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Abstract: Despite the efforts of BPA and other regional entities in the Pacific Northwest, some populations of fish
and wildlife continue to decline. Reasons for the lack of success include the following: different groups have
different values and priorities; there is no clear and agreed-upon scientific answer; and there are conflicting
directives and jurisdictions. The absence of a comprehensive and coordinated planning approach has caused
inefficienciesin both implementing and funding mitigation and recovery efforts. With respect to the Federal
Columbia River Power System, BPA funds alarge share of the regiona efforts. BPA needs a comprehensive and
consistent policy to guide the implementation and funding of its fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts.

BPA reviewed the many ongoing processes, identified key issues, and developed aternative policy directions based
on aternatives developed by multiple existing initiatives in the Region. BPA examined five basic but distinctively
different Policy Directions (Natural Focus, Weak Stock Focus, Sustainable Use Focus, Strong Stock Focus, and
Commerce Focus) that offer awide range of possible unified regional planning approaches. These aternatives are
compared against continuing the Status Quo, abasgline or "no action,” approach. In thisfinal environmental impact
statement (FEIS), with the benefit of public comment and participation, BPA has developed and proposes a
Preferred Alternative (PA 2002) that substantially combines elements of the Weak Stock and Sustainable Use
alternatives and that falls within the established range of potential Policy Direction alternatives. This FEIS evaluates
the environmental consequences of BPA's implementation and funding of sample actions that could emerge from
any of the Policy Directions.

BPA isworking hard, through its implementation of the National Marine Fisheries Service'sand U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service's Biological Opinions, and the Pacific Northwest Power Planning Council's Columbia River Basin
Fish and Wildlife Program, to complete a unified fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery policy. However, the
timing and ultimate success of that effort is uncertain. In any event, BPA isobligated to fund and implement fish
and wildlife mitigation and recovery actions before, during, and after these policy-level deliberations. BPA aso has
a statutory obligation to understand the environmental consequences of its actions and to provide an opportunity for
the public to participate in agency decisionmaking. This FEIS isdesigned to meet the immediate and future needs
of agency decisionmakers and the public for information regarding the impacts of mitigation and recovery actions
proposed for implementation by BPA. BPA does not intend to unilaterally select a Policy Direction for the Region.
However, if the Region fails to agree upon a Policy Direction, BPA must still implement and fund a fish and wildlife
mitigation and recovery strategy. The BPA Administrator'sinitial decision, aswell as future tiered decisions, will
rely on this FEIS environmental analysis and its comparison of the alternatives against the purposes for action. The
decisionswill consider BPA's fish and wildlife responsihilities, as well as the agency's business responsibilities as a
Federal Power Marketing Agency and its responsibility to provide public benefits to the Region.
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FOREWORD

The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) is required to make certain funding and
implementation decisions associated with the ongoing Region-wide fish and wildlife
mitigation and recovery efforts. This Fish and Wildlife Implementation Plan (FWIP) fina
environmental impact statement (EIS):

= summarizes and inter-relates the many regional proposals and sets of actions intended
to facilitate fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery;

= providesthe BPA Administrator and the public with a broad-based analysis of the
possible environmental consequences of funding and implementing decisions now,
and into the future, with respect to the natural, social, and economic environments;
and

= alowsthe Administrator an opportunity to use a comprehensive, consistent, and
unified planning approach to review and make decisions over timeto guide BPA'srole
in the regional fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts.

It has taken considerable effort to prepare a thorough policy-level analysis, ensuring both
opportunity for public review and a thoughtful process for BPA to make an initial decision on
the most appropriate Policy Direction to follow. Theinformation in this EIS provides an
understanding of the history of fish and wildlife policiesin the Region and illustrates the
policies, choices, and impacts inherent in BPA's ongoing mitigation and recovery work.
Because no EIS with this scope could anticipate the specifics of future events such as court
decisions, national policy directives, or critical habitat designations, this document instead
shows how to apply its analysis to analogous qualitative changes of the different Policy
Directions and their potential constituent actions. These relationships between the
aternatives and their impacts will change slowly, if at al, and alow decisionmakersto rely
on this EIS for many years.

BPA recognizesthat not al interested parties in the Region may be satisfied with the
decision(s) that it makes now or in the future regarding fish and wildlife funding and
implementation. While BPA will make a decision now based on current policy positionsin
the Region, it will review, on a periodic basis, the status of the mitigation and recovery
efforts. BPA will revisit its Policy Direction decision to determine if changes and
modifications are required.

When, for any reason, a chosen Policy Direction is changed or modified, this EISis designed
to help fully inform the BPA Administrator, or any other decisionmaker using this EIS, of the
potential environmental consequences of such course-correction decisions. This EISis not
meant to replace, revisit, or prejudice any of the other major fish and wildlife recovery
processes in the Pacific Northwest. Instead, it isintended to integrate and complement all
these efforts, which have undergone or are undergoing substantial public scrutiny through
other Federal, state, or tribal plans or program reviews.
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Finally, the EIS establishes a procedural "roadmap” for BPA funding and implementation of
future site-specific actions within the scope of the broader policy decisions. By using atiered
public process on more site-specific actions, BPA will be able to make decisionsin amore
consistent, focused, and timely manner, while ensuring full compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Theintended result is a BPA decisionmaking process
that better aligns implementing actions with the broad policy direction.

BPA hopes that this EIS, through its public participation and follow-on processes, will also
help other public officials better understand the environmental consegquences of the Region's
widespread fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery decisions and ultimately promote actions
that protect and enhance the human environment and mitigate for past, present, and ongoing
effects upon it.
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BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION

FISH AND WILDLIFE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

SUMMARY

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) needs a comprehensive and consistent
policy to guide its implementation and funding of fish and wildlife mitigation
and recovery efforts.

S.1 INTRODUCTION

S.1.1 The Region

The Pacific Northwest has long prided itself on its bountiful and diverse natural
resources—its forests and grasslands, minerals and rivers, fish and wildlife. The Region
has also relied on these natural resources to serve multiple, and sometimes conflicting,
uses. The independent demands of the whole spectrum of human uses (such asirrigation,
municipa water supplies, grazing, fishing and hunting, electric power production,
recreation, timber harvest, and transportation) have placed increasing stress on the natural
resources of the Columbia River Basin. One consequence is that, over the last decade,
the number of fish and wildlife species listed as endangered or threatened under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) has dramatically increased.

The Region has sought to stem and even reverse the species decline. Unfortunately, after
adecade of good intentions, there has been less progress than is necessary to reverse this
trend. Here are the most important reasons:

(1) Different groups have different value judgments about priorities, leading to
different (and often conflicting) ideas about what recovery and mitigation
efforts should be.

(2) Thereisno clear and agreed-upon scientific answer to the problem.

(3) Conflicting directives and jurisdictions of regional authorities have meant
that funds dedicated to fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts have
often been used less efficiently and effectively than they otherwise could have
been.

Recently, regional entities have taken steps to work together to develop a comprehensive
and coordinated planning approach for species recovery and mitigation. For example,
over the past several years the Council's Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife
Program, the Recommendations for the Protection and Restoration of Fish In The
Columbia River Basin by the Governors of the four Northwestern States, and the Federal
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Caucus Conservation of Columbia Basin Fish: Final Basinwide Salmon Recovery
Strategy (Basinwide Strategy; formerly referred to asthe "All H paper") have all
emphasized the importance of coordinated planning. Although science cannot yet point
out a clear and agreed-upon path, the Region is working toward a unified planning
approach to mitigation and recovery of fish and wildlife populations. BPA recognizes it
must be prepared to fund the implementation of the ratepayers’ share of the regional fish
and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts.

There are two basic waysto define aregional policy for fish and wildlife mitigation and
recovery:

e Definethe Policy first—develop with a policy and define the actionsto carry it
out.

e Definethe Actions first—develop a set plan of actions, then sum up the actions to
arrive at apolicy.

BPA must be prepared to respond effectively and efficiently whether a policy-first or an
actions-first policy emerges.

S.1.2 Bonneville Power Administration

BPA, a power marketing agency of the United States Department of Energy (DOE),
supplies roughly half of the electricity used in the Pacific Northwest. The power BPA
markets comes primarily from 31 Federal hydroel ectric projects (known collectively as
the Federal Columbia River Power System, or FCRPS), and one non-federal nuclear
plant. BPA isaco-manager of the Federa hydroelectric projects, but it does not own or
operate them. Such responsibilities belong to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau). BPA does own and operate about three-
guarters of the Region’s high-voltage electric transmission grid. BPA also promotes
conservation and purchases power from severa privately-owned renewable energy
projects.

BPA'sfish and wildlife responsibilities are derived from several sources, including, but
not limited to, the following:

= The Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980
("Regional Act");

=  BPA’sshare of the trust responsibility derived from the historical relationship
between the Federal government and the tribes, as expressed in treaties, statutes,
Executive Orders, and Federal Indian case law; and

» BPA’s 1996 Tribal Policy™.

This EISuses the phrase "mitigation and recovery" as shorthand for BPA's
obligations to fish and wildlife under these and other laws.

1 USDOE/BPA 1996h.
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Since the passage of the Regional Act, BPA hasincurred costs over $6 billion for itsfish
and wildlife obligations. In addition, hydrosystem operation requirements for salmon
recovery efforts have reduced the agency’ s effective power generation capability in the
Region by about 1,000 megawatts since 1995, impacting BPA’ s revenues and
replacement power costs.?> As the agency that, on behalf of the FCRPS, currently funds a
large share of the fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts, BPA believesthat a
comprehensive and consistent policy would foster greater coordination and efficiency in
fish and wildlife activitiesin the Region.

S.2 THE FISH AND WILDLIFE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

BPA has prepared this EIS to examine the potential environmental consequences of
following different Policy Direction alternatives to implement and fund fish and wildlife
mitigation and recovery effortsin the Pacific Northwest. Asdiscussed in BPA’s
Business Plan Final EIS, there are three broad dimensions of fish and wildlife
administration that need to be considered in defining and illustrating BPA’ s potential
directions:

1) the relationship between BPA's responsibility to implement its mandated fish
and wildlife responsibilities, and its accountability for results;

2) theability to predict and stabilize its fish and wildlife costs; and
3) the administrative mechanisms for distributing the fish and wildlife dollars.®

All three of these issues have given rise to BPA’s need to move forward with a clear
Policy Direction for its implementation and funding of fish and wildlife mitigation and
recovery. BPA is preparing this EIS now because (1) many species of fish and wildlife
are already declining (further delay must be minimized), and (2) BPA wants to be ready
to respond promptly when the regional Policy Direction(s) require change.

Policy Direction: the overarching theme that guides and shapes the decisions
made by gover nments, agencies, or other public bodies regarding fish and
wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts, applied through a series of actions that
form an implementing plan.

Notethat as BPA selects a Policy Direction, any such Policy Direction will be
shaped by existing laws, regional processes, and other mandates that BPA must
follow. These laws and mandates may change at any timein the future, as
public opinion and priorities change, which could lead to corresponding
modifications to any Policy Direction BPA may have chosen.

2 See Section 2.3.2.3, Managing the Money Resource, in Chapter 2 for details.
¥ USDOE/BPA 19954, Section 2.4.5.
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More specifically, thisEIS is designed to:

(1) evaluatetherange of reasonable Policy Directions and the potential
implementing and funding actions associated with such Policy Directions that the
Region could decide to take for fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery;

(2) determine the environmental consequences of BPA's implementation and
funding of the actions that could emerge from the Policy Directions;

(3) show how the specific Policy Direction isidentified at any given time by using
aunified planning approach. The Region’s governing bodies together may
identify a Policy Direction, or adefault policy may be identified by taking
guidance from the independent actions planned and taken by the many involved
parties attempting to recover fish and wildlife populationsin the Region; and

(4) facilitate short- and long-term decisionmaking by the BPA Administrator or
other parties who may use the information contained in the EIS.

