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APPENDIX A

NWR-FISHERIES WORKSHOP AGENDA
July 20, 2005
Columbia River Fisheries Program Office
1211 SE Cardinal Court, Suite 100
Vancouver, WA 98683

Goal: Provide a forum to promote effective information exchange between NWRs and
the Columbia River Fisheries Program Office.

Obijectives:

1. Inform CRFPO about NWRs and their aquatic resource issues and needs.
2. Inform NWRs about fisheries expertise at CRFPO and results of ongoing

work.

3. Explore possibilities for cooperative efforts between NWRs and CRFPO.
4. ldentify potential areas for demonstration projects for watershed restoration.
5. Develop workshop document with action items.

Geographic Scope:
Columbia River basin below McNary Dam, Oregon waters excluding the Klamath
River basin, small tributaries of Willapa NWR

1. 8:00-8:10 Welcome and overview of workshop (Lohr)

2. Overview of each NWR with specific information on aquatic resource issues and
needs (see handouts of NWR templates)

8:10-8:30

8:30-8:50

8:50-9:10

9:10-9:30

9:30-9:50

9:50-10:10

10:10-10:30

Willapa NWR Complex (Willapa NWR, Julia Butler Hansen NWR,
Lewis and Clark NWR)

Ridgefield NWR Complex (Ridgefield NWR, Pierce NWR, Franz Lake
NWR, Steigerwald NWR, Conboy NWR)

Mid-Columbia NWR (Umatilla NWR, Cold Springs NWR, McKay NWR)
Oregon Coast NWR Complex (Cape Meares NWR, Bandon Marsh NWR,
Siletz Bay NWR, Oregon Islands NWR, Nestucca Bay NWR, Three Arch
Rocks NWR)

Tualatin River NWR (Tualatin NWR, Wapato Lake NWR)

Break

Willamette Valley NWR Complex (Ankeny NWR, Baskett Slough NWR,
Finley NWR)



10:30-10:50

10:50-11:10

Malheur NWR

Sheldon-Hart Mountain NWR Complex (Sheldon NWR, Hart Mountain
Antelope Range)

3. 11:10-11:30 CRFPO: Technical capabilities and refuge work (Schaller)

4. Ongoing work on refuges

11:30-11:45

11:45-12:45

12:45-1:00

1:00-1:15

1:15-1:30

1:30-1:45

1:45-2:00

5. 2:00-2:30

2:30-2:50

6. 2:50-5:00

Survey of refuge culverts by WWO Fisheries (Wunderlich)
Lunch at CRFPO

Franz Lake NWR: fish use and distribution (Lohr)

Pierce NWR: chum salmon project (Poirier)

Malheur NWR: Blitzen River fish and habitat surveys (Hudson)

Julia Butler Hansen-Lewis and Clark NWRs: fish use and habitat in
sloughs (Whitesel)

Work outside of geographic scope: instream flow studies at Hanford
Reach NM (Anglin)

Discussion of regional programs and involvement that promote
opportunities for fisheries assistance to NWRs

Cross Program Recovery (Finn)

National Fish Habitat Initiative (Bagdovitz)
Joint Venture (Smith)

Science Support/Invasive Species (Heimowitz)

Break
Facilitated discussion

Identification of NWRs aquatic resource needs corresponding to CRFPO
capabilities

Identification of potential opportunities for demonstration projects for
watershed restoration associated with NWRs

Identification of contacts (NWR, CRFPO, RO) responsible for developing
project proposals for RONS, FONS, internal and external funding sources



7. Wrap up
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APPENDIX C

NWR-FISHERIES WORKSHOP NOTES
July 20, 2005
Columbia River Fisheries Program Office
1211 SE Cardinal Court, Suite 100
Vancouver, WA 98683

Goal: Provide a forum to promote effective information exchange between NWRs and
the Columbia River Fisheries Program Office.

Obijectives:
1. Inform CRFPO about NWRs and their aquatic resource issues and needs.
2. Inform NWRs about fisheries expertise at CRFPO and results of ongoing
work.
3. Explore possibilities for cooperative efforts between NWRs and CRFPO.
4. ldentify potential areas for demonstration projects for watershed restoration.
5. Develop workshop document with action items.

Geographic Scope:
Columbia River basin below McNary Dam, Oregon waters excluding the Klamath
River basin, small tributaries of Willapa NWR

1. 8:00-8:10 Welcome and overview of workshop (Lohr)

Sam Lohr welcomed everyone and reiterated the goal and objectives. He said there was
interest to have the workshop within our geographic area and perhaps it will be an annual
event. The Service may also want to do elsewhere in the region. Tim Cummings will
facilitate discussion. Sam provided a handout that is his attempt to summarize specific
needs. He expressed appreciation for responses received to the template he provided.

2. Overview of each NWR with specific information on aquatic resource issues and
needs (see handouts of NWR templates)

8:10-8:30 Willapa NWR Complex (Willapa NWR, Julia Butler Hansen NWR,
Lewis and Clark NWR) — Charlie Stenvall - slideshow

Willapa NWRC staff have worked with CRFPO for the past five years; CRFPO has
provided science to allow work on fisheries.

At Lewis & Clark, pristine habitat, issues are:1) dredge spoils by COE channel
deepening; and 2) colonial nesting birds (impacts on anadromous fish).

At Julia Butler Hansen NWR (CWT deer), which is diked, issues include 1) replace
failing tidegate(s) with fish friendly; 2) intertidal habitat; and 3) Crims Island, intertidal
marsh-stream/slough habitat for salmonids within dikes.



At Willapa, 19 streams have salmonid issues: 1) worked with CRFPO on sediment dam
out—woody debris in; 2) 300-acre project, agriculture, with cut-throat trout, and tidegate
structures are failing. As result of a report from CRFPO, installed ladders; 3) through
work with Marv Yoshinaka, installed a fish passage culvert/40 ft. bridge; 4) quarry off-
refuge sediment input; 5) blocked culvert, Campbell group, upstream habitat on small
streams—tidal restoration. 6) need money to bridge highway and reconnect streams; 7)
woody debris; 8) direct reintroduction of cut-throat trout; 9) seeded trays, when hatched
free to go; 10) brook lamprey, even anadromous, how do you reintroduce; 11) freshwater
mussel species-what used to be there, how do you reintroduce; 12) interest in snails,
forest bats. Needs not only restoration project(s), but also limiting factor information.
Willapa NWRC has more gquestions and needs help (co-location?). Tim Whitesel asked
how species and locations are chosen for reintroduction. Charlie responded they have
basically worked with the State.

8:30-8:50 Ridgefield NWR Complex (Ridgefield NWR, Pierce NWR, Franz Lake
NWR, Steigerwald NWR, Conboy NWR)

Joe Engler said Ridgefield NWR is 5,000 acres, the River S unit is diked and intensively
managed for Canadian geese. There is tidal influence on the Carty Unit. Carty Unit
includes Gee Creek, with cutthroat trout. CRFPO has a cut-throat trout project at
Ridgefield. There was a run of coho in the olden days and there is interest in restoring.
Ridgefield has limited information for anadromous fish. Gee Creek is suitable for
restoration for spawning habitat but not rearing or breeding. Information is needed on the
health of Carty Unit in terms of passage issues. Ridgefield needs from CRFPO: 1)
direction on Gee Creek (worth restoring for anadromous fish or cut-throat); 2) Post
Office Lake is blocked from the Columbia-rearing habitat only; 3) need a lot of help from
CRFPO to plan for fisheries issues/projects within multi-year Comprehensive
Conservation Plan (CCP) at Ridgefield; 4) same issues for mosquito control at Ridgefield
as at Franz Lake; 5) need answers on resident or migratory populations; 6) questions
about mussels/mollusks (zebra mussels, new Zealand mud snails- invasive species).

Jim Clapp is manages 3 small refuges (Steigerwald, Franz Lake, Pierce) between
Washougal and Beacon Rock He the only staff person at the Gorge refuges. A CCP is
finished for these refuges.

