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to 6 percent by 2015. Stated another way, these
estimates predict that typical Northwest monthly
electricity bills will increase by about $2 a month
by 1997 and atotd of $3 a month in 2015, to pay
for the additional sdlmon measures called for in this
program.

Additiond cost analysisisincluded in Appendix
B. Those costs are reported in levelized dollars.

1.3C Regional Funding and Staffing

Because it isaregiona program to rebuild
wesek fish and wildlife populations, the Council’s
program cdls for participation and funding by state
and federal entities and others.

All levels of government must bear
responsibility for adequately funding and staffing
fish and wildlife rebuilding measures, or run the
amost certain risk that the recovery effort will be
delayed, with potentidly disastrous results.

Until now, most fish and wildlife rebuilding
costs have been borne by electric power
consumers through the Bonneville Power
Administration pursuant to the provisions of the
Northwest Power Act. To the extent that
measures -- including off-site measures and
programs -- respond to the impacts on fish and
wildlife caused by the region’s hydroelectric
system, ratepayer reimbursement is appropriate.
But these fish and wildlife populations were
diminished, and rebuilding measures are required,
because of a variety of other causes. The costs of
responding to these other causes should be shared
by al responsible parties. The Council will work
with the states, Bonneville and other federal
agencies to clarify funding responsibilities.

The Council intends to make cost-
effectiveness an important part of the program. A
successful program is one that provides permanent
restoration of fish and wildlife populations at the
lowest cost. Such a program cannot be restricted
to any one life stage, but must comprehensively
include all stagesin fish and wildlife life cycles.
Short-term, least-cost calculations are not part of
this plan, but aiming for long-run successis.

To assess measures that will have the greatest
level of biologica effectiveness relative to the
regional costs incurred, the Council shall review

and acknowledge al cost-effectiveness analyses
submitted to the Council and related to the

program.

1.4 COUNCIL
COMMITMENTS

The Council finds this program to be consistent
with the purposes of the Northwest Power Act.
The Council has evauated the measures included
in this program on the basis of the
recommendations, supporting documents,
consultations and public comment contained in its
record. It has determined that the measures will
protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife
affected by the devel opment, operation and
management of hydroelectric facilities located on
the Columbia River and its tributaries, while
assuring the Pacific Northwest an adequate,
efficient, economical and reliable power supply.
The Council aso has determined that these
measures meet the list of program requirements
contained in Section 4(h)(6) of the Act.

The Council is committed to a stringent
program of monitoring and evaluating progress to
ensure that the region’s investment in fish and
wildlife pays off. Rebuilding targets and
performance standards are being ingtituted to
provide explicit means of measuring progress. The
Council will modify or eiminate activities that do
not provide sufficient progress toward stated goals
and objectives, and will consider other actions.

In comments on drafts of this plan, severa
parties have raised concerns about the effects that
drafting upriver storage reservoirs for salmon
flows could have on resident fish and wildlife in
headwater areas. The Council does not intend to
address the environmental problems of salmon by
indiscriminately shifting environmental problems to
upriver aress. It is committed to avoiding such
impacts as much as possible, and to monitoring and
evaluating them should they occur. Section
903(b)(1) of the 1987 Fish and Wildlife Program
has been included in the revised program. See
Section 10.3A.

Other comment received in public review of
this program made it clear that the region is divided
over the scientific merits of some major measures
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to rebuild fish populations. Three issues that remain
intensely debated are the relationship of increased
flows to fish survival, transportation and the proper
role of supplementing wild and naturdly
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spawning fish populations with hatchery-reared
fish. These will be examined closaly under the
Council’s program.

The Council dso strongly believes that the
region must work to improve its understanding of
the interdependence among fish, wildlife and
human activities, such as power system operations,
harvest, water use and land management.

W:\95AMEND\DRFTRULE\S01-CLN.927

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM 1-13A September 13, 1995



SYSTEMWIDE GOAL AND FRAMEWORK SECTION 2

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM 2-4 September 13, 1995



SECTION 2

SYSTEMWIDE GOAL AND FRAMEWORK

2.2E5

2.2E.6

determine and anayze the
probable effects of
drawdown limits on the
power system and flood
control.

Relevant Parties

Fund, as a high priority, al
measures in the program that
address reservoir operations,
such as devel opment of
biologica rule curves and
determination of operationa
mitigation actions. These
measures should be completed
by December 31, 1996.

In determining whether to
establish biologicaly based
constraints on hydroproject
operations, and in determining
whether to adopt any proposed
project-specific constraints, the
Council will review proposals
and documentation against the
following criteria

o Protection and rebuilding of
weak native fish stocks and
those stocks that are
resident fish substitutions
under this program.

e Protection of triba rightsto
fish a usual and
accustomed fishing places
and ceded areas.

e Integration with power and
flood control rule curves to
share the consequences of
low water years.

o Availahility of satisfactory
peer-reviewed science
substantiating the linkages

2.2E7

2.2F

22F1

between such project
constraints and protection of
the stocks at risk.

o Effects elsewherein the
Columbia River system,
including but not limited to
effects on other biological
species, on hydropower and
on other uses of theriver.

Fishery Managers

Address biologica trade-offs
between resident fish and
wildlife species affected by
upriver reservoir releases and
anadromous species affected by
flow augmentation. Report to
the Council in April 1995.

Budget Planning
Target for Resident
Fish and Wildlife

Funding for resident fish and
wildlife mitigation, having
proceeded at low levelsin the
past, will be accorded a higher
percentage of budget outlay in
the future.

Council and Bonneville

The resident fish section of the
program contains specific projects
that should be implemented. These
projects should be completed in rank
order over the next eight years as
outlined in the measures-- by the end
of the year 2003. Each year, the
Council will review the annual
implementation plan and work with
Bonnevillein its budget planning
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process to ensure implementation of
the Council’ s program.
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Beginning in Fisca Year 1996,
Bonnevillein its fish and wildlife
project budget will allocate not less
than 15 percent to resident fish and
not less than 15 percent to wildlife.
These figures are contingent upon
enough approved Council projectsto
utilize the described budget
alocation. The Council will review
this budget alocation in 1996, after
the resident fish loss assessments
are completed.

In setting these funding levels for
resident fish and wildlife, the Council
does not encourage selective or
dowed implementation of
anadromous fish measures, nor does
it expect unilateral decisionsto
amend or materidly ater such

measures. Full and efficient program
implementation remains criticd if the

program is to do more than react to
the Endangered Species Act.

2.2G Funding for Actions
that Address
Transboundary Species

In genera, where mitigation
measures are designed to benefit U.S.
and Canadian populations, U.S.
ratepayer funding should be in proportion
to U.S. benefits.

Relevant Parties

2.2G.1 The Council cdlsfor the
development, funding and
implementation of agreements
between the fish and wildlife
managers on both sides of the
U.S./Canada border that
recognize the mutual benefit of
protection, mitigation and
enhancement for transboundary
species. Bonneville and the U.S.

fish and wildlife managers
should negotiate with Canadian
entities through the appropriate
channels to determine the U.S.
share of funding on a per-project
basis. Protection, mitigation and
enhancement of transboundary
stocks includes, but is not limited
to, agreements about the
management of water quantity
and qudity, such as reservoir
operations, storage activities,
instream flows and pollution
control/abatement.

2.2H TheNeed to Learn
from Implementation

In forging a program to address the
needs of fish and wildlife in the
Columbia Basin, the region faces the
problem of resolving these facts: 1)
prompt action must be taken to arrest
the declines in many populations; and 2)
the scientific basis for many actionsis
limited and often conflicting. This
conflict is recognized in the Power Act.
Congress directed the Council to use the
best available scientific information and
not to await scientific certainty prior to
acting.

Reflecting this charge, the Council
has taken, and will continue to take, a
number of significant actions on the
basis of the available, and often limited,
scientific information. The Council
continues to recognize the need for
prompt action despite scientific
uncertainty. However, the region has
made unsatisfactory progress on
coupling these actions with evauation to
alow usto learn from their
implementation. The Council emphasizes
the need to improve the scientific basis
for the program and to learn from the
implementation of the program. Thisis
reflected in the incorporation of the
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principle of adaptive management as a
part of the 1987 Fish and Wildlife
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Program. The Council continues to find
that this technique is the only rational
way to deal with the conflict described
above. Further, the Council expects that
monitoring, evauation and learning
protocols will be in place and must be an
integral part of planned actions about
which there is significant scientific
uncertainty.

2.2 Rulemakings

Council

2.21.1 Henceforth, the Council
rulemakings will facilitate a
system-wide approach that
will assure that decisions
made will take into account
potentia conflicts between
measures.
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address progress, problems and issues
regarding program implementation. This
group will review the annual
implementation work plan and the annual
program monitoring report. It will make
recommendations to the Council by July 31
of each year. Meetings of the Basin
Oversight Group will focus on needed
actions and implementation problems, not
routine reporting. All other committees
identified in this program will coordinate
with the Basin Oversight Group.

3.1A.2 Consult as afull Council on a quarterly
basis with the directors of the fishery
managing agencies, and on a government-
to-government basis with the leadership of
the Columbia River Basin tribes. The
Council expects the consultations will
focus on program development,
modification and implementation. In
particular, efforts will be directed at
expediting measures to improve the
survival of the basin’s anadromous fish,
resident fish and wildlife populations and
resolving any disputes that are hampering
expeditious program implementation. As
part of the consultations, the Council will
also encourage the agencies and tribes to
identify and resolve differencesin their
respective positions on Columbia River
Basin fish and wildlife issues. The Council
further expects regular contact will be
maintained between the staffs of the
Council and the agencies and tribes.

3.1B Implementation and
Monitoring

As the region moves forward to redlize the
ambitious godls of the fish and wildlife program, it
will pursue two closely related pardlel paths. One
is the implementation path -- that is, taking specific
actionsidentified in the annual implementation
work plan. This path will include steps to address
uncertainties and refine actions over time. The
second path is evaluation. The evaluation path will
monitor overall program implementation, evaluate

the effectiveness of actions taken, and judge their
scientific merits. One outcome will be an annua
assessment of the program'’s performance -- the
annual program monitoring report. This report can
be used to determine the need, if any, for mid-
course corrections.

A key component of program implementation
is feedback, through implementation of actions and
program monitoring, to facilitate the refinement of
the program over time. For this, the program
framework (described in Section 4) will act asa
yardstick for evaluating the performance of the
program.

There are many areas where current
information is incomplete because we are unable to
measure some key variables and because of the
possibility of unforeseen events. The Council
expects to revisit the schedules and targets, as
necessary, based on information gathered by the
monitoring program and eval uation of implemented
actions. If progress toward the performance
standards or meeting rebuilding schedules falls
sgnificantly short, the Council will revigt dl or part
of the program.

Bonneville simplementation of this program to
date has been guided by an implementation
planning process negotiated with the fish and
wildlife agencies and tribes. In this section, the
Council cals for thisimplementation process to be
broadened to include land and water managers and
other interested parties, to produce an annua
implementation work plan and a monitoring report,
and to provide for independent scientific review of
the program and its implementation. The annud
implementation work plan should reflect program
gods and principles and any prioritization of
measures developed by the Council.

The Council adopts the following
implementation planning process in order to clarify
the respective roles of the Council, Bonneville, the
fish and wildlife managers and othersin
implementing the Council’s program.

Council and Bonneville
3.1B.1 The Council and Bonneville will

negotiate annual funding levels for the
fish and wildlife program. This will
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include three categories. the amount for
Council oversight of the program, the
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3.1B.2

3.1B.3

amount for Bonneville oversight of the
program, and the amount available to
fund fish and wildlife measures approved
by the Council. The Council and
Bonneville will communiceate this latter
amount to member agencies and tribes
of the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife
Authority.

Fish and Wildlife Managersand
Coundil

The state, federal and tribal fish and
wildlife managers, acting together
through the Columbia Basin Fish and
Wildlife Authority or some other
ingtitution or arrangement of their choice,
are to recommend to the Council criteria
for prioritizing proposed projects for
funding. The Council will review the fish
managers recommended criteriain a
public review process in which others
may comment on the recommended
prioritization criteria. The Council will
then adopt criteria for prioritizing
projects for funding and communicate
those criteria to the fish and wildlife
managers.

Fish and Wildlife Managers

The state, federal and tribal fish and
wildlife managers, acting together
through the Columbia Basin Fish and
Wildlife Authority or some other
ingtitution or arrangement of their choice,
will annualy develop alist of projects
and estimated budgets, that represents
the fish and wildlife managers views on
what it will take to fully implement the
Council’ s program. The list should
include anadromous fish projects,
resident fish mitigation and resident fish
subgtitution projects and wildlife projects.
In developing the project list and
estimated budgets, the fish and wildlife
managers are to consider projects and
estimates proposed by the managers, the

3.1B.4

3.1B.5

3.1B.6

Council, the genera public and others.
The fish and wildlife managers will use
the prioritization criteria adopted by the
Council to prioritize adl the projects on
the project list and recommend funding
for a set of projects that matches the
funding level negotiated by the Council
and Bonneville. The fish and wildlife
managers will submit the recommended
prioritized project list and a workplan to
the Council for review and approval.

Fish and Wildlife Managersand
Council

Utilizing its public process, the Council
will review the prioritized project list and
workplan for consistency with the
program. If approved, the Council will
forward the list to Bonneville for funding
consistent with the negotiated budget. If
not approved, the Council may revise
and adopt an dternative project list and
workplan for submission to Bonneville or
send the list and workplan back to the
fish and wildlife managers with
comments. The fish and wildlife
managers may then modify the list and
workplan and resubmit them to the
Council. This process may continue until
the fish managers submit a project list
and workplan that receives Council
gpprova.

The Council will use the fish and wildlife
managers project list to help determine
program funding levels necessary to fully
implement the program. The Council will
then use this information to negotiate
fixed annua funding levels with
Bonneville for five yearsinto the future.

Bonneville
Consstent with the annud funding level

agreed to between Bonneville and the
Council, fund the prioritized project list
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and workplan approved by the Council
as expeditioudy as possible.
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3.1B.7

3.1B.8

3.1B.9

3.1B.10

Conduct areview to determine if internal
cogts for program oversight can be
reduced, resulting in savings that can be
added to the fish and wildlife program
budget. Report findings to the Council by
September 1995.

Bonneville, Fish and Wildlife
Managersand Others

Expand the implementation planning
process so that participants coordinate
implementation of all program measures,
including research. Participants should
include the Council, the Nationd Marine
Fisheries Service, fish and wildlife
agencies, Indian tribes, Bonneville, river
operators, land and water managers,
utilities, citizen groups and others.

The annua implementation work plan
should include actions to address key
scientific uncertainties associated with
the program and its measures (see
Section 3.2C). In the course of its
review of the workplan, the Council will
review the list of key uncertainties and
the manner in which the workplan
proposes to address these uncertainties.

Federal Government, States and
Tribes

Review measures in this program that
cal for collective action by the states,
tribes and other entities. Designate the
appropriate entity to coordinate
implementation of each measure. The
designated entity should be responsible
for preparing work plans and reporting
progress. By June 30, 1995, report to the
Council these designations. Where
sources of funding are not identified,
discuss the capabilities of the states,
tribes and other entities to implement the
measures with available resources. For
each measure that cannot be met with
available resources, and for which there

31B.11

is clearly no obligation of the Bonneville
Power Administration under the
Northwest Power Act, propose:

an dternative funding source;

the estimated cost for implementa-
tion; and

the legal authority for adlocating the
necessary funds from the proposed
source.

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

For measures addressed directly to
Federa Energy Regulatory Commission
licensees, or that are otherwise relevant
to Commission decision-making, take
measures into account to the fullest
extent practicable.
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4.1A Salmon and Steelhead Rebuilding
Principles

The Council has adopted as part of its overal
god the doubling of the total number of adult
salmon and steelhead in the Columbia Basin as fast
as possible without further loss of biological
diversity among or within anadromous and resident
fish populations.

The doubling goa appliesto the basin asa
whole. It may not be possible or desirable to double
the populations of al speciesin al subbasins.
Specific means and locations for increasing
production will be identified in future planning.

The time needed to double the runs will depend
on anumber of factors, including the program
policies for mainstem surviva, harvest
management and fish production, and on further
assessment of production opportunities. The
Council recognizes that any action has the potentia
for causing some genetic change in the population.
In establishing biodiversty as part of its god, the
Council states its desire to avoid adverse genetic
change to the maximum extent practicable, to
consider genetic impacts as important criteria for
selection of measures, and to monitor changes in
genetic and life history diversity as measures are
implemented. This does not preclude carefully
designed, controlled and monitored supplementation
programs.

Except where human-induced habitat changes
have produced increases in some species to the
detriment of salmon and steelhead (for example,
sguawfish), efforts to meet these goals for salmon
and steelhead should not occur at the expense of
other native species and wildlife. Because most of
the loss of salmon and steelhead production as a
result of hydroelectric development has occurred
above Bonneville Dam, the Council will continue to
focus its efforts on this area.

The Council recognizes that achieving its goa
will require actions on al fronts over many life
cycles of saimon and steelhead. In the short term,
it will require increased attention to the need to
conserve biologica diversty and hat the declinein
many populations. This may occur at the expense
of actions that might provide greater short-term
increases in numbers, but could possibly jeopardize
the biological health of the resource in the long
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term. It will require increases in mainstem passage
survival, improved habitat and production practices,
and diligent management of harvest.

To help focus efforts toward this goal, seven
principles should be used to evauate activities in
subregional planning (see Section 3.1D) and other
program processes.

1 Priority should be given to activities that
am to rebuild weak upriver populations,
including populations listed under the
Endangered Species Act.

2. Program activities should pose no
appreciable risk to biological diversty
among or within fish populations (including
resident fish), with the exception of
principle number five, below. The best
available data and assessment tools should
be used to evaluate biologica risk before
determining whether to proceed, and
activities should be followed-up with
monitoring and evaluation.

3. The region should approach habitat and
production activities from atota-
watershed perspective, not as activities
that occur in isolation from land and water
conditions in watersheds. Specia priority
should be given to projects that are part of
model watersheds or other coordinated
watershed programs, especialy those with
loca community involvement.

4. While the bulk of the region’s attention is
currently focused on threatened and
endangered stocks, it is important not to
lose sight of this region’s obligations to
fulfill Indian treaties and provide fish for
Indian and non-Indian harvesters.
Investments and adjustments should be
made to provide harvest opportunitiesin
tributaries or other areas and to facilitate
rebuilding weak populations.

5. Consigtent with the Council’ s adaptive
management policy, priority should be
given to activities that address critical
uncertainties and/or test important
hypotheses. Activities should be designed
as experiments so that the resultsfill in the
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region’s understanding of salmon and their
survival requirements. Even a measure
that poses risks for a population may be
acceptable if the potentia learning benefits
are high enough.

6. Because of concerns over the basin's
salmon carrying capacity, the effects of
hatchery-produced fish on those that
spawn in streams, and the cost of
hatcheries, new salmon production
facilities generally should not be
constructed unless it is clear that the need
for fish cannot be met with existing
facilities, or anew facility would be a
better way to achieve the program’s goals.

7. Accord high priority to projects that
address peer-reviewed biological
objectives.

The subregional process (Section 3.1D) should
generate important information on the costs and
biologicd effectiveness of habitat and production
measures. Thisinformation will contribute to the
independent evauation of program cost-
effectiveness by the Independent Scientific Group
(Section 3.2B), and be reflected in the annual
implementation work plan (Section 3.1B.2).

All of these principles reflect important
concerns, but for at least the next five years, the
preponderance of the ratepayers investment
should be directed to rebuilding weak stocks. Both
the potentia biologica vaue of weak stocks and
the requirements of the Endangered Species Act
suggest that the path to doubling must begin with
weak populations.

This weak-stock priority includes populations
listed under the Endangered Species Act, but is not
limited to these populations. The Northwest Power
Act calls for along-term approach to fish and
wildlife mitigation, not Smply a reaction to
immediate problems. Treaties with Indian tribes
and with Canada call for the United States' best
efforts to rebuild these populations to self-
sustaining, harvestable levels. The Council is
committed to this cooperative effort. Moreover,
there are many weak salmon populations not listed
under the Endangered Species Act. It isin the
region’sinterest to take forceful stepsto
strengthen these popul ations before it becomes
necessary to list them. Limiting ratepayer

SALMON GOAL AND FRAMEWORK

investments to threatened or endangered speciesin
these circumstances is smply an invitation for new
Endangered Species Act petitions.

While the preponderance of the ratepayers
investments should be directed to weak stocks,
weak stocks should not be the exclusive focus of
the program. Over the past decades, Indian tribes
and other harvesters have given up harvest on
species after species, and that disturbing trend
appears to be continuing. For tribal fishing rightsto
have meaning, there must be enough fish in the
rivers to alow areasonable harvest. Upriver
fishers are entitled to salmon populations that are
more than museum specimens. In the long term, as
weak stocks are rebuilt, harvest opportunities may
be expanded throughout the basin, consistent with
rebuilding targets. In the short term, the region
should also make investments and adjustments to
provide harvest opportunities in tributaries or other
areas where there will be no significant negative
effect on weak populations.

4.1B Basisfor the Salmon and
Steelhead Goal

The Northwest Power Act directs the Council
to develop a Columbia River Basin Fish and
Wildlife Program to protect, mitigate and enhance
fish and wildlife “affected by the development,
operation and management” of the hydropower
system in the basin. Essentia to this definition is an
understanding of the extent to which salmon and
steelhead have been affected by the hydropower
system. In 1985, the Council began gathering
information on the extent and causes of the
declining numbers of salmon and steelhead in the
basin. In 1985 and 1986, the public reviewed and
debated the nature and limitations of that
information. (The results of the Council’s efforts
have been published in a separate volume entitled,
Compilation of Information on Salmon and
Steelhead Losses in the Columbia River Basin,
document number 87-15A.)

After compiling information on salmon and
steelhead losses, the Council solicited extensive
public comment on the contribution of the
hydropower system to declinesin run sizes. Based
on the losses information and on public comment,
the Council identified aternative ways to estimate
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temperature improvement measures contained in
this program will have a substantial impact on the
operations of this system.

Given more time and experience, it is likely
that the following measures can be refined,
resulting in greater operationa efficiency and
better coordination between the needs of fish and
other uses of theriver.

The Council welcomes proposals from river
operators, especially those proposals that emerge
from the river operations process described below,
for better ways of providing equivaent amounts of
water for salmon and steelhead within time frames
specified in this program. Any such proposals
should be submitted to the Council and, on
approvd, implemented.

The Council expects that river operation
changes for fish will be in accordance with the
following measures as they are now written. The
Council will carefully monitor these operations and
will welcome suggestions from all interested
persons on how they can be improved. Each yesr,
until further notice, the Council will review the
operations. At that time, it will determine whether
these measures should be revised to provide the
intended benefits to fish in the most practical and
efficient manner.

5.1A Fish Operations Executive
Committee

Fish Oper ations Executive
Committee

Council

5.1A.1 Initiate an annua policy and technical
process to address flow and temperature
regimes and reconcile measures described
below to protect salmon and steel head.
The process will be managed by the Fish
Operations Executive Committee, which
will be appointed by the Council and made
up of senior management representatives
of the Council, as well as power and
fishery interests.

5.1A.2 The Committee should produce a detailed,
annua implementation plan for carrying
out its work. The committee should
produce the operating plan by March 31 of
each year and will need to begin in the
preceding year to complete its work.
Insofar as practical, the committee should
consider matters such as spill,
transportation, the Corps Fish Passage
Plan, the fishery agencies and tribes
Detailed Fishery Operating Plan,
recommendations from the Ad Hoc
Committee of the Columbia Basin Fish and
Wildlife Authority, the coordinated plan of
operation for flow augmentation (Section
5.1C), annua operating plans for the Non-
Treaty Storage Fish and Wildlife
Agreement, planning for coordinated
system operations, |daho Power
Company’s proposed operations under its
weak stock plan, water identified by the
Snake River Anadromous Fish Water
Management Office, spring and fall trade-
offs, research and monitoring results and
other mainstem passage metters.

In its meetings, the committee

should identify al water availablein a
particular year and plan for its use
consistent with Council specified reservoir
congtraints and anadromous fish measures.
During low flow conditions when the
monthly average flow equivaent? of
85,000 cubic feet per second in the Snake
River cannot be provided for the full
migration period, flows should be
digtributed to protect a portion of al known
naturaly reproducing stocks. The plan will
have the flexibility to move flows between
May and June, if such shaping is more
likely to achieve the intent of this

1 Fow equivalent” means the flow level required to achieve the
same water particle travel time as 85,000 cubic feet per second
at average normal pool elevations at all projects. For example,
81,000 cubic feet per second at minimum operating pool
elevations is the flow equivalent of 85,000 cubic feet per second
at average normal pool levels.
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5.1A.3

5.1A 4

5.1A.5

5.1A.6

program. If there are conflicting water
demands among anadromous species,
conflicts should be resolved by the Fish
Operations Executive Committee in
consultation with the National Marine
Fisheries Service. In resolving conflicts,
the committee should carefully consider
the value of retaining cold water in the
Dworshak project to help control
temperatures for Snake River fal chinook
returning adults.

All dteraionsin river operations
undertaken pursuant to these amendments
should consider impacts on resident fish
and other species, especialy threatened,
endangered or native species, and should
seek to avoid adverse effects on them.

Develop a procedure to address fish flow
operations throughout the migration
season, if necessary.

Develop accounting procedures for the use
of this water. These procedures will be
provided to the Council and other
interested parties. Pending development
and Council approva of new accounting
rules, the provisions set out below (Section
5.1D) will continue to apply. All water
supplies acquired under the measures
below will be gpplied to the fish migration.

Manage water supplies for fishin
accordance with the annual
implementation plan. To asss the full
range of stocks migrating in the Snake and
Columbiarivers, every effort must be
made to shape water stored for fish flow
augmentation to the fullest extent
practicable. Any proposed deviations from
the implementation plan must be approved
by the Fish Operations Executive
Committee.

In developing the annua implementation
plan, the committee shall specificaly
evaluate tradeoffs between flows needed
for anadromous fish and reservoir

5.1B

5.1B.1

operations needed to protect resident fish
and wildlife in Columbia Basin Sorage
reservoirs that are federally operated,
licensed or regulated.

Fish Passage Center

Bonneville

Fund the establishment and operation of a
Fish Passage Center, including funds for a
fish passage manager position, technical
and clerical support and the services of
consultants when necessary, as jointly
agreed by Bonneville and the fish and
wildlife agencies and tribes. This support
will assist the fish passage manager in:

1) ensuring that anadromous fish, resident
fish and wildlife are protected,
mitigated and enhanced,

planning and implementing the annual
smolt monitoring program,

developing and implementing flow and
spill requests as related to the water
budget volumes, spill criteria and flow
targets in the Council’ s fish and
wildlife program;

coordinating storage reservoir and
river operations and evauating
potentia conflicts between
anadromous and resident fish to
ensure that Council-adopted operating
criteriafor storage reservoirs are met
when considering system operational
requests,

identifying when conditions alow for
operations in excess of minimum
objectives and criteria, so that this
Stuation can be brought to the
attention of relevant decision-makers
to alocate the operationd flexibility to
maximize benefits for anadromous
fish, resdent fish and wildlife;
monitoring and analyzing research
results to assist in implementing the
water budget and spill planning and in
preparing reports, and

2)

3

4)

6)
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7) monitoring and andyzing monitoring
and research data to assist in
implementing storage reservoir
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5.1B.2

operating criteria and to better provide for
the needs of anadromous and resident fish
and wildlife.

Provide funds to establish a “fish passage
manager” position designated by the
federa and state fish and wildlife agencies
and the Columbia River Basin Indian
tribes. The fish passage manager will
provide expert assistance to the designated
entities in working with the power project
operators and regulators to ensure that the
Council’s program requirements for fish
are made a part of al river system
planning and operations. The fish passage
manager will be selected for knowledge of
the multiple purposes of the regiona
hydropower system and of the water
needs of fish and wildlife, aswell as the
ability to communicate and work with the
fish and wildlife agencies, tribes, project
operators, regulators and other interested
parties, including members of the public.
The fish passage manager will be selected
by members of the Columbia Basin Fish
and Wildlife Authority and report to the
Authority’ s executive director. The fish
passage manager and the executive
director will report as needed and at least
annually to the Council on any issues that
areraised regarding the Center’'s
operations, including communications with
the fish and wildlife agencies, tribes,
project operators, regulators and members
of the public. The Council will provide a
fish passage advisor on its staff to review
the operation of the water budget, to
advise the Council on all matters related to
fish passage and to assist in resolving fish
passage disputes.
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Relevant Parties

5.1D.2 The Council recognizes that the description
of the water budget lacks many of the
operating details that will be addressed as
the water budget is implemented and
operating problems occur. Recognizing that
operating decisions could influence the
effectiveness of the water budget, the
Council recommends priorities for competing
uses of the hydropower system. Relevant
parties should rely on these prioritiesin their
decisions about the hydropower system.

First: Firm power to meet firm loads.

Second: Water budget and other flow
measures and reservoir
congtraints.

Third:  Reservair refill.

Fourth:  Secondary energy generation
(beyond that provided in
connection with use of the water
budget).

5.1D.3 Implement flow augmentation measures
within the context of laws related to
federal, state and Indian water rights. (See
Section 14: Disclaimers.)

5.1D.4 Beginning in 1995, evduate dternative
ramping rates for flow fluctuations at
mainstem Snake and Columbia River dams
to constrain reductions or increases in total
flow per 24-hour period at these projects.

5.2 IMPROVE SNAKE
RIVER FLOW AND
VELOCITY

Biological objectives:

1) To improve conditions for sdmonid
production by increasing flow and water velocities,
decreasing downstream migration time for
anadromous fish and decreasing the quantity of
habitat for predatory and competing fish species;
and 2) to endeavor to provide inriver conditions to
maximize adult fish surviva between dams.
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Operational objectives:

To endeavor to provide a minimum monthly
average flow or velocity equivaent of 85,000 cubic
feet per second in all water years, endeavoring to
achieve amonthly average flow or velocity
equivalent of 140,000 cubic feet per second at
Lower Granite at full pool from April 10 through
June 20 in al water years. From June 21 through
July 31: the objective is to provide a monthly
average flow equivaent of 50,000 cubic feet per
second and to exceed this flow target in years of
higher runoff.

5.2A Performance Standard:
Snake River Spring Migrants

Incorporate the measures described below into
firm power planning.2 Figure 5-1 illustrates the
approximate flow equivalent attained when these
measures are applied to the historical water
record.

Bonneville, Cor ps of Engineers,
Bureau of Reclamation and
Other Parties

5.2A.1 Operate the Dworshak Reservoir to
improve salmon migration conditions
consistent with the measures listed below:

From January 1 to April 10, in years
when Snake River runoff is forecast to
be below average, shift system flood
control storage space to other
Columbia Basin projects.

2 Where the Council calls for incorporation of flow or other
measures into firm planning, the Council means that the federal
project operators and regulators incorporate these measures in
all system planning and operations performed under the
Columbia River Treaty, the Pacific Northwest Coordination
Agreement, and in other applicable procedures affecting river
operations, and all parties will act in good faith in implementing
these measures as firm requirements.
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5.4A Performance Standard:
Columbia River Spring
Migrants

Through firm power planning, provide 58
thousand cubic feet per second per month (3.45
million acre-feet) of shapeable water. In addition,
provide up to 4 million acre-feet of water, subject
to conditions specified below. Add to the 4 million
acre-feet any additional water from Canadian
storage reservoirs that can be dedicated to
anadromous fish flows as a result of negotiations
and discussions with Canada.

Bonneville, Corpsof Engineers,
Bureau of Reclamation and

Other Parties
5.4A.1 Beginning immediately, operate John Day
Reservoir a minimum irrigation pool from
May 1 to August 31 of each year.
Minimum irrigation pool is the lowest level
at which the irrigation pumps drawing from
the reservoir will operate effectively.
Monitor and evaluate the biological
benefits of John Day Reservoir operations
so that the Fish Operations Executive
Committee can determine in future years
how the operations can complement flow
velocities and other factors to achieve
rebuilding targets. The Council recognizes

that, as was the experience in 1991, under
certain conditions a dightly higher
elevation may be required and that some
daily flexibility is necessary for operation
of the reservoir. Other portions of thisrule
contain measures that will permit irrigators
and other users of the John Day pool to
operate effectively at lower pool levels.
The Council expects the level of the
minimum irrigation pool to be lowered as
these measures are implemented and that
thiswill be accomplished by 1994. The
intent of this provision is that the John Day
Reservoir will be operated at the lowest
practical level during the spring and
summer migrations of juvenile chinook and
sockeye salmon.

5.4A.2 Through firm power planning, provide 58
thousand cubic feet per second per month
(3.45 million acre-feet) of water at Priest
Rapids Dam to be used by the Fish
Passage Center consistent with the Fish
Operations Executive Committee' s annual
plan during the period April 15 through
June 15.

5.4A.3 When the adjusted April forecast for the
January-July runoff at The Dales Dam is
less than 90 million acre-feet, have water
in storage and available for juvenile fish
flow augmentation by
April 30. The appropriate volumeis
derived from the curve in Figure 5-2 based
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on the officia April forecast and adjusted percent confidence level. This volume
to the National Wesather Service 95-
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5.4B Summer Migrants
Bonneville
o Bonneville
5.4A.9 Because of the uncertainty in the supply of
out-of-region energy, immediately 5.4B.1 During July and August in below-average
to augment reduced hydroelectric energy from the U.S. Non-Treaty Storage
during winter months. If the region is water available in that year to facilitate
unable to store enough water for any evaluations described below.
reason other than those specified in
Section 5.4A.4, above, immediately begin 5.4B.2 Continue to seek energy exchanges and
to acquire the optioned resources called other energy aternatives with a potential
for under Objective 2 of the 1991 for increasing Columbia River flows in July
Northwest Conservation and Electric and August to facilitate evaluations and to
Power Plan, or otherwise acquire improve survival of summer migrants.
resources that are consistent with the plan,
in an amount sufficient to ensure that the 5.4B.3 [deleted]
full volume of required water is availablein
succeeding years. The Council will consult
with representatives from al interested
parties to determine the proper amount and
timing of the acquired resource(s).
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5.4D.2

5.4D.3

54D .4

5.4D.5

5.4D.6

Council

In consultation with and approva of the
fishery agencies and tribes, immediately
undertake a basinwide comprehensive
hydrologic, hydraulic geometry and
biologica analysis to determine appropriate
flow duration and magnitude needed to
reestablish critical mainstem and estuarine
floodplain habitat. As part of the analysis,
explore relation of flood control rule
curves, as provided in Section 5.4E, and
modification of power sales contracts to
move the river hydrograph back toward
higtoricd timing and duration.

Bonneville
Fund the evaluation in 5.4D .2.

Fund an evauation of al Columbia River
Basin water storage and hydropower
facilities to determine the availability of
additiona velocity improvements or water
for mainstem or tributary flow
augmentation. The evaluation should
include resident fish or other potentia
endangered species status and impacts.
Report to the Council by January 1, 1996.

U. S. State Department

Initiate discussions with Canada to attempt
to secure the use of additional water for
flow augmentation from Canadian storage
reservoirs. Attempt to reach agreement by
December 31, 1996. Report findings or
progress to the Council at the end of each
year.

Bonneville, Corpsof Engineers
and Bureau of Reclamation

Use any resulting water secured through
negotiations with Canada to meet the flow
objectives of this program and, in addition,
to provide a minimum flow of 120

5.4D.7

5.4D.8

5.4D.9

thousand cubic feet per second at The
Dalles Dam during September. These
flows should: decrease the migration time
of the end of the juvenile subyearling fall
chinook migration through the lower
Columbia; reduce ddlay and inter-dam loss,
and increase spawning success for adult
fal chinook migrating through the lower
Columbia; and reduce delay and inter-dam
loss, and increase spawning success for
adult fal chinook and steelhead.

Corpsof Engineers

Maintain Lake Pend Oreille at alevel no
lower than eevation 2,054 feet, 2,055 feet
and then 2,056 feet during the next three
winters, which will provide an additional
amount of water for Columbia River
salmon flows (see Section 10.6E). Any
replacement energy for this operation must
not come from Columbia River Basin
storage projects.

Bureau of Reclamation, U.S.
Geological Survey, U.S.
Department of Agriculture
and Soil Conservation Service

Evaluate the potentia for water
conservation, water efficiency or other
measures in the above-listed agency
programs with the most potential to benefit
anadromous fish and with the least impact
on third parties. Include an evaluation of
the potential for using crop rotation
programs to facilitate dry-year water
leasing activities. Report to the Council.

Bonneville, Corps of Engineers
and Bureau of Reclamation

Under the auspices of the Columbia River
Water Management Group, continue with
the review of, and make recommended
improvements to, the
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Section 10

RESIDENT FISH

Resident fish are freshwater fish that live and
migrate within the rivers, streams and lakes of
the Columbia River Basin, but do not travel to the
ocean. Resident fish exist throughout the basin
and are particularly important in areas where
anadromous fish runs are blocked by natural or
manmade obstructions.

Hydroelectric projects have created a
number of problems for resident fish. In the
natural state, the Columbia River and its
tributaries often ran at high volume and velocity
and thereby flushed sediment downstream,
keeping gravel spawning beds clean. But
hydroelectric projects owed and decreased the
flow, alowing sediment to build up over the
spawning beds. Sediment particles aso have an
affinity for chemica pollutants, creating
potentialy harmful concentrationsin the
reservoirs and other resident fish environments.

As with anadromous fish, reservoir
manipulation may interfere with the flows needed
for resident fish spawning, incubation,
emergence, rearing and migration. In addition,
reservoir manipulations impair the environment
for spawning, incubation and rearing of some
reservoir-inhabiting species. For example,
discharging water from a reservoir lowers the
reservoir water level, which may deprive fish
eggs of the water they need, diminish the food
supply, crowd fish into asmaler aguatic living
space, change water temperatures both above
and below the dam, and entrain substantial
numbers of fish.