It isimportant to understand what BPA is not doing in this EIS:

= BPA isnot unilaterally creating new Policy Direction alternatives. The
alternative Policy Directions described and evaluated in this EIS are based on
alternatives devel oped within the existing and ongoing policy initiatives within
the Region.

= BPA isnot unilaterally selecting a Policy Direction for the Region. Although
BPA isworking, through other means, to create a unified fish and wildlife
mitigation and recovery policy—the Policy Direction that BPA adoptsin its
Record of Decision (ROD) for this EIS will be the BPA Policy Direction. It will
guide BPA in its current and future fish and wildlife decisions. Although this EIS
isintended for BPA decisionmaking, the analysis may also be valuable for other
regional entities that may adopt it as part of their own decisionmaking process.

S.2.1 Purpose and Need

BPA needs a comprehensive and consistent policy to guide the implementation and
funding of its fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts.

BPA has an initial obligation in this EIS to fulfill its NEPA requirements for under-
standing the environmental consequences of its actions (funding and implementing any
Policy Direction) before decisions are made and actions are taken. NEPA compliance
will alow BPA to:

= avoid delaysin taking effective action, and
= provide an opportunity for public involvement for interested parties.

There are also some specific purposes BPA must consider:

= facilitating implementation of aregional unified planning approach for fish and
wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts that will improve coordination, efficiency,
and consistency;
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= fulfilling statutory, legal obligations under the Regional Act; especially BPA's
obligations to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife; provide equitable
treatment for fish and wildlife as with the other purposes of the FCRPS; and
provide areliable, adequate, efficient, and economical power supply;

= fulfilling the Administration’s Fish and Wildlife Funding Principles such that
BPA meetsal of itsfish and wildlife obligations, once established; take into
account the full range of potential fish and wildlife costs, demonstrate a high
probability of Treasury repayment;* minimize rate effects on power and
transmission customers; adopt rates and contracts that are easy to implement; and
adopt aflexible fish and wildlife strategy;

= fulfilling other obligations under other applicable laws, including Federal treaty
and trust responsibilities with regional tribes, the Endangered Species Act (ESA),
the Clean Water Act (CWA), and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA);
and

= promoting predictable and stable fish and wildlife costs and competitive rates,
enhancing BPA’s ability to provide funding for public benefits and remain
competitive in the electric utility marketplace.

BPA will use these purposes listed as "yardsticks' to compare how well the alternative
Policy Directions meet the agency's need.

S.2.2 Scope of this EIS

To improve the health of fish and wildlife and to find away to use limited funds most
efficiently, many participants throughout the Region have undertaken several related and
wide-ranging processes with differing scopes (e.g., policy directions, geographic areas,
and particular species). Some of these processes are narrowly focused such as hatchery
propagation of fish, habitat restoration and improvement, manipulation of the flow in the
rivers (hydro), management of Federal lands, or harvest controls. Others are more
broadly focused. For example, the Federal Caucus Final Basinwide Salmon Recovery
Strategy,” a product of nine Federal agencies known as the Federal Cauicus, focuses on
four areas affecting the life cycle of anadromous fish: hatcheries, harvest, habitat, and
the hydrosystem to recover Columbia River Basin ESA-listed fish. Other broadly scoped
processes include the Council's 2000 Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program®
which addresses fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery basinwide, and the Multi-
Species Framework Report,” a comprehensive approach to fish and wildlife mitigation for
multiple species (not just mitigation and recovery of ESA-listed species).

* Treasury repayment is a payment BPA makes annually to repay (1) monies BPA has borrowed from the
U.S. Treasury and (2) appropriations to the Corps and Bureau for the share of capital construction allocated
to the power purpose of the hydrosystem.

® Federal Caucus 1999b and 2000b. These two documents were formerly known asthe "All-H Plan"; they
are the draft and final versions of the same study.

® Council 2000d.

" Marcot, B.G., et a. 2002.
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Figure S-1, below, compares the scope of many of these different processes. The Figure
illustrates how this EISis scoped very broadly. It coversthe full breadth of the numerous
other regional processes, encompassing the overall policy-level issues for mitigation and
recovery efforts throughout the Region and BPA’s service territory.

The Region has arich history of public policy related to fish and wildlife resources and
the social and economic well-being of the Region. This history has lead BPA, and the
Region, to apoint of once again reflecting back on that public policy which has guided
fish and wildlife resources use.

S.3 REGIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE PUBLIC POLICY

To understand the issues and to make sound decisions on a future Policy Direction for the
mitigation and recovery efforts regarding fish and wildlife populations in the Region,
decisionmakers must understand three things:

= where we have been,
= where we are now, and
= what policy options are available for the future.

Analyzing history aways presents the problem of which eventsto include and which
ones to exclude, because there are amyriad of detailsto consider. In this EIS we kept
focused on what has been done and what happened to the environment asaresult. The
history of public policy for fish and wildlife was reviewed so BPA, and the Region, could
better understand and learn from past events and make the best choices for future policy.

S.3.1 Historical Perspective

Over the past two hundred years, the human environment of the Pacific Northwest has
changed dramatically. Some normal variations (such as weather or ocean conditions) and
natural disaster events are, of course, beyond human control. However, the vast mgority
of the changes, at least in number, have resulted from expressed or implied public
policies. Consequently, the state of the Pacific Northwest's human environment today is
largely adirect or indirect consequence of policies followed over the last two hundred
years.

The evolution of fish and wildlife policy has progressed through several stages from early
basic subsistence, to the emergence of commercial uses, onto a substantial period of
environmental regulation, and settling into a more recent equitable treatment phase for
fish and wildlife resources. The policy stages became shorter in duration and the trade-
offs became more difficult to comprehensively assess. Thetrend is continuing as the
Region faces further changes in public policy for fish and wildlife resources. As
previously stated, BPA and the Region need a unified approach if they are to spend their
financia resources efficiently and wisely.
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Figure S-1: Examples of Breadth of Scope
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S.3.2 Major Participants

There are many participants in the development of a Pacific Northwest fish and wildlife
policy. It isimportant to understand the many interests:

= theExecutive Branch (President and Executive Offices) and L egidative
Branch (Congress) (because a given Policy Direction might require changein
national funding resources and legislation),

= regional tribes (with expresslegal status and cultural, spiritual, and economic
interests),

= BPA and other Federal agencies (which have direct or indirect responsibilities
for fish and wildlife recovery and mitigation, as defined by various Federal
statutes and regulations),

= the Northwest Power Planning Council (whose members from the four
Northwest States develop and recommend fish and wildlife measures for BPA to
fund as mitigation for the effects of the FCRPS),

= individual statesand local gover nments (which in addition to their presence on
the Council above, have responsibilities to enforce laws such asthe CWA, in
accordance with Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidelines. Local
governments have responsibilities to manage municipal water and waste and are
involved in community-based projects such as watershed councils),

= regional commer ce (which includes people, businesses, and organizations
representing such diverse interests as recreation, commercial fisheries,
industrial/manufacturing facilities, transportation, agriculture/forestry,
energy/transmission facilities, and residential/commercia development, that
depend on the resources of the Columbia Basin for their livelihood), and

= regional interests (which include the many citizens and groups with other direct
or indirect interests in the impacts, costs, strategies, and specific projects that may
be involved in any plan to recover fish and wildlife populations).

S.3.3 Key Issues

Over the last decade, Federal agencies in the Region have developed and continue to
develop anumber of plans on specific fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery actions.
They have also issued a series of ElSs designed to evaluate those plans to support the
implementation of the selected actions. These documents include the Lower Snake River
Juvenile Salmon Migration Final Feasibility Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, February 2002), the Interior Columbia Basin
Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement (U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of
Land Management, December 2000), and the Final Supplemental Environmental | mpact
Statement on Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest
Related Species within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (U.S. Forest Service and
Bureau of Land Management, February 1994). These and other resource-related
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documents have been used as resources in the preparation of thisEIS, and are
incorporated here by reference.®

The FWIP EIS has expanded on the issues addressed in existing environmental
documentation by incorporating information from numerous recent regional processes.
BPA has also worked with the public and the agencies to identify those "key issues' that
are necessary to address for any comprehensive fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery
plan to be successful. The key issues are listed in Table S.3-1 below.

Table S.3-1: Key Regional Issues

Key Regional Issues

and Transportation

1 Habitat 4 Hydro 7 Transportation
1-1 Anadromous Fish 4-1 Dam Modifications and 7-1 Navigation and Barging
Facilities

1-2 Resident Fish 4-2 Hydro Operations 7-2 Trucking, Railroads and
Infrastructure

1-3 Introduced Species 4-3 Spill 8 Agriculture

1-4 Wildlife 4-4 Flow 8-1 Irrigation

1-5 Predators of Anadromous 4-5 Reservoir Levels 8-2 Pesticidesand

Fish Agricultural Practices
1-6 Watersheds 4-6 Water Quality 8-3 Grazing
1-7 Tributaries 4-7 Juvenile Fish Passage 8-4 Forestry

1-8 Mainstem Columbia

4-8 Adult Fish Passage

9 Commercial Harvest

1-9 Reservoirs

4-9 Flood Control

10 Residential and
Commercial Development

1-10 Estuaries and Ocean

5 Power

11 Recreation

1-11 Water Quality

5-1 Existing Generation

12 Tribes

2 Harvest

5-2 New Energy Resources

12-1 Tribal Harvest

2-1 Anadromous Fish

5-3 Transmission Reliability

12-2 Tradition, Culture,
Spiritudity

2-2 Resident Fish

6 Industry

2-3 Wildlife

6-1 Industrial Devel opment

3 Hatcheries

6-2 Aluminum and Chemicd

3-1 Anadromous Fish

6-3 Mining

3-2 Resident Fish

6-4 Pulp and Paper

The key issues provide a means for sorting the hundreds of actions throughout the Region
proposed by individuals, groups, organizations, and agencies to help guide the fish and

8 For acomplete listing, see Chapter 1 of thisEIS.
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wildlife mitigation and recovery effort.® These sample actions supply definition to a set
of alternatives derived from regional discussions over fish and wildlife policy direction.

S.4 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING
THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

This EIS examines the Status Quo ("no action™ baseline), arange of five basic alternative
Policy Directions, and a Preferred Alternative (PA 2002). Each Policy Direction
represents a shift toward a particular focus or theme. The proposed actions that were
sorted by key issue are further sorted by consistency with one of the five basic alternative
Policy Direction themes. The exact actions taken under each Policy Direction, and the
intensity of the actions, are not established at the policy level but are used to help the
reader to better understand the Policy Directions. Specific actions consistent with the
Policy Direction would be specified and analyzed in greater detail before being
implemented, as appropriate (see the Decisionmaking section below).

The Policy Directions are based completely on ideas set forth in recent regional processes
on fish and wildlife recovery efforts, and they encompass the range of possible actions
assessed within regional processes over the last 10 years. All regional concepts have
been considered, even where some may prove infeasible under current law or impractical
for other reasons, or may appear to be less effective.

The range of aternativesis covered by the five basic Policy Directions as follows:
= Natural Focus
= Weak Stock Focus
= Sustainable Use Focus
= Strong Stock Focus
= Commerce Focus
Thereis also a baseline—Status Quo—against which to compare Policy Directions and

any identified preferred alternative Policy Direction from within the range of the basic
alternative Policy Directions.

To date, BPA has found that a comprehensive policy has not yet been devel oped through
aregionaly unified planning approach. However, an aternative policy is emerging
through separately developed and implemented agency actions. This alternative Policy
Direction, with consideration of how the policy islikely to evolve in the foreseeable
future, is described within this EIS as PA 2002.

? See Volume 3, Sample Implementation Actions, Research Monitoring and Evaluation, and Policy and
Planning.
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After completing several important steps—seeking out and considering public comment
on the issues and alternatives, considering completed and ongoing regional fish and
wildlife recovery processes, comparing the five Policy Direction alternatives, considering
the Status Quo alternative, evaluating the likely environmental consequences, and
reviewing the EIS purposes—BPA has identified the PA 2002. This policy path defines
much of the Region's recent past and present situation. Using the events of 2002 to
assimilate a Policy Direction, BPA has derived this PA 2002. It is mainly made up of
components of two of the five basic alternative Policy Directions alternatives (Weak
Stock Focus and Sustainable Use Focus alternatives) defined in this EIS, and falls within
that defined continuum of potential alternatives.