Jim described a channel for which responsibility for tidegate maintenance is/was an issue.
A problem identified in the CCP is sediment from the 96 flood fills up areas.
Sedimentation from upstream reduces carrying capacity. Floods occur more frequently.
The Corps biologist recommended cutting through the Columbia River flood control dike
and reconnecting Gibbons Creek. There was money to do a conceptual plan but about a
year ago, funds were no longer available. How do we go from here? Jim has talked to
Ducks Unlimited on the initial stage and they are interested, but there is no money as yet.
Jim needs the fisheries office to support and provide information as the project is planned
at Steigerwald. All three refuges need a Fisheries Management Plan now that the CCP is
done. Three issues for all three refuges: 1) upstream fish blockage-railroad or SR 14 -



fish friendly culverts; 2) fish blockage, sedimentation, lack of woody debris, vegetation;
3) Franz Lake, Service indicated was used by salmon about 5 years ago. Mosquito
problem, push to use BTI would affect more than mosquitos. Two studies were funded: a)
CRFPO fish use and distribution; and b) University of Washington research on
invertebrate populations in control and non-control areas (final report pending).

Pierce NWR has a remnant chum salmon population in Hardy Creek. The Bonneville
Power Administration, Fish and Wildlife Service, and/or Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife has information for the last 5-7 years. There has been research only, no
construction projects.

Sam Lohr asked if there is opportunity to look at watershed restoration on Gibbons or
Gee Creek. Joe said a watershed coordinator will be hired for approximately one year to
come up with funding for projects on and off refuges. Will do for Gee Creek; there is
local interest for Gibbons Creek but no coordinator.

8:50-9:10 Mid-Columbia NWR (Umatilla NWR, Cold Springs NWR, McKay NWR)

Brian Allen said the (slide) presentation would include Umatilla and Toppenish but not
Cold Springs and McKay as they are mostly reservoirs. Umatilla NWR was created as a
result of John Day Dam mitigation for waterfow! habitat. There was a hydrological
change (the mouth of the slough was closed off away from the river) in McCormick
Slough through creation of the John Day pool and 1/3 wetland acres were lost. This
occurs too on backwaters of the refuge and impacts the hunt program. There is also
cottonwood tree mortality. There is a slough restoration program, and it was decided best
not to connect to the river. The Refuge is looking at Paterson Slough for riparian
restoration. They are looking for help with impacts to salmon or possible benefit for
salmon. There is potential to connect Paterson Slough with the river.

Toppenish — Howard Browers said Toppenish NWR was created in 1964 with duck
stamp money. He described a PIT tagging project monitoring steelhead movements on
Toppenish, south Umatilla, Snake Creek. Steelhead use the refuge as migration corridor.
Can divert water to wetlands — all unscreened

Water can be diverted to wetlands — all unscreened; there is FRIMA money to install fish
screens in 3 locations.

Vicki asked a basic questions about who does the fish management plan in the CCP. How
much is in the CCP versus the fish management plan. Fisheries has been involved; the
fish management plan is basically a step down plan from the CCP.

9:10-9:30 Oregon Coast NWR Complex (Cape Meares NWR, Bandon Marsh NWR,
Siletz Bay NWR, Oregon Islands NWR, Nestucca Bay NWR, Three Arch
Rocks NWR)



Roy Lowe said a summary would be that there is very little information. There are no

basic inventories or assessments. On Siletz Bay, two restoration projects are complete,
two are planned. The Service has been doing fisheries work with the Siletz Tribe. The
Tribe monitors with an underwater camera and video records fish species. Large wood
has increased use.

Nestucca Bay NWR is managed for Dusky Canada geese and all 6-7 subspecies are
present. The tidegate(s) is/are fish friendly and lots of juvenile coho use has been found.
Little bits of marsh indicate use by coho, Chinook, cutthroat trout-not steelhead. The
state and NOAA-Fisheries monitor anadromous fish use. Restoration of 88 acres will
occur next summer and include work with ODOT for culvert(s). Fish are using the areas.

Neskowin Marsh includes three type of bogs - still learning about marsh.

Bandon Marsh NWR Indian name: Nylestin, “small fish dam” trap fish using natural
weirs. Getting in line to do restoration in *07 or *08. two tidegates. Coho fry near
cranberry bog are spawning in sand. Work in the area is complicated by cultural
resources. Ground penetrating radar is/will be used. Approximately 5 million dollars will
be spent. FWS has been working with the tribe(s) but can use more assistance. Fisheries
resources are not basically well managed.

On eastern southern Oregon coast the Service wants to establish a new refuge. There are
several creeks and valuable fishery resources. Riparian habitat valuable for small
watersheds—fish “boil” out of creek.

Oregon Coast NWRC needs: 1) current assistance is from tribes. Need pre-construction
and post-construction monitoring; monthly(?) inventories. Watershed councils are
involved above tide, not estuarine areas.

9:30-9:50 Willamette Valley NWR Complex (Ankeny NWR, Baskett Slough NWR,
Finley NWR) (Change from agenda)

Doug Spencer said Willamette Valley refuges are managed for dusky Canada geese;
fisheries has come later. At Baskett Slough NWR there is very little marsh. It was
agriculture when we acquired. We have been doing restoration on Baskett Butte. At
Ankeny quite a few wetlands are established. It is one of the units that had salmonids,
steelhead. Finley has wetland units. Main creek is Muddy Creek which connects to the
Willamette. At Ankeny and Finley, the fisheries issue is Oregon chub. Issue on template
that we asked for help. Doug brought a publication, “Challenge of Change”, a condensed
version of the Willamette Atlas.

Issue in Whitney Ditch and Ankeny is fish screens on chub ponds and drum. Consulted
with ODFW and the drum had to be pulled out to help salmonids keep going upstream.

Off-refuge activities include a Memorandum of Understanding with NRCS (Dept. of
Agriculture) on wetland research projects within the valley. There is currently $900,000



available, within two years there will be 2 million dollars more. Planning strategy-
opportunity to get on private lands; could have Oregon chub potential. NWRC is also
involved in the Partners Program for upland type work. Finley and Baskett Slough are on
headwaters away from the Willamette River. Ankeny could have more fisheries issues.
There are about 300,000 visitors and opportunity to do a lot of I&E. We asked for help
with genetics. CCP will start in 2007. We will operate within the plan to get FONS,
RONS. Have worked with Vicki on Cross Program Recovery, which brings programs
together to work on T&E or candidate species (almost like an ecosystem team). Sam
Lohr asked about sign up for the NCRS private lands program. — sign up? Converting
farmlands to wetlands, some upland. Landowners sign up, it is our decision if we want to
take on WRP (wetland restoration project(?)). In 2006, there will be 10 WRPs. The
Department of Agriculture has money but no staff.

9:50-10:10 Break

10:10-10:30  Tualatin River NWR (Tualatin NWR, Wapato Lake NWR) (change from
agenda)

Ralph Webber described the Tualatin River NWR and project with preferred alternative
(Gaston—Wapato Lake). The refuge is at the base of the coast range. Tualatin had the
largest flood plain in the Willamette Valley. There has been about 25 years work in
Tualatin. Historically, we knew we had anadromous fish, but we do not have good
information about fisheries statistically. Tualatin has two main streams and Wapato has
four systems. It is a dynamic flood plain that has been altered. Reservoir has control of
hydrology of Tualatin River (Scoggins Dam/ Haag Lake). The area is heavily populated
(Hillsboro, Beaverton) and there is a proposal to raise the dam another 40 feet. Water
used by municipalities. The system is dependent on seasonal flooding. Major project
going on; Tualatin River major acquisition program (about half complete); restoration of
plant communities. In bigger Tualatin will serve role of I&E and send message of
watershed health and function. There’s a lot of information with fisheries that we don’t
have for anadromous fish and steelhead.

Upper Willamette River spring Chinook salmon, steelhead, Pacific lamprey-restoration
with primary focus on migratory birds but want to include fisheries. Only information
that it is probably most biologically diverse fisheries but few are native. We know we
have very high water temperatures when release is occurring. We know we have
entrapment occurring. We are trying to incorporate fish passage in restoration projects.
Fish ladders, fish screens, water rights based on Tualatin River requiring lift systems
(screened). Don’t have a handle for best time of drawdown. Areas if not managed go to
reed canarygrass. CCP 2010 must have fisheries people at table. (dewater by end of
April?)

