Meeting Notes – 3/17/10 NPCC Wildlife Crediting Forum

Agreed to “Off-the-Table”
· Which Council Program year is controlling
· Use of a different database program

· Complete substitution of different habitat model than HEP

· Losses other than C & I
“Parked” Issues
· When an Agreement is an Agreement (or not)
· Lag between impact and compensation – too tied in with annualization issue … need to answer that first

· Who calls the “final shot” – “ownership” of Ledger, BPA’s legal obligations/authority, HEP/HU determinations, modified HEP model, etc.
· Separate Willamette Basin crediting system – work is underway on this but Forum cannot really discuss without Oregon at the table

“Clear Path” Issues
1. Minimum HUs vs Actual HUs
· Need to determine how many “actual” HU determinations need to be done – and get them on track to be done

· Formatting improvements – such as how to show minimums where actuals have been established, record minimums on a different form, “code” form to make meaning of minimums clearer

· How are HU minimums defined, to what extent have “minimum” letters or HEP reports been subject to critical review?

2. Wildlife Credits for Fish Projects
· Maybe a separate Ledger for such projects/credits?

· Wildlife managers need a voice in design of fish projects from which wildlife credits may be generated

· Need out-front parameters for what would qualify a fish project to generate wildlife credits – suitability analysis, management plan etc. Need to start with criteria previously laid out. Also need to consider implications of fish credits for wildlife projects.
· Need to see what the relative magnitude of adding this to program would be (in terms of credits generated and other Ledger impacts). Also need to see how such projects sort themselves out geographically

· This appears to be done already but opportunistically – need to make it systematic

· Establish a subcommittee to work on this before next full Forum meeting?

3. Stacking Credits (outside of Willamette Basin only – see above “Parked” issue)

· When used for in-kind/in-place usually OK. Out-of-kind/out-of place creates the issue
· Problem may be applying multiple projects (dams) to same mitigation site
· How often does stacking result in double counting?

· Deciding appropriate species, cover type, number of species for out of place/kind compensation is a problem

· Stacking agreements should precede development of actual HEP

· Need critical review and consistency in how stacking is applied – clear and consistent protocols

· Need idea of relative magnitude and extent of stacking relative to impact on overall crediting balances

 “Uncertain Path” Issues

Discussion to continue @ May 17, 2010 Forum Meeting

“Unclear Path” Issues

Discussion to Continue @ May 17, 2010 Forum Meeting

“Wildlife Credits for Fish” Committee Charge/Members
1. Develop baseline “eligibility” criteria/characteristics for appropriate projects
2. What “projects” (dams) would such a crediting system apply to?

3. Assess whether it could include fish credits for wildlife projects and projects where differentiation between fish and wildlife benefits is difficult

4. Assess potential ramifications on credits in current Ledger

5. Consider whether wildlife credits for fish projects should be in a separate Ledger

Committee Volunteers: Greg Servheen (IDFG), Therese Hampton (PNW Utilities), someone from WDFG (appt’ed by Nate Pamplin), Angela Sondenaa (Nez Perce), David Byrnes (BPA - as resource)
“Accurizing the Ledger” Committee Charge/Members
1. Identify and evaluate factors that contribute to inconsistencies in current Ledger:

· Minimum HUs

· Stacking

· Crediting overlaps

· Out of Kind/Out of Place crediting

· Inaccurate initial HU evaluations

2. What is the Ledger? (e.g.: what should it be used for/not used for, include/exclude, try to do/try not to do, etc.)
Committee Volunteers: Tracy Hames (Yakama), Carl Scheeler (Umatilla), Paul Ashley (CBFWA), Matt Berger (Upper Columbia), Philip Key (BPA)
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