There are some important assumptions about future conditions that are held in common
with al Policy Directions. They are asfollows:

= Internal and external pressures for population growth and urbanization will
continue unless specifically changed by an alternative.

= BPA'srolesin marketing Federal hydropower and funding and implementing fish
and wildlife programs will continue unless changed or affected by an aternative.

= All Policy Directions seek to attain their goals at the least cost practical. This
statement should not be taken to mean that the goals themselves are necessarily
economical or cost-efficient.

The Status Quo, five basic alternative Policy Directions, and PA 2002 are summarized
below. All are based upon concepts for fish and wildlife policy developed or proposed
by some persons in the Region.

Status Quo (no change from the approach present when the EIS was
drafted)

The Status Quo Alternative represents the "no action” alternative—not changing the lack
of clarity for policy direction and ad-hoc approach to fish and wildlife mitigation and
recovery that the Region appeared to be following before 2002. Status Quo is defined
relative to existing environmental conditions. For this EIS, the Status Quo serves as the
baseline against which to compare alternative Policy Directions.

Description: Uses human intervention to address the perceived problems facing fish and
wildlife populations and their recovery, with no unified or single regional plan.
Independent strategies, multiple plans, different and sometimes conflicting goals,
multiple governmental actions, and unclear expectations tend to result in a complicated
and confusing mixture of many policy themes.'°

The Status Quo focuses on modifying hydro system operations and increasing hatchery
production to recover ESA-listed stocks of anadromous fish for increased harvest. The

19 see Appendix | for avisual representation of Status Quo across the five basic Policy Direction
aternatives.
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BPA mitigation and recovery funding efforts over the past decade have had substantially
greater funding allocated to anadromous fish compared to that for resident fish and
wildlife. Status Quo recognizes the past trade-offs between fish and wildlife and human
activity and economic benefits.

Natural Focus

"Wildernessisnot for usat all. We should allow it to exist out of respect for the
intrinsic values of the rest of nature and particularly for the life forms dependant on
wild habitats."**

Under aunified regiona planning approach, this alternative emphasizes removing the
past major human "interventions" in the ecosystem and allowing the existing fish and
wildlife to return to a natural balance without further major human intervention (let
nature heal itself). Thefocusis on protecting habitat and controlling hydro operations to
reestablish ecological processes. The preservation of habitat quality would be put ahead
of economic activity.

As part of this alternative, the first priority isto protect areas considered pristine,
especially those areas untouched by previous human development (e.g., value of
"wildness," not directed at any speciesin particular). Second, for those ecosystems
already altered by human activities, efforts would focus on minimizing further
degradation and restoration would emphasize regeneration via natural processes. Third,
in exceptional cases, humans might intervene to rebuild the most essential elements
needed for natural functioning e.g., breaching dams).

Weak Stock Focus

"Extinction is not an option."*?

Under aunified regional planning approach, this alternative emphasizes human
intervention to promote recovery of weak species of fish and wildlife that are listed or
proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act or other legal protections. The
focusis on actively protecting and enhancing habitat and controlling hydro operations to
enhance survival of ESA-listed fish stocks and wildlife species at all lifecycle stages.
Restoring quality habitat for weak stocks would be done over economic activity.

This alternative emphasizes an intensive approach to prevent the extinction of legally
protected fish and wildlife populations. The priority would be on saving the weakest
populationsfirst. The ultimate goal isto "recover" species so they no longer need
protection under the ESA. The ESA isthe primary driver behind this Policy Direction
and more emphasis would be on continued regulation.*®

1 Nash, Roderick 2001, p. 388.
12 state of Washington 1999.
13 USDOI/USFWS 1998a.
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Sustainable Use Focus

"Conservation is a state of harmony between men and land."**

"Conservation holds that it is about as important to see that the people in general
get the benefit of our natural resources as to see that there shall be natural
resources left."*

Under aunified regional planning approach, this alternative emphasi zes human
intervention as part of the goal to rebuild and maintain sustainable fish and wildlife
populations to promote expanded harvest and recreation opportunities. (Sustainableis
defined as the continued use of aresource at a stable rate over the long term.) The focus
ison increasing hatchery production, modifying hydro operations, and enhancing and
managing habitat to increase harvest opportunities. Available resources are used to
maintain and expand harvest opportunities.

This Policy Direction emphasizes the expansion of opportunities to harvest fish and
wildlife resources. Humans have rights to use natural resources to meet sustenance,
spiritual, and economic needs, but they also have an obligation to ensure that those
resources are self-sustaining (e.g., intervene at all stagesin the life cycles of fish and
wildlife to help those populations rebuild and maintain themselves in perpetuity).*®

Strong Stock Focus

"Itistimeto apply ‘triage’ techniques, i.e., face up to what are likely irreversible
declinesin somerunsin order to direct resources to those runs where the odds for
long-term survival are better with adequate help."*’

Under aunified regiona planning approach, this alternative emphasizes human
intervention to avoid declines of strong fish stocks and strong wildlife populations
preventing weakened populations that require legal protection. The focusison
maintaining habitat to sustain strong fish stocks and strong wildlife populations.
Maintaining habitat and restricting further degradation would be put over economic
activity and new devel opment.

The focus here is on maintaining healthy fish stocks and wildlife popul ations within a
stable ecosystem. Priorities would be based on the effectiveness of stock/population
maintenance (as opposed to recovery) and costly efforts to recover populations that are so
depleted that they likely will not be recovered would be abandoned (e.g., limited
resources would go to the fish and wildlife that have the best chance of maintenance and
recovery).’®

4 | eopold, Aldo 1949, p. 207.

> Pinchot, Gifford 1910, p. 81.

1 CRITFC 1996.

Y Thomas, Jack Ward, Dr. 2000, p. 5.

18 Thomas, Jack Ward, Dr. 2000, p. 4. See generally Michael, John H. 1999.
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Commerce Focus

"Endangered species has divided the country on an issue that seemingly pits growth
(and jobs) vs. the environment. This does not have to be the case. Protecting
endangered species can be integrated with economic growth, turning a win-lose or
lose-lose situation into one where everyone benefits. This can be accomplished by
using economic incentives to promote conservation.... Although the costsincurred by
these incentives may be high in some cases, they will be highly cost-effective. The
current ‘at any cost’ strategy is only marginally effective, and can actually harm
species in some circumstances."*®

Under aunified regional planning approach, this alternative emphasi zes human
intervention to enhance the economic value of river uses and allocates a portion of the
revenues to fund fish and wildlife mitigation. The focusis on increasing hatchery
production and improving hydro operations to support the commercial values of the river.
Increased revenues would be put toward funding fish and wildlife mitigation programs
that do not directly affect economic efficiency.

This Policy Direction emphasizes economic efficiency in choosing arecovery strategy.
Money is a scarce resource and a major component in any recovery plan, and should be
spent only when costs are justified by benefits. This Direction decreases government
regulation and emphasizes voluntary actions, financial incentives, and market
mechanisms to bring about desired results that can best meet the goals of fish and wildlife
conservation, while still fulfilling their economic needs (e.g., we have to be left standing
if we are going to support a unified plan).*%

BPA Preferred Alternative (PA 2002)

"Our goal isto arrive at a "unified plan"—a set of common under standings and actions
that enjoy a wide base of regional support and commitment. The Action Agencies believe
that there is much common ground between the 2002-2006 5-Year Plan and the various
regional recommendations and programs for salmon recovery, ....

“ Recovery must provide for immediate, emergency needs of the fish, but also commitment
for the long-term. Recovery must operate across multiple jurisdictions—five states, two
nations, and numerous Indian tribes. Recovery must meld the needs of the anadromous
and resident fish, listed and non-listed fish, and hatchery and wild fish. Through all of
these challenges, recovery must deal with human actions, yet strive to restore some
semblance of the natural conditions and functions that support wild fish.” (Federal
Action Agencies, 2001)%

"It isthe federal government’ srole to administer the Endangered Species Act and to
uphold tribal trust responsibilities. But the states also have an important role and
responsibilities, as do other regional entities. Agreement on a regional approach,

19 Sehagrer, Brett 1996, p.1.

2 gmith, Craig 1998.

2L PNWA 1996; Schaerer, Brett 1996; PNWA 2000.
% USDOI/Bureau, Corps, and BPA 2001a, p.3.
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consisting of specific federal, state and regional plans that protect both salmon and our
communities, should be reached and accepted by federal and state officialsin
consultation with tribal leaders...." (Governors Recommendations, July 2000)%

"Under the Northwest Power Act, the Council’ s fish and wildlife programis not intended
to address all fish and wildlife problemsin the basin from all sources. But the Council
adopted the vision, objectives, strategies and scientific foundation with the belief that
they will complement and help support other fish and wildlife recovery actionsin the
region." (Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program, 2000)*

"There are gaps and unavoidabl e uncertainties associated with the science. Therefore,
the Srategy calls for a comprehensive research monitoring and evaluation program to
reduce those uncertainties that are critical to future decisions regarding salmon and
steelhead recovery, while providing information for needed adjustments to future
strategies." (Federal Caucus, 2001)%

"The Tribal vision for the future of the Columbia river Basin is one in which people
return to a more balanced and harmonious relationship with the environment.”
(CRITFC, 1999)%

The focus of the PA 2002 isto use a unified planning approach to protect weak stocks of
fish and achieve biological performance standards, as set forth in the BiOps, while
sustaining overall populations of fish and wildlife for their economic and cultural value.
PA 2002 is essentially ablend of the Weak Sock Focus and Sustainable Use Focus
Alternative Policy Directions.?” Asunder both Alternatives, the unified regional
planning approach will be implemented to the greatest degree possible.

The principal guidance for this Policy Direction comes from the Federal Caucus
Basinwide Strategy, the 5-year implementation planning and progress reporting efforts of
the three Federal Action Agencies (Corps, Bureau, and BPA) for the FCRPS, the
Council’s 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program, the Governors: Recommendations, the Tribal
Vision, and the Corps 2002 Record of Decision on the Lower Snake River Feasibility
Study. Where Key Issues were not specifically addressed in the above referenced
documents, BPA was guided by the pertinent parts of the overall themes of the Weak
Stock Focus and Sustainable Use Focus Policy Directions, other regional fish and
wildlife processes, and public input to determine the remaining aspects of the PA 2002.

The PA 2002 focuses on enhancing fish and wildlife habitat, modifying hydro operation
and structures, and reforming hatcheries to both increase listed stock populations, and
provide harvest opportunitiesin the long-term. It gives priority to improving water
quality and habitat for ESA-listed stocks of fish over economic activity, stopping short of
breaching dams. It emphasizes human management, in aleast-cost manner, to recover

% Governors, Pacific Northwest States 2000, p. 17

24 Council 2000d, Introduction section, p. 10.

% Federal Caucus 2000b. p. 2.

% CRITFC 1999, p. 2.

" The dam breaching aspects under the Weak Stock Focus alternative are not part of the PA 2002. See
Corps 2002c.
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listed species and build sustainable populations of fish and wildlife, while recognizing
that ultimately the fate of the listed species may now be determined by weather and ocean
conditions rather than human action.

S.5 COMPARING THE POLICY DIRECTIONS

The BPA Administrator must make fully informed decisions about BPA’ s funding and
implementation of its fish and wildlife obligations to support the Region’s mitigation and
recovery efforts. Understanding the environmental consequences of implementing the
Policy Direction that best reflects the Region’s position is paramount. An important
objective of this EISisto provide that information. BPA has evaluated each of the five
basic Policy Direction aternatives against the Status Quo. The PA 2002, whichisa
blend of the Weak Stock Focus and Sustainable Use Focus alternatives, has also been
compared against the Status Quo. By using this methodology, the BPA Administrator, as
well as others in the Region, can evaluate the environmental consequences of current
Policy Direction proposals and future proposals.?® The structure of the analysis provides
for an assessment of the cumulative effects of implementing a Policy Direction.

