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1. OVERVIEW OF THE 2003/2003-07 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

1.1  Background

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) issued
Biological Opinions (BiOps) in December 2000 for the operation and maintenance of the Federal
Columbia River Power System (FCRPS). This complex of dams and reservoirs is operated by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), and the Bonneville
Power Administration (BPA), referred to collectively as the Action Agencies.

The BiOps guide implementation of measures by the Action Agencies to protect and further the recovery
of ESA-listed Columbia River Basin salmon, steelhead, bull trout, and Kootenai River white sturgeon
(See Table 1.1). They provide a flexible framework of performance standards for the FCRPS and other
conservation measures over the 10-year period from 2000 to 2010.

Implementation plans are called for under the BiOps
and provide the conceptual foundation and the
management framework for coordinating actions to
further recovery. These plans are intended to
inform, and be informed by, other on-going state,

Table 1.1 Fish identified as Evolutionary
Significant Units (ESUs) that are
threatened or endangered throughout the
Columbia River Basin.

Anadromous Fish Populations (12) tribal and regional planr}ing efforts', such as the
. . ) Northwest Power Planning Council’s (Council’s)
Chinook Snake River spr1ng/§ummer and Fish and Wildlife Program
salmon fall; Upper Columbia River )
spring; Upper Willamette River, The Action Agencies first implementation plan, the
Lower Columbia River Endangered Species Act Implementation Plan
Steelhead Snake River, Columbia River (2002-2006) for the Federal Columbia River Power
(Upper, Mid-, and Lower), System (2002-2006 5-Year Plan), was published as a
Upper Willamette River draft in July 2001 and circulated for review. The
Chum Columbia River Action Agencies discussed the draft 2002-2006
salmon 5-Year Plan with states, tribes, and Columbia Basin
Sockeye Snake River stakeholders throughout the region. Although the
salmon 2002-2006 5-Year Plan was not finalized, the Action
Freshwater Fish Populations (2) Agencies incorporated or responded to comments
Bulll trout, Kootenai River white sturgeon received in subsequent implementation plans.
The 2002-2006 5-Year Plan was quickly followed

by the release our first annual implementation plan
in November 2001. The Endangered Species Act 2002 Annual Implementation Plan for the Federal
Columbia River Power System (2002 1-Year Plan) provided details about the Action Agencies’ measures
planned for implementation in FY 2002, and summarized expected modifications from the BiOps.

The NMFS BiOp also calls for annual progress reports as well as comprehensive “check-ins” in 2003,
2005, and 2008. (See box on next page.) In May 2002, the Action Agencies issued their Endangered
Species Act 2001 Progress Report for the Federal Columbia River Power System (2001 Progress Report).
The 2001 Progress Report documented the Columbia River Basin fish recovery measures implemented by
the three Action Agencies in fiscal year 2001. The Action Agencies’ overall conclusion was that
implementation of the BiOps was on track and expected to meet BiOp benchmarks set for the first interim
“check-in” in 2003.

Page 1 of 124

Overview



Final 2003/2003-2007 Implementation Plan

In July 2002, NMEFS issued a Findings Letter to the Action
Agencies regarding the adequacy of their 2001
implementation efforts and 2002 1-Year Plan. NMFS
found that the Action Agencies had made sufficient
progress implementing hydrosystem improvements and
offsite mitigation measures in 2001 and through the 2002
1-Year Plan. NMFS also found that other federal agencies
began implementing complementary activities anticipated
by the Final Basinwide Salmon Recovery Strategy (All-H
Strategy) and that states and tribes had taken measures to
help recover stocks in a manner consistent with NMFS’
expectations when the BiOp was issued in December
2000. The Findings Letter also emphasized areas where
future efforts should be focused and identified issues
needing resolution.

Also, beginning in July 2002, BPA’s initiated its financial

NM FS BiOps set “check-ins” for
2003, 2005 and 2008

NMEFS has specified mid-point
evaluations, or “check-ins” for 2003, 2005,
and 2008. The 2003 evaluation will
primarily look at progress made towards
obtaining funding, initiating studies,
developing performance standards and
other programmatic issues. The later
check-ins will shift toward assessments of
biological results of program
implementation, including population
growth rates, abundance, and other
biological factors. More information about
the mid-point check-ins is included in
Section 5.0.

choices process. While not specifically related to BiOp implementation planning, the financial choices

process has provoked comments and concerns from many in the region who participate or are interested
in BiOp implementation planning. BPA is approaching the financial choices process with a commitment
to achieve performance standards and meet the requirements for the 3-, 5-, and 8-year check-ins. If this
process results in major changes to the Action Agencies’ ability to fund measures identified in this Plan,
then the Action Agencies will amend this Plan in coordination with states, tribes, and others.

Building on the lessons from our first year of BiOp planning and implementation, the Action Agencies
are issuing this year’s 1- and 5-year implementation plans as a single combined document. This
2003/2003-2007 Implementation Plan (Plan) is particularly important due to the first comprehensive
check-in scheduled for 2003. The Action Agencies have made special efforts to ensure that this Plan
includes sufficient work so they will be prepared for the first comprehensive evaluation.

1.2  Implementation Plan Framework

This Plan presents a disciplined, structured approach designed to ensure clear direction, effective use of
Action Agency resources, accountability for results, and adaptive management over time as
implementation of actions and studies yields new information about results and resolution of current
uncertainties. The Plan focuses on meeting the biological requirements of listed fish, guided by the
structure illustrated in Figure 1.1 and described in this section.

Goals

The Plan’s goals are essentially a summary of what the Action Agencies want to accomplish, working in
combination with other recovery efforts in the Columbia Basin. The goals are based in large part on
various legal obligations, the goals described in various regional plans, and the performance standards
and/or recovery goals envisioned by the NMFS and USFWS BiOps.

Strategies

Strategies explain how the Action Agencies propose to achieve performance standards. As noted above,
the overall strategy relies on a life cycle, or the All-H Approach. The Plan also describes strategies for
each H category—Hydrosystem Improvements, Habitat Protection and Enhancement, Hatchery
and Harvest Reforms—as well as strategies for Resident Fish and Resear ch, Monitoring and
Evaluation (RM& E). Over time, specific strategies for each ESU will be incorporated into the
implementation plans. Strategies may also be adjusted as new data are developed.
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Priorities

Within strategies, priorities and outcomes are identified for the next 5-year period. There are more than
200 actions called for in the NMFS and USFWS BiOps. Some are specifically targeted for
implementation within the next 5 years because they are:

» expected to result in near-term survival benefits for listed stocks;
» preparations for implementation of additional survival improvement measures; or

* planning, research, and monitoring actions important for implementation, evaluation of progress, and
monitoring the status of target populations.

From a practical standpoint, it is not possible to fully implement all of the actions identified in the BiOps
in the next 5 years. Many of these actions have an implementation timeline of 10 or more years and action
implementation needs to be responsive to the application of adaptive management decisions as new
information becomes available. Consequently, those actions are not fully definable within the 5-year
implementation plan timeframe.

Perfor mance Standards
Performance Standards for salmon and steelhead are linked to the Plan’s goals. They provide measures of
success at several levels.

Assessments of population targets derived from the NMFS BiOp help define the Population L evel

(Tier 1) Performance Standar ds, which are the responsibility of many parties in the region, not merely
the FCRPS and Action Agencies. The NMFS BiOp also helps to define the Life-Stage Specific (Tier 2)
Performance Standar ds necessary to achieve the population level standards, dividing them into
hydrosystem survival standards and a composite of other survival needs. H-specific or Physical (Tier 3)
Performance Standar ds will describe improvements in biological and environmental conditions.

And finally, Programmatic (Tier 4) Performance Standards will be tracked to see if the goals in the
5-Year Action Tables are met. Performance standards will be adjusted over time.

1.3 Structur e of the 2003/2003-07 Plan

This Plan is different from last year’s implementation plans in that the 5- and 1-year plans have been
combined into a single document. This allows a better understanding of the interrelationship of the two
plans; particularly, how the 5-year plan provides a broader context for the 1-year plan. Construction
projects and research studies which span several years, for example, may only be discussed piecemeal in
the 1-year plan, whereas the 5-year plan shows how the year-to-year pieces fit together to produce a
cohesive, future outcome (e.g., dam improvement or finalized study).

Here is an overview of sections included in this document:

Section 1.0 — Overview

Describes the context for the Action Agencies’ 5- and 1-year implementation plans, the structure of this
year’s document, responses to stakeholders’ comments, and how stakeholders can be involved in
subsequent implementation plans.

Section 2.0 — Goals
Section 3.0 — Perfor mance Standards

Section 4.0 — Strategiesto Achieve Performance Standar ds
These sections describe more fully the Action Agencies’ objectives, measuring tools, and strategies for
fish recovery efforts over the next 10 years.
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Section 5.0 — Priorities, Work Plans and Outcomes (2003-07)

Details the 5- and 1-year objectives for fish recovery actions in the FCRPS. The 5-year portion serves as
a “big picture” blueprint that organizes collective efforts by the three Action Agencies to achieve certain
outcomes by 2007. The 1-year portion provides a more detailed description of implementation measures
planned for the upcoming fiscal year (October 2002 to September 2003). Included are work plans
describing the specific tasks that need to be accomplished to achieve the identified outcomes.

Section 6.0 — Coordination Forums
Describes the regional forums and other entities with which the Action Agencies coordinate fish recovery

measures.

Section 7.0 — Adaptive Management and Updatesto the NMFS BiOp RPA Actions
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Clarifies modifications to BiOp requirements recommended, based on experience gained through the
process of implementing fish recovery measures in 2001 and 2002.

Action Tables

Provides lists of specific projects the Action Agencies propose to implement from 2003 to 2007, based on
the strategies and priorities for Hydrosystem, Habitat, Hatcheries, and Harvest, respectively. All
“reasonable and prudent alternative” (RPA) actions and Conservation Measures from the NMFS and
USFWS BiOps are addressed. Related BiOp actions are cross-referenced by number. New and ongoing
actions planned for implementation by the Action Agencies are also included.

As expected, the implementation plans are dynamic and will continually evolve as information and
experience advance. Each year, new implementation plans and a progress report will be issued and will
inform NMFS’ annual Findings Letter. Each year, the plans will be further refined as progress and results
are reported. Future updates to the plans will reflect new information, including recommendations from
the fish recovery planning processes.

14 Comments

1.4.1 Responsesto commentsreceived on implementation plans

When the Action Agencies released the draft 2002-2006 5-Year Plan in July 2001, they asked for input
from states, tribes, and others. Informal and formal comments were received through the NMFS Regional
Forum, Regional Executive meetings, staff discussions, written letters, and other opportunities. Many of
those comments were reflected in the 2002 1-Year Plan or are reflected in this Plan.

In this section, we summarize and respond to key comments received on last year’s plans and the draft
2003/2003-2007 Plan. In the draft 2003/2003-2007 Plan we summarized and generally responded to state
and tribal comments. We also summarized comments received under the appropriate “H” category
(hydro, habitat, hatchery, or harvest).

In this final Plan, we have again summarized and generally responded to the key comments received.
This summary includes comments received last year as well as any additional comments received on the
draft 2003/2003-2007 Plan.

This Plan does not address the numerous comments expressed that differed from the recommendations
provided by NMFS and USFWS in their BiOps. The Action Agencies have forwarded meeting
summaries and comment letters to both of those regulatory agencies for their consideration.