10:30-10:50 Malheur NWR

Donna Stovall relayed that carp were introduced to Malheur, a closed system/basin in the
1920s. By the 1940s carp were causing a decline in habitat and were controlled with
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rotenone. As carp increase, the duck population decreases. Malheur will produce a T-
Shirt “Carp Suck”, which is biologically accurate. Carp prevent vegetation and compete
for food. Malheur used to be a jewel of the refuge system but not now because of carp.
Control has included dynamite. The current approach includes: ladder(s); screens for
redband to prevent loss of redbands and prevent carp colonization of wetlands; 3-5 year
rotation of drawdowns. Malheur needs an integrated pest management plan. Invasive
species is not only fish but also migratory bird issue. A project starting this fall is to put
in a major screen to prevent large carp from entering Mud Lake; when it dries small carp
will be killed. Donna mentioned that funding is for redband, not carp removal.

10:50-11:10  Sheldon-Hart Mountain NWR Complex (Sheldon NWR, Hart Mountain
Antelope Range)

Dave Johnson noted that Sheldon is in Nevada but not part of CNO. He said Sheldon-
Hart Mountain NWR is 750,000 acres, a closed basin, and anadromous fish habitat is
non-existent. There are concerns on both refuges. There has been no thorough genetic
look at species in six creeks on Hart Mt. Most fish management is done by ODFW;,
rainbow trout were introduced. Refuge would like to do a genetic study.

There are 200 miles of streams on Sheldon and it has a strain of Lahonton cutthroat trout.
There are 13 different impoundments, siltation, and mostly warm water species. Refuge
needs help working with NDOW on reintroducing fish and snails. The big issue on
Sheldon is horse removal; woody, riparian habitat is devastated. Refuge will do CCP next
year and has requested a fisheries biologist on that team.

3. 11:10-11:30 CRFPO: Technical capabilities and refuge work (Schaller)

Howard Schaller said the Columbia River Fisheries Program Office is not a typical
Fisheries Resource Office. It also has responsibility for Service representation in
management councils and forums. The FRO office was established in 1973; we have
FRO activities and also retained Office of Columbia River Coordinator activities for large
scale regional management forums and planning when the two offices combined in 1995.
CRFPO is guided by the Pacific Region Fisheries Program Strategic Plan Vision. Howard
reviewed the CRFPO organizational structure including an overview of each team’s
capabilities and skills applied to projects. See handout: Overview of the Columbia River
Fisheries Program Office.

4. Ongoing work on refuges

11:30-11:45 Survey of refuge culverts by WWO Fisheries (Wunderlich)

Bob Wunderlich said the Western Washington Fish and Wildlife Office includes
approximately 15 staff in fisheries and 80 in Ecological Services. The fisheries staff does
work similar to CRFPO (4Hs). He described a culvert inventory on FWS lands that was

funded under a 2002 FONS. It is a Boldt decision followup, called Boldt phase 2. Survey
was done using standard methodology and covered NWRs and NFHs in WWFO area of
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geographic responsibility. A report has been prepared and a copy can be provided. It was
then proposed to extend the work to southwest Washington refuges and NFHs. Staff on
board got through the inventories but a report is not yet done. A draft should be finished
and ready for review at fiscal yearend. Regarding fish-bearing streams, Willapa had quite
a few road-stream intersection problems. Charlie Stenvall asked if funding for fish
passage on federal lands will be available to refuges. Jerry Van Meter said funding can be
accomplished only by having one of the FROs submit through the FONS process. Vicki
has about partners, not only Ducks Unlimited but also Washington Trout, Oregon Trout,
Trout Unlimited. Jerry Van Meter asked what percentage of CRFPO budget is hard vs.
soft money. A purpose of today’s meeting is to get list of top priorities, then possibly
identify FONS/RONS.

11:45-12:45 Lunch at CRFPO
12:45-1:00  Franz Lake NWR: fish use and distribution (Lohr)

Sam Lohr spoke about the Franz Lake study. Skamania County requested permission to
monitor and control the south shore of Franz Lake (for mosquito control). An invertebrate
study by Washington coop unit and a CRFPO study on fish species, distribution, and
diets were funded. Sam said Indian Mary Creek is spawning habitat with fairly cold
water. There is a network of Beaver dams and concern they are causing fish barriers.
Sampling methods include baited trap, hoop nets, and boat electro-fishing. Data has been
collected from August 03 to June 05. Slide information was presented that show
distribution at the mouth, channel, spring, Indian Mary Creek, north, and south shore.
Indian Mary Creek has cutthroat trout, juvenile or 300mm or more. The stomach contents
have been empty. A final report will be done after wrap up in September.

1:00-1:15 Pierce NWR: chum salmon project (Poirier)

Jennifer Poirier reported on a chum salmon project on Pierce NWR and Hardy Creek to
gain information on stock status. Chum salmon abundance is severely declined. The
current run is about 3% of historical and chum were listed as threatened in 1999. Hardy
Creek is designated critical habitat. Monitoring of the lower 1 mile continues. The current
project objective is to examine factors affecting chum.

1:15-1:30 Malheur NWR: Blitzen River fish and habitat surveys (Hudson)

Mike Hudson said the project coincides with a refuge project putting in a series of habitat
improvement structures and includes monitoring prior to and post construction. Another
is planned for this fall. Structures are a series of rock weir, root wads to provide
stabilization and fish habitat.

1:30-1:45 Julia Butler Hansen-Lewis and Clark NWRs: fish use and habitat in
sloughs (Whitesel)
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Tim Whitesel spoke of collaboration between refuges, CRFPO, and COE on the COE
Lower Columbia River Environmental Restoration Program, Columbia River Channel
Improvement Project, and tidegate structure(s). This study will try to contrast Tenasillahe
and Welch islands because one is diked and heavily managed while the other is not.
There is COE interest on fall Chinook and potential for three phases to the project.

1:45-2:00 Work outside of geographic scope: instream flow studies at Hanford
Reach NM (Anglin)

Don Anglin described technologies used by the CRFPO Water Management Team.

5. 2:00-2:30 Discussion of regional programs and involvement that promote
opportunities for fisheries assistance to NWRs

Cross Program Recovery (Finn)

Vicki Finn provided handouts describing Cross Program Recovery Efforts and CPR for
Species. She said the key is to focus on recovery for endangered species that could be
achieved in the near future. All FWS programs work together by looking at recovery
plans. She described focal species (tier 1) and habitat focus. The NCRS model (described
in Willamette Valley NWRC presentation) encourages willing private landowners to
restore.

National Fish Habitat Initiative (Bagdovitz)

Mark Bagdovitz described the national level strategic plan. The national fish habitat plan
is very specific to starting partnerships, or joint ventures, with local people, programs to
restore fish habitat. An example is the Western Trout Initiative. Mark said discussion is
ongoing between CNO and R1 on how to get the program going and how to establish a
joint ventures program. Good news is that the House side of the 06 budget includes 1.75
million dollars fish habitat money, moving forward to make fisheries program habitat
based.

Joint Venture (Smith)

Carey Smith said the Fisheries joint ventures program won’t be run parallel to others.
Migratory Birds has eastern, national, and north American. The Pacific Coast Joint
Venture was established in 1991. The structure includes a Management Board and state
steering committees. Carey is the coordinator, there are state coordinators, and two site
coordinators. There are state strategic plans. See handout: U.S. Coordinator’s Report for
the Pacific Coast Joint Venture Management Board Meeting.

Science Support/Invasive Species (Heimowitz)

Paul Heimowitz said the core strategy for aquatic invasive species is I&E to prevent
species going to refuges. A planning tool is the Hazard Analysis Control Comprehensive
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Planning (HACCP). Trying to develop with hatcheries, now FROs. HACCP planning is
working with refuges on early detection/rapid response.

FRIMA and/or Funding discussion (Jerry Van Meter)

Jerry can provide a couple of web sites available to gain basic information. Regarding
money, Ron Rhew (CRFPO staff) is the Point of Contact for Refuges in Oregon, and a
fisheries plan for the refuge needs to be in place.