Table S.5-1, provides asummary of Natural Environment and Social and Economic
Envir onment® consequences of the Policy Directions, and PA 2002, based on the
analysisin Chapter 5. Thetableillustrates the anticipated long-term environmental
effects of the alternative Policy Directions compared to Status Quo. This summary
highlights the areas where the effects are clearly different, but aso shows where they
may be similar, offering the opportunity to quickly see the possible “trade-offs.” Effects
are shown by shading to indicate whether a given Policy Direction would tend to have
effects that are the same as, better than, or worse than Status Quo.* By assembling and
condensing the information in this manner, decisionmakers can more readily compare the
likely environmental consequences. The effects shown for each Policy Direction are
without mitigation. Chapter 5 discusses potential mitigation measures.

No judgment is made about whether the Status Quo, or any other Policy Direction, is
good or bad. ThisEISisnot intended to define the Region’s values. Some may believe
that economic prosperity should be the overriding value; others may believe that
maintaining a natural environment should be the appropriate value. Still others may
believe that some form of balance between economic prosperity and preservation of the
natural environment should be the "correct” value for the Region. These disparate
viewpoints are represented within the range of aternatives.

% See Chapters 3 and 5, and Appendix | for information on how to create and evaluate different Policy
Direction alternatives.

% For information about the existing environmental conditions in these effect areas, please see Chapter 2.
For alisting of those actions that are proposed for each Policy Direction, as well as the current
implementation actions now underway, please see Section 3A. For amore detailed discussion of
environmental consequences, including the analysis behind Table S.5-1, please see Chapter 5.

%0 Effect categories are condensed from the expanded list of categories described in Section 5.3 of this EIS.
Condensing allows the reader to more easily see the major trends in effects. Where categories are
condensed, the summaries represent the central tendency of the more detailed results.
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Table S.5-1: Comparison of the Alternatives Including the Preferred Alternative
(PA 2002)*

Sustain
Status | Natural | Weak Strong | Com.
Effect Area Quo* Focus | Stocks J| PA 2002 'Sts)lee Stocks | Focus

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Air Quality
Land Habitat
Upland
Riparian/Wetland
Water Habitat
Nitrogen Supersaturation
Non-Thermal Pollution
Sedimentation**

Temperature/Dissolved
Oxygen

Instream Water Quantity
Amount Stream/River Habitat
Reservoir Habitat

Fish and Wildlife

Naturally-spawning Native
Anadromous Fish

Hatchery-produced Native
Anadromous Fish
Native Resident Fish

Native Wildlife
Non-Native Species***

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENTS

Commerce
Recreation
Economic Development
Funding Costs
Tribes
Fish Harvest
Health, Spirituality, and
Tradition
Cultural/Historic Resources
Aesthetics

* Status Quo = Baseline conditions. For more information on existing conditions, please see Section 5.1.

** The sedimentation evaluation is based on long-term effects. It should be noted that the short-term effects under
Natural Focus and Weak Stock from dam breaching would be much worse than those conditions under Status Quo.

*** Under this analysis fewer non-native speciesis considered "better”. For a complete discussion, see Chapter 5.

Much Much
Better Better Same Worse Worse
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Another important objective of this EIS isto show how a Policy Direction will affect
BPA’s ability to fulfill the stated purposes. The Administrator must consider these
environmental consequences together with the purposesin this EIS and other relevant
factors (including public input) to make an informed decision on a comprehensive and
consistent policy to guide BPA’ s implementation and funding of fish and wildlife
mitigation and recovery actions.

The many ethical, political, legal, and scientific implications surrounding fish and
wildlife management issues make them difficult to discuss without becoming mired in the
pro and con of various policy choices. While science can help evaluate the consequences
of different policy options, resource management issues are ultimately issues of public
choice. Thisframes the dilemma that now faces decisionmakers, including BPA, that are
involved with fish and wildlife policy—the trade-offs have to be considered.

S.6 DECISIONMAKING

Thereis no one "best” Policy Direction. "Best" isavalue judgment, ultimately a matter
of personal preference. However, one may evaluate whether certain actions are more or
less likely to bring about certain results. In making adecision, BPA must consider:

=  What fish and wildlife Policy Direction the Region appears to be following.

= How to fund and mitigate the environmental consequences, if necessary, of the
likely actions under that Direction.

= How best to implement the Direction being followed and meet BPA Purposes.

In this EIS, awide range of the environmental consequences of alternative Policy
Directions were evaluated. The evaluation included trade-offs among resources, as well
as ways to mitigate effects. The public and decisionmakers were offered an opportunity
to assess, participate in, and influence the selection of aregional Policy Direction
aternative(s) for fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts. Because BPA’'SEISis
undertaken as a complement to other regional processes, it will also provide a
springboard for BPA to implement specific actions consistent with the selected Policy
Direction with minimal or no further delay and without the need to constantly revisit past
decisions.

After publication of thisFinal EIS, BPA will prepare a Record of Decision (ROD) that
documents and explains the basis for the selected Policy Direction. The ROD will also
identify the alternative Policy Directions considered to be environmentally preferable.
BPA may then "tier" decisions about the implementation of actions consistent with the
same Policy Direction.*

3 See Chapter 1.
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As part of this decision process, this EIS will support actions that BPA determines are
necessary to comply with its responsibilities, including the following:

= funding and implementing fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts that
support the selected Alternative Policy Direction;

» integrating those efforts into a unified plan;

= ghort- or long-term FCRPS recommendations in the NMFS and USFWS BiOps;
= funding of the Council's Fish and Wildlife Program,

= capital improvements at FCRPS projects; and

= funding of cultural resource mitigation.

S.7 FUTURE CHANGES IN POLICY DIRECTION

Once the BPA Administrator, or any other decisionmaker, chooses a Policy Direction, it
will need to be implemented. Individuals, groups, or agencies will take appropriate
implementing actions, such as those provided as Sample Implementation Actions in this
EIS.3 Many natural, economic, and social factors will strongly influence the ultimate
success of these actions. If we have chosen well, fish and wildlife mitigation and
recovery will improve at an acceptable social pace and economic cost.

Even if we have chosen as well as we can, we may find, in monitoring results, that we
need to change our specific actions, or the overall Policy Direction itself. Successful
mitigation and recovery may mean that the Region needs to modify its management of
the resources differently. On the other hand, mitigation and recovery may not be as
successful or as speedy as we wish, or the consequences for other resources may prove
unacceptable. Research and development may result in new types of actions, or science
may determine that other types of actions might better foster fish and wildlife mitigation
and recovery. Federa or state officials and the actions they advocate may change, or the
preferences of society may change. Regardless of the reason, eventually, the chosen
Policy Direction will likely need to be modified. This EISis designed to accommodate
such need.

Thisisaforward-looking policy-level EIS. As such, BPA has taken into account the
possibilities of factors outside human control such as weather, ocean conditions, species-
specific disease, and social or economic crises that can change the predicted effect of a
particular course of action. New decisionmakers, and the decisionmaking process itself,
may also affect implementation.® If any of these potential events or circumstances
occur, it is particularly important to understand how the interaction of public process,
political intervention, and judicial review may affect implementation of the fish and
wildlife mitigation and recovery plans.

% SeeVolume 3.
% See Chapter 4.
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We know that change will occur-in the natural, social and economic environments, as
well asin public policy. ThisEISisdesigned to facilitate BPA’s ability to quickly
accommodate such changes. These tools help make it possible to modify, extend, or
create a Policy Direction:

Response strategies — After adecision on a particular Policy Direction, it islikely
that economic, political, or environmental changes will require corrective
measures to maintain the selected course. Response strategies allow immediate
corrections or improvements without changing the overall Policy Directionin
effect. They represent management options within the agency's jurisdiction that
have been contemplated, implicitly or explicitly, and evaluated in advance,
allowing for immediate implementation. Response strategies are grouped into
three categories: Management and Operating Agency, BPA Funding, and
Regional.

Reserve options — Fish and wildlife policy in the Columbia River Basin has
changed over time, and is expected to continue to evolve. The specific actions
being considered today are different from those that were considered 10 or 20
years ago. Developments in science and technology, past successes and failures,
different people and priorities, and changes in focus from salmon to multi-species
are just afew examples. Future developments may necessitate changes beyond
the specific actions currently considered “reasonable’ under the Policy Directions.
We have identified "Reserve Options' to ensure that those future decisionmakers
have the needed flexibility to make those changes. Public process would be
conducted before such options were decided and implemented.

Mix and match approach — Decisionmakers could revisit a chosen Policy
Direction after it has been implemented and make changes. |f aparticular action
or set of actions proved to be very successful, decisionmakers may want the
flexibility to implement such actions on a broader scale. Conversely, if a
particular action or set of actions were not producing the desired result,
decisionmakers could substitute a more aggressive action or opt for a different
strategy. ThisEISisdesigned to be broad enough to encompass any potential
Policy Directions under consideration throughout the Region. By mixing and
matching components of the different Policy Directions, decisionmakers could
create anew Policy Direction. Because the mix-and-match approach is used to
create a new Policy Direction, regional discussion and public process would
likely be necessary.

All three of these tools are designed to provide full disclosure of related information and
to further the public’s understanding of the decisionmaking process, now and in the

future.
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READER'S GUIDE

Welcome to the Fish and Wildlife Implementation Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (FWIP EIS).
Below are afew tipsto help you make best use of the document.

WHAT THIS DOCUMENT DOES

>

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) is obligated to fund and implement fish and wildlife mitigation
and recovery actions. BPA aso has a statutory obligation to understand the environmental consequences
of its actions and to provide an opportunity for the public to participate in agency decisionmaking.
Accordingly, the FWIP EIS process has been designed to meet the needs of both agency decisionmakers
and the public as we work together under current and developing Pacific Northwest (PNW) mitigation
and recovery Policy Direction(s). Inyearsto come, as new direction(s) emerge, BPA expects that this
ElS—designed to cover awide range of possible actions—will continue to provide the necessary
environmental coverage to allow mitigation and recovery actions to proceed expeditiously and in full
compliance with NEPA.

This EISisdesigned to (1) evaluate the range of potential Policy Directions and possible related
implementing actions that the Region and BPA could decide to take for fish and wildlife mitigation and
recovery, (2) show how to identify the direction at any given time that best reflects the PNW's policy for
fish and wildlife populations in the Region, and (3) determine the environmental consequences of BPA's
present and future decisions to implement and fund actions that could emerge from that policy.

WHAT TO EXPECT IN THE FWIP EIS

>

Many EISs are written for specific actions, e.g. building a fish hatchery or developing wildlife habitat.
This EIS, however, is about policy: what kind of priorities to set for fish and wildlife and how to
integrate those priorities with other needs for the use of the river and land.

This means that the discussions and analysesin this EIS are different from those in typical site-specific
ElSs. Youwon't see many calculations, but you will see how different actions will cause more or less
impact on a natural, social, or economic resource. Y ou will see the same topics covered that the Council
on Environmental Quality specifiesfor EISs: Need, Background, Alternatives (including No Action or
Status Quo—continuing to follow the same path), and Environmental Consequences.

This EI'S has condensed tens of thousands of pages of technical information produced in other regional
processes and considered hundreds of public comments in evaluating key topics connected with fish and
wildlife policy. The many proposed fish and wildlife actions have been sorted into five basic Policy
Direction alternatives, representing a wide range of themes. These Policy Directions provide a basis for
organizing the many fish and wildlife processes and ideas. (See Figure RG-1.)

After considering the entire EIS record, BPA has now identified an initial Preferred Alternative Policy
Direction (PA 2002). This PA 2002 best reflects the Agency's consideration of guidance from the PNW.
See Chapter 3 for details.