Funding, Budgeting and Accountability

Given the uncertainty of the appropriations process, how will the Action Agencies guar antee
funding for BiOp implementation and how will funding gaps be addressed. How BPA’sFinancial
Choices process might impact implementation of thisPlan. The Action Agencies are aware that many
in the region want to know the various agency funding levels for BiOp implementation. The projects and
measures presented in our implementation plans reflect currently available budgets and appropriations
levels. Although the Action Agencies are using all appropriate means to obtain funding for BiOp
implementation, it is possible that funding could fall short of full implementation in a given year. The
Corps and Reclamation activities are funded through the Congressional appropriations process. Regional
support of fish recovery efforts has been very helpful in bringing Congressional attention to Northwest
fish needs. BPA is currently going through a Financial Choices exercise with the region to determine

Page 5 of 124
Overview



Final 2003/2003-2007 Implementation Plan

how to address its current financial situation. The Action Agencies and the region will continue to
examine least cost alternatives for fish restoration actions, and to leverage Federal and ratepayer dollars to
best achieve success. If funding falls short, the Action Agencies will work with NMFS and the region to
prioritize actions to achieve maximum benefit from available funds. Also, the Action Agencies will
amend this Plan if measures identified for implementation are not adequately funded.

Need mor e clarification and under standing of how the Council’'s Fish and Wildlife Program
integrateswith the implementation plans. The Action Agencies will rely primarily on using the
Council Provincial Review and subbasin planning processes to integrate the Fish and Wildlife Program
with BiOp implementation needs. This relationship is further described and clarified in Sections 4.0 and
5.2.

How isRM&E being funded? The RM&E program called for in the NMFS BiOp and the All-H
Strategy is comprehensive and requires close regional coordination. The Action Agencies and NMFS are
working together to identify appropriate funding levels and coordination relative to the RM&E work and
the responsibilities of other regional, state, and federal entities.

Thereisa perception that projectswon’t get funded unlessthey are focused exclusively on listed
species. The Action Agencies should clarify their position. Clarify how the Action Agencies will
balance ESA with Northwest Power Act responsibilities. BPA and the Council are working with
regional stakeholders to clarify BPA’s intent to ensure the avoidance of jeopardy and progress towards
recovery of listed populations while satisfying the broader requirements of the Northwest Power Act.
While the Action agencies are not specifically targeting unlisted species, many of the actions will benefit
those species as well. We recognize the Council’s Fish and Wildlife program, Provincial Review process,
and Subbasin Planning as a good basis for regional planning to link actions for restoring listed species
with those that will continue to provide protection for other fish and wildlife populations.

What are other agencies spending on fish recovery actions? The Federal Caucus agencies publicly
released the “cross-cut budget” shown in Figure 1.2. The cross-cut budget shows the actual and planned
funding for fish recovery efforts in FY 2001 through 2003 for Federal Caucus agencies. The Federal
Caucus plans to release an updated cross-cut budget after the FY 2004 President’s Budget is available.
Although the BiOp, the All-H Strategy, and this Plan recognize that other state, tribal, and local entities
must do their share to achieve recovery, this Plan does not include information regarding others budgets
for fish recovery.
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Figure 1 Federal Caucus Cross-cut Budget

Columbia River Federal Basinwide Salmon Funding
(millions of dollars)

FY 2002 FY 2003
FY 2001 |President's| FY 2002 |President's
Department/Agency Enacted Budget Enacted Budget
Annual Appropriated Congressional Funding:

Department of the Army

Army Corps of Engineers 102.7 106.7 108.75 128.2
Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5

Bureau of Reclamation 5.6 11.0 11.0 15.0

United States Fish and Wildlife Service 2.5 6.0 10.0 9.7

Bureau of Indian Affairs 0.0 0.4 0.4 0.4

United States Geological Survey 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
Department of the Interior Total 10.0 19.3 23.3 27.0
Department of Commerce

National Marine Fisheries Service 25.5 24.6 24.6 36.6
Department of Agriculture

United States Forest Service 15.4 13.0 13.0 13.0
Environmental Protection Agency 14.5 14.6 14.6 14.6
Total Discretionary Appropriations 168.1 178.2 184.2 219.4

Other Funding Authority:

Department of Energy

Bonneville Power Administration Direct Fish Costs 184.0 253.3 253.3 286.7
Total Columbia Basin (Appropriated and Other) 352.1 431.5 437.5 506.1

Priorities
How will the Action Agencies balance ESA with Northwest Power Act responsibilities? BPA and the
Council are working with regional stakeholders to clarify BPA’s intent to ensure the avoidance of

jeopardy and the attainment of progress towards recovery of listed populations while satisfying the
broader requirements of the Northwest Power Act.

Implementation plan needsto better identify and acknowledge resident fish priorities. We concur,
and have identified the 5-year priorities for ESA-listed resident fish in Section 5.5 of this Plan. For
Kootenai River white sturgeon, the priority is to improve the population’s ability to produce juveniles and
to help ensure that those progeny grow to maturity. Monitoring of bull trout use of FCRPS areas where
appropriate will also be emphasized for the next few years. Eventually, there will be considerable
evaluation of these monitoring results and potentially — where warranted — an increasing emphasis on
protection. Additional resident fish implementation priorities may be identified through recovery
planning processes, subbasin planning, and other technical forums which allow further opportunity for
involvement by states, tribes, and others.

How will feder al/state/tribal priorities be balanced, especially between upstream and downstream
water uses? Hydrosystem operation priorities are provided in the BiOps and are reflected in the Action
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Agencies’ implementation plans and the annual Water Management Plan. These priorities reflect an
initial balance between competing water uses. Further refinement to this balance occurs during in-season
operation. This occurs through the NMFS Regional Forum’s in-season management process (Technical
Management Team and Implementation Team {TMT and IT}). The Council’s subbasin planning process
will also promote local coordination and identification of priorities. Although the subbasin plans will
display some unique elements, they will also address common elements which will enable the
identification of priorities across subbasins, within an ESU, or across the Columbia Basin.

Thereislittleor no priority setting among the Hs. A mechanism is needed to prioritize among
actionsto ensurethat the most critical actions are being funded and implemented in as efficient
manner aspossible. The Action Agencies agree that cross-H prioritization would be extremely
beneficial to informed decisions about salmon recovery actions. Although a mechanism does not
currently exist, as the program and science evolves and information becomes available about the
performance benefits of specific actions, we expect to use relevant information to help us prioritize
accordingly. We also expect that subbasin planning will eventually provide a mechanism to prioritize the
offsite mitigation actions.

Independent Review

An abjective body needsto evaluate r esear ch programs and to decide what information isreally
needed. An independent auditor should evaluate BiOp planning and implementation. The Action
Agencies agree that an independent review would be helpful and plan to request review of this Plan by the
Independent Scientific Review Panel. We expect to be able to incorporate any findings in the next cycle
of implementation planning.

Goals

Achieving the Perfor mance Standar ds should be the primary goal of BiOp implementation
activities. The Action Agencies agree and have geared the FCRPS BiOp implementation activities
towards achieving available performance standards. However, the BiOp implementation activities
represent the Action Agency share of Columbia River fish recovery efforts and would not in themselves
achieve full recovery. The Action Agencies adopted the goals of the All-H Strategy so that the FCRPS
fish recovery efforts would be consistent with the recovery efforts of others.

Goal 4, Balancing Other Needs, is misplaced and contravenesthe express policy of ESA. The Action
Agencies do not agree with this statement and continue to work to balance the needs of the many
resources they manage. However, the Action Agencies acknowledge that ESA and BiOp implementation
is a high priority need.

Perfor mance Standar ds/Allocation of Responsibility/All-H Approach

How will the Action Agencies define and use performance standards, properly functioning
conditions, and metricsfor measuring success? The Action Agencies should propose a weighting
scheme. The Action Agencies plan to continue to work with the NMFS Technical Recovery Teams
(TRTs), the NMFS Regional Forum, the Federal Caucus, states, and tribes and focus on these issues
through the RM&E Work Group described in Section 5 of this Plan.

The hydrosystem performance standards should be clearly identified astheresponsibility of the
Action Agencies and theimplementation plan should outlinethe processfor adjustment of
performance standards. The Action Agencies accept responsibility for mitigating for fish survival
impacts that are caused by the operations and maintenance of the FCRPS. Our Hydrosystem strategies
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are focused on improving adult and juvenile fish survival as they use waters affected by the FCRPS.
Hydrosystem performance standards are well defined, but work remains to be done to identify appropriate
performance standards and measures for offsite recovery measures. The RM&E Work Group described
in Section 5.6 will develop the processes for identifying and adjusting performance standards.

The use of performance standards should not be a substitute for on-the-ground measures. The
Action Agencies are not using performance standards in place of on-the-ground measures. Instead, we
use performance standards as the primary indicator of the biological and physical changes that result from
implemented on-the-ground measures. As we gain experience and knowledge about the effects of our
many offsite activities, performance standards and measures will allow us to focus our efforts on on-the-
ground activities with the greatest benefits to ESA-listed species.

Consistency with State Laws

Implementation should be consistent with state laws and policies. We agree that, to the extent
possible, BiOp implementation should be consistent with state laws and policies. The Council’s subbasin
planning processes will provide the opportunity for state and local agencies and interest groups to ensure
that the Action Agencies BiOp implementation is consistent with state laws and policies. Furthermore,
any project- or site-specific environmental review processes include analyses of existing laws and policies
and provide another opportunity to resolve inconsistencies between state laws and BiOp implementation.

BiOp Issues—Findings L etter — Progress Report

The Action Agenciesare not on track with BiOp implementation. The Action Agencies do not agree
with this comment and refer the commenters to NMFS’ July 2002 Findings Letter that states:

“NMFS finds that the 2002 IP, when viewed in the context of the 2001 Progress Report, the draft 2002-
2006 IP, and reports of other Federal Agencies regarding implementation of the Basinwide Salmon
Recovery Strategy, is generally consistent with the Opinion and adequate to implement the RPA during
2002. The 2002 IP is likely to meet the schedule and scope anticipated by the 2003 mid-point evaluation
for the great majority of RPA Actions.”

Tribal fishing rights

How will the goal to “assuretribal treaty fishing rights’ be measured? The Action Agenciesdon’t
have the authority to assuretribal fishing rights and recommend that the goal be changed to
“assure sustainable long-term harvest opportunities” The BiOp doesnot meet treaty obligations
and isa stumbling block to tribal participation. The Action Agencies have not proposed
measurements for their stated goals. However, our ability to achieve identified performance standards
will be the ultimate measure of our success. Consistent with the All-H Strategy, the Action Agencies
recognize their responsibility to help restore salmon and steelhead populations over time to a level that
provides a sustainable harvest sufficient to allow for the meaningful exercise of tribal fishing rights and,
where possible, provide non-tribal fishing opportunities.

Cultural Resources

Subbasin restoration must include cultural, socio-economic, and tribal trust considerations by the
federal agencies. We agree and fully anticipate tribal involvement in subbasin planning as provided for
in the master contract between BPA and the Council. Tribal involvement in subbasin planning is critical
for identifying cultural, socio-economic, and tribal trust concerns.
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Effortsto recover ESA-listed species should not adver sely affect other resour ces, such asnon-listed
populationsand cultural resources. The need to balance fish, wildlife, and human needs is the reason
we have adopted the Federal Caucus’ All-H Strategy. Through environmental reviews that will be
conducted on specific implementation projects, full disclosure and consideration of impacts to sensitive
resources, including non-listed fish and cultural resources, will occur. The Action Agencies will use
environmental review processes, including cultural resource consultations, to make informed decisions
and to achieve an appropriate balance.

