-titles from willing
sellers, and estimated costs of enhancement actions. Annual
operation, maintenance, and monitoring will be necessary to achleve
and sustain the project's estimated benefits.

Advance Design | | 15,000
Implementation o 210,000
Total ‘ S . $225,000
Operation and Maintenance 6,000
Monitoring 2,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $8,000
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Peregrine falcon relntroduction. The goal of this proJecT is to
annual ly release 3 fo 5 peregrines from a hack (reintroduction) site for
at least 10 years. After 10 years of releases, success of the project
will be evaluated to assess whether further releases are needed. The
location of the hack site will be determined in the future, based on
habitat suitability, proximity to other release sites, and other
biological factors. The site will likely be in western ldaho. The
exact location of the site may vary annually, based on returning
falcons, predators, success of previous releases, etc.

Costs: Advance design wil! Include selecting a hack site, preparing
a management plan, negotiating management agreements, and soliciting
bids and quotes. Implementation costs for 10 years of re|eases are
estimated to be $17,000 per year, and Include the propagation and
release of birds, Operaflon and maintenance will be necessary as
long as releases are made. Monitoring costs Include annual surveys
+o locate active nests and signs of productivity, and an evaluation
of the release site and methods.

Advance Design 2,000
Implementation o 170,000
Total - $172,000
Operation and Maintenance 1,000
Monitoring , ‘ 4,000
Total Annual Costs for 10 Years . $5,000
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Anderson_Ranch borrow site rehabilitation., The borrow site by Anderson
Ranch Dam provided fi1ll for the dam site, and presentiy Is In a severely
degraded condition. The site Is on USFS-administered lands.
Historically, the area provided sagqpnush-grassland habItat,: Wildlife
losses at the 80 acre slite weré not addressed during the Anderson Ranch
wildl Ife Impact assessment. Rehabilitatlon actions at the site would be
specifically for Impacts at the site, and would take advantage of.
opportunities to enhance the sITe for waterfowl and Improve water

qual Ity.

The project Includes bulldozer leveling and planting a shrub/forb/grass
mixture on about 60 acres, cons+rucflng 4 or 5 short-dikes to create 3
or 4 small| ponds and Increase the size of one small pond, planting
willows around the ponds, and protecting the area with 2 miles of
fencing. Abou+ 12 acres of ponds may be possible.

* Benéf1+s: EsfabllShlng shrubs, forbs, and grasses on the site will
benefit a variety of wildlife, Including blue grouse and mule deer.
Pond development will benefit many species, Including mallard.

Water quality will also be Improved. Benefits to blue grouse,
mallard, and mule deer are estimated to be less than t+he losses that
occurred for these target speclies at the borrow site.

Costs: Advance design will Include preparing a management plan, and
soliclting bids and quotes. Implementation costs include the
estimated costs to [nitlally rehabilitate and enhance the site.
Operation, maintenance, and monitoring costs include annual
Inspection and repairs of the dikes, and evaluation of the project's

success.
Advance Design 5,000
Implementation 50,000
Total $55 000
Operatlion and Maintenance 2,000
Menitoring 1,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project  $3,000

43



Anderson Ranch Preferred Mitigation Plan Summary

The Interagency work group has developed a preferred mitigation plan
(Table 5) that follows the mitigation goals out!ined at the beginning of
this planning process. A number of alternative mitigation projects were
examined, before formulation of the preferred plan., Estimated benefits
from the preferred projects are presented in Table 6, estimated initial
10-year costs are outlined In Table 7, and a 5-year action plan is In
Table 8. Projects were prioritized by the Interagency work group based
on mitigation goals and needs of wildiife in the area.

To our knowledge, all proposed acquisitions of easements or fee=titles
In the mitigation plan meet the land acqulsition criteria outlined In
t+he Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program and the Northwest
Power Act. Projects complement management pollcies and goals of federal
and state wildlife agencles and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes.

Acquisition projects were developed by professional wildlife biologists
who took Into consideration the needs of wildlife In the area, the
cost-effectiveness of acquisition projects compared to avaiiable
alternatives, and the biological objectives of the mitigation plan. To
our knowledge, funding of these mitigation projects with the BPA fund is
not In |leu of any other expenditures presently authorized or required
from other entities under other agreements or provisions of law.

Annual operation, malntenance, and monitoring of mitigation projects
will be necessary for the |ife of the Anderson Ranch Facllity for this
Plan to protect, mIflgaTe, and enhance wildlIfe to the extent affected
by hydroelectric development and operation of the facillty. Contlinued
annual funding is Justifled by the fact that as long as the facility Is
in place, the identified wildlife habitat impacts will continue to
occur. The Anderson Ranch Facllity Inundated naturally

sel f-perpetuating ecosystems. A large part of this Plan is fto mitigate
t+hose losses through man-made enhancements, which are not naturally

sel f~perpetuating. Under the methods in this Plan, mitigation credit
for enhancement Is the difference between the habitat values presently
provided and the Increased habitat values provided with hands~on
management (habitat freatments followed by operation, maintenance, and
monltoring). |f annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring of
enhancement actlions cease being funded, management actions will cease,
and the mitigation projects will no longer provide the full beneflts
estimated in this Plan. As a result, the benefits of mitigation
projects would have fo be re-evaluated, and more acquisltions of
fee-titles or easements would be needed o mitigate the Anderson Ranch
Facility wildlife losses., Because annual wildlife losses will continue
for the |ife of the Anderson Ranch Facility, annual benefits of
enhancement actlons must be sustained by hydropower beneficiaries for
this Plan to mitigate wildlife impacts to the extent affected by
hydropower, The Interagency work group looks forward to continued
coordination with the Northwest Power Planning Council and the
Bonneville Power Administration.
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Table 5. Anderson Ranch Fac!lity wildlife protection, mitigaticn, and

enhancemen+ plan summary.

These projec*s are not In order of priority.

Habl+a+ Lésses

Target Attributable To

Specles Hydropower Mitigation Goals

Mallard 1,048 HU's Provide benefits of 2,730 mallard
Mink 1,732 HU's : HU's, 1,110 mink HU's, 290 yellow
Yellow warbler 361 HU's warbler (scrub=shrub wetland)

. (scrub=shrub HU's, 540 black-capped chickadee
*. wetland) ~ (forested wetland) HU's, 200
Black-capped , ruffed grouse HU's, 1,210 blue

chickadee 890 HU's grouse HU's, and 770 sharp=-tailed
(forested - grouse HU's (tradeoff for blue
wetland) grouse |osses) preferably through
Ruffed grouse . 919 HU's - the following 3 mlfigafion
1,980 HU's proJecTs.

Blue grouse

1) Protect and enhance 6,100

~acres of wetlands/uplands,
preferably In the Camas Creek
_(HI1l City Marsh) area. This

project will result n estimated

gains of 2,600 mallard HU's, 970

mink HU's, 280 yellow warbier
{scrub=shrub wetland) HU's, 360
black-capped chickadee (forested

~ wetland) HU's, 200 ruffed grouse
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HU's, and 1,210 blue grouse
HU's. Mulfi-specles benefits
from this project result In
necessary, but cost-effective,
tradeoffs between extra benefits
to some target specles and fewer
benefffs to other ?argef specles.

2) Profecf and enhance 960 acres
of key sharp-failed grouse’
hab i tat preferably oh or near the

- Nelscn Ranch as  a tradecff for

blue grouse habltat losses. This
project will result in estimated
galns of 770 sharp=talled grouse
HU's and 10 yellow warbler HU's,

3) Protect and enhance 200 acres
of predominantly forested wetland
hab Itat preferably on the Boise
River. This project will result
in estimated gains of 130 mallard
HU's, 140 mink HU's, 180
black-capped chickadee (forested
wetland) HU's, in addition to



Tabie 5. Continued.

Target
Species

Habitat Losses
Attributable to
Hydropower

Mitigation Goals

Mule deer

Peregrine falcon

Blue grouse,
Mal | ard

2,689 HU's

1,222 acres of
riparian habitat,
and loss of
nesting palr(s)

80 acres at borrow
site
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protecting key winter habltat for
a large number of bald eagles.

All 3 projects: Years 1-3,
advance design, Years 2-6,
Imp!ementation. Year 3 through
i ife of Anderson Ranch Facliity,
annhual operation, malntenance,
and moni{toring.

An additicrnal 100 yellow warbler
(scrub-shrub wetland) HU's will
be provided, preferably by The
following mule deer project.

Prcvide benefits of 2,670 mule
deer HU's, preferably Through
enhancement of 15,500 acres of
crucfal mule deer winter range in
the Bennett Hills area. This
project wiil also provide 100
yel low warbler (scrub=shrub
wetland) HU's. Years 1=3,
advance design. Years 2-6,
implementation. Year 3 through
| ife of Anderson Ranch Facility,
annual operation, maintenance,
and monlfcring.

Establ ish and maintain 1 hacking
(reintroduction) site for at
least 10 years. Peregrines will
be released at the rate of 3 to 5
birds per year, Year 1, advance
design. Years 2 to at least 11,
annual implementation, operation,
maintenance, and monitoring.

Rehabil Itate and enhance the
Anderson Ranch borrow site, which
was not addressed in the wildlife
impact assessment. Year 1,
advance design. Years 2-3,
implementation. Year 3 through

| 1fe of Anderson Ranch Facility,
annual operation, maintenance,
and monitoring.



Table 6. Estimated beneflits (Habitat Unlts) of the Anderson Ranch preferred mlflgafion plan. Projects are '
| Isted In order of priorities chosen by fhe lnferagency work group.