The white sturgeon is a species criticaly
affected by hydroelectric development.
Biologicaly an anadromous fish, the white
sturgeon is relatively abundant in the Columbia
River below Bonneville Dam. However, some
populations are now confined to certain stretches
of the river above Bonneville because dams have
blocked migration. Because of the sturgeon’s
extended life cycle (approximately 20 yearsto

spawning size), the white sturgeon may be
depleted without an opportunity for quick
restoration. Other resident fish species of special

interest include kokanee, bull trout, burbot,
redband trout and wests ope cutthroat trout.

This section of the program addresses
resident fish losses caused by hydropower
development and operation, aswell as
substitutions of resident fish to compensate for
losses of salmon and steelhead in areas
permanently blocked by hydropower projects.

A mgor challenge in protecting, mitigating and
enhancing resident fish, as well as anadromous
fish and wildlife, is assembling a program that
resolves potentia conflicts among demands for
power generation and other resource
development activities, the need for flows for
anadromous and resident fish, and a healthy
reservoir environment for resident fish. The
Council is confident that the measures contained
herein, and those that will be added over time,
will achieve this necessary balance.

Under the Council’ s program, limits will be
developed on the drawdown of certain reservoirs,
and minimum flow requirements will be st to
protect fish and their habitat. Other measures call
for using storage water to maintain appropriate
water temperatures, streambed protection,
artificial propagation, and a variety of studies on
fish habitat and on the impacts of hydrodectric
operation. The Council has also approved
resident fish substitution projects that will
contribute to these efforts.

To be effective, the fish and wildlife program
must be more than a collection of unrelated
measures. Individua efforts must be coordinated,
and program measures need to support the
ongoing efforts of tribal, state and federa fish
and wildlife managers in the basin. All goals,
principles, priorities and specific objectives in the
program are to be integrated.
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10.1 RESIDENT FISH GOAL

The program goal for resident fish
emphasizes the long-term sustainability of native
fish in native habitats where possible, but aso
recognizes that where impacts have irrevocably
changed the native ecosystem, we can only
protect and enhance the ecosystem that remains.
This syssemwide god has implications for dl
resident fish program measures. In general, these
measures fall into two distinct categories.

Resident Fish Mitigation: Efforts to address
the impacts caused by the construction and
operation of the hydropower system.

Resident Fish Substitution: Efforts to address
the loss of salmon and stedhead in those
areas permanently blocked to anadromous
fish as aresult of the construction and
operation of hydroelectric dams.

Measures in both categories achieve the long-
term system goals of protecting, mitigating and
enhancing the health and viability of resident fish
populations to meet consumptive and non-
consumptive needs in the Columbia River Basin.
Accomplishing these goals will require the
participation of many parties whose practices
now adversely affect the health of the
ecosystemn, including, but not limited to,

hydropower facility operators. The responsbilities
of such operators will take into account the losses

and gains at each hydropower project to
determine whether net losses have occurred.*
Credit will be given for past mitigation actions
associated with each hydropower project.
Achieving these goas will necessitate basinwide
coordination of al resident fish projects and with
other basin activities to ensure consistency with
the program’ s systemwide approach.
Additiondly, it is the Council’ s expectation
that these fisheries shall be enhanced to alow for

! Gains could include those found at the project site (i.e., in the

reservoir or immediately below the dam) and also those found
away from the project site (e.g., where reservoir raises the
water table in the surrounding area and forms pothole lakes
amenabl e to resident fish production).

consumptive subsistence and recreational
fisheries for the region’s Indian tribes, aswell as
consumptive and non-consumptive recreationa
fisheries for sport anglers. The Council
recognizes that fishing pressure on inland fish of
the Columbia River Basin has increased
appreciably since curtailment of ocean salmon
fishing seasons.

A number of resident fish populations
throughout the basin are depressed to an extent
that they require immediate attention. To be
effective, the fish and wildlife program must
focus on funding measures that provide
immediate on-the-ground benefits to fish and
wildlife. To that end, the Council has established
the following principles and priorities.

10.1A Principles

To promote comprehensive and cooperative
watershed management; ecosystem diversity;
productivity and stability asintegral components
of fish management strategies in the Columbia
River Basin; and to conserve the natural genetic
diversity within native resident fish species, sub-
species and unique stocks, the following
principles shal be applied:

Protect, mitigate and enhance resident fish
populations to the extent they were or are
affected by congtruction and operation of
dams.

Protect, mitigate and enhance resident fish in
hydropower system storage projects to the
fullest extent practicable from negative
impacts associated with water releases.

In areas below storage projects, protect,
mitigate and enhance resident fish that are
affected by atered annua flow regimes, daily
load following, temperature modifications and
nutrient trapping.

Substitution is appropriate for lost saimon and
steelhead in areas that previoudy had
anadromous fish, but where anadromous fish
access is now permanently blocked by
hydropower development and where in-kind
mitigation cannot occur.
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Substitution should occur in the vicinity of the
salmon and steelhead |osses being addressed,
but substitution and mitigation measures may
occur on or off-gite.

Flexibility in approach is needed to develop a
program that complements the activities of
the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes and
that is based on the best available scientific
knowledge.

For substitution purposes, resident fish may
include landlocked anadromous fish (e.g.,
white sturgeon, kokanee and coho) as well as
traditionally defined resident fish species.

10.1B Priorities

The Council has the following priorities for
Columbia River Basin resident fish. Bonneville
shdl implement the program consistent with the
ranking criteria adopted by the Council from the
priorities listed below. (See Section 3.1B.2.)

Accord highest priority to rebuilding to
sustainable levels weak, but recoverable, native
populations injured by the hydropower system,
when such populations are identified by the
fishery managers, then to resident fish
substitution measures in aress that previousy had
salmon and steelhead, but where anadromous fish
are now irrevocably blocked by federally
operated hydropower development. Because
these |osses have endured mostly unmitigated for
more than 50 years, and because in-kind
mitigation cannot occur, the Council intends that
in any project ranking and selection process,
projects satisfying these priorities be clearly
distinguished from other projects. The distinction
between these two highest prioritiesis a narrow
one, gpplicable only to margina choices among
such projects.

Accord high priority to measures that meet
the following criteria (not in rank order):

Resident fish projects that aso provide
benefits for wildlife and/or anadromous fish.
Populations that support important fisheries.
This priority applies to introduced and native
species, including trout, sturgeon, kokanee,
burbot, bass, perch and others.

Development of biologicd and integrated rule
curves that will protect resident fish in
storage reservoirs.

Protecting the hedlth of existing resident fish
populations.

Other native stocks that may be at risk due to
the construction and operation of the Federal
Columbia River Power System.

Resident fish mitigation and subgtitution
projects for which a showing has been made
that al reasonable precautions will be taken,
based on the best available scientific
knowledge, to not adversely affect habitat for
native resident fish and anadromous fish.
Projects that address biological objectives
that have been adopted by the Council.
Among resident fish mitigation activities,
preference will be given to measures that
address losses at hydropower facilities for
which an assessment of losses and gainsis
completed and approved by the Council.
Substitution measures in areas that previoudy
had salmon and steelhead, but where such
fish are now permanently blocked by
federaly licensed or regulated hydropower
fecilities.

10.1C Biological Objectives

The Council believes that elements of the
framework concept outlined in Sections 2, 3 and
4 need to be applied to resident fish aswell asto
salmon and steelhead. For this reason, the
Council calsfor the identification of specific
resident fish biologica objectives and, to the
extent appropriate, associated measures and
success indicators. The Council aso calsfor
development of specific rebuilding schedules and
an associated monitoring program. This approach
should ensure that resident fish actions taken
under the program are oriented to results.

Biologica objectives relate the needs of fish
and wildlife to the development and operation of
the hydropower system. Hydropower project
development and operation has affected resident
fish directly or indirectly by affecting flows and
temperature above and below the facilities,
passage at or within a project, and reservoir
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elevations and volumes. Resident fish biological
objectives should describe the biological
characteristics needed to address these impacts,
halt population declines, protect and rebuild
populations, and, ultimately, achieve the overal
program goals. Resident fish biologica aobjectives
should address hydropower-caused losses; they
should not be inconsistent with the conservation
of genetic and biologicd diversity, and,
henceforth, they should receive peer review
before being adopted into the program.

Resident fish program measures are specific

submit them to the Council for public
review and incorporation into this
program. Biologica objectives should
address any loss and gain
assessments that have been adopted
under Section 10.1C.1 because the
Council will use these objectives to
measure progress against the
hydropower debt.

Bonneville

actions to be undertaken to achieve biological 10.1C.3  Fund the completion of the
objectives, with related timetables for assessments of resident fish losses
achievement. Success indicators for each throughout the Columbia River Basin,
action/measure would provide a measurable as called for in Section 10.1C.1, and
index that relates the resident fish program the development of specific,
measures to the type of biological or physical quantified biological objectives, as
change intended. called for in Section 10.1C.2. The
Council expects Bonneville to act
Fishery Managersand Council immediately to implement resident
fish mitigation and resident fish
10.1C.1  Thefishery managers are to substitution measures in this program
compl ete assessments of resident and complete al major actions by
fish losses and gains related to 2006. Implementation of resident fish
construction and operation of each mitigation and substitution measures
hydropower facility throughout the is not to be delayed pending the
Columbia River Basin and submit to completion of |oss assessments or
the Council for approval. Use the development of specific biological
existing loss estimates, where objectives. The Council is convinced
available, and accomplishin a that prompt action may forestall
consistent manner. Include Endangered Species Act listings for
assessment of and proposed crediting severa species of native resident
approach for ongoing and past fish, including kokanee salmon, white
mitigation activities a each project. sturgeon, bull trout, westdope
The Council will review the cutthroat trout and burbot, among
recommended loss and gain others.
assessmentsin a public review
process and adopt assessments into 10.1D Crediting New and
the program. Existing Mitigation
10.1C.2  Thefishery managers will develop, ) _
as soon as possible, detailed Fish Managers, Bonneville,
biologica objectives for resident fish Corpsof Engineersand Bureau
in each subbasin or other appropriate of Reclamation
watershed unit, including objectives
for harvest and escapement and 10.1D.1  Initiate consultations by October 1,
artificid and natural production, and 1995, to develop a consistent,
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systemwide method for determining

the amount of credit to be given for

existing and future resident fish
substitution and mitigation activities
undertaken to address the impacts of
the federa hydroelectric facilities.

The crediting system should reflect

the following principles:

- The hydropower system must
protect, mitigate and enhance
resident fish affected by the
hydroedlectric facilities of the
Columbia Basin. This obligation
will be discharged when these
effects are fully addressed, i.e.,
when mitigation actually offsets
the loss caused by a hydropower
facility and when the operator
provides adequate operation and
maintenance funding to sustain
the mitigation for the life of the
hydrodlectric project.

Mitigation agreements may
predict acertain level of
mitigetion, as long as provison is
made for funding operation and
maintenance and monitoring and
evauation to determine if the
predicted benefits were realized.
Submit recommendations to the
Council for review and approva
by June 1996. Implementation of
resident fish mitigation and
substitution measures is not to be
delayed pending the development
of the crediting methodol ogy.

Council
10.1D.2  The Council will review the
recommended crediting systemin a
public review process and adopt a
system into the program.

10.1E  Project Implementation

and Selection

The Council expects that measures listed in
the resident fish section of the program will be
implemented and that these measures will
increase resident fish populations. In this regard,
the Council cals for the Annua Implementation
Workplan to include a list of ranked resident fish
projects demonstrating that the program is being
implemented. Proposed actions that deviate from
the program should be clearly marked and an
explanation of the need for deviation provided.
The Council will evauate the proposed workplan
and, if necessary, will consider amendments to
this section to ensure that resident fish measures
are implemented.

The Council recognizes that over time, the
desirability of implementing certain projects may
change. Likewise, desirable projects that are not
currently foreseeable may become evident over
time. Proposals for amendment of the program to
address these situations can be submitted to the
Council. Each proposed project should address
and include:

documented or agreed-upon resident fish
losses attributable to the hydroel ectric facility
at issue;

adaptive management principles that define
anticipated results in terms of hypotheses to
be tested (in quantitative terms if possible)
and appropriate monitoring and evaluation to
determine whether and why those results
have been achieved;

adescription of the extent to which the
project complements activities of fish and
wildlife agencies and tribes;

compliance with the policies set out in this
program;

likelihood of achieving significant biologica
results;

an assessment of trade-offs with anadromous
fish and wildlife activities;

amanagement plan with sound biologica
objectives,

consultation and coordination with interested
parties

estimated costs and a schedule for
implementation and evauation; and
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information on the extent to which it meets

the standards of the Northwest Power Act.

Relevant Parties

10.1E.1 By 2006, implement resident fish
projects currently identified in the

program.

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM

10-7

September 13, 1995



SECTION 10

RESIDENT FISH

10.2 PRODUCTION AND
WATERSHED
PRINCIPLES

10.2A Natural and Artificial
Propagation

Artificid propagation is one means of
increasing or introducing fish populations. These
activities must be pursued carefully, because
artificial propagation can detrimentally affect the
long-term sustainability of native and introduced
species that exist in the area where stocking
occurs. Concerns include competition, predation
and interbreeding with existing resident and
anadromous species, especialy native and
naturally produced species. A full discussion of
these types of concerns occursin Section 7.1.
The Council believes that many of the actions
caled for in that section should aso be applied to
resident fish. These actions are outlined below.

The Council calson al relevant parties to
complete the following measures to address
natura and artificial propagation for Columbia
Basin resident fish species. Implementation will
require a different scope of activities and level of
effort depending on the type of propagation being
employed. For example, a thorough and
comprehensive approach to conserving genetic
diversity is needed for native species. At the
other end of the range, non-native species
stocked for harvest without any expectation that
they will reproduce naturally have minimal
genetic diversity requirements. Within this range
lie the genetic diversity needs of non-native
populations introduced with the intent to
encourage natura production. Considering the
range addressed above, implement the following
in a manner that avoids unnecessary delay and
redundancy.

To expedite implementation, where the
following are substantially addressed under the
National Environmental Policy Act and/or
relevant state environmenta policy acts, consider
that process to be in compliance with this section.
In addition, completion dates identified for this

section are intended to discourage unnecessary
procedural delays.

Relevant Parties

10.2A.1 Addressresident fish aswell as
anadromous fish in developing a plan
for conserving genetic diversity as
caled for in measure 7.1D.1. Complete
plan addressing resident fish and
submit to the Council by June 30, 1995.

10.2A.2 Address potential impacts on resident
fish, where such impacts exig, in
developing basinwide guidelines to
minimize genetic and ecological
impacts of hatchery fish on wild and
naturally spawning species as called
for in measure 7.2A.1. Complete
guidelines and submit report to Council
by December 31, 1994.

10.2A.3 Theteam of scientific experts that
addresses hatchery impact assessment
and basinwide hatchery operating
guidelines called for in measure 7.2A.5
should address resident fish aswell as
anadromous fish.

10.2A.4 Regiona Assessment of
Supplementation Project activities
called for in Section 7.3A.1, should
address resident fish aswell as
anadromous fish.

10.2A.5 Measures addressing new program
initiatives called for in Section 7.4A
and measures 7.4A.1, 7.4B.1 and
7.4C.1, should apply to resident fish as
wdl as anadromous fish.

10.2B Comprehensive Water shed
M anagement

Good habitat is important for resident fish,
just asit is for anadromous fish. The degraded
condition of resident fish habitat in the Columbia
River Basin often rivals that of anadromous fish.
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For this reason, the program provisions noted in
Section 7.7 (Cooperative Habitat Protection and
Improvement with Private Landowners) should
aso apply to resident fish. The Council believes
comprehensive, cooperative watershed
management is essentia to making good
investments in protecting, mitigating and
enhancing resident fish in the basin.

10.2B.1

10.2C

10.2C.1

Relevant Parties

Implement Section 7.7 of this program
to also gpply to resident fish, including
the model watershed provisions, where
applicable.

Diversion Screening and
Passage

Bonneville, Bureau of
Reclamation, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, States, Tribes
and Irrigation Water Users

Annudly, in January, provide the
Council with a prioritized list of
tributary screening and passage facility
improvements for stream diversonsin
the Columbia River Basin affecting
resident fish. Improvements can
include new facilities and the upgrading
and maintenance of exigting facilities.
Theligt should include gravity and
pump diversons. Priority initialy should
be given to naturaly producing weak
stocks. Additionaly, provide the
Council by November 1995 with alist
of diversions where fish screening isa
secondary problem compared to
impaired instream flows. Identify
resources that will be needed to
accomplish screening and passage
work, and prepare a general operation
and maintenance budget, including a
schedule, budget, proposed cost sharing
incentive programs, and monitoring and
evaluation plans. To accelerate this

10.2C.2

10.2C.3

effort, immediately identify and dlocate
a budget from all available sources for
implementation of the plan.

Bonneville

Based on the prioritiesindicated in
Section 10.2C.1, provide funding for
state and tribal fish screen programs to
implement dl priority screening
projects. Innovative solutions that
accomplish the same purpose as fish
screening, i.e., conversion to electric
pumping, conversions from surface to
ground water, consolidations of
diversions, etc., shal be encouraged.
Funding shal be sufficient to:

develop preliminary designs,

see that necessary permit
processes are carried out;

make certain private landowner
and public concerns are addressed;
review detailed designs to ensure
that biologica and engineering
criteria are met;

monitor construction phases;
establish written operating criteria;
monitor operation and maintenance
phases in compliance with criteria
and recommend corrective actions
if necessary; and

conduct project evaluations.

Bureau of Land M anagement
(Idaho and Oregon/Washington
Offices), U.S. Forest Service
(Regions 1, 4 and 6) and Bureau of
Reclamation

Require as a condition of both existing
and new water use authorizations that
diversion structures have functional
fish screens and other passage
facilities for man-made barriers to
resident fish that meet the criteria
devel oped by the Fish Screening

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM
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Oversight Committee (see Section
7.10). For exigting authorizations,
wherever practical, and especiadly on
high-priority diversons, the three
agencies should coordinate with the
state fish screen programs and proceed
to design and install screens that meet
Oversight Committee criteriaon a
multiagency or shared-cost basis, with
authorization renewal's contingent on
reimbursement to the agency or other
arrangements satisfactory to the
agency. By March 1 of each year, the
three federa agencies should report on
their progress, including the number of
such permits, estimated screening
costs, resources needed to implement
and monitor the program, and atime
frame for compliance.

Confederated Salish and K ootenai
Tribes, Bonneville and Bureau of
Indian Affairs

10.2C.4 The Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes shdl provide a prioritized list of
adult and juvenile fish passage needs
and accomplishments on the Flathead
Indian Reservation annualy to the
Bureau of Indian Affairs and the
Council. Bonneville and the Bureau of
Indian Affairs shal fund an
accelerated program to accomplish
screening and passage work.

Montana, I daho, Oregon and
Washington

10.2C.5 If needed, enact legidation and provide
for enforcement of laws to require
water usersto ingtall, operate and
maintain fish screens on water
diversons within resdent fish waters
of the Columbia River Basin. Report to
the Council on this measure by June
30, 1995, and annualy theresfter.

10.3 RESIDENT FISH
MITIGATION
MEASURES FOR
SPECIFIC DAMS

Wherever in this section the Council has
approved specific reservoir operating criteria, the
Fish Passage Center and the Columbia Basin
Fish and Wildlife Authority, in its supervision of
the Fish Passage Center, should incorporate
these criteriainto their planning and system
operational requests, as set forth in Measure
5.1B.1. Bonneville, the U.S. Buresau of
Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers should
include these operating guidelines in their Pecific
Northwest Coordination Agreement data
submittals, System Operation Review
Environmental Impact Statement, and other
pertinent long-term and annua planning and
operation of the Columbia River Power System.

10.3A Hungry Horse Dam
Resident Fish Mitigation

Bureau of Reclamation

10.3A.1 To aid reproduction of kokanee in the
Flathead River and to aid rearing of
other fish species and invertebrates,
operate Hungry Horse Dam to provide
the following instantaneous flows in the
Flathead River at Columbia Fals.

Flows not less than 3,500 cubic
feet per second or more than 4,500
cubic feet per second from
October 15 through December 15.
The 4,500 cubic feet per second
cap may be exceeded if kokanee
are not present at the spawning
sites. Coordinate with Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife and
Parks and the Confederated Salish
and Kootena Tribes to determine
when this restriction may be lifted.
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10.3A.2

10.3A.3

A minimum flow for incubation of
at least 3,500 cubic feet per second
provided 24 hours per day from
December 15 through April 30.

A minimum flow for emergence of
3,500 cubic feet per second
provided 24 hours per day during
the period from May 1 through
June 30.

A minimum flow of at least 3,500
cubic feet per second provided 24
hours per day from July 1 through
October 15 for rearing of bull trout,
cutthroat trout and mountain
whitefish, and for aguatic
invertebrate production.

Report monthly to the Council the
hourly average river flows. Include an
estimate of the costs in megawatts and
dollars to the hydropower system
associated with meeting these flows.
Modify the required flows when
requested by the Montana Department
of Fish, Wildlife and Parks and
Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes for study purposes.

Implement the integrated rule curves
for Hungry Horse Reservoir submitted
to the Council in July 1994 by the
Confederated Salish and K ootenai
Tribes and the Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Limits on
drafting set in the curves should be met
in al years. However, exceeding the
limits for locd flood control is alowed
provided that the Council, the
Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes and the state of Montana are
notified prior to drafting, and the
reservoirs are not incurring additional
flood control respongibilities that have
historically been provided by other
projects. Exceeding the limits for power
purposesis aso dlowed, but is
contingent upon approva by the
Council, the Confederated Salish and

10.3A.4

10.3A5

Kootenai Tribes and the state of
Montana. Deviations from the limits
will require mitigation as prescribed by
the tribes and states, approved by the
Council and called for in Sections
10.3A.7 and 10.3A.8. Requests to
exceed the limits should be submitted at
least 60 days prior to drafting below the
limits.

The intent of this measure is to improve
historic dam operational practicesto
provide more favorable biologica
conditions for resdent fish in the
reservoir and affected river reaches
and to help balance conditions for
anadromous and resident fish so that
the recovery of oneis not pursued at
the expense of the other.

Confederated Salish and K ootenai
Tribesand

M ontana Department of Fish,
Wildlifeand Parks

Continue to refine integrated rue
curves to limit drawdown of Hungry
Horse Reservoir to protect resident
fish. Prepare areview of the biologica
effectiveness of integrated rule curves
including recommendeations for
refinement or continuance of the rule
curves. Submit to the Council by
September of 2005.

Coundil

Review state and tribal summary and
recommendations on the biological
effectiveness of and implementation
costs associated with integrated rule
curves. Based on that review,
determine if integrated rule curves
should be continued as implemented,
refined, or terminated.

Bonneville

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM
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10.3A.6

10.3A.7

10.3A.8

10.3A.9

Continue to fund studies to evaluate the
effect of Hungry Horse Dam operating
procedures on resident fish. Prepare a
summary of the costs incurred and
adjustments made by the power system
as aresult of implementation of
integrated rule curves.

In years when the integrated rule
curves are exceeded for power
purposes at Hungry Horse Dam,
immediately fund the mitigation of fish
losses to the extent those losses are
caused by power operations.

Corpsof Engineers

In years when the integrated rule
curves are exceeded for system flood
control purposes at Hungry Horse
Dam, immediately fund the mitigation
of fish losses to the extent those |osses
are caused by system flood control
operations.

If a conflict occurs between
maintaining the minimum flows required
by Section 10.3A.1 and maintaining
reservoir levels required by Section
10.3A.3, consult with the Confederated
Salish and Kootenai Tribes and
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife
and Parks to determine which
requirements are preferred.

Relevant Parties

10.3A.10 Treat as elements of this program all

resident fish loss estimates identified in
the Fisheries Mitigation Plan For

L osses Attributable to the Construction
and Operation of Hungry Horse Dam
prepared by Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks and the
Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes.

M ontana Department of Fish,
Wildlifeand Parks and the
Confederated Salish and K ootenai
Tribes

10.3A.11 Implement the mitigation measuresin

the long-term implementation plan as
approved by the Council in March 1993
and in subsegquent amendments.

10.3A.12 Initidly, limit hatchery supplementation

activities caled for in the
implementation plan to kokanee only.
Limit facilities for production of
kokanee to those that are temporary
and low cost. Use facilitiesto test the
feasibility of increasing kokanee
populations in the Flathead Basin. If
kokanee populations can meet the
criteriafor determining success of
kokanee reintroduction, as stated in the
Hungry Horse Dam Fisheries
Mitigation implementation plan, make
recommendations to the Council for
construction of permanent production
fecilities, if warranted. Limit
supplementation activities for other
species to research aimed at
development and refinement of
supplementation techniques for

westd ope cutthroat trout and bull
trout. Submit recommendations to the
Council regarding supplementation of
these species based on results of this
research.

10.3A.13 Implement habitat improvement

projects in the implementation plan to
be consistent with maintenance of the
genetic integrity of native fish and
protection of speciesthat are
endangered, threatened, or of special
concern that occur in the improved or
newly accessible habitat. This concern
is critical where passage over natural
barriersis considered. In addition,
implement fish hedlth monitoring.
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Bonneville

10.3A.14 Consult with the state of Montana and

the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes to explore aternative methods,
including atrust agreement, for
financing the long-term, non-
operational mitigation features of the
implementation plan. Explore cost
shares to fund aspects of the
implementation plan, especidly for
projects that mitigate the effects of
non-hydropower caused problems
(e.g., man-caused passage barriersin
reservoir tributaries, fencing of
overgrazed riparian areas and
sediment control projects). If the
parties listed above reach agreement
on a suitable method for financing,
submit recommendations to the
Council for gpprova. Fund the
agreement upon approval.

Coundil

10.3A.15 The determination of losses and

appropriate measures contained in the
Hungry Horse Dam mitigation plan
assumes that the operation of Hungry
Horse Dam will be conducted in
accordance with practices current as of
1992. Under those practices: 1)
reservoir drawdown for power
purposes is limited by Section 10.3A.3
of this program; 2) reservoir drawdown
for flood control is conducted in
accordance with the assignment of
project flood control respongibility in
effect prior to the 1992 operating year;
and 3) no drawdown of the reservair,
other than proportional drafting for the
existing water budget, takes place for
the purpose of increasing downstream
flows to benefit simon and steelhead.
In the event that any significant
changes to current practices are
undertaken, reopen this determination

for the purpose of setting appropriate
drawdown limitations to ensure that the
mitigation measures contained in the
plan remain adequate and effective.

Bonneville and Bureau of
Reclamation

10.3A.16 Complete ingtallation and operate a

selective water withdrawal structure at
Hungry Horse Dam to alow for
temperature control to benefit resident
fish.

Bureau of Reclamation,
Confederated Salish and K ootenai
Tribes, Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks, and
Montana Power Company

10.3A.17 Continue coordinating the Kerr and

Hungry Horse dams mitigation
programs so that measures taken under
those programs are complementary.
The Council encourages
representatives of Region 6 of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service to comment
on mitigation and river management
plans that affect fish and wildlifein
Region 6.

Bonneville

10.3A.18 Fund an Instream Flow Incremental

Methodology study of the mainstem
Flathead River from the South Fork
confluence downstream to the river
inlet on Flathead Lake. Include
recommenda-tions for seasonal
ramping rates and allowable flow
fluctuations to benefit westdope
cutthroat and bull trout spawners and
juveniles, and insect production.

10.3B Libby Dam Resident Fish

Mitigation
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10.3B.1

10.3B.2

Corpsof Engineers

Develop operating procedures for Libby
Dam to ensure that sufficient flows are
provided to protect resident fish in the
Kootenai River and Lake Koocanusa
Require a minimum flow of 4,000 cubic
feet per second. In years of extremely
low runoff, provide no less than 3,000
cubic feet per second. Based on the
best available historica record, and in
consultation with the Montana
Department of Fsh, Wildlife and Parks;
Confederated Salish and K ootenai
Tribes, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho; Idaho
Department of Fish and Game; and the
Council, include in the operating
procedures a definition of “extremely
low runoff” that will permit the 4,000
cubic feet per second requirement to be
met to the fullest extent practicable.
Until new procedures are adopted,
operate Libby Dam under existing
criteria.

Implement the integrated rule curves
for Libby Reservoir submitted to the
Council in July 1994 by the
Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes and the Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Limits on
drafting set in the curves should be met
in al years. However, exceeding the
limits for locd flood contral is alowed
provided that the Council, the
Confederated Salish and K ootenai
Tribes and the State of Montana are
notified prior to drafting, and the
reservoirs are not incurring additional
flood control responsibilities that have
historically been provided by other
projects. Exceeding the limits for power
purposesis aso alowed, but is
contingent upon approva by the
Council, the Confederated Salish and
Kootena Tribes and the State of
Montana. Deviations from the limits

10.3B.3

10.3B.4

10.3B.5

will require mitigation as prescribed by
the tribes and states, approved by the
Council, and called for in measures
10.3B.5 and 10.3B.6. Requests to
exceed the limits should be submitted at
least 60 days prior to drafting below the

limits.

The intent of this measure isto improve
on historic dam operationd practices to
provide more favorable biological
conditions for resdent fish in the
reservoirs and affected river reaches
and to help balance conditions for
anadromous and resident fish so that
the recovery of oneis not pursued at
the expense of the other.

Confederated Salish and K ootenai
Tribes, Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks, K ootenai
Tribe of 1daho; and 1daho
Department of Fish and Game
Continue to refine integrated rule
curves to limit drawdown of Libby
Reservoir to protect resident fish.
Prepare areview of the biological
effectiveness of integrated rule curves
including recommendations for
refinement or continuance of the rule
curves. Submit to the Council by
September of 2005.

Review state and tribal summary and
recommendations on the biological
effectiveness of and implementation
costs associated with integrated rule
curves. Based on that review,
determine if integrated rule curves
should be continued as implemented,
refined, or terminated.

Bonneville

Continue to fund studies to evaluate the
effect of Libby Dam operating
procedures on resident fish. Include a
study of the effects of Libby Dam
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10.3B.6

10.3B.7

10.3B.8

10.3B.9

operations on reproduction and rearing
of white sturgeon in the Kootenai River
assessing, among other things, when
and where fish are present, food
requirements and sources, effects of
pollutants, population recovery and
propagation methods. Coordinate this
work with that in Section 10.4. Prepare
asummary of the costs incurred and
adjustments made by the power system
as aresult of implementation of
integrated rule curves.

In years when the integrated rule
curves are exceeded for power
purposes at Libby Dam, immediately
fund the mitigation of fish losses to the
extent those losses are caused by
power operations.

Corpsof Engineers

In years when the integrated rule
curves are exceeded for system flood
control purposes at Libby Dam,
immediately fund the mitigation of fish
losses to the extent those losses are
caused by system flood control
operations.

If aconflict occurs between
maintaining the minimum flows required
by measure 10.3B.1 and maintaining
reservoir levels required by measure
10.3B.3, consult with Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks,
Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes, Idaho Department of Fish and
Game, and Kootenal Tribe of Idaho to
determine which requirements are
preferred.

Bonneville and Cor ps of
Engineers

In cooperation with the state of
Montana, evaluate and, if beneficial to
resdent fish, feasible, cost-effective

under the Council’s power plan, and in
compliance with al applicable Montana
and federa laws, fund adding three
generators at Libby Dam. If feasible,
during wet years, such additions may
alow the reservoir to fill earlier than
otherwise and thereby maintain a
higher pool level, possibly benefiting
fish in the reservoir. Also, project spill
could be reduced, providing benefits for
fish in the Kootenai River downstream
from the project. Include in the
evduation the following:

Review the adequacy of existing
ramping rates. No more than five
generators could be used under
any circumstances for peaking or
load following. Thislimit is aresult
of historic proceedings that
addressed this issue at Kootenai
Fdls and Jennings Rapids.
Assume that operation of al eight
units smultaneoudy would be
dtrictly prohibited except during
declared flood emergencies or for
demonstrated beneficial resident
fish flow operations. At no time
would the full capacity be available
solely for power purposes.
Operations are assumed to be an
efficiency upgrade (i.e., existing
non-power constraints would be
met, volume releases would not be
increased, and peaking and other
operations would be constrained as
needed to protect the resident fish
resource and dependent
ecosystems above and below the
dam). The dam is assumed to
remain afive-turbine project, abeit
with operation of the newer
turbines instead of the older units,
and not an eight-unit project.

The project, when modified with
additional units, will be expected to
comply with present and future
non-power constraints. Any
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10.3B.10

10.3B.11

additiona generation produced by
the project as aresult of these
changes would go to the federa
Columbia River power system to
be used to offset the investment in
the project and other beneficia
purposes as determined by the
Bonneville administrator.

Include andlysis of costs, and
impacts on fisheries, reservoir
operations, water use and water
qudlity.

Bonneville

Fund the removal of materias that have
accumulated in Kootenai River
tributary deltas below Libby Dam asa
result of the dam’s construction and
operation, because these materias
interfere with the migration of

spawning fish.

In consultation with the Confederated
Sdlish and Kootenal Tribes, the
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife
and Parks, the Kootenai Tribe of 1daho
and other appropriate entities, fund the
design, construction, operation and
maintenance of mitigation projectsin
the Kootenal River System and Lake
Koocanusa to supplement natural
propagation of fish. These projects are
to counter the effects of habitat lossin
the Kootenai River System caused by
Libby Dam construction and by
drawdown and discharges of water
from Lake Koocanusa. In consultation
with these entities, fund a study to
determine levels of fish production
necessary to mitigate the effects of the
hydropower system. Submit results of
the study to the Council by December
31, 1996. The Confederated Salish and
Kootena Tribes, the Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks,
the Kootenal Tribe of 1daho and other
appropriate entities are to make

10.3B.12

10.3C

10.3C.1

10.3C.2

recommendations for further action and
necessary program amendments at that
time.

In consultation with Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks,
the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho and British
Columbia Environment Fisheries
Branch, fund, consistent with Section
2.2G, athree-year investigation of
transboundary populations of rainbow
trout, kokanee, bull trout and westdope
cutthroat trout in the British Columbia
portion of Lake Koocanusa. This
assessment will include mapping of
critical spawning and rearing habitats,
population estimates, stock
identification, collection of biologica
information (age, growth, movement,
etc.) and reservoir habitat preferences.
Study results will correlate biological
effects with impacts of different
operating regimes of Libby Dam on the
various species in the reservoir.

Dwor shak Dam Resident
Fish Mitigation

I daho Department of Fish and
Gameand Nez Perce Tribe
Anayze methods to avoid or minimize
entrainment of kokanee at Dworshak
Dam, including behavioral avoidance
devices such as strobe lights, pneumatic
hammers, bubble screens and sound
generators, as part of development of
integrated rule curves for Dworshak
Reservoir.

I mplement annua mid-water trawling to
further define the relationship between
the fishery, kokanee densities and the
water year, as part of development of
integrated rule curves for Dworshak
Reservoir.
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10.3C.3

10.3C.4

10.3C.5

10.3C.6

10.3C.7

Implement annual kokanee spawner
counts in appropriate creeks.

Implement a genetic inventory in the
North Fork Clearwater River drainage
to determine the genetic status of the
endemic westd ope cutthroat trout
population including genetic
introgression of the westd ope cutthroat
trout population by introduced rainbow
trout. Based on the study, make
recommendations regarding further
planting of rainbow trout in the North
Fork drainage. Coordinate this measure
with the Corps resident fish mitigation
program and review addressed in
measure 10.3C.7.

Bonneville

Fund Idaho Department of Fish and
Game and the Nez Perce Tribe to
implement the above measures. Work
with the Corps and others to determine
cost sharing opportunities on these
measures.

In consultation with the Nez Perce
Tribe and appropriate state agencies,
fund research, monitoring and
evauation activities to determine the
potentia impacts of multipurpose flow
operations on resident fish in
Dworshak Reservoir. This information
will be used to develop analytical
methods, such as biologicd and/or
integrated rule curves for reservoir
operations similar to those developed
by the Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks for Hungry Horse
and Libby reservaoirs.

Corpsof Engineers

In coordination with appropriate fish
and wildlife agencies and the Nez
Perce Tribe, fund fish stocking
activities in Dworshak Reservoir and in

10.3C.8

10.3D

the North Fork of the Clearwater River
upstream from the reservoir, consistent
with the Memorandum of
Understanding between the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and the Corps.
Fund monitoring to determine the
effects of the resident fish mitigation
program on endemic fish populations,
particularly westd ope cutthroat trout
upstream from Dworshak Dam.
Coordinate with Bonneville, Nez Perce
Tribe, Idaho Department of Fish and
Game, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to develop and implement a
review of this program to address
native fish, watershed, and other
concerns.

Corpsof Engineersand Bonneville

Fund investigation of the following
items as part of development of
integrated rule curves for Dworshak
Reservair: 1) the feasibility of avoiding
downward fluctuations in Dworshak
reservoir pool level from June 1 through
August 31 to prevent dewatering
smallmouth bass spawning nests, 2) the
feasibility of achieving normal full pool
during June, if flood runoff forecasting
alows, to avoid rising pool levels and
associated temperature depressions in
near-shore areas when smallmouth
bass are spawning; and 3) the feasibility
of avoiding reservoir evacuation for
winter flood control or hydropower
prior to the September 1 date identified
in the current flood control operating
curve to promote terrestrial
invertebrates deposition, which is an
important food source for trout and
smallmouth bass.

Big Fork Hydroelectric
Project Resident Fish
Mitigation
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10.3D.1

10.3D.2

10.3D.3

10.3E

10.3E.1

10.3E.2

Pacific Power and Light Company

Continue to operate the Big Fork
Hydrodectric Project under provisions
included in the project’s Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission license.

Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks, Confederated
Salish and Kootenai Tribes; and
Pacific Power and Light Company

Examine mitigation aternatives to
address | osses of westslope cutthroat
trout, rainbow trout, bull trout and
kokanee in the Flathead River system
caused by the Big Fork Hydroelectric
Project.

Continue to work together to ensure
coordination of Big Fork Hydroelectric
Project operations with Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
and the Confederated Salish and
Kootenai Tribes fish management
objectives.

Other Projects

Bureau of Reclamation

Ensure that Anderson Ranch Dam is
operated to maintain established
minimum flow levels for the wintering
and spawning of trout in the South Fork
of the Boise River.

Consult with the Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife and affected irrigation
districts to explore the potentia for
releasing surplus water when it is
available from Owyhee, Warm Springs
and Beulah reservoirs. Such releases
would be made during the non-irrigation
season to benefit downstream resident
fish.

PaBificcBovwérRectbhighbCangp &y ps
of Engineers

10.3E.3 Operate Grand Coulee Dam and Lake
Roosevdt to provide the maximum
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10.3E.4

water retention times possible, with a
minimum of 40 days, from June 15
through the end of September. By mid-
April, have the reservoir aslow asit
will be drawn down. For the period
from April 1 to June 15, operate the
lake for the maximum water retention
times that have been historically
achievable. Minimize reservoir

Meet the following end-of-month
elevation targets while attempting to
maintain the monthly mean water
retention times as follows:

Reduce the maximum water level from
1,288 feet above mean sealevel to
1,283 feet above mean sea level every
other year from June to August to re-
establish terrestrial vegetation in littoral
areas. Refill to elevation 1,288 feet
above mean sealevel by September 1.
Refill in subsequent years to 1,288 feet
above mean sea level.

Include these operating guidelines in
the Pacific Northwest Coordination

Fish Passage Center and
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife
Authority

10.3E.5

Incorporate these operating guideines
for Grand Coulee into planning and
system operational requests, as set
forth in Section 5.1B.1.

Fish Managers and Council

fluctuations.

Period Elevation (feet above sealevel) Retention

January 1,270 45 days

February Operate reservoir to elevation 40 days
1,260

March-April 15 Operate reservoir no lower than 30 days
1,250 feet above mean sea level

April 16 1,255 30 days

May 1,265 35 days

June-December Operate reservoir at 1,288 40-60 days or maximum
(2 feet below full pool) historialy achievable for

each month

Agreement data submittals, System
Operation Review Environmental
Impact Statement, and other pertinent
long-term and annua planning and
operation of the Columbia River Power
System. The guidelines should be
treated as a hard constraint.
Bonneville, the Bureau of Reclamation
and the Corps of Engineers are further
directed to develop a biologica rule
curve, based on these guiddines, that
will protect resident fish in Lake
Roosevelt.

Develop additiond scientific
information on the benefits and need
for awater retention time standard for
Grand Coulee and submit to the Council
as soon as possible. The Council will
review and refine this measure based
on anticipated submissions by the
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife
Authority in 1995.
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10.3E.6

10.3E.7

10.3E.8

10.3E.9

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

To maintain habitat conditions suitable
for the survival of resident fishin
Georgetown Lake, do not permit
alterations of future operations of the
Flint Creek project from past practices
without considering and incorporating
the multiple uses of the project,
including the needs of the fish.

Montana Power Company

Continue funding an evaluation of the
Milltown Dam proposed operating
procedures to determine whether they
will protect resident fish downstream
from the project. Include an analysis of
suspended sediments, associated heavy
metals and organic pollutants, as well
as an evauation of the potential effect
of these pollutants on resident fish.
Propose mitigation aternatives to the
Council if the investigations reved that
an adverse effect on the fish will result
from the proposed operation.

Bureau of Reclamation, Cor ps of
Engineersand Other Project
Operators

In consultation with the Council, tribes,
and fish and wildlife agencies, use
storage, where existing structures
dlow, to maintain water temperatures
within the best ranges for fish habitat.

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

Acquire or construct atrout production
facility and operate and maintain the
facility for the production of native
trout species for stocking on the Fort
Hall Indian Reservation and elsewhere.
Assess opportunities for joint

production strategies with the
Shoshone-Paiute Tribes, including the
training of tribal membersin fish
culture.

10.3E.10 Implement habitat restoration and

enhancement activitiesin Spring Creek
and Clear Creek aong the Fort Hall
Bottoms located on the Fort Hall
Reservation.

Bonneville, Bureau of
Reclamation and Other Rdlevant
Entities

10.3E.11 Fund the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

projects listed above.

Washington Water Power
Company

10.3E.12 Continue the existing operation of Post

10.4

Fals Dam to minimize its impact on the
fish and wildlife in Lake Coeur d' Alene
and the Spokane River. Initiate
consultation with the Coeur d' Alene
Tribe to develop and conduct an
evaluation(s) of the effects of current
and projected hydropower operations
a Post Falls Dam on fish in Lake
Coeur d’' Alene and the Spokane River
by June 1996. In coordination with this
consultation, continue to consult with
the Idaho Department of Fish and
Game and others. Proposals for further
action may be made on the basis of the
evaluation(s).

STURGEON
MITIGATION

Sturgeon were once abundant in the
Columbia River Basin. Population levels of
sturgeon in some areas of the basin have
declined, thereby raising concern about the long-
term sustainability of the species. The Council
believes that studies and eva uations should be
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undertaken and completed quickly, and on-the-
ground projects identified and implemented as
soon as possible to address the needs of this
species. In addition, these studies should be
coordinated to avoid redundant work and to
increase the potentia for learning.

10.4A

10.4A.1

10.4A.2

10.4A.3

10.4A.4

Study and Evaluate
Sturgeon Populations

Bonneville

In consultation with the appropriate
tribes and state agencies, fund the
implementation of the sturgeon
measures listed below.

In consultation with the appropriate
state agencies and tribes, fund research
to determine the impact of development
and operation of the hydropower
system on sturgeon in the Columbia
River Basin. These studies may
include: 1) habitat requirements, 2)
maintenance of genetic integrity, 3)
stock assessment, 4) potential for
artificial propagation, and 5) migration
potential. Specific recommendations for
the protection, mitigation and
enhancement of sturgeon may be
submitted to the Council upon
completion of these studies.

In consultation with the Umatilla Tribes
and other appropriate state agencies
and tribes, fund an evauation, including
abiological risk assessment (see
measure 7.3B.1), of potentia means of
rebuilding sturgeon populations between
Bonneville Dam and the mouth of the
Snake River.

In consultation with the Nez Perce
Tribe, Idaho Department of Fish and
Game, Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife and other appropriate state
agencies and tribes, fund an evauation,
including a biological risk assessment

10.4A.5

10.4A.6

10.4A.7

(see Measure 7.3B.1), of potential
means of rebuilding sturgeon
populations in the Snake River between
Lower Granite and Hells Canyon

dams.

In consultation with the Nez Perce
Tribe, Idaho Department of Fish and
Game, Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife, and other appropriate state
agencies and tribes, fund an evauation
of a put-and-take consumptive
sturgeon fishery in Hells Canyon and
Oxbow Reservoirs. The study may
include the production of test fish at the
existing Nez Perce Tribe sturgeon
rearing facility. Submit for Council
review and approval prior to
implementation.

In consultation with the Spokane Tribe,
the Colville Tribes and other
appropriate state agencies and tribes,
fund a three-year base-line assessment
of sturgeon in Lake Roosevelt from
Grand Coulee Dam to the international
border, including the Spokane River
arm on the Spokane Indian
Reservation. Include estimates of:
current population size, abundance of
each age class, age/length frequency,
recruitment rate, natural and fishing
mortdities, distribution and migration
patterns, harves, life history, habitat
usage, environmenta factors affecting
abundance and an assessment of the
potentia for artificial propagation.
Submit recommendations from these
studies to the Council.

In consultation with the appropriate
tribes and state agencies, fund an
evaluation of the development and
maintenance of operations and facilities
to enhance white sturgeon production
by supplementation for depressed
populations in the impounded portions
of the Columbia and Snake rivers.
Submit for Council review and
gpprovd prior to implementation.
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10.4A.8 In consultation with the appropriate
tribes and state agencies, fund an
evauation of the development and
maintenance of an experimenta white
sturgeon research facility for research
on contaminants, reproduction and
genetics of white sturgeon. Submit for
Council review and gpprova prior to
implementation.

10.4A.9 In consultation with the appropriate
tribes and state agencies, fund white
sturgeon population research in Lake
Roosevelt, mid-Columbia and lower
Snake river reservaoirs.

Corpsof Engineers

10.4A.10 In consultation with the appropriate
tribes and state agencies, fund
research regarding feasibility of
additional sturgeon passage
opportunities at The Dalles Dam by
restoring existing fish lock facilities.

10.4B Kootenai River White
Sturgeon

The Council recognizes that white sturgeon in
the Kootenai River are a species of special
cultura significance to the Kootenai Tribe of
Idaho. Further, the Council notes that since the
congtruction of Libby Dam in 1972, recruitment
has been nil and the population has been in steady
decline. In the 76 kilometer section of the
Kootenal River between Bonners Ferry, |daho,
downstream to the Canadian Border, the
population was estimated at 1,148 individuasin
1982 and 880 individuas in 1990. Absence of
smaller-sized sturgeon and an increase in the
overal sze digtribution of the population to larger-
sized, older fish between 1982 and 1990 points to
an absence in recruitment. The Council has been
presented with testimony from the fishery
managers that this decline in dl probability is
caused by two factors, altered flow regimes and

load following, resulting from the operation of
Libby Dam. The fishery managers believe that
spring/summer flows in excess of 30,000 to
35,000 cubic feet per second at Bonners Ferry
are needed to ensure adequate spawning and
recruitment. Kootenai River white sturgeon were
listed as an endangered species by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service in 1994. Degraded water
quality, loss of doughs and marshes (which may
have formerly been potentid fry habitat) due to
diking, and reduced prey densties owing to Libby
Dam trapping nutrients have also been suggested
as contributing to the problem.

Since the Kootena River white sturgeon
population has had virtudly no recruitment in the
last 20 years, the Council has two recovery
objectives. The first (short-term) isto act
immediately to prevent further loss of genetic
variahility in the population. The second (long-
term) is to restore natural reproduction and
recruitment. These objectives will be
accomplished in two ways. Firg, flow
experiments will be conducted, in a manner
congistent with the integrated rule curves for
Libby Dam, in an attempt to identify the level of
flows necessary for successful spawning and
recruitment to occur. Second, to prevent
additiona losses of genetic variability to the
population, owing to continued mortality with no
replacement, genetically sound artificial
propagation utilizing the Kootena Tribal sturgeon
culture station will be employed.

Until successful repeatable natural spawning
of white sturgeon in the Kootenai River is shown
to result in repeatable recruitment, recovery will
include artificia production. Artificia production
will follow guidelines set forth in the “ Kootenai
River White Sturgeon Recovery Strategy”
developed by the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho
Fisheries Program, in collaboration with the
Upper Columbia United Tribes Fisheries
Research Center. The guidelines incorporate a
breeding plan developed by Dr. Harold Kincaid, a
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service geneticist in a
report to Bonneville published in 1993. Kincaid's
plan protects the genetic integrity (by maintaining
genetic variability) of the wild Kootena River
white sturgeon stock, utilizing conservation
aquaculture, while smultaneoudly restoring the
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natural age structure to the population. The
Council, by this action, approves both the
Kootenai Tribe of Idaho/Upper Columbia United
Tribes recovery plan and Kincaid breeding plan
and incorporates them as part of this program.
When the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
develops arecovery plan for the Kootenai River
white sturgeon, the Council will consult with the
Kootena Tribe and the Fish and Wildlife Service
and other interested entities to determine if the
recovery plan is consistent with the recovery
strategy adopted here, and if not, to determine
whether and how this recovery strategy should
be revised.

The captive breeding program will use three
to six females and an equa or greater number of
males captured from the Kootenai River each
soring. Fish will be spawned in pairs or in didld
mating designs to produce a minimum of five to
sx individua families that will be reared
separately to maintain family identify. After
hatching, approximately half the offspring shall be
transferred to either Sandpoint or Cabinet Gorge
hatchery in case catastrophic losses were to
occur a one facility. Fish will be marked to
identify family and year class before return to the
river. Fish should be returned to the river asfall
fingerlings to minimize potential adaptation to the
hatchery environment. Initialy, while tagging
methods are tested to ensure positive
identification after return to the river, it may be
necessary to plant fish as spring yearlings. Total
number of fish planted will be 5,000 to 7,000 if
fal fingerlings or 1,000 to 1,200 if spring
yearlings, with the number planted from each
family equalized. Assuming annual surviva rates
of 20 percent during the first winter for fall
fingerling plants and 50 percent for years oneto
three, and 85 percent for years four to 20 of all
fish planted, the target numbers would yield 7.9
progeny per family or about four breeding pairs at
age 20. Natura survival in the river environment
during the 19+ years from planting to maturity
would result in variability in genetic contribution
of families to the next broodstock generation.
Fish planted per family would be adjusted in
future years when actua survival rate
information is known. Broodfish will be tagged

when captured to minimize multiple spawning of
the same fish.

The annua number of progeny produced per
family is determined by the number of
successfully spawned femalesin a given year. If
six distinct white sturgeon families are produced,
the annua production god of 1,200 age 1 fish will
be met with 200 individuds per family. If 12
distinct families are produced, the annua
production goal of 1,200 age 1 fish will be met
with 100 fish per family. Producing an
intermediate number of families (>6, <12) will
meet the 1,200 fish target by adjustment of
numbers of fish per family at age 1.

The following mating options are designed to
preserve the population's remaining genetic
variability, maximize the effective population
number and begin rebuilding a natural age class
structure.

# Females # Mdes

OO0k wWN
o 01~ OO0

After afish, mae or femae, has produced
one progeny family, it shall not be spawned again
for aminimum of five years. After five years, a
fish could be used to produce a second family
only if no other unused fish are available for
spawning. No fish will be used more than twice.

Biological objectivesfor
endanger ed K ootenai River
white sturgeon:

Preserve existing gene pool and re-
establish natural age structure of
the population. To accomplish this
godl, it will be necessary to have a
minimum “successful recruitment”
by 100 families, with afamily unit
defined as one female crossed with
one male, during the next 20 years
(by 2015). “ Successful
recruitment” is defined as enough
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fish to produce 4 to 10 sexudly
mature adults/family unit (average
7.9 adults/family unit) at 20 years
of age. To reproduce natura age
structure this will require that an
average of five family units per
year be spawned successfully, with
goproximately 200 age 1 individuas
from each family recruited into the
population each year for the next
20 years. Thiswill resultina
population of gpproximately 640
age 20 or older adults by 2035,
which, when added to the number
of individuas surviving from the
wild population (223 estimated in
2035 based upon a current
estimated 3.3 percent annual
mortality) would stabilize the
population at gpproximately the
current population of 880
individuals older than age 20.
Assuming that between 2015 and
2035, five families reproduce
annually at the samerate, an
additiond 3,200 fish younger than
age 20 would aso be present. Of
equal importance, the age structure
of the population would be
restored, thus allowing additiona
time to recover this stock. In
essence, this objective boils down
to producing 1,000 to 1,200 age 1
fish composed of five to six
families of 20 fish each annudly.
Restore recruitment produced by
naturally spawning adult sturgeon
in the Kootenai River.

At present, given the length of time
anticipated for recovery to take
place, no harvest or escapement
targets have been established.
However, it isalong range
management objective of the
Kootenai Tribe of Idaho to
eventualy restore this stock of
sturgeon to a sufficient abundance
and age digtribution to alow for

ceremonial, subsistence and
recreational harvest by tribal
members and recreational harvest
by sport anglers.

Strategiesto achieve
biological objectivesfor
Kootenai River white
sturgeon:

The Council’s measures to restore
endangered Kootenai River white
sturgeon will undertake concurrent
thrusts: 1) obtain higher water
flows in theriver to re-establish
natural spawning, and 2) initiate a
captive culture program to
preserve existing genetic variation
until natural spawning is restored.
Utilize the Kootenai Tribal
sturgeon culture station to augment
recruitment until evidenceis
available to show that natural
reproduction is yielding adequate
recruits to sustain the genetic
variability. Additiondly, the captive
culture program will utilize
“preservation stocking” techniques
to minimize inbreeding, genetic
bottlenecks and other detrimental
effects that conventional
supplementation programs have on
wild fish populations. A parent
stock of wild fish collected from
the Kootena River with an
effective population size of 200
individuals (100 femaes and 100
males) or 100 families will be used
to ensure genetic integrity. A
congtraint will be placed on the
captive culture program to ensure
that at least 70 percent of mature
femaesin any given year are
retained in the river and alowed to
spawn naturdly if river conditions
permit. Available scientific
evidence indicates that 22 to 42
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femal es become mature each year,
S0 using the more conservative
lower vaue, up to six females
could be captured annually and
spawned to produce fish for the
culture program. At a current 3.26
percent annual mortality rate,
calculated from the difference
between two population estimates
made in 1982 (1,148 individuas)
and 1990 (880 individuas), the
number of females that could be
used in future years would decline
tofivein five years, four in 10
years, and three in 15 years. The
recruitment goal for each family in
this program is enough fish to
produce 4 to 10 adults at 20 years
of age. Thiswould require stocking
gpproximately 5,000 to 7,000 total
age O fish or 1,000 to 1,200 total
age 1 fish with equal numbers
stocked from each family.

The captive breeding program will
use three to six females and an
equal or greater number of males
captured from the Kootenai River
each spring. Fish will be spawned
in pairsor in didld mating designs
to produce individua families that
will be reared separately to
maintain family identity. Fish will
be marked to identify family and
year class before return to the
river. Fish should be returned to
theriver asfal fingerlings to
minimize potential adaptation to the
hatchery environment. Initidly,
while tagging methods are tested to
ensure positive identification after
return to the river, it may be
necessary to plant fish as spring
yearlings. Total number of fish
planted will be 5,000 to 7,000 if fall
fingerlings or 1,000 to 1,200 if
spring yearlings, with equa
numbers planted from each family.
Assuming annual survivd rates of
20 percent during the first winter

10.4B.1

104B.2

for fal fingerling plants and 50
percent for years one to three, and
85 percent for years four-20 of all
fish planted, the target numbers
would yield 7.9 progeny per family
or about four breeding pairs at age
20. Naturd survivd in the river
environment during the 19+ years
from planting to maturity would
result in variability in genetic
contribution of families to the next
broodstock generation. Broodfish
will be tagged after spawning to
minimize multiple spawnings of the
same fish.

Operate Libby reservoir according
to the Integrated Rule Curve
guidelines in an attempt to provide
for natural spawning and
recruitment within the Kootenai
River. Implementation and duration
of discharge will be consistent with
Section 10.3B.1 and 10.3B.2.

M easur es to achieve biological
objectives for Kootenai River
white sturgeon:

Kootenai Tribe of Idaho

Operate and maintain a low-capital
sturgeon hatchery on the Kootenai
Indian Reservation. With Bonneville,
explore dternative ways to make
effective use of the hatchery facility
year-round.

Survey the Kootenal River
downstream from Bonners Ferry,
Idaho, to the Canadian border to: 1)
evaluate the effectiveness of the
hatchery, and 2) assess the impact of
water-level fluctuations caused by
Libby Dam on hatchery operations for
outplanting of sturgeon in the Idaho
portion of the Kootenai River.
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10.4B.3

10.4B.4

Bonneville and Corps of Engineers

Release water from Libby Dam to
augment river discharge during the
historic white sturgeon spawning period
(May-Jduly) to accomplish flow
experiments and attempt to encourage
natural spawning and recruitment. The
purpose of these experiments shall be
to identify the minimum flows required
to achieve natural spawning and
recruitment of year classes.
Implementation and duration of
discharge will be consistent with
Section 10.3B.1 and 10.3B.2.

Follow the accompanying operating
guiddlines at Libby Dam when
augmenting discharges:

Variation in discharge (“load
factoring” or “load following”)
should be diminated or minimized
during wettest 66 percent of water
years. Load factoring is
permissible during the driest 33
percent of water years, but efforts
to minimize load factoring every
year are strongly encouraged.

A minimum stream flow of 12,000
cubic feet per second should be
maintained from May 1 through
August 25 a Bonners Ferry during
the 66 percent wettest years to
eliminate stranding of larvae and
juvenile fishes, and to reduce the
chances of the river reaching
lethally high temperatures during
the white sturgeon egg incubation
and larval development periods.
Augmented discharge in the 66
percent wettest years should occur
in such away asto maintain 8° to
14° centigrade water temperature
at Bonners Ferry from the first to
the 45th day of augmented
discharge.

Ramping up and down to and from
augmented discharge levels should
occur over at least a 96-hour
period.

During the 66 percent wettest
years, water temperature should be
18° centigrade between the 45th
day of augmented discharge and
August 25 (during the 12,000 cubic
feet per second minimum
discharge period) to maximize
survival of white sturgeon eggs and
larvae.

Experimental discharges should be
provided during average water
years (33-66 percent wettest
years) to test how incremental
discharge increases affect natural
spawning and recruitment of white
sturgeon in the Kootenai River.
The emphasis during such years
should be on providing different
discharge regimes to determine if
natural reproduction and
recruitment can be achieved with
moderate discharge.

Natural spawning experiments will
a so be conducted to determine if
moderate discharge regimes,
shaped differently than current
discharge patterns, can satisfy the
recovery objective of reestablishing
natural spawning and recruitment
of white sturgeon in the Kootenai
River. In addition to shaping
augmented discharge, effects of
increased discharge duration will
be evaluated. The aim of these
natural spawning experimentsis to
use adaptive river management to
test hypotheses concerning natural
spawning requirements of white
sturgeon in the Kootenai River.
Augmented discharge will not
occur during below average water
(<33 percent wettest years) to
better allow reservoir refill, thereby
enabling greater water availability
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for natural spawning testsin
subsequent years. Not releasing
water through Libby Dam during
below average water years will
also reduce negative effects on
resident fisheries and recreation in
Lake Koocanusa currently caused
by low reservoir surface
elevations.

Discharge augmentation in above
average water years will be
automaticaly implemented once
the predetermined adequate
amount of water is available. The
Corps of Engineers should provide
reports including runoff forecast
and water availability datato al
involved management agencies
(Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, Idaho
Department of Fish and Game,
Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Bonneville,
Pacific Northwest Utilities
Conference Committee). Annual
implementation of augmented
discharge will be based on run-off
forecasts and water availability
data provided by these reports
made available and updated from
January to March of every year.
By March 15, the Corps of
Engineers shal provide an annual
report of runoff and water
availability, which will determine
the targeted Kootenai River Water
Budget for white sturgeon, to the
Council and to appropriate
fisheries management agencies
(Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, Idaho
Department of Fish and Game,
Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service). These four
agencies (water budget team) will
consult with Bonneville and the
Corps of Engineers to develop an
annua implementation plan that

10.4B.5

shapes the flows for conducting
adaptive management experiments.
The report will be submitted to the
Council by the water budget team
annudly by April 1. This report will
describe the dates and times,
ramping rates, shapes of flows and
temperature guidelines for the
sturgeon spawning experiment to
be conducted that year.

The range of augmented discharge
during average water years
(15,000-25,000 cubic feet per
second) is designed to investigate
white sturgeon spawning over a
wide range of discharge regimes.
The furthest downriver suspected
spawning habitat for white
sturgeon exists near Shorty's
Idand, located downstream from
Bonners Ferry. Due to braided
channe morphology in this area of
the river, an increase of discharges
from 22,000 to 23,000 cubic feet
per second provides a nearly five-
fold increase in predicted spawning
habitat. Therefore, during average
water years, effort should be made
when possible to provide discharge
between 23,000 and 25,000 cubic
feet per second at Bonners Ferry.
However, effects of discharge on
spawning should aso be evauated
at discharges ranging from 15,000
to 22,000 cubic feet per second at
Bonners Ferry in average water
years.

Kootenai Tribe of 1daho, daho
Department of Fish and Game, and
M ontana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks

As part of the Kootenai sturgeon
recovery strategy (See measure
10.4B.4 above):
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The Kootenal Tribe of Idaho isto
operate the Kootenai Tribal
sturgeon hatchery and develop
propagation methods that ensure
healthy sturgeon are outplanted
into the Kootenal River
commencing in 1995. Also, mark
all hatchery-released fish to
distinguish from naturally produced
fish. The Idaho Department of Fish
and Game is to rear white sturgeon
a Sandpoint or Cabinet Gorge
hatcheries commencing in 1995.
The Kootenai Tribe of |daho,
Idaho Department of Fish and
Game and Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks will
participate on the water budget
team, commencing in 1996.

The Kootenal Tribe of Idaho,
Idaho Department of Fish and
Game and Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks are to
conduct monitoring and evaluation
to assess the effectiveness of
these measures, and investigate
critical uncertainties about other
factors that may contribute to
reduced sturgeon recruitment,
commencing in 1995. The
monitoring and evauation program
shdl include: 1) an assessment of
spawning success and natural
recruitment to the juvenile
population under high dischargein
high runoff years, experimental
discharges in moderate runoff
years and no flow augmentation in
below average runoff years; 2) an
assessment of hatchery releases;
3) an assessment of exactly how
and why low Kootenai River
discharges affect sturgeon
recruitment; and 4) an assessment
of factors other than discharge that
may be contributing to the lack of
Kootena River white sturgeon
spawning success and recruitment.

Such factors potentialy include
pollutants, limited food resources
(at various life history stages),
predation, combination of dtered
therma regimes and limited food
availability that could cause poor
winter surviva of young-of-the-
year sturgeon, and lack of habitat
for fry, juvenile or subadult life
history stages. In particular, data
shdll be collected to develop
bioenergetics models that assess
the impact of predatory fish
consumption of sturgeon eggs and
larvae to recruitment of sturgeon
year classes. As part of this study,
the impact of low versus high
discharges on the intensity and
rates of predation on sturgeon eggs
and larvae shall be investigated.
The project will determine the
feashility of utilizing predator
management as atool to improve
sturgeon recruitment. This
investigation shall dso focus on
assessing larval and overwinter
survival of age O sturgeon asiit
relates to the current levels of
primary and secondary production
in the river and Kootenay Lake.

10.5 BULL TROUT AND
OTHER NATIVE
SALMONID MITIGATION

10.5A Study and Evaluate Bull
Trout Populations

Bull trout were once abundant in the
Columbia River Basin. Population levels have
declined in some aress, thereby raising concerns
about the long-term sustainability of the species.
The measures below call for studies and
evaluations. The Council believes these studies
and eva uations should be undertaken and
completed quickly, and on-the-ground projects
identified and implemented as soon as possible to
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address the needs of this species. In addition,
these studies should be coordinated to avoid
redundant work and to increase the potential for
learning.
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10.5A.1

10.5A.2

10.5A.3

10.5A .4

10.5A.5

Bonneville, Other Federal
Agencies, States, Hydroelectric
Project Ownersand Other Entities
asAppropriate

Fund bull trout population and habitat
surveys in the Middle Fork Willamette
and McKenzie River systems and
habitat improvements identified in the
surveys to benefit bull trout.

Fund a study of the status, life history,
habitat needs and limiting factors for
bull trout populations in the Deschutes,
Grande Ronde, Hood, John Day and
Umatilla subbasins.

Fund the Confederated Salish and
Kootenai Tribes and Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
to initiate a comprehensive genetic
sampling program for bull trout in the
Flathead River Basin.

Confederated Salish and K ootenai
Tribesand Montana Department
of Fish, Wildlifeand Parks

Initiate a comprehensive genetic
sampling program for bull trout in the
Flathead River Basin to provide basic
genetic information needed for
rebuilding bull trout populations,
including the use of supplementation for
rebuilding purposes, as well asto
identify non-lethal genetic sampling
techniques.

Bonneville

In consultation with the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game and
appropriate tribes, fund an investigation
of the life history, habitat needs and
threats to persistence of bull trout and
a genetic sampling program for bull
trout in the Lake Pend Oreille system.

10.5A.6

10.5B

10.5B.1

In consultation with the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife and
the Y akama Indian Nation, fund a
study of the life histories and limiting
factors for bull trout populations
resding in the following Bonneville
Reservoir tributaries: Wind, Little
White Salmon, White Samon and
Klickitat rivers. The purposes of the
study include:

determine presence and
abundance of juvenile and adult
bull trout;

compare the genetic make up of
stocks found with each other
and stocks outside the study
area;

determine the amount of suitable
bull trout habitat available in the
tributaries,

determine limiting factors for
bull trout production; and
develop a management plan for
bull trout on tributaries to the
Bonneville Reservoir.

Study and Evaluate Native
Salmonid Populations
Above Hells Canyon Dam

Bonneville, Other Federal
Agencies, States, Hydroelectric
Project Ownersand Other Entities
asAppropriate

In consultation with the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game, Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife,
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Shoshone-
Paiute Tribes and Burns Paiute Tribe,
fund an invedtigation of the life history,
habitat needs and threats to persistence
of native sdmonids upstream of Hells
Canyon Dam in the Snake River and
its tributaries.
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10.5B.2

10.6

10.6A

10.6A.1

10.6A.2

10.6B

In consultation with the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game, Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife,
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Shoshone-
Paiute Tribes and Burns Paiute Tribe,
fund the initiation of a comprehensive
genetic sampling program for native
salmonids upstream of Hells Canyon
Dam in the Snake River and its
tributaries.

OTHER RESIDENT FISH
POPULATIONS

Rainbow Trout in the
Clearwater River

Idaho Department of Fish and
Game

Provide information to the Council on
whether habitat in the Clearwater River
below its North Fork is suitable for
rainbow trout. If the habitat is suitable
and production of rainbow trout will not
conflict with production of chinook
salmon, provide a plan to stock the river
with rainbow trout. Coordinate
development of this plan with the Nez
Perce Tribe and the National Marine
Fisheries Service.

Bonneville

Upon completion of the actions
specified in Section 10.6A.1, and upon
Council review and gpproval, fund the
program for stocking rainbow trout in
the Clearwater River.

Salmonids and Spiny-Rayed
Fish in Pend Oreille River

Corpsof Engineers

10.6B.1 Fund a study to evaluate the existing
and potentia salmonid and spiny-rayed
fish and their habitat in the Pend
Orellle River from Lake Pend Oreille
downstream to Albeni Fals Dam.
Coordinate this study with the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game,
Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife and Kalispel Tribe of Indians.
Submit recommendations based on
results of these studies. Upon approval
by the Council, fund recommendations.

10.6C Sturgeon and Burbot in
Kootenai River

Bonneville

10.6C.1 Fund efforts to restore sturgeon and
burbot populations in the K ootenai
River. These populations are dependent
on the productivity of fish habitatsin
the entire Kootena River system
including the Kootenay River and
Kootenay Lake in British Columbia
Coordinate and share the cost of this
measure with Canadian fishery
managers.

10.6D Kokaneein BanksLake

Bureau of Reclamation or
AppropriateIrrigation Digtricts

10.6D.1 Fund maintenance of the barrier net
system at the outlet from Banks Lake
into the main irrigation cand to
conserve the spawning population of
kokanee in the lake.

10.6E Kokaneein Lake Pend
Oreille

The Council endorses adaptive management
techniques and targeted research to improve
environmental conditions and provide data
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concerning critical uncertainties. The same
approach should be applied to uncertainties
regarding Lake Pend Orelille.

The decline in kokanee populations from the
1960s to the mid 1990s has been debated in terms
of magnitude of decline and factors causing the
decline. Shoreline spawning counts have declined
from 39,400 in 1953 to 1,900 in 1992. The Idaho
Department of Fish and Game believes that there
would be an increase in spawning habitat if lake
levels were held up. Other factors such as
predation, mysis shrimp introduction and other
food web changes have also been suggested as
possible causes of decline and limits on population
Sze.

An experimenta regime in which winter
water levels are maintained above 2,051 feet
would test whether spawning habitat limits
kokanee populations, and whether recruitment
would be significantly enhanced by higher water
levels. Managing winter water levels to 2,054 feet
in 1995-96, 2,055 feet in 1996-97 and 2,056 feet in
1997-98 would provide sufficient new spawning
habitat to permit such atest.

Because the kokanee population is low and
variable, and weak year classes are forecast,
there is an urgent need to understand the causes
of decline. Research should provide data to
address uncertainties regarding: movements of
shoreline gravel; any impacts or benefits to Box
Canyon Reservoir; alake energy budget including
zooplankton; predation levels and predator
abundance; mysis shrimp and kokanee; changes
in the abundance of warmwater fish species,
concerns about Eurasian water milfoil; and
effects on wildlife and waterfowl. Many
elements of this research are needed prior to
making long-term decisions regarding lake level
management.

Therefore, the Council calls for maintaining
Lake Pend Orellle levels a an eevation of 2,054
feet in 1995-96, 2,055 feet in 1996-97 and 2,056
feet in 1997-98 from early November until April
for three winters.

10.6E.1

10.6E.2

10.6E.3

Idaho Department of Fish and
Gameand Appropriate Tribesand
State Agencies

Prepare a study plan for Council

review by September 1995 to
investigate the effect of changing water
level management of Lake Pend Orellle
starting in the fall of 1995. Address as
apart of the study: the effect of lake
level changes on kokanee production;
possible movements of shoreline gravel
and sediment; any impacts or benefits
to Box Canyon Reservoir; alake
energy budget, including zooplankton;
predation levels and predator
abundance; mysis shrimp and food
availability for larval and adult kokanee;
changes in the abundance of warm
water fish species; concerns about
Eurasian water milfoil; and effects on
wildlife and waterfowl. During the term
of the study implement hatchery
improvements identified in previous
studies on Cabinet Gorge Hatchery,
maintain current levels of kokanee
production and maintain current levels
of harvest.

I ndependent Scientific Group

Review the study design and
implementation, including appropriate
lake levels, at the earliest opportunity
and submit a review to the Council by
September 1, 1996. The Council will
then confirm or modify the find study
design.

Bonneville

Fund the Lake Pend Oreille kokanee
study as approved by the Council.

Corpsof Engineers
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10.6E.4 Changelake level minimumsto 2,054
feet, 2,055 feet and 2,056 feet during
the next three winters. These lake
levels should be implemented only if
monitoring and evaluation measures
(spawning related studies) are in place.
Drafts below these levels are
permissible in case of power
emergencies to protect system
reliability (see Section 1.8 on system
reliability and emergencies). Any
replacement energy for these
operations must not come from
Columbia River Basin storage projects.
Funding for research associated with
these operations is subject to the
ongoing process for project ranking and
prioritization.

10.7 PROVIDE AND
EVALUATE USE OF
SHORELINE
VEGETATION

10.7A  Vegetation Plantings

Bonneville, Other Federal
Agencies, States, Hydroelectric
Project Ownersand Other Entities
as Appropriate

10.7A.1 Fund test vegetation plantings at
appropriate reservoirs and evaluate
results. Appropriate reservoirs might
include Hills Creek, Dworshak, Libby,
Hungry Horse, Lake Roosevelt and
others. Incorporate the results of
shoreline vegetation studies at
Revelstoke and other reservoirs into
this test. Based on the results of the
test plantings, fund a feasibility study to
identify which hydroelectric projectsin
the basin would benefit from
revegetation improvements.

Bonneville

10.7A.2 Combine the information developed
from test plantingsin al reservoirsin
the basin with a site-pecific
examination of the effect of operation
levels on plant species and survival, the
identification of areas likely to produce
the most beneficial impacts on targeted
fisheries, aswell as an assessment of
cost/benefit, permitting, environmental
impact and overall feasibility. The
results and recommendations of this
study are to be submitted to the
Council by December 31, 1998. Upon
Council gpproval, fund implementation
of recommendations.

10.8 RESIDENT FISH
SUBSTITUTIONS

Samon and steelhead probably never will be
able to return to some areas of the basin because
of blockages by dams. These include the areas
above Chief Joseph and Grand Coulee dams and
the Hells Canyon Complex, as well as other
smaller blocked aress. In its analysis of the
contribution of the hydropower system to sdlmon
and steelhead losses (see Council documents
87-15, 87-15A and 87-15B), the Council has
addressed the extent to which resident fish
substitutions should be used to mitigate losses of
salmon and steelhead production in these areas.

The Council has concluded that: 1) mitigation
in blocked areas is appropriate where salmon and
steelhead were affected by the devel opment and
operation of the hydroelectric projects; 2) to treat
the Columbia River and its tributaries as a system,
resident fish substitutions are reasonable for lost
salmon and steelhead in areas where in-kind
mitigation cannot occur; and 3) flexibility in
approach is needed to develop a program that
complements the activities of the fish and wildlife
agencies and tribes and is based on the best
available scientific knowledge. For substitution
purposes, resident fish may include landlocked
anadromous fish (e.g., white sturgeon, kokanee
and coho), as well as traditionaly defined resident
fish species.
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10.8A Resdent Fish Substitutions
Policy

The subgtitution of resident fish to make up
for losses of anadromous fish in areas now
permanently blocked to salmon and steelhead
reflects the Council’ s resolve to address complex,
long-term problems. Historical records show that
the Columbia River Basin Indian tribes relied
extensively on salmon and steelhead, and the
permanent loss of these resources has had
incal culable impacts on tribal economies, cultures
and religions.

Higtoricdly, the Council approved projectsin
the areas above Chief Joseph/Grand Coulee, and
in the blocked areas above Hell’s Canyon Dam.
Examples of subgtitution activities are at Lake
Roosevelt, tributaries and reservoirs of Box
Canyon Reach of the Pend Oreille River,
tributaries of the Coeur d’ Alene Indian
Reservation, Kootenai River, lakes and streams
of the Colville Indian Reservation, aswell as
above Hell’s Canyon Dam on the Duck Valley
Reservation, C.J. Strike Reservoir, the Fort Hall
Reservation, and Cascade Reservoir. In the
Council’s 1993 resident fish and wildlife
amendment process, the Council expanded its
historic substitution areas to include projects
outside of the historical blocks, above the blocked
areas at Dworshak and Pelton dams.