The Action Agencies should enter into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to formalize the
processfor considering impactsto cultural resourcesduring BiOp implementation. The Action
Agencies should also designate a lead agency for cultural resour ces consultation. There are already
reservoir-specific agreements in place with tribes for considering and resolving issues related to impacts
of reservoir operations, regardless of the whether or not the affecting operation was related to BiOp
actions. The Action Agencies will continue to work through the relationships established under those
MOAs to improve actions intended to reduce impacts to cultural resources.

Regional Planning

Participation in regional forumssuch asthe RM& E Technical Oversight and Data Support System
committees should be opened to others. The Action Agencies recognize the importance of regional
coordination, especially when implementing an All-H approach to further the recovery of ESA-listed fish.
We will continue to use the NMFS Regional Forum and Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program and related
processes as our primary coordination forums. Additionally, NMFS and the Action Agencies are
cooperatively developing an FCRPS RM&E plan with the intent that it will complement and integrate
with other regional activities to the greatest extent practicable. Work groups, including a Regional
Coordination work group, have been formed to develop and coordinate the components of a
comprehensive RM&E plan. The Regional Coordination work group will invite participation from the
Council, NMFS, USFWS, states, tribes, and others to encourage increased participation.

The Action Agencies should movethe TRT'stimeframe for development of Tier 1 performance
standardsfrom 5 yearsto 3 years. Recovery standards need to be developed by the 2003 check-in
and theimplementation plan should include an evaluation of whether those recovery standards can
be met, given the current plans. The 2003 check-in evaluation is programmatic in nature and will not
need established recovery standards to be completed. The Action Agencies will consider developed
recovery standards as appropriate in future implementation plans.

Coordination and Consultation

The Action Agencies should include othersin implementation planning and related decision-
making processes. We agree and propose to work with the states and tribes to develop a management
framework providing for early participation in the offsite mitigation component of the implementation
plans. We believe the annual Progress Reports can provide a good starting point for state and tribal
involvement. We propose to review the Progress Reports for the previous year with states and tribes to
scope key implementation issues and priorities for development of future implementation plans. This
review would occur at a time determined in conjunction with the states and tribes, and take into account
the schedule for plan development each year. Section 1.4.2 now includes this proposal.

Need more clarity about Action Agency responsibilitiesto implement actions, measures, etc., so the
states and tribes can figure out how to work with them. We agree that more clarity is helpful and
have tried to do so in this Plan by identifying specific 5-year strategic outcomes, specific 1- and 5-year
work plans to lead us towards achieving those outcomes, and detailed project tables. The Federal Caucus
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is also attempting a similar effort. As we continue to coordinate through existing regional forums, we
believe that the states, tribes, and others will be able to determine how to get involved in BiOp
implementation.

Thetribesrequest gover nment-to-gover nment consultation for implementation planning and on
subsequent agency actions. We recognize the importance of meeting with tribes and value their input.
To that end, we plan to conduct a series of annual workshops with up-river and down-river tribes. We
also anticipate holding yearly face-to-face meetings with regional and tribal executives to discuss our
ESA implementation planning. In addition, we will honor tribal requests for individual consultations as
resources and schedules allow. As mutually agreed, consultations may occur for individual
implementation actions as they progress through the planning process, including environmental review.

Thetribesask that plans be developed with statesand tribesin a comprehensive, cooper ative forum
that recognizesthe tribes as co-managers of the basin’sresources. “Review and comment” isnot
adequate. We understand the tribes’ desire to be involved to the fullest extent possible. As noted above,
we propose to work with the states and tribes to develop a management framework providing for early
participation in the offsite mitigation component of the implementation plans. We believe the annual
Progress Reports can provide a good starting point for state and tribal involvement. We propose to
review the Progress Reports for the previous year with states and tribes to scope key implementation
issues and priorities for development of the next 1- and 5-year Plans. This review would occur at a time
determined in conjunction with the states and tribes, and take into account the schedule for plan
development each year.

Thetribes must be consulted about projectsthat take place on their land (whether reservation,
ceded lands, or traditional use areas) or that may impact their rightsand resources. We intend to
consult with tribes when our actions have the potential to impact their rights and resources. Our site-
specific environmental review process for ESA implementation projects will identify potential impacts to
tribal resources and appropriate mitigation. Consultation will be in accordance with federal laws,
policies, and guidance for tribal consultations.

Thetribes often do not have sufficient resour cesto meaningfully participatein the proliferation of
processes. We understand the demand on resources and are committed to using existing and useful
regional processes to engage others in BiOp implementation planning. We will continue to use the
NMEFS Regional Forum and Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program as our primary forums for BiOp
implementation discussions. Because we are focusing our efforts primarily through those two forums, the
Action Agencies believe it should reduce the amount of resources required of others to stay involved. As
noted earlier, the Action Agencies also propose to provide for earlier and more meaningful participation
in BiOp implementation planning.

There needsto be a better partnership between the agencies and tribes on thisPlan. They proposed
that the Action Agency policy-leve representatives should meet with tribal representatives at least
threetimesayear, and moreif conditionswarrant, in late winter, mid summer, and fall to review
implementation of the Plan. This suggestion has been referred to the Federal Caucus for consideration.

The Action Agencies have not addressed concer ns about lack of collaboration and affirmation of
shared decision making. The Action Agencies recognize the need to provide more meaningful
opportunities for implementation planning input. To that end and as described earlier, we propose to
provide meaninfult opportunities for participation prior to development of our future implementation
plans. Although some shared decision making may occur, the Action Agencies may need to make some
unilateral decisions. However, we agree to provide opportunities for input in our decisions through
existing regional processes.
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1.4.2 Involvement in the implementation planning processes

Many commenters said that they want earlier and more meaningful participation in BiOp implementation
planning. To the extent possible, the Action Agencies are using existing forums to include others in BiOp
implementation planning. The NMFS Regional Forum provides the primary regional coordination
vehicle for hydrosystem implementation. The Council’s subbasin planning processes will also serve as
the preferred forum for regional coordination of offsite mitigation implementation. The Action Agencies
will work with the states, tribes, and others within these forums to provide for early participation in
preparing future implementation plans. The Action Agencies propose to use current plans and annual
progress reports as a starting point for collaboratively identifying key implementation issues and priorities
with states, tribes, and others for development of the next implementation plans.

Comments on this or future plans can be e-mailed to: federalcaucus@bpa.gov.

Our mailing address is: Action Agencies Implementation Plan, c/o BPA-KEWS, P.O. Box 3621,
Portland, OR 97208
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20 GOALS

The strategies and priorities in Sections 4.0 and 5.0 are designed to achieve Action Agency goals, as
measured through the performance standards described in Section 3.0. The following long-term goals are
derived from the All-H Strategy. The Action Agencies expect to achieve these goals by accomplishing the
outcomes and priorities identified in this Plan and measuring progress through RM&E and performance
standards.

Goal 1

Avoid jeopardy and assist in meeting recovery standards for Columbia Basin salmon, steelhead, bull
trout, sturgeon, and other ESA-listed aquatic species that are affected by the FCRPS.

» Halt declining population trends within 5 to 10 years.

» Establish increasing trends in naturally sustained fish populations in each subregion accessible to the
fish and for each ESA-listed population within a timeframe determined through recovery planning.

* Maintain and expand the current distribution of fish.

» Conserve genetic diversity and allow natural patterns of genetic exchange to persist.

Goal 2
Conserve critical habitats upon which salmon, steelhead, bull trout, sturgeon, and other listed aquatic
species depend, including watershed health.

* Avoid adverse modification of critical habitat for ESA-listed fish, including salmon, steelhead, bull
trout, and sturgeon.

* Prevent further degradation of tributary, mainstem, and estuary habitat conditions and water quality.

* Protect existing high-quality habitats.

* Protect and enhance habitats on a priority basis.

* In the long-term, attain state and tribal water quality standards in critical habitats in the Columbia
River and Snake River basins.

Goal 3

Assure tribal fishing rights and provide non-tribal fishing opportunities.

* Rebuild salmon and steelhead populations over time to a level that provides a sustainable harvest
sufficient to provide for the meaningful exercise of tribal fishing rights, and where possible, provide
non-tribal fishing opportunities.

Goal 4

Balance other needs.

* Ensure that salmon, steelhead, sturgeon, and bull trout conservation and RPA measures are integrated
with the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program and balanced with the needs of other native fish and
wildlife species.

* Ensure that salmon, steelhead, sturgeon, and bull trout conservation and RPA measures are balanced
with human needs, including FCRPS project purposes.

* In implementing recovery measures, seek to preserve resources important to maintaining the
traditional culture of basin tribes.
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3.0 PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

Performance standards are central to this Plan. For the long term, performance standards establish the
level of improvement needed for survival and recovery in each stage of the salmon and steelhead life
cycle. For the short term, performance standards provide clear but flexible objectives for evaluating the
success of actions under the BiOps.

At present, the performance standards apply only to salmon and steelhead. In the future, performance
standards will be developed for bull trout and white sturgeon as recovery planning for these species
progresses. What follows is a summary of the proposed performance standards.

The performance standards proposed in this Plan are still evolving. For salmon and steelhead, the draft
framework developed by the Action Agencies and federal fisheries agencies, and the standards presented
in the NMFS BiOp provide the basis for the Action Agencies’ performance standards. Current
performance standards will no doubt be adjusted and revised as implementation progresses and new
information emerges from RM&E. The Action Agencies welcome parties in the region to help build on
these performance standards.

A RM&E program is being used to measure progress toward or compliance with these performance
standards. The structure of the RM&E program detailed in Section 5.6 links directly with the
performance standard framework identified in this section.

Terminology
The term performance standard is often used in this section to include performance measure as well. Here
is a clarification of the distinction between the terms.

A Performance Standard is a specified goal or target deemed necessary to improve ecosystem function,
improve salmon survival, and ultimately result in recovery for listed fish. A performance standard can be
expressed in terms of an absolute quantitative target, a change in condition from some baseline, or simply
verifying the proper implementation of a particular management action.

A Performance Measur e is the biological or physical condition or response that is monitored through
time. Either an actual measurement or an estimate, a performance measure is the response that is tracked
over the course of the RM&E program. It is the pulse that is monitored to assess progress toward or
compliance with specified standards. A performance standard should have a performance measure
associated with it.

3.1 Classesor Tiersof Performance Standar ds/M easur es

Performance standards and associated performance measures can be organized as a hierarchy as shown in
Table 3.1, configured to reflect a chain of physical/environmental and biological responses to
management actions. Management actions are implemented (Tier 4) to cause changes in physical
conditions and/or biological responses (Tier 3), which in turn affect life-stage specific survival (Tier 2)
that collectively are reflected as a population response (Tier 1). This Plan anticipates that performance
standards can be identified over time at each tier to document progress toward recovery.
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Table 3.1 Relationship (chain of effects) between management actions and the different response
levels (Tiers 1 through 4) with examples of performance measures.