Targef §pecies

Black- . . L ‘ Sharp-
- A Yel low capped Ruffed Mule Biue talled
Project - ‘Mallard Mink Warbler Chickadee Grouse Deer Grouse Grouse Total
Hill City Marsh protection/ : 7 _ :
enhancemenf (6,100 ac) . 2,600 970 280 360 - 200 1,210 5,620
Benneff Hitls big game wlnfer : - : ‘ . | ,
range enhancement o i - 100 . 2,670 2,770
Nelson Ranch area protection/ :
enhancement (960 ac) 10 770 780
Bolse River riparlan profecflen/ N .
enhancement (200 ac) 130 140 180 _ o0 450
Peregrine relntroduction '
Anderson Ranch borrow site
rehabil itation!
Total “ 2,730 1,110 390 540 200 2,670 1,210 170 9,620

1 Project is spec[flcally to rehabilitate and enhance this slfe, which was not addressed In the wiidlife
Impact assessment,
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Table 7. Estimated Inifial 10 year costs of the Anderson
initlal 10 years, annual operation, maintenance, and monl

Ranch preferred mitigation plan.
toring wlll continue to be necessary to sustaln

After the

project benefits, Projects are listed In order of prlorities chosen by the interagency work group.

Advance Operation and Total Initlal

Project Design . Implementation Maintenance Monitoring 10 Year Costs!
Hill City Marsh protection/

enhancement (6,100 ac) 220,000 1,960,000 70,000 6,000 2,712,000
Bennett Hills blg game winter ,

range enhancement 80,000 680,000 40,000 8,000 1,096,000
Nelson Ranch area protection/ '

enhancement (960 ac) 10,000 93,000 3,000 1,000 131,000
Bolse River riparian protection/

enhancement (200 ac) 15,000 210,000 6,000 2,000 281,000
Peregrine reintroduction 2,000 170,000 1,000 4,000 207,000
Anderson Ranch borrow slte

rehabiiitation 5,000 50,000 2,000 1,000 76,000
Total 332,000 3,163,000 122,000 22,000 4,503,000

1 Operation, malntenance, and monitoring costs are multiplled by 7 In the initial 10 year cost estimate.
The assumption Is that the first 3 years will primarily be advance design and implementation, with the

knowledge that tThe schedule of projects will vary.

ROGHS SA
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Table 3. Initial S5=year action plan for Anderson Ranch Facil ity
wildiife protection, mitligation, and enhancement plano

Year Actlion
1 ) Advance design for all mitigation pfoJecfs.
2 Continue advance design on all mitigation projects; begin

Impiementation on all mitigation projects.

3 : Continue Imp!emen+a+lon on all projects; begin operation,
maintenance, and monitoring of projects where
Implementation has begun.

4, 5 Continue Implementation on all projects not fully:
- compieted; continue annual operation, maintenance, and
monitoring on all projects,
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Anderson Ranch Alternatlive Mitigation Projects

The following alternative mitigation projects were developed by the
Interagency work group. It is the work group!s understanding +ha+
should future circumstances dictate that a preferred mitigation project
s not feasible, then alternative projects would be added to the
preferred pian untfl the loss of the preferred project (1n terms of
t+arget specles' HU's) would be compensated for. Projects are | isted In
order of priority under each general project classification (Table 9).

Table 9. Anderson Ranch alternative mitigation projects. Projects are
|1sted In order of priority under each of the general project
classiflcatlions.

‘ : Page No.
Target Specles in Text
Blg Game. ,
Bennett Hills big game winter range protection/enhancement = 51
Waterfowl/Aquatic Furbearer
Magic Reservoir protection/enhancement ’ 52
Lit+tle Camas Reservoir protection/enhancement 53
Anderson Ranch sub impoundment 54
Deciduous Forested Wet!and/Nongame
South Fork Bolse River riparian protection/enhancement 55
(Featherville segment)
South Fork Bolise River riparlan protection/enhancement N 56
(Smoky Bar segment) '
Upland Game
Wiitow Creek protection/enhancement 57
Ruffed grouse (aspen) enhancement 58
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Bennett Hills big game winter range protection/enhancement., Protect and
enhance 6,400 acres In the Bennett+ Hills crucial mule deer winter

range. Protection would be through acquisition of fee-tities or
easements from willing sellers, Presently, 'the parcels are heavily
grazed and In need of range Improveménts. Some are surrounded by public
land. The goal of rehabil+ation on these parcels would be to establish
and perpetuate shrubs, perennial grasses, and forbs on areas currently
dominated by medusahead and/or cheatgrass. These areas occur on an
estimated 20% (1,280 acres) or more of the acreage proposed for
acquisition, Perpetuation of rehabil!+ation efforts wil!l require
greenstripping and some annual bulldozer grading to reduce the chances
of fire ignition. An estimated 20 miles of fencing would be needed to
exclude |lvestock., To maintain the estimated beneflts of this project
over time, It Is estimated that the rehabilitation efforts would have to
be re~done about every 20 years. Other annual  operation and malntenance
needs would Include maintenance of fences, greenstrips; and bulldozer
scrapes.

Beneflfs: Areas to be rehabilitated presently provide almost no
wildl Ife habitat values. Establishing shrubs, perennial grasses,
and forbs would benefit a variety of wildlife in addition to
enhancing crucfal mule deer winter range. Successful excluslon of
I Ivestock grazing would help protect the rehabil itated areas,
enhance riparian vegetation, and enhance exlisting
sagebrush-grasslands that have been perennially heavily grazed.

Specles ‘HU's
Mule deer 2,690
Yellow warbler 220
Total 2,910
Costs: Advance design would include Identifying willing sellers,

preparing a management plan, negotlating management agreements, and
sollciting bids and quotes. Implementation cost estimates Include
the costs to acquire fee-titles or easements from willing sellers,
costs fo Initially enhance the crucial winter range, and costs
necessary to protect the Investment (greenstripping, bulldozer
grading). Annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring would be
necessary to achieve and sustaln the project's estimated benefi+s.

Advance Design 50,000
fmp ! ementation 1,220,000
Total $1,270,000
Operation and Maintenance 28,000
Monitoring 5,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $33,000
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Magic Reservoir protection/enhancement. Enhance waterfowl production on
The southwestern corner of Magic Reservolr by constructing a 0.25 mile
long dike and a 0.5 mile long dike across two adjacent bays.
Construction of the +two dikes would allow Water levels In the bays fo be
held stable longer into the irrigation season, and promote the

estab| Ishment of emergent vegetation. Coordination with water users
will be necessary throughout project Implementation. Sixty acres of
private land in the 460 acre project area would need to be prorected
+hrough acquisition of fee=title or easement from a willing selleir. The
remaining 400 acre project area Includes about 300 submerged acras and
100 acres of upland habltat managed by BLM. The entire projec* area
would be fenced to exclude cattle grazing and promote waterfow! nesting
cover.

Benefits: A more stable water system and Increased wetland and
upland vegetation will benefit nesting mallards. In addition,

several nontarget wildlife speclies, such as Canada geese, muskrats,

northern harriers, and sage grouse will benefit from this project.
Specles HU's
Mal t ard 184

Costs: Advance design will include costs assoclated with
fdentification of willing sellers, environmental assessment
preparation, preparing a management plan, surveying for dike
location, sollciting bids and quotes, and negotiating management
agreements. Implementation costs will include dike construction,
water control structures, protection of 60 acres (including
appraisal, legal fees, and actual cost of land), and fencing of the
perimeter of the project boundary. Due to erosion, sedimentation,
and marsh plant encroachment, annual operation, maintenance, and
monitoring of the dikes and open water conditlons will be necessary
to sustain the benefits of this project.

Advance Design 20,000
implementation 470,000
Total .- $490,000
Operation and Maintenance 5,000
Monitoring 1,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project  $6,000
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Little Camas Reservolr protection/enhapncement. Protect 520 acres near
the upper, southeastern end of LITfle Gamas Reservolr through
acquisition of fee~title or easement from willling seller, A portion of
this acreage would be uplands bordertng the reservolir, while the rest
would be seasonally flooded wetlands, within the high water mark of the
reservoir, Approximately 200 acres of wetlands on the upper end of the
reservoir, within the high water .|ine, will be dredged and diked to
sustain pools of open water further Intoc. the summer, and create nesting
islands. Currently, the project area dries up too soon.in the summer
for successful duck production to occur, as the reservolir Is dralned
down for downstream irrigation needs. Upland areas will be fenced to
provide nesting and brooding cover. Coordination with water users will
be necessary throughout project Implementation.

Benefilts: More stable water conditions and Increased vegetative
cover from this project will benefit+ many target wildlife specles,
Including mallards, mink, yellow warblers, and blue grouse, and
nontarget species such as bald eagles and Canada geese.

Speclies . HU's

Mal | ard 150

Mink 125

Yellow warbler - 10

Blue grouse: - 150

Total « S 435
Costs: Advance design will lnclude cosfs associafed with.
1dentification of willlng sellers, environmental assessment

‘preparation, preparing a management plan, surveytng for dike
location, soliciting bids and quotes, and negotiating management
agreements. Implementation costs Include the protection of 520
acres of land (including appraisal fees and fee-title acquisition or
easement costs), ditch and Island construction, and fenclnpg.
Construction will be accomplished with an excavator which will
excavate ditch segments and side~cast the excavated material to form
berms (islands) adJacent to the diitches, . Approximately 10,000

| Inear feet of ditches will be excavated In the project area. Due
to erosion, sedimentation, and marsh plant encroachment; annual
operation, maintenance, and monitforing of ditches, .Islands, and open

water conditions will be necessary to sustain +he benefi+s of this
project. :
Advance Design 20,000
Implementation 225,000
Total $245 ,000
Operation and Maintenance 8,000
Monitoring 1,000

Total Annual Costs for LIfe of Anderson Ranch Project  $9,000
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Anderson Ranch subimpoundment. This project would create about a 40
acre subimpoundment on the upper end of Anderson Ranch Reservolr with
the construction of a riprapped dike 10 feet high and 0.5 mile {ong.