Subgtitution activities are one of the two
highest prioritiesin the resident fish program, as
provided in Section 10.1B.

The Council has determined that until on-the-
ground measures are achieved and the level of
rebuilding is known, this priority is the best
biologica approach.

The resident fish substitution policy is guided
by and encompasses Sections 10.1, 10.1A, 10.1B
and 10.2 of this program.

10.8B Resident Fish Substitution
Biological Objectives and
M easur es Above Chief
Joseph/Grand Coulee Dams

The fishery managers, including the Colville
Confederated Tribes, Coeur d’ Alene Tribe,
Kaispd Tribe, Kootenal Tribe of Idaho, Spokane
Tribe and Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife collectively identified the following
biological objectives as partia mitigation for the
loss of anadromous salmon and steelhead blocked
by Chief Joseph and Grand Coulee Dams. The
Council approves these biological objectives and
seeks implementation of the associated Strategies
and measures to achieve them, as areasonable
interim goa whose completion will partidly offset
the historic and contemporary losses incurred.

The best available scientific information
presented to the Council indicates that the full,
complete and sustained achievement of the
following biologica objectives will redress
approximately 10 percent to 13 percent of the
total losses of anadromous fish previoudy
harvested by the tribes above the block at Chief
Joseph and Grand Coulee dams. Monitoring and
evaluation of the performance of the strategies
designed to achieve the stated biological
objectives will determine the actual amount of
credit to be applied to the underlying losses. The
methodology for calculating the credit to be
applied against the obligation of the hydrosystem
will be developed as described in Measure
10.1D.1.
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L ake Roosevelt

biological objectives:

Biologica objectives at Lake Roosevelt include the following annua targets of harvestable sized

adult fish:
Species Stock Harvest Escapement Tota adult fish Y ear
goa (#) goa (#) # Ibs.
kokanee hatchery 290,000 10,000 300,000 20 2000
kokanee wild 120,000 60,000 180,000 2.0 *
(adfluvid)
rainbow trout net pen 190,000 NA 190000 1.5 1997
rainbow trout wild 12,000 6,000 18000 2.0 2000
(interim)
(adfluvid)
rainbow trout wild 150,000 74,000 224000 2.0 final
(adfluvid)
waleye wild 131,000 U 131,000 15 1996

NA = not applicable, U = unknown at the present time, * target date will be determined upon completion of baseline
investigations, t = target date will be determined after interim goal is achieved.

Additionally, operate Grand Coulee Reservoir to produce successful year classes of yellow perch as

forage for walleye.

To help reduce entrainment and ensure adequate food supplies for resident fish in Lake Roosevelt,
operate Grand Coulee Dam to meet the following minimum monthly elevation targets while attempting

to maintain the minimum monthly mean retention times as follows:.

Period Elevation (feet above sealevel) Retention
January 1,270 45 days
February Operate reservoir to elevation 40 days
1,260
March-April 15 Operate reservoir no lower than 30 days
1,250 feet above mean sea level
April 16 1,255 30 days
May 1,265 35 days
June-December Operate reservoir at 1,288 40-60 days or maximum
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(2 feet below full pool)

Reduce maximum water level from
1,288 feet above mean sea level to
1,283 feet above mean sea level every
other year to re-establish terrestrial
vegetation in littoral aress. By
September in those years be at 1,288
feet above mean sealevel. Reflood in
subsequent years to 1,288 feet above
mean sea level. These operating
guidelines are to remain in effect until
biologica and integrated rule curves for
Lake Roosevelt have been approved
by the Council.

Timelines to achieve targets for
individual species are:

Hatchery kokanee: three years
after 1 million age 1+ residualized
smolts are released into the
reservoir. It is expected that
Bonneville will provide funding to
increase the water supply to the
Spokane Tribal Hatchery and
develop kokanee net pens by 1996,
to alow the release of 1 million 1+
residualized kokanee smolts by
1997, resulting in atarget date of
the year 2000.

Wild kokanee: not specified until
current stock status is determined
in measure 10.8B.7.

Net pen rainbow: the year in which
net pen expansion alows for
holding and release of 500,000
rainbow trout. At the present time,
gpproximately 140,000 rainbow are
harvested per year based upon the
release of 350,000 net pen fish.
The Council expects Bonnevilleto
complete expansion of the rainbow
net pens, sufficient to rear 500,000
rainbow trout by 1997.

Wild rainbow: adaptive
management experiments are
currently under way, employing

historically achievable for

each month
pilot projectsin selected tributaries.
Interim targets totaling 18,000 wild
adult rainbow, including 6,000
escapement and 12,000 harvestable
surplus for five selected tributaries
were established. These targets
compared to pre-habitat
improvement estimates of 1,089
tota wild rainbow, including 363
escapement and 726 harvested, in
the five tributaries. Habitat
enhancement commenced in 1992
and will be completed by 1995
under measure 10.8B.9. Interim
targets are expected to be fully
achieved after one complete four-
year life cycle (by the year 2000).
If interim targets are met by that
date, the Council will expect to
receive a recommendation to
complete habitat restoration for
wild rainbow trout in other
tributaries. If interim targets are not
met by that date, the Council
expects continued monitoring
through 2004 (four complete life
cycles) to develop information
about long-term success or failure
of the pilot projects.
Walleye: 1996
Y€ellow perch: 1996
Lake Roosevelt Operating
Guiddines: 1996

Strategies for achieving Lake
Roosevelt biological
obj ectives:

The following strategies will be
employed to achieve Lake Roosevelt
biological objectives:

Operate the Lake Roosevelt
kokanee hatcheries to produce 1
million age 1+ resdualized smolt
kokanee for release into Lake
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Roosevdt, including 500,000 reared
in the hatcheries and 500,000
reared in net pens, and aso
produce 500,000 age 0+ rainbow
fingerlings for the net pen program.
Mark all hatchery kokanee to
separate them from wild fish.
Allow harvest of both marked and
unmarked fish in warmwater
months (May-September), but only
marked fish in coldwater months
(October-April). The intent of this
strategy is that by marking all
hatchery fish, catch-and-release
strategies can be employed for wild
fish, thereby reducing harvest on
wild kokanee and, in effect,
creating aterminal fishery for
hatchery fish.

Perform basdine investigation to
assess current status, determine
habitat improvements necessary to
achieve wild kokanee biological
objectives and develop harvest
management regulations to protect
wild kokanee.

Construct and then continue to
operate and maintain both kokanee
and rainbow trout net pens.
Complete habitat improvementsin
selected tributaries to improve
passage/habitat for adfluvia
rainbow trout. Eliminate 10
migration barriers, reduce
embeddedness by 25 percent,
increase average canopy cover to
60 percent, introduce 100 pieces of
large organic debris per mile (short-
term), manage vegetation to
promote large organic debrisin
future (long-term) and increase
snuosity to provide habitat
diversity. Monitor tributaries to
assess effectiveness and determine
if interim targets are achieved.
Mark all net pen rainbow to
separate them from wild fish.

Continue Lake Roosevelt Fisheries
Monitoring Program to monitor
effectiveness of these measures,
assess impact of reservoir
operations on achieving biologica
objectives, and develop biologica
and integrated rule curves.
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Coeur d’'Alene Reservation Tributaries biological objectives:

Biologica objectives for wild adfluvia cutthroat trout in tributaries on the Coeur d’ Alene Indian
Reservation include rebuilding to 75 percent of the optimal level for adult fish. Thiswill be
accomplished by achieving interim biological objectives (25 percent and 50 percent of optimal
level) by the target dates noted in the following table:

Target Escapement + Havest = Biologica
Tributary level (percent)* target target objective Y ear
Lake Creek 25 5,346 12,877 8,223 2001
50 10,695 5751 16,446 2005
75 16,042 8,626 24,668 2009
Benewah Creek 25 9,277 4,880 14,157 2001
50 18,555 9,759 28,314 2005
75 27,832 14,648 42471 2009
Alder Creek 25 7,562 4,113 11,675 2001
50 15,125 8,226 23,351 2005
75 22,687 12,339 35,026 2009
Evans Creek 25 5420 2.944 8,364 2001
50 10,840 5,888 16,728 2005
75 16,260 8,832 25,002 2009

* Percent improvement over current conditions.
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Achievement of cutthroat trout biological objectives are related to enhancing habitat in each
tributary to achieve the following conditions:

L ake Creek
Future
Habitat Characteristics Current Optimal Desired
Condition Condition Condition Difference
(percent over current)
25 50 75 25 50 75
Average residua pool
depth 19ft 5.0 ft 24 129 |34 |05 |10 (15
Average canopy cover
(thermal cover) 13.9% 5% 174 |209 (244 |35 |7.0 |105
# Large woody debris/
Lined distance <0./m
Rifflepoal ratio 361 32 31 (32 (32 |[-6 (-1 0
Average percent fines 19.1% <10% 143 (84 |32 |-48 |10.7 |-155
Benewah Creek
Future
Habitat Characteristics Current Optimal Desired
Condition Condition Condition Difference
(percent over current)
25 50 75 25 50 75
Average residua pool
depth 2.0 ft 5.0 ft 25 |30 [35 |05 |10 (15
Average canopy cover
(thermal cover) 36.6% 5% 458 [ 564 | 656 [9.2 |184 | 276
# Large woody debris/
Lined distance <0./m
Rifflepoal ratio 181 32 51 |32 |32 |-3 |O 0
Average percent fines 10.9% <10% 81 |53 (53 (28 (56 |0
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Alder Creek
Future
Habitat Characteristics Current Optimal Desired
Condition Condition Condition Difference

(percent over current)

25 50 75 25 50 75
Average residua pool
depth 20ft 5.0ft 25 |30 |32 (05 (10 |15
Average canopy cover
(thermal cover) 23.8% 75% 208 [35.7 |416 |59 (118 |17.7
# Large woody debris/
Lined distance <0.1/m
Rifflepooal ratio 121 32 121 [NC [NC |O 0 0
Average percent fines 37.6% <10% 282 188 |94 |94 |188 (288
Evans Creek

Future
Habitat Characteristics Current Optimal Desired

Condition Condition Condition Difference

(percent over current)

25 |50 (75 |25 |50 |75

Average residua pool

depth 2.5ft 5.0 ft 31 |36 (43 |06 |12 |[18
Average canopy cover

(thermal cover) 40.1% 75% 50 |60 70 10 20 |30
# Large woody debris/

Lineal distance <0.Y/m

Rifflepoal ratio 1091 32 791|531 (261 |-26 |-53 [-7.9
Average percent fines 16.8% <10% 126 (84 (42 |42 (84 |126
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Additionaly, produce 25,000 catchable
rainbow trout for stocking into trout
ponds to provide an interim subsistence
and recreation fishery for Coeur

d Alene Tribal members.

Strategiesfor achieving
Coeur d’'Alene Reservation
Tributaries biological

obj ectives:

The following strategies will be
employed to achieve Coeur d' Alene
tributaries biological objectives:

Enhance habitat on Alder,
Benewah, Evans and Lake Creeks
to achieve interim 25 percent, 50
percent, and fina 75 percent
habitat improvement targets by
specified dates.
Purchase critical watershed areas
(riparian corridors and associated
uplands) aong these

four tributaries within the boundaries of
the Coeur d’ Alene Indian
Reservation.Construct and operate
alow-capital trout hatchery and
trout ponds.
Monitor tributaries to determine if

habitat remains improved, and harvest

and escapement goals are met.

Biological objectivesfor kokanee salmon in the Kootenai River:

Restore the historic kokanee fishery exploited by the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho in four
Kootenai River tributaries to meet the following total population, harvest and escapement
targets. Fish should weigh about a half pound apiece.

Harvest + Escapement = Biologicd Type of Year

Stream pop.# pop.# Objective Objective  Accomplished
Parker Creek 0 350 350 interim 2000
200 500 700 long-term 2008
Long Canyon creek 800 800 1,600 interim 2000
2,144 1,056 2,300 long-term 2008
Smith Creek 100 500 600 interim 2000
700 500 1,200 long-term 2008
Boundary Creek 550 550 1,100 interim 2000
1474 726 2,200 long-term 2008
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Strategies to achieve
Kootenai River kokanee
salmon biological

obj ectives:

Restore spawning habitat in Parker,
Long Canyon, Smith and Boundary
creeks, tributaries to the Kootenai
River.

Explore various strategies including
instream incubation of eggs and
supplementation to enhance
surviva.

Biological objectives for
largemouth bass, bull trout
and cutthroat trout in the
Box Canyon Reservoir and
tributary streams:

These biologicd objectives are for the
entire system. Specific interim and fina
targets for each tributary will be
established upon completion of detailed
habitat and fish population assessments
that are currently under way.

Increase the biomass of
harvestable largemouth bass in the
Box Canyon Reservoir from
current 6 pounds/acre (44,400
pounds for entire reservoir) to an
interim target of 8 pounds/acre
(59,200 pounds for entire reservoir)
by 2003 and find target of 12
pounds/acre (88,800 for entire
reservoir) by 2008. The interim net
gan will be 14,800 pounds of
harvestable largemouth bass. The
final net gain will be 44,400 pounds
of harvestable largemouth bass.
Increase O+ largemouth bass
overwinter survival from current
levels of 0.4-3.9 percent to
approximately 15-20 percent. This
increase in overwinter survival will

contribute to the god of 12
pounds/acre of harvestable bass.
Attain densities (all age classes) of
9.8 bull trout/100 square meters (
or 390 fish/linear mile) age classin
the upper one third of each mgjor
tributary system. This eguates to
97,410 bull trout (al age classes) in
approximately 250 miles of suitable
tributary habitat in the system .
Tota numbers of adult bull trout
recruited to the fishery will be
4,410 fish, composed of an
escapement of 2,205 fish and
harvest of 2,205 fish, by 2016.

Interim bull trout targets are
established at 48,855 totd fish (dl
age classes), including atota of
2,205 fish recruited to the fishery,
composed of an escapement of
1,102 fish and harvest of 1,103 fish,
by 2006.

Attain population of 242,212 adult
fish in 500 miles of suitable
cutthroat trout habitat in the
system, including an escapement of
156,800 fish and harvest of 85,412
fish by 2016.

Interim cutthroat trout targets are
established at 121,106 total adults
recruited to the fishery, composed
of an escapement of 78,400 fish
and harvest of 42,706 fish by 2006.

Strategiesto achieve
biological objectives for
lar gemouth bass, bull trout
and cutthroat trout in Box
Canyon Reservoir and
tributary streams:

Operate and maintain low-capita
warm water hatchery constructed
on the Kaispel Indian Reservation
to produce 100,000 largemouth
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bass fry and 50,000 fingerlings for
release into Box Canyon Reservoir.
Stocking will include 50,000 age O
fry and 50,000 age 1 fingerlings
released directly into Box Canyon
Reservoir and 50,000 fry to be
stocked into and reared to
fingerling size in two rearing
doughs located on the Pend Oreille
wetlands wildlife mitigation project.
Congtruct, operate and maintain
water control structures on the
Pend Oreille wetlands wildlife
project for the purpose of creating
bass nursery doughs.

Construct, place and maintain
artificial cover structures to
increase the amount of bass age 0
fry winter cover in the Box Canyon
Reach of the Pend Orelille River.
The purpose of placing cover isto
increase overwinter survival of age
0 largemouth bass.

Monitor effectiveness of
largemouth bass supplementation.
Complete bull trout and cutthroat
trout habitat and population
inventories to develop specific
biological objectives and conduct
advance designs for habitat
improvements in each tributary.
Consgtruct, operate and maintain
habitat improvements for bull trout
and cutthroat trout in tributary
streams.

Monitor effectiveness of habitat
enhancement projects.

Biological objectives for
lakes and streams on the
ColvilleIndian Reservation:

Biological objectives for lakes and
streams on the Colville Indian
Reservation include production of
50,000 pounds of resident fish at the
Colville Tribal Hatchery for digtribution

into reservation waters, including
boundary waters, to provide a high
quality subsistence/recreationa fishery
for Colville Tribal members aswell as
anon-member sport fishery. For the
purposes of this program, a high quality
fishery on the Colville Reservation is
defined as. subsistence/ recreational
fisheries that provide at a minimum 1
fish per hour catch-per-unit-effort and
average fork lengths of 13.5 inches for
rainbow trout (KFL > 1.0), 12.0 inches
for brook trout (KFL > 1.0), and 20.0
inches for Lahontan cutthroat trout
(KFL = 0.9). Specific annual
production targets include:

-- Production of 2,500 pounds of
fingerling rainbow trout (200,000 fish).

-- Production of 13,000 pounds of
subcatchable rainbow trout (300,000
fish).

-- Production of 15,000 pounds of
catchable rainbow trout (81,000 fish).

-- Production of 2,200 pounds of
fingerling brook trout (176,000 fish).

-- Production of 13,200 pounds of
subcatchable brook trout (300,000
fish).

-- Production of 4,500 pounds of
Lahontan cutthroat (90,000 fish).

Additiondly, in reservation waters,
increase natural production of brook
trout by 10 percent and rainbow trout
by 15 percent by 2000.

Strategies for achieving
biological objectives for
lakes and streams on the
Colville Indian Reservation:

Continue Bonneville funding of the
operation and maintenance of the
Colville Tribal Fish Hatchery to
produce 50,000 pounds of resident
fish congstent with biological
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objectives. Monitor and eval uate
success in terms of achieving
catch-per-unit-effort and fish
growth targets.

Continue the current on-reservation
brood sources for brook and
Lahontan cutthroat trout, and
develop an on-reservation brood
source for rainbow trout.

Provide rearing conditions that
prevent fin abrasion, prevent
bacterial and vira diseases and
prevent parasitic infestations.
Initiate a fish marking program to
access the contribution of various
size fish to the fishery, including
both the creel and natural
production.

Improve reservation lake and
stream spawning and rearing
habitat.

Monitor and eva uate effectiveness
of enhancement measures.

Biological objectivesfor
Moses L ake and Ford
Hatchery:

Specific biologica objectives have not
yet been identified for enhancing the
warm water fishery at Moses Lake,
pending recommendations of a baseline
investigation being performed by the
Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife. The biologica objective for
the Ford Hatchery is production of
35,000 additiona pounds of resident
trout for planting in northwest
Washington lakes and streams.

Strategies for achieving
biological objectives at
Moses L ake and Ford
Hatchery:

10.8B.1

10.8B.2

Perform basdine investigations to
determine biological objectives and
identify fishery enhancement
measures. Complete these studies
and make recommendations to the
Council by December 31, 1998.
Improve water supply at Ford
Hatchery to rear additional 35,000
Ib. of resident trout and provide
operation and maintenance
expenses to rear these fish.

M easures and time
framesfor Resident Fish
Substitution above Chief
Joseph and Grand
Coulee Dams:

The resident fish subgtitution projects
for above Chief Joseph/Grand Coulee
aso include the operating criteria for
Grand Coulee Dam described in
Measures 10.3E.3 to 10.3E.5.

Bonneville

Fund the following resident fish
subgtitution activities and in the blocked
area above Chief Joseph Dam to
partialy mitigate for salmon and
steelhead losses incurred as a result of
the construction and operation of Chief
Joseph and Grand Coulee dams.

Spokane Tribe

Operate and maintain kokanee salmon
hatcheries at Galbraith Springs and
Sherman Creek. Use the Sherman
Creek hatchery as an imprinting site
and egg collection facility to provide a
source of kokanee fry for transferring
to Gabraith Springs hatchery for
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10.8B.3

10.8B.4

10.8B.5

rearing to the residuaized smolt stage
before planting into Lake Roosevelt.
Coordinate decisions on hatchery
production, stocking and outplanting
locations through a three-member
committee consgting of one
representative each appointed by the
Confederated Tribes of the Colville
Reservation, the Spokane Tribe of
Indians and the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Add a new production well, capable of
producing 2.5 to 3.0 cubic feet per
second of additiond flow, for the
Spokane Tribal Kokanee Hatchery by
January 1996. The purpose of this
action isto alow for 500,000 kokanee
to be reared to residudized smolt size
at the Spokane Tribal Hatchery before
release into Lake Roosevelt.

The Council has been presented with
evidence that kokanee released as
residualized smolts contribute more to
the fishery and return to egg collection
sites at a higher rate than fish released
asfry. In collaboration with the
Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife and Colville Tribes, construct
and operate 20 net pens for rearing
kokanee salmon (25,000 fish/pen) to
post-smolt size in Lake Roosevdt. This
shall include 16 net pens, dock and
anchoring system at Sherman Creek
and four net pens at Seven Bays.
Bonneville shal conduct an
environmental assessment for the
project in 1995, with condtruction in
1996.

In collaboration with the Colville
Confederated Tribes and the
Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife, monitor and evaluate the Lake
Roosevelt biota to assess the
effectiveness of Measures 10.8B.2 to
10.8B.4, 10.8B.9, 10.8B.11 and
10.3E.3 to 10.3E.5 and determine

impacts of reservoir operations on
achieving the biologica objectives
addressed by these measures.
Specificdly, this measure will identify
changes in the kokanee, rainbow and
walleye fisheries as aresult of the
above measures and develop biological
and integrated rule curves for Lake
Roosevelt to define the operations
necessary to sustain the resident fish
populations. The following tasks will be
completed as part of this measure:

Conduct a year-round
reservoirwide creel survey to
determine angler use, catch rates
and composition, harvest by
species, harvest of wild versus
hatchery (or net pen) fish growth
and condition of fish harvested
number of anglers using Lake
Roosevelt and the angler's
contribution to the local economy.
This information will determine if
the biological objectives are being
met, identify hatchery release
strategies that provide the most fish
for harvest and indicate changesin
the number of harvested fish in
relation to lake operations.

Conduct monthly relative-
abundance surveys by
eectrofishing, hook and line, gill
netting, and/or trawling at nine
index sites to collect fisheries
population information (i.e., fish
growth and condition, species
compasition, number of wild versus
hatchery fish, diet habits of
kokanee, rainbow and walleye, and
prey availahility). Tagged and
marked fish will be collected to
determine the most effective
hatchery release strategies and
kokanee ability to home back to the
release sites during spawning
migration. The data collected will
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also be used to determine the
health of the fisheries.

Collect zooplankton weekly at 9
stes within Lake Roosevelt and
two sites in Rufus Woods. The
biomass of each species collected
will be determined in order to
identify the biomass availability for
fish consumption, correlate lake
water retention time with
zooplankton biomass, determine the
potentia productivity of
zooplankton and determine
entrainment rates of zooplankton
during different lake operations.
Moded zooplankton population
dynamics and reproduction rates to
identify the effect of water
retention time, water temperature
and fish predation on zooplankton's
population dynamics. The mode
will predict biomass of zooplankton
during different hydrologica lake
conditions.

Monitor reservoir hydrology weekly
a 11 stes (i.e., lake eevation,
water retention time, water
temperature, pH, conductivity,
etc.). Biologicd productivity of the
lake will be related to reservoir
hydrology in order to develop the
biologica rule curve.

Conduct a mark/recapture study of
hatchery-reared kokanee and
rainbow by tagging 50 percent of
hatchery kokanee with coded-wire
tags and tag 20 percent of the
hatchery rainbow trout reared in
net pens with floy tags. Mark dl
remaining hatchery fish (both
kokanee and rainbow) with fin
clips. Tagged fish recovered by
anglers and relative abundance
surveys will be used to determine
the release strategies that maximize
harvest and adult returns to egg
collection facilities while minimizing
entrainment.

Monitor the number of tagged
kokanee and rainbow entrained
through Grand Coulee Dam by
cred surveysin Rufus Woods
Reservoir and monitor the number
of tagged fish collected at Rock
Idand Dam fish passage facility.
This task will identify the
entrainment rate of kokanee and
rainbow, which will be related to
lake operations in order to identify
operations that cause entrainment.
Drip synthetic chemicals at
hatcheries to imprint hatchery-
reared kokanee, and drip synthetic
chemicals a egg collection facilities
to encourage the return of
spawning adults. This task will
increase the number of kokanee
returning to egg collection facilities
50 that a self-sustaining egg source
can be developed.

Conduct daily cred surveys and
weekly electrofishing surveys at
egg collection sites from September
1 to October 31 to collect tagged
kokanee. The collected tagged fish
will indicate kokanee release
strategies that maximize the
number of adults returning. This
information also will be used to
determine the ability of kokanee to
follow the scent of synthetic
chemicals to egg collection sites.
Map the availability of fish habitat
in Lake Roosevelt at different lake
elevations. The map will be used to
estimate the change in fish habitat
availability with changesin lake
elevations.

In collaboration with appropriate
states and tribes, compile and
analyze data from studies
completed by other investigatorsin
Lake Roosevelt. The information
gathered from other studies, past
and present, will be used to
evaluate kokanee and rainbow
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10.8B.6

10.8B.7

release strategies and develop
biologica rule curves.

In collaboration with appropriate
state and federa agencies, develop
a computer simulation modd that
will predict the best reservoir
operations for the resident fish
populations in Lake Roosevdt. This
model will be used to cregte the
biologica rule curve. The
development of abiologicd rule
curve will stabilize the ecosystem,
facilitating the development of a
viable fishery. Thisrule curve will
also balance reservoir conditions
needed for resident fish with flows
needed for anadromous fish.

In collaboration with appropriate
state and federa agencies, develop
an integrated rule curve that will
incorporate the biologica rule curve
with the flood control, power
irrigation rule curves, and
anadromous fish and wildlife rule
curves.

In collaboration with appropriate
state and federal agencies, continue
the monitoring and evaluation
program at |east through the year
2005. A biologicd rule curve will
be presented to the Council in
1998. An integrated rule curve will
be presented in 1999. Therule
curve will be evaluated through the
year 2005.

ColvilleTribes

Operate and maintain the resident trout
hatchery on the Colville Indian
Reservation. Monitor and evaluate this
measure.

In collaboration with the Spokane Tribe
and Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife, evaluate natural
production of kokanee above Chief
Joseph Dam including Nespelem River,

10.8B.8

10.8B.9

Big Sheep Creek, Alder Creek, Deep
Creek, Orapaken Creek, Onion Creek
and the San Poil River. The purpose of
this measure is to evauate the status of
naturally producing kokanee, determine
what measures are necessary to
ensure self-sustaining populations and
determine the feasibility of using these
fish in the ongoing kokanee hatchery
program in this area. The evaluation
will involve dectrophoretic evauation,
egg-fry survival determination, kokanee
spawning escapement and kokanee
entrainment. This project will be
initiated in 1995 and completed by
2000.

Identify and study the feasibility of
aternatives for preventing resident fish
from being swept downstream out of
Grand Coulee Reservoir. This
investigation will assess the number of
individuas entrained, by species and
life stage, at different seasons and
under different operating conditions. It
will aso establish routes by which fish
are entrained under different reservoir
elevations and operating conditions.
This investigation will be coordinated
with the Lake Roosevelt Monitoring
Program (Section 10.8B.5). Complete
these studies and make
recommendations to the Council by
December 31, 1997.

In collaboration with the Spokane Tribe
and Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife, operate and maintain pilot
projects for improving habitat and
passage into and out of Lake Roosevelt
tributary streams for rainbow trout. The
aim of this measure isto emphasize
natural production by: 1) facilitating
passage of migratory rainbow trout
between Lake Roosevelt and its
tributary streams; and 2) improving fry
and fingerling rearing habitat in these
streams.
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10.8B.10

10.8B.11

In collaboration with the Spokane Tribe
and Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife, monitor and evduate
effectiveness of the pilot projectsin
Section 10.8B.9 by trapping and
marking adult and juvenilefishin
tributary streams, estimating fish
populations and habitat within the
tributaries, and conducting creel
surveys on each tributary. Contribution
of these fish to the Lake Roosevelt
fishery shdl be determined by the Lake
Roosevelt Monitoring Program
(Section 10.8B.5). Rilot projects will be
completed in 1995. Monitoring and
evauation will gtart in 1996 and
continue to 2000. At that time, the
Council will expect to receive a report
that recommends one of the following
alternatives: 1) continued operation and
maintenance of pilot projects, plus
improving habitat in additional
tributaries if interim biologica
objectives of pilot projects are
achieved; 2) additionad monitoring, in
the event the interim biological
objectives are not met by 2,000 but
there is reason to suspect they may be
achieved in the near future; or 3)
discontinue project if the interim
biological objectives are not met and
the reason for failure is understood and
not correctable.

L ake Roosevelt Forum

Implement the rainbow trout net pen
rearing program in Lake Roosevelt
including: 1) operation and maintenance
of 26 existing net pens; and 2)
procurement, operation and
maintenance of 10 additiona net pens.
As acondition of Bonneville funding,
operation of the net pen rearing
program will be coordinated and
congistent with the management
policies of the Lake Roosevelt Fisheries
Management Committee (see Section

10.8B.12

10.8B.13

10.8B.14

10.8B.2), including those addressing
stock selection and release strategies.
In addition, continue voluntary
contributions and private sector funding
as a cost-share for the net pen rearing

program.
Kalispd Tribe

Design, congtruct, operate and maintain
awarmwater low-capital bass hatchery
on the Kalispel Indian Reservation.
Mark all hatchery production. Design
will commence in 1995, and
congtruction will be completed by 1996.

Design, construct, operate and maintain
for two years, ayellow perch
aquaculture facility on the Kalispel
Indian Reservation. Design will
commence in 1996, with construction
completed by 1998.

In collaboration with the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife,
conduct studies to determine the status
of existing bull trout and cutthroat trout
populations in the Pend Oreille River
and its tributaries. Studies to be
performed shall include: 1)
determination of population densities,
population abundance of each age
class, growth, and feeding habits of bull
trout in the Pend Orellle River and its
tributaries; 2) radiotelemetry studies
will be performed to identify migration
patterns and areas that are utilized for
spawning; 3) dectrofishing, migration
trapping and netting, in combination
with mark/recapture investigations, will
be performed to identify resident and
adfluvia stocks that remain in the
mainstem Pend Oreille and its
tributaries; and 4) non-lethal biopsy
samples will be collected to investigate
genetic variability among different
tributaries. This investigation will occur
from 1995 to 1997.
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10.8B.15 In collaboration with the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife,
complete advanced designs, and
construct, operate and maintain habitat
improvement projects to enhance bull
trout and cutthroat trout in all tributaries
in the Box Canyon Reach of the Pend
Orellle River. Designs for three
demonstration tributaries, Cee Cee Ah
Creek, Skookum Creek and LeClerc
Creek, will be completed in 1995, with
construction occurring in 1996 and
1997. The remaining tributaries will be
prioritized upon completion of Section
10.8B.14. The Washington Department
of Fish and Wildlife and Kadispe Tribe
will submit recommended habitat
improvements, implementation
schedules and detailed biologica
objectives for each tributary to the
Council for approva in 1997. The
Council will act promptly to consider
these recommendations.

10.8B.16 Working with the U.S. Forest Service
and Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife, remove exotic brook trout
in Cee Cee Ah Creek in 1996.

10.8B.17 Design, construct, operate and maintain
water control structures and repair
dikes on the Pend Oreille wetlands
wildlife mitigation project for the
purpose of creating a bass nursery
dough. Stock a portion of the bass
production from the Kalispel Tribal
hatchery (Measure 10.8B.12) into this
dough in an attempt to cut hatchery
production costs because fry can prey
on natural foods. Screen the water
control structures to prevent access by
reservoir species that prey on bass fry.
Design will occur in 1995, with
congtruction and operation commencing
in 199.

10.8B.18 Congtruct and place artificial cover
structures to increase the amount of

10.8B.19

bass fry winter cover in the Box
Canyon Reach of the Pend Oreille
River. Design will occur in 1995, with
construction and placement of the
structures in 1996 and 1997.

In collaboration with the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife,
conduct a four-year monitoring
program to assess effectiveness of bull
trout and cutthroat trout habitat
improvements in tributary streams and
hatchery supplementation of
largemouth bass in the Pend Oreille
River. Monitoring will start in Cee Cee
Ah, Skookum and LeClerc Creeks
starting in 1998 (for cutthroat and bull
trout) and in the Pend Oreille River in
1997 (for largemouth bass).
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Coeur d'AleneTribe

10.8B.20 Implement habitat restoration and

enhancement measuresin Lake,
Benewah, Evans and Alder Creeks
located within the Coeur d’' Alene
Indian Reservation including: 1)
congtruct, operate and maintain water
storage facilities adjacent to streams
for water recruitment and to provide
juvenile rearing habitat (trout refugia);
2) restore stream riparian zone through
plantings, fencing and stream bank
sabilization; 3) provide for off-dte
livestock watering areas; 4) construct
lateral/side channels for juvenile
rearing habitat and provide overflow or
“flood” channels to help relieve peak
flow increases; and 5) place large
woody debrisin channels to increase
instream cover.

Also, 1) purchase critical watershed
areas (riparian corridors, sensitive
wetland and upland areas) for
protection of fisheries habitat; 2)
conduct an educational/outreach
program for private landowners and
the genera public within the Coeur

d’ Alene Reservation to develop a
“holistic” watershed protection
process,; 3) develop an interim fishery
for tribal and non-tribal members of the
reservation through construction,
operation and maintenance of trout
ponds; 4) design, construct, operate
and maintain a trout production facility
on the Coeur d' Alene Reservation; and
5) implement a five-year monitoring
program to evaluate the effectiveness
of the hatchery and habitat
improvement projects.

Implementation of the above measures
should be according to the following
schedule; (i) in 1995, develop master
plan and environmental assessment of
the program, conduct habitat
demongtration projects on Lake and

Benewah Creeks and develop an
educationa outreach program; (ii) in
1996, complete master planning
process and environmental assessment
of the project, implement habitat
improvement projects on Lake and
Benewah Creeks, conduct an
educationa outreach program,
advanced designs of hatchery and trout
ponds and purchase land for hatchery
and trout ponds; (iii) in 1997, construct
and operate trout ponds and wells,
begin construction of hatchery and
wdll, implement habitat improvement
projects on Lake, Benewah and Evans
Creeks, continue educationa outreach
program; (iv) in 1998, continue
hatchery and trout pond operation and
maintenance, weir trapping of
spawners, habitat improvements on
Evans and Alder Creeks, and
educational outreach program; (v) in
1999, continue habitat improvement
projects, as well as operation and
maintenance for hatchery, trout ponds,
weir trapping of spawners and habitat
improvement projects; (vi) from 2000 -
2004, monitor and evaluate restoration
projects and (vii) for an indefinite
period, continue to operate and monitor
hatchery, trout pond and habitat
improvement projects.

10.8B.21 Conduct a NEPA andysis, a habitat

anadlysis and aland value appraisa of a
2,100 acre wetland/riparian and
associated upland parcel in the Lake
Creek drainage and Windy Bay area of
Lake Coeur d’Alenein Fiscal Year
1996. Thisisto be credited for: 1) 250
acres of wildlife habitat losses due to
Albeni Falls Dam (Table 11-04 in the
Wildlife Section) on Lake Pend Orelille,
an aboriginal use area of the Tribe, and
2) as aresident fish subtitution for
extensive salmon losses due to Grand
Coulee Dam. Bonneville is to purchase
aland option and transfer title to the
Bureau of Indian Affairsto be put into
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10.8B.22

trust for the Coeur d’ Alene Tribe. In
Fiscal Year 1997, complete the land
purchase and begin habitat
enhancement activities, initiating long-
term operation and maintenance and
monitoring and evaluation.

K ootenai Tribe of Idaho

Perform afive-year Kootenai River
ecosystem status determination and
improvement study. The study should
include dements that will: 1) providea
comprehensive ecosystem status
report; 2) evaluate the biological
feasibility of restoring system
productivity; 3) identify effects of
hydropower operations (Libby Dam) on
aguatic biota and fish assemblages; and
4) develop, evauate, test and anayze
solutions to ecosystem problems caused
by factors currently limiting system
productivity, such as nutrient limitation
and hydropower effects.

Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife

10.8B.23 Conduct basdine investigations to

identify biological objectives for Moses
Lake and determine the most feasible
measures for enhancing the Moses
Lake fishery to achieve these
objectives. Include assessment of the
current availability and use of
spawning, rearing and cover habitats
including hydrologica and limnologica
factors associated with each as well as
evaluating the age class structure,
species composition and biologica
interaction occurring within the lake.
The Council expects this investigation
to start in Fiscal Year 1996 and be
completed by December 31, 1998. The
Department shall submit biological
objectives and recommendations for
fishery improvement to the Council for

10.8B.24

10.8B.25

10.8B.26

consideration in the next amendment
process after that date.

Improve water supply at Ford
Hatchery to rear 35,000 pounds of
resident trout and kokanee for stocking
into Banks Lake and other
northeastern Washington Lakes. Fund
operation and maintenance cost for
rearing these fish.

Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlifeand Appropriate
Tribes

Plan, engineer, design, construct,
operate and maintain improvements to
the Department’ s Phalon Lake wild
rainbow trout trapping facility. These
improvements will dlow the
continuation and possible expansion of
the Kettle River wild rainbow stocking
program into other upper Columbia
River Basin waters.

Bonneville

Fund a cooperative project among the
Confederated Colville Tribes, Kalispel
Tribe, Spokane Tribe, and the
Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife to assess stock status of
resident fish species and associated
habitats in the areas above Chief
Joseph and Grand Coulee Dams.

Phase |. Assess existing data
and develop a database,
identify data gaps and develop
standardized data collection
methodologies.

(@)

Phase II. Conduct field
sampling to gather the needed
data, assess data and identify
management, protection and
recovery efforts.

(b)
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10.8C

10.8C.1

10.8C.2

10.8C.3

10.8C.4

() Phase I11. Implement
management, protection,
recovery, monitoring and
evauation.

Resident Fish Substitution
Projects Above Hells
Canyon Dam

The following resident fish substitution
activities and projects in the blocked
area above Hells Canyon Dam will
partially mitigate for salmon and
steelhead losses incurred in this blocked
area as aresult of the construction and
operation of hydropower projectsin the
Columbia River Basin.