Response L evels Perfor mance M easur e Examples

Tier 4 Management Actions e Build surface bypasses
*  Fence riparian zones.
* Remove barriers

! *  Complete subbasin plans
Tier 3 Performance Measures »  Enumeration of healthy habitat units secured.
(Physical/Environ. Conditions) ¢ Improved measurement of temperature, stream flows,
total dissolved gas (TDGQG).
| * Improvement in riverine-riparian habitat condition.

Tier 3 Performance Measures (Biological) «  Egg-fry survival
e Dam survival
l * Distribution/habitat use

Tier 2 Performance Measures (Life-Stage
Survival) * Egg-to-smolt survival

e Migrant survival

!

Tier 1 Performance Measures (Population ¢  Population growth rate
Responses) ¢ Abundance estimates

3.2 Tier 1 Population Level Performance Standards

Population-based performance standards (Tier 1) are intended to provide long-term measures of success
at the level of populations. The NMFS BiOp focuses on population growth rate (lambda) and spawner
abundance estimates as the most useful indicators of population health at this time. Technical Recovery
Teams (TRT), established as part of NMFS recovery planning, will be investigating additional parameters
as part of their charge.

These population responses are the highest and broadest scale for performance standards. They do not
readily reflect effects incurred during any particular life stage, or effects of any single management action
or suite of H-specific actions. They do reflect the combined effects of all region-wide human actions and
natural processes in both the freshwater and marine environments. As a consequence, inadequate
progress toward meeting population-level performance standards may require reassessment of the
conservation and RPA measures identified in the NMFS BiOps.

Population Growth Rate as a Performance Standar d

The NMFS BiOp currently focuses on population growth rate (lambda) as the primary Tier 1 performance
standard and defers to the recovery planning process and TRTs to further develop population-level
performance standards and measures over the next 3 years. The NMFS BiOp also anticipates updates to
the current methods of assessing population growth rates through an ongoing scientific review forum.
NMEFS will report on this review by March 1, 2005, prior to the first population level check-in
assessment. Additional details regarding the methods of testing compliance with population-level
performance standards also need to be developed beyond the description provided in the NMFS BiOp. In
the interim period, the lambda-based tests proposed by NMFS in the BiOp will be used as provisional
performance standards.
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Population Abundance as a Perfor mance Standard

In addition to lambda, adult abundance constitutes another type of Tier 1 performance standards. As an
interim abundance-based performance standard, the Action Agencies propose adopting a test described in
the NMFS BiOp for evaluation at the end of 5 and 8 years. According to the test, each ESU and
population may not have more than 2 consecutive years of adult returns below the 5-year geometric mean
at the date of the BiOp.

3.3

Tier 2 Life-Stage Perfor mance Standards

Tier 2 performance standards are life-stage-specific survival rates. The values for life-stage survivals
proposed by the Action Agencies as interim performance standards are derived from the NMFS BiOp.
The BiOp presents survival needs based on H-related categories: one set of absolute survival
performance standards linked to hydrosystem actions (Table 3.2), and another set of relative
performance standards that reflect additional survival are required from actions across all the
remaining Hs (Table 3.3).

For the hydrosystem , the NMFS BiOp identifies FCRPS survival performance standards separately
for juvenile and adult migration life stages. It is expected to take approximately 10 years to fully
achieve these performance standards.

The NMFS BiOp also specifies a range of survival improvements needed in all other stages of the life
cycle; improvements that would be addressed through a combination of actions by others and by
“offsite mitigation” performed by the Action Agencies. However, these values have practical
limitations for their use as Tier 2 performance standards at this time, particularly because they are not
specific to particular life stages.

Additional work on Tier 2 performance standards is continuing, to provide better guidance for the
Action Agencies’ habitat and hatchery investments. As noted in the BiOp, NMFS intends to refine its
analyses by defining and apportioning the composite life-cycle improvements to specific life stages.
Further guidance from NMFS about which life stages and/or offsite actions are most likely to help
achieve the increases in survival are needed. In the meantime, Tier 2 performance standards will
have primary value for assessing hydrosystem survival improvements, but somewhat limited value
for directing and gauging the Action Agencies’ offsite mitigation efforts. Nevertheless, the Action
Agencies hope to see Tier 2 performance standards developed so they can be used to gauge the
Action Agencies’ progress, and progress of other parties in the Basin over time.
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Table3.2. Tier 22 Hydrosystem survival performance standard (%) for affected life stages.

Adult Survival Rate Juvenile Survival Rate

FCRPS Per FCRPS In-river Only FCRPS Combined?

System FCRPS (Transport + In-river +
Project® Differential Mortality of

Transported Fish)

ESU System  Per Project’

Chinook Salmon

SR spring/summer 85.5 98.1 49.6 91.6 57.6
SR fall 74.0 96.3 14.3 78.4 12.7
UCR spring 92.2 98.1 66.4 90.3 66.4
UWR N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
LCR 98.1 98.1 90.7 90.7 90.7
Steelhead
SR 80.3 97.3 51.6 92.1 50.8
UCR 89.3 97.3 67.7 90.7 67.7
MCR 89.3 97.3 67.7 90.7 67.7
UWR N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
LCR 97.3 97.3 90.8 90.8 90.8
CR chum salmon N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
SR sockeye salmon 88.7 98.5 N/A N/A N/A

Source: Adult standards taken from NMFS BiOp, Table 9.7-2. Juvenile standards taken from Table 9.7-1.

! Per-project in-river survival rate calculated as the xth root of the system in-river survival rate (where x = number of FCRPS
projects encountered). They are provided for illustrative purposes only. They are NOT intended to be interpreted as
project-specific standards, or to be used in any way to support curtailment of survival improvement measures at an individual
project.

2 Values represent averages over the water years and D values in Table 9.7-1.

Page 17 of 124
Performance Standards



Final 2003/2003-2007 Implementation Plan

Table3.3. Tier 2 Estimated Survival: Estimated percentage change (i.€., additional improvement
in life-cycle survival) needed to achieve survival and recovery indicator criteria after implementing the
hydrosystem survival improvements in the RPA. (A value of 26, for example, indicates that the
egg-to-adult survival rate, or any constituent life-stage survival rate, must be multiplied by a factor of
1.26 to meet the indicator criteria.)

Spawning Aggregation Needed Survival Change
Low High

Snake River Spring/Summer

Bear Valley/Elk Creeks 0 0

Imnaha River 26 66

Johnson Creek 0 0

Marsh Creek 0 12

Minam River 0 28

Poverty Flats 0 0

Sulphur Creek 0 5
Snake River Fall Chinook

Aggregate 0 44
Upper Columbia River Spring

Wenatchee R. 51 178
Snake River Steelhead

A-run Aggregate 44 214

B-run Aggregate 92 333
Upper Columbia River Steelhead

Methow R. 0 110
Mid-Columbia River Steelhead

Deschutes R Sum 102 226

Warm Springs NFH Sum 36 36

Umatilla R Sum 27 31

Yakima R Sum 0 0
Columbia River Chum Salmon

Grays R. west fork 0 0

Grays R. mouth to head 18 18

Hardy Creek 0 0

Crazy Johnson Creek 0 0

Hamilton Creek 36 36

Hamilton Springs 0 0

Notes: Low and high estimates are based on a range of assumptions, as described in the text.

The values presented in this table are intended to provide perspective and enable NMFS to make a
qualitative judgment regarding the potential to improve the productivity of listed ESUs enough to avoid
jeopardy. As discussed in the text accompanying this table, effects of this uncertainty are particularly
significant for SR steelhead and UCR chinook and steelhead.
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34  Tier 3Physical and Biological Performance Standards

Tier 3 performance standards demonstrate the physical and biological effects of Tier 4 management
actions. Cumulatively, these effects contribute to meeting Tier 1 Population and Tier 2 Life-Stage
performance standards. They are linked to classes of H-specific actions (Table 3.4).

Tier 3 performance standards are provisional at this time. The Action Agencies will rely on emerging
regional assessments to refine the performance standards over the next year. The objective is to identify
final Tier 3 performance standards that are practical and measurable.

Table3.4. Summary of provisonal Tier 3 Performance Standards.

PHYSICAL ' BIOLOGICAL

HYDRO

- BiOp flow targets (dependent on
water conditions)

- BiOp TDG standards

- FCRPS juvenile and adult survival Performance
Standards (see Table 3.2)

- System and project survivals preferred.

HABITAT

tributary
mainstem
estuary

- Progress toward achieving PFCs,
using simplified indicators

- This might include enumeration of
healthy habitat units secured;
improvements in measured
temperature, streamflow, and sediment;
amount of habitat access restored; or
improvement in riparian/riverine
habitat.

- Preliminary biological standards might include habitat
use and distribution, fish condition, or over-winter
survival

HATCHERY

Marking

Hatchery populations are properly
marked so as to not mask the status of
the natural-origin populations or the
capacity and proper functioning of
critical habitat.

Hatchery Planning

Hatchery goals and objectives,
operational protocols, monitoring and
evaluation, anticipated effects, and
relationship to other critical
management and planning processes
are fully described in approved
HGMPs.

Broodstock

- Local, within-ESU broodstock is used in propagation
programs within critical habitat unless associated with
an isolated program.

- Hatchery broodstock used in supplementation
programs represent the genetic and life-history
characteristics of the natural population(s) they are
intended to supplement.

- Non-isolated hatchery programs regularly infuse
natural-origin fish into the broodstock as described in
an approved HGMP.

Hatchery Fish Straying

For naturally-spawning populations in critical habitats,
non-ESU hatchery-origin fish do not exceed 5 percent;
ESU hatchery-origin fish do not exceed 5 to 30 percent
unless specified in an HGMP for a conservation
propagation program.

Page 19 of 124

Performance Standards




Final 2003/2003-2007 Implementation Plan

PHYSICAL ‘ BIOLOGICAL

Population Thresholds

HATCHERY Hatchery operations do not appreciably slow a listed
(continued) population from attaining its viable population
abundance. Hatchery operations do not reduce listed
populations that are at, or below, critical population
abundance.

Harvest Effects

Federal hatchery mitigation fish produced for harvest
do not cause subsequent over-harvest of listed stocks
such that their recovery is appreciably slowed.
Harvesting reforms are implemented to maintain and
enhance harvest of mitigation fish in consideration of
the constrained productivity of listed stocks caused by
the FCRPS and other development.

Quality and Survival

The quality and survival of hatchery supplementation
fish is increasing.

- Selective harvest techniques - Increase tributary escapement rate or spawning
implemented and evaluated success for each ESU, as referenced, from mouth of the
Columbia

- No increase in the rate of incidental take of wild fish,
above an acceptable base level

34.1 Tier 3Hydrosystem Standards

Physical Performance Standards

Our physical standards for the hydrosystem emphasize river flow and dissolved gas. This Plan adopts the
mainstem flow targets proposed in the NMFS BiOp as provisional performance standards (Table 3.5 and
3.6). These flow targets are not absolute performance standards because they are not capable of being
fully achieved under average and below average water conditions. The Action Agencies recognize the
debate regarding permissible dissolved gas saturation levels is unresolved. Therefore, at this time the
Action Agencies accept the operational guidelines offered in the NMFS BiOp as interim performance
standards for managing gas saturation in the FCRPS.

Biological Performance Standards

The Action Agencies recommend applying the FCRPS juvenile and adult survival performance standards
specified at Tier 2 as interim standards for Tier 3 also. System survivals are preferred for Tier 3
performance standards, with project survivals as more general targets.
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Table3.5. Tier 3Flow Targets: Proposed Performance Standards for hydro-operations. NMFS BiOp
Table 9.6-1. Seasonal flow objectives and planning dates for the mainstem Columbia and Snake rivers.