Three Islands would be constructed In the subimpoundmenf area.

Mater!al

for dike and island construction would have to be fransported to the
site. The upper end of Anderson Ranch Reservoir has slited In, *hrough
the years, to create a large exposed mud-flat as Irrigation drawdown
occurs in the summer. The purpcse of this project is to hold water
levels stable for The future estabiishment of ripar-ian and emergent
wetland vegetation. The dike would not cross the main river channel,
and would not affect kokanee fall spawning runs. Another feature of tThe
project would be an estimated 500-foot long screened diversion dltch
from the main channel of the rliver to The Impoundmen+ to maintain a

constant flow of water through the Impoundment.

Benefits: The formation of stable water levels, wet!and vegetation,
and [slands would benefit mallards and mink. In addition to these
target species, the project wouid benefit other nesting waterfowl,

shorebirds, and muskrats.

Species HU's
Mal lard 50
Mink 40
Total Qo0

Costs: Advance design includes costs assoclated with environmental
assessment preparation, survaying foir the Impoundment drke, con‘rour
survey, and layout/design for the diversion ditch, survey. for island
location and design, time for permit applications, and pireparation
of a management plan. Cosis for Implementation Include those for a
0.5-mile~long riprapped dike which Is 10 feet high, two water
control structures, a 500~foot-long concrete diversion ditch, a fish

screen, three 50-foot by 100-foot islands, and vegetation
estab| Ishment on the dlke and Islands, Due fto erosion,

sedImentation, and marsh plant encroachment, annual operation,
malntenance, and monitoring of islands, dlke, screen, diversion
ditch, and open water conditlons would be necessary to sustain the

beneflts of this project.

Advance Deslign
implementation
Total

Operation and Maintenance
Moni+toring

60,000
240,000

$300,000

20,000
1,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $21,000
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South Fork Boise Rlver riparian protection/enhancement (Feathervllle
segment) . Protect, through acquisition of fee~titles or easements from
willing sellers, 780 acres of riparian habitat on the South Fork Boise
River, upstream from Anderson Ranch Resgrvolr, be?ween Pine and
Featherviile. This area Is threatened by future subdivision and home
deve|opment. Most of the area Is currently grazed with | lvestock. WIith
this project and subsequent grazing removal, many of the meadow areas
are expected to change toward dec|duous forested wefland (co++onwoods)
and scrub-shrub (willow) communities.

Benefits: This proJec+ would benefl+ a host of target wildlife
specles that utilize riparian habitats. In addition, this project
should beneflit a small number of elk which inhabl+ this area In the
winter. The existence of these elk Is threatened by future
developmen+ In the area.

Specles HU's
Black-capped chickadee 440
Yellow warbler 140
Ruffed grouse 380
Mal | ard . 130
Mink , 200
Blue grouse 9%
Total ' 1,380
Costs: Advance design will include costs assoclated with

ldentification of willing sellers, surveys, and managemen+ plan
preparation. Implementation costs are estimated at $1,180,000 to
protect and enhance 780 acres. Annual operation, maln*enance (l.e.
fence repair), and monfforing will be needed to sus+aln annual
wildl Ife beneflts.

_ Advance Design - . - 10,000
lmplemenTaTIon ' ' o ‘ . 1,180,000
Total ' o - $1,190,000
Operation and Maintenance ‘ h . 10,000
MonI+toring ‘ h 5,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $15,000
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South Fork Bolse River riparian protection/enhancement { Smoky Bar
segment). Protect, through acquls Tion of fee-Titles or easements from
wiliing sellers, 900 acres of riparian habltal near Smoky Bar, on the
South Fork of the Bolse River. Most of +hé acreage s currently
overgrazed, and threatened by fufure summer home development. Many
scrub=shrub (wiilow) acres have been cleared In the nast, and converted
t+o open meadows. Thils project woul¢ Include Iivestock removal, fencing,
and some planting of riparlan vegetation for stream stabliization and

wild!l ife cover.

Benefits: This project wiil benefi
t+hat utillze riparian habitats, [n
benefits on portions of the acreage.

Specles HU's
Black-capped chickadee 80
Mink 170
Ruffed grouse 50
Blue grouse 210
Yellow warbler ‘ 150
Total 660

Costs: Advance design will include cosTs associated with
tdentification of willing sellers, surveys, and management plan
preparation, Implementation costs to protect and enhance 900 acres
are estlimated at $1,700,000. This Includes costs assoclated with
acquisition of fee-titles or easements, fencing, and wil!ow and
aspen plantings. Annual operatlon and maintenance (1.e. fence
repair, additicnal plantings, efc.) will be needed, ‘as wi!l annval
monitoring to sustaln annual wildlife benefits. o

Advance Design 15,000
Implementation 1,700,000
Total $1,715,000
Operation and Maintenance 10,000
Monitoring 5,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $15,000
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Willow Creek profecfion/enhancgmen+  Protect, through acqulsition of
fee=titles or egsements from willing sellers, 1,000 acres of an
upland/wetland complex on Willow Creek, nor+heas? of Fairfield. A large
part of the.acreage Is being proposed for subdiv!slon. This  acreage
contains a mix of meadow areas along +he s+ream, and rolling ‘uplands
with mountain shrubs. A large portion of the area Is currenle
overgrazed. Much of the meadow area Is expected to move vegetatively
toward scrub-shrub (willow) and some declduous forested wetland
(cottonwood), as grazing is excluded and riparian plan+ings are f

establ! ished.

Benefi+s- This project will primarily benefit blue grouse, but will
also benefit a varlety of wefland/rlparian assocfated +arge+

species,
Species HU's
Blue grouse - 860
Ruffed grouse . 35
Mailard o 30
Mink ) 130
Yellow warbler N 160
Black-capped chickadee 35
Total o 1,250
Costs: Advance design wrll Include cos+s assoclated with

identification of willing sellers, survéys, and management plan
preparation. Implementation costs to protect and enhance 1,000
acres are estimated at $570,000, which Includes costs assoclafed
with acquisition of fee-titles or easements, fenclng, and riparian
planflngs. Annual operation and malntenance (I.e. fence repair,
additional plantings, etc.) will be needed, as will annual
monitcring, to sustain annual wildlife benefits.

Advance Design I 10,000
fmplementation ’ 570,000
Total - . $580,000
Operation and Maintenance , - 15,000
Monltoring 3,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $18,000
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Ruffed grouse (aspen) enhancement. E£ahance 500 acres of oid-age aspen
stands on national forest land in tte vicinity of Anderson Ranch
Reservolr. Either mechanical trea*mants or prescribed burning will be
used to create early successional s+ages of aspen and stop conifer
encroachment. Early successlonal stages of aspen are Important
components of ruffed grouse habitst. Temporary fencing of treated
stands will be required If the stand is located in an area of | Tvestock
use, ’

Beneflts: This project will benetit ruffed grouse because they are
closely assoclated with early suczessional stages of aspen. Various
nongame specles will also benefit from the Increased diversity of
cover tTypes.

Specles HUfs
Ruffed grouse 150

Costs: Advance design wll! include costs assoclated with surveying
existing aspen stands, preparing management plans, sol iciting blds
and quotes, and negotiating management agreements. imp lementation
costs are calculated based on an estimate that one half of the
treatment will be done by hand-cutting, and one half will be
accomp| Ished with prescribed burning. |t Is estimated that
approximately 0.5 acres can be cut by hand per day ($80/day) .
Prescribed burning custs are estimated at $20/acre. Temporary
fencing costs are estimated at $6,000. Annuai operation,
maintenance, and monitoring will be necessary in order fo ensure
+hat stands remain in early successional stages, and. that wildlife
benef it goals are belng met,

Advance Design : 10,000
implementation 31,000
Total $41,000
Operation and Maintenance ~ 2,000
Monitcring 1,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project  $3,000
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BLACK CANYON MITIGATION PLAN

Black Canyon Mitigation Goals

The goal of this ml+lga+ton plan 1s to at leas+ replace the +arge+
specles' habitat units (HU's). lost due to the development and operation
of Black Canyon, through a combination of proTechon/enhancemenf .
projects. As per agreement between the Idaho Fish and Game and the
Bonneville Power Administration (Project No. 86-73), the Interagency
work group has made a strong effort to develop mitigation actions
(projects) that address the needs of wildlife and benefit the greatest
number of target speclies. However, as large multi-species projects are
developed, T+ becomes apparent that some target speclies will gain more
HU's than were originally lost, and some target species will galin fewer
HU's or possibly none. WIith this knowledge, the Interagency work group
agreed that some tradeoffs between extra benefits to some target species
and fewer benefits to other target species would have to occur within
the overall mitigation plan, In order to meet contractual agreements,
and o provide for the needs of wildlife in the area. Furthermore, this
methodology provides for the most cost effective and reasonable means of
mitigation.

Black Canyon Preferred‘Mifiggflon~Proiec+é

The following preferred mitigation projects were developed and
priotitized by the Interagency work group.. Projects were developed
using the Black Canyon wildlife Impact assessment (Martin and

Abl in-Stone 1986) as a guideline, while considering the needs of
wildl lfe In the area.. \

Section 4(h)(8)(A) of the Northwest Power Act provides the opportunity
to use enhancement measures as a means of achleving off-site protection
and mitigation with respect to compensation for losses arising from the
development and operation of the Columbia River hydroelectric
facllities. This section allows flexibility In the location of proposed
mitigation projects. However, all mitigation projects developed In this
pian are located In the general vicinity of Black Canyon Reservoir, with
final selection and prioritization based more on target species benefits
and needs than on distance from the reservoir.

