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HEP 101

iHabitat Evaluation: Procedures (HEP) develeped by
USEWS in late; 1970s...teranswer oner guestion:

S plowy sritien Wil iE deise ff e eiife] je7
s Currency~ Is the habitat tunit (HU)



HEP 101

IHEP wWas and continues to be used o accotnt:
for habitat |osses associated With construction; ofi
ydroe; facilities and habitat gains; firem
mitigation/compensation: projects

s IMpacts summarized: asy habitat units (HU)

= “HU ledger™ (lable 11-4; NPCC's Program)

s Habitat losses were summarized: in the
“Brown| Books™

s Both HU losses) andlgains Were estimated
USINg cover typespecific HEP species models



Loss Assessment Documents

— <tk

Wildlife Impact Assessment

Bonneville, McNary, T?;e Dalles, and

John Day Projects

Wildlife Habitat Impact Assessment
Chief Joseph Dam Project, Washington




HEP 101
HEP Model Example

HSIViedel :
Black-cappedi Chickadee

FWS/OBS-82110.37
APRIL 1883

HABITAT SUITABILITY INDEX MODELS:
BLACK-CAPPED CHICKADEE

Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Department of the Interior




HEP 101 Summary.

HEP: is anr AcCoURbnG ieolfused to
guantiiy habitat lesses (HU ess |edger)
and,

Measue credit towards the losses

HEP IS not used to:

a Moniter project efifectiveness towards) most
foristic, bielogical, or ecological 0ljectivEs

s Monitor species; population respomnse




Regionall HEP. Team Activities
(2004 to Present)




REGIONAL HEP TEAM

EY 2004 & FY2005; RHT conducted HEP
surveys for YN, STOI, CCI, Kalispel,
Umatilla, Coeur'd” Alene, Nez Perce, and
Burns-Paiute Tribes, WDEW, IDEG, ODEW,
and TINE

s Conductedl two, 4-day HEP Tiraining Courses

= Compiled HEP data, drafted! HEP reporits| etc.



REGIONAL HEP TEAM (cont.)
(2004 to Present)

EY2006 - 2008: RHIF conducted HEP
surveys for Kalispel, STOI, CCT, YN, CDA,
BPT, and Shoshone-Bannock: Tirbes,
WDEW, IDEG, TNC, and USACOE

s Conducted twoer4-day HEP Tiraining Courses
s Compiled HEP data, drafted! HEP reporits| etc.
n Partneredwitih NHI te develep

CHAP methodology for use in the
WillametterValley; Oregen




Current Situation

What is the
status of
Columbia River
Wildlife
Mitigation
Crediting?




Current Situation

Donit know! crediting status
s [nconsistencies in HU stacking/reporting

s Differences inrloss assessments
|-ack off cover type/species matrices! In SOme; Cases
“"Total” losses versus "Net” Losses

s Difficult to determine; HEP needs' prior tor Pisces “too

Pisces! HEP  datal inputs from reports/infio; provided: by
Managers

HEP fiellow-Uprsurveys behind schedule (based
on five year intervals)

s HEP'survey needs' identified in Pisces for EY 2009

III



IDFG  TexCreekWMA 2135 6 Folowup

Shoshone Bannock | Soda Hills 2,563 Follow-up



cor cegmanvamgemenpea | ais| o Foloww
e 77 T



Current Situation; (cont.)

PEtErMIREd HERPAISINGE the appropriatercrediting
tepINeRVIlIametErValleyamitigation Projeets

= Original’ HEP surveysinot repeatable
Used “checklists™ not HEP'models! (few: medels, available)

HU “stacking” issues

s Habitat and species priorities have changed since less
assessment HU estimates were, derived

Sub-basin Plans focus on oak savannah, Willamette Valley:
prairie/associated wildlife species’ ete.....not elk'and upland
conifer forests....(out of kind, out of: place mitigation)

s Little te ne public, NGO, or Agency: support for HEP in
the Willamette Valley:— Conclusion: INew Crediting
JloolHNeeded




Current Situation| (cont.)

Preliminary assessment off Combined Habitat
Assessment Pretecols (CHAP) as alcrediting
“tooel” for the Willamette Valley showed promise
for evercomingl crediting ISsues

a CHAP combines elements off HEP: withr NHI's HAB
program

s CIHAP does not reguire HEP models

s Eliminates evaluation species;, “out of kind™ “out of
place™ Concerns

s Eliminates HU “stacking™ Issues
s [s ecolegically: moere ropustthan HEP
s [s repeatable




EY 2010+ Project: Needs

| Wt Meadow
o Regenerstion




CBFWA HEP Project Needs

Eund additional full time assistant, temporary.
technician, and fund/implement: CHAP iR the
Willamette Basin

s Benefits

Conduct new! baseline surveys and make significant
“headway” completing backlog off fiollow-Up: surveys
Complete HEP results and reports infa timely: manner

Complete review. of less' assessment matrices and project HU
crediting

Determine “crediting™ for Willamette: Valley: mitigation| sites
pased onl the CHAP methodology.



QUESTIONS?



Proposed Budgets

FY 2010: $575,619 (NHI ~ $133,000)
FY 2011: $585,391 (NHT ~ $136,000)

FY 2012: $600,026 (NHI ~ $140,000)
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