Location Spring Summer

Dates Objective Dates Objective
Snake River at Lower Granite Dam 4/03 - 6/20 85 - 100" 6/21 - 8/31 50 - 55!
Columbia River at McNary Dam® 4/10 - 6/30 220 - 260’ 7/01 - 8/31 200
Columbia River at Priest Rapids Dam 4/10 - 6/30 135 NA NA
Columbia River at Bonneville Dam 11/1-emergence 125 - 160’ NA NA

" Objective varies according to water volume forecasts (see below).

2 NMFS is contemplating moving the flow measurement location from McNary Dam to Bonneville or The Dalles dams by
creating new objectives for Bonneville Dam (Conservation Recommendation 11.5).

? Objective varies based on actual and forecasted water conditions

Table3.6. Tier 3 Spill Levels: Tier 3 Proposed performance standards for managing dissolved gas
levels in the mainstem Columbia River System. NMFS BiOp Table 9.6-3. Estimated spill levels and gas
caps for FCRPS projects during spring (all) and summer (non-transport projects).

Project’ Estimated Spill L evel® Hours Limiting Factor
Lower Granite 60 kefs 6 p.m. - 6 a.m. gas cap
Little Goose 45 kefs 6 p.m. - 6 am. gas cap
Lower Monumental 40 kcfs 24 hours gas cap
Ice Harbor 100 kcfs (night) 24 hours nighttime - gas cap
45 kcfs (day) daytime - adult passage
McNary 120-150 kcfs 6 p.m. - 6 a.m. gas cap
John Day 85-160 kefs/60% * (night) 6p.m.-6 am.’ gas cap/percentage
The Dalles 40% of instant flow 24 hours tailrace flow pattern

and survival concerns
(ongoing studies)

Bonneville 90-150 kcfs (night) 24 hours nighttime - gas cap
75 kcfs (day) daytime - adult
fallback

! Summer spill is curtailed beginning on or about June 20 at the four transport projects (Lower Granite, Little Goose, Lower
Monumental, and McNary dams) due to concerns about low in-river survival rates.

2 Estimated spill levels shown in the table will increase for some projects as spillway deflector optimization measures are
implemented.

3 The TDG cap at John Day Dam is estimated at 85 to 160 kefs, and the spill cap for tailrace hydraulics is 60 percent. At project
flows up to 300 kcfs, spill discharges will be 60 percent of instantaneous project flow. Above 300 kcfs project flow, spill
discharges will be at the gas cap (up to the hydraulic limit of the powerhouse).

4 Spill at John Day Dam will be 7 p.m. to 6 a.m. (night) and 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. (day) between May 15 and July 31.
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3.4.2 Tier 3Habitat Standards

Physical Performance Standards

This Plan relies on the concept of Properly Functioning Conditions (PFC) for physical habitat standards.
Interim performance standards will be based on progress toward achieving PFCs using simplified
indicators. For example, the Action Agencies’ provisional physical performance might track enumeration
of healthy habitat units secured; improvements in temperature, stream flows, or sediment; or improved
riverine habitat conditions at the 2005 and 2008 check-ins. Until fully developed, the PFC concept will
be applied as an interim set of Performance Standards.

Biological Performance Standards

In the short term, habitat standards will consider measurements of biological performance such as habitat
use and distribution; fish condition; and over-winter survival. As experience and information improve in
the longer term, appropriate performance standards might include egg-to-fry, egg-to-smolt, and prespawn
survivals.

Over time, the Action Agencies plan to improve on this admittedly simplified approach, particularly by
developing physical and biological performance standards for the 2005 and 2008 check-ins. The Action
Agencies will work closely with the Council’s subbasin planning process and the NMFS recovery
planning process to collect physical and biological information, and improve existing models so that the
effect of Tier 4 actions can be assessed more accurately. The Action Agencies plan to complete a review
and selection of key physical attributes/indicators to be used as part of the monitoring and evaluation
efforts within approximately 1 year’s time.

3.4.3 Tier 3Hatchery Performance Standards

Performance standards for hatcheries take the form of general guidelines and specified quantitative targets
shown in Table 3.4. They address important physical standards related to hatcheries, including hatchery
planning and using HGMPs and fish marking. Also proposed are biological performance standards
related to hatcheries, including broodstock selection and use; limits on hatchery fish straying; population
thresholds to ensure that hatchery operations do not appreciably slow a listed population from attaining
recovery; consideration of harvest effects, so that hatchery fish produced for harvest do not lead to
subsequent over-harvest of listed stocks; and quality and survival improvements.

3.44 Tier 3Harvest Performance Standards

The harvest-related performance standards specified in Table 3.4 reflect an overall goal to increase the
tributary escapement rate or spawning success for all listed ESUs as gauged from entry at the mouth of
the Columbia River. These are the principal performance standards the Action Agencies will use to judge
the impacts of harvest actions implemented by BPA.

3.5 Tier 4 Programmatic Performance Standards

Documenting the execution of management actions specified in the NMFS BiOp and this Plan will form
the most immediate test of compliance. In 2003 and again in 2005, the Action Agencies will evaluate
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whether management actions, including necessary coordination and action development processes, have
been implemented as expected.

Tier 4 performance standards include the actions and the schedule defined in the BiOp, as modified by
this planning process. Along with certain aspects of Tier 3, these performance standards will be a
primary means of gauging progress in 2003 and 2005. At this level, the Action Agencies will document
the degree to which each action has been implemented. In addition, the cumulative effects of actions,
such as miles of stream fenced or numbers of barriers removed or improved, will be summarized.

3.6  Timingand Performance Standar ds Refinement

The NMFS BiOp emphasizes the overarching importance of Tier 1 population-level performance
standards. These are designed to evaluate and confirm assumptions about population trajectories that are
considered in the BiOp’s analysis. They are not designed to evaluate the effects associated with
management actions implemented through this Plan in 2005 and 2008, since population-level effects of
these actions may not be discernable at the population level until well beyond that time. Intermediate
and/or surrogate measures that can be tracked in the near-term are essential for assessing short-term
progress. Performance measures and performance standards at Tiers 2 and 3 will eventually fill that need.
Responses at those levels are likely to be detected prior to the population responses, since they
collectively comprise the population response.

Performance standards at the Tier 3 and 4 levels will provide the most immediate information regarding
the implementation of the NMFS BiOp. In the very near term, documenting the cumulative extent to
which management actions have been implemented will be the most realistic and informative assessment.
Preliminary use and testing of Tier 3 performance standards will also occur during this time period.

In particular, the time it will take to achieve the various Tier 3 performance standards for habitat will vary
depending on the nature of the standard and the nature of the management action. Physical standards
related to water quality, water volume, or fish access can be measured relatively quickly and simply.
Projects restoring channel condition, in contrast, will be more difficult to measure and will take longer to
show results. Biological Performance standards will also require longer periods for assessment. Short-
term or transitional levels of performance can be used for these longer-term projects pending RM&E
results.

Page 23 of 124
Performance Standards



Final 2003/2003-2007 Implementation Plan

Table 3.7. Example of temporal responses of various performance measures. These are generalized
estimates of the time required for various responses to be manifested, following the implementation of

some habitat actions.

Perfor mance

Long-Term

M easur es
Tier 4 (Actions)

Tier 3 Performance
Measures

(Physical/Environ.
Conditions)

Tier 3 Performance
Measures

(Biological)

Tier 2 Performance
Measures

(Life-Stage Survival)

Tier 1 Performance
Measures

(Population Responses)

Number and
distribution of actions
implemented

Amount of habitat
access restored
Number of healthy
habitat units secured
Change in TDG
Reduction in surface-
water withdrawal
Reduction in road
density

Habitat
use/distribution.
Fish condition
Overwinter survival

Juvenile migration

Population distribution
Population growth rate
and population
abundance per BO’s
S-year check-in criteria

Number and
distribution of actions
implemented

Amount of habitat
access restored
Number of healthy
habitat units secured
Reductions in TDG
Changes in
temperature
Reduction in surface-
water withdrawal
Reduction in road
density

Reduction in fine
sediment recruitment

Egg-fry survival
Egg-smolt survival
Prespawn survival

Egg-smolt survival
Juvenile migration

Population
distribution

Redd counts
Escapements
Population growth rate
and population
abundance per BO’s
8-year check-in
criteria

(>10yrs)

Number and distribution
of actions implemented

Amount of habitat
access restored
Number of healthy
habitats secured
Reductions in TDG
Changes in temperature
Reduction in surface-
water withdrawal
Reduction in road
density

Reduction in fine
sediment recruitment
Km of streams at or
near PFC.

Egg-fry survival
Egg-smolt survival
Prespawn survival

Egg-smolt survival
Juvenile migration
Estuary-ocean survival
Adult migration

Population distribution
Redd counts
Escapements
Population structure
Population growth rate
Population abundance

Performance Standards

Page 24 of 124




Final 2003/2003-2007 Implementation Plan

40 STRATEGIESTO ACHIEVE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

4.1 All-H Approach

This Plan is guided by a fundamental strategy — the implementation of recovery actions broadly and
comprehensively across all aspects of the salmon life cycle. This “All-H” approach is the centerpiece of
the Federal Caucus’ All-H Strategy, is supported by scientific reviews, and is consistent with principles in
the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program, the Tribal Salmon Recovery Plan, the Four Governors
Recommendations, and other state plans. More importantly, the All-H Strategy addresses fish recovery
actions by all federal agencies. The Federal Caucus is currently discussing how to track implementation
progress by other agencies, who must do their fair share to aid listed species.

Supported by the All-H Srategy, the NMFS BiOp — and this Plan — rely on measures that extend well
beyond the FCRPS. In addition to improvements in dams and dam operations, they provide “offsite
mitigation” for federal hydrosystem effects in the form of habitat protections and improvement, hatchery
reforms, and support for more selective harvest. These offsite mitigation efforts must be integrated with
efforts undertaken through existing mitigation programs such as the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.
Although the USFWS BiOp does not require implementation of offsite mitigation actions for bull trout or
Kootenai white sturgeon, many of the Action Agencies’ offsite activities provide protection to a wide
variety of fish and wildlife.

This section describes the strategies identified by the Action Agencies to carry out their share of
implementing the All-H Strategy in all of these areas. Others must also implement actions for Columbia
Basin fish recovery to succeed. Because an All-H approach provides the best chance for meeting
recovery goals, the scientific principles agreed to by the members of the Federal Caucus were adopted as
part of the foundation for this Plan. These principles are:

* Conservation and recovery of Columbia Basin fish and aquatic species must address all aspects of the
ecosystem and the species’ life cycle.

* Conservation and recovery requires a network of diverse, high quality, interconnected habitats, and
high water quality. Natural systems functioning properly are crucial to rebuilding fish populations.

* Conservation and recovery requires preservation of life history diversity, genetic diversity, and
metapopulation organization. These characteristics affect the response of anadromous and resident
fish populations to both demographic variation and variation in climate and environment.

* Because human activity, development, and population growth will continue, conservation and
recovery depend on managing these human impacts to achieve suitable ecosystem conditions for fish.

* Technology and research can be used to complement natural functions but cannot replace them.
*  Viability (or status) of salmon and steelhead populations can be evaluated based on abundance,
productivity, population structure, and genetic diversity.