I+ Is the Interagency work group's understanding that should future
circumstances dlictate that a preferred mitigation project is not
feasible, then alternative projects wculd be added to the preferred plan
until the loss of the preferred project (In terms of target species
HU's) would be compensated for,
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Bruneau River Valley protection/enhancement. Protect thréugh fee=Title
acquisition or easements from willing sellers, 800 acres of wetlands and
assoclated habitats in the Bruneau River Valley, much of which Is
currently under private ownership with heavy |lvestock use. Current
habitat condi+ions Include |large acreages of emergent wetlands, some
scrub=shrub (wiilow) along riparian zones, and uplands with hayfields
and shrub-steppe {sagebrush). Good wild!ife cover Is currentiy i Imi-ted
due to constant |ivestock grazing pressure. Once protected, enhancement
measures on the 800 acres will Include the diking of small sloughs,
pothole blasting, shallow pond development, nesting platforms, water
control structures, riparian shrub plantings, an¢ Initial grazing
removai followed by periodic grazing to benefit wildlife. The C. J.
Strike WMA, managed by IDFG, is located at the mouth of the Bruneau
River. This project will augment the existing WMA, and follow the IDFG
goal of protecting land around the WMA to faci!litate increasing public

demands on the resource (IDFG 1986).

Benefits: Implementation of this project will greatly Increase
herbacecus and woody cover in the area. This Increase, along
with additional shallow ponds and marshes from diking, will
benefit several target specles in the area, Including mallard,
Canada goose, mink, yell!ow warbier, and pheasant. This projsct
wiil aiso provide expanded habitat for Rlo Grande furkey and
whitetall deer. ’

Specles HU's
Mal | ard 510
Canada goose 160
MInk 190
Yellow warbler 120
Pheasant _320
Total 1,300

Costs: Advance design includes costs assoclated with the
ident!ification of willing sellers, devslopmental surveys,
preparation of management plans, and soliciting bids and quotes.

Imp! ementation costs to protect and enhance 800 acres of land In the
Bruneau River Valley are estimated at $370,000. This Includes costs
of acquisition of fee-titles or easements, appraisals, legal fees,
dike and levee construction, water control structures, pothole
blasting, riparian shrub planting, island construction, nest
platforms, fence bullding, and the acquisition of water rights.
Annual operation and maintenance will Include fence maintenance,
dike repair, water level management, grazing management, shrub
replanting, and annual payment for water rights. Annual operation,
malntenance, and monitering will be necessary to sustain wildlife
benefits of The project.

Advance Design 30,000
Imp!ementation 370,000
Total $400,000
Operation and Maintenance 15,000

Monitoring 3 000
Total Annual Costs for Life of Black Canyon Project $T8fﬁﬁn
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Nelson Ranch area protection/enhancement. Protect through fee-titie
acquisition, grazing permit acquisition, or easements from willing
sellers, -600 acres of key Columbian sharp-talled grouse habitat on or
ad Jacent to the 4,200 acre, privately owned Nelson Ranch. The Nelson
Ranch contains the largest known population of Columbian sharptalils In
western ldaho. The ranch contalins four of the flve known dancing
grounds in western ldaho. The population has fluctuated between 50 -
200 birds during the last six years. The avallabliity of good winter
range, consisting of mountain shrub patches and riparian zones, Is
believed to be & IIimiting factor to sharptalis. Proposed enhancement
measures on the protected 600 acres Include fencing for grazing control,
planting hawthorns along 0.25 mile sectlons of Deer Creek and Brood
Creek, and patch planting 2,000 two year old stock of serviceberry,
chokecherry, and hawthorn in existing poor conditlon mountaln shrub
patches and riparian zones,

Benefits: Protectlion and enhancement of this parcel will help
ensure the continued existence of the Columbfian sharp-tailed grouse
In the Nelson Ranch area, and ultimately In western Idezho. Because
of the riparian shrub and mountain shrub component existing in the
area, yellow warblers will also benefit. Nontarget species
benefited by this project include California quail and Hungarian
partridge. This area alsc provides Important spring/fall deer and

elk range.
Species HU's
Sharp~-talled grouse 510
Yellow warbler 10
Total 520

Costs: Advance deslign Includes costs associated with the
identification of willing sellers, boundary surveys, preparation of
management plans, soliciting bids and quotes, and negotiating
management agreements. Implementation costs to protect and enhance
600 acres are estimated at $80,000. This Includes costs of
acquisition of fee-titles, grazing permits, or easements,
appraisals, legal fees, shrub plantings, and fencing. Annual
operation and malntenance (replanting, fence repair, etc.), and

monitoring will be necessary to sustain annual wlldlife benefits,
Advance Deslign 10,000
Impiementation 80,000
Total $90,000
Cperation and Maintenance 4,000
Monitoring 1,000
Total Annual Costs for Life of Black Canyon Project $5,000
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Boise River WMA big game winter range protection/enhancement., Protect
Through fee-fitle acquisition or easements from willing sellers, 500
acres of key big game winter range adjacent to the IDFG Boise River
Wildl1fe Management Area (WMA). The acreage will be enhanced through

| lvestock use confrol and management for the benefit of wildlife. The
32,000 acre Boliss River WMA contalns the most critical portions of the
entire winter range for deer In Game Management Unit 39 (IDFG 1986).
This important winter range, adjacent to.the Boise River WMA, Is In
private ownership with a strong possibility of subdivislon for homes in
the future, \

Benefl+s: In addition to the beneflts to the target species, mule
deer, this project Is expected to benefit chukar, gray (Hungar an)
partridge, furkeys, quail, and to some extent, 30 elk which occur in
+he area seasonal ly. Golden eagles and an occaslonal bald eagle use
+he aréa during winfer and spring. Long range plans are to

reintroduce sage grouse into the area, If feasibie.

Species HU's
Mule deer 375

Costs: Advance design includes costs assoclated with the
identificatlion of willing sellers, surveys, preparation of
management plans, and scllciting bids and quotes. !mplementation
costs to protect and enhance 500 acres are estimated at $65,000.
This includes costs of acquisition of fee-titles or easements,
appralsais, legal fees, and the censtruction of about 2 miles of
fence. Annual operation and maintenance and monitoring will be
necessary to sustaln annual wildlife benefits.

Advance Design 15,000
imp!ementation 65,000
Total $80,000
Operation and Maintenance 5,000
Monitoring 2,000

Total Annual Cos+s for Life of Black Canyon Project $7,000
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Black Zanyon Preferred Mitigation Plan Summary

The Interagency work group has developed a preferred mitigatfon plan
(Table 10) that follows the mitigation goals outiined at the beginning
of this planning process. A number of alternative mitigation projects
were examined, before formulation of the preferred plan. Estimated
beneflts from the preferred projects are presented in Table 11, and
estimated Init+lal 10-year costs are outlined In Table 12. Projects were
prioritized by the Interagency work group based on mitigatlion goals and
needs of wildl!fe In the area. An initial 5-year action plan for the
mitigation plan appears In Table 13.

To our knowledge, all proposed acquisitions of easements or fee-titles
In the mitigation plan meet the land acquisition criteria outlined in
the Columbfa River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program and the Northwest
Power Act. Projects complement management policies and goals of federal
and state wild!Ife agencies and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes.

Acquisition projects were developed by professional wildlife blologlists
who took into conslideration the needs of wildlife in the area, the
cost-effectiveness of acquisition projects compared to avallable

al ternatives, and the biclogical objectives of the mitigation plan. To
our knowledge, funding of these mitigation projects with the BPA fund Is
not In lieu of any other expenditures presently authorized or required
from other entitles under other agreements or prcvisions of |aw.

Annual operation, malntenance, and monitoring of mitigation projects
will be necessary for the |ife of Black Canyon Facllity for this Plan to
protect, mitigate, and enhance wildlife to the extent affected by
hydroelectric development and operation. Continued annual funding is
Justifled by the fact that as long as the project is in place, the
Identifled wildlife habitat impacts will continue to occur. The Black
Canyon Facllity Inundated naturally self-perpetuating ecosystems. A
large part of this Plan Is to mitigate those losses through man-made
enhancements, which are not naturally self-perpetuating. Under the
methods In this Plan, mitigation credit for enhancement Is the
difference between the habitat values presently provided and the
Increased habltat values provided with hands-on management (habitat
treatments followed by operation, maintenance, and monitoring). |f
annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring of enhancement actions
cease being funded, management actions will cease, and the projects will
no longer provide the full beneflts estimated in this Plan. As a
result, the benefits of mitigation projects would have to be
re-evaluated, and more acquisitlons of fee-titles or easements wculd be
needed fo mitigate Biack Canyon Facility's wildlife losses. Because
annual wildlife losses will continue for the |ife of Black Canyon
Facllity, annual benefits of enhancement projects must be sustained by
hydropower beneficlaries for this Plan to mitigate wildlife Impacts to
the extent affected by hydropower. The Interagency work group looks
forward to continued coordination with fthe Northwest Power Planning
Counclil and the Bonneville Power Administration.
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Table 10. Black Canyon Facllity wildlife protection, mlflgaflon,‘ahd :

enhancement plan summary.

Hab [+at Losses

Mitigation Goals

Target Attributable to
Specles Hydropower
Mal | ard 270 HU's
Mink 652 HU's
Canada goose 214 HU's
Black-capped

chickadee 68 HU's
Ring=necked

pheasant 260 HU's

Yel iow warbler Galned 8 HU's

Sharp-talled 532 HU's
grouse
Mule deer 242 HU's
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Provide beneflts of 510 mallard
HU's, 190 mink HU's, 160 Canada
goose HU's, 120 yellow warbler
HU's, and 320 ring-necked
pheasant HU's, preferably through
the protection and enhancement of
800 acres of wetlands/uplands In
+he Bruneau River Valley. Multi-
specles benefits from this
project result In necessary, but
cost=effective tradeoffs between
extra benefits to some target
specles and fewer benefits to
other target specles. Years 1-3,
advance design. Years 2-6,
implementation. Year 3 through

| ife of Black Canyon Facillty,
annual operation, maintenance,
and monitoring.