2:30-2:50 Break
6. 2:50-5:00 Facilitated discussion

Identification of NWRs aquatic resource needs corresponding to CRFPO
capabilities

Tim Cummings explained that in planning the workshop we thought about what we
wanted the outcome to be and thought about what would be realistic to accomplish. We
have accomplished getting a better idea of some of the needs refuges have identified. We
will be following up to define, put more contrast, help prepare FONS/RONS. On CCP,
what are you looking for-review, help with writing, collect baseline data? We learned
more specific needs and will identify if they are anything CRFPO can help you with,
near-term and long-term.

Vicki said the Fisheries Program is being held to more habitat standards through
GPRA/performance measures. Fisheries will look at efforts for which we will be getting
some credit-not a traditional process for us.

Doug Spencer said CCP plans are for 15 years but can be revised every 5; every refuge
must have one; covers every aspect a refuge would do (administration, law enforcement,
whole gamut); can bring in outside issues; would like to see Fisheries get together and
advise, know aspects of watershed.

Fred Paveglio said fisheries help is needed at the front end—beginning of CCP. Refuges
rely on Fred to set up habitat goals and objectives. We need to get help from fisheries at
the initial stages.

Tim Cummings noted that CRFPO is not funded to do directly. We have assisted with the
Gorge refuges, Hanford, now Sheldon. Howard Schaller asked about the schedule for
CCPs. Which ones need assistance from aquatic resources? We have some staff-you
need help; can this be scheduled so that we can assist throughout CCP needs.

Tim Whitesel asked if data gathering mean taking existing data or getting new data? Fred

P. said to focus on species-what are conservation targets. Interrelate to habitat objectives
(need your help) then management strategies to achieve objectives.

14



Doug said a parallel plan is NEPA; then funding part-fishing areas, boat ramp, research
projects. Howard suggested we get CCP schedule and identify consensus goals and
objectives from aquatic resources perspective in CCP using some kind of data. If data
collection is extensive, we might put in FONS to develop CCP. We might need to get
funding through FONS if data gaps or missing pieces are identified. Jerry Van Meter:
probably is better not to look on single solution or source of funds or staff assistance. Be
aware of appropriations committee and look at assuring that federal and state plans fit
well. If you are putting teams together make sure they are multi-agency. Fred Paveglio
said the best way is to take schedule and look at where fisheries needs are. Plans are for
15 years, but are not done in 15 years. Doug said there are many scoping meetings with
partners. A draft is reviewed by the Washington Ofice.

Tim Cummings asked the earliest CCPs to start; Ridgefield and Oregon coast are certain
this year. Would you want to get addressed the individual actions that we broke out? Fred
Paveglio said you can help by identifying (through literature) what should be on a refuge.
There is a basic need for inventory on a refuge and would like to have when we start a
CCP. The Gorge CCP was started with a high level of work with CRFPO. Now starting
in Ridgefield but don’t have information. Sam Lohr: collaboration on CCP under
research—include opportunity to get that data? Doug said we need basic data but that
could be what your need could be; can be asking for within plan. Jerry Van Meter said it
IS an iterative process, don’t look for static conditions.

There are some technical issues that just need discussion. Fisheries could/should be a
core team member or an extended team member.

Identification of potential opportunities for demonstration projects for
watershed restoration associated with NWRs

Howard Schaller said we are trying to look at a situation where we have a watershed with
a subbasin plan. It would be run through refuges, AFR, states, tribe, ES, ARW and used
as an integrated demonstration project. Refuge vehicle can be used as focus for I&E.
Trying to see if refuges could identify situations that would be candidates that could be
narrowed to one or two. Vicki said it would match wonderfully with Cross Program
Recovery. Tim Cummings asked if watershed council(s) are pulled into developing CCPs
(could be extended Team members). Vicki said Washington state is ahead of Oregon as
far as sub basin planning. Is Washington more ready? The Lower Columbia Fish
Recovery board has done a good job; there is a lot of focus on the Columbia all the time.
Howard Schaller reiterated that the demo project would involved a watershed with a plan
connected to a refuge.

Ralph Webber said the Tualatin River watershed is advanced subbasin plan. The council
has a fully approved plan; 80 NGOs to do restoration. The Refuge will be largest federal
ownership in basin. If you want an opportunity of something already going on, it is there
in Tualatin.
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Howard said for the watershed demonstration projects, would like to look at small,
simple watershed and one that is more complex that may be well down the line. Are there
opportunities or not? Ralph said Tualatin River is small but very complex. There is
limited water in relation to the demand. Howard Schaller said he is thinking of
Gee/Gibbons Cr.-large and small; Tualation for complex. Charlie Stenvall mentioned
meetings with CRFPO 3 years ago on chum needs at Willapa. Needs are driven by what
we (refuges) perceive needs are. Fisheries people presence would be having different
perspective that may result in different needs identified.

Vicki said to incorporate the culvert report. Get refuge managers a copy; most of refuge
system has not been surveyed. Howard we would need a FONS. Forrest said WWFWO
would get money to do inventories. Fisheries came on doing it because of culvert
litigation. It is highly likely that any fish passage impediments (improvements) need to
get into budget arena, possibly as congressional add-ons.

Identification of contacts (NWR, CRFPO, RO) responsible for developing
project proposals for RONS, FONS, internal and external funding sources

POC: CRFPO Sam Lohr
POC: Refuges: Fred P./Forrest
POC: RO: Vicki

7. Wrap up
Howard reviewed what we will do in terms of follow up: 1) work with Fred and Cameron
on CCPs; 2) work with refuges for demonstrations projects; 3) follow up listing fisheries

needs and see if there are any that we would have funding to do something right away.
Jointly develop FONS/RONS to get funding in place.
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APPENDIX D

Willapa NWR

Size - 27,500 acres (15,500 acres fee title / use deed, 12,000 acres Presidential Proclamation Boundary
area). Also manages approximately 2,000 acres of FMHA easement properties with aquatic resources.

Location — Pacific County, Southwest Washington.

Habitats - Sand dune, old growth forest, second growth forest, grassland, estuarine mudflats and saltmarsh,
fresh water wetlands and all or part of 19 streams or rivers with fish resources / opportunities.

Primary aquatic species - Chinook, Coho, Chum, Steelhead, Coastal Cutthroat, Lamprey.
Aguatic issues — Restore stream function and biodiversity to pre disturbed conditions on streams that are
within the refuge as well as those that traverse private property. Much of the initial structural barrier
problems have been or will soon be completed (dam removal, fish ladder construction, bridge installation,
tide gate removal, tidal restoration). Some work on re establishing native fish species has been underway
(chum, cutthroat trout, coho). A good amount of instream woody debris work has been completed, but
riparian treatments, silt loading and reduction or elimination of problem roads remains. Much work is
needed in understanding how to re establish the entire suite of aquatic organisms and under what conditions
and prescriptions in streams where they have been extirpated.

Julia Butler Hansen Refuge for the Columbian White-tailed Deer
Size — Approximately 6,000 acres.
Location - Wahkiakum County, Washington, Columbia and Clatsop County, Oregon.

Habitats — Forested Columbia River islands, grasslands, wetlands and more than 3,000 acres enclosed by
dikes and tide gates for protection of CWT deer. Four streams or rivers are part of the refuge.

Primary aquatic species — All Columbia River stocks.
Aguatic issues - Optimizing salmonid rearing habitat within diked portions of the refuge as well as on
Crims Island without impacting habitat for CWT deer (water quality, fish friendly tide gates, dike removal,
predation, reestablishing bathymetry, invasive species). Reestablishment and restoration of streams with
salmonid potential which traverse refuge and private ownerships.

Lewis and Clark NWR
Size — Approximately 40,000 acres

Location - Clatsop County, Oregon

Habitats — tidally influenced open water, shoals and vegetated islands in the Columbia River from Astoria
to Cathlamet.