The strategies and substrategies of this Plan support the approach of the All-H Strategy. Table 4.1
illustrates these strategies and associated BiOp “reasonable and prudent alternative” actions (listed by
number). Strategies and substrategies — and specific activities and measures planned for the next year and
next 5 years — are more fully described in Section 5.0. Further detail is provided in the Action Tables.
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Table4.1. Action Agencies Strategies and Substrategies

Strategies & Substrategies

BiOp Reference

HYDROSYSTEM STRATEGIES

1. Configure Dam Facilities to Improve Juvenile and Adult Fish Passage and Survival. Includes Bonneville,
The Dalles, John Day, McNary, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, Ice Harbor and Lower Granite.

Mainstem juvenile passage improvement

NMFS: 53, 59-81, 94-101, 146.

Mainstem adult passage improvement

NMEFS: 50, 93, 106, 108, 110-116, 119, 120, 122-124,
127-129.

Measures that address temperature and dissolved gas

NMFS: 5, 130, 134, 135, 138, 140-142.

Project configuration RM&E

NMES: 47, 82, 83, 104, 107, 109,115, 118, 186, 189,
195-197.

2. Manage Water to | mprove Juvenile and Adult Fish Survival

Reservoir operations to improve fish survival

NMFS: 20, 58
USFWS: 8.1.a, fl- f5, £20, 23, f43, 65, 10.A.1

System flow management to improve fish survival NMFS: 14-16, 18, 19, 21, 23, 32.

Spill operations for project passage NMFS: 5, 40-43, 54.

Transmission reinforcements in support of spill NMEFS: 55-57.

Other actions to improve water management NMFS: 17,19, 20, 22, 24-32, 35-39, 131-133, 143, 198.

USFWS: 8.1.a.fl, £2, fo-f12, {14, f16, 22, {24, 126, 129,
fo1, f68.

3. Operateand Maintain Fish Passage Facilities to | mprove Fish Survival

Operation and maintenance of FCRPS fish facilities

NMES: 40, 44, 91, 93, 114, 144, 146, 191.

Non-routine maintenance on fish and wildlife facilities

NMFS: 44, 50,91, 93, 101, 117, 120, 125, 126, 129,
144-146, 191.

Juvenile fish transport actions to improve fish survival

NMFS: 40, 41, 43.

Operations RM&E

NMEFS: 45-47, 49, 52, 93, 109, 114, 139, 185, 186, 189,
195, 199.

HABITAT STRATEGIES

1. Protect and Enhance Tributary Habitat

Water quantity NMES: 149, 150, 151
Water quality NMFS: 150, 152.
Passage and diversion improvements NMEFS: 149.
Subbasin planning and assessment NMES: 154.
Watershed health NMFS: 150, 153.

2. Protect and Enhance M ainstem Habitat
Watershed health NMFS: 155, 156, 157.
Subbasin planning and assessment NMES: 154.

3. Protect and Enhance Estuary Habitat
Water quantity N/A
Water quality N/A
Watershed health NMFS: 158-162.
Subbasin planning and assessment NMES: 154, 159.
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Strategies & Substrategies

BiOp Reference

HATCHERY STR

ATEGIES

1. Implement a safety-net program as an interim measure
to avoid extinction

NMES: 178.

2. Reduce Potentially Har mful Effects of Artificial Product

ion to Aid Recovery Through Hatchery Reform

Develop Hatchery & Genetic Management Plans

NMFS: 169-173.

3. Contributeto the Development and | mplementation of a
Comprehensive Marking Plan

NMES: 174.

HARVEST STRATEGIES

1. Develop Fishing Techniquesto Enable Fisheriesto Target Non-listed Fish While Reducing Har vest-

Related Mortality on ESA-Listed Species

Gear efficacy testing and fishery integration on the mainstem NMEFS: 164.
Columbia/Snake rivers

Research to address incidental mortality in selective fisheries NMFS: 167.
Develop mechanism for crediting harvest reforms NMFS: 168.

2. Improve Harvest M anagement Assessments, Decisions, and Evaluations

Improved escapement assessments and other critical population- NMES: 166.
specific data to support conservation-based harvest management

Alternative modeling systems that work in the context of selective NMEFS: 165.
fisheries

Identify sources of unaccounted harvest-related mortality NMES: 167.

3. Support Sustainable Fisheriesfor the M eaningful Exerci
Opportunities Consistent with the Recovery Effort

se of Tribal Fishing Rights and Non-tribal Fishing

Value-added projects

NMFS conservation recommendation: 11.13.

Potential alternative/terminal fishing locations

NMFS conservation recommendation: 11.12.

4. Fishery Effort Reduction Programs

NMES conservation recommendation: 11.13.

RESIDENT FISH STRATEGIES

1. Promote the Reproduction and Recruitment of K ootenai

River White Sturgeon (KWS).

Conditions below Libby Dam that facilitate KWS natural reproduction
and juvenile survival

USFWS: 8.1.a-g; 8.2.a.1-4, 7-9; 8.2.b-d; 8.3.a, c, d-j;
8.4.b.

Kootenai River white sturgeon conservation hatchery program

USFWS: 8.4a,b.

2. Deter mine the I mpacts of the FCRPS on Bull Trout and

Mitigate for Those | mpacts.

Determine the extent to which bull trout use and are affected by
FCRPS dams and reservoirs

USFWS: 10.8;10.A.2.2; 10.A.3.2; 11.3, 6;
11.A.2.1.a-g; 11.A.3.1.a-d, f; 11.A.3.2.a.

Operate and modify FCRPS dams to protect, provide, and reconnect
bull trout habitats

USFWS: 8.1.g; 10.A.1.1,2; 10.A.2.2, 4; 11.4;
11.A.1.1.b-c; 11.A.1.2.a; 11.A.1.4.a,d; 11.A.2.2.a;
11.A2.3.a;11.A3.1e.

Performance standards for bull trout USFWS: 11.1.

RM&E STRATEGIES
1. Status M onitoring
System monitoring NMEFS: 179-181, 193, 198.
Tributary monitoring NMEFS: 180, 190.
Hydrosystem corridor monitoring NMEFS: 191, 192.
Estuary/ocean monitoring NMES: 196, 197.
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Strategies & Substrategies BiOp Reference
2. Action Effectiveness M onitoring and Resear ch
Hydrosystem monitoring NMFS: 82, 83,100, 107, 183.
Habitat monitoring NMEFS: 183
Hatchery monitoring NMEFS: 184.
Harvest monitoring NMEFS: 166
3. Critical Uncertainties Research NMFS: 182, 185-189, 194 -196
4. Project Implementation M onitoring
5. Data M anagement System NMEFS: 198
6. Regional Coordination

4.2 Integrating BiOp Implementation with the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program

Consistent with the principles of the All-H Strategy, the Action Agencies are implementing many of the
offsite mitigation actions required by the NMFS BiOp through the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.
Under the 1980 Northwest Power Act, the Fish and Wildlife Program is tasked with protection,
mitigation, and enhancement of Columbia River Basin fish and wildlife affected by the development and
operation of the FCRPS. The Provincial Review process, sponsored by the Council, provides the
mechanism for integrating activities under the existing Fish and Wildlife Program with the measures
focused on ESA-listed fish stocks in the NMFS and USFWS BiOps. Even while there is current focus on
ESA-listed fish, including bull trout and Kootenai River white sturgeon, unlisted species including
resident fish and wildlife will also benefit because of the holistic, ecosystem approach which is the basis
of the All-H Strategy.

The Council and BPA are working together to integrate BiOp implementation requirements within the
existing administrative process of the Council. For example, using the Provincial Review cycle as the
source of proposals for both the Fish and Wildlife Program and BiOp implementation directly engages a
broad range of entities in support of ESA objectives in the near term. In the future, subbasin planning
will trigger integration of Fish and Wildlife Program and ESA objectives at the local level, thereby
involving many entities, that may not have previously participated in the Council process and providing
synergy between actions taken by a variety of entities within a subbasin using a variety of funding sources
toward agreed-upon biological priorities.

The Provincial Review Process

The Council and BPA have agreed to use the Provincial Review cycle as the predominant mechanism for
funding projects in support of BiOp requirements. Provincial Reviews occur on a rolling 3-year basis
within the 11 Council-designated geographical provinces and the Systemwide and Mainstem category.'
The first round of Provincial Reviews are based on subbasin assessments as well as review by the
Independent Science Review Panel (ISRP), NMFS, BPA, Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority
(CBFWA), and others. As the Review progresses, province by province solitication criteria are evolving
which facilitate evaluation of proposals based on their likelihood to contribute towards progress in
achieving NMFS BiOp performance standards and may be recommended by the Council to BPA for

' The System-wide and Mainstem category is broader in scope. Many of the projects solicited under this category
cross subbasin and provincial boundaries.
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funding. These initial Provincial Reviews should be completed by the end of calendar year 2002 or early
in 2003 and will enable implementation of up to 3 years of carefully selected, scientifically based
projects. Subsequent Provincial Reviews will benefit from the inventory, assessment, and management
plans expected from completed subbasins plans. The current Provincial Review schedule posted at
http://www.nwppc.org/fw/subbasinplanning/timeline.htm is shown in Figure 2.

In the Provincial Review process to date, BPA has applied the following general criteria to guide project
selection:

*  Consistency with the Council’s Fish & Wildlife Program,

* Consistency with NMFS or USFWS 2000 BiOps or the Action Agencies’ Implementation Plan,
e Consistency with the All-H Strategy,

* Consistency with federal trust and treaty responsibilities,

*  Scientific merit (based largely on ISRP),

* Technical feasibility; and

»  Mitigation responsibility of the FCRPS.

The Action Agencies will continue to prioritize funding of fish and wildlife projects, including BiOP
implementation, and focus funding on those projects that provide the most biological benefit at the least
cost, and satisfy both FCRPS ESA obligations and measures in the Council Fish and Wildlife Program.
In addition to the general criteria above, specific criteria, including factors for selecting projects focused
on targeted ESUs, are further refined as BPA and the region gain experience with the Provincial Review
processes.

Given the broad interface between the existing Fish and Wildlife Program and immediate and future BiOp
implementation needs it is possible that gaps will emerge. These will be addressed by the limited use of
very specific targeted solicitations or requests for proposals. By working closely with subbasin and state
planning coordinators, the Action Agencies will rely on the subbasin planning process to address ESA
obligations within specific provinces. The Systemwide/Mainstem Review provides one potential venue
for addressing issues that cross province boundaries. For example, many proposals were submitted for
monitoring and evaluation projects that would span many subbasins. Thus, the Systemwide/Mainstem
Review provides a mechanism for linking activity across the subbasins. This review is expected to be
completed in early 2003.

Subbasin Planning

The Action Agencies are implementing subbasin planning in two general phases: (1) use subbasin
assessments, BiOp criteria, and ISRP reviews to inform the Provincial Reviews, and (2) develop and
complete detailed subbasin plans prior to the next round of Provincial Reviews.

During the first phase the Action Agencies selected ESA-beneficial projects to be implemented over the
following three years by using subbasin assessments, specific BiOp criteria, and ISRP reviews to inform
the Provincial Review project selection. The second phase was launched in 2002 when BPA entered into
contracts with the Council to develop subbasin plans for the entire Columbia River Basin. Under the
contracts state subbasin planning coordinators were designated in Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and
Washington. The contract also provides for a subbasin planning template, a regional coordination board,
and subbasin work plans. It is anticipated that by the end of 2004 plans for all 62 subbasins will be
completed. This second phase of subbasin planning will better inform the next round of Provincial
Reviews and actions taken by all entities in each subbasin by addressing global issues such as out-of
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subbasin effects and the review and evaluation of artificial production as well as identify common

management priorities and limiting factors for achieving those priorities.