An additional 10 yellow warbler
(scrub-shrub wetland) HU's will
be provided preferably by the
following sharp-tailed grouse
project.

Provide estimated benefits of 510
sharp-talled grouse HU's,
preferably through the protection
and enhancement of 600 acres of
key sharp-tailed grouse habitat
tn the Nelson Ranch area of
western ldaho. Years 1-3,
advance design. Years 2-6,
implementation., Year 3 through

|1fe of Black Canyon Facility,
annual operation, maintenance,
and monitoring.

Provide estimated benefits of 375
mule deer HU's, preferably
through the protection and
enhancement of 500 acres of key
mule deer winter range, adjacent
to the Boise River WMA, Years
1-3, advance design. Years 2-6,
Implementation, Year 3 through




Table 10, Continued.

Habi1tat Losses
Target Attributable to

Specles Hydropower Mitigation Goals

| ife of Black Canyon Facllity,

annual operation, malntenance,
and monitoring.
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Table 11. Estimated beneflts (Habltat Unlts) of the Black Canyon Facility preferred mitigation plan.

Projects are listed In order of priorities chosen by the Interagency work group.

Target Specles

Black- | Sharp- Ring-
Canada Yel low capped Mule talled necked
Project Mallard Goose Mink Warbler Chickadee Deer Grouse Pheasant Total
Bruneau River Valley protection/
enhancement (800 ac) 510 160 190 120 320 1,300
Nelson Ranch area protection/
enhancement (600 ac) 10 510 520
Boise River WMA big game winter
range protection/enhancement
(500 ac) ) 375 375
Total 510 160 190 130 375 510 320 2,195
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Table 12, Estimated Initial 10 year costs of the Black Canyon Facllity preferred mitigation plan. After
the initiai 10 years, annuai operation, maintenance, and monitoring wiii continue to be necessary to sustain
project benefits. Projects are listed In order of priorities chosen by the Interagency work group.

Advance Operation and Jotai initiai
Project Deslign Implementation Maintenance Monitoring 10 Year Costs!
Bruneau River Vaiiey protection/
enhancement (800 ac) 30,000 370,000 15,000 3,000 526,000
Nelson Ranch area protection/
enhancement (600 ac) 10,000 80,000 4,000 1,000 125,000
Boise River WMA big game winter
range protection/enhancement
(500 ac) 15,000 65,000 5,000 2,000 129,000
Total 55,000 515,000 24,000 6,000 780,000

1 Operaflon, maintenance, and monitoring costs are multiplied by 7 in this inltial 10 year cost estimate.
The assumpflon Is +haf the first 3 years will primarliy be advance design and Implementation, with the

Ama +had Lt L A (SN N
Knowiedge that the schedule of projects wili vary.
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Table 13. Initial S5-year action plan for Black Canyon Facllity wildllfe
protection, mitigation, and enhancement plan.

Year Actlion
1 ' Advance deslign for all target species mitigation projects.
2 Continde advance design on all mitigation projects; begin

impiementation on all mitigation projects.

3 Continue Implementation on ail projects; begin operation,
maintenance, and monitoring of projects where
implementation has begun.

4, 5 Continue Implementation on al!l projects not fully
: completed; continue annual operation, maintenance, and
monitoring on all projects.

68



Black Canyon Alternative Mitigation Projects

The following alternative mitlgation projects were developed by the
interagency work group. |t Is the work group's understanding that
should future circumstances dictate that a preferred mitigation project
Is not feasible, then alternative projects would be added to the
preferred plan untll the loss of the preferred project (in terms of
target species HU's) would be compensated for., Projects are |Isted In
order of prilority under each general project classification (Table 14).

Table 14, Black Canyon alternative mlflga+lon projects. Projects are
listed In order of priority under each of the general project
classlflcations. :

Page No.
Target Species 7 In Text
Big Game
Bolse River WMA big game winter range enhancement 70
Waterfow!/Aquatic Furbearers .
Wildl ife Management Area enhancement 71
Hubbard Reservoir protection/enhancement 72
Payette River acquislition/enhancement 74
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Boise River WMA big game winter range enhancement. Enhance 1,000 ac
of big game winter range on the Boise River WMA. Approximately 250
acres wll| be cultivated and planted to a grass/forb/shrub mixture, 250
acres will be hand ptanted to bitterbrush, and 500 acres pre-treated
with a combination of fire and herbicides, and then seeded aerlally 1o a
grass/forb/shrub mix. The topography of much of the area s steep. The
Infestation of medusahead over some of the area has become a probiem,

resulting In almost no habitat value to wintering big game.

Benefits: This project will benefit primarily wintering mule deer,
with some additional benefits to upland game, such as chukar,
Hungarian partridge, and qualil.

Speclies HU!

s
Mule deer 250

Costs: Advance design will Include costs assocliated with surveys,
preparation of management plans, and soliciting bids and quotes.
Implementation costs will vary over the 1,000 acres, based on
topography, current range condition, and planting methods used.
Costs are based upon grass/forb seeding mixtures at $5.00/1b.,
bitterbrush seed!Ings at $0.15/plant, and bltterbrush seeding
mixtures at $8.00/!b. Annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring

will be necessary to ensure that annual benefits to wildlife
continue. f
Advance Design | | 20,000
Imp |l ementatlon 135,000
Total $155,000
Operation and Maintenance | 15,000
Monitoring . 1,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Black Canyon Project $16,000
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Wildlife Management Area enhancement. The preferred proposal for this
al ternative [s to enhance about 600 acres of IDFG lands at Roswell
Marsh. Enhancement possibilities may include more or less acreage and,
If necessary, could be implemented at the IDFG's Fort Boise, C. J.
Strike, or Payette River WMA's. Enhancement proposals Include channels,
dikes, water control facllities, Islands, annual food crop plantings,
riparian cover plantings, nesting platforms, fencing, prescribed
burning, and grazing management. Flood easements or special land use
agreements may need to be obtained.

Benefits: Marsh and upland enhancement would beneflt a variety of
waterfowl, aquatic furbearers, upland game, and nongame. Target
speclies benefits below are estimated for enhancement on 600 acres of
open water, cattalls, and sedge-wetmeadow in the Roswell| Marsh area.

Specles HU's
Mal lard - 180
Canada. goose 180
Mink 240
Pheasant 120
Yellow warbler 30
Total 750

Costs: Advance design would include conducting surveys, preparing a
management plan, negotiating management agreements, and soliciting
bids and quotes. Implementation costs include estimates for initial
enhancements on 600 acres in Roswel! Marsh., Annual operation,
malntenance, and monltoring would be necessary to achleve and
sustain the project's estimated benefits.

Advance Design 60,000
lmplementation 530,000
Total $590,000
Operation and Maintenance - 25,000
Monitoring 2,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Black Canyon Project $27,000
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Hubbard Reservolr protection/enhancement. Protect through fee~title
acquis(tion, easement, or long-term |ease, 385 acres of land owned by
+he State of |daho and administered by the !daho Department of Lands.
Both land above and below the high water |Iné of Hubbard Reservoir would
be protected under this project. A Bureau of Reclamation flood easement

covers most of the adjacent private land.

The main functlion of Hubbard Reservoir is to provide emergency
short-term storage for Irrigation should a failure occur In the New York
Canal Irrigation system. The reservoir also serves a flood control
function. The main source of water Is overflow from the New York
irrigation canal.

Currently, the 385 acres are heavlly grazed by |ivestock, with Iittle
cover remaining for wildlife. Also, water Is lost every year t+hrough

sinkholes in the reservoir floor.

The purpose of this project Is to improve wildl ife habitat by
maintaining higher and more constant water levels. Enhancement measures
will Include seal ing sinkholes with bentonite, grazing removal, dike
repalir, riparian area plantings, Island construction, and nest
platforms.

Beneflts: Impiementation of thls project will increase herbaceous
and woody cover in the Hubbard Reservoir area, both in uplands and
wetlands, and provide benefits to a number of target species,
including mallard, Canada goose, yellow warbler, bl ack-capped
chickadee, and pheasant. In addition, a variety of shorebirds,
songbirds, and other waterfowl will be benefited by this project.
Because of its location close to Boise, the Hubbard Reservolr area
could provide a future wildlife educational tool for the public.

Species HU's
Mal | ard 80
Canada goose 50
Yellow warbler 25
Black-capped chickadee 25
Pheasant 150
Total 330

Costs: Advance design includes costs assoclated with negotiating
management agreements, preparation of management plan, surveys, and
soliciting bids and quotes. Implementation costs to protfect and
enhance 385 acres of land at Hubbard Reservoir are estimated at
about $340,000. This Includes costs of wcquisition of fee-title,
easement, or |ease, appralsals, legal fees, dike and sinkhole
repalr, riparian shrub seeding, nest platform construction, and the
construction of fifteen rip~-rapped islands, each 50 feet by 100
feet. Annual operation and maintenance (water level management,
dike and fence maintenance, shrub replanting, etc.), and annual
monitoring will be necessary to sustain wildlife benefits of the
project.
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Advance Design 20,000

Implementation . 340,000
Total $360,000
Operation and Maintenance .10,000
Monitoring 1,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Black Canyon Project $11,000
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Payetts River acqulsition/enhancement, The preferred proposal for this
al fernative Is to protect and enhance 300 acres ad jacent to Regan Bend
on Black Canyon Reservolr., Protection would be through acquisition of
casement or fee-title if the seller Is willing. Only about 200 acres
would be completely protected, because the USBR has a flood easement on
about 100 acres of the property. Enhancement proposals include nesting
platforms and boxes, annual food crop plantings and [rrigatlon,
revegetating agricultural land Into permanent cover, managing grazing
for goose pasture, and fencing to protect riparlian zones and Islands.