HOW THE EIS IS STRUCTURED

>

To focus on the problems and compare possible solutions, please read Chapters 1 and 3. For an
understanding of the existing environment and a detailed analysis of the effects on the human
environment of implementing the Policy Directions, read Chapter 5. To understand the difficulties of
implementing a Policy Direction, and what provisions have been made for change, read Chapter 4.
Chapter 2 summarizes key pointsin the history of fish and wildlife policy in the Region. Chapter 6
focuses on how a selected policy might be managed. (See Figure RG-2.) Chapter 7 addresses pertinent
Federal statutes, regulations, and Executive Ordersrelated to the Policy Directions. Chapter 8 presents a
brief summary of the results of public meetings and workshops.




Figure RG-1: Sorting Policy Alternatives

&

The proposed actions arethen
sorted intofive primary Policy
Directions by matching them

&8 W&

ThisEIS gathersthe
proposed actions from the key
regional processes.

policy direction.
The sorted proposed actions provide a structured method to evaluate all of the key processes
together, demonstrating where they are similar and where they are different.

Thereaderscan then pick from
the sorted proposed actionsto
develop a set that best represents
their mix and match of the
primary Policy Directions, thus
creating their preferred (hybrid)
policy direction.




Figure RG-2: Structure of the Chapters
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“The significant problems we face cannot be
solved at the same level of thinking we were at
when we created them.” Albert Einstein
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Chapter 1: Purpose and Need for Action

CHAPTER 1 - PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

» Describesthe problem for which thisfinal environmental impact
statement (EIS) examines alter native solutions.

» Outlines Bonneville Power Administration's (BPA) role, the scope of its
involvement, and factorsto consider in itsdecision.

> Introducesthemajor participantsand processesinvolved in addressing
the problem.

» ldentifiesthe decisionsto be supported by thisFinal EIS.

1.1 INTRODUCTION

BPA has prepared this Fish and Wildlife Implementation Plan (FWIP) EIS to examine
the possible environmental consequences of its decision to implement and fund a Policy
Direction for fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery effortsin the Pacific Northwest.
A broad range of Policy Directionsis reflected within the alternatives considered in the
FWIP EIS. Thisrange of Policy Directions serves as a foundation from which to build an
understanding of the overall environmental consequences for making adecision on a
Policy Direction, or combination of Policy Directions, to follow now and in the future.
This EIS also incorporates several key ongoing regional fish and wildlife processes.
These combined processes, as described in Section 1.3.2, will shape and establish a
regional fish and wildlife Policy Direction that BPA will use to guide its current and
future mitigation and recovery efforts, including its funding of those efforts. BPA is
preparing this EIS now because (1) many species of fish and wildlife are already
considered to be at risk (further delay must be minimized), (2) BPA wantsto be fully
informed and ready to respond promptly when aregional Policy Direction(s) is being
selected or changed, and (3) if the Region is unable to reach agreement on a Policy
Direction, BPA needs to be able to move forward with a Policy Direction that best
reflects the regional view.

Policy Direction: The overarching theme that guides and shapes the decisions
made by governments, agencies, or other public bodies regarding fish and
wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts, applied through a series of actions that
form an implementation plan.
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Notethat BPA will select a Policy Direction that reflects the different policies
and actions currently being developed within the Region. Any chosen Policy
Direction will be shaped by existing laws, regional processes, and other
mandates that BPA must follow. These laws and mandates may change at any
time in the future, as public opinion and priorities change. These changes could
lead to corresponding modifications to any Policy Direction BPA may have
chosen.

More specifically, thisEIS is designed:

(1) to evaluate the range of reasonable Policy Directions and the potential
implementing and funding actions associated with such Policy Directions that the
Region could decide to take for fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts;

(2) to determine the environmental consequences of BPA's implementation and
funding of the actions that could emerge from the Policy Directions,

(3) to show how the specific Policy Direction isidentified at any given time by
using a unified planning approach. The Region’s governing bodies together may
identify a Policy Direction, or adefault policy may be identified by taking
guidance from the independent actions planned and taken by the many involved
parties attempting to recover fish and wildlife populationsin the Region; and

(4) tofacilitate short- and long-ter m decisionmaking by the BPA Administrator or
other parties who may use the information contained in the EIS.

An environmental impact statement is a document that presents an analysis of
the potential environmental effects of a major Federal action and its reasonable
alternatives. Itisrequired by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
when the consequences of that action may be significant. After incorporation of
public review and comment, the EISis used by agency decisionmakers to select
the best alternative for action to meet a defined need.

Resour ce Demands. The Pacific Northwest has long prided itself on its bountiful and
diverse natural resources—its forests and grasslands, minerals and rivers, fish and
wildlife. The Region has aso relied on these natural resources to serve multiple, and
sometimes conflicting, uses. Human uses can compromise and severely deplete these
resources, even eliminate them. The independent demands of the whole spectrum of
human uses (such asirrigation, municipal water supplies, grazing, fishing and hunting,
electric power production, recreation, timber harvest, development, and transportation)
have placed increasing stress on the natural resources of the Columbia River Basin and
the Region. One consequence isthat, over the last decade, the number of fish and
wildlife species listed as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) hasincreased dramatically.

1-2
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Endangered: A speciesin danger of extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range.

Threatened: A speciesthat islikely to become an endangered species within the
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.

Recognizing this trend, the public and private interests of the Pacific Northwest have
tried to mitigate these stresses—to improve the status of fish and wildlife and their
habitats, especially those that are considered threatened or endangered. Mitigation, as
defined by NEPA, can take several forms:

= avoiding actions that might have a negative impact;
*  minimizing impacts by limiting human actions,

= rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected
environment;

= working to preserve and maintain aresource; and

= compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.

Lack of Management Coordination. For several decades, avariety of Federal, state,
and tribal entities within the Pacific Northwest have been managing fish and wildlife
resources. Each entity hasits own legal constraints, policy directives, and constituent
interests. Thereisno formally recognized "umbrella' organization or overall Policy
Direction to help coordinate or reconcile the entities respective actions. This situation
has played an important role in keeping the Region from reaching common goals to
support healthy, self-sustaining fish and wildlife resources. The Fish and Wildlife
Activity Map (Figure 1-1) shows an example of the number and overlapping tangle of
authorities.?

Past Attemptsto Addressthe Problem. Over the last 10 years, the Region has sought
to stem and even reverse species decline. Regional governmental entities, interest
groups, and citizens have intensified their efforts to determine how best to mitigate
effects (impacts) on fish and wildlife populations.

1 CEQ (Council on Environmental Quality) 1987, Section 1508.20.

2 The figure is reproduced exactly asit was transcribed at a meeting to identify issues and interested
parties. BR = Bureau of Reclamation; BIA = Bureau of Indian Affairs; Agri. = Department of Agriculture;
FS/USFS = U.S. Forest Service; BLM = Bureau of Land Management; FWS = U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service; NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service; CZES =Coastal Zone Estuary Study; COE = U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers; NPPC = Northwest Power Planning Council; CBFWA = Columbia Basin Fish
and Wildlife Authority; ESA = Endangered Species Act; HCP = Habitat Conservation Plan; FETMA =
Forest Ecological Timber Management Assessment.
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Figure 1-1: Fish and Wildlife Activity Map
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NOTE: This diagram was an actual attempt in 1996 to capture the connections between the
numerous complexities of the regional fish and wildlife activities.
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Lack of Progress. Unfortunately, after more than a decade of good intentions, there has
been less progress than necessary to reverse species decline. Some important reasons are:

(1) Different groups have different valuesand priorities, leading to different
(and often conflicting) ideas about what recovery and mitigation efforts
should be. For example, some groups want to maximize fish production, while
others want to preserve biological diversity. Such conflicting ideologies have
made reaching a consensus extremely difficult.

(2) Thereisno clear and agreed-upon scientific answer to the problem. Many
factors affect the decline and recovery of fish and wildlife populations.
Substantial scientific disagreement exists even today as to the best meansto
rebuild ecosystems and recover populations.

(3) Conflicting directivesand jurisdictions of regional authorities have meant
that funds dedicated to fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts have
often been used less efficiently and effectively than they otherwise could have
been. The Region has not been able to launch afully coordinated mitigation and
recovery plan. There have been delayed, inconsistent, piecemeal, and
contradictory actions. Attempts to correct problems for one species have, in some
cases, caused problems for other species. The Region has been unable to agree on
how to gather or review information to determine whether certain actions are
working, so that the actions can be expanded, amended, or stopped. This means
that more money is spent than is necessary, and that more benefits could be
obtained for the same amount of money.

Unified Planning Approach. Recently, however, regional entities have taken more
steps to work together to develop a comprehensive and coor dinated planning
approach for mitigation and recovery efforts. Any such approach must involve, for
example, coordinating policies and programs under the ESA, the Pacific Northwest
Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act (Regional Act), the Clean Water Act
(CWA), and trust and treaty obligations with the tribes, along with other obligations. A
unified planning approach is based upon the premise that all fish and wildlife resources
are interrelated parts of a single ecosystem, and that humans are integral components of
the ecosystem through their many and diverse activities. Therefore, the needs of humans,
fish, and wildlife must be addressed together and simultaneously. BPA supports this
move toward a more unified planning approach, and is one of the many participants
involved (see Section 1.3.1).

BPA has certain roles and responsibilities in the fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery
effort and in the unified planning approach:

=  BPA must responsibly use ratepayer money to fund and implement certain fish
and wildlife mitigation and recovery actions in accordance with its obligations
under statutes and regulations (e.g., under the ESA and Regional Act; see Section
1.2.).

= BPA recognizes it must take action in response to fish and wildlife policy,
whether a unified planning approach is successfully developed and adopted
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(active policy selection) or whether the Region just continues as it hasin the
recent past (default policy selection—status quo).

The FWIP EIS. Because environmental analysis and public process will be necessary to
fully inform BPA and the public of the consequences of funding and implementing
various actions, BPA has prepared thisEIS. BPA has analyzed arange of alternative
Policy Directions to determine their environmental consequences, as well astheir
potential effects on BPA's implementation and funding responsibilities now and in the
future.

It isimportant to understand what BPA is not doing:

= BPA isnot unilaterally creating new Policy Direction alternatives. The Policy
Direction aternatives described and evaluated in this EIS are based on
alternatives devel oped within the existing and ongoing policy initiatives within the
Region. We closely studied the proposals submitted by all the major participants
in the many processes underway, followed the development of key issues, and
sorted and grouped the ideas together by overall theme. We synthesized five
Policy Direction action alternatives (plus a baseline alternative, Status Quo—no
change from the approach present when the EIS was being drafted), from arange
of options and presented them in the Draft EIS (June 2001). Volume 3 of this
Final EIS lists hundreds of Sample Implementation Actions drawn from these
proposals, and used to further define the Policy Direction through potential
actions.

= BPA isnot unilaterally selecting a Policy Direction for the Region. BPA is
working hard, through its implementation of the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS)® and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biological
Opinions (BiOps), and the Northwest Power Planning Council’s (Council)
Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, to complete a unified fish and
wildlife mitigation and recovery policy. However, the timing and ultimate
success of that effort is uncertain. 1n any event, BPA is obligated to fund and
implement fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery actions before, during, and
after these policy-level deliberations. BPA aso has a statutory obligation to
understand the environmental consequences of its actions and provide an
opportunity for the public to participate in agency decisionmaking.

The FWIP EIS is designed to meet the immediate and future needs of agency
decisionmakers and the public for information regarding the impacts of mitigation and
recovery actions proposed for implementation. However, if the Region failsto agree
upon a Policy Direction, BPA must still implement and fund afish and wildlife
mitigation and recovery effort strategy. Therefore, after considering the comments
received on the Draft EI'S and guidance from recent regional fish and wildlife recovery
efforts, we have developed a Preferred Alternative (PA 2002). The PA 2002 is composed

% In 2002, NMFS changed its name and is now known as NOAA Fisheries.
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primarily of elements from two of the five base alternatives examined in this EIS (see
Chapter 3).

Section 1.2 below focuses on BPA's role and its purpose and need in undertaking this
environmental study. Section 1.3 lays out the background essential to understanding the
process itself, covering the major participants involved in the unified planning effort, the
studies and environmental documents that support the current work, and the different
processes that form the background and impetus for this EIS.