The subbasin plans will be developed in close coordination with NMFS and the USFWS to ensure the
integration and prioritization of ESA-focused project activities in the Council’s Fish and Wildlife
Program. The subbasin plans are expected to further inform the selection of projects received under the

Provincial Reviews.

Figure 2 includes the Provincial Review and subbasin planning schedule currently available on the

Council’s website.

Figure 2 Provincial Review Schedule with target dates for submitting subbasin plans *
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The Action Agencies participate in the subbasin planning process in the following manner:

1. Action Agency staff will participate in initial planning efforts by providing information generated

through past agency efforts.

2. Action Agency staff, in concurrence with Council staff, regional, state, and local coordinators,
will participate in subbasin planning meetings with the necessary frequency to make available the

full benefit of their expertise.

3. Action Agency staff will work with entities within a subbasin over the long-term to facilitate
projects that meet federal ESA obligations and implement the recommendations of the completed

plans.

4. Action Agency staff will concurrently participate in the state and regional level coordination

groups.
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The Provincial Review Process and 2003 | mplementation Plan

This Implementation Plan captures the benefit of many ongoing Council Fish and Wildlife Program
projects that address specific actions set forth in the NMFS BiOp. These projects have been reviewed
and, if necessary, modified through the ISRP review process and on limited occasions, with BPA and
NMFS to ensure consistency with BiOp requirements, and the Council recognizes them as priority
projects addressing federal ESA obligations. This Plan also contains actions ongoing or being initiated by
the Corps and Reclamation; e.g., for tributary, mainstem, and estuary research and habitat improvements.
Each of the Action Agencies must approach habitat improvement under different statutory authorities and
processes. (Each agency’s programs or projects are identified separately under the habitat substrategies.)

This Plan relies on use of the Council’s planning processes, including public input. New projects to
address BiOp actions not yet addressed by the Plan will be identified as part of the Council’s Provincial
Reviews and the subbasin planning process. If necessary to achieve measurable progress towards the
existing and anticipated performance standards in the FCRPS BiOps, the Council’s planning processes
can be supplemented through direct appropriations requests and targeted solicitations by the Action
Agencies for projects consistent with the strategies and substrategies outlined in this Plan. In light of the
individual authorities and funding processes of the Action Agencies, it may not be possible to
simultaneously begin implementation of the full range of projects necessary to achieve the goals of those
strategies and substrategies. For instance, many of the projects that the Council will be recommending for
BPA funding in 2003 will not be identified until well into the fiscal year. Likewise, funding requests by
the ACOE and the BOR made several years in advance of the current Fiscal Year through the
Congressional Appropriations Process may not anticipate ‘gaps’ in Biological Opinion Implementation
left by the Council planning processes.

To identify those substrategies which may require additional actions to achieve necessary progress, the
Action Agencies will periodically update our planning database and tracking system through iterative
analyses of the possible ‘gaps’ as was accomplished during the Mainstem/Systemwide Review during the
past year. These analyses will be made available to regional, state, and local subbasin planning
coordinators, and posted for public review on the www.salmonrecovery.gov Web site. The Biological
Opinion and the Action Agencies recognize, and plan to accommodate, the potential need to adjust this
Plan as the Council’s Provincial Review process evolves during the development of subbasin plans, and
the eventual integration of those plans into a Systemwide framework to address fish and wildlife needs in
the Columbia Basin.

The Action Agencies are currently developing a coordinated database and tracking system to facilitate the
identification of those substrategies which may be lacking the full range of actions (the ‘gaps’) necessary
to achieve adequate progress towards BiOp performance standards. This tracking system, when fully
developed, will provide:

1. consistent and comparable information and level of detail on all projects and their annually
required work products within the Plan’s substrategies;

2. base documentation of each project’s intended effects and the means employed to quantify
progress in achieving those effects);

3. adatabase designed to facilitate the comparison and accumulation of project effects within a
substrategy (within and across subbasins and ESUs) in a way that supports internal (to the
FCRPS) and external (co-reporting with non-FCRPS Action Agencies) progress reporting; and,

4. a framework for coordinating implementation activities with non-FCRPS Action Agencies and
among state agencies and regional Tribes.
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4.3 Integrating BiOp Implementation with Other Regional Processes

Under the guidance of NMFS, Technical Recovery Teams (TRTs) have been formed for the
Willamette/Lower Columbia and the Interior Columbia Regions. The TRTs are charged with identifying
and gathering the information needed to provide the scientific basis for anadromous salmonid recovery
and the Council subbasin plans. The Action Agencies anticipate that the TRT work products will provide
additional information necessary to conclusively prioritize NMFS BiOp implementation projects among
those meeting the broader range of regional fish and wildlife needs. These products and their projected
completion dates include: the identification of fish populations (December 2002); population viability
goals for abundance (April 2003); ESU-wide de-listing scenarios (September 2003); habitat
characterizations and limiting factors/factors for decline analyses (December 2003). Consequently, our
ability to locate projects in direct support of the populations at greatest risk will improve significantly as
these products are developed.

In a similar fashion, the USFWS has formed TRTs for Kootenai River white sturgeon (KWS) and bull
trout. The completed KWS Recovery Plan recommended the continuation of the KWS hatchery program
and called for implementation of VARQ to increase the likelihood of spring flow augmentation for the
benefit spawning KWS. The KWS TRT is overseeing a U.S. Geological Service investigation of
mainstem habitat modification and is also investigating increased discharge capacity to enable flow
augmentation at Libby Dam.

The bull trout TRT is tasked with designating critical habitat, and the development of a draft Recovery
Plan. The USFWS plans to have this draft bull trout recovery plan available in late 2002 and the final
recovery plan complete by late 2003.

We anticipate the Council will continue to consider the broad range of projects through their Provincial
Reviews as they have in the past. However, the focus and design of these projects may be adaptively
managed in response to the results of on-going projects and the recommendations and priorities
forthcoming from other regional processes. The mix of projects identified as necessary in the Plan will
evolve as our decision-making becomes informed by the results of the two important planning efforts for
region-wide fish recovery — subbasin planning and ESA recovery plans.

4.4 Evaluating BiOp Implementation: the Importance of RM&E

This Plan covers more than a hundred individual BiOp actions throughout the Columbia River Basin.
While some BiOp actions may be addressed by a single project, others may require multiple projects or a
comprehensive basinwide program, e.g., monitoring and evaluation. To meet recovery goals, the
management of fish and wildlife restoration projects will require increased accountability, and a shift
from the past approach of evaluating progress at the level of individual projects to evaluation of progress
on a larger scale. Adaptive management will provide a valuable tool for ensuring that activities can be re-
directed if necessary in response to what we learn as projects progress. The RM&E program described in
this Plan will provide the feedback loop for evaluating future priorities for projects. Our ability to mount
a focused and comprehensive effort basinwide will increase as the subbasin plans and TRT products are
completed, the Provincial Review process moves forward, and the elements of the All-H Srategy are
implemented by others. Ultimately, a monitoring and evaluation program that spans both federal
activities and those of the states and tribes is our best hope of developing a mechanism for evaluating the
cumulative effects of our diverse actions in support of recovery planning.

This Plan covers more than a hundred individual BiOp actions throughout the Columbia River Basin.
While some BiOp actions may be addressed by a single project, others may require multiple projects or a
comprehensive basinwide program, e.g., monitoring and evaluation. To meet recovery goals, the
management of fish and wildlife restoration projects will require increased accountability, and a shift
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from the past approach of evaluating progress at the level of individual projects to evaluation of progress
on a larger scale. Adaptive management will provide a valuable tool for ensuring that activities can be re-
directed if necessary in response to what we learn as projects progress. The RM&E program described in
this Plan will provide the feedback loop for evaluating future priorities for projects. Our ability to mount
a focused and comprehensive effort basinwide will increase as the subbasin plans and TRT products are
completed, the Provincial Review process moves forward, and the elements of the All-H Strategy are
implemented by others. Ultimately, a monitoring and evaluation program that spans both federal
activities and those of the states and tribes is our best hope of developing a mechanism for evaluating the
cumulative effects of our diverse actions in support of recovery planning.

4.5 Linking Related Planning I nitiatives

The three major planning initiatives underway in the Columbia Basin should not be viewed apart. Action
Agency implementation of the BiOps will be conducted through the Provincial Review process which
will be informed by the outcomes of subbasin planning and recovery planning efforts. The Federal
Caucus has acknowledged that subbasin plans provide an appropriate platform for coordinating Action
Agency, regulatory agency, and land use agency efforts to coordinate efforts in support of recovery. For
example, NMFS has proposed that subbasin plans provide the framework for “local recovery plans.”
Upon completion, recommendations from the TRTs and the Council’s subbasin plans will provide
guidance to future Action Agency implementation actions and plans.

Although all subbasin plans will display some unique characteristics, the fact that they will address a set
of common elements enables the Action Agencies to use their recommendations to identify priorities
across subbasins, within an ESU, or across the Columbia River Basin. Finally, the development of a
monitoring and evaluation program will provide a mechanism for program course corrections not
previously available in the region.

The Action Agency Implementation Plans will facilitate achievement of the goals of the All-H Srategy by
integrating three distinct layers of planning efforts (Provincial Reviews, subbasin plans, and recovery
plans) and by developing a monitoring and evaluation program that will provide a mechanism for
evaluation. The convergence of these processes will provide the foundation for an integrated region-
wide, coordinated approach to life-cycle improvements. This coordination is essential for comprehensive
and effective protection, improvement, and restoration projects under All-Hs.

4.6 Policy and Information Updates

Policy and information updates may cause this Plan to be adjusted. For instance, hatchery policy and
ESU status reviews are anticipated for release by NMFS in 2002, BPA’s Financial Choices process is due
to be finalized in 2003, and FERC relicensing of non-federal dams may occur. Adjustments may result in
the Action Agencies issuing amendments to this Plan. NMFS, USFWS, states, and tribes will be notified
if it is determined that Plan amendments are warranted.
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50 PRIORITIES WORK PLANSAND OUTCOMES (2003-07)

The activities listed in this Plan presume known and anticipated resources and funding to implement the
recommended actions in the BiOp. The Action Agencies considered several factors in the prioritization
and selection of activities. The following questions were implicitly considered in the preparation of this
plan:

1. Does the action(s) provide immediate and significant measurable survival or production benefits
to listed stocks?

2. Does the action benefit listed stocks that need the most improvement in survival?

3. Can the action provide broad ecological benefits to multiple life stages, species, stocks, or ESUs
of listed species?

4. Does the action reduce critical uncertainties or provide information needed to support adaptive
management, accountability, or crediting for listed species?

5. Does the action support efficient and feasible implementation of projects furthering the de-listing
of listed species?

6. Does the action build on or complement ongoing, beneficial actions that support de-listing of
listed species?

7. s the action specifically recommended in the BiOp?