Other riparlan protectlion and enhancement possibilities exist In the
Payette River area. Acreages and enhancements would vary depending on
the avallable parcels.

Benefits: Marsh and upiand enhancement would benefit a variefy of
species, Target species benefits below are estimated for protection
and enhancement on 300 acres of forested wetland, scrub-shrub
wetland, and upland hablitat on Regan Bend.

Species HU's
Mal lard 160
Canada goose 160
Mink : 40
Pheasant 170
Black-capped chickadee 60
Yellow warbler _20
Total 61
Costs: Advance design would Include Identifying willing sel lers,

preparing a management plan, negotiating management agreements, and
sol Iciting bids and quotes. Impiementation costs include estimates
for acquiring an easement or fee-title, 1f the seller is willlng,
and for the enhancements necessary to inltially develop 300 acres on
Regan Bend. Annual operation, malnfenance, and monitoring would be
necessary To achieve and sustain the project's estimated benefifts.

Advance Deslign 20,000
Imp | ementation 290,000
Total $310,000
Operation and Maintenance 13,000
Monitoring 2,000

Total Annual Costs for Life of Black Canyon Project $15,000
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APPENDIX A

Acronyms Used

BLM - Bureau of Land Management

BPA -~ Bonnevliile Power Administration
cfs = cublc feet per second

HEP = Habitat Evaluation Procedure
HSI = Habitat Suitability Index

HU - Habitat Unit

IDFG - ldaho Department of Fish and Game
MOU - Memorandum of Understanding

NPPC - Northwest Power Planning Council
0&M - Operation and Maintenance

SFBR = South Fork Boise River

USBR - U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

USFS = U.S. Forest Service

USFWS

U.S. Fish and Wild!Ife Service

WMA = Wildlife Management Area (Idaho Department of Fish and Game)
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APPENDIX B

Formal Commen-ts

81



600 South Walnut @ Box 25
Boise, ldaho 83707

July 1, 1987

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Divislon of Fish and Wildlife, PJS
Bonneville Power Adminlistration
P.0. Box 3621

Port+land, OR 97208

Dear Mr, Palensky:

Enclosed are the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Facllities (i.e. dam,
power plant, and reservoir areas) Wildllfe Protection, Mitigation, and
Enhancement Plans. These planning efforts were funded' by the
Bonneville Power Administration pursuant to section 1004(b)(3) of the
Northwest Power Planning Councli's Columbia Basin Fish and WIldlife
Program. These Plans were prepared by the Idaho Department of Fish and
Game In consultation and coordination with +the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamatlon, U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Fish and WildlIfe Service, U.S,
Bureau of Land Management, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Bonnevllle Power
Administration, Northwest Power Planning Councll, and Paciflc Northwest
Utiiitles Conference Committee,

The Department supports the content of these Plans. We agree with the
Interagency work group's position that 1004 of the wildlife losses
identified In the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Facllities Wlldlife
Impact Assessments should be attributed to the hydroelectric project

purpose, We encourage the Northwest Power Planning Council and
Bonneville Power Adminlstration to consider and Implement these Plans -
in a Timely manner.

Sincerely,

efty M, Conley
Irpctor

JMC/GAM/ sa

Enc.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

BOISE FI1ELD OFFICE
4696 Overland Road, Room 578
Boise, Idaho 83705

May 18, 1987

Jerry M. Conley, Director MAY 2 1 198%
Idaho Departiment of Fish and Game

600 South Walnut Street, Box 25

Boise, ITdaho 83707

Dear Mr. Conley:

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the draflt

report for the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Wildlife
Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Plan. This plan is the
product of an interagency study Leam, and the listed

recommendations and priorities reflect the consensus of team
members.

The hydropower allocation discussion in the report was indepth

and informative. The Service would like to add some additional
insights with regard to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
(Act). These projects were built prior to 1958 when the amended
Act was passed by Congress that mandated that fish and wildlifle
receive "equal consideration” with other project purposes, The

1958 Acl also provided for enhancement of fish and wildlifloe
values where possible and required that compensatory actions be
taken when unavoidable adverse impacts to Ffish and wildlife
ocacur., Prior to 1958, federal water projects were built with
little, if any, mitigation for fish and wildlife habitat losses.

If the projects were being planned today, the Service, under the
authority of the Act, would investigate impacts associaled with
the wenbtire project area, including irrvigation lands which also
constitute the project. The impacts to fish and wildlife
associated with Lthe entire project area are much greater than
those reported for the reservoir area alone in an  earlier loss

assessment report, [f the Power Council desires to allocate
mitigation funding between the various project purposes, then the
entire project area should be included in this analysis. This

acltion would be consistent with the intent of the Act.

The study team discussed the allocation topic in detail at the
beginning of Lhe earlier loss assessment. At thal time, the
irrigation project features were reviewed,. For the most parkt,
these are non-hydroelectric power project features (even thouyh
the relationship between power need and irrigation development

B-2 VAL L L ET



was reccgnized) and  the group decided to investigate the
reservoir area alone. It was agreed, at that time, that impact
to wildlife habitat associated with reservoir inundation should
be allocated to the hydroelectric power purpose and there -would
be no need to evaluate the irrigation project features. 1f
proper mitigation were provided for the reservoir area, then

compensation for losses associated with hydroelectric development
would be considered complete.

1f mitigation goals described in this document arc achieved, the
future outlook for many important wildlife species (e.g.
waterfowl, mule deer, Columbian sharp-tailed grouse, peregrine
falcon, nongame birds) will be much improved. )

Sincerely,

John P. Wolfli
Field Supervisor

cc: John Palensky, BPA, Portland
BLM, Shoshone Dist., Shoshone
BLM, Burley Dist., Burley
BLM, State Office, Boise
IDFG, Region 4, Jerome
IDFG, Region 3, Boise
Marte Montgomery, NWPPA, Boise
FWS, PFO, Portland (Attn: Giger)
FWS, RO, Portland
FWS, SE, Boise (1-4--87-1-248)
FS, Boise National Forest, Boise (Attn: Lucich)



MAY 15 1987

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Boise District

3948 Developinent Avenue
L ,
L’L?EZ 1}(’): 6520 Boise, Idaho 83705

RAY 12 1987

Jerry M. Conley, Director
Idaho Dep't. of Fish & Game
P.0O. Box 25

Boise, 1D 83707

Dear Mr. Conley:

This letter is in respomse to your request for comments on the draft report
for Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Wildlife Protection, Mitigation and
Enhancement Plan.

Qur previous involvement and close coordination in the identification of
wildlife losses, scoping potential mitigation projects, and prioritizing
these proposals has resulted in a document which we fully support. In
addition, we concur with the plans rationale regarding hydropower
responsibilities to mitigate for wildlife losses. Although these reservoirs
meet irrigation, flood control, and recreation purposes as well as power
production, the manner in which these facilities are operated to provide
power production results in water levels being maintained at high levels
(i.e., inundating wildlife habitat). Thus, in our view, it is logical to

assign the entire reservoir area to habitat losses attributable to
hydropower.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plan.
Sincerely youré,
' 4Z«1¢4;7
J. David Brunner
District Manager



United States Forest Boise
Department of Service

Aqriculture National 1750 Front Street
d Forest Boise, ID 83702
Reply lo 2610

Date. May 26 ] 1 987

Mr. Jervry Conley, Director
Tdaho Department of Fish and Game
P.0. Box 25

L.F!o:l.se, ™D 83707

NDear Jerry:

Your final draft report on "Wildlife Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement
Plan: Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Facilities" resolves all Boise Mational
Forest concerns. We have been pleased with the interagency process used to
identify and prioritize projects. We fully agree with your request for annual
operation and maintenance funds for the life of the reservoir facilities, and
support your desire for mitigation of all losses associated with the
reservoirs.

We are eager to begin treatment of the Anderson Ranch borrow pit and would be
pleased to participate in the reintroduction of peregrine falcons on National
Forest lands. Several of the "alternative mitigation projects" also affect the
Boise NMational Forest. We support proposals. for protection of riparian habitac
on Little Camas Reservoir and along the South Fork Boise River near
Featherville. We would work to coordinate our management of adjacent lands.

We are also strongly interested in rejuvenating aspen stands on National Fores-~
lands near Anderson Ranch Reservoir. Preliminary investigation of a
subimpoundment on Anderson Ranch Reservoir would be appropriate to evaluate
feasibility and cost-effectiveness.

Sincerely,

), 4
74)" JOHUN J, LAVTN

Forest Supervisor

JUN -1 g7
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FORT HALL INDIAN RESERVATION
PHONE (208) 238-3700
(208} 785-2080

PTRPAI RO RIS

EONT HALL BUSINESS

Mr. Jerry Conley, Director
Idaho Fish and Game Department
600 South Walnut, Box 25
Boise, Idaho 83707

RE: Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Wildlife Protection,
Mitigation, and Enhancement Plan

Dear Mr. Conley:

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have reviewed the Anderson Ranch and
Black Canyon Wildlife Protection, Mitigation and Enhancement
Plan. We are pleased with the plan and believe it represents a
reasonable approach to achieving wildlife mitigation goals for
losses sustained by the two facilities.

The Tribes suppert the Interagency Work Group's use of the
modified Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) to estimate the
benefits of mitigation projects in terms of habitat units. While
this method is not perfect, it represents a workable approach to
quantifying habitat values. It has the advantage of providing a
uniform method that all states and agencies can use; it is
consistent with techniques used during the wildlife Impact
Assessments; and it is the most widely accepted method available
to date. The Tribes also support the Group's finding that a
total of 9,619 and 2,238 target species habitat units were lost
as a result of the development and operation of the Anderson
Ranch and Black Canyon facilities, respectively.