BPA isan agency of the U.S Department of Energy. It wholesales electric
power produced at 31 Federal projects located in the Columbia-Snhake River
Basin in the northwestern United Sates, as well as the power from one non-
Federal nuclear plant and renewable resources. BPA isa co-manager of the
Federal hydroelectric projects, but it does not own or operate them. BPA also
promotes conservation and renewable resources. BPA is one of four Federal
power marketing agencies (PMASs) within the Department of Energy.

Today, BPA sells about 46% of the electric power consumed in its service
territory, which includes the states of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and the
portion of Montana west of the Continental Divide. BPA also directly serves
small portions of California, Nevada, Utah, and Wyoming. In addition, it

mar kets surplus power to California and the Southwest, as well as British
Columbia, Canada. BPA'’s service territory covers approximately

775,000 sguare kilometers (300,000 square miles). To deliver power, BPA owns
and oper ates one of the largest high-voltage electrical transmission systemsin
the world, with over 24,140 kilometers (15,000 miles) of transmission lines.

1.2 BPA’S PURPOSES AND NEED

1.2.1 Need

BPA needs a comprehensive and consistent policy to guide the implementation
and funding of its fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts.

BPA's fish and wildlife responsibilities originate from several sources:

= The Regional Act extended BPA's responsibilities to include development of
energy conservation resources and enhancement of Northwest fish and wildlife
that have been affected by construction and operation of the Federal Columbia

1-7
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River Power System (FCRPS).* Under the Regional Act, BPA has specific
duties:

(1) to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife adversely affected by the
construction and operation of the FCRPS;

(2) todo soinamanner that provides equitable treatment for such fish and
wildlife with the other purposes of the FCRPS; and

(3) to assure the Pacific Northwest of an adequate, efficient, economical, and
reliable power supply.

= BPA also has specific duties under the ESA:
(1) BPA must avoid jeopardizing listed species.
(2) BPA must comply with incidental take statements (see discussion of
"jeopardy” and "take" in the description of the ESA in Section 2.3.2.1).
(3) BPA must use its authorities to conserve listed species.

= BPA also recognizes that atrust responsibility derives from the historical
relationship between the Federal government and the tribes, as expressed in
treaties, statutes, Executive Orders, and Federal Indian caselaw. BPA isbound to
uphold its share of the Indian trust and treaty responsibilities of the United States.
The government’ s policy on trust and treaty responsibility to ColumbiaBasin
tribes holds that the recovery of salmonid populations must achieve two goals:

(1) the recovery and delisting of salmonids listed under the ESA, and

(2) restoration of salmonid populations over timeto alevel that provides a
sustainable harvest sufficient to alow for the meaningful exercise of tribal
fishing rights.

= BPA’sown Tribal Policy, adopted in 1996, provides that BPA will consult with
tribal governments to assure that tribal rights and concerns are considered before
BPA takes actions or makes decisions that may affect tribal resources. Objectives
of these consultations include the following:

(1) protecting tribal lifestyles, culture, religion, and economy; and
(2) striving toward mutually agreeable decisions reflecting a consensus.”

The EIS uses the phrase "mitigation and recovery" as shorthand for BPA's
obligations to fish and wildlife under these and other laws.

* The FCRPS includes 31 Federal hydro projects, on the combined Columbia and Snake Rivers, which are
operated in part to provide hydroel ectric power BPA transmits throughout the Pacific Northwest and, when
there is surplus power, to other nearby areas. The projects are operated by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation (not by BPA).

® U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE)/BPA 1996b.
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The Regional Act created the Council with responsibilities to develop a Columbia River
Basin Fish and Wildlife Program. BPA must decide whether and to what extent it will
provide the actual funding of the Program, through its ratepayer revenues. To date, BPA
ratepayers have contributed over $6 billion to the fish and wildlife mitigation and
recovery effort. From 2002-2006, ratepayers are currently projected to be spending
millions of dollars annually for direct program, reimbursable, and capital investment
costs as part of the fish and wildlife effort. In addition, hydrosystem operation
requirements for salmon recovery efforts have reduced hydropower generation in the
Region by about 1,000 megawatts since March of 1995. This reduction has increased
costs from replacement power and lost revenues.’

Although the responsibilities under the Regional Act and ESA are perhaps most often
mentioned in discussions involving BPA’ s fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery
obligations, other statutes, regulations, and treaties also bear upon BPA’sfish and
wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts. Many of these are discussed in Chapter 2 of this
EIS. Additionally, BPA is not the only Pacific Northwest entity with interestsin, and
activities affecting, fish and wildlife (see Section 1.3). Many other entities manage fish
and wildlife resources, each with its own legal constraints, policy directives, and
constituent interests. And there exists no agreed-upon regional plan for coordinating
these mitigation and recovery efforts. Thislack of coordination has serious
consequences. For example, recovery efforts have experienced significant duplication
and delay that detract from the Region’s ability to achieve a common goal, and ratepayer
funds to support these efforts have been used less efficiently than they might be.

In its Business Plan EIS, BPA noted that there was great concern within BPA and in
the Region about both the lack of progress and the increasing costs of the fish and
wildlife mitigation and recovery effort. The agency’s Business Plan needed to
address how BPA’s could fulfill both its mandated fish and wildlife responsibilities
and its power marketing responsibilities in a business-like manner. BPA identified
three broad dimensions of fish and wildlife administration that help defineits
potential directions and illustrate potential impacts under its Business Plan:

1) therelationship between BPA's responsibility to implement its mandated fish and
wildlife responsibilities, and its accountability for results;

2) BPA'sfinancial position—its ability to predict and stabilize its fish and wildlife
costs; and

3) the administrative mechanisms for distributing the fish and wildlife dollars.”

All three of these issues underlie BPA’ s need to move forward with a clear Policy
Direction to guide its implementation and funding of fish and wildlife mitigation and
recovery. On behalf of the FCRPS, BPA currently funds a large share of the fish and
wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts. BPA believes that a comprehensive and
consistent policy would foster coordination and efficiency in fish and wildlife activitiesin

® See Section 2.3.2.3 in Chapter 2 for details.
" USDOE/BPA 19953, Section 2.4.5.
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the Region. Accordingly, BPA has prepared this EIS to examine the effects that may
arise from implementing any of arange of fish and wildlife Policy Directions. These
Policy Directionsreflect and are generated from existing and ongoing regional processes.
Those processes will shape and establish aregional fish and wildlife Policy Direction that
BPA will useto guideits current and future mitigation and recovery efforts, including its
funding. Although this EISisintended for BPA decisionmaking, the analysis may also
be valuable for other regional entities that may adopt it as part of their own
decisionmaking.

1.2.2 BPA’s Purposes

BPA has an obligation to fulfill its NEPA requirements for understanding the
environmental consequences of its actions (funding and implementing any Policy
Direction) before decisions are made and actions are taken. NEPA compliance will also
allow BPA to:

= avoid delaysin taking effective action, and
= provide an opportunity for public involvement for interested parties.
There are also some specific purposes BPA must consider. BPA will use the purposes

listed below as "yardsticks' to compare how well the aternative Policy Directions meet
the agency's need. These purposes are:

= facilitate implementation of aregional unified planning approach for fish and
wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts that will improve:

» coordination,
» efficiency, and
» consistency;

= fulfill statutory, legal obligations under the Regional Act, especially BPA's
obligations to:

> protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife;

» provide equitable treatment for fish and wildlife with the other purposes of the
FCRPS; and

> provide areliable, adequate, efficient, and economical power supply for the
Pacific Northwest;

= fulfill the Administration’s Fish and Wildlife Funding Principles (see
Appendix A) such that BPA:

» meetsall of itsfish and wildlife obligations, once established;
> takesinto account the full range of potential fish and wildlife costs;
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> demonstrates a high probability of Treasury repayment;®
» minimizes rate effects on power and transmission customers,
» adopts rates and contracts that are easy to implement; and
> adopts aflexible fish and wildlife strategy;
= fulfill obligations under other applicable laws, including:
> Federa treaty and trust responsibilities with regional tribes,
> the ESA,
» the CWA, and
» the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA); and

= promote predictable and stable fish and wildlife costs and competitive rates,
enhancing BPA’s ability to provide funding for public benefits and remain
competitive in the el ectric utility marketplace.

These are purposes that BPA must consider before deciding to take action under this EIS.
Other entities in the Region may use this document, with different purposesin mind.
These entities will need to consider their own purposes before making decisions
regarding their fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts.

1.3 BACKGROUND

1.3.1 Major Participants®

BPA isjust one of many interests in the Region seeking an effective and balanced means
to halt species decline and strengthen the overall health of the human environment in the
Pacific Northwest. The major participants involved in the ongoing effort to reach an
agreement on a unified planning approach are identified in Figure 1-2 and described
below:

= The Executive Branch (President and Executive Offices) and L egidative
Branch (Congress) have an interest because there is a potential for changein the
natural resources funding and because legislation may be required to implement
certain Policy Directions.

= Regional tribes have express legal status viatreaties and other Federal laws, as
well as economic, cultural, and religious interests, in any plan that may bear upon
the future of fish and wildlife in the Region.

® Treasury repayment is a payment BPA makes annually to repay 1) with interest, monies BPA has
borrowed from the U.S. Treasury and 2) appropriations to the Corps and Bureau for the share of capital
construction allocated to the power purpose of the hydrosystem.

® Several groups have come into existence for specific purposes, including to help in the regional
decisionmaking process. These groups were then disbanded when their specific work was done or no
longer needed. Examples: the Columbia River Basin Forum, the Framework.
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= BPA and other Federal agencies have direct or indirect responsibilitiesin fish
and wildlife recovery and mitigation efforts as defined by various Federal statutes
and regulations (see Appendix B, Mission Statements and Statutory Table).

= TheCouncil was created by the Regional Act. Itismade up of representatives
from the four Northwest states. The Council devel ops and recommends measures
for BPA to fund. These measures are intended to mitigate for the effects of the
FCRPS on fish and wildlife.

» Individual Statesand L ocal Governments are also important participants. The
four Northwest states are represented through the Council. In addition, the

Figure 1-2: The Major Participants in Regional Columbia River Political Forum
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Governors of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington have prepared a joint
statement outlining their preferred strategy for recovery efforts:
"Recommendations for the Protection and Restoration of Fish in the Columbia
River Basin."'® The states enforce the CWA, in accordance with Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) guidelines. Local governments manage municipal
water and waste and are involved in community-based projects such as watershed
councils.

Regional commer ce includes people, businesses, and organizations (representing
recreation, commercial fisheries, industrial/manufacturing facilities,
transportation, agriculture/forestry, energy/transmission facilities, and
residential/commercia development) that depend on the resources of the Region
for their livelihood.

Regional inter ests include the many citizens and groups with other direct or
indirect concerns about the impacts, costs, strategies, or specific projects that may
be involved in any plan for mitigation and recovery of fish and wildlife
populations.

1.3.2 Scope and Related Processes

To improve the health of fish and wildlife and to find away to use limited funds most
efficiently, the participants listed above (and others throughout the Region) have begun
and in some cases completed several related and wide-ranging processes with differing
scopes (e.g., policy directions, geographic areas, and particular species).

Several of these related processes and the associated documents are listed below. The
listing includes a description of the special mandates of each responsible participant; in
some cases, the mandates represent current policy regarding human effects on fish and
wildlife. Figure 1-3 shows the scope of some of the different processes and documents.

Individual Processes. Figure 1-3 shows examples of several individual
processes that were intended to address a variety of fish and wildlife mitigation
and recovery issues. Any one of these processes—hatchery propagation of fish,
habitat restoration and improvement, manipulation of the flow in therivers,
management of Federal lands, breaching dams, and harvest controls—may help a
particular aspect of the overall policy need; however, each falls short of offering a
coordinated, comprehensive effort to address all the issues.