Shoshone-Paiute Tribes

Annually stock catchable and fingerling
trout of the appropriate stocks in Duck
Valley Indian Reservation lakes and
streams.

Review Duck Valley Indian
Reservation surface water and
groundwater suitability for resident fish
production facilities. Initiate a
comprehensive genetic sampling
program of the redband trout in
Owyhee Basin. Based on results of
these studies, develop and implement
strategies to protect wild redband trout
populations from potentia impacts
caused by hatchery programs.

Evaluate alternative sources of
catchable and fingerling resident fish.

Anayze feasbility of developing an
additiond lake fishery at Coyote Sink.
Submit feagibility study with
recommendations to the Council.
Implement upon Council approva of
recommendations.

10.8C.5

10.8C.6

10.8C.7

10.8C.8

Implement, monitor and evaluate
resident fish habitat improvement and
protection measures at the Duck Valley
Indian Reservation. Include the
following habitat protection and
improvement measures. 1)
management recommendations for
reservoir pool levels; 2) reservoir
rehabilitation measures for non-game
fish and aguatic vegetation control; 3)
reservoir inlet and outlet screening; 4)
improvement of recreational fishing
sites; 5) stream riparian zone
restoration by planting vegetation,
fencing overgrazed areas and stream
bank stabilization; and 6) base-line
water quality survey to assess
contaminants that may affect trout
populations.

Acquire or construct a trout production
facility and operate and maintain the
facility for the production of trout for
stocking on the Duck Valley Indian
Reservation and elsewhere. Assess
opportunities for joint production
strategies with the Shoshone-Bannock
Tribe, including the training of tribal
members in fish culture.

Bonneville

Fund the Shoshone-Paiute Tribe
projects listed above.

Bonneville, Bureau of
Reclamation, | daho Power
Company, Fish and Wildlife
Managers

In cooperation with other relevant
entities as listed in Section 3.1D,
develop and implement the subregiona
process for the area above Hells
Canyon Dam. Immediately meet to
identify an approach for developing the
subregional process, and identify
funding responsibilities for developing
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10.8D

10.8D.1

10.8D.2

the process. The process will identify
funding commitments for additiona
resident fish substitution projects by
Bonneville, by Idaho Power Company
through hydropower project relicensing
activities, by the Bureau of
Reclamation through operation and
management responsibilities, as well as
by other appropriate parties. Additional
resident fish subgtitution projects may
include propagation and release of
kokanee and coho stocks into Lucky
Peak and Cascade reservoirs. Include
in this process the development of a
comprehensive approach to
coordinating anadromous fish, resident
fish and wildlife activities. Submit to the
Council by December 31, 1994.

Resident Fish Substitution
Projects Above Dwor shak
Dam

Bonneville

Fund the following resident fish
subgtitution actions in the blocked area
above Dworshak Dam to mitigate
partialy for salmon and steelhead
losses incurred as aresult of the
construction and operation of
hydropower projects in the Columbia
River Basin.

Nez Perce Tribe

Develop, maintain and manage trout
ponds within the Nez Perce Indian
Reservation including: 1) physicaly
improve, maintain, monitor and stock
two existing trout ponds; 2) identify
through site inventory and anadysis
additional sites suitable for fish pond
congtruction; 3) congtruct six to 12
additiona fish ponds, depending on
availability of suitable sites; and 4)

maintain, monitor and stock the

additiona fish ponds.
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10.8E

10.8E.1

10.8E.2

Resident Fish Substitution
Projects Above Pelton Dam

Bonneville and Portland General
Electric Company

Fund resident fish substitution projects
above Pelton Dam on an equal-share
basis. These projects will partialy
mitigate for silmon and steelhead losses
in this blocked area as a result of the
construction and operation of
hydropower projects in the Columbia
River Basin.

Warm Springs Tribe

Determine how the crayfish population in
Lake Billy Chinook fits into the atered
ecosystem. Include specific objectives of
determining sex, Size compaosition, growth
rate and size at maturity of the crayfish
population; size, relative abundance, and
seasona movement of the crayfish
population; potentid availability asa
sgnificant food item, especidly for bull
trout; and management
recommendations.

W:\95AMEND\DRFTRULE\S10-CLN.925
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The development of the hydropower system
in the Columbia River Basin has affected many
species of wildlife as well as fish. Some
floodplain and riparian habitats important to
wildlife were inundated when reservoirs were
filled. In some cases, fluctuating water levels
caused by dam operations have created barren
vegetation zones, which expose wildlife to
increased predation. In addition to these
reservoir-related effects, a number of other
activities associated with hydroelectric
development have atered land and stream areas
in ways that affect wildlife. These activities
include construction of roads and facilities,
draining and filling of wetlands, stream
channelization and shoréline riprapping (usng
large rocks or boulders to reduce erosion aong
streambanks). In some cases, the construction
and maintenance of power transmission
corridors altered vegetation, increased access to
and harassment of wildlife, and increased
erosion and sedimentation in the Columbia River
and itstributaries.

The habitat that was lost because of the
hydropower system was not just land, it was
home to many different, interdependent species.
In responding to the system's impacts, we should
respect the importance of natural ecosystems
and species diversity.

While the development of the hydropower
system harmed wildlife, it also resulted in a
number of beneficia effects. For example, the
creation of reservoirs provided important resting,
feeding and wintering habitat for waterfowl. In
addition, where reservoir storage is used for
irrigation as well as power generation, the
irrigation water promoted extensive growth of
grass and food crops that could not otherwise
exist in such adry climate. These areas have
provided important habitat for wildlife. On the
other hand, many acres of native shrub and

grassands providing habitat for a variety of
native wildlife species were replaced, and a
large body of scientific evidence shows that
some of the species have not sustained initial
population increases. Programs to protect,
mitigate and enhance wildlife affected by
hydroelectric development should consider the
net effects on wildlife associated with
hydropower development.

Although the Northwest Power Act refers
to them as “hydropower fecilities,” the dams
serve multiple purposes: hydropower, flood
control, navigation, irrigation, recreation and
other purposes. Congress encouraged a
comprehensive response to the fish and wildlife
impacts of dams on the Columbia River and its
tributaries, and rejected the piecemed,
fragmented approach that characterized past
mitigation efforts. The Council believes the
region will benefit from a coordinated approach
to wildlife mitigation. At the sametime, as
Congress specified, consumers of electric power
should pay only the cost of measures to dedl
with the effects of electric power. The Act
gives the Bonneville Power Administration the
responsbility to alocate expenditures to the
various project purposes, in consultation with the
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of
Reclamation, and in accordance with existing
accounting procedures.

The Council’ s program will address the full
impacts of the “hydropower facilities’ in the
broad sense that Congress intended, including all
effects traceable to any of the projects
purposes. Bonneville, in consultation with the
Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of
Reclamation, should allocate implementation
costs, and develop any cooperative agreements
needed to ensure coordinated and expeditious
program implementation.

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM
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Itiscritical, however, that implementation of Bonneville

wildlife measures not be delayed by these

allocation procedures. Bonneville funding for the 11.2A.1 To develop a comprehensive

ratepayer share of wildlife mitigation should
proceed expeditiously, pursuant to short-term
agreements. There is no reason for ratepayer
wildlife mitigation in the short term to wait for a
determination of the financia responsibility of
other project purposes. For the longer term, if
there is no agreement on funding allocations, the
federa agencies should work with the Council
and the Congressiona delegation to arrive at a
solution.

11.1 WILDLIFE PROGRAM
GOAL: FULLY MITIGATE
FOR WILDLIFE LOSSES
FROM HYDROPOWER IN
THE COLUMBIA RIVER
BASIN

The goal of this program's wildlife strategy
isto achieve and sustain levels of habitat and
species productivity as a means of fully
mitigating wildlife losses caused by construction
and operation of the federal and non-federa
hydroelectric system.

11.2 WILDLIFE PROGRAM
POLICIES

11.2A Ratepayer Share of
Funding

Bonneville, the Corps and the Bureau of
Reclamation have jointly determined that the
percent of joint costs of the Federa Columbia
River Power System allocated to power for
systemwide fish and wildlife mitigation is 72
percent. The hydropower system is therefore
responsible for mitigation for 72 percent of the
lost habitat units identified in Table 11-4.

11.2A.2

11.2B

11.2B.1

11.2C

coordinated wildlife mitigation
strategy, in consultation with other
responsible operators and managers,
coordinate ratepayer-funded
measures with mesures that address
impacts caused by non-electric power
development and operations. The
parties should develop any
cooperative agreements necessary to
ensure coordinated and expeditious
program implementation and should
submit them to the Council for review
and approva by December 1, 1994.
Should the parties fail to develop
agreements necessary to ensure
coordinated program implementation,
the Council will take the actions
necessary to ensure that such
agreements are devel oped.

Report to the Council yearly on
progress to date on al coordinated
wildlife mitigation activities.

Determine Allocation of
Effort

Bonneville, Corpsof Engineers,
Bureau of Reclamation and
Wildlife Manager s

Determine the alocation of
expenditures by the relevant federal
entities needed to achieve full
mitigation of wildlife losses
attributable to the construction and
operation of the federal hydroelectric
facilities.

Definition of Mitigation

Relevant Parties

September 13, 1995
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11.2C.1

11.2D

11.2D.1

For purposes of this program,
mitigation is defined as achieving and
sustaining the levels of habitat and
species productivity for the habitat
units lost as aresult of the
construction and operation of federal
and non-federa hydropower projects.

Mitigation Plans and
Agreements

Bonneville and Wildlife
Managers

In developing wildlife mitigation plans
and projects, demonstrate the extent
to which the plans comply with the
following principles:

Are the least-costly way to
achieve the biologicd objective.
Have measurabl e objectives, such
as the restoration of agiven
number of habitat units.

Protect high quality native or
other habitat or species of special
concern, whether at the project
Ste or not, including endangered,
threatened or sensitive species.
Provide riparian or other habitat
that can benefit both fish and
wildlife

Where practical, mitigate losses
in-place, in-kind. When awildlife
measure is not in-place, in-kind,
the habitat units protected,
mitigated or enhanced by that
measure will be credited against
mitigation due for one or more
hydroelectric projects.

Help protect or enhance natural
ecosystems and species diversity
over the long term.

Complement the activities of the
region's state and federa wildlife
agencies and Indian tribes. In
particular, state clearly how plans

or projects would complement
agency and triba policies or
programs to protect or enhance
natural ecosystems and species
divergity over the long term.

Encourage the formation of
partnerships with other persons or
entities, which would reduce
project costs, increase benefits
and/or diminate duplicative
activities.

Do not impose on Bonneville the
funding respongbilities of others,
as prohibited by Section
4(h)(10)(A) of the Northwest
Power Act.

Address specia wildlife lossesin
areas that formerly had salmon
and steelhead runs that were
eliminated by hydroelectric
projects (for example, societal and
tribal wildlife losses).

Address concerns over additions
to public land ownership and
impacts on local communities,
such as reduction or loss of local
government tax base, special
district tax base or the local
economic base; or consistency
with locd governments
comprehensive plans.

Use publicly owned land for
mitigation or management
agreements on private land, in
preference to acquisition of
private land, while providing
permanent protection or
enhancement of wildlife habitat in
the most cost-effective manner.

11.2E Mitigation Priorities

Bonneville and Wildlife
Managers
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11.2E.1 Ensure that wildlife mitigation projects basinwide implementation priorities
implemented in fulfillment of this described in Tables 11-1, 11-2 and 11-
program are consistent with the 3, below.
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Table 11-1
Lower Columbia Subbasin Wildlife Mitigation Priorities
Habitat Types--Target Species Priority
Riparian/Riverine High
Gresat Blue Heron
Old Growth Forest High
Northern Spotted Owil
Wetlands High
Grest Blue Heron
Band-tailed Pigeon
Western Pond Turtle
Coniferous Forest Medium
Ruffed Grouse
Bk
American Black Bear/Cougar
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Table 11-2
Upper Columbia Subbasin Wildlife Mitigation Priorities

Habitat Types--Target Species Priority

Riparian/River High

Bad Eagle (breeding)

Black-capped Chickadee

Peregrine Falcon

Shrub-Steppe High
- Sharp-tailed Grouse

Pygmy Rabbit

Sage Grouse

Mule Degr

Wetlands High

Mdlard

Redhead

Idands Medium

White Pdicans

Agricultural Lands Low

Swainson’'s Hawk

Ring-necked Pheasant
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Table 11-3
Snake River Subbasin Wildlife Mitigation Priorities

Habitat Type--Target Species Priority

Riparian/Riverine High
- Bdd Eagle (breeding)

Bdd Eagle (wintering)

River Otter

Black-capped Chickadee

Peregrine Falcon

Ruffed Grouse

Wetlands High

Mdlard

Native Grasdands and Shrubs Medium

Mule Dear/Elk

White-tailed Deer

Sharp-tailed Grouse

Coniferous Forest Medium

Bk

Old Growth Forest Medium

Pileated Woodpecker

Lowland Forest Low

White-tailed deer
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11.3

11.3A

11.3A1

11.3B

11.3B.1

11.3C

11.3C.1

IMPLEMENT WILDLIFE
MEASURES

| dentify M easur es Based
on L osses

Bonneville and Wildlife
Managers

Use the loss estimatesin Table 11-4
for identifying wildlife measures and
developing short-term and long-term
wildlife mitigation agreements. These
losses represent the unannualized
losses attributable to the construction
of the federal hydropower system.

Wildlife Plan

Bonneville

In consultation with the wildlife
managers, Corps of Engineers,
Bureau of Reclamation, state and
federal land management agencies,
the Council and other interested
parties, findize the Draft Wildlife
Plan as described in Appendix G of
this program by March 1, 1996. Upon
approvd by the Council fund
implementation of the find Wildlife
Pan.

Credit for New Actions

Wildlife Managers and
Bonneville

Because there are inconsistencies
throughout the basin in how to
determine the amount of credit given
for acquigitions of habitat involving the
protection of existing habitat, develop
a consigtent, systemwide method for
crediting new wildlife mitigation

actions for the losses described in
Table 11-4, while reflecting the
following principles:

The Council endorses the use of
habitat units as the preferred unit
of measurement for mitigation
accounting unless partiesto an
agreement develop another
method that, in the Council’s
opinion, adequately takesinto
account both habitat quantity and
qudity adequate to mitigate for
the identified losses.

The hydropower system must
protect, mitigate and enhance
wildlife to the extent affected by
Columbia River Basin

hydropower facilities. This
obligation will be discharged when
these effects are fully addressed,
i.e, when mitigation actualy
offsets the loss caused by a
hydropower facility, and when the
operator provides adequate
operation and maintenance
funding to sustain the mitigation
while the hydrodlectric project is
in place. Mitigation agreements
may predict a certain level of
mitigation, as long as provison is
made for operation and
maintenance funding and for
monitoring and evauation to
determine if the predicted benefits
were redized.

Itis clear that Bonneville should
receive some credit for protection
of existing habitat. That credit can
be determined through the use of
the annualization process
contained in the Habitat
Evauation Procedure or through a
negotiated settlement such as the
Lower Snake Compensation Plan,
in which the Corps has agreed to
credit acquisitions for habitat

September 13, 1995 11-8
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protection at half of their existing Bonneville
value.
11.3D.4 Upon Council approva, fund the
11.3C.2 The Council recognizes some fish projects approved by the Council.

11.3D

11.3D.1

11.3D.2

11.3D.3

habitat projects provide benefits to
wildlife as well as fish. Because of
this, the Council cals upon Bonneville
and the wildlife managers to develop a
method for crediting wildlife benefits
from fish projects. The development
of such amethod for crediting should
not prevent fish habitat projects that
benefit wildlife from going forward.

Short-Term Agreements

Bonneville and Wildlife
Managers

To ensure that wildlife mitigation
proceeds expeditioudy, within 90 days
following the adoption of this program
consummate interim five-year
agreements, similar to the interim
Washington Wildlife Mitigation
agreement, with the states of |daho
and Oregon and appropriate Indian
tribes

I nterested Parties

If the parties are unable for any
reason to reach agreement within this
time frame, then by February 15,
1994, submit to the Council alist of
wildlife mitigation projects for
implementation. Each October 1,
thereafter, submit to the Council alist
of wildlife mitigation projects for
implementation.

Coundil

Select and approve those projects to
be funded for agiven fiscal year.

11.3D.5

11.3D.6

11.3D.7

11.3D.8

11.3E

Continue to fund ongoing wildlife
mitigation projects and incorporate
them into the interim agreements.

Fund the purchase of 100 acres
adjacent to the existing Pend Oreille
Wetlands Wildlife Mitigation project to
protect and enhance an additional 100
acres of riparian forest and adjacent
flood plain to partidly mitigete for lost
habitat units caused by the inundation
and water level fluctuations due to the
congtruction of Albeni Falls Dam on
the Pend Orellle River. Funding will
be provided to purchase land and fund
operation and maintenance, and
evauation and monitoring of the
project.

Fund advance design activities and
implement Black Canyon Reservoir
wildlife mitigation, with the highest
priority areain the Bruneau River
Valey.

In consultation with the State of
Idaho, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes,
the Council and other interested
parties, initiate implementation
planning for the remainder of wildlife
mitigation projects at the Palisades
project. The Idaho Department of
Fish and Game has completed
planning for mitigation projects
focused on bald eagles, the species of
priority within the Palisades mitigation
plan. The Tribes efforts are intended
to supplement the ongoing efforts of
the agencies.

Long-Term Agreements

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM
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Bonneville, Cor ps of Engineers,
Bureau of Reclamation and
Wildlife Managers

11.3E.1 Within three years following the
adoption of this program, develop
long-term agreements for al wildlife
mitigation. The following elements
should be considered and addressed in
the development of long-term
agreements:

Clear objectives (e.g., number of
habitat units, acres and/or habitat
types, sample projects with list of
indicator species);

Demongtration of how the
agreement is expected to mest,
exceed or fal short of wildlife loss
assessments;

Demongtration that the level of
funding provided has substantia
likelihood of achieving and
sugtaining stated wildlife
mitigation objectives,
Demonstration of consistency
with the Council’ s wildlife rule
policies and standards;

Incentives to ensure effective
implementation of the agreement
with periodic monitoring and
evauation (including an audit at
least every other year) to ensure
progress and document successes
and failures;

Demongtration that the
agreements do not impose
financid liabilities on states or
tribes for operation and
maintenance or for third party
clamsfor additiond mitigation.
Stateftriba liability should be
limited to good-faith performance
of the mitigation agreement and
should not include the risk of
financid or biological uncertainty;

Criteriafor re-evaluation or
reopening to consider whether
mitigation actually has been
achieved; and

Provisons for public involvement
during implementation (e.g.,
advisory council, hearings, etc.).

September 13, 1995 11-10

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM



WILDLIFE

SECTION 11

Coundil

11.3E.2 Before any agreement is signed, the
Council will review the agreement in
an open, public process, and
determine whether it is consistent with
this program.

11.3F Complete and Implement
Snake River Compensation
Program

The Corps of Engineersisin the fina stages
of implementing mitigation plans for the Lower
Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation
Plan. The Compensation Plan was authorized by
Congressin 1976. The Corps has acquired al
of the acreage called for in the plan . Fina
habitat developments on acquired lands will be
completed by September 1996. The Council
believes that when complete, the wildlife portion
of the Compensation Plan developed by the
Corps will meet acreage/funding obligations
mandated by Congress. However, the Corps has
not fully mitigated the habitat unit losses
identified for the Lower Snake River
hydroelectric projects. Accordingly, the Council
has included the unmitigated wildlife losses
associated with the Lower Snake River Projects
in Table 11-4.

Corpsof Engineers

11.3F.1 The Corpswill complete wildlife
mitigation as authorized under the
Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife
Compensation Plan. Upon completion
of dl activitiesin 1996, the Corps will
submit a report to the Council
documenting the work completed and
the mitigation credited in terms of
habitat units.

Bonneville

11.3F.2 Within 90 days following adoption of
this program, report to the Council al
costs reimbursed to the U.S. Treasury
by Bonneville associated with the
wildlife mitigation portion of the
Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife
Compensation Plan.

11.3F.3 Fund implementation of the
hydropower share of unaddressed
mitigation according to Section 11.3D
of the program. Highest priority
should be given to unaddressed losses
sustained by the Nez Perce Tribe and
Y akama Indian Nation.

11.4 MONITOR AND
EVALUATE WILDLIFE
EFFORTSAT FEDERAL
DAMS

The Council isinterested in ensuring that
mitigation actually occurs on the ground and
accordingly is providing for monitoring to
determine projected benefits to wildlife that
result from the program.

11.4A Biennial Monitoring
Report and Scientific
Review

Bonneville

11.4A.1 Fund the coordinated preparation of a
biennia monitoring report. The report
should compile information on wildlife
implementation, habitat units gained,
and the status of wildlife populations.
The report should reflect broad
technical review and input, including
the Council. The fina report should be
submitted to the Council by June 15,
every other year.

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM
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11.4A.2 Fund an independent scientific review
group to evaluate the progress and
success of wildlife mitigation efforts.

11.5 MONITOR AND
EVALUATE WILDLIFE
EFFORTS AT NON-
FEDERAL PROJECTS

Non-federal hydroelectric projects are
licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission. The Electric Consumers Protection
Act of 1986 (ECPA) mandates that the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission give equal
consderation to the protection, mitigation of
damage to, and enhancement of wildlifein
licensing and relicensing decisions.

11.5A Mitigation Considerations
in Dam Licensing Decisions

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

11.5A.1 Indeveloping license conditions, teke
into account to the fullest extent
practicable the policies established in
this section, and the measures taken
by Bonneville and others to implement
this section, and Section 12.1A.2 of
this program. In particular, it is
important to take into account the
mitigation projects at federa projects
undertaken pursuant to this section, to
ensure that license conditions are
consistent with and complement these
wildlife mitigation projects and
contribute fully and proportionately to
regiond wildlife mitigation gods.

Coundil

11.5A.2 The Council will monitor the Federa
Energy Regulatory Commission
licensing and relicensing proceedings
and comment or intervene where
appropriate.

Table11-4
Estimated L osses Due to Hydropower Construction
(lossesare preceded by a“-", gainshy a“ +”

Species Total Habitat Units

Albeni Falls

- Mallard Duck -5,985
Canada Goose -4,699
Redhead Duck -3,379
Breeding Bald Eagle -4,508
Wintering Bald Eagle -4,365
Black-Capped Chickadee -2,286
White-tailed Deer -1,680
Muskrat -1,756
Yelow Warbler +171

Lower Snake Projects
Downy Woodpecker -364.9
Song Sparrow -287.6
Yelow Warbler -927.0
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Cdlifornia Quail -20,508.0
Ring-necked Pheasant -2,646.8
Canada Goose -2,039.8

Anderson Ranch
Mallard -1,048
Mink -1,732
Ydlow Warbler -361
Black Capped Chickadee -890
Ruffed Grouse -919
Blue Grouse -1,980
Mule Deer -2,689

- Peregrine Falcon -1,222 acres*

* Acres of riparian habitat lost. Does not requi |re purchase of any lands.

Black Canyon

- Madllard -270
Mink -652
Canada Goose -214
Ring-necked Pheasant -260
Sharp-tailed Grouse -532
Mule Deer -242
Yelow Warbler +8
Black-capped Chickadee +68

Table 11-4
Estimated L osses Due to Hydropower Construction
(lossesare preceded by a“-", gainshy a“ +”

Deadwood
Mule Deer -2080
Mink -987
Spruce Grouse -1411
Yellow Warbler -309
Y ellow-rumped Warbler -2626
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Table 11-4 (cont.)

Estimated L osses Due to Hydropower Construction
(lossesare preceded by a“-", gainsby a“ +”

Species Total Habitat Units
Palisades
Bdd Eagle -5,941 breeding
-18,565 wintering
Yelow Warbler/ -718 scrub-shrub
Black Capped Chickadee -1,358 forested
Elk/Mule Deer -2,454
Waterfowl and Aquatic Furbearers -5,703
Ruffed Grouse -2,331
Peregrine Falcon* -1,677 acres of forested wetland
-832 acres of scrub-shrub wetland
+68 acres of emergent wetland

* Acres of riparian habitat lost. Does not require purchase of any lands.

Willamette Basin Projects

Black-tailed Deer -17,254
Roosevelt Elk -15,295
Black Bear -4.814
Cougar -3,853
Beaver 4477
River Otter -2,408
Mink -2,418
Red Fox -2,590
Ruffed Grouse -11,145
Cdlifornia Quail -2,986
Ring-necked Pheasant -1,986
Band-tailed Pigeon -3,487
Western Gray Squirrel -1,3%4
Harlequin Duck -551

Wood Duck -1,947
Spotted Owl -5,711
Pileated Woodpecker -8,690
American Dipper -954

Ydlow Warbler -2,355
Common Merganser +1,042
Greater Scaup +820

Waterfowl +423

Bdd Eagle +5,693
Osprey +6,159
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Table 11-4 (cont.)
Estimated L osses Due to Hydropower Construction
(lossesare preceded by a“-", gainsby a“ +”

Species Total Habitat Units

Grand Coulee
Sage Grouse -2,746
Sharp-tailed Grouse -32,723
Ruffed Grouse -16,502
Mourning Dove -9,316
Mule Deer -27,133
White-tailed Deer -21,362
Riparian Forest -1,632
Riparian Shrub -27
Canada Goose Nest Sites -74

McNary

- Mdlard (wintering) +13,744
Mallard (nesting) -6,959
Western Meadowlark -3,469
Canada Goose -3,484
Spotted Sandpiper -1,363
Yelow Warbler -329
Downy Woodpecker -377
Mink -1,250
Cdlifornia Quail -6,314

John Day

+ Lesser Scaup +14,398
Great Blue Heron -3,186
Canada Goose -8,010
Spotted Sandpiper -3,186
Ydlow Warbler -1,085
Black-capped Chickadee -869
Western Meadowlark -5,059
Cdlifornia Quail -6,324
Mallard -7,399
Mink -1,437
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Table 11-4 (cont.)
Estimated L osses Due to Hydropower Construction
(lossesare preceded by a“-", gainsby a“ +”

Species Total Habitat Units

The Dalles

- Lesser Scaup +2,068
Great Blue Heron -427
Canada Goose -439
Spotted Sandpiper -534
Ydlow Warbler -170
Black-capped Chickadee -183
Western Meadowlark -247
Mink -330

Bonneville
Lesser Scaup +2,671
Great Blue Heron -4,300
Canada Goose -2,443
Spotted Sandpiper -2,767
Yelow Warbler -163
Black-capped Chickadee -1,022
Mink -1,622

Dwor shak

- Canada Goose-(breeding) -16
Black-capped Chickadee -91
River Otter -4,312
Pileated Woodpecker -3,524
Bk -11,603
White-tailed Deer -8,906
Canada Goose (wintering) +323
Bald Eagle +2,678
Osprey +1,674
Ydlow Warbler +119
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Table 11-4 (cont.)
Estimated L osses Due to Hydropower Construction
(lossesare preceded by a“-", gainsby a“ +”

Species Total Habitat Units

Minidoka

- Malard +174
Redhead +4,475
Western Grebe +273
Marsh Wren +207
Yelow Warbler -342
River Otter -2,993
Mule Deer -3,413
Sage Grouse -3,755

Chief Joseph

- Lesser Scaup +1,440
Sharp-tailed Grouse -2,290
Mule Deer -1,992
Spotted Sandpiper -1,255
Sage Grouse -1,179
Mink -920
Bobcat -401
Lewis Woodpecker -286
Ring-necked Pheasant -239
Canada Goose -213
Yéelow Warbler -58
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Section 12

FUTURE HYDROELECTRIC DEVELOPMENT

Much of this program has focused on
mitigating damage done to Columbia River Basin
fish and wildlife by hydropower development and
operations in the past. But the future is equally
important. The Corps of Engineers and the Bureau
of Reclamation continue to study the need for
additional federal hydroelectric projects and to plan
for new development in the basin. The Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission has many permits
and applications pending for hydroelectric
development in Idaho, Oregon, Montana and
Washington. Many of those applications and
permits are for projects throughout the Columbia
River Basin. Dozens of small or medium-sized
hydroelectric projects are proposed for tributary
drainage basins that contain important anadromous
fish habitat. However, most new hydroelectric
development will be accomplished by private or
non-federd public entities licensed by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission.

Many of the proposals are for hydroelectric
projects that would produce less than 5 megawatts
of dectricity. Although individua smdl projects
may have no significant adverse effects on the fish
and wildlife resources of the basin, the cumulative
effects of such development throughout a river
basin could be quite harmful. These cumulative
effects need to be taken into account fully.

The Council estimates that 4,600 stream miles
of Columbia River Basin sdlmon and steelhead
spawning and rearing habitat have been lost to
development, not including losses of migration
routes and of resident fish and wildlife habitat.
Minimizing further habitat loss is especialy
important in view of the Council’s goa of doubling
salmon and steelhead runs in the Columbia River
Basin congistent with system policies (see Sections
2 and 4). Development in critica fish and wildlife
areas leads to divisive and expensive conflicts that

the Council believes can be avoided through
resource planning.

The Council finds that future hydroelectric
developersin the basin should be required to
mitigate harm to fish and wildlife and has adopted
program measures calling for such mitigation. New
hydroelectric development has the potentid to
cause further damage to the basin’s fish and
wildlife resources as well as to negate ongoing
Council efforts to remedy damage caused by the
exigting hydropower system. Federal agencies aso
should assess and mitigate the cumulative effects
on fish and wildlife of multiple hydrodectric
projects.

The Council aso intends to continue to review
applications for Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission permits and licenses and for Corps of
Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation proposals
for hydroelectric development. The purpose of this
review isto identify program measures related to
the proposed devel opment to ensure that any new
development in the basin is consistent with this fish
and wildlife program and the Council’ s Northwest
Power Plan. The Council’s reviews would
complement and recognize, not supplant, the role of
the fish and wildlife agencies and tribesin
reviewing proposals for hydroelectric projects.

12.1 FUTURE
HYDROELECTRIC
DEVELOPMENT

12.1A Conditions

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, Corpsof Engineers,
Bureau of Reclamation and
Bonneville
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12.1A.1 Do not license, exempt from license,

relicense, propose, recommend, agree to
acquire or wheel power from, grant
billing credits for, or otherwise support
any hydroelectric development in the
Columbia River Basin without
specifically providing for these
development conditions:

Consultation with the fish managers
and the Council throughout study,
design, construction and operation of
the project;

Specific plans for flows and fish
facilities prior to construction;

The best available means for aiding
downstream and upstream passage
of anadromous and resident fish;
Flows and reservoir levels of
aufficient quantity and qudity to
protect spawning, incubation, rearing
and migration;

Full compensation for unavoidable
fish losses or fish habitat |osses
through habitat restoration or
replacement, appropriate
propagation, or similar measures
consstent with the provisions of this
program;

Assurance that the project will not
inundate the usual and accustomed,
traditional or contemporary fishing
places of any tribe without tribal
approvd;

Assurance that the project will not
degrade fish habitat or reduce
numbers of fish in such away that
the exercise of treaty or executive
order tribal rights will be diminished;
Assurance that all fish protection
measures are fully operationa at the
time the project begins operation;
The collection of data needed to
monitor and evaluate the results of
the fish protection efforts; and
Assurance that the project will not
degrade water quality beyond the
point necessary to sustain sensitive

fish species (as designated in
consultation with the fish managers).

12.1A.2 Do not license, relicense, exempt from

license, propose, recommend, agree to
acquire or wheel power from, grant
billing credits for, or otherwise support
any hydroelectric development in the
Columbia River Basin without
specificaly providing for these
development conditions:

Conaultation with wildlife managers
and the Council throughout study,
design, construction and operation of
the project;

Avoiding inundation of wildlife
habitat, insofar as practical;

Timing congtruction activities,
insofar as practical, to reduce
adverse effects on nesting and
wintering grounds;

Locating temporary access roads in
areas to be inundated;

Congtructing subimpoundments and
using all suitable excavated material
to create idands, if appropriate,
before the reservoir isfilled;
Avoiding al unnecessary or
premature clearing of land before
filling the reservair;

Providing artificia nest structures
when appropriate;

Avoiding congruction, insofar as
practical, within 250 meters of active
raptor nests;

Avoiding critical riparian habitat (as
designated in consultation with the
wildlife managers) when clearing,
riprapping, dredging, disposing of
spoils and wastes, constructing
diversions, and relocating structures
and facilities;

Replacing riparian vegetation if
natural revegetation is inadequate;
Cresating subimpoundments by diking
backwater slough areas, creating
idands and nesting aress;
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Regulating water levels to reduce
adverse effects on wildlife during
critica wildlife periods (as defined in
consultation with the fish and wildlife
managers);

Improving the wildlife capacity of
undisturbed portions of new project
areas (through such activities as
managing vegetation, reducing
disturbance, and supplying food,
cover and water) as compensation
for otherwise unmitigated harm to
wildlife and wildlife habitat in other
parts of the project area;

Acquiring land or management
rights, such as conservation
easements, where necessary to
compensate for lost wildlife habitat
a the same time other project land is
acquired and including the
associated costs in project cost
estimates;

Funding operation and management
of the acquired wildlife land for the
life of the project;

Granting management easement
rights on the acquired wildlife lands
to appropriate management entities;
Collecting data needed to monitor
and evaluate the results of the
wildlife protection efforts;
Assurance that the project will not
inundate the usua and accustomed,
traditiona or contemporary hunting
places of any tribe without tribal
gpproval; and

Assurance that the project will not
degrade wildlife habitat or reduce
numbers of wildlifein such away
that the exercise of treaty or
executive order tribal rights will be
diminished.

12.1A.3 Ensurethat al licenses for hydroelectric
projects or documents that propose,
recommend or otherwise support
hydroelectric development explainin
detail how the provisions of Sections
12.1A.1 and 12.1A.2 will be

accomplished or the reasons why the
provisions cannot be incorporated into
the project.

12.2 PROTECTED AREAS

From the inception of this program, the Council
has supported the concept of protecting some
streams and wildlife habitats from hydroelectric
development, where the Council believes such
development would have major negative impacts
that could not be reversed. Beginning in 1983, the
Council directed extensve studies of existing
habitat and has analyzed aternative means of
protection. In 1988, the Council concluded that: 1)
the studies had identified fish and wildlife
resources of critical importance to the region; 2)
mitigation techniques cannot assure that al adverse
impacts of hydroelectric development on these fish
and wildlife populations will be mitigated; 3) even
small hydroelectric projects may have
unacceptable individua and cumulative impacts on
these resources; and 4) protecting these resources
and habitats from hydroelectric development is
consistent with an adequate, efficient, economical,
and reliable power supply. The Council, relying on
these studies, designated certain river reachesin
the basin as “protected areas,” where the Council
believes hydroel ectric development would have
unacceptable risks of lossto fish and wildlife
species of concern, their productive capacity or
their habitat.

River reaches to be protected are those
reaches or portions of reaches listed on the
“Protected Areas List” adopted by the Council on
August 10, 1988, and subsequently. For each river
reach listed on the Protected Areas List, the fish
and wildlife to be protected are those on the ligt.
The Council will supply acopy of the Protected
Areas List to any party free of charge.

12.2A Protect Areas From New
Hydropower Development

The following are not affected by protected
areas:

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM
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Any hydrodectric facility or its existing
impoundment that as of August 10, 1988, had
been licensed or exempted from licensing by
the Federa Energy Regulatory Commission;
The relicensing of such hydroelectric facility or
its exigting impoundment;

Any modification of any existing hydrodectric
facility or its existing impoundment; and

Any addition of hydroelectric generation
facilities to a non-hydroelectric dam or
diversion structure.

Transition projects: The Council recognizes
that there exist, as of August 10, 1988,
applications for hydroelectric projects that are
in various stages of completion before the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. In
many cases the applicants have made
substantia investments and have completed, or
nearly completed, agreements with all
interested parties, including state fish and
wildlife agencies. The Council recognizes that
the Federa Energy Regulatory Commission
may be obligated to complete its processes on
these applications, but expects where possible
that this measure will be taken into account to
the fullest extent practicable.

The Council recognizes that there may exist
preliminary permits or applications for licenses
or exemptions for hydroelectric projects at
sites that were not previoudy within protected
areas, but which may be included within
protected areas as a result of amendments
approved by the Council. An important
purpose of protected areas is to encourage
developers to site projects outside protected
areas. The Council therefore exempts from the
effect of an amendment that designates a
previously unprotected area as protected, any
project for which the developer had obtained a
preliminary permit or filed an gpplication for
license or exemption prior to the date on which
the Council entered rulemaking on the
amendment. However, it is the Council’s
intention that the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission give full consderation to the
protection of fish and wildlife resources
located at these project sites and provide

suitable protection and mitigation for such
resources in the event that a license or
exemption is approved.

Effect on water rightsand riparian areas.
This measure should not be interpreted to
authorize the appropriation of water by any
entity or individud, affect water rights or
jurisdiction over water, or ater or establish any
water or water-related right. The Council does
not intend this measure to ater or affect any
state or federal water quality classification or
standards, or alter any management plan
developed pursuant to the national Forest
Management Act, 16 U.S.C. 1601, et seg., or
the Federal Land Policy Management Act, 43
U.S.C. 1701, et seq., except to the extent
planning decisions are directly related to
hydropower licensing and development. Nor
should this measure be interpreted to ater,
amend, repedl, interpret, modify, or conflict
with any interstate compact made by the
states. If this measure is found by a court or
other competent authority to conflict with any
other interstate compact, this measure will
terminate with respect to the area involved,
without further action of the Council.

This measure applies to river reaches, or
portions of river reaches, and to river banks or
surrounding areas only where such areas
would be directly affected by a proposed
hydroelectric project. In adopting this measure,
the Council has not attempted to balance al
the factors that may be relevant to land
management determinations.