As pointed out in the mitigation plan, the use of simplified
mitigation accounting results in a severe underestimate of the

R0y
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Mr. Jerry Conley
June 2, 1987
Page 2

losses that have been occuring since the installation of facili-
ties at Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon. Every effort must be
made to assure that annual operation and maintenance efforts are
funded for the life of the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon
facilities. These efforts must go beyond "good faith" to an
active, vigorous pursuit of the required annual mitigation and
enhancement activities and necessary funding.

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes support the Idaho Fish and Came's v
position that hydropower beneficiaries should take 100% respon-
sibility for mitigation of wildlife losses due to development a-d
operation of the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon facilities. Tre
entire Boise Project would have been infeasible without the bene-
fits provided by hydropower. These hydropower benefits allow the
Project to conform to federal financial feasibility criterion.

In addition, irrigation which is one of the other major uses of
the Project, would not have been feasible without power develop-
ment for pump irrigation.

The Tribes appreciate the opportunity to work closely with the
Idaho Fish and Game to support mutual wildlife goals.

Sincerely,

-
-

S s _
LCT 220 oA St oiog
Arnoid Appenay, Chairman -
Fort Hall Business Council
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
PACIFIC NORTHREST RECION
FEDERAL BUN DING k U.S. COURTHOUSE
BOX 048 - 550 WEST FORT STREET
BOISE. IDAHO 83724

MAY 111687
Ms. Allyn Meuleman

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
600 South Walnut

P.0. Box 25

Boise, Idaho 83707

i RFMY

kifra JO PN 150

Dear Ms. Meuleman:

He have reviewed the Draft Wildlife Mitigation Plan for Anderson Ranch and
Black Canyon Projects (Northwest Power Act) which you sent on April 2, 1987,
We have the following comments for your use.

General Comment

He believe some credit should be given for the wildlife enhancement work
accomplished over the last few years in the Montour valley. In addition, this
area is adjacent to the upper end of Black Canyon Reservoir and provides an
ideal situation for at least partial mitigation for wildlife habitat losses in
the Black Canyon Reservoir area.

Specific Comments

Page 25, paragraph 3: Reference is made to a power "subsidy" of $35 million
financial assistance to irrigation repayment from hydropower, and the statement
is made that “hydropower is responsible for repaying $46,689,918 (44 percent)
of the total cost of the Boise Project." The discussion in the subsequent
paragraph would lead the reader to assume that the Anderson Ranch and Black
Canyon Powerplants alone are responsible for that 44 percent repayment. That
is not the case. The $35 million of financial assistance is from the Federa}
Columbia River Power System (Public Law 89-561)(33 percent of the total project
repayment}, while Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon are repaying the commercial
power investment of $11,635,268 referred to (11 percent of total project repay-
ment).  Perhaps the hydropower-based repayment associated with the $35 million
should be analyzed in terms of wildlife mitigation associated with each
facility generating the revenue, not the Boise Project. :

Page 26, last paragraph: The first 70,000 acre-feet in Anderson Ranch
Reservoir is dead and inactive space originally intended for sedimentation, a
conservation pool, and power head, rather than simply a "minimum power pool.”
On top of that space, 5,000 acre-feet was allocated specifically to power.
That 5,000 acre-feet of space is being subscribed to by the Boise Water
Corporation for municipal and industrial (HR1) water supply. Even if this
75,000 acre-fect of storage space is assumed to be allocated specifically to
poaer, this amount of storage would cover 1,160 acras, or about 25 percent of
the total reservoir surface area of 4,740 acres, rethar ihen the 1,971 zcror
{42 percent) shoen ia Lhe report.

The Black Canyon Mitigation Status Report (Chaney and Sather-Blalr 1985) concluded
that no mitigation agreements or requirements are documented nor has any mitigation
been implemented at Black Canyon. In a July 20, 1984 letter attached to the
mitigation status report, the USBR stated, "[tlhe report appears to be an accurate
description of the project and Its history.” Because of the August 1983 Memorandum
of Understanding between the USBR -and the IDFG, any wlldlife projects planned for
the future, which are outlined In the MOU, would be considered "in §leu of" under
the 1980 Northwest Power Planning Act (Sec. 4(h){10}(A)).

Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon power plants were origlnally responsible for
repaylng the Bolse Projfect "power Invesiment® of $11,635,268. It is our
understanding that the Columbia Baslin federal power pool (which Includes the
Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon power plants) Is responsibie for repaying the
$35,054,650 balance of total power responsibility, plus any of the $11,635,268 Bols
Project "power Iavestment® that was not repaid by 1966, when all Columbia Basin
federal power repayment obilgations became the responsibi} Ity of the pooled power
system administered by the BPA. ‘

The USBR (1953:11) allocated 75,000 acre-feet (ac—-f1) of Anderson Ranch storage to
power. Based on physical characteristlcs of the reservolr, this would correctly
cover 1,160 acres, or about 25§ of the total reserveir surface area.




Page 27, Power and Irrigation Ties: While the concept in this section no doubt
applies in many areas, perhaps including the Payette River portion of the Boise
Project, it is misleading on the Boise Project as a whole. Thne Boise Project
acreages are as follows:

Full Supply Supplemental Supply Total

{acres) {acres) (acres)
Arrowrock Division
(Boise River) 165,000 112,000 277,000
Payette Division
(mostly Payette River) 60,000 54,000 114,000
Total 225,000 166,000 391,000

Page 27, paragraph 2: The second sentence states: "The conversion of large
acreages from native vegetation to agriculture was directly the result of the
availability of Boise Project power." In fact, none of the Arrowrock Division
irrigation depends on project power, and only a portion of the smaller Payette
Division depends on project pewer {parts of the Payette Division depend on
gravity diversion, and some of the areas on the north side of the Payette River
are served by direct connected pumps rather than electric pumps).

Page 28, first paragraph: This paragraph states that the interagency work
group agreed that mitigation of the wildlife losses at Black Canyon and
Anderson Ranch Reservoirs would provide adequate compensation. The last
sentence in this paragraph then states that many more wildlife losses would
have been found if the tie between irrigation and hydropower had been examined
in detail. As pointed out above, the Boise Project is not a good example of
irrigation development via hydropower. Since this section of the report does
not cite a single acreage figure, the reader might assume from the text that a
sizable share of the 390,000-acre total 1is involved, when in fact only some
fraction of the 114,000-acre Payette Division {Black Canyon Dam) would be
involved. The Boise Project was essentially fully developed by the time
Anderson Ranch was placed in operation. Anderson Ranch,.developed primarily
for supplemental irrigation and fload control, was equipped with a powerplant
to utilize the releases made for its primary purposes. Its power output was
made to serve pre-existing Reclamation loads on the Owyhee Project and on
existing southern Idaho projects. Bonneville Power Administratica {BPA) has
marketed surpius Reclamation power in this area since the 1960's.

Page 30, second paragraph: As noted earlier, the 5,000 acre-feet of power
space in Anderson Ranch Reservoir is being subscribed to for M&I use by the
Boise water Corporation. Even assuming the 5,000 acre-feet is power space,
the 75,000 acre-foot total space covers only 25 percent of the total reservoir
surface acreage rather than the 42 percent presented in the report.

Page 30-31, summary: Based on the analysis in this report, it is difficult to
understand the logic for the conclusion that hydropower should be assigned

100 percent responsibility for mitigation of wildlife losses due to the
development and operation of Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon'Dams and
Reservoirs. The analysis does not appear to support that conclusion.

The total acreage of pump Irrigation served by Bolse Project power was not avaitable
when this report was completed., Beoise Project power is used for irrigation pumping
civ at least 26,000 acres In the Payette Division of the Bolse Project, and on
undetermined acreages In the USBR's Owyhee and Minldoka Projects. Regarding pump
Irrigation on the Owyhse Project, the USBR (1981:733) siated that power supplied
from Bolse Project power plants Is used for the operation of existing pumping plants
to Irrlgate 30,000 to 35,000 acres,

Ouring the perfod 1933-1986, oniy 20§ of the Bolse Project net power generation was
used for "federal reserve lrilgation pumping,™ while 77% was used- for "generatlon fo
BPA (for sales, etfc.).”

The USBR (1953:11) allocated 75,000 ac-fI of Anderson Ranch storage to power. Based
oa phvsical characte”lstics af the recervolr, this would correctly cover 1,160
acres, or about 25§ of the total ceservolr surface area.

Hydropower [s responsible for repaylng 44% of the total Boise Project costs, and 553
of the relmbursable costs. Because Irrigators have a |imlted "abitlty to pay," the
Boise Project, and heace the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyom Facilitles, would not
have been flnanclally feasible without Inclusion of hydropower repayment.
Furthermore, when the interagency work group agreed to |imit the wildlife impact
assessment study area to the reserveir area, and not quantify the Impacts of
converslon of native habitat to Irrlgated agricuiture, they expected all (100%) of
tne reservolr Impacfs to be mitigated undnr the Columbia Baslin Fish and ¥lidlife
Program.



In regard to the appropriate wildlife mitigation, the following conceptual
approach is suggested. If Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Dams and Reservoirs
were built under Federal programs today, any mitigation cost because of the
dam and reservoir would be considered a joint project cost along with the
actual dam and reservoir cost. Accordingly, the mitigation cost would be
assigned to all functions involved, based on the percentage of remaining joint
costs. The percentage of remaining joint costs is determined through the cost
allocation process.

The basis for the aliocation of costs for both Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon
is a report titled "Boise Project, Idaho: Revised Allocation and Repayment
Report, USBR, September 21, 1953." This is the source document that
Reclamation currently uses to allocate costs and assign repayment of current
costs each fiscal year.

The 1953 report considered both Andersén Ranch and Black Canyon Dams and
Reservoirs as joint use project facilities, and costs were assigned to
jrrigation, flood coatrol, and power for Anderson Ranch (based on reservoir
space}, and to irrigation and power for Black Canyon. Accordingly, the 1953
report allocated the joint use project costs (dam and reservoir costs) as
follows:

Ttem Percent
Anderson Ranch
Irrigation 47.5
Flood Control 47.5
Power 5.0
Total 100.0
Black Canyon
Irrigation 50.0
Power 50.0
Total ' 100.0

This is consistent with the original allocation and the way the costs are
currently accounted for by Reclamation. This is also consistent with our
recommendation for the Palisades Project wildlife mitigation study.