Federal Caucus and the Conservation of Columbia Basin Fish: Building a
Conceptual Recovery Plan (Conceptual Plan) and Conservation of Columbia
Basin Fish: Final Basinwide Salmon Recovery Strategy (Basinwide
Strategy):*! This process and documentation, a product of nine Federal agencies
known as the Federal Caucus, focuses on four areas affecting the life cycle of

10 Governors, Pacific Northwest States 2000.

1 Federal Caucus 1999b and 2000b. These two documents were formerly known as the "All-H Plan"; they
are the draft and final versions of the same study.
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Figure 1-3: Examples of Breadth of Scope
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anadromous fish: hatcheries, harvest, habitat, and the hydrosystem. The
Basinwide Strategy describes the comprehensive changes that are assumed to be
needed to recover Columbia River Basin fish. This document outlines the
strategies and specific actions that Federal agencies operating within the
Columbia River Basin should take to prevent extinction and foster recovery by
improving survival across all life stages of ESA-listed anadromous-fish
evolutionarily significant units (ESUs). It also functions as a blueprint to guide
Federal actions and interactions with state and local governments and tribes as
they take steps to comply with the ESA while exercising their authorities. BPA
expects that recovery planning for listed anadromous fish will likely proceed
along the lines discussed in the Basinwide Strategy Paper.

The Basinwide Strategy isincorporated into NMFS and USFWS
recommendations through the BiOps for actions that affect Columbia River Basin
ESA-listed anadromous and resident fish.

= NMFSand USFWS Biological Opinions (BiOps):*? These agencies prepare
Biological Opinions, as required by the ESA, for species under their respective
authorities. BiOps describe the respective Federal agency's determination asto
whether proposed actions will jeopardize species listed as threatened or
endangered. BiOps prepared for the FCRPS provide operating parameters for the
Action Agencies—the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Bureau of
Reclamation (Bureau), and BPA. BiOps are also prepared on other actions
affecting Columbia Basin fish and wildlife.

= Recovery Planning:*® NMFS plans the recovery process for salmon and
steelhead. The USFWS has responsibility for freshwater fish and terrestrial
species. Therecovery planning process includes the following:

(2) forming Technical Recovery teams to identify the de-listing criteria and
recovery goals for an ESU, and

(2) developing Recovery Plans that describe actions needed to achieve the
recovery goals and de-listing criteria.

Other Federal agencies, states, tribes, and stakeholders cooperate with NMFS, so
that the many interests and ongoing recovery processes at all levels can be
recognized. As NMFS moves forward to develop Recovery Plans using the
technical information, the agency will rely on those cooperating sources to
complete the information. Subbasin plans will be "aggregated” to ensure that the
recovery of the entire ESU is provided for.

= 1-and 5-Year Implementation Plans. The USFWS and NMFS BiOps require
the Action Agenciesto develop, annually, 1- and 5-year implementation plans to
implement specific measuresin hydro, habitat, hatcheries, harvest, research,
monitoring, and evaluation needed to meet and evaluate the relevant performance
standards. The 5-year implementation plans provide the conceptual foundation

12 NMFS 1995, 1998 a and b, 1999¢ and d, 2000b; USDOI/USFWS 1998b and 2000.
13 Federal Caucus 2000b.
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and the management framework for coordinating actions to further recovery
efforts over a5-year period. One-year implementation plans summarize specific
measures and provide detail on the who, how, what, where, and when. The Action
Agencies issued the first draft 5-Y ear (2002—2006) Implementation Planin

July 2001 and afinal 2002 1-Y ear Implementation Plan in November 2001.

» The Council's 2000 Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program:*> The
Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program is the largest effort in the nation to recover,
rebuild, and mitigate impacts on fish and wildlife. The 2000 (fifth) revision of the
Program expresses goals and objectives for the entire Columbia River Basin,
based on a scientific foundation of ecological principles. Inthe future, the
Program will be implemented through both locally developed plans for the
58 subbasins of the Columbia River and a plan for the mainstem. Fish and
wildlife projects proposed for BPA funding to implement the Council’ s Fish and
Wildlife Program will originate from these subbasin plans. While those plans are
being devel oped, the Council has provided for ongoing project review and for
funding by BPA. The Council is proposing amendments to the mainstem plan for
hydro operations that will improve conditions for resident fish and increase power
generation.™

= The Council’s Multi-Species Framework Report:*’ In November 1998, to
develop aframework for its Fish and Wildlife Program, the Council initiated the
Multi-Species Framework Project—a more balanced, comprehensive approach to
fish and wildlife mitigation. The Framework Project was managed by a state/
Federal/tribal committee and administered by the Council. The Framework was
tasked with addressing fish and wildlife recovery and mitigation for multiple
species (not just ESA-listed species), exploring aternative long-term visions for
the river, and preparing a report on the process.

Twenty-eight Concept Papers were submitted by interested parties, and over 100
fish and wildlife actions were proposed. The Council developed seven
Framework alternatives, incorporating those alternative long-term visions (See
Appendix D). A state-of-the-art analytical system, Ecosystem Diagnosis and
Treatment (EDT), was used to address the biological benefits of each alternative;

a separate Human Effects Analysis was used to address the economic and social
impacts and benefits of the alternatives. This process, which was completed in
late 2000, was used to inform the Council’ s adoption of its 2000 Fish and Wildlife
Program. The Framework Report was released in February 2002.

» Fish and Wildlife Funding Principles: In September 1998, then-Vice-President
Gore announced principles to help shape how BPA sets its power marketing rates,
and to ensure that BPA could meet all of its mitigation and recovery effort

14 U.S. Department of Interior (USDOI), Corps, and BPA 2001aand 2001b.
> Council 2000d.

18 Council 2002a.

Y Marcot, B. G., et al. 2002.

1-16



Fish and Wildlife Implementation Plan EIS
Chapter 1: Purpose and Need for Action

responsibilities, while simultaneously meeting its marketing and Treasury
repayment responsibilities.*®

= The Council's 2001 Report on Bonneville Fish and Wildlife Expenditures:*®
In response to arequest from the governors of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and
Montana, the Council has provided an accounting and brief assessment of BPA’s
fish and wildlife program implementation expenditures. The Inaugural Annual
Report of the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, 1978-1999 found that,
since 1978, BPA'’ s costs have totaled $3.48 hillion. Of that total, 76% has been
spent on anadromous fish. For BPA' s efforts, the Region has seen a dramatic
increase in in-river juvenile salmonid survival, increases in some resident fish
populations, and mitigation for over 38% of the wildlife habitat inundated by the
dams and reservoirs.

= U.S.v. Oregon: In 1968, the ColumbiaRiver treaty tribes and the United States
brought this case against the state of Oregon, and later against the states of
Washington and Idaho. It continues today, with jurisdiction residing in the
Federal District Court of Oregon. In thislandmark case, Judge Robert Belloni
ruled that state management practices failed to meet the tribes’ treaty-secured
fishing rights, and that the tribes were entitled to take "afair and equitable share"
of the harvestable portion of the runs. Judge Belloni further ruled that the state
can regulate the Indian fisheries only for purposes of conservation, and that those
regulations cannot "discriminate against the Indians.” Ultimately, the tribes won
recognition of their right to an even split of the harvestable fish between treaty
and non-treaty fisheries. They also won acceptance as fisheries co-managers.
The 1988 Columbia River Fish Management Plan resulted from work under U.S.
v. Oregon. The plan addressed issues such as the alocation of state and tribal
harvests, fishing seasons, hatchery production, hatchery locations, and disposition
of surplus returning adult salmonids of hatchery origins. The last plan expired in
1998 and has not yet been renegotiated. Judge Garr King (U.S. District Court of
Oregon) now oversees the case and has continuing jurisdiction over it.

These many processes may result in the adoption of any one of many Policy Directions.
Further, the selected policy may change, as technical issues are clarified or resolved.
Therefore, the scope for BPA’s EIS must be broad enough to encompass any potential
Policy Directions under consideration.

1.3.3 Incorporation by Reference of Supporting Federal Documents

Throughout the last decade, Federal agenciesin the Region have developed and continue
to prepare a number of plans and programs addressing fish and wildlife mitigation and
recovery actions. They have also issued a series of EISs designed to evaluate alternatives
and implement selected actions. The environmental documents described below have

18 BPA is authorized to borrow money from the U.S. Treasury to build facilities needed to carry out its
mission. Because BPA is self-financing, these monies must be repaid. BPA is committed by law to meet
its repayment responsihilities aswell asits responsibilities to the environment.

¥ Council 2001.
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been produced either by the participants listed in Section 1.3.1 or in the processes
discussed above. All of these documents have been used as resources in the preparation
of this FWIP EIS and are incorporated here by reference.

Resour ce Programs Final Environmental | mpact Statement (DOE/EIS-0162,
February 1993). This programmatic EIS evaluates the consequences of alternatives
for energy resource development and operation and BPA energy resource acquisition
(USDOE/BPA, 1993).

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on M anagement of
Habitat for L ate-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Specieswithin the
Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management, February 1994). This EIS evaluates alternative management direction
strategies for balancing forest habitat and forest products from forest ecosystems
(USDOI/USFS and BLM, 1994).

Business Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0183,

June 1995). BPA prepared this EIS in response to the need for a sound policy to
guide its business direction (including power marketing, rates, and administration of
fish and wildlife activities) under changing market conditions (USDOE/BPA, 1995).

Columbia River System Operation Review Final Environmental Impact
Statement (DOE/EIS-0170, November 1995). This EIS evaluates arange of system
operating strategies for the multiple uses of the FCRPS (USDOE/BPA, Corps, and
BOR, 1995).

Delivery of the Canadian Entitlement Final Environmental Impact Statement
(DOE/EIS-0197, January 1996). This EIS was prepared by the United States Entity
(designated by the Columbia River Treaty between the United States and Canada as
the BPA Administrator and the Corps Division Engineer, North Pacific Division) for
information on downstream power benefits. It isimportant to note that Executive
Order 12114 does not require, but allows examination of impacts outside of the
United States.®

Impacts of Artificial Salmon and Steelhead Production Strategiesin the
Columbia River Basin Draft Programmatic Environmental | mpact Statement
(Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority for Federal Agencies,

December 1996). This document was prepared to evaluate alternative artificial
production strategies for anadromous fish in the Columbia River Basin and the effects
of hatchery-produced fish on natural populations of salmon and steelhead

(CBFWA, 1996).

Wildlife Mitigation Program Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-
0246, March 1997). ThisEISis used to standardize the planning and implementation

2 USDOE/BPA 1996a.
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of BPA-funded projects for mitigating loss of wildlife habitat caused by the FCRPS
(USDOE/BPA, 1997c).

Water shed Management Program Final Environmental Impact Statement
(DOE/EIS-0265, July 1997). The analysesin this EIS were used to standardize the
planning and implementation of individua watershed management programs and
projects funded by BPA as mitigation for the loss of resident and anadromous fish
habitat caused by the FCRPS (USDOE/BPA, 1997b).

Transmission System Vegetation M anagement Program Environmental | mpact
Statement (DOE/EIS-0285, May 2000). This BPA EIS assesses the uses and
resource effects of different combinations of manual, mechanical, biological, and
herbicide methods of managing vegetation on BPA rights-of-way, aswell as
mitigation measures for those effects (USDOE/BPA, 2000a).

Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem M anagement Project Final Environmental
Impact Statement (U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management,

December 2000). This stand-alone EIS analyzes three alternatives for the
management of public landsin the interior Columbia River Basin. It supplements the
two Draft Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project EISs and reflects
the 83,000 comments received on those documents (USDA/USFS and

USDOI/BLM, 2000). A Final EIS Proposed Decision, also released in December

of 2000, identified the preferred alternative (USDA/USFS and USDOI/BLM, 2000).
In February 2003, The State Directors and Regional Foresters elected not to prepare a
Record of Decision and instead have chosen to compl ete the Project through use of
"The Interior Columbia Basin Strategy."