Primary aquatic species — All Columbia River stocks
Aguatic issues - Effect of fish eating birds on listed Columbia River stocks and implications for seabird /

colonial nesting bird management. Columbia River dredging and dredge spoil placement impacts on
Salmonids.
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Ridgefield NWR
Refuge information

Refuge name: Ridgefield NWR | Location: Primary basin:
Manager: Jennifer Brown Ridgefield, WA Columbia River

Complex name: Ridgefield Clark County

NWRC Southwest WA

Manager: Tim Bodeen

Watercourses and aquatic habitats present: (list main river, streams, lakes present; note types of habitat
present or could be established through restoration)

Main watercourses are the Columbia River and three small tributaries to the Columbia River. Lake River,
Gee Creek, Campbell Slough and Bachelor Slough are all found within, or bordering the Refuge.

Bachelor Island Unit: Presently, Refuge-owned portions of Bachelor Island consist of approximately 158
acres of native riparian communities and 248 acres of wetlands. This majority of this Refuge unit is
surrounded by a levee and the wetlands are filled with water pumped from the Columbia River.

Carty Unit: The Carty Unit is undiked, subjecting low elevation bottomland forests, riverine wetlands,
lakes, and semi-permanent wetland habitats to the hydrological influences of the Columbia River. Reed
canarygrass is well-established within portions of Gee Creek, the shorelines of Carty Lake, Middle Lake,
and other sites with seasonally high soil moisture. Conversely, the bottomland forests bordering Lake
River within the Carty Unit are structurally diverse with intact native shrub and ground covering layers.

Ridgeport Dairy Unit: The Service manages approximately 130 acres of wetland within the unit.
Campbell Lake and the Sand Pit Ponds are the only wetlands within the unit that are connected to the
Columbia River. All other wetland units are contained within dikes with water delivery capability through
pumps. The largest contiguous riparian area borders Campbell Lake. Other riparian areas of the unit are
typically thin corridors bordering fields, the Columbia River, or Lake River.

River “S” Unit: Prior to diking, which excluded this area from the river’s flood plain, River ‘S’ was
largely influenced by the river’s hydrology and subject to frequent inundation by spring floods. Former
habitats of River ‘S’ were presumably bottomland riparian communities and wooded seasonal wetlands.
The River ‘S’ Unit consists of approximately 155 acres of native riparian habitat comprised of both mixed
cottonwood/ash bottomland forests and stands of nearly pure Oregon ash. River ‘S’ now has 25 managed
wetlands totaling 590 acres.

Roth Unit: The Roth Unit is not diked and is still somewhat influenced by river levels and ocean tides.
The Roth Unit is bisected by Campbell Slough, which links the Columbia River to Campbell Lake.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
Ridgefield NWR was established in 1965 to provide wintering habitat for dusky Canada geese and
currently includes 5,150 acres. The primary habitat management objectives for the Refuge are to (1)
provide wintering habitat for dusky Canada geese and other migratory waterfowl, (2) protect, restore, and
enhance populations of threatened and endangered species, (3) maintain habitats for indigenous species and
perpetuate natural diversity; and (4) provide for environmental education, research, and wildlife oriented
recreation.

Species of management focus: (please note whether they are trust species, federally listed, or other
status)

Dusky Canada geese and Sandhill cranes are the focus species of the Refuge. Various waterfowl, shore
birds and long legged wading birds are present at different times of the year. Habitats and public use
programs are managed to encourage their presence. Ground nesting bird species are also taken into
consideration during seasonal management planning.

Aquatic species: (present, potentially present, federally listed)
Anadromous salmonids may potentially be present at some periods during the year. The use of Gee Creek
and Campbell Slough by these salmonids is not completely understood.

Watershed restoration opportunities: (We would like information about potential opportunities for
fisheries assistance considering the needs of watersheds that NWRs occupy (e.g., demonstration projects
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for watershed restoration). Please indicate yes or no to the following questions.)

Avre there opportunities for restoration projects conducted on or off of refuge lands that consider issues at
the watershed scale?  Yes_ X No

Avre there existing watershed councils or other groups involved in addressing issues at the watershed scale?
Yes X No

Gee Creek Restoration Committee

Has the Fish and Wildlife Service been involved with the council or groups? Yes X No

Specific issue or need information

Aquatic issue or need 1 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why it
is important)

Clark County Mosquito Control District has requested approval for BT application to areas within and
adjacent to Campbell Lake and Campbell Slough. The Refuge does not know if there is Anadromous fish
use in these areas or at what point in the season the Slough and Lake become unsuitable for use. The
Refuge needs more information about Salmonid use of these areas, and the effects or non-effects of BTI on
those species. Application of BTI has also been requested in and around Gee Creek.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)

. X___aquatic species inventory/survey

. X___habitat survey/assessment

. X__monitoring program design or implementation
) habitat restoration, creation, enhancement

. fish passage barrier/adequate flow

. invasive aquatic species

. planning support

other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)
Information on what species are using Campbell Lake and Campbell Slough, Slough and Lake temperature
data, and an assessment of BTIs potential effects in the system.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
The Refuge cannot make an informed decision on mosquito control without this information. With the
Comprehensive Conservation Plan beginning for the Refuge, this request will need to be answered.

Priority of need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the NWR
(i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
loutof6

NWR Contact:
Name:Jennifer Brown
Phone: (360) 887-3883
Email: Jennifer Brown@fws.gov

Aquatic issue or need 2 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why
it is important)

The refuge is in the early stages of developing a Comprehensive Conservation Plan. There are no fisheries
biologists available on staff to assist with aquatic resource issues for the CCP.

Category of issue or need: (please underline or describe)
o aquatic species inventory/survey

habitat survey/assessment
monitoring program design or implementation
habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
fish passage barrier/adequate flow
invasive aquatic species

X__ planning support

other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)
Technical assistance concerning fishery issues is needed for preparing the CCP.
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Implications if the need is not addressed:
Risk of not identifying some fishery concerns early on in the development of the CCP..

Priority of need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the NWR
(i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
2 0f 6

NWR Contact:
Name:Jennifer Brown
Phone(360) 887-3883
Email:Jennifer Brown@fws.gov

Aquatic issue or need 3 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why
it is important)

The flow through the mouth of Gee Creek seems to continue to slow due to an increase of silt build up.
The creek is also being choked by reed canarygrass. Both of these issues could potentially become barriers
to cutthroat and coho and reduce juvenile rearing habitat for anadromous salmonids.

Category of issue or need: (please underline or describe)
o aquatic species inventory/survey

X__habitat survey/assessment
monitoring program design or implementation
habitat restoration, creation, enhancement

X __fish passage barrier/adequate flow
invasive aquatic species
planning support

other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)

Evaluation of the silt build up and a comprehensive plan to reduce the amount of silt is needed. This plan
may need to look at short term Refuge removal of silt and canarygrass, and a long term plan of reducing silt
deposits from off-refuge.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Potential opportunity to improve fish access to stream habitat in a protected area may be missed.

Priority of issue/need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the
NWR (i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
30f6

NWR Contact:
Name:Jennifer Brown
Phone(360) 887-3883
Email:Jennifer Brown@fws.gov

Aquatic issue or need 4  : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why
it is important)

The potential for introduction of invasive Zebra Mussels and New Zealand Mud Snail is likely in the near
future. A current inventory of species already found in non-diked wetlands (Campbell Lake, Post Office
Lake, Carty Lake) is necessary to make sure that these unwanted intruders have not yet arrived. Also, a
plan to exclude these exotic species from the Refuge should be formulated before the infestation begins.

Category of issue or need: (please underline or describe)
. X___aquatic species inventory/survey

habitat survey/assessment

X _ monitoring program design or implementation
habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
fish passage barrier/adequate flow

X _invasive aquatic species
planning support

other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)
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Provide an inventory of non-diked wetlands, create a plan to decrease the likelihood of invasive species
introduction, and monitor high-risk wetlands for introductions.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Opportunity to stop an infestation before it happens could be missed.

Priority of issue/need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the
NWR (i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
40of 6

NWR Contact:
Name:Jennifer Brown
Phone(360) 887-3883
Email:Jennifer Brown@fws.gov

Aquaticissueor need 5 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why
it is important)

The current cutthroat project at Gee Creek has not answered the question of whether these fish are a local
population or if they are anadromous. A second pit tag reader would need to be installed and monitored at
the mouth of Gee Creek to answer this question.