Bonneville Power Administration

12.2A.1 Do not acquire power from hydroelectric

projects located in protected areas. The
Council believesthat the Long-Term
Intertie Access Policy’s reliance on
protected areas is consistent with the
Council’ s power plan and fish and
wildlife program as they gpply to fish
and wildlife in the Columbia River Basin.
The Council continues to recommend
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that Bonneville adopt a smilar policy
with respect to protected areas outside
the Columbia River Basin.
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12.2A.2

12.3

12.3A

123A.1

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

Under the Northwest Power Act, the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
and all other federal agencies
responsible for managing, operating, or
regulating federal or non-federa
hydroelectric facilities located on the
Columbia River or itstributaries are
required to take protected area
designations into account to the fullest
extent practicable at al relevant stages
of decisionmaking processes. The
Council recognizes that the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission makes
licensing and exemption decisions for
nonfederal projects, and does not expect
that the Commission will abandon its
normal processes with regard to projects
located in protected areas. Rather,
consistent with Section 4(h)(11) of the
Northwest Power Act, the Council
expects that the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission will take the
Council’ s judgment into account, and
implement that judgment in licensing and
exemption decisions unless the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission’s legal
responsibilities require otherwise.

ADDITIONAL
PROTECTIONSAND
CONSISTENCY OF
HYDROPOWER
DEVELOPMENT

Cumulative Effects

Federal Project Operatorsand
Regulators

Review smultaneoudly al applications or
proposals for hydroel ectric development
in asingle river drainage, through
consolidated hearings, environmental

12.3B

12.3B.1

12.3B.2

12.3B.3

impact statements or assessments, or
other appropriate methods. This review
shall assess cumulative environmental
effects of existing and proposed
hydroelectric development on fish and
wildlife,

Ensure Consistency With
This Program

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

Require al applicants for licenses
(including license renewal's, amendments
and exemptions) and preliminary permits
in the Columbia River Basin to
demondtrate in their applications how the
proposed project would take this
program into account to the fullest extent
practicable.

Provide the Council with copies of dl
gpplications for licenses (including
license renewal's, amendments and
exemptions) and preliminary permitsin
the Columbia River Basin so that the
Council can comment in atimely manner
on the consistency of the proposed
project with this fish and wildlife
program. This provision is not intended
to supplant review of such applications
by the fish and wildlife agencies and
tribes.

Federal Land Managersand
Federal and State Fish and Wildlife
Agencies

Incorporate pertinent e ements of the
fish and wildlife program in the terms
and conditions they apply to projects
exempted from licensing under Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission
exemption procedures. The Council aso
requests federal land managers to
incorporate this program into their permit
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procedures related to hydroelectric
development on lands they manage.

Corpsof Engineers, Bureau of
Reclamation, and any Other
Federal Agency Studying or
Proposing Hydrodectric
Development in the Columbia River
Basin

12.3B.4 Provide opportunity for Council review
and comment.

W:\95AMEND\DRFTRULE\S12-CLN.925
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Section 16

Findings on the Recommendations for Amendmentsto the
Resident Fish and Wildlife Portions of the 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program
and Response to Comments
September 13, 1995

In late 1994 the Council requested that fish and wildlife agencies, Indian tribes and others
submit recommendations for amendments to the resident fish and wildlife portions of the Council’s
Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program. The Council received gpproximately 80
recommendations. In this section of the program, the Council provides written findings explaining its
disposition of these recommendations. When the Council regjected arecommendation, or any part
of one, the Council has explained how the rgjection comports with Section 4(h)(7) of the Northwest
Power Act. These findings also summarize and respond to comments received by the Council
relating to the recommendations and the Council’ s rulemaking process, and they satisfy the federd
Adminigtrative Procedure Act’ s requirement of a statement of the “basis and purpose’ of the
amendments.

These amendments are part of alarger process begun by the Council in early 1994 to
consder amendments to the entire fish and wildlife program. The Council split the amendment
process into two parts -- firgt, amendments related to the anadromous fish portions of the program,
and second, these amendments related to the resident fish and wildlife portions of the programs.
The Council called for and received recommendations for amendments to the anadromous fish
portions of the program by mid-August 1994, and in December 1994 the Council adopted program
amendments and findings related to anadromous fish issues. The Council accepted
recommendations for amending the resident fish and wildlife portions of the program until January
27,1995. The two processes have not been completely divided. Overlapping issues resulted in the
Council adopting certain amendments to the resident fish section of the program (Section 10) in
December as part of the anadromous fish rulemaking process, partly in an effort to ensure that
anadromous fish measures do not adversdy affect resdent fish communities. Recommendeations
rasing Smilar issues are part of this resdent fish and wildlife rulemaking process, resulting in
amendments to the anadromous fish portions of the program (e.g., Section 5) and to portions of the
program relevant to anadromous fish and to resident fish and wildlife (e.g., Sections 1- 3).
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General finding for Section 4(h)(5) of the Power Act -- assuring an adequate, efficient,
economical and reliable power supply

The Council’ s fish and wildlife program must consst of messures to “ protect, mitigate, and
enhance fish and wildlife affected by the development, operation, and management of [hydropower]
fadlitieswhile assuring the Pecific Northwest an adequate, efficient, economica, and reliable power
supply.” Northwest Power Act, Section 4(h)(5). The measuresin the program and the findings
below addressthe first part of thisrequirement. These findings briefly address the second part of
the requirement.

As part of the Council’s December 1994 anadromous fish rulemaking, the Council analyzed
the impact of the measures in the program on the power supply. See Section 1.8 of the program,
the power system, cost and rate impact analysis attached to the program as Part | of Appendix B,
and the broader andysis of the issue of assuring an adequiate, efficient, economical and religble
power supply atached to the program as Appendix C. The Council concluded that the
anadromous fish recovery measures and other measures adopted in December (such asthe
integrated rule curves for Hungry Horse and Libby dams), can be implemented while assuring the
region an adequate, efficient economica and reliable power supply. The Council aso recognized,
however, that “[i]t is possible for fish recovery measures and other cogts to cause Bonneville's
power supply to be percelved as no longer economicd in relaion to competing supplies,” leading to
aloss of customers and thus eroding Bonnevill€ s revenue base. This could result in Bonneville
being unable to meet dl of its obligations under the Power Act. To quote further from the Council’s
finding: “The Council’s anadys's suggests that Bonneville probably can absorb some additiond fish
recovery costs and till be able to carry out the Act’s purposes. However, this conclusion is quite
uncertain, particularly in the short term, and the Council believes that additiona means should be
explored to pay those costs” The Council suggested a number of methods for spreading the costs
of implementing the program so as to lessen the impact on Bonneville. The Council dso concluded
that “while the Council has done consderable andyssin connection with these findings, it is
important to recognize thet the adequacy, efficiency, affordability, and rdigbility of the region’s
power supply, and the impact of these measures on Bonneville€ s ability to carry out the purposes of
the Act, can be more fully gauged as the Council revisesitsregiona power plan. Thefish and
wildlife program is part of the power plan, and the mutua impacts of fish and power measures are
intended to be examined together . . . The potentia impacts of these and other fish and wildlife
messures deserve further consideration in the context of afull revison of the power plan.”

The Council finds that the resdent fish and wildlife program amendments the Council adopts
in this process do not dter these conclusons. The new resident fish and wildlife measures affect the
power system in two basic ways. First, a power and cost andysis by the Council staff estimates
that implementing the recommended operating criteriafor Grand Coulee Dam (Section 10.3E.3) will
reduce the firm energy generating capabiility of the hydropower system by as much as 100 average
megawaits and is likely to cost the region less than $20 million per year. Second, the revisonsto
the Lake Pend Orellle operations (Section 10.6E), because they cdll for the reservoir levelsto be
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held two feet lower in the winter than in the 1994 program, should result in a savings of about $3
million per year from the revised estimate of a $6 million average annua cost of the operations
gpecified in the 1994 program. Together these measures will impose new burdens on the power
system in some months and relieve burdens in other months. However, these changesin the
program’simpacts on the power supply are rdatively smdl. Thusthe conclusons reached in
Section 1.8 and Appendix C concerning the impact of the Council’s program on the region’s power
supply and the underlying explanations continue to gpply. The December 1994 findings concerning
Bonnevill€ sfinancid Stuation and ability to meet its obligations under the Act dso remain vaid.
The Council continuesto view these findings on the impact of the program on the power supply and
on Bonneville s gatus as provisona pending further consideration in the Council’ s revison of the

power plan.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

Program Section(s): 1.3.C (regional funding and staffing/power system)
Source: Columbia River Alliance
Recommendation No.: 95-2/0088

Recommendation: The Columbia River Alliance recommended two measures that
concern the generd issue of cost-effectiveness review for the whole program. Firg, the Alliance
recommended deleting existing Section 1.3.C, which discusses cost dlocations and cost-
effectiveness commitments, and insarting the following language:

“In order to assess measures that will have the greatest level of biologica effectiveness
relative to the regiond costs incurred, the Council shal review and acknowledge al forma cogt-
effectiveness andyses related to the Program. This review shdl include analyses prepared by the
Bonneville Power Adminigtration and the Corps, as well as anayses conducted by the tribes and
date agencies, industry, and university researchers.

"The Council shall acknowledge the cost-effectiveness reviews by formally stating within
Section 2 of the Program how this information has been used to: (1) assess Council actions
recommended within the program; and (2) prioritize mesasures for implementation.

" Cogt-effectiveness andyses will aid the Council in adopting a comprehensve ecosystem
perspective toward the Fish and Wildlife Program. Because the codt- effectiveness andyses identify
and prioritize measures, limiting the extent of measures to actions that sgnificantly enhance biologica
benefits, the potentia for counterproductive measures between anadromous fish and resident fish
and wildlife resources is reduced.”

Second, the Alliance recommended adding a new Section 1.8A, asfollows:

“To ensure that the Fish and Wildlife Program does not jeopardize an economical and
reliable power system, the Council shdl review cogt-effectiveness andyses related to the Program.
Thisreview directly guides the Council’ s decisorn making regarding key measures and e ements of
the Program, and it serves as akey basis for measure prioritization. Thisreview processis
described in Section 2 and within Appendix ( ) of the Program.”

The recommendation assumed that Section 2 of the program would be amended both to
describe in detail the nature of this cost-effectiveness review process and the results of any
particular review process. The Alliance did not recommend any particular changesto Section 2.

Draft: Thedraft ruleincluded, as an addition to the existing language of Section 1.3C (and
not as a subdgtitute), the first paragraph of the recommended language for Section 1.3C, with the
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minor modification that the Council would review those cost-effectiveness analyses that have been
submitted to the Council for review. Otherwise, the recommendation was not included in the draft.

Comment: The Confederated Sdlish and Kootenai Tribes commented that in dedling with
mitigation activities throughout the basin, whet is cogt effective in one areais not in another, so that
cost- effectiveness must be looked at on a project-specific basis. (186)

The Eastern Oregon Irrigators Association and the Columbia- Snake River Irrigators
Asociation (Darryl Olsen commenting on their behaf) supported the proposed amendment to
Section 1.3C. Mr. Olsen noted in his ora testimony that the purpose of the proposed language was
to have the Council consider and review cost effectiveness anayses submitted to the Council, not to
impaose a respongbility on the Council to seek out or contract for such reviews. The Associations
also supported what was the second paragraph in the recommended addition to Section 1.3C, that
the Council acknowledge codt- effectiveness reviews by formaly stating within Section 2 of the
program how the information is used to (1) assess Council actions recommended within the
program and (2) prioritize measures for implementation. The Associations observed that cost-
effectiveness review and prioritization of salmon recovery measures in generd should limit actionsto
those that Sgnificantly improve biologica benefits and thus reduce the potentid for counter-
productive measures between anadromous fish and resdent fish and wildlife. And they stated that
in fact the most cost-€effective sdmon measures -- juvenile transportation, surface collectors, harvest
reductions, predator controls, minor amounts of flow augmentation in low flow years -- are dso the
measures that have the reatively lowest biological and economic risk and create few resident fish
and wildlifeimpacts. (240, 252)

Oregon Trout commented that the Council should delete the second sentence in the draft
amendment to Section 1.3C, beginning with “Thisreview . ...” The sentenceis redundant, asthe
first sentence “ captures the intent needed because it requires the Council to review al forma codt-
effectiveness analyses.” (209)

The Hathead Basin Committee supported the amendment, commenting that an origind
purpose of the Act was that cost effectiveness should be part of the Council’ s mandate aswell as
biologicd effectiveness, and that if thisis not stated explicitly in the program, it needsto be. (186)

The Western Montana Electric Generating and Transmission Cooperative commented that
the Council’ s commitment to cost effectiveness of dl proposed and existing programs must be
sgnificantly increased. The language proposed for Section 1.3C should be modified to extend
beyond asmple “review and acknowledge al forma cost effectiveness andyss’ to require that any
amendment or proposal made to the Council include a cogt- effectiveness analysis of the costs and
bendfits. Failure to provide this information should result in Council rgjection of the amendment.
And, once the Council has adopted a project or measure into the program, implementation
proposals should be put out to an open and public bidding process to assure the lowest possible
cost. (221)

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM 16-5 September 13, 1995



O o0 ~NOO UL WNPE

hhhhwwwwwgwwwwNNNNNNNNNNHI—‘HI—‘HI—‘HI—‘HI—‘
WNPFP O OONO O WNPOOWOO~NOULdRWNPODOO~NOOOPMWDNEO

SECTION 16 FINDINGS

Public Utility Didrict No. 1 of Okanogan County stated that it agreed with the comments of
the Columbia River Alliance and the Western Montana Electric Generating and Transmisson
Cooperative in thisrulemaking. (222)

The Benton County PUD, Kennewick, Washington, “strongly supported” the proposed
amendment. (244)

Findings. The Council adopted one part of this recommendation -- the sentence stating
that the Council would review and acknowledge al cost-effectiveness andyses rdated to the
program. The Council modified this sentence to refer to those andyses “ submitted to the Council”
to reflect the comments of the drafter of the recommendation (Darryl Olsen, for the Alliance) thet
the intent was for the Council to review andyses submitted to the Council, not to impose on the
Council the burden to seek out analyses.

The Council did not accept the rest of the recommendeation. Some of the recommended
language was superfluous, such as the sentence that described the possible sources of such
analyses, as the comment from Oregon Trout noted.

The Council aso regjected language that specified how the Council would use cost-
effectiveness andyses. The Council is bound to follow the requirements of the Northwest Power
Act and the Adminigtrative Procedures Act. Section 4(h)(6)(C) of the Northwest Power Act States
the particular form of cost-effectiveness review that the Council isto follow in developing and
implementing the fish and wildlife program -- when measures are equaly effective in achieving the
same biologica objective, choose the least-cost measure. And Section 4(h)(5) requires aform of
programmeatic cost impact andyss, in that the Council isto develop the fish and wildlife program
while assuring an adequiate, efficient, economica, and reliable power supply. Any other form of
cost-effectiveness review is not a criteria or procedura step in program devel opment, under the
Act. On the other hand, the Power Act and the Administrative Procedures Act, require the Council
to consider, note and respond to comments received in the process of program amendment
rulemakings, induding cogt-effectiveness review. If thisisthe procedure the Alliance intended for
program development, it already exists by virtue of the Act. If nat, it is not clear what procedure
the Alliance proposes, or how it squares with these legd requirements.

Within this context, the Council has sated in the program its commitment to codt-
effectiveness andyd's, in both general and specific terms. Thisincludes the language dready in
Section 1.3C (cost effectiveness review an important part of the program, measuring success by
providing permanent sddmon retoration at the lowest cost and avoiding short-term least-cost
cdculationsiif inconggent with long-term success in recovery), aswell as the language added by the
Coungil to that section in thisrulemaking. In addition the program contains Sections 1.3A
(principles governing costs), 2.2B (assess program measures for cost effectiveness and other
purposes), 3.2E (prioritization and cost-effectiveness), and 5.2A.4 and 5.2A.5 (cost-effectiveness
review and methodology for securing additiona water supplies for saimon flows). Program
implementation must be consstent with Section 4(h) of the Act and with the program. Prioritization
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decisons must be based on and guided by the priorities and principles stated in the program,
including the codt- effectiveness principles. The newly revised implementation planning processin
Section 3.1B notes that the Council will review both the development of prioritization criteria and
the gpplication of that criteriato prioritize projects, in apublic review processin which al interested
partieswill have an opportunity to comment. The Council does not understand the Alliance's
recommendation to call for procedures sgnificantly different than what the Act cadls for and the
program dready states, except to the extent that the Alliance recommendation would have the
Council explain formdly, in the program, how the cost-effectiveness analyses of others was used to
prioritize projects. Thiswould not be consstent with the Act. The Act specifies the function of the
program and how measures are to be adopted into it. Specific implementation decisons for
program measures are not part of the program amendment process.

In short, the rgected language is either superfluous, reflecting whet is dready in the
program, or would be less effective and accurate in following the procedurd requirements of the
Act and the other principles and procedures in the program, and thus less effective than what has
been adopted in ensuring the protection, mitigation and enhancement of resident fish and wildlife, 16
U.S.C. 8839%(h)(7)(C), and complementing the activities of the federal and state fish and wildlife
agencies and appropriate Indian tribes, 16 U.S.C. 8839b(h)(6)(A), (7)(B).

The Alliance did nat explain why it recommended deleting the language in existing Section
1.3C aswell as adding the new language. The existing language is not inconsstent with the
recommended language nor, except in small part, does it even pertain to the same subject. The
Council thus regjected this part of the recommendation.
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SECTION 2: SYSTEMWIDE GOAL AND FRAMEWORK

Program Section(s): 2.2F.1 (funding tar gets/funding levels)
Source: Colville Confederated Tribes

Recommendation No.: 95-2/0052

Source: Kalispd Tribe of Indians and Spokane Tribe of Indians
Recommendation No.: 95-2/0084

Recommendation: The Colville Confederated Tribes recommended amending Section
2.2F.1 to change funding targets to specified funding levels. The section would State thet the
Council "expects' Bonneville to alocate 15 percent of its fish and wildlife budget to resdent fish and
15 percent to wildlife, "contingent upon enough approved Council projectsto utilize the 15 percent
budget level." The Council isto review "the 15 percent budget dlocation” in 1996. The Tribesadso
deleted the sentence stating that the Council did not encourage selective or dowed implementation
of anadromous fish messures.

The Kdispe Tribe and the Spokane Tribe jointly submitted a similar recommendation,
adding a sentence to Section 2.2F.1 gtating that beginning in October 1995 Bonneville will fund
resident fish and wildlife measures at alevel of 15 percent each. These Tribes did not recommend
deletion of any language from the section.

Draft: Thedraft included with minor revisons the funding level language recommended by
the Colville Confederated Tribes. The main revison was to Sate that the funding levels were to be
“not lessthan” 15 percent for resident fish and 15 percent for wildlife, leaving open the possibility
that funding levels could be higher. Note that the Upper Columbia United Tribes (of which the
Kadispd Tribe and the Spokane Tribe are members) as a group added these mandatory budget
levelsto their revised Section 3 implementation planning process recommendation
(Recommendation No. 95-2/0075) and to their Section 10 resident fish framework
recommendation, No. 95-2/0076), as discussed below. The UCUT Tribes Section 10 resident
fish framework recommendation was different in one significant repect -- the funding leve for the
resident fish program was stated as 15 percent of the budget or $15 million, whichever was grester.
The consensus resident fish program framework submitted by the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife
Authority (also discussed below) included this same budget language. The draft did not include this
latter verson, conforming al draft provisonsto cal for not less than 15 percent of tota budget
dollars to resident fish programs.

The draft did not delete the language in Section 2.2F.1 concerning implementation of
anadromous fish measures, as recommended by the Colville Confederated Tribes but not included
in the recommendation from the Spokane and Kalispel Tribes.

Comment: The UCUT Tribes and its member tribes commented that the Council should
reindtate the fish managers  consensus language -- 15 percent or $15 million -- as submitted in the
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CBFWA framework. Thisformulation, according to the UCUT Tribes, represented the fish
managers consensus view of the absolute minimum funding level needed to make meaningful
progress on the necessary resident fish projects. Reasons given for needing this funding level
include: First, resident fish stocks are in decline al over the basin, just like anadromous fish, yet $15
million isatiny amount compared to anadromous fish budget (program budget + repayments +
foregone revenues for fish flows) and is needed to spread over four states and 13 Indian
reservations. Second, with decline in sdlmon fishing, fishing pressure east of the Cascades has
increased, dramatically at Lake Roosevelt. It isimportant to restore and enhance these fish before
the fishing pressure further damages them. Third, a number of the species are potentid candidates
for ESA ligting, including bull trout and westdope cutthroat. Fourth, the funding levels
recommended by CBFWA are consistent with an ecosystem approach as required by Section
4(h)(1)(A) of the Act, and considerably more than $15 million is actualy necessary to implement dll
resdent fish projectsin the program in atimely fashion to prevent further declines. The Coeur

d Alene Tribe added that it could support language calling for 15 percent or not less than $15
million for athree- to four-year period, to assure that un-implemented projects stand a good chance
of implementation, with areview of this funding alocation formula during the next amendment cycde.
(174, 178, 188, 194, 196)

The Colville Confederated Tribes also supported the CBFWA consensus language on
funding (15 percent or $15 million), sating that the resident fish program has been operating on such
limited funding that there isa"bow wave’ of projectsin need of implementation that will require a
minimum of $15 million annudly if they are to be implemented by 2006. (174, 226)

The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes and the Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks both supported the budget alocation language in the draft amendments, but with
the understanding that resident fish subgtitution projects should be included within the overal
anadromous fish program and therefore in the anadromous fish budget, and not funded from the 15-
percent budget share dlocated to resdent fish. The Tribes aso cautioned againg the possibility of
anadromous fish projects becoming resident fish projects. The Department aso recommended
adding (in proposed Section 3.1B.2) a sentence stating that CBFWA members “may shift the
percentage expended in each category (anadromous fish, resdent fish and wildlife) if they do so by
consensus of all CBFWA members.” (186, 189, 202)

The Burns Paiute Tribe “ strongly” supported the draft amendmentsto Section 2.2,
especialy the specified budget dlocation of at least 15 percent for resdent fish and for wildlife.
(176)

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes commented generdly that dl other planning and
implementation problems pale when compared to the problems created by “the depauperate
amount of fish and wildlife mitigation funding provided by Bonneville” But the fact thet this
inadequate funding is not fairly spread around the basin is another redl problem, athough there has
been a sgnificant improvement over years past. The funding and implementation process needs to
ensure that even before projects are ranked, some leve of basic funding will be provided each year
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to each fishery manager to ensure that each manager can at least maintain an office and limited staff
on ayear-to-year basis (195). The Burns Paiute Tribe submitted smilar comments asto the
problems caused by the lack of funding and the need for abase or minima funding level distributed
throughout the region before individua projects are ranked and funded. (218)

The Columbia River Inter-Triba Fish Commission and one of its members, the
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, supported the funding target approach in
the exigting fish and wildlife program that identifies the funding alocations of 15/15/70 percent as
targets rather than hard and fast budget levels. They recommend the Council strike dl referencesto
gpecific funding dlocationsin the resident fish and wildlife amendments. CRITFC Sated that rigid
funding alocations do not account for variationsin project funding needs and that setting funding
levels for anadromous and resident fish and wildlife on a basis other than the biologica merits
regarding increasing population surviva to prevent further decline might preclude the ability to direct
funding where it is most needed to prevent population extirpation. The Umatilla Tribes commented
that setting specific funding levelsin the program is inconsstent with Sections 4(h)(6)(B), (D), and
(E)(i) and (ii) of the Act requiring the Council to adopt measures that are based on the best available
scientific knowledge, protect treaty rights, and provide for improved saimon flows and passage
aurvivd. Rob Lothrop, CRITFC, commented in a consultation that CRITFC would have trouble
supporting fixed percentage alocations, noting that even current budget dlocations do not leave
anything for important Oregon salmon projects. (168, 232, 233)

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife commented that obligeting 15 percent of the
budget to each of the resident fish and wildlife sections represents a reasonable dlocation of fundsin
the long term. However, given the anadromous fish crigs, dlocation of funds in the short term
should be left to the discretion of regional managers to baance immediate needs againgt long-term
needs for al resources. (234)

Bonneville commented that it did not understand the reference in the amendment language to
budget levels that “will be appropriated” because Bonneville recelves no gppropriations for fish and
wildlife mitigation. Bonneville aso noted it had concerns about setting absol ute budget dlocations
between program areas. The better course isto preserve flexibility and place al approved
measures and projects into the implementation planning prioritization process, funding whatever
projects have the greatest degree of certain benefits and measurability of results. Resident fish
projects should fare well in thistype of process. The standard for program integration should the be
best overdl benefit for fish, not specific flow volumes or budget levels or equal impacts between
resident and anadromous fish.

Bonneville dso commented thet it “bedieve[q the fird paragraph [of Section 2.2F.1, which
was not proposed for amendment] isinaccurate, and that it should be amended to read as follows:
“Each year, the Council will review the annua implementation plan and work with Bonnevillein its
budget planning process to ensure implementation of fish and wildlife measures consstent with the
power plan, program, and the purposes of the Northwest Power Act.” [It isnot clear from this
comment that Bonneville would smply edit the third sentence of this paragraph and retain the
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exiging language of the first two sentences, or whether Bonneville meant the first two sentences
should be deleted.] (146, 229)

Trout Unlimited, Montana Council, commented that the proposed funding targets should
remain flexible to alow funding to be directed where most needed. The Council should dso
annudly list what projects were not funded (both anadromous fish and resident fish and wildlife) to
maintain the 15-percent levels for resident fish and wildlife. (186)

The Hathead Basin Committee supported the proposed budget alocation, but noted that 15
percent for resident fish may not be high enough and urged the Council to follow through with a
1996 review of the budget dlocations. (186)

Oregon Trout opposed efforts to fix funding levels without first defining what measures are
critica for listed species, which should be the main criteria driving prioritization and budget
dlocations (209).

The American Fisheries Society, Oregon Chapter, smilarly opposed fixed budget levels
“that will limit necessary flexibility to fund projects according to need and priority.” (199)

The Oregon Natural Resources Council commented that biological need and opportunity,
not arbitrary pre-set funding levels, should determine which species are given the highest priority for
protection and restoration. (231)

Public Utility Digtrict No. 1 of Okanogan County also opposed the mandated budget
percentages. The PUD recognized that dl “facets’ of the limited budget should be fairly trested, but
also that cost-effectiveness should be applied to the entire budgeting process, and “hard
percentages being imposed belies the meaning of cod-effectiveness” (222)

The Oregon Water Codlition, Hermiston, Oregon, supported the proposed budget
alocations. (203, 252).

Everett Peterson, Roseburg, Oregon, opposed any budget limitations or specific dlocations
in the short term, stating that accomplishing the most critica tasks at hand must be the priority (201).
Richard Hardin, Grants Pass, Oregon, objected to the recommendation to set specific funding levels
for resdent fish and wildlife as“pure pork barrd.” (173)

Findings. The Council adopted what it proposed in the draft rule -- abudget alocation
formula of not less than 15 percent of Bonneville s fish and wildlife program budget for resident fish
projects and the same for wildlife projects. In response to acomment from Bonneville, the term
“appropriated” has been replaced with the term “dlocated” to make clear that the Council is
concerned with the dlocation of the money in Bonneville' s budget derived from revenues and
intended to meet Bonneville sfish and wildlife obligations under the Act.

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM 16-11 September 13, 1995
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It isan unfortunate redlity that Bonneville' sfish and wildlife budget, even as supplemented in
various ways, has not been and will not be adequate in the near future for full implementation of the
program. The Council adopted the 15 percent funding targets during the 1994 Phase Four resident
fish and wildlife amendments, as an estimate of what it could take to implement the resident fish and
wildlife programs over the next decade in amanner consstent with anadromous fish program
implementation. The Council now agrees with the current views of various fish managers and
others, epecidly from the upper parts of the basin, that the Council needs to take the next step to a
budget adlocation formula as part of the effort to ensure that important resident fish and wildlife
needs are addressed and not ignored in atime of intense focus on salmon recovery, to ensure that
the program truly addresses the impacts of hydropower on fish and wildlife in the Columbia River
system as awhole, asthe Act intended. The Council is comfortable that the trend in budget
alocation has been to move closer to the 15 percent budget targets in every succeeding year
(especidly with regard to resident fish projects). The adoption of the budget dlocation levels,
ingtead of targets, is intended not to let this progress dip away.

The Council is mindful of the admonition from the Umetilla Tribes, the Columbia River Inter-
Triba Fish Commission, and others that a mandated budget level for any part of the program is not
the best procedure in a perfect world for addressing the most important fish and wildlife needs --
that al projects should be prioritized together and the most urgent funded no matter what type.
However, budget alocation and funding decisions are primarily policy questions that are not
completely amenable to objective, scientific determination and consensus prioritization. The
circumstances associated with the salmon crisis -- public attention; a criss amaosphere; the greater
politica, organizationd, financid, inditutiona, geographica and population clout of those interested
in salmon; and the force of other statutory mandates -- could quite easly result in budget dlocation
decisons that ignore what are truly high priority resdent fish and wildlife needs, if dl of the projects
were thrown into the same prioritization process. The Council's responsibilities under the
Northwest Power Act are not the same as the federal government's under the Endangered Species
Act. The Council and the Council's program have to be concerned with the protection and
mitigation of fish and wildlife throughout in the basin, not just those populations close to extirpation.

The Umtilla Tribes and CRITFC seemed to recognize this point implicitly by their
willingness to agree to at least the funding alocation targets, and by their initid participation in the
CBFWA consensus framework for resident fish that specified budget levels. The Council has
concluded that budget alocation levels are the appropriate tool to assure systemwide
implementation of important projects in the present Situation, a decision that the Council intends to
revisit as conditions change and we learn from the experience with specified budget alocations.

The Umatilla Tribes expressed a concern that budget alocation levels might lead to project
implementation decisons that are inconsstent with the criteriafor program measuresin Section
4(h)(6). All of the measuresin the program have been deemed to satisfy the criteriain Sections
4(h)(6) of the Act. Y et some may not be funded because Bonneville has made the determination
that it cannot at the present fully fund the program and yet meet al of its other obligations under the
Act and other statutes. Resident fish and wildlife managers are legitimately concerned that without

September 13, 1995 16-12 FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM



O o0 ~NOO UL WNPE

-h-l>hwwwwwgwwwwNNNNNNNNNNHI—‘HI—‘HI—‘HI—‘HI—‘
NP, OOONO O WNPOOWOO~NOULdRWNPODOO~NOOOPMWDNEO

FINDINGS SECTION 16

budget alocation levels, projects that address their activities and legd rights will receive no or
minima funding. Allocating 15 percent of the budget to resident fish and wildlife projects will help
ensure that the benefits of the project budget are spread to complement the activities and legd rights
of people and entities throughout the basin. If the actua experience with the budget dlocation levels
reveds that important anadromous fish, resdent fish or wildlife measures that must be implemented
to complement the activities of the tribes and agencies and the lega rights of the tribes are not
implemented because demonsirably less important fish and wildlife measures are funded due to
mandatory budget dlocations, the Council will revisit the budget alocation provison.

The Council did rgject the recommendation to adopt a budget dlocation level for resident
fish of 15 percent or $15 million. The $15 million figure represents the upper river agencies and
tribes present estimate asto what it would take to implement fully the resident fish measuresin the
program over the next decade. In atime of anticipated severe budget shortfdls, in which the
program may fail by alarge measure in being fully implemented, the Council cannot fairly assign a
budget dlocation level to any part of the program that would ensure that only part isfully
implemented. Instead, each part of the program must share in the program budget shortages,
through fair percentage dlocations that ensure that implementation successes and failures are spread
throughout the program and the system to complement the most critica activities of dl the agencies
and tribes.

The UCUT Tribes point to the fact that the fish and wildlife managers came to a consensus
agreement on the “ 15 percent or $15 million” budget alocation, in the CBFWA consensus resident
fish framework submitted to the Council in February, and that the Council must defer this consensus
judgment. The consensus did not hold together on this point, asillustrated, for example, by the
comments of CRITFC and the Umatilla Tribes (advocating budget targets only) and ODFW (which
supported the straight 15 percent dlocation level, and even that only in the long term and not the
short, to dlow flexibility to assgn more to anadromous fish). The Council considers budget
alocation decisions to be policy decisions that incorporate a host of factors that implicate the
Columbia River and itstributaries as a sysem. The Council gives specid weight to the judgments of
the fish and wildlife managers, but it is the Coundil that is uniquely charged with ensuring that the
program is designed to dedl with the Columbia River and its tributaries as a system, 16 U.S.C.
§839(h)(1)(A). The UCUT Tribeswould put a grester emphasis on the concept of budget equity;
the Council believes that budget equity is sufficiently well-served by a 15 percent budget alocation,
and that arigid indgstence on a specific dollar anount strays too far from the Act’s emphasison
cost- effective mitigation for the effects of the hydropower system. Reguiring aminimum $15 million
dlocation too rigidly amsfor budget equity without sufficient consderation of the biologica needs of
fish and wildlife.

The Council does agree with the UCUT Tribes, however, that the 15 percent budget
dlocation level should not be seen as an automatic calling, but ingtead as a minimum or floor funding
level. Rather than specify a least $15 million, the Council chose ingtead to steate the budget levels
for resdent fish and wildlife as “not less than” 15 percent, affording the fish and wildlife managers,
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the Council and Bonneville in any given year the flexibility to decide to assign a greater share of the
budget to important resident fish and/or wildlife projects.

For these reasons, the Council concludes that what the Council adopted is more effective
than the recommended language in providing for the balanced, systemwide protection, mitigation
and enhancement of fish and wildlife, 16 U.S.C. 8839b(h)(7)(C), is more consstent with the Act’s
requirement that the Council baance fish and wildlife measures with an adequate, efficient,
economical and reliable power supply, 16 U.S.C. 8839b(h)(5), (7)(A), and better complements or
baances the views and activities of dl the federa and state fish and wildlife agencies and
appropriate Indian tribes, 16 U.S.C. 8839b(h)(6)(A), (7)(B).

The Council acknowledges that the M ontana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks and
the Confederated Sdlish and Kootenai Tribes commented in support of the 15 percent budget
dlocations under the understanding that resident fish subgtitution projects should or would be part of
the anadromous fish budget and not the resdent fish budget. These entities raise an interesting point
for the region to congder, but the Council could not adopt this pogtion in this rulemaking even if it
wanted to. Under the existing program, resident fish substitution projects are considered part of the
resident fish portion of the program. Under the present budgeting process, resident fish subgtitution
projects are part of the resident fish budget. The Council understood the budget recommendations
as not intended to change that fact, and the Council proposed budget dlocation levelsin the draft
rule with the understanding that resident fish subgtitution projects would be part of the resdent fish
budget. In the draft rule, the Council did not provide public notice or an opportunity to comment on
the sgnificant step of redefining resdent fish substitution projects as part of the anadromous fish
program and anadromous fish budget. The Council may review the matter when the Council
reviews the budget alocation levelsin 1996.

Program Section(s): New 2.2l (systemwide policiesintegrated rulemaking)
Source: Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes

Recommendation No.: 95-2/0040

Source: Kdispd Tribe of Indians

Recommendation No.: 95-2/0082

Recommendation: The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes recommended adding a
new systemwide policy to Section 2.2: "The Council will address system wide Program measures
(i.e,, anadromous, resident fish and wildlife) under an integrated rulemaking process. This process
will facilitate a system wide gpproach that will assure that decisions made will take into account
potentia conflicts between measures. If equity is not addressed in the 1995 resident fish and
wildlife rulemaking, the Council shal enter into a separate rulemaking consdering the entire
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program as amended.”" The Kdispd Tribe submitted the same
recommendation, except to refer to "equitability” and not "equity."
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The language proposed in both recommendations was one of a series of recommended
amendments intended primarily to change the way program planning and salmon restoration planning
and implementation occur S0 as to ensure that resdent fish and wildlife needs get full consderation
at the sametime. For example, both recommendations coupled this proposed revision to Section
2.2 with recommended additions to Section 5.1D.2 concerning operating rules for flow
augmentation, discussed below. 1n addition, the Confederated Salish and Kootenal Tribes added a
proposed revision to Section 5.4A, concerning spring saimon flows in the Columbia (see below).

Draft: The Council modified these recommendations to add to the draft, as anew Section
2.11.1, that “[h]enceforth, the Council rulemakings will facilitate a system wide approach that will
assure that decisons made will take into account potential conflicts between measures.