Lower Snake River Juvenile Salmon Migration Feasibility Study Final
Environmental Impact Statement (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, February 2002).
This EIS assesses the effects on juvenile salmon migration of aternative hydro
system configurations and operations at the four lower Snake dams (Corps, 2002). A
preferred aternative, which does not include dam breaching, was identified in the
EIS. In September of 2002, the Corps released its Final Record of Decision
supporting the Preferred Alternative.

Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish OperationsInterim
Implementation. Libby and Hungry Horse Dams Final Environmental
Assessment. (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, December 2002). This EA evaluates
the impacts of interim implementation of variable discharge (or VARQ, with Q
representing engineering shorthand for discharge) flood control (FC) operations at
Libby and Hungry Horse Dams and for the flow augmentation in the Kootenai,
Flathead, and Columbia Rivers that such aternative flood control would facilitate,
prior to the completion of an environmental impact statement (EIS). Appendix G
contains a Finding of No Significant Impact.
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Voluntary Environmental Assessment, FONSI 02-02. Interim Operation of the
VARQ Flood Control Plan at Hungry Horse Dam (USDOI/Bureau of
Reclamation, March 2002). Asin the previous Corps EA above, thisis the Bureau of
Reclamation’s EA for an alternative flood control strategy, VARQ, at Libby and
Hungry Horse Dams. The Bureau also prepared a Finding of No Significant |mpact.

Figure 1-4 shows the maor elements that have been used from the documents above to
help in the environmental analysisin thisEIS.

1.3.4 Policy by Unified Planning or by Uncoordinated Agency Action

The discussions above have outlined what has been taking place in the way of policy
actions that affect (positively or negatively) the fish and wildlife resources of the Pacific
Northwest. Regional policy regarding fish and wildlife efforts has devel oped through
both deliberate action and by failure to choose (by default or inaction) (see Figure 1-5):

= [|nitially, actions to expand the electric power system were taken, and the policies
underlying those actions devel oped, without a comprehensive evaluation of the
long-term effects on fish and wildlife. (Default Solution.)

= |n 1980, Congress passed the Regional Act in part to give fish and wildlife
equitable treatment with power production and other river uses (policy by active
decision). Thislegislation was enacted to counter the uncoordinated, and
sometimes nonexistent, nature of fish and wildlife mitigation efforts. (Legislation
Solution.)

= |n 1991, NMFS declared Snake River sockeye an endangered species and, in
1992, ruled that the spring/summer and fall runs of Snake River chinook were
threatened. 1n 1994, NMFS reclassified the Snake River chinook stocks as
endangered. These rulings required the Federal operating agencies to consult with
NMPFS on annual river-operating plans. (Consensus Solution.)

= Recently, atechnical/scientific exercise has been underway to find "the solution.”
However, sciencein this areais not yet sufficiently refined to resolve the many
technical differences of opinion on reaching recovery status; in fact, it may never
be sufficiently precise to meet everyone's satisfaction and to determine the
sequence of steps to be taken. (Science Solution.)

Although science cannot yet point out a clear path, the Region is still faced with the need
to continuously define and redefine apolicy for fish and wildlife. BPA, also, needs to
plan how to wisely spend ratepayer funds it commits to address fish and wildlife
mitigation and recovery efforts, and how to operate effectively and more efficiently under
either of two conditions:

= apolicy developed by aregionally unified planning effort (and subject to public
input and review), or

= adefault policy emerging through separately developed and executed individual
agency actions. the policy path that defines much of the Region's past approach.
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Figure 1-4: Incorporation by Reference*

Lower Snake
River
Juvenile
Salmon
Migration
Feasibility
Study Final
EIS

INFORMATION

Business
Plan Final
EIS

INFORMATION

Interior
Columbia
Basin
Ecosystem
Management
Project Final
EIS

INFORMATION

« Generic dam drawdown
and removal impacts
« Generic fish and wildlife

impacts

Program
Final EIS

INFORMATION
* Mitigation for resident
and anadromous fish
impacts from
development of
FCRPS

BPA Fish'and
Wildlife

Implementation

Plan
EIS

» Generic generation and
transmission impacts

« Electric energy market data

* BPA funding data

« Generic wildlife impacts
» Grazing data

« Forest data

» Federal land

management actions to
comply with ESA

Transmission
System
Vegetation
Management
Program Final
EIS

INFORMATION

« Generic transmission
impacts

« Mitigation for
transmission effects

« Transmission reliability

Impacts Of Final Séjlréplemental
o on .
Artificial Salmon Management of Wildlife Delivery of
& Steelhead Resource Habitat for Late- Mitigation the
Production p Successional and :
L rograms
Strategies in the . 9 Old-Growth Forest Program anad|an
Columbia River Final EIS Related Species Final EIS Entitlement
Basin Draft within the Range of Final EIS
Programmatic the Northern
Spotted Owl
EIS
INFORMATION INFORMATION INFORMATION INFORMATION INFORMATION

« Generic impacts of
artificial production and
hatcheries

« Generic generation and

transmission impacts

« Electric energy
generating resources
data

» Generic timber
management impacts
 Generic wildlife habitat

impacts

* Mitigation for wildlife
impacts from
development of
FCRPS

« Information on
Canadian aspects of
downstream hydro
system and power
benefits

* The Corps’ Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Interim Implementation EA/FONSI and the Bureau’s
Voluntary Environmental Assessment, FONSI 02-02 are not listed with the above EISs but information regarding flood control
operations was used from these documents in this EIS.
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Figure 1-5: Policy Process Cycle
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1.4 DECISIONMAKING PROCESS

The analysis provided here, in aformal, policy-level process and environmental
document, will offer the public an opportunity to assess, participate in, and influence the
selection of aregional Policy Direction aternative for fish and wildlife mitigation and
recovery efforts, along with the regiona decisionmakers.
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1.4.1 Decision and Implementation through Tiering

By undertaking this EIS as a complement to the other processes, BPA completes a
comprehensive look at those regionwide processes. This EISwill also provide a
springboard for the Administrator, as well as other decisionmakers, to fund and
implement actions consistent with the ultimate Policy Direction selected to support the
regional fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery effort (whether by unified planning or
by default), without further delay. This ability to "tier" decisionsis an extremely
valuable tool, especially when timeis of the essence. Figure 1-6 shows tiered
decisionmaking pursuant to NEPA. Below are details on how this "tiering" works.

The Draft and Final EISs. First, the broadly scoped Draft EIS evaluated a wide range
of alternative Policy Directions available to decisionmakers. The evaluation included
trade-offs among resources and options to modify the basic Policy Direction(s), aswell as
environmental effects and ways to mitigate for effects. Publication of the Draft EIS
signaled the beginning of a public review and comment process. Information from that
process was used by BPA in preparing thisFinal EIS. In this EIS, the BPA
Administrator, by using a unified planning approach, identifies a preferred Policy
Direction that encompasses policy actions that have already been identified in other
regional forums or processes, and by other decisionmakers. In addition, it reflects
consideration of the BPA Purposes. See Chapter 3 for discussion of the preferred Policy
Direction (PA 2002).

= TheRecord of Decision (ROD) on Policy Direction. BPA will next prepare a
ROD that documents and explains the basis for the Administrator's Policy
Direction selection. The decision will reflect the potential environmental
consequences and mitigation, as well as public and agency comment.

= Tiered RODs. The BPA Administrator may then "tier" decisions about the
implementation of actions consistent with the selected Policy Direction. BPA will
continue to involve the public as it decides on different categories of specific
implementation actions. 1n some cases, BPA may use a Supplement Analysisto
determine whether any further NEPA documentation is needed to implement an
action (see 10CFR1021, Section 1021.314(c)).

1.4.2 Potential Decisions to be Supported

The FWIP EIS will support actions that BPA determines are necessary to comply with its
responsibilities, including the following:

= funding and implementing fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts that
support any selected Policy Direction;

* integrating those efforts into a unified plan;

= ghort- or long-term FCRPS recommendations in the NMFS and USFWS BiOps;
= funding of the Council's Fish and Wildlife Program;

= capital improvements at FCRPS projects;
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Figure 1-6: NEPA Decision Process Integration
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* |f BPA determines that the final EIS adequately evaluates the environmental impacts of its future actions, then the preparation of
additional or supplemental EISs would be unnecessary. Instead, BPA would prepare tiered RODs to cover the subsequent actions
related to the policy ROD. In some cases, BPA may use a Supplement Analysis to determine whether any further NEPA
documentation is needed to implement an action. If other agencies or entities find the BPA EIS adequate to cover their actions,
they could adopt the EIS and prepare RODs explaining their decisions and how the EIS analyzes the related environmental impacts.

** These documents could include categorical exclusions, environmental assessments, or environmental impact statements.
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= other fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts:
> research,
» monitoring and evaluation,
» education, and
» enforcement; and
= funding of cultural resource mitigation.

Other Federal agencies and regional entities may use this EIS to evaluate and support
their own decisions regarding fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts. Those
agencies and entities may find this EIS useful because it looks at the effects of various
fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts throughout BPA's entire service
territory, which makes up most of the Pacific Northwest Region and covers areas of
concern to many. In addition, this EIS has a broad scope that covers essentially all of the
substantive regional fish and wildlife issues.

To support their decisions regarding fish and wildlife recovery efforts, other Federal
agencies and those who may need to comply with NEPA requirements could choose to
adopt this EIS, consistent with CEQ Regulations For Implementing NEPA. Any such
agency or entity wishing to do so would need to evaluate the EIS against its own
purposes and needs. Any such agency would also have to determine whether to adopt all
or part of this document to meet its own obligations under NEPA or to comply with
similar laws and regulations applicable for environmental review.

o Asaframeto understanding the alter native Policy Direction choices, Chapter 2
provides an outline history of active/default policy decisionsthat have affected
Pacific Northwest natural resourcesover time.
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Figure 2-1: Shifts in Public Policy Direction and Key Events
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| 1982: Council issued its first Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program |

1990s: 12 fish anadromous stocks, White Sturgeon, Northern Spotted Owl, and Marbled Murrelet ESA listed |

1990: Northwest convenes the Salmon Summit to address the problem of declining salmon stocks |

1991-2001: Nine of the 10 warmest years In the past 1,000 years |

1993: US President holds Forest Conference on issues of federal lands management in the PNW and California |

1994: U.S. District Judge Marsh orders Federal gov't. to improve dam operations for salmon

| 1994: Oregon/Washington coasts salmon fishing banned |
1859: First irrigation project established in Columbia River Basin | | 1995-2000: USFWS and NMFS issue several Biological Opinions |

1878: First hatchery established in Columbia River Basin | 1996: Five federal departments enter into a MOU outlining budgetary and other responsibilities

for anadromous fish mitigation and recovery

| 1887: Congress directs Corps of Engineers to investigate decline of salmon runs |

2001: NMFS revisits listing decisions for salmon ESUs in response to Judge Hogan’s opinion |

1880s-1890s: Effects of mining, logging, farming, and fishing apparent in decline of

Columbia salmon fisheries 2001: Second worst water year on record; BPA declares power emergency |

A Environmental Movement Future Policy

(
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Equitable Treatment

1950: Commerecial fishing seines, traps, & set nets prohibited | 1980: NW Power Act creates Power Planning Council |

1948: Largest recent Columbia River flood | 1977: Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission established |

1941: Grand Coulee Dam, closing upper Columbia to salmon | 1977: Last major spring Chinook commercial fishing season until 2000 |

1938: Mitchell Act for hatcheries | 1969-76 Major Environment laws enacted |

| 1968: The Wild and Scenic River Act was passed to preserve free- ﬂowmq rivers

1938: Bonneville Dam with fish passage facilities on Columbia River

1937: Bonneville Power Administration created

| 1968: US v. Oregon treaty fishing rights case filed in federal district court

| 1967: FWS list Columbia white-tailed deer as endangered

1900-1937: Wildlife protection begins with legislation such as Lacey, | 1967: Last summer Chinook commercial fishing season until 2001 |
Migratory Bird Treaty, & Federal Aid in Wildlife restoration Acts

1935: Commercial fish wheels prohibited

| 1964: The Wilderness Act establishes the National Wilderness Preservation System |

1960: The Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act declares multiple purpo