Category of issue or need: (please underline or describe)
o aquatic species inventory/survey

habitat survey/assessment

X _ monitoring program design or implementation
habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
fish passage barrier/adequate flow
invasive aquatic species
planning support

other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)
Add an additional pit tag monitoring site at the mouth of Gee Creek to assess if cutthroat are leaving the
local system.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Potential opportunity to understanding of Refuge cutthroat population is missed.

Priority of issue/need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the
NWR (i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
50f6

NWR Contact:
Name:Jennifer Brown
Phone(360) 887-3883
Email:Jennifer Brown@fws.gov

Aquaticissueorneed 6  : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why
it is important)

Steam remediation is currently taking place at Port of Ridgefield. The site was currently a wood treatment
site and is adjacent to Carty Lake. A contaminant plume was previously identified and contaminant studies
have been completed in the past. No studies have been planned to evaluate the movement of the plume
after the remediation is complete. Post Office Lake and Campbell Lake are both influenced by Columbia
River water levels. These areas, especially Post Office Lake, may get inundated during flood waters and
then do not get flushed. The potential for contamination of these Lakes has not been studied.

Category of issue or need: (please underline or describe)
. aquatic species inventory/survey
habitat survey/assessment
X _ monitoring program design or implementation
habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
fish passage barrier/adequate flow
invasive aquatic species
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° planning support
other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)
Plan a contamination monitoring program for Carty, Campbell, and Post Office Lakes.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Potential contamination of Refuge wetlands will not be identified.

Priority of issue/need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the
NWR (i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
6of 6

NWR Contact:
Name:Jennifer Brown
Phone(360) 887-3883
Email:Jennifer Brown@fws.gov

Steigerwald NWR
Refuge information

Refuge name: Steigerwald Location: Primary basin:
Lake NWR Clark County Columbia River
Manager: James R. Clapp Southwest Washington
Complex Name: Ridgefield
Complex

Manager: Tim Bodeen

Watercourses and aquatic habitats present: (list main river, streams, lakes present; note types of habitat
present or could be established through restoration)

The Columbia River passes along the south shore of the refuge. In 1965, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (COE) constructed a levee along the Columbia River to provide flood protection to the private
landowners, Port of Camas-Washougal Industrial Park located west of the refuge, and SR 14 to the north of
the refuge. This cut off Steigerwald Lake from its historical connection with the Columbia River.

Gibbons Creek flows from a watershed north of Washington State Road 14, through a bridge under SR 14,
onto the refuge. Historically, the creek flowed into Steigerwald Lake, which then flowed in a shallow
gradient into a ditch flowing to the west, where excess waters were pumped by the Port of Camas-
Washougal Industrial Park to prevent flooding of their facilities. For almost 30 years, this was the only
connection between Gibbons Creek, Steigerwald Lake, and the Columbia River. Because the waters of the
lake had to pass through a set of expulsion pumps and a largely non-functioning tidegate, it was believed
that the historical spawning population of salmon had not been able to migrate into Gibbons Creek. Shortly
after the establishment of the refuge in 1965, biological staff found evidence of spawning near the outlet of
Gibbons Creek into Steigerwald Lake, and learned that the tidegate had, in fact, been operational some of
the time, allowing salmonids to pass through with the correct water conditions.

In 1992, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) constructed a channel in an elevated dike to transport
Gibbons Creek directly into the Columbia River, bypassing Steigerwald Lake. The elevated channel begins
at a flow control structure south of State Route 14. At this point, structure design called for all flows up to
70 cfs to be routed into the elevated channel. Flows exceeding 70 cfs would be diverted into the original
Gibbons Creek channel west of the elevated channel. Winter storms in excess of 100 cfs were to be
infrequent, and excess waters would flow over a concrete spillway to the west.

Steigerwald Lake is approximately 300 acres in size, and much of its shallow water shoreline consists of
invasive non-native reed canarygrass. There is a ditch which runs from east to west through the lake and
its wetlands, left over from historical attempts to drain the lake for agricultural purposes.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
This 1,049-acre refuge was established in 1987, and is closely tied to the mitigation impacts resulting from
construction of the second powerhouse at the Bonneveille Lock and Dam by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, “for the fish and wildlife mitigation purposes associated with this project”. Subsequent land
acquisitions were related to mitigation for the construction of Federal hydroelectric dams on the Columbia
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River.

Species of management focus: (please note whether they are trust species, federally listed, or other
status) Current major management emphasis is to provide green grass pastures as forage areas for
wintering Canada geese. The CCP lists a wide variety of habitat restoration goals (wetlands, riparian,
grassland, oak savanna and woodland, and wet meadow), intended to benefit a wide variety of wildlife
(avian, mammalian, reptiles, and amphibians).

Aquatic species: (present, potentially present, federally listed) Chum salmon were documented using
Gibbons Creek prior to the construction of the Columbia River dike in 1965. Between 1996 and 2003,
spawning adult and migrating smolt Coho salmon (Candidate — Federal) have been found in small numbers
in Gibbons Creek. Steelhead (Federal - Threatened, State — Candidate) and Chinook salmon (Federal -
Threatened, State — Candidate) have been found using Gibbons Creek and its tributaries.

Watershed restoration opportunities: (We would like information about potential opportunities for
fisheries assistance considering the needs of watersheds that NWRs occupy (e.g., demonstration projects
for watershed restoration). Please indicate yes or no to the following questions.)
Avre there opportunities for restoration projects conducted on or off of refuge lands that consider issues at
the watershed scale?  Yes No Maybe__ X
There have been previous meetings with Clark County agencies to address Gibbons Creek water quality
and habitat issues. To my knowledge, no one agency has taken charge and no recent meetings have
occurred.
Avre there existing watershed councils or other groups involved in addressing issues at the watershed scale?
Yes X  No Unknown

If yes, please list the councils or groups.
Has the Fish and Wildlife Service been involved with the council or groups? Yes X  No

Specific issue or need information

Aquatic issue or need 1 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why it
is important Excessive movement of gravels into the area of the flow control structure on Gibbons Creek
below SR14 have resulted in the system not operating as it was designed, with flows over the concrete
spillway occurring much more frequently than originally thought. During the CCP process, this concern
was brought up as an issue, indicating the potential loss of listed salmonids when Gibbons Creek flowed
over the concrete spillway.

A meeting with a variety of agency representatives to discuss that issue resulted in a suggestion by the
Corps biologist to re-establish the connection between Gibbons Creek and the Columbia River though
Steigerwald Lake, restoring its function as an off-river rearing area for juvenile salmonids. LCRFP staff
were involved during early meetings with the Corps, but the Corps has indicated they no longer have a
source of funding.

Refuge staff has contacted Ducks Unlimited, which has expressed an interest in moving forward with the
proposal presented by the Corps, utilizing grants for funding.

As plans are developed for this project, LCRFP staff should be included to ensure that adequate salmonid
issues are addresses.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)

. aquatic species inventory/survey

. habitat survey/assessment

. monitoring program design or implementation
e X habitat restoration, creation, enhancement

fish passage barrier/adequate flow
. invasive aquatic species
. planning support
__X__other (please describe: Assist with planning of the restoration of Columbia River floodplain
functions to Steigerwald Lake.

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)

Assist with planning of the restoration of Columbia River floodplain functions to Steigerwald Lake. This
will probably require periodic meetings and phone calls, and perhaps some minor writing/review of
fisheries related sections of documents required for approval of the final design by appropriate agencies.

Implications if the need is not addressed: The major goal for this project is to provide for juvenile

23




salmonid rearing habitat in Steigerwald Lake. It is important for Service Fisheries staff be involved in
planning to ensure that fisheries issues/concerns are adequately addressed.