Comment: The UCUT Tribes “strongly support” that future Council rulemakings not
atificidly separate anadromous fish from resident fish and wildlife, to facilitete a sysemwide
approach that can take into account potential conflicts between measures as required by Section
4(h)(1)(A) of the Act. (196)

The Burns Paiute Tribe stated thet it “strongly supports the new language adopted in the
systemwide goal and framework section.” (176)

The Nationa Park Service, Coulee Dam Recregtion Area, commented in support of the
recommendation for an “integrated * biologicaly based’ rulemaking process that supports a
‘systemwide’ approach during planning and subsequent management stages’ that “will help to rectify
potentia conflicts between individual measures’ and “encourage greeter equity between
anadromous fish and the resdent fish and wildlife portions of the program. “The Council must
prioritize recommendations within the resident fish and wildlife portions of the program according to
how well they fit into the ‘ reasonable balance’ system gpproach between protection of anadromous
fish and resident fish and wildlife” (228)

Sedttle City Light smilarly commented in support of the recommendations for an integrated
(and ecologicdly integrated) rulemaking process for anadromous and resident fish and wildlife.
(141)

The Columbia River Inter-Triba Fish Commisson commented generaly that the Council’s
decison-making priority should be to give priority to measures that harmonize anadromous and
resident fish needs (such asthe Pend Oréllle lake level measures that dlow for summer flow
augmentation for anadromous fish and higher winter elevations for resident fish) and not measures
that exacerbate conflicts. (233)

Bonneville commented generdly that it supports integrated planning and operations to
benefit fish and wildlife to the greatest degree possible in part to reduce detrimenta impacts to
resdent fish, while it raised concerns about setting absolute all ocations between program aress.
The best courseisto preserve flexibility and place dl gpproved measures and projects into the
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implementation planning prioritization process, funding whatever projects have the greatest degree
of certain benefits and measurability of results. Resident fish projects should fare wdll in this type of
process. The standard for program integration should be the best overal benefit for fish, not
specific flow volumes or budget levels or equa impacts between resident and anadromous fish.
(146)

The Oregon Natural Resources Council commented that the distinction between native and
exotic species is more relevant than and should be emphasized in the program over the digtinction
between anadromous and resident fish. The Council’ s policy should be to not consider
recommendations that do not distinguish between native and non-native stocks, with native species
receiving clear preference for protection and restoration. The conflict between anadromous and
resdent fish is not inherent but human- caused; before humans radicaly atered the ecosystem,
anadromous and resident fish co-existed in the basin. The Council should not accept the necessity
for trade-offs between anadromous and resident fish, but instead should actively seek and give
preference to solutions that benefit al native species (such as removing the lower Snake damsto
benefit anadromous fish without the seasond impact on resident fish and wildlife). (231)

Flathead Save Our Lake from Kadispe, Montana, noted generaly that a successful sdmon
recovery program could have benefits for resdent fish by, for example, helping to define the
problems associated with restoration of dl types of endangered fish, by providing food sources for
wild birds and other fish predators, lessening the predator pressure on other fish, and by providing a
fishery that will lessen the fishing pressure on other fish. (161)

Findings. The Council adopted adightly revised version of what it proposed in the draft
rule -- “Council rulemakings will facilitate a systemwide gpproach to ensure that decisons made
take into account potentia conflicts among measures.” The Council considersthat it adopted the
Substance or spirit of these recommendations, even if it did not adopt the precise language
recommended. The Council agreesthat no rulemaking, and no measure of any sgnificance
conddered in any rulemaking, should receive other than asysemwide leve of scrutiny, which will
take into account how that rulemaking or that proposed measure will affect other measures. Inthis
latest round of rulemaking, the Council followed this policy by, for example, scrutinizing the
proposed anadromous fish measures (in late 1994) for impacts on resident fish and upriver storage
reservoirs and adopting reservoir operating criteriato protect resdent fish communities, entertaining
and gpproving in this rulemaking recommendations for changing the operation of FOEC and the
Fish Passage Center to better integrate resident fish and anadromous fish concerns, and analyzing
the more stringent operating criteriafor Grand Coulee Dam for their impacts on anadromous fish
flows before adopting the criteria proposed. The Council did not adopt the precise language that it
address systemwide measuresin “an integrated rulemaking,” primarily becauseit is not clear what
this would mean, it gppears to be superfluous, and if it is not, the Council needsto retain the
flexibility to enter into rulemakings that open for review only portions of the program, even asthose
recommended changes receive a"sysemwide" review. To the extent that any time arulemaking or
arecommended measure in arulemaking presents systemwide implications, the Council, by the
adopted language, has expressed clearly what was dready itsimplicit policy of integrating those
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systemwide concerns and perspectives into its consideration of the rulemaking and the
recommended measures.

The Council did not adopt the language in the recommendation which would require a new
and separate rulemaking if “equity [equitability] is not addressed in the 1995 resident fish and
wildlife rulemaking.” The Council will strike a baance between the needs of the various categories
of fish and wildlife and an adequate, efficient, economical and reliable power supply. Theterm
“equity” as used in the recommendation is unclear, and it is equaly unclear asto how the Council
would decideif equity has been addressed in the 1995 resdent fish and wildlife rulemaking. The
Council will be guided instead by the provisions and criteria of the Act in carrying out its
responsihilities. Note aso that the Council is adopting a recommended amendment to Section
2.2F.1, caling for a specific budget aloceation to resident fish and wildlife projects, and amendments
to Section 3.1B, Implementation and Monitoring, which dlow the fish and wildlife managers to
recommend to the Council priorities among fish and wildlife projects, in effect providing the fish and
wildlife managers an opportunity to address the issue of “equity” called for in this measure.

For these reasons, the Council concludes that the recommended |anguage is less effective
than what was adopted in protecting, mitigating and enhancing fish and wildlife and that the various
provisons the Council has adopted better complement the activities of dl the federd and sate fish
and wildlife agencies and appropriate Indian tribes, 16 U.S.C. §839b(h)(6)(A), (7)(B). More
technicaly, the Council may aso decline to adopt the recommended language smply because it
concerns the Council’ s rulemaking process and is not redly arecommendation for ameasure to
protect, mitigate or enhance fish and wildlife. 16 U.S.C. 8839b(h)(2)(A), (5), (7)(A).
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SECTION 3: COORDINATED IMPLEMENTATION, RESEARCH, MONITORING
AND EVALUATION

Program Section(s): 3.1B (implementation planning process)

Source: Upper Columbia United Tribes (Spokane Tribe, Coeur d'Alene Tribe,
Kalispd Tribe, Kootena Tribe)

Recommendation No.: 95-2/0075

Recommendation: The Upper Columbia United Tribes recommended deleting the
implementation planning process and many of the other processes in the program and replacing
them with asmplified planning process that affords greet deference to the implementation planning
decisons of the agencies and tribes through the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority
(CBFWA). The revised planning process was found in the UCUT Tribes revised Sections 3.1B
and 3.1D.1. To summarize:

(1) Delete dl of exigting Section 3.1B (implementation and monitoring) except Section
3.1B.6 (concerning FERC), which is renumbered Section 3.1B.7.

(2) Add anew Section 3.1B that provides the heart of the smplified implementation
planning process. The section isto begin with a statement describing what is wrong with the current
process, primarily that it costs too much, takes too much time, delays project implementation and is
not aways consstent with the collective management priorities of the agencies and tribes. Inthe
new process, the Council and Bonneville are to annualy negotiate atota funding level for the
program, and include in that funding the amount for Council oversght and the amount for Bonneville
oversght. Therest isthe amount available to fund fish and wildlife measures, which will be
communicated to CBFWA. CBFWA will creste an "A" list (and workplan) of the priority projects
that exactly totals the money budgeted for projects, with a 70 percent, 15 percent, 15 percent
alocation between anadromous fish, resdent fish and wildlife. CBRWA can shift the dlocations by
consensus decison. The Council will review the "A" ligt for consstency with the program, which
means only whether the projects listed have been previoudy gpproved by the Council as program
measuresin a public review process. Council review a this stage thus need not be a public review
process. After Council review and gpprova, Bonneville will fund these projects as expeditioudy as

possible.

CBFWA will dso produce each year a second or "B" list of projects and estimated budget
numbers which will represent afull implementation budget for &l the messures in the Council's
program. The Council isto assume that the"A" and "B" ligs are the best documents available to
describe "the collective management god's of the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes as required by
the Power Act. Additiondly, since the agencies and tribes collectively represent al of the
geographic locations/ecosystems within the Basin, the Council will aso assume that the CBFWA
priorities o represent the best possible baance for protecting and enhancing the various biologica
communities within the Columbia River Ecosystem.” The Council will dso review and gpprove the
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"B" ligt, on the same bassasthe"A" lig, and then use the "B" list to help determine what total
program funding levels should be and to negatiate future annud funding levels with Bonneville.
Meanwhile, Bonneville is to conduct an internd audit to determine how to lower itsinternd costs for
program management.

(3) Deetedl but the last paragraph to the introductory narrative to Section 3.1C, on
management and coordination. Retain the measures in Section 3.1C, however.

(4) Retain the exigting language of the introductory narrative to Section 3.1D, concerning
the Integrated System Plan. Delete dl of the provisions of Section 3.1D, concerning the subregiona
process (primarily intended for coordinated production and watershed planning and also described
in Section 7.0 of the program), and replace with a brief, new Section 3.1D.1: "Fishery managers
shdl incorporate dements of the Integrated System Plan into their annual List A workplan submitted
to the Council. The Council will assume that the list represents the best collective management
priorities of the fishery manegersin terms of implementing the Integrated System Plan.” The UCUT
Tribes sate that this provison is intended to replace, among other things, the modd watershed and
complex watershed process in existing Section 7.7.

(5) Deete Sections 3.1E (management review); 3.2B (independent scientific evauation);
3.2C (key uncertainties); and 3.2F (regiond analytica methods coordination).

Note: This recommendation and another from the UCUT Tribes (95-2/0076)
recommended deleting certain portions of Section 7, including Sections 7.11 (biodiversity inditute);
7.2B (hatchery evauations); 7.2C (partnerships in hatchery production); 7.2D, 7.2D.1, 7.2D.2 and
7.2D.3 (part of the section on improved propagation &t existing facilities); 7.6C (coordinated habitat
planning); 7.7, 7.7A, 7.7A.2, 7.7A.3, 7.7A.4 and 7.7A.5 (most but not &l of the coordination of
watershed activities); dl of 7.7B (modd watersheds); and part of 7.8D.1 relating to model
watersheds, and insarting new language concerning coordinating watershed activities. These
recommended amendments are discussed below, in a subsection relating to Section 7.

Draft: Thedraft included the UCUT Tribes proposed revisons for Section 3.1B
concerning the implementation planning process, both deletions and replacement language. The
Coundail’s only change of significance in this section was to dter the mandated funding levelsto cdll
for “at leet” 15 percent of total budget dollarsto go to resident fish and to wildlife (an issue
discussed above in the recommendation for Section 2.2F.1). The draft rule did not include the
other portions of this recommendation. The entire recommendation was included in an appendix to
the draft rule entitled “ Other Amendment Recommendations On Which the Council Specificaly
Invites Comment.”

Comment: At thetimethe UCUT Tribes submitted this recommendation, and continuing
through the rulemaking process, the Council, Bonneville and CBFWA (including the UCUT Tribes),
with the assistance of other groups, were actively engaged in an effort to reform the implementation
planning process. This effort was detalled in, among other places, an April memorandum from
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Council staff member Doug Marker (95-2/0155). Thusthe UCUT Tribes recommendation
became one of a number of dternatives under review for replacing the exigting implementation
planning process.

For comments specifically concerning the recommended budget alocations, see above a
the findings for Section 2.2F.1.

The UCUT Tribes, collectively and individualy, confirmed their support for the
recommendation, in extensve comments, as away of “streamlining the process and putting more
money into tangible results on the ground.” The Tribes stated that the Council’ s origind language
has the potentid to produce program implementation that does not complement the activities of the
fish agencies and tribes nor is that language consstent with the legd rights of the tribes, as required
by Section 4(h)(6)(A) and (D) of the Act. The Act contemplates that other entities -- utilities,
public interest groups, €tc. -- are to participate in program development through recommendations
and comments but not in implementation, in which the Act gives deference to the management
objectives and activities of the agencies and tribes, especidly triba governments. The Council
needs to support this pogition by directing Bonneville about which program measures to fund,
interacting with the agencies and tribes to develop the CBRWA workplan and “then sending explicit
ingructionsto BPA to fundit.” The pace of implementation is dowed because Bonnevill€ s process
includes power and other interests that are opposed to the agencies and tribes management goas
and objectives, yet are given an equd voice in the process contrary to the Act and the Ninth
Circuit’ s opinion caling for deference to the agencies and tribes management.

The UCUT Tribes recommended the deletion of the various provisonsin Sections 3 (and in
Section 7) because these have introduced complex layers of process and numerous redundant
committess that are interfering with implementation and recovery. Theinditutiona structure of the
fish and wildlife program needs to be reduced. Recent Council amendments have added calls for
the policy level Basin Oversight Group; quarterly meetings with policy makers from the tribes;
expanded implementation processes that include land and water managers, utilities, and citizens
groups, subregiond teams to develop new subregiond plans, management consultants to andyze the
structure of the program; an independent scientific evaluation of the program; and a center for
regiona biologica anadlyss. The entire section needs to be deleted because it adds too much
expendve process that dows implementation further at the expense of actua benefitsto fish and
does not contribute useful biologica information. Moreover, no funding for triba participation has
been envisoned, “so it will be virtudly impossible for the tribes to participate adequatdly if this
gructureiseft in the program,” in “direct contradiction” to Section 4(h)(6)(A). The Tribes
questioned where dl of the process came from in the first place, asit is not and has never been
cons stent with the management objectives of the agencies and tribes, the legd rights of the tribes, or
the ability of the managersto protect, restore and enhance fish and wildlife. “[D]elayed
implementation caused by redundant committee oversight and watershed management teamsis now
aprinciple factor in causing further declinein fisheries.”
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The UCUT Tribes concluded that only 43 percent of Bonneville program expenditures have
gone to onthe-ground benefits, with the rest for process-reated activities and overhead, including
activitiesthat “second guess’ the management objectives and activities of the agencies and tribes,
such as the RASP process which essentidly duplicated the integrated system plan, needlesdy
delaying implementation. The best example of subverted process has been what has happened with
the Y akama and Nez Perce hatcheries. The Tribes estimated that if the process continues asin the
past, it will cost the ratepayers $400 to $500 million over the next decade that would be directed
under the Tribes smplified planning process to on-the-ground protection and enhancement
activities. (174, 188, 196)

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife suggested placing a specific limitation on
the amount of the budget that can be spent on oversight and clarifying what condtitutes oversight by
both the Council and Bonneville. WDFW a so recommended that |anguage be added to this section
darifying thet it is the member agencies and tribes of CBFWA (not CBFWA) that will be
responsible for developing project priorities. (230)

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife commented that recognizing CBFWA asthe
exclusve source for the prioritization recommendations for Bonneville-funded projects under the
Council’ s program may not be desirable or practicd. The Council should work with CBFWA to
include projects proposed by othersinthe A lis submitted to Bonneville for funding. ODFW
recommended that the Council retain the provisonsin Section 3 for independent review of projects
by the ISG and for coordination of regiond andytica methods. Any deetionsin the program that
compromise regiond efforts to independently review projects and coordinate regional andytica
methodsis not prudent. (234)

The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks recommended the addition of the
following sentence to proposed Section 3.1B.2: “CBFRWA members may shift the percentage
expended in each category (anadromous fish, resident fish and wildlife) if they do so by consensus
of al CBFWA members. (202)

The Confederated Tribes of the Umetilla Indian Reservation commented that changesin the
project prioritization process must be consgstent with treaty rights of the Columbia River treaty
fishing tribes and provide for protection, recognition and effectuation of treaty rights of the four
lower Columbia River treaty tribes. The Umatilla Tribes further noted that they are an active
member of CBFWA and support the use of thisforum to prioritize projects for implementation
under the Council’s program. However, the using CBFWA to prioritize projects for implementation
must in no way diminish Bonneville s obligation to maintain “a direct government-to government
relationship with the CTUIR and protect the treaty reserved rights and resources when addressing
funding of protection mitigation and enhancement projects.” (232)

Rob Lothrop, Columbia River Inter-Triba Fish Commission, commented in a consultation
that amply looking at the available money and then ranking proposds to match this amount is not
the best way to pursue Bonneville funding, that this process should be pursued more andyticaly.
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He dso noted that even if an improved implementation planning process saved Bonneville up to
$20-30 million, good projects that are not currently funded will need that money. (168)

The Colville Confederated Tribes noted generdly that the current draft rule in its entirety
“has the potentia to increase the amount of process involved implementing on the ground projects,”
and that the Tribes have “concerns that project implementation may be severdly delayed with this
increase in program process.” (226)

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes commented generaly that al other planning and
implementation problems pale when compared to the problems created by “the depauperate
amount of fish and wildlife mitigation funding provided by Bonneville” Buit the fact that this
inadequate funding is not fairly spread around the basin is another red problem, athough there has
been a sgnificant improvement over years past. The funding and implementation process needs to
ensure that even before projects are ranked, some level of basic funding will be provided each year
to each fishery manager to ensure that each manager can at least maintain an office and limited staff
on ayear-to-year basis. Theimplementation planning and prioritization process should dso
emphasi ze interconnected basic programs and projects, such as low-tech, low-profile fish and
wildlife habitat and production efforts spread out over various parts of watersheds to boost
productivity of native species, rather than afew expensive, high-tech, large-scae hatcheries and
effortsto build non-native fisheries. (195)

The Burns Paiute Tribe submitted smilar comments as to the problems caused by the lack
of funding, the need for abase or minima funding leve distributed throughout the region before
individua projects are ranked and funded, the excessive amount of hatchery projects prioritized and
funded, and the need instead to take an ecosystem gpproach that emphasizes habitat improvements.
The Tribe dso sated that projects in the program should have a clear beginning and end and should
not be funded indefinitely, as too many appear to be. All projects are in need of critical review of
ther scientific merits. (218)

Bonneville objected to many of the aspects of the UCUT Tribes proposed implementation
planning process amendment. Bonneville has requested that CBFWA work with the Council this
year to facilitate the prioritization process. But given that there have been many discussons and
proposals about changes to the planning process, “including government-to-government
relationships and block grants to some Tribes, individua rankings by different groups, and other
suggestions, it seems unwise to lock in selection of CBFWA as the process facilitator and limit
communications to CBFWA members.”

Bonneville particularly objected to the proposed language directing Bonneville to fund
CBFWA'’s A-lig “without exception” and, if it does nat, thet the Council find Bonneville out of
compliance with the Act. “It isunclear how this draft amendment fulfills the requirements stated in
Sections 4(h)(5), (6), (7) and (8) or 4()) of the Act, suggesting it may be arbitrary and capricious.”
Moreover, these provisonsfail to account for limitations on Bonneville s mitigation funding authority
under Section 4(h)(10)(A) of the Act. Bonneville must decline to fund, for example, measures
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intended to mitigate for social, cultural or economic losses, or measures proposed as non-federa or
nor-power purpose mitigation, or to relieve other entities of their authorized or required funding
obligations. Such afunding requirement might very well be inconsstent with Bonneville' s duty under
Section 4(h)(5) to assure the region an adequate, efficient, economical, and reliable power supply.
Also, some measures require agreat ded of planning and environmental compliance. The schedule
for funding the A-list might not alow for adequate time to complete the planning and review, yet
Bonneville could be found in noncompliance. Findly, Bonneville noted that the proposed
amendments appear to be incongstent with Section 4(j) of the Act, which aready provides ameans
for the Council to review the congstency of Bonnevill€ s actions under Section 4(h).

Bonneville commented that the program should not specify implementors or contractors for
measures, only the project and the name of the source or proposer of the measure, and that the
Council should amend the implementation planning process section and the rest of the program to
be consgtent with thisintent. (146, 229)

The National Park Service, Coulee Dam Recreation Area, agreed with the “ concept” of a
amplified implementation planning process that affords grest deference to the fish and wildlife
agencies and tribes through CBFWA. “However, it is not in the best interest of any agency with
responsibility for managing resourcesin areas that suffered fish and wildlife losses to defer important
decisonsto an organization without full agency representation.” The Park Service “ strongly
urgeld]” Park Service representation “at dl levelsto effectively carry out our responsibilities as an
involved resource agency.” The Service encouraged the Council to “prioritize recommendations’
and ensure in that process a reasonabl e balance between anadromous fish and resident fish and
wildlife. “This can be accomplished through an eva uation and decisorn making process that
involves review by technical and management specidists, as gppropriate, from the full range of
resource management agencies and tribes directly responsible for the on-Ste management of
resources in the ColumbiaBasin.” (228)

Oregon Trout opposed limiting the project selection process to CBFWA control, in that
CBFWA “isavedted interest in some activities that harm native fish populations, and ought not be
given further priority than agencies dready have under the Northwest Power Act.” The Council
should retain exiging Section 3.1B on implementation and monitoring. Provisonsin the exising
section that take into account issues of scientific uncertainties and monitoring to address those
uncertainties must be retained. (209)

The American Fisheries Society, Oregon Chapter, opposed a project selection process
dictated only by CBFWA, “which could redtrict public involvement.” (199)

The Hathead Basn Committee supported the streamlined processin the proposed
amendments for Section 3.1B, and added that monitoring and eva uation programs should be in
place prior to implementation of any of the program measures. (186)
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The Public Power Council commented that it recognized and respected the perspective of
the fish agencies and tribes, believed their involvement is afundamental basis for success, and seeks
to work with them in an open and sound decision-making process. PPC stated that it realized, as
did the Council and the agencies and tribes, “that a successful mitigation program must be based on
clear priorities,” and noted that there are “legitimately different ways to prioritize mitigation actions
and expenses” “Under the Act, the Council is charged with establishing priorities for the basin
through an open and public process. We would like to participate as you move toward
implementation of your plan and strongly encourage the Council to keep the entire process open to
al of themgor players” (219)

The Eugene Water and Electric Board echoed the comments of the Public Power Council,
concluding that EWEB understands that “the Council’ s responsibility to establish prioritiesis
demanding and difficult,” and gppreciated the Council’ s “ efforts to keep the priority- setting process
open to al interested parties.” (208)

The Western Montana Electric Generating and Transmission Cooperative aso opposed the
recommended revisions to Section 3.1B and asked that they be ddeted. WMG& T commented
that the proposed amendments greatly expand CBFWA' s role and should be rejected because they
go well beyond what was envisioned or stated in the Act, as indicated by what isin Sections
4.(h)(2) and (4)(A). The proposed processis an attempt to limit public participation and review, in
clear violation of the Council’s responsibility to provide for an open review process under Section
4(h)(4)(B) of the Act and is counter to the open discussion and dialogue that the Council has
worked amost 15 years to promote. The requirement in proposed Section 3.1B.3 that the
Bonneville Adminigtrator “fund [the workplan] without exception” is overly broad and extendsto
both the Council and CBFWA authorities not granted in the Northwest Power Act. WMG& T dso
commented that al project proposas should be put out to an open and public bidding processto
assure the lowest possible cost, and that a“sunset” clause, like that proposed in Section 10.8B.26
(Lake Roosevdt pilot project) beincluded in dl projects (221).

Public Utility Didtrict No. 1 of Okanogan County stated that it agreed with the comments of
WMG&T in this rulemaking, and added that the PUD did not agree that the Columbia Basin Fish
and Wildlife Authority’s priorities “ represent the best possible baance” of fish and wildlife resources
for the Columbia River ecosystem. The PUD suggested that the Council congder setting priorities
in apublic process, with the participation of loca people affected by the decision-making process.
(222)

Steven M. Bruce, Boise, Idaho, commented generdly that an enormous amount of money
had been spent on studies and processes without producing meaningful results, and that the money
would be better spent on activities benefiting fish. (182)

Everett Peterson, Roseburg, Oregon, stated that “al quaified sources’ must be permitted to
participate in implementation planning and prioritization (201). Richard Hardin, Grants Pass,
Oregon, objected that the recommendation for a project selection process “to be dictated only by
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[CBFWA] isablatant attempt to exclude many concerned citizens who live outsde the area, but
who would share in the cogts, as well as suffer from the results of this attempted power grab.”
a73)

Findings. The Council revised the draft rule language, resulting in a Section 3.1B that has
been extensvely modified from what it was in the 1994 program, but aso sgnificantly modified from
what was recommended by the UCUT Tribes. The Council believes that the revised language
incorporates the core of the recommendation, smplifies the implementation planning process,
clarifiesthe roles of the respective parties in implementing the program, and gives appropriate
deference to the fish and wildlife managers, while preserving the appropriate roles assgned to the
Council and Bonneville under the Act and alowing for public comment and review, also a purpose
of the Act.

In accord with the recommendation, the revised Section 3.1B calls upon the Council and
Bonneville to negatiate annua funding leves for the fish and wildlife program and communicate these
levelsto the fish and wildlife managers. The recommendation then called for the fish and wildlife
managers to prioritize the projects to correspond to the negotiated funding level. The
recommendation was not clear asto what criteria the managers were to use to prioritize the project
except to the extent the Council was to review the prioritizetion for consistency with the program.
To make this point clear, the Council added a provison caling on the fish and wildlife managers to
recommend prioritization criteriafor Council review and gpprova. The Council’sintent is that the
prioritization criteriawill be based on the priorities, principles, gods, objectives, sandards and the
like gtated in the Act and the program, such as, for example, the sdmon and steelhead rebuilding
principlesin Section 4.1A and the priorities for the resident fish program in Section 10.1B.

Then, again in accord with the recommendation, the fish and wildlife managers are to
prioritize proposed anadromous fish, resdent fish and wildlife projects and recommend a prioritized
project list and workplan to the Council. The recommendation called for an A ligt that matched the
negotiated budget level, and a B ligt that ranked dl projects. The Council caled insteed for one list
inwhich al of the projects are ranked or prioritized. 1t will be obvious which projects will make the
cut for funding and which will not. The recommendation did not specify the source of proposed
projects for the fish and wildlife managers to consder; the find language covers that point. Also, the
recommendation called for the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority to develop the prioritized
projectslist. The Council agrees on the need for some inditutiona arrangement in which dl of the
fish and wildlife managers are gathered together to prioritize the projects. But the Council is
concerned that CBFWA does not represent dl of the fish and wildlife managers (e.g., the Y akama
Indian Nation), and that the fish and wildlife managers need to have the flexibility to use whatever
indtitutiona arrangement (CBFWA or something else) that can bring them dl to the same table.
Thus the Council dtered the language to dlow the fish and wildlife managers to use CBFWA or
another arrangement of their choice, 0 long as that arrangement brings together the fish and wildlife
managers for project ranking.
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The revised language then follows the recommendation by providing thet the Council will
review the prioritized project list and aworkplan for consistency with the program and forward an
approved list to Bonneville for funding. The recommendation then stated that if the Council did not
approve the fish and wildlife managers recommended list, the Council was to continue to return the
list to the managers for revison and re-submisson to the Council, until the Council approved a
project list from the managers. While the Council intends to follow that processin the ordinary
course of planning, the potentia for an endless cycle of revison and re-submission in any given year
isobvious. Thus the Council dtered the language to retain the flexibility when needed to conclude
the review process, revise the fish managers project list and workplan and submit to Bonneville. In
another minor modification, the recommendation stated that the Council’ s review of the workplan
would not need to be a public review, since every dement in the workplan would be linked to a
program measure, which would have been subjected to a public review when adopted into the
program. The Council understands its respongbilities under Section 2(3) of the Act to require
public review of adecision of the magnitude of its gpprova of the prioritized projects lis for funding,
and so made this explicit in the revised Section 3.1B. The Council sees no reason not to let the
public comment on the workplan a the same time, with no particular pregudice or delay to result
and some benefits to be redlized.

In developing this process of prioritization and review, the Council modified the
recommendation in two other respects. Firg, the recommendation called upon the Council to
assume that the prioritized ligt is the best reflection of the collective management goas of the fish and
wildlife agencies and tribes and that the CBFWA priorities represent the best possible balance for
protecting and enhancing the various biological communities within the Columbia River ecosystem.
The purpose of thislanguage is unclear, since it would not affect the process described, in which the
fish and wildlife managers recommend a priority list of projects and the Council reviews for
consgtency with the program. The Council is charged with the responsbility of carrying out the
purposes of the Act, which include developing a systemwide program to protect, mitigate, and
enhance fish and wildlife, including related spawning grounds and habitat, on the Columbia River
and tributaries. The measures which are the subject of prioritization under Section 3.1B are the
measures which have previoudy been approved by the Council as part of itsfish and wildlife
program, based on the recommendations of the fish and wildlife managers (primarily) and others,
and giving due weight to recommendations, expertise and legd rights and respongbilities of the
agencies and tribes. By adopting these new provisions, the Council draws upon the knowledge and
expertise of the fish and wildlife managersin prioritizing projects within the context of limited funding
avallability. In any particular prioritization process, the collective, consensus prioritization judgment
of the fish and wildlife managers may represent the best possible balance for protecting and
enhancing the various biological communities within the Columbia River ecosystem, and the Council
may defer to that judgment. But it isthe Council that has been assgned the ultimate policy
responsibility under the Act for developing a program that treats the Columbia basin as a system,
Section 4(h)(1)(A), and for overseeing implementation for consstency with the Council’s program.
The language in the recommendation requiring the Council to assume thet the fish managers
prioritization is the best reflection of systemwide needs and priorities is extremely important, but it
cannot be conclusive. In this respect the Council agrees with the Oregon Department of Fish and
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Wildlife, Bonneville, the Nationd Park Service, the Public Power Council, the Eugene Water and
Electric Board, the Western Montana Electric Generating and Transmission Cooperétive, the
American Fisheries Society-Oregon Chapter, Public Utility Digtrict No. 1 of Okanogan County and
others, who objected to an implementation planning process that would delegate the conclusive
systemwide priority decisonsto CBFWA and/or not alow public participation in the prioritization
process through the Council’ s public review responsbilities.

Second, the recommendation provided that if Bonneville does not fund the project list and
workplan, the Council isto “find the Administrator out of compliance with the Power Act.” As
noted in the comments from Bonneville, Sections 4(i) and 4(j) of the Act specify how the Council is
to review the actions of Bonneville to determine whether Bonnevilleis acting congstent with the
power plan or fish and wildlife program and to secure in writing Bonneville s explanation for why it
is not undertaking action requested by the Council under the plan or program (which is part of the
power plan). These provisions of the Act guide how the Council reviews Borneville' s compliance
with the program. To the extent thisiswhat the UCUT Tribes recommendation means by caling
on the Council to find Bonneville “out of compliance with the Act,” adding the language is not
necessary. To the extent the recommendation is intended to set up a different review process and
determination, this would have to yidd to what the Act provides. In either case, the language would
serve no purpose, and the Council did not adopt it.

The revised Section 3.1B then followed the recommendation in cdling on the Coundil to use
the fish and wildlife managers full project list and estimated full implementation budget to negotiate
future funding levels with Bonneville. In an attempt to inject some budgeting and implementation
certainty into what has been a fluctuating and uncertain budget situation, the Council modified the
recommended language to call on the Council to negotiate with Bonneville to determine funding
levelsfive yearsinto the future. And the Council adopted the fina recommended addition to
Section 3.1B, cdling on Bonneville to conduct an internd review to try to reduce its program
adminigtration costs.

The UCUT Tribes recommendation would have deleted dl of Section 3.1B in the 1994
program (except the call to FERC at the end to take the program into consideration to the fullest
extent practicable, parroting the Act). The Council agrees that much of this section became
superfluous or inconsstent with the revised language and had to be deleted. But certain sections
remain important and have been retained. The Council retained (and revised) the provisonsin
Section 3.1B calling generdly for the various groups and entitiesinvolved in activities that affect fish
and wildlife in the basin to coordinate implementation to the greastest degree possible, in an attempt
to avoid the duplication, delays and problems that stem from unshared and uncoordinated
information and actions.

Of grester importance is the provison cdling for the workplan and the Council’ s review of
the workplan to include actions to address key scientific uncertainties associated with the program.
The UCUT Tribes not only recommended deletion of this provision (retained as Section 3.1B.9),
but also of Sections 3.2B and 3.2C, which set up the Independent Scientific Group and the process
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for independent scientific evauation of the program and the identification of the key scientific
uncertainties underlying program development and implementation, and Section 3.2F, cdling for
regiond coordination of anaytica methods. Our knowledge of the complex river ecosysemsin
which the basin’ s fish and wildlife live is sketchy a best, and thus much of the program is based on
best available scientific knowledge thet is riddled with uncertainties. This causes, among other redl
problems, tremendous uncertainty and disagreement about the Council’ s decisions asto which
measures have the greatest promise of benefits and should be adopted and prioritized, and an
immense amount of public controversy and uneasiness about the actions for which the Council calls.
The Council’s cdl to identify and address these uncertaintiesin the process of program
implementation, monitoring and evauation, and to subject portions of the program and its
implementation to periodic independent scientific evaluation, isthus critical. It isthe cornerstone of
the Council’ s adaptive management gpproach, which alows the Council to act in the face of such
key scientific uncertainty. It isthe procedurd price the region pays for action and not paralyss.

With regard to the provision caling for regiona analytical methods coordination, this section
of the program cals for the development of aregiona center for biologica andyss. Computer
models and other anaytical methods are essentia to the program framework because they provide
ameansto link program measures to surviva targets, rebuilding schedules and rebuilding targets.
Unfortunately, the Council and the region have spent much time, effort and money over the ladt five
years arguing about the merits of conflicting computer models, based essentialy on the lack of
empirical data and the not-wel-understood differences in assumptions that the models have used to
portray the scientificaly uncertain points. It is essentid that the andytica assumptions be widdy
understood and that an integrated approach is used so that conclusions reached can be compared.
This framework and anaytica coordination is another necessary part of the adaptive management
approach adopted by the Council in its program and, it is hoped, will reduce process and
duplication and alow for more of these efforts to be directed to actua on-the-ground activities. In
short the Council agrees with the comment of ODFW that it would not be prudent for the Council
to delete portions of the program that would compromise regiond efforts to independently evauate
the program and projects and coordinate regiona analytical methods.

The UCUT Tribes recommended still other deletionsin Sections 3.1 and 3.2. None of
these deletions were included in the draft rule, nor did the Council adopt them. The UCUT Tribes
sought their deletion under the assumption that these are process provisions that take money and
effort away from on-the-ground activities that benefit fish and wildlife. The Council is sendtive to
unnecessary and complex layers of process and is mindful of the need to streamline its program so
that scarce resources are being used effectively. But the Council is dso of the opinion that the
deletions caled for would ether not have the effect that the UCUT Tribes anticipate, or, in afew
cases, the added layer of processisjustified by the purpose of the process.

As one example, the recommendation would strike al but the last paragraph of the
introduction to Section 3.1C, Management and Coordination, but would retain the substantive
measures in that section. The paragraphs recommended for deletion sate the Council’s
commitment to establishing a clear and respongble structure for management of the numerous
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pieces of the program, and the Council’ s commitment to being respongve to suggestions for better
management and therefore better implementation of the program. Nothing would be accomplished
by their deletion, snce no called-for activities would be deleted.

In the most important instance, the UCUT Tribes' recommendation aso called for the
deletion of Section 3.1D, concerning the subregiond process, which is primarily intended for
coordinated production and watershed planning for anadromous fish. The recommendation would
replace dl of this section of the program with a brief, new Section 3.1D.1, cdling on the fishery
managers to incorporate e ements of the Integrated System Plan into their project list and workplan
submitted to the Council. Thisis a deceptively smplified gpproach that would likely lead to greeter
delay and even pardydsin implementation. The agencies and tribes primarily involved in
coordinated production and watershed planning for anadromous fish could not reach a consensus
on the subbasin plansin the ISP for implementation (or on the revised subbasin plansin the triba
restoration plan recommended to the Council in the 1994 anadromous fish rulemaking). Thusthese
managers agreed that the 1SP cannot and should not smply be implemented asis, under the current
circumgtances. They agreed that the | SP should form the backbone or guide for production and
watershed planning, but that the subbasin plans to be implemented must sill be perfected, and even
when the subbasin plans are in place, annua implementation planning must il take place.

The Council and others aso recognized that comprehensive watershed planning for fish and
wildlife will affect and depend on the cooperative actions of many landowners, land managers,
governmenta units and other interests in each watershed, and thus these interests must be involved
in implementation watershed planning in some fashion in order for implementation planning and
implementation to actudly take place. All of this must be done in the face of a budget shortage that
will prevent funding of some projects and demand coordination in developing and prioritizing
watershed projects to get the most benefit for the dollars spent. Thus the Council and the fishery
managers who developed the subregiona process provisions and the other coordinated production
and watershed provisonsin Section 3.1 and €l sewhere (such as Sections 7.0 and 7.7) recognized
that they needed some sort of coordinated production and watershed planning and implementation
planning process to reduce what could be a nightmare of additional planning processes and
implementation delays, and to bring together the important watershed and subregiona (groups of
related watersheds) interests in coordinated planning units. Simply telling the fishery managersto
plan and prioritize these projects on the basis of the ISP would take the region back to square one,
without any process for resolving the obvious obstacles to implementation. Additiond findings on
the production and watershed planning issues are below, in response to the UCUT Tribes
companion recommendation to delete production and watershed provisionsin Section 7.

In summary, the Council has concluded that what it has adopted is more effective than what
the UCUT Tribes recommended in providing the right type of implementation planning and
eva uation processes to contribute to the protection, mitigation and enhancement of fish and wildlife,
16 U.S.C. 8839b(h)(7)(C), and is more consistent with the legal responghilities and obligations
assigned to the Council and Bonneville under Section 4(h) and other parts of the Act.
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The findings must explain why the Council deviated from the UCUT Tribes
recommendation, and so these findings focus on the problems the Council saw in the
recommendeation. This obscures the point that the Tribes have raised a most important issue, and
have performed a valuable service to the region in focusing on the problem of implementation delays
and excessive processes and in proposing solutions to those problems. What the Council has
adopted here isthefirgt step in an effort to address those implementation problems, and yet retain
some important evauation and review processes that serve the interests of implementation, even if
not always obvioudy and sometimes through the avenues of program legitimacy and adaptive
management. The Council intends to review and evauate the revised implementation process, and
will not hesitate to take further actions if unreasonable delays in implementation planning continue to
occur and excessive process eats up the region’ s fish and wildlife budget. And the Council hopes
that the UCUT Tribes and other fish and wildlife managers will continue to probe and question in
thisarea

The Council isaso mindful of the concernsraised by the UCUT Tribes that because of
limited tribal funds, they are not able to adequately participate in many of the coordinated planning
processes, arrangements and eval uations which they have recommended for deletion. The Council
isnot willing to jettison dl of these provisons for this reason, but it is sengtive to the resource
problems faced especidly by the (Columbia and Snake) tribes. The Council iswilling to entertain
specific requests for travel funding from these tribes, as it has with FOEC, either ina
recommendation/rulemaking forum or outsde of it.