8. Is there known or anticipated assurance of funding?

The following factors also influenced priority-setting:

Near-term opportunities. The 5-year priorities for 2003-07 reflect specific initiatives or projects
called for in the NMFS and USFWS BiOps as near-term actions. These actions fall in to one or more
of several important categories: 1. early-action opportunities with clear potential survival benefits to
listed stocks; 2. preliminary work in preparation for implementation of such actions; and 3. RM&E
actions that address key uncertainties.

Funding availability. The Reclamation and Corps measures identified in this Plan assume
appropriations will be received at levels requested in the President’s Budget.

L east-cost planning. The Action Agencies are evaluating least-cost planning principles as an effort
to ensure investments achieve the greatest survival benefits at least cost. In essence, the Action
Agencies would create a structured approach for evaluating alternatives across the Hs to meeting the
NMEFS BiOp performance standards at least cost. A least-cost methodology will be developed and
shared when complete.

Mid-point check-ins. In addition, the Action Agencies are placing a high priority on implementing
those actions that specifically contribute to the progress expected by NMFS for the 2003, 2005, and
2008 mid-point evaluations noted in their BiOp. The 2003 evaluation will be primarily
programmatic. NMFS states in its BiOp it will focus on the progress made towards obtaining
funding and authority; initiating studies, research and monitoring projects; development and adoption
of performance standards; development of off-site mitigation plans; and implementing actions in the
All-H Strategy. Consequently, many of the activities in this Plan reflect the Action Agencies’
initiation of programs, especially in the areas of new off-site mitigation and RM&E activities. These
will supplement numerous ongoing actions that are the result of previous ESA consultations or the
Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program, e.g., flow augmentation, spills for juvenile fish passage, project
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configurations, juvenile fish transportation, predator control, watershed improvements, hatchery
reforms, and others.

The 2005 mid-point evaluation will shift from evaluation of programmatic accomplishments toward
assessments of biological results of program implementation. The assessments of results are expected
to include population growth rates, abundance, and other biological factors. Consequently, the plan
includes efforts to monitor the biological results of actions implemented to improve fish survival.

The 2008 evaluation will be a refinement of the analyses performed in the 2005 evaluation. It is
expected to focus even more on the biological results of actions. Although 2008 is just outside the
scope of this 2003-07 plan, all the actions in the plan are intended to improve fish survival and
provide the information ultimately needed for the 2008 evaluation.

There have been varying levels of priority setting within the Hs. Some of these priorities have been set in
the BiOp and those priorities are reflected in this Plan. For example, many of the water management
actions for flow augmentation came from the BiOp. Some priorities are established in ongoing regional
processes. Many of the Corps project configuration actions had priorities set in the Columbia River Fish
Mitigation (CRFM) program.

At this point, there has been little or no priority setting between Hs. For example, we have not considered
the effectiveness of a flow augmentation action relative to a habitat improvement action because we
currently have insufficient information to support such decisions. If appropriate, we will do this in future
years as the program and science evolves.

The remainder of this section provides, by strategy and substrategy, information on the priorities and
expected outcomes of the actions in this plan. Information is provided in this order:

* 5-Year (2003-07) Outcomes, which identify fish recovery actions the Action Agencies intend to
complete by 2007.

* 2003 Work Plans, detailing specific projects planned for FY03.
» 2004-07 Work Plan, highlighting key projects or scope of work planned in the following years.

* Regional Coordination, which identifies regional forums involved with the implementation of
certain strategies. (Readers can then refer to Section 6.0 to learn more about where to participate.)

5.1 Hydrosystem Priorities

During development of the 2000 BiOps, the effect of current hydrosystem operations and dam
configuration on threatened and endangered fish was estimated using the Simpas model (NMFS 2000
BiOp, Appendix D, tables D-1, D-2 and D-3). The projected increase in juvenile survival that may be
achieved by altering hydrosystem operations and installing new dam configurations was also estimated
(Appendix D, Tables D-4, D-5 and D-6). These operation and configuration changes were used by
NMEFS as a basis to determine performance standards.

The Hydrosystem strategies below were developed to guide hydrosystem actions and achievement of
hydrosystem survival performance rates outlined in the BiOps. Priority criteria were used to determine
the completion order for configuration projects. Water management priorities in this Plan are those
provided in the BiOps. The implementation of these priorities is adaptively managed in-season using
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actual hydrological conditions. Operation and maintenance (O&M) priorities were established to develop
O&M plans and allocate staff and funds.

The NMFS BiOp acknowledged long-term Clean Water Act goals for total dissolved gas (TDG) and
water temperature, which were considered complementary to other recovery actions. The near-term and
primary focus is to achieve the juvenile and adult survival performance standards. Efforts to meet Clean
Water Act standards have been viewed as long-term goals and variations to the 110 percent TDG standard
are coordinated with the states to enhance achievement of ESA performance standards.

Hydrosystem Actions Under Consideration

Since the BiOps were issued in December 2000, research and evaluation has continued, revealing new
information about BiOp implementation and performance results. In addition, BPA recently conducted a
Financial Choices public process in which the agency asked the region (customers, constituents, states,
tribes, interest groups, etc.) to comment on a range of actions that BPA might take to eliminate its
forecasted revenue shortfall over the remainder of the current rate period (FY03 through FY06).

In September and October 2002, the Action Agencies together with NMFS and USFWS jointly reviewed
configuration, spill and flow operations to see whether modifications or changes could be made that
would sustain or accelerate progress in achieving hydrosystem performance standards but potentially
reduce hydrosystem operational costs. The actions include some that were already under consideration
based on experience learned through research studies and implementation.

Our intent is to discuss these potential actions through the NMFS Regional Forum teams in November
and December of 2002, and to make decisions on actions to be implemented in 2003 early in the year.
The following actions are being considered for implementation during the 2003-2007 period:

Configuration Alternatives

The intent of the following options is to improve upon existing project survivals, or provide equivalent
survival, while reducing spill levels. As we develop the options, and if implemented, we would
adaptively address necessary spill/operational requirements with the goal of meeting biological opinion
performance objectives.

e Accelerate installation of a Removable Spillway Weir (RSW) and Behavioral Guidance System
(BGS) at Ice Harbor Dam.

¢ Accelerate installation of an RSW and BGS at Lower Monumental Dam.

* Accelerate installation of a forebay physical guidance device at The Dalles Dam and reduce spill from
levels called for in the BiOp.

Water Management Alternatives

* Discontinue spill at Bonneville Dam to assist passage of the Spring Creek Hatchery release in March.
This alternative may involve reprogramming of hatchery funds or other actions to move fish
production to facilities below Bonneville Dam.

» Eliminate daytime spill testing at John Day in the spring. Information to date does not show a
survival advantage of 24-hour spill for spring migrants. Review of 2002 research results is needed to
make a determination.

* Test alternative levels of nighttime spill at John Day Dam in the spring. Survival studies at John Day
show no significant difference in tailrace egress for 30% and 60% spill levels. Reduced spill levels
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may not impact survival and would increase generation. Review of 2002 research results is needed to
determine what level of intermediate spill may be appropriate for testing.

*  Modify spill at Ice Harbor Dam to optimize tailrace egress. Reassessment of a spill cap based on
tailrace condition (similar to what NMFS developed for other projects) will be considered for the
summer passage period, and perhaps the spring. Recent evaluation results suggest survival through
nighttime spill in the summer is lower than expected.

*  Assess whether operations to maintain flows to chum salmon warrant recognition that flows to benefit
chum should be consistently maintained through emergence in low water years. This assessment will
also take into account Vernita Bar flows.

Those interested in these additional/modified implementation plan measures are encouraged to participate
in the System Configuration Team (for configuration alternatives), the Technical Management Team (for
water management alternatives), and other regional technical teams. Policy issues will be addressed in
the Implementation Team. Information on the scope of topics and contacts for each Regional Forum
group is provided in Chapter 6.0.

5.1.1 Hydrosystem Strategy 1: Configure Dam Facilitiesto I mprove Juvenile and Adult
Fish Passage and Survival

Much attention has been given over the last decade to improving juvenile and adult passage survival
through the complex hydrosystem facilities. In 2001, fish bypass systems, spillway improvements, and
modified system operations enabled 27 to 50 percent of Snake River spring/summer chinook salmon and
steelhead smolts to survive in-river migration through the hydrosystem , as compared with an estimated
survival rate of 5 to 40 percent in the 1970s. However, even with improvements throughout the system,
Bonneville, The Dalles and Lower Monumental dams currently have the lowest passage survival rates.
Highest priority has been given to defining and installing additional configuration improvements that will
raise the passage survival rates at these projects.

To improve juvenile passage survival, the NMFS BiOp recommends construction of new dam
configurations such as surface bypass and collection systems, mechanical bypass system improvements,
relocation of bypass system outfall pipes, minimum-gap turbine runners, and extended length intake
screens. To improve adult passage survival, the BiOp recommends improving auxiliary water supplies,
adult ladder improvements, and installing adult PIT detectors to collect information on the use and
effectiveness of adult passage facilities.

Since 1989, physical improvements to fish facilities at the Lower Columbia and Lower Snake passage
dams are made primarily through the Columbia River Fish Mitigation (CRFM) project. Funding for this
program is provided through Congressional appropriations. Each year, the System Configuration Team
(SCT), a regional committee made up of state, tribal, and federal representatives, provides
recommendations to the Corps regarding priorities of projects proposed for funding. The priority criteria
used by SCT are listed in Table 5.1 on the next page.

The current suite of configuration measures and their respective details presented in this document for
fiscal year 2003 (FY03) and beyond are based on a requested FY03 budget of $98 million, and are
presented prior to having results of the FY02 research and completion of ongoing priority determinations
underway with the SCT. The actual FY03 appropriation has not been established at this writing and final
consensus on the priorities will be dependent on that appropriation and, for some measures, FY02
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research results. We anticipate completing updated workplans by the end of November, which will
incorporate these issues. The updated workplans will be distributed when completed.

Physical improvements to hydroelectric facilities at non-Columbia River Fish Mitigation (CRFM)
projects are also recommended in the both the NMFS and USFWS BiOps. The Corps may implement
these improvements at Libby, Dworshak, and Chief Joseph when funding becomes available.
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Table 5.1 SCT Criteriaand Guidelinesfor Prioritization of the FY02 CRFM Program

Priority
Level:

High

Medium

Low

Criteria Description:

* BiOp 2003 Category II Check-In Items
as needed to meet check-in requirements.

* Construction Items underway from FYOI.

* Juvenile studies and passage improvements
for Bonneville, TDA or Lower Monumental (including
incremental gas abatement measures).

* Key system and project evaluations to answer
uncertainties for future implementation decisions.
(includes "D" value & multi-bypass mortality)

* Significant adult passage facility and high risk

reliability issues (fallback, ladder temperature,
holding).

* Juvenile studies and passage improvements with
moderate potential survival benefits (including incre-
mental gas abatement and temperature measures).

* Less significant adult passage facility issues.

* Adult migration, unaccounted loss, spawning
success studies.

* Studies to determine system and project
effects on unlisted species of concern (lamprey).

* Juvenile and adult evaluations and passage
improvements with relatively lower expected
survival improvements.

* Lower risk adult facility reliability issues.

* Other Measures

Last Updated 7/20/01

Page 39 of 124

Guidelines:

(1) Higher priority for
passage alternatives with
multi-species, multi-life
stage approach.

(2) Higher priority for
multiple-purpose passage
alternatives,

(for example: an
alternative which
improves survival and
water quality)

(3) Cost-effectiveness
should be considered
in evaluating priority
level.

Priorities, 