Priority of need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the NWR
(i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
1 outof 3

NWR Contact:
Name: James R. Clapp
Phone: (360) 835-8767
Email: jim_clapp@fws.gov

Aquatic issue or need 2 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why it
is important)

A comprehensive conservation plan has been developed for the three Columbia Gorge Refuges — Pierce,
Franz Lake, and Steigerwald Lake. One of the actions to be accomplished shortly after completion is to
complete a fisheries management plan covering fisheries survey, management and environmental education
activities on the refuge. There are no fisheries biologists available on staff to assist with the aquatic
resource issues to be addressed in this plan.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)

. aquatic species inventory/survey

. habitat survey/assessment

o monitoring program design or implementation
o habitat restoration, creation, enhancement

. fish passage barrier/adequate flow

. invasive aquatic species

e X planning support
other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)
Technical assistance and review in writing this plan.

Implications if the need is not addressed:

This plan is part of the requirements to complete the CCP, and should be done to adequately identify
specific aspects of fisheries research, management, and environmental education to be conducted on the
refuges.

Priority of need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the NWR
(i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
2 out of 3

NWR Contact:
Name: James R. Clapp
Phone: (360) 835-8767
Email: jim_clapp@fws.gov

Aquatic issue or need 3 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why it
is important) Previous surveys completed by LCRFP staff have indicated a number of factors believed to
be negatively impacting the Gibbons Creek aquatic system: (1) habitat fragmentation, especially by road
culverts; (2) riparian vegetation removal; (3) in stream habitat simplification by large woody debris input
reduction and removal; and (4) spawning habitat degradation by heavy inputs of fine sediment. It was
recommended that the highest priority action is to remove barriers to habitat currently unavailable to
anadromous fish. This would provide anadromous fish access to 10.2 miles of upstream potential spawning
and rearing habitat.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)

e X __aquatic species inventory/survey

. habitat survey/assessment

. monitoring program design or implementation
e X habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
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. fish passage barrier/adequate flow
. invasive aquatic species
. planning support

other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)

Conduct a follow up habitat survey to determine changes in conditions in Gibbons Creek since the previous
one done by CRFP biological staff. Provide technical assistance and presence when meeting with
representatives from agencies/private owning the barriers; assistance in developing necessary documents to
accomplish the desired action; and assistance in locating potential funding sources.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
This action was identified in the CCP, and if not accomplished, lack of access to a potential additional 10.2
miles of spawning and rearing habitat upstream of the refuge boundary.

Priority of need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the NWR
(i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
3outof3

NWR Contact:
Name: James R. Clapp
Phone: (360) 835-8767
Email: jim_clapp@fws.gov

Franz Lake NWR
Refuge information

Refuge name: Franz Lake Location: Primary basin:
NWR Skamania County, Southwest Columbia River
Manager: James R. Clapp Washington
Complex Name: Ridgefield
Complex

Manager: Tim Bodeen

Watercourses and aquatic habitats present: (list main river, streams, lakes present; note types of habitat
present or could be established through restoration) The Columbia River passes along the south shore of
the refuge. Indian Mary Creek flows from a watershed north of Washington State Road 14, through two
small culverts located on a small private inholding, and into Franz Lake. The Lower Columbia River
Fisheries Enhancement Group is currently working on acquiring funding to replace the culverts with a full
span bridge to improve anadromous fish passage.

There is a set of beaver dams along the narrower courses of Arthur Lake and the connection between Franz
and Arthur Lakes which may influence fish passage to some degree.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
This-552 acre refuge was established in 1990 under authority of the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, with a
purpose “to preserve biodiversity along the Columbia River by protecting diverse and now rare Columbia
River floodplain wetland and riparian habitats and forested watershed buffers”.

Species of management focus: (please note whether they are trust species, federally listed, or other
status) As identified in the CCP, management at Franz Lake NWR is primarily that of protection. The
refuge does provide a special use permit to allow monitoring of a small area east of the Franz Lake dike for
mosquitoes by the local mosquito control district and treatment with BT as needed. Aquatic vegetation in
Franz Lake is dominated by wapato (Sagittaria spp.), the tubers of which are fed on by wintering swans
providing excellent wildlife viewing opportunities for the public using SR 14.

Aquatic species: (present, potentially present, federally listed) Surveys of Franz and Arthur Lakes and
their tributaries in 1996 and 1997 found juvenile Coho salmon (Candidate Federal) to be the most abundant
salmonid in the wetland system. The adults likely spawn in nearby Goodbear and Archer Creeks, then as
juveniles move into Franz Lake during high water events. The Coho smolts rear in the cooler waters of
Poacher Springs and in Franz Lake during the warm summer months.

The LCRFP staff has collected information regarding salmonid use of Franz Lake to determine overlap
between salmon use and mosquito breeding areas, and to determine fish feeding preferences.

Watershed restoration opportunities: (We would like information about potential opportunities for
fisheries assistance considering the needs of watersheds that NWRs occupy (e.g., demonstration projects
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for watershed restoration). Please indicate yes or no to the following questions.)
Avre there opportunities for restoration projects conducted on or off of refuge lands that consider issues at
the watershed scale?  Yes No Maybe__ X
There is a partial blockage to fish passage in Indian Mary Creek at the Burlington Northern railroad culvert.
The recently completed Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) identifies the assessment of these
barriers with appropriate agencies for modification or removal.
Avre there existing watershed councils or other groups involved in addressing issues at the watershed scale?
Yes No Unknown X

If yes, please list the councils or groups.
Has the Fish and Wildlife Service been involved with the council or groups?  Yes No X

Specific issue or need information

Aquatic issue or need _1 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why it
is important)

Columbia River floodwaters provide breeding conditions for mosquitoes on Franz Lake and other wetland
areas connected to the River. During the late 1990s, residents of Skamania, Washington, who consider
Franz Lake to be a major source of mosquitoes in their community, requested permission to treat Franz
Lake with the larvacide Bacillus thuringiensis var israeliensis (BTI). In a 2002 Compatibility
Determination, the application of BTI in Franz Lake was determined not to be compatible because of the
presence of the salmonids which had been found in some areas of Franz and Arthur Lakes. Site-specific
research was needed to address: (1) overlap in seasonal habitat use between salmonids and mosquito larvae
in the desired treatment area, (2) food resources used by salmonids in the treatment area, and (3) impacts of
BTI on the aquatic invertebrate community in the treatment area

LCRFP staff has been collecting information to address the salmonid questions for the last year and a half.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)
. aquatic species inventory/survey
habitat survey/assessment
monitoring program design or implementation
habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
fish passage barrier/adequate flow
invasive aquatic species
. planning support
other (please describe): Complete subject report by Fall 2005.

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)

Completion of the report of its findings during the fall 2005 would greatly facilitate evaluation of all data
collected and developing a new compatibility determination at the request of the Skamania Mosquito
Control District prior to the 2006 mosquito season.

Implications if the need is not addressed:

The completion of this report and re-evaluation of its findings in a timely manner were promised not only
to the Skamania Mosquito Control District and local Skamania residents, but also to local legislative
representatives who had been contacted by the Skamania residents and involved in meetings to explain the
issues involved. All efforts should be made to complete this report and the invertebrate study to provide
the information needed to rewrite the compatibility determination and obtain approvals for BTI treatment,
if determined to be compatible.

Priority of need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the NWR
(i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
1outof3

NWR Contact:
Name: James R. Clapp
Phone: (360) 835-8767
Email: jim_clapp@fws.gov

Aquatic issue or need 2 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why it
is important)
A comprehensive conservation plan has been developed for the three Columbia Gorge Refuges (Pierce,
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Franz Lake, and Steigerwald Lake). One of the actions to be accomplished shortly after completion is to
complete a fisheries management plan covering fisheries survey, management and environmental education
activities on the refuge. There are no fisheries biologists available on staff to assist with the aquatic
resources issues to be addressed in this plan.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)

e aquatic species inventory/survey

e  habitat survey/assessment

. monitoring program design or implementation
e  habitat restoration, creation, enhancement

. fish passage barrier/adequate flow

. invasive aquatic species

e _ X__ planning support
other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)
Technical assistance and review in writing this plan.

Implications if the need is not addressed:

This plan is part of the requirements to complete the CCP, and should be done to adequately identify
specific aspects of fisheries research, management, and environmental education to be conducted on the
refuges.