With reference to the concern of the Confederated Tribes of the Umdtilla Indian
Reservation, the Council does not intend for the provisions setting forth the project prioritization
process to interfere in any way with the Council’ s consideration of the Columbia River Treaty fishing
tribes and their treaty rights. Neither will they interfere with Bonnevill€ s obligation to maintain “a
direct government-to-government relationship with CTUIR and protect the tresaty reserved rights
and resources when addressing funding of protection, mitigation and enhancement projects.”

Bonneville had severa comments on the draft rule based upon what were described as
conflictswith the Act. These have been discussed above and resolved by changes in the draft.
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SECTION 5: JUVENILE SALMON MIGRATION

Program Section(s): 5.1A.2, 5.1A.6 (FOEC annual implementation plan)
Source: UCUT Tribes (Spokane Tribe, Coeur d'Alene Tribe, Kadispd Tribe,
Kootenai Tribe)

Recommendation No.: 95-2/0078

Recommendation: The UCUT Tribes recommended adding a new measure to Section
5.1A, cdling for the Fish Operations Executive Committee (FOEC), inits annua implementation
plan, to "specificaly evauate tradeoffs between flows needed for anadromous fish and reservoir
elevations and water retention times needed to protect resident fish and wildlife in upstream storage
reservoirs at Grand Coulee, Hungry Horse, Libby and Dworshak Dams.” The plan isto describe
"[p]rojected specific impacts to resident fish populations and communities and their prey base and
habitat within each of these reservoirs' and devel op mitigation measures to address adverse

impacts.

The recommended provision also stated that Bonnevilleisto fund participation of a UCUT
Tribal representative to act as amember of FOEC "and to assist the Council Fish Passage Advisor
and committee with modding and evauating impacts to resident fish and wildlife."

Thiswas the firgt in a series of recommended amendments to Section 5, discussed below,
primarily from the UCUT Tribes and its members and from the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes. These recommendations were intended to ensure the integration of resident fish and wildlife
condderations in anadromous fish flow planning and management. This particular recommendation
also included proposed revisons to Section 5.1B.1, concerning the Fish Passage Center, and the
deletion of Section 5.4B.3, dlowing for asummer draft of Grand Coulee, both discussed below.

Draft: The draft included the FOEC implementation plan language recommended by the
UCUT Tribes. The draft did not include the latter portion of the recommendation, concerning

participation funding.

Comment: The UCUT Tribes confirmed their support of the amendments regarding the
operation of FOEC, which should make the program more consistent with Section 4(h)(1)(A) of the
program. (174, 196)

The Confederated Salish and Kootenal Tribes commented that in their view FOEC has
aways been charged with assuring that the Council’ s program was fully implemented, and therefore
affording protection to upriver resources. The recommended amendment will be a*needed
carification of existing FOEC duties” The Tribes noted, however, that FOEC does not develop an
annud implementation plan and that operations of the Columbia River are now dictated by the
Technica Management Team under NMFS 1995 Biologica Opinion, thus raising questions about
the present role of FOEC. (191)
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The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks commented in support of the FOEC
amendments. (186 202)

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife commented that any effort by FOEC to
develop and incorporate measures to mitigate for the impacts of its annua implementation plan on
fish populations should include anadromous and resident fish impacts, not just resident fish. (234)

The Columbia River Inter-Triba Fish Commisson commented generdly that the Coundcil
should give priority to measures that harmonize anadromous and resident fish needs (such as the
Pend Orallle lake level measures that dlow for summer flow augmentation for anadromous fish and
higher winter eevations for resdent fish) and not measures that exacerbate conflicts. (233)

Bonneville noted that this amendment (and the next) addresses trade- offs between flows
needed for anadromous fish and reservoir eevations and water retention times needed to protect
resdent fish and wildlife. “How have the findings of the Biologica Opinion, Draft Recovery Plan,
and the System Operations Review Draft Environmenta Impact Statement (SOR DEIS) preferred
aternative been addressed in these sections? Arethey consstent? What conflicts need resolution?’
Bonneville commented generdly in support of integrated planning and operations to benefit fish and
wildlife to the greatest degree possible in part to reduce detrimental impacts to resident fish. The
gtandard for program integration should be the best overdl benefit for fish, not specific flow volumes
or budget levels or equa impacts between resident and anadromous fish. (146, 229)

The National Park Service, Coulee Dam Recreation Area, generally supported proposas
“caling for greater environmental protection for resdent fish and wildlife habitat, particularly in
Eagtern Washington,” including water planning and management measures. “A defined process and
coordinating body is needed to ensure that resdent fish and wildlife requirements become and
continue to be part of overdl and long-term Columbia River Basin planning and operations” The
Park Service supported a*“Council policy that requires evaluation of anadromous fish measures, at
al sages, in full congderation of the effects on resdent fish and wildlife. This could include a
“reservoir-specific process to coordinate and track storage reservoir operations during critical
anadromous fish migration periods.” (228)

Trout Unlimited, Montana Council, commented that the Council should describe the criteria
FOEC isto use to evauate trade- offs between releasing reservoir flows for anadromous fish and
maintaining water in the reservoirs. It is unclear what FOEC will be looking a when determining
trade-offs. (186)

Sedttle City Light commented generdly in support of efforts to integrate planning and
operations for anadromous fish and resident fish and wildlife. (141)

The American Fisheries Society, Oregon Chapter, generdly agreed that “[r]eservoir
management should be made in context with the regiona needs for managing anadromous and
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resdent fish,” but the Society also emphasized that “[ijmpacts on reservoir fisheries that center on
nonnative species should be secondary to recovery srategies for anadromous fish.” (199)

Oregon Trout opposed the proposed language, stating that a trade- off evaluation
requirement “will not assst in solving problems for ether resdent or anadromousfish.” Oregon
Trout generdly and specificaly objected to proposds that could limit water managers flexibility and
thus adversdly affect efforts to recover endangered species, especidly if the changes and limitsin
water management are intended to benefit resident hatchery fish populations and nor native species.
(168, 209)

The Oregon Natural Resources Council commented that the distinction between nétive and
nornnative gpecies is more important than between anadromous and resident fish, and that the
conflict between anadromous and resdent fish is not inherent but human-caused; before humans
radically atered the ecosystem, anadromous and resident fish co-existed in the basin. The Council
should not accept the necessity for trade- offs between anadromous and resident fish, but instead
should actively seek and give preference to water management and other solutions that benefit all
native species (such as removing the lower Snake dams to benefit anadromous fish without the
seasond impact on resdent fish and wildlife). (231)

A representative with the Sierra Club and Save Our Wild Samon commented generdly that
they had emphasized over the last few years that drawdowns of the lower Snake River and John
Day reservoirs in the sdmon migration corridor have the progpect of improving the flows and river
conditions for salmon without requiring the huge amounts of flow augmentation that horribly impact
resdent fish in the upriver sorage reservoirs. (174)

A number of individua commentors supported efforts (in generd or in response to specific
problems or recommendations concerning Lake Roosevet or other reservoirs) to limit sdmon flow
augmentation and curtall upriver reservoir drawdowns and reservoir leve fluctuations, criticizing the
impacts of flow augmentation on productive resident fisheries, reservoir biology, recrestion, and/or
loca economies. Commentorsincluded Al Stangland, Edwall, Washington; JA. Boswell, Cheney,
Washington; Dr. and Mrs. Jerry McKdlar, Colville, Washington; Tracy R. Parr, Spokane
Washington; Jm Scribner, Davenport, Washington; and Gary Fidds, Nine Mile Fals, Washington.
(164, 171, 175, 179-81)

A number of individua commentors objected (in genera or with regard to specific
proposas) to recommendations that would adversely affect native anadromous fish by reducing the
flows needed for juvenile sdmon migration, especidly if the resident fish to be benefited are non-
native fish species such as rainbow trout, walleye, perch and bass. Commentors included Bhagwati
Poddar and Saradell Poddar, Astoria, Oregon; Everett Peterson, Roseburg, Oregon; Richard
Hardin, Grants Pass, Oregon; Sue Knight, Portland, Oregon; Scott Bischke, Corvalis, Oregon; and
Steven M. Bruce, Boise, Idaho. (162, 165, 173, 182, 201, 211)
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Findings: The Council adopted the recommendation, as a new Section 5.1A.6, with
modifications not intended to dter the core substance or purpose of the recommendation. In
developing the annud implementation plan, the Fish Operations Executive Committeeisto
“gpecificaly evauate tradeoffs between flows needed for anadromous fish and reservoir operations
needed to protect resdent fish and wildlife in the Columbia Basin storage reservoirs that are
federally operated, licensed or regulated.” The Council substituted the broader term “reservoir
operations’ for “reservoir eevations and water retention times,” to make clear that FOEC's
responsbility is to take into account the various reservoir operating criteriain the program.
Smilarly, the Council broadened the measure to refer to al Columbia Basin storage reservoirs that
are federdly operated, licensed or regulated instead of just the four dams specificaly named. The
Council aso decided not to adopt the language concerning the specific impacts and mitigation
measures to be described in the plan, partly to dlow FOEC the flexibility to determine how to
evauate and address these issues in the plan. In addition, the recommended language did not
accurately depict the responsibilities of FOEC to the extent that it assumed FOEC could develop its
own mitigation measures in the implementation plan to substitute for implementation of parts of the
Council’s program.

The Council dso did not adopt the proposed language calling for funding a UCUT tribd
representative to act as amember of the FOEC and to assst Council staff and the fish passage
committee with modeling and evauating impacts. The Council, in the second haf of 1994, invited
the upriver tribes collectively to send amember to the FOEC (asthe lower river tribes are
represented through Columbia River Inter-Triba Fish Commission). The Council’s Advisory
Committee Rules dlow for requests for funding for travel and related expenses for such
representation. Thusit is unnecessary to include this part of the recommendation in the program.

The Council agrees with the comment of the Confederated Sdish and Kootenai Tribes that
FOEC' sduties dready did involve recognition and protection of upriver resources, adthough the
added language is useful in making this point explicit. In response to the Tribes other comments,
and to the comment of Bonneville as to how the FOEC and this particular measure address the
Endangered Species Act documents and the Systems Operations Review DEIS, Section 5.1A.2 of
the program calls for the FOEC to produce adetalled annua implementation plan for carrying out
the work of the program. It is the Council’ s understanding that FOEC and the Corps of Engineers
do continue to produce the annua plan. The Council believes FOEC is an important means of
communication between the federal agencies, the Council, the Sates and tribes, and other interests
that the Endangered Species Act has not hitorically included.

Trout Unlimited, Montana Council, commented that the Council should describe the criteria
FOEC isto use to evauate tradeoffs between competing interests. The Council’ s program contains
program goals and various policies, priorities and objectives, flow, spill and other river operation
objectives and measures,; and storage reservoir criteriaand objectives. The Council understands
that the FOEC will apply the program criteria. To make this point more clear, the Council amended
Section 5.1A.2 to ate explicitly that when FOEC identifies water available in a particular year and
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plansfor its use, it do so0 “congstent with Council-specified reservoir congtraints and anadromous
fish measures”

There were a number of commentsthat called for greater support of resident fish and
wildlife, or for anadromous fish, or for native fish, or concerning specific reservoirs. Upriver
reservoirs and streams contain important populations of resident native fish, and important
populations of introduced fish to provide replacement fisheries for blocked sdlmon fisheries, in
habitats vastly atered by hydropower. The Council understands its obligation to protect, mitigete
and enhance anadromous fish and resident fish and wildlife in the Columbia basin as a system, which
meansin part that the Council must review recommended measures and adopt program
implementation processes in an atempt to ensure that measures do not conflict and that helping fish
and wildlife in one part of the basin does not harm other fish and wildlife in that or other parts. The
Council has followed that standard in the December 1994 rulemaking and in this one, for example
by analyzing recommended river and reservoir criteriafor their impacts on other parts of the system,
by adopting recommended criteria to protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife throughout the
basin, and by integrating the criteriainto syssemwide planning and implementation processes, such
as FOEC and the Fish Passage Center (see the next recommendation and its findings). With regard
to comments on native and introduced fish, the discussion of prioritiesin Section 10.1B and the
findings for that section explain the Council’s policies regarding the relationship between introduced
fish for subdtitution purposes and native fish rebuilding efforts. The Council has developed a
program composed of measures which it believes are necessary to protect, mitigate and enhance
fish and wildlife throughout the system affected by the devel opment, operation and management of
hydropower facilities and also assure an adequate, efficient, economical and reliable power supply.

Program Section(s): 5.1B.1, 5.1B.2 (Fish Passage Center)
Source: UCUT Tribes (Spokane Tribe, Coeur d'Alene Tribe, Kaligpe Tribe,
Kootenai Tribe)

Recommendation No.: 95-2/0078

Recommendation: The UCUT Tribes recommended two revisons to Section 5.1B,
concerning the Fish Passage Center:

Section 5.1B.1: Add to the tasks assigned to the Fish Passage Manager: "Evauating
tradeoffs between anadromous fish and resident fish to ensure that implementation of flow and spill
requests equaizes benefits to both types of fish."

Section 5.1B.2: Insart a sentence tating that "[t]he Fish Passage Center manager will be
selected by members of the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority and report to the
Authority's Executive Director. All correspondence from the Fish Passage Center will be signed by
the CBFWA Executive Director to ensure that the FPC opinions reflect the consensus actions of the
region's fish and wildlife agencies and the Columbia River Basin Indian tribes”
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Draft: With regard to the tasks assigned to the Fish Passage Manager, the Council
modified the recommendation and proposed the following revison to Section 5.1B.1:
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1)

2)
3)

4)

5

6)

7)

Fund the establishment and operation of a Fish Passage Center, including funds for
afish passage manager position, technica and clerical support and the services of
consultants when necessary, asjointly agreed by Bonneville and the fish and wildlife
agencies and tribes. This support will assst the fish passage manager in:

ensuring that both anadromous fish and resident fish and wildlifeare
protected, mitigated and enhanced;

planning and implementing the annua smolt monitoring program;
developing and implementing flow and spill requests,

coordinating storage reservoir and river operations and evaluating potential
conflicts between anadromous and resident fish to ensurethat operating
criteriafor storage reservoirsare met when considering system
operational requests;

identifying when conditions allow for operationsin excess of minimum
objectives and criteria, so that thissituation can be brought to the
attention of relevant decison makersto allocate the operational
flexibility to maximize benefitsfor anadromousfish, resdent fish and
wildlife;ane-

monitoring and analyzing research results to assst in implementing the water budget
and spill planning and in preparing reports; and

monitoring and analyzing monitoring and resear ch datato assist in
implementing storage reservoir operating criteria and to better provide
for the needs of resdent fish and wildlife.

With regard to the recommended language for Section 5.1B.2, the Coundil included the first
sentence and not the second in the draft rule. In other words, the Council proposed to add the
following sentence to the section: “The fish passage manager will be selected by members of the
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority and report to the Authority’ s Executive Director.”

This recommendation overlapped in part a recommendation from the Colville Confederated
Tribes to create a Storage Reservoir Center to be assigned the respongibility for ensuring that
reservoir operating criteria for resdent fish and wildlife are satisfied during the planning and
implementation of sdmon migration flow augmentation as well as other tasks reated to monitoring,

September 13, 1995

16-36 FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM



O o0 ~NOO UL WNPE

-h-l>hwwwwwgwwwwNNNNNNNNNNHI—‘HI—‘HI—‘HI—‘HI—‘
NP, OOONO O WNPOOWOO~NOULdRWNPODOO~NOOOPMWDNEO

FINDINGS SECTION 16

anadlyss and data collection. See Recommendation No. 95-2/0043, proposing an addition to
Section 10. While the two recommendations were not necessarily mutudly exclusive -- it is
possible to have a Storage Reservoir Center as recommended by the Colville Tribes that performs
certain functions while a the same time the Fish Passage Center incorporates resident fish concerns
into sdmon migration planning and management -- to implement both fully would call for redundant
actions. Under the UCUT Tribes' recommendation, the Fish Passage Center would have to ensure
that anadromous fish flow implementation takes into consideration the needs of resdent fish and
meets the established operating stlandards to protect those fish, which iswhat the Storage Reservoir
Center would be doing. To avoid this redundancy, and to avoid having to creste and fund anew
and competing indtitution, the Council chose in the draft rule to propose assigning these
responghilitiesto the existing indtitution -- the Fish Passage Center -- and also assigned to the Fish
Passage Center the monitoring and andysis tasks thet the Colville Tribes envisoned having the
Storage Resarvoir Center perform. Thus the resulting draft revised Section 5.1B.1 isactudly a
hybrid or composite of the two recommendations, with additiona language added by the Council.

Comment: The UCUT Tribes supported the amendments proposed to ater the operations
of the Fish Passage Center, which should make the program more consistent with Section
4(h)(1)(A) of the program. It will give the Center something to do, since it no longer manages the
water budget. The Tribes strongly support the additiona sentence proposed for Section 5.1B.2, to
require the Center’ s manager be selected by CBFWA members and report to the CBFWA
director. That isnot currently the case, asthe Center’ s contract goes through the PSMFC, and thus
the CBFWA members have no formal control over the Center and thus it does not represent the
collective viewpoint of the agencies and tribes. (174, 196)

The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks commented in support of the Fish
Passage Center amendments. (186 202).

The Confederated Sdlish and Kootenai Tribes supported the Fish Passage Center
amendments as well, but noted that if the Center is going to be asked to develop expertise
concerning the upriver reservoirs and perform these new functions, the Center would require an
increase in money and saffing, and yet there may be no need to develop within the Center thisleve
of expertiseif a better system could be developed for having the Center receive, incorporate and
follow the recommendations of the upriver managers with the necessary expertise. (186)

The Columbia River Inter-Triba Fish Commisson commented thet if the proposed
amendment to expand the Fish Passage Center’ s responsibilities to address resident fish concernsis
adopted, it must not be &t the expense of the anadromous fish functions presently carried out by the
Center. CRITFC recommends the Council adopt language ensuring that if resident fish
respongbilities are added to the Fish Passage Center’ s duties, those respongbilities will not diminish
the Center’ s anadromous fish duties and are contingent upon adequate funding by Bonneville.
CRITFC dso commented generally that the Council’ s program should give priority to measures that
harmonize anadromous and resident fish needs (such as the Pend Orellle lake level measures that
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alow for summer flow augmentation for anadromous fish and higher winter eevations for resdent
fish) and not measures that exacerbate conflicts. (233)

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife commented that it is premature to pecify
additional support tasks or an administrative structure for the Fish Passage Center as proposed in
the amendments to address resident fish-related issues given that CBFWA is conducting an audit to
asess the appropriate functions, organization, structure, and administration for the Center. ODFW
aso noted, dlong with CRITFC, that the additiond tasks proposed in the amendment would require
subgtantiad increases in both staffing level and operating budget. (234)

Bonneville stated that it supported seeking grester accountability of the Fish Passage Center
to CBFWA and to al thefish agencies and tribes, noting among other things the dready grestly
increased responsibilities exercised by the Center. Bonneville dso noted that this amendment (like
the preceding amendment) addresses trade- offs between flows needed for anadromous fish and
reservoir eevations and water retention times needed to protect resdent fish and wildlife. “How
have the findings of the Biologica Opinion, Draft Recovery Plan, and the System Operations
Review Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SOR DEIS) preferred aternative been addressed in
these sections? Are they consstent? What conflicts need resolution?” Bonneville commented
generdly in support of integrated planning and operations to benefit fish and wildlife to the grestest
degree possible in part to reduce detrimental impacts to resident fish. The standard for program
integration should be the best overdl benefit for fish, not specific flow volumes or budget levels or
equal impacts between resident and anadromous fish. (128, 146, 229)

The Bureau of Reclamation supported in genera the concept of integrating planning and
implementation of anadromous fish and resdent fish and wildlife measures, to minimize impacts from
sdmon flow measures and to capitalize on opportunities to enhance resident fish conditions with
sdmon flows. But Reclamation noted that specific recommendations for reservoir criteria,
especidly the recommended water retention times and reservoir elevations a Grand Coulee Dam
and, possibly, the integrated rule curves at Hungry Horse and Libby dams conflict with the Nationa
Marine Fisheries Service's 1995 Biologica Opinion concerning sdmon flow needs. Thus
Reclamation welcomed new ideas on how to integrate the needs of anadromous and resident fish,
but expected the Council to carefully evauate specific proposas. (143, 206)

The National Park Service, Coulee Dam Recreation Area, generally supported proposas
“cdling for grester environmental protection for resdent fish and wildlife habitat, particularly in
Eagtern Washington,” including water planning and management measures. “A defined process and
coordinating body is needed to ensure that resident fish and wildlife requirements become and
continue to be part of overdl and long-term Columbia River Basin planning and operations” The
Park Service supported a*“Council policy that requires evaluation of anadromous fish measures, at
al gages, in full consderation of the effects on resident fish and wildlife. This could include a
“reservoir-specific process to coordinate and track storage reservoir operations during critical
anadromous fish migration periods.” (228)
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The Corps of Engineers commented that the recommended sentence for Section 5.1B.2
dating that “dl correspondence from the Fish Passage Center will be signed by the Authority's
Executive Director to ensure . . . " (which was not included in the draft rule, but wasin the
appendix), be revised to state that “[d]ll correspondence and reports from the Fish Passage Center
will be reviewed by the Authority’ s Executive Director to ensure. . .." (224)

The Western Montana Electric Generating and Transmission Cooperative commented that
al funding for the Fish Passage Center should be eliminated. The Center has repeatedly refused to
supply data resulting from research funded through Bonneville programs and has resisted attempts
to be required to provide judtification for the water releasesit has requested. Further, the primary
function of the Fish Passage Center has been supplanted by the Nationa Marine Fisheries Service,
which now controls reservoir operations. Also, NMFS and the region have moved to aflow target
approach, rather than the * historical gpproach of shaping volumes of water.” The flow target
gpproach eliminates the function the Center performed. The Center’ s data gathering function “ could
be put to an open and public bidding process to assure the lowest cost and a publicly accountable
contractor” (221). The Public Utility Digtrict No. 1 of Okanogan County stated that it agreed with
the comments of WMG& T in this rulemaking. (222)

Sedttle City Light commented generdly in support of efforts to integrate planning and
operations for anadromous fish and resident fish and wildlife. (141)

The American Fisheries Society, Oregon Chapter, generdly agreed that “[r]eservoir
management should be made in context with the regiona needs for managing anadromous and
resident fish,” the Society dso emphasized that “[ijmpacts on reservoir fisheries that center on nort
native species should be secondary to recovery strategies for anadromous fish.” (199)

Oregon Trout opposed proposals that could limit water managers flexibility and thus
adversdy affect efforts to recover endangered species, especidly if the changes and limits in water
management are intended to benefit resident hatchery fish populations and non-native species.
(168, 209)

The Oregon Natura Resources Council commented that the distinction between native and
non-native species is more important than between anadromous and resident fish, and that the
conflict between anadromous and resident fish is not inherent but human-caused; before humans
radically atered the ecosystem, anadromous and resident fish co-existed in the basin. The Council
should not accept the necessity for trade- offs between anadromous and resident fish, but instead
should actively seek and give preference to water management and other solutions that benefit all
native species (such as removing the lower Snake dams to benefit anadromous fish without the
Seasond impact on resdent fish and wildlife). (231)

A representative with the Sierra Club and Save Our Wild Sdmon commented generdly that
they had emphasized over the last few years that drawdowns of the lower Snake River and John
Day reservoirsin the sdmon migration corridor have the prospect of improving the flows and river
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conditions for ssimon without requiring the huge amounts of flow augmentation thet horribly impact
resdent fish in the upriver storage reservoirs. (174)

As noted in the summary of comments on the preceding recommendation, a number of
individual commentors supported efforts (in generd or in response to specific problems or
recommendations) to limit salmon flow augmentation and curtail upriver reservoir drawdowns and
reservoir leve fluctuations, criticizing the impacts of flow augmentation on productive resident
fisheries, reservoir biology, recreation, and/or loca economies. Commentorsincluded Al
Stangland, Edwall, Washington; JA. Boswell, Cheney, Washington; Dr. and Mrs. Jerry McKdlar,
Colville, Washington; Tracy R. Parr, Spokane Washington; Jm Scribner, Davenport, Washington;
and Gary Fields, Nine Mile Falls, Washington. (164, 171, 175, 179-81) And, anumber of
individua commentors objected (in genera or with regard to specific proposas) to
recommendations that would adversdly affect native anadromous fish by reducing the flows needed
for juvenile sdmon migration, especidly if the resdent fish to be benefited are non-nativefish
species such as rainbow trout, walleye, perch and bass. Commentors included Bhagwati Poddar
and Saradell Poddar, Astoria, Oregon; Everett Peterson, Roseburg, Oregon; Richard Hardin,
Grants Pass, Oregon; Sue Knight, Portland, Oregon; Scott Bischke, Corvallis, Oregon; and Steven
M. Bruce, Boise, Idaho. (162, 165, 173, 182, 201, 211)

Findings. The Council adopted the draft rule language with minor modifications. The
Council thus adopted the recommendation in substance, with modifications to incorporate ideas
raised in the Colville Tribes separate recommendation for a storage reservoir center (see the
discussion under “draft” aove), and to clarify and expand the modes of accountability for the Fish

Passage Center.

Under the statement of its revised operations, the Fish Passage Center will both call for river
operations to protect salmon and steelhead migration and implement storage reservoir operating
criteriain the program for resdent fish and wildlife -- the Center isto integrate these project criteria
into an overal sysems operation. The Center will continue its smolt and water budget monitoring
program, but dso monitor implementation of the storage reservair criteria. In modifications from the
draft rule, the Council made explicit that the Fish Passage Center should implement the program’s
water budget, spill and flow criteria and the program’ s reservoir storage criteria. The Center is
authorized by the Council to help implement the Council’ s program.

The Council aso adopted the recommendation for explicit language cdling for the manager
of the Center to be selected by the members of the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority and
report directly to the Authority’ s Executive Director. The comments overwhelmingly supported
adding this leve of direct accountability of the Center to the organization that incorporates the
interests of fish and wildlife managers throughout. The Council declined to add language requiring
that al correspondence from the manager be signed by the CBFWA Executive Director, a
requirement that seems designed to hamsiring the manager and impose an enormous burden on the
Executive Director. The manager of the Center will be directly hired by and accountable to the
members of CBFWA and the Director. The CBFWA members and the Director should work out
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the working details of the reationship, rather than have the Council dictate these points. This
language should be sufficient to ensure that the Center’ s opinions reflect the consensus views of the
region’s managers and tribes.

The Council did see aneed for a different type of public accountability, the kind that comes
with apublic airing of issues that arise from operations. Thus the Council added language to make
sure that the Council and the public are a least annually apprised by the manager and the CBFWA
Director of issuesraised by others concerning the Center’ s operations.

Unlike the UCUT Tribes and the Western Montana Generating and Transmission
Cooperative and Public Utility District No. 1 of Okanogan County, the Council believes that the
Fish Passage Center till has an important function. The Council’ s program has not switched to a
purely flow target bas's, diminating the need for a Fish Passage Center to cdl for releases from a
water budget volume. The Council’ s program isamix of volumes and flow objectives, aswdl as
il criteriaand other criteriafor sdmon and steelhead migration, and the storage reservoir
operating criteria, various parts of which are to be implemented in a flexible way to ensure that river
and reservoir operationsin any given year match the fish needs of that year. The Fish Passage
Center is needed to perform these real-time operationd functions, and to conduct corresponding
monitoring programs. The key point is to make the Center more accountable to the region, and thus
open up these functions to better ingtitutiona and public access.

A number of commentors, especialy the Confederated Sdlish and Kootenai Tribes and the
Columbia River Inter-Triba Fish Commission, while recognizing a need to better integrate
implementation of river and reservoir criteriato protect both anadromous fish and resident fish and
wildlife, were concerned that adding functions to the Center would require greater saffing and
funding of the Center, drawing more from the strained budget, or would parayze the Center if
funding and staffing were not added. The Council recognizes this problem. There may be no way
to add these functions to the Center without giving the Center additiond staffing and funding to carry
them out. The upriver interests have a reasonable policy god in ensuring that their concerns are
integrated into daily operations, but this cannot be done without some cost. One of the reasons the
Council chose to add the storage reservoir criteria function to the Fish Passage Center, instead of
cregting a new storage reservoir center as recommended by the Colville Tribes, was to avoid the
costs of acompletely new center -- it is hoped that the Fish Passage Center can integrate these
functions at lesser expense. The Council dso expects that in the implementation of this measure, the
fish managers and the Center make every possible use of existing expertise and inditutiona
arrangements in the upper part of the basin to implement and monitor the storage reservoir criteria
(eg., rdying on the exigting activities and expertise of the Montana Department of Fish Wildlife and
Parks and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes and the other agenciesin Montanato help
the Center monitor and implement Hungry Horse and Libby rule curve operations and the activities
and expertise of the Colville Confederated Tribes and the Spokane Tribe to help the Center monitor
and implement the Grand Coulee operating criteria.)
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A number of comments expressed concern that consderation of resdent fish and wildlife
measures would detract from measures provided for sdlmon migration, while others commented that
implementation of salmon migration messures needs to be curtalled due to adverse impacts on
resident fish in the reservoirs and streams in the upper part of the basin. Asexplained at the
conclusion of the finding on the previous recommendation, the Council is charged with protecting,
mitigating and enhancing anadromous fish and resident fish and wildlife throughout the sysem. The
Council has received recommendations for river and reservoir operations primarily intended to
benefit juvenile sdmon migration, and recommendations for reservoir congraints primarily intended
to benefit resdent fish and wildlife. The Council has analyzed recommended operating criteriaiin
part to estimate whether the impacts would be adverse to other parts of the system, and has
adopted river and reservoir operating criteria after these andyses. And the Council has caled for a
planning and implementation process to integrate these criteriain system operations. With the
assstance and recommendations of the region’s fish and wildlife managers, in this rulemaking
process and in the anadromous fish program amendments in December 1994, the Council believes
it has fulfilled its statutory mandate to protect, mitigate and enhance both anadromous and resident
fish.

Program Section(s): 5.1D.2 (rulesfor flow augmentation)
Source: Confederated Salish and Kootenal Tribes
Recommendation No.: 95-2/0040

Source: Kdispd Tribe of Indians

Recommendation No.: 95-2/0082

Recommendation: The Confederated Sdlish and Kootenai Tribes recommended
adjusting the priority list for competing uses of the hydropower system in Section 5.1D.2 asfollows:

First Firm power

Second Reservair refilWater-budget-and-otherflow-measdres

Third Water budget and other flow measuresand reservoir constr aintsReser/oi-
el

Fourth Secondary energy generation

The Tribes dso recommend adding a number of new guidedines for flow augmentation to
Section 5.1D:

Water budget releases should be prioritized to release first water stored nearest to the
affected fish.

Mesasuring of the water budget will be based on (1) Columbia River forecasts measured
at Priest Rapids Dam and (2) Snake River forecasts measured at |ce Harbor Dam.
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Anadromous fish flows are to be based on a volume gpproach. The volume will be
explicitly stated as a discrete known volume.  Location and use sequence for stored
water volumes will be specified.

A water accounting method for anadromous fish flows will be completed by the end of
1995.

All measures that cdl for flood control shifts will be expresdy defined in terms of the
range of volumes shifted and locations and/or methods to absorb these shifts.

The Council will look a Snake River irrigation water in the same context as other
volumesin the water budget program. Willing buyer/sdller of water will be applied
equitably in the Columbia River Basin.

At the in-season management meetings that address saimon flows, decisions made will
alow no damage to resdent fish and wildlife.

Monitoring and evauation plans and biological objectives for al adaptive management
measures will bein place prior to implementation of these mesasures.

The Council shdl produce a risk/benefits assessment of al anadromous fish measures to
determine their impact on resident fish and wildlife. Thisassessment shdl include both
U.S. and Canadian storage facilities.

The Kdispd Tribe submitted the same recommendation with two exceptions. (1) The
Kaispd Tribe' s recommendation did not contain the reference to Snake River forecasts at Ice
Harbor. (2) The recommendation did not contain the reference to U.S. and Canadian reservoirs.

Draft: Notincduded inthe draft. The dightly more extensive recommendetion from the
Sdish-Kootenal Tribes was included in the draft rule gppendix “Other Amendment
Recommendeations On Which the Council Specificaly Invites Comment.”

Comment: The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks supported the
recommended operating rules for flow augmentation. “We believe the prioritization proposed is
appropriate. We aso support the establishment of awater accounting method for anadromous
flows as well as flows proposed for other operating purposes.” (202).

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife commented that the priority revisons and
various proposed changes to the flow augmentation operating rules do not reflect Oregon’s
management priorities for anadromous and resident fish, given the criss satus of anadromous fish,
and should not be adopted. (234)
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The Corps of Engineers questioned the validity of usng a new gpproach to measuring the
water budget, based on “ Columbia River forecasts a Priest Rapids and Snake River forecasts at
lce Harbor”. The current approach isto meet designated flow targets at Lower Granite and
McNary dams. The rationale for the recommended change is not clear. (224)

Serttle City Light commented in support of the portion of this recommendation caling for
monitoring and evaluation systems to be in place prior to implementation of any measure. (141)

See above for other comments generdly concerning the relationship between anadromous
fish water measures and protection of resident fish and wildlife.

Findings. The Council adopted part of the recommendation. The Council added
“reservoir condraints’ to the existing priority for the “water budget and other flow measures” The
Council intends by this action to reflect that the reservoir congtraints in the program (i.e., the
integrated rule curves at Hungry Horse and Libby dams, the operating constraints at Grand Coulee
Dam, and the minimum lake levels a Lake Pend Orellle) are to receive the same degree of
congderation in implementation as the water volume and other flow measures for juvenile saimon
migration.

To explain more fully, by “water budget and other flow measures,” the Council meansthe
measures in Section 5 of the program adopted to increase the river flows for juvenile salmon
migration. The Council cdls for flow augmentation by specifying water volumes to be dedicated to
flow augmentation and by specifying reservoir draft criteriaintended also to release water volumes
for flow augmentation. The Council has caled for these flow measures to be incorporated into firm
power planning and implemented in every year; that is, they are to be consdered to be a hard
congraint on system operations. The specified water volumes for flow augmentation are part of a
broader strategy to meet operationa objectives for sdlmon migration (which are to be distinguished
from the flow “measures’), described as average minimum monthly flow equivaents for the lower
Snake and Columbia Rivers. To meet these flow objectives, the Council has caled for, in addition
to the water volumesidentified for flow augmentation, operationa and structural changesin the
dams and reservoirs (e.g., flood control shifts, lower-river reservoir operating levels, structura
changes to permit even lower operating levels), water conservation and other efficiencies and water
transactions to secure more water for flows, negotiations to secure more water if possible from
Canadian storage, research into changes in power system operations and other types of research,
and other efforts. See Sections 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4.

The Council aso has adopted specified operating criteria and constraints for upper-river
dams and reservoirs to protect, mitigate and enhance resident fish and wildlife populations, including
integrated rule curves a Hungry Horse and Libby dams, minimum reservoir levels and water
retention times at Grand Coulee Dam, and minimum winter reservoir levels a Lake Pend Orellle.
These reservoir operating criteria and constraints are also to be incorporated into firm planning and
implemented in every year, and are dso to be consdered hard congtraints on system operations.
Mesting these reservoir criteriaand condraints isjust asimportant as implementing the specified
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water volumes and other flow measures for juvenile ssimon migration; they are to be consdered to
be of equa priority in the operation of the system.

The obvious question iswhét is to happen if these measures of equd priority conflict in any
particular year -- if systlem planning indicates that it may not be possble in that year to implement
the sdmon migration flow measures (e.g., ddiver the specified water volumes) without violaing one
or more of the reservoir congtraints, or vice versa. Firgt, the Council’ sriver and reservoir anadyses
in this rulemaking and in the lagt indicate that conflicts should not occur as often as commentors
seem to believe that in most years the system should be able to achieve the water volumes and other
flow measures and meet the reservoir congraints.

Second, in years when potentid conflicts are identified, the fish managers and river and
reservoir operators are not to presume that one measure or set of measures has automatic priority
over the other; thisisthe meaning of the Council’s decision to cdl the water and other flow
measures and the reservoir condraints of equa priority. The fish managers throughout the system
and the river operators are to consult and work together (through the Fish Operations Executive
Committee and through the work of the Fish Passage Center, which isintended to be responsive to
the views of dl the fish managers, see Sections 5.1A and 5.1B) to optimize system operaionsto
mest the specified flow mesasures and reservoir congtraints to the fullest extent possible. If itisdill
not possible to meet in full the flow measures and the reservoir congtraints, the river operators and
fish managers are to use the digpute resol ution mechanisms of FOEC and recommend to the
Council for decision the best mix of operations at that particular time to best meet the needs of
anadromous and resdent fish, within the framework of the water volumes and other flow messures
and the reservoir limitations established in this program. See Sections 5.1A (FOEC) and 5.1B
(Fish Passage Center) and the findings for those sections above.

Third, the Council cdls for the region to continue to make changesin the hydrodectric
system o that the specified flow measures and the reservoir congtraints are more achievable in
every year, to minimize the need for, or the impacts of, tradeoffs. Also, the Council is committed to
monitoring the effects of the current and additiond surviva improvements, and to documenting their
biological and cost effectiveness.

The discussion above concerns the relationship between the program’ s water volume and
other flow measures and the reservoir congraints. The role of the program’s operationd flow
objectives for juvenile sdmon flow migration is somewheat different. The water volume and other
flow measures (e.g., flood control shifts, currently achievable changes in the operating levels of the
lower river reservairs, etc.) are to beimplemented as part of the effort to meet these flow
objectives, and it is the flow “measures’ that are to be considered of equa priority to the upper river
reservoir congraints, not the flow objectives themsalves. Thisis because the Council’ s strategy for