We recognize the allocations would be made under a different method if they
were made today, although we are not sure what the results would be. However,
data are not available to prepare new cost allocations for study purposes,
including the necessary single-purpose project estimates, etc.

The last sentence on page 30 should be revised to reflect the fact that the
Boise Project Powerplants are repaying 11 percent of the total cost of the
Boise Project, while Federal powerplants elsewhere in the Columbia River
Basin are repaying 33 percent of the total cost (see comment on page 25,
paragraph 3).

The 5§ Joint use allocation to power presented here for Anderson Ranch is actually
the combined jolnt use allocatlon of storage in Anderson Ranch and Arrowrock
reservolrs., Arrowrock has a surface area of 3,100 acres and was not Included in the
Anderson Ranch WildlIfe Impact Assessment.

The USBR (1953:11) allocated 75,000 ac-ft of Anderson Ranch storage to power (15% of
the total storagé capactty of 493,000 ac-ft). The remalning 418,000 ac-ft, it was
sald, would be used jolatly for flood confrol and Irrigation. By joint use

al locatton methodology, 75,000 ac~ft were allocated to power, 418,000 ac~ft were
allocated to flood conirol, and the same 418,000 ac-ft were alloczied to

frrigation. This amounts to an “equlvalent" of 911,000 ac-ft for a reservolr that
holds 493,000 ac~-ft. As a result, the joint use allocation for power is 75,000 /
911,000, or about 8%, and does not account for the fact that most of the 418,000
ac-ft of storage Is also used for power generation. In fact, about 87% of annual

Anderson Ranch discharges pass through the turbines,

Regardless of the percentages assigned fo various project functlons under jolnt cost
allocation, Irrigators are limited by an "ability to pay" their cost allocations.

As a result, Irrigation cost allocations In excess of the Irrigators' "abiiity to
pay® must necessarily be re-allocated to hydropower for repayment. Therefore, it Is
hydropower that makes the Bolse Project flnancially feasible.

See our reply to the page 25, paragraph 3 comment on the first page of this letter,
Also, "Federal power plants elsewhere™ Includes the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon
power plants, .



Page 35, first paragraph; page 66, page 77 {table 6): Recommending peregrine
falcon enhancement and asking for endorsement based on the existing writeup
appears premature. The writeup should be deveioped to the same ievel as the
other recommended mitigation proposals. At a minimum, a preliminary evaluation
of the habitat should be conducted to locate a hacking site, the needed

condoucted 128, TNe needed

improvements/developments identified, and the benefits of the program listed.

Page 67-68: The Bureau and the Forest Service have completed some preliminary
work on xmpruvmg the esthetlcs of this borrow site. [Improvements for water-

fowl were not included. Fish and Game should contact the Bureau and the
Forest Service to determine the status of this project.

The Nelson Ranch area protection/enhancement project is proposed under both the

Anderson Ranch (pages 62-63) and Black Canyon (pages 100-101) mitigation plens.

It is not clear if the intent is to credit mlugatlon from this proposed

project to both plans or to only one. If it 15 to apply to only one plaa, it
af.,

would be helpful to aSSigﬁ a priority to that pi

We suggest a meeting to discuss these comments with you. Please contact Bob
Adair (334-1209) if you believe a meeting would be beneficial.

Sincerely yours,

S N

Regional Director

Morlan Nelson's (1986 letter 1o Northwest Power Plarnlng Council) discussion of
peregrine tmpacts from losses of wetlands Is summarized on Eag:e 9. The fgec Iflc

focation of The hack site wiii be develnped during advance design,
Is approved.

The Anderson Ranch Borrow Site Rehabllitation project was proposed to the Anderson
Ranch mlﬂgaﬂon plannlng work group by the Forest Service. Both Forest fervlce ang
,,,,,,,,,,,,, dha Tomd oo o ] ralae T =11

Bureau of Reciamation personnel are active members of the interegeniy work group and
have been coordinated with throughout the development of this project.

A separate Nelson Ranch project Is proposed in both the Anderson Ranch and Black
Canyon mitigation plans, with a combined protection goal of 1,560 acres.



Department of Energy

Bonneville Power Administration
PO. Box 3621
Portiand, Oregon 97208-3621

MAY 08 1987
PJSD

[T

Ms. Allyn Meulesan
Idiho Departaent of Fish and Game
60U South Walnut
Box 25
Buise, ID 83707
NZem
Dear huvHauleman:

Tuls letter is in respouse to your request for comments on the Draft Wildlife
Protection, Mitigitlon, and Enhancement Plan for Black Canyon and Anderson
Ranch. The following is a list of recommended changes or comments coaceraing
the report:

1. Abstract, page 2:

® In the first sentence you state that "projects have been developed
in Idaho to mitigate the impdcts to wildiife habitat and aanual
wildlife production.” The wording "annual wildlife productiocn”
implies you are dssessing cumulative wildlife losses. Since you are
not addressing cumulative wildlife losses this wording should be
omitted or changed.

Addressed in text.

° Use of a modified Habitat Evaluation Program (HEP) is mentioned, The methodology of the modified HEP used is discussed on pages 25-26.
however, the methodology of the HEP procudure you used is never '
discussed in the report text.

® Total acres inundated at each facility should be included in the Addressed in text
Abstract for quick reference. v xt.

2. Iatroduction, page 3:

® Keterences to the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
(Prugram) should be quoted instead of paraphrased. The Program
does 1ot call for the "redress” of wildlife and wildlife habitat
losses,

Addressed in text.

3. Respuusibility of Hydropower to Mitigate Wildlife Losses, papge 20;

® Boasueville Power Adwinistration's (8PA) pusition has been that the
Piciiitivs are multipurpose projects aud wildlife losses and
wildbfte witigition respousibilitics bave o be allocated amouy the
vluer project purposes (L.e., firigation and tioud control}.

Addressed on next page.




5.

6.

10.

° The iaformation presented, particularly in the Summary on page 30,
is Idaho Department of Fish and Game's (IDFG) position. It would be
more appropriate if this information was presented in an appendix
that clearly !dentifies it as IDFG's position.

Implementation, page 38:

* How does current law affect the feasibility of proposed couservatiom
easements? It appears that in most cases easements would not be
feasible 1f the purchasing agency sust own land appurtenant to the
parcel being purchased. dave any actions been taken to submit a
couservatlion easement bill to the Idaho Legislzture?

Results aad Discussion, pages 40 - 54.

° Numerical mangement goals are given for some species. It would be
useful if the current status for those specles was also given aund
related to the goals.

Pereyrine Falcoan, page 54
* How do selected sites fit into the recovery plan for peregrines?
Hills City Marsh Protection/Enhancement, page 573

® It is indicated that purchase of water rights may be necessary. If
they can't be obtained; what does this do to the feasibllity of the
project? .

tielson Ranch, pages 62 and 100:

* what is the current status of the Nelson Ranch? If the ranch is not
protected, does this affect the biological isportance of the areas
surrounding it? It seems that preservation of grouse habitat on the
ranch should be the first priority for grouse.

Mitigatinn-Plan Summaries, pages 69 and 104:

® The Scope of Work calls for land acquisition criteria to be
addressed under Objective 2, Task 5. The report does not appear to
sufficlently address these criteria. It is important that the plan
show “how the proposed mitigation project would be the most cost-
effective alternative, while accomplishinz the blological objectives
of the mitigation plan™ {1004(d)(1)(B2}}.

Mitigation Plans, pages 70 and 105:

* pPiscussion on the establishment of a trust fund should be deleted.
As presented in the plan, a trust fund would mot be in conformance
with U.5. Treasury reguiations. Also the use cf a trust is a BPA
funding decision.

1daho Fish and Game has developed the Hydropower Responsibility section, but it reflects
the views of the entire interagency work group except for USBR. Until this particular
question is resolved, this type of information should be readily available to the
reviewer, in the main body of the text.

At the present time, Idaho law does not provide an easy way of purchasing conservation
easements, due to the "appurtenent" stipulation. Actions have been taken to submit a
conservation easement bill to the Idaho Legislature, and attempts to get a bill passed
will continue in the future.

Addressed in text.

Addressed in text.

The project would still be feasible, although maximum habitat potential might not be
achieved.

Protection of Nelson Ranch is a high priority, and is still being pursued at this time.
However, even if the ranch were not protected, protection of key areas adjacent to it are
still of extreme biological importance to the preservation of the sharp-tailed grouse

in western Idaho.

Land acquisition criteria are addressed throughout these plans. Acquisition projects
developed in the mitigation plans for both Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon are cost-
effective because of relatively low land values in Idaho and because of the large

number of wildlife benefits that will be gained through acquisition of identified parcels.

Addressed in text.



11. Action Plan, page 79:
° Ihe Actioun Plan should pot include fiscal years since the exact
timiog of actions is still unknown. It would be more appropriate to
refer to time according to year (i.e., year 1, 2, etc.).

i2. Hubbard Reservoir protection/enhancement, page 117:

® BPA questions the appropriateness of proposing acquisition of state
lands. Other alternatives such as agreements should be considered.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call me at

(503) 230-7579.

Sincerely,

////i ]
Mary 5. Mahaffy
Wildlife Biologist

Addressed in text.

Any acquisition of fee-title or long-term lease would be through competitive bid and
would not take place without the consent and cooperation of the Idaho State Dept. of
Lands. State law requires that the Idaho Dept. of Lands manage all of their property
for the highest economic return. Therefore, Yand use agreements pertaining to the
management of these lands are generally not possible.