Priority of need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the NWR
(i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
2outof 3

NWR Contact:
Name: James R. Clapp
Phone: (360) 835-8767
Email: jim_clapp@fws.gov

Aquatic issue or need 3 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why it
is important)

Assess man-made migration barriers (road and railroad culverts) to anadromous fish within the Indian
Mary Creek watershed for subsequent removal or modification. This would provide anadromous fish
access to 1.5 miles of upstream potential spawning and rearing habitat.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)

e  X__ aquatic species inventory/survey

e X _ habitat survey/assessment

. monitoring program design or implementation
) habitat restoration, creation, enhancement

. X __ fish passage barrier/adequate flow

. invasive aquatic species

. planning support
other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)

Conduct an aquatic species and habitat survey to determine actual potential for spawning and rearing
habitat in Indian Mary Creek above the refuge. If found suitable, provide technical assistance and presence
when meeting with representatives from agencies owning the barriers; assistance in developing necessary
documents to accomplish the desired action; and assistance in locating potential funding sources.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
This action was identified in the CCP, and if not accomplished, lack of access to a potential additional 1.5
miles of spawning and rearing habitat upstream of the refuge boundary.

Priority of need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the NWR
(i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
3outof3

NWR Contact:
Name: James R. Clapp
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Phone: (360) 835-8767
Email: jim_clapp@fws.gov

Pierce NWR
Refuge name: Pierce NWR Location: Primary basin:
Manager: James R. Clapp Skamania County, Southwest Columbia River
Complex Name: Ridgefield Washington

Complex
Manager: Tim Bodeen

Watercourses and aquatic habitats present: (list main river, streams, lakes present; note types of habitat
present or could be established through restoration) The Columbia River passes along the south shore of
the refuge. Tributaries include Grenia Creek, which flows into Pierce Lake (impounded water) then into
Hardy Creek, which originates off-refuge and flows through the refuge into the Columbia River. An
artificial spawning channel was constructed in the mid-1990’s to supplement chum salmon spawning
habitat, but has been unsuccessful thus far. Two backwater sloughs adjoin Hardy Creek, and a small
unnamed stream flows into Lena’s Lake, an impoundment formed by a dam and water control structure.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
This 329-acre refuge was established in 1983 with a donation from Lena Pierce so the area could be used
for “wildlife refuge, recreation or park purposes”. The donation was accepted in accordance with the
Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 1929, as an inviolate sanctuary for migratory birds. Mrs. Pierce
wanted the land be managed, in part, to benefit the Western Canada goose.

Species of management focus: (please note whether they are trust species, federally listed, or other
status) A variety of non-game birds are present during throughout the year, and a small number of
waterfowl use the impoundments, especially the winter and migrating months. Habitats are managed to
encourage their presence. No listed birds have been documented.

Aquatic species: (present, potentially present, federally listed) Hardy Creek hosts one of the last Chum
salmon runs along the Columbia River. Small numbers of Coho also spawn in Hardy Creek.

Watershed restoration opportunities: (We would like information about potential opportunities for
fisheries assistance considering the needs of watersheds that NWRs occupy (e.g., demonstration projects
for watershed restoration). Please indicate yes or no to the following questions.)
Avre there opportunities for restoration projects conducted on or off of refuge lands that consider issues at
the watershed scale?  Yes No Maybe__ X
Two elevated culverts on Hardy Creek upstream of the refuge block anadromous fish passage to upstream
habitat. The recently completed Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) identifies the assessment of
these barriers with appropriate agencies for modification or removal.
Avre there existing watershed councils or other groups involved in addressing issues at the watershed scale?
Yes No_ X

If yes, please list the councils or groups.
Has the Fish and Wildlife Service been involved with the council or groups?  Yes No X

Specific issue or need information

Aquatic issue or need _1 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why it
is important)

The Hardy Creek chum salmon run is one of the few remaining spawning populations along the lower
Columbia River. LCRFP staff has conducted BPA-funded surveys of spawning adults and out-migrating
juveniles during the past several years. It is important to continue this research to monitor the population
and determine the possibility of management options for improvement of habitat for this species, including
modifications to the auxiliary spawning channel.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)
e X __ aquatic species inventory/survey
__X__habitat survey/assessment
monitoring program design or implementation
__X__habitat restoration, creation, enhancement

[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
e X __ fish passage barrier/adequate flow
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. invasive aquatic species
. planning support
other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)

Information concerning aquatic species and their habitats in Hardy Creek continues to be needed to
determine management approaches for the area, both on a local and river-wide context. The need could be
met by continuing the chum salmon surveys to determine species composition and distribution and to
continue to evaluate potential stream restoration actions.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Opportunities to monitor chum salmon population and determine improved habitat conditions for a
federally listed fish species at a national wildlife refuge would be missed.

Priority of need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the NWR
(i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
1outof3

NWR Contact:
Name: James R. Clapp
Phone: (360) 835-8767
Email: jim_clapp@fws.gov

Aquatic issue or need _2__: (please provide background information about the issue or need and why it
is important)

A comprehensive conservation plan has been developed for the three Columbia Gorge Refuges (Pierce,
Franz Lake, and Steigerwald Lake). One of the actions to be accomplished shortly after completion is to
complete a fisheries management plan covering fisheries survey, management and environmental education
activities on the refuge. There are no fisheries biologists available on staff to assist with the aquatic
resources issues to be addressed in this plan.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)
e aquatic species inventory/survey
___habitat survey/assessment
monitoring program design or implementation
____habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
fish passage barrier/adequate flow
invasive aquatic species
e X _ planning support
other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)
Technical assistance and review in writing this plan.

Implications if the need is not addressed:

This plan is part of the requirements to complete the CCP, and should be done to adequately identify
specific aspects of fisheries research, management, and environmental education to be conducted on the
refuges.

Priority of need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the NWR
(i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
2outof3

NWR Contact:
Name: James R. Clapp
Phone: (360) 835-8767
Email: jim_clapp@fws.gov

Agquatic issue or need _3__: (please provide background information about the issue or need and why it
is important)

Assess man-made migration barriers (road and railroad culverts) to anadromous fish within the Hardy
Creek watershed for subsequent removal or modification. This would provide anadromous fish access to
1.2 miles of upstream potential spawning and rearing habitat.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)
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e _ X__ aquatic species inventory/survey
e _ X__ habitat survey/assessment
. monitoring program design or implementation
. habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
. X __ fish passage barrier/adequate flow
. invasive aquatic species
. planning support
other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)

Conduct an aquatic species and habitat survey to determine actual potential for spawning and rearing
habitat in Hardy Creek above the refuge. If found suitable, provide technical assistance and presence when
meeting with representatives from agencies owning the barriers; assistance in developing necessary
documents to accomplish the desired action; and assistance in locating potential funding sources.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
This action was identified in the CCP, and if not accomplished, lack of access to a potential additional 1.2
miles of spawning and rearing habitat upstream of the refuge boundary.

Priority of need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the NWR
(i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))
3outof3

NWR Contact:
Name: James R. Clapp
Phone: (360) 835-8767
Email: jim_clapp@fws.gov

Umatilla NWR
Refuge information
Refuge name: Umatilla Location: Primary basin:
Manager: Brian Allen Morrow County, Northeast Columbia River
Complex name: Mid- Columbia | Oregon
River Refuges Benton County, Southeast
Manager: Gary Hagedorn Washington

Watercourses and aquatic habitats present: (list main river, streams, lakes present; note types of habitat
present or could be established through restoration)

The main watercourses of the Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge are the Columbia River (Umatilla Pool of
the John Day Lock and Dam Project) and distinct backwaters extending from the river, such as McCormack
Slough (OR), Crowe Butte Slough (WA), Whitcomb Slough (WA) and Paterson Slough (WA). Open
water comprises 40 percent of the Refuge and totals 10,300 acres. Riparian areas and emergent marsh
encompass another 10 percent or 2,500 acres. Uplands make up the remainder of Refuge lands. The
Umatilla Pool is currently maintained at elevations fluctuating between 265 and 262.5 feet (msl), with a
maximum of 264 feet from April through September. Due to operational changes in pool level
management that were initiated in 1993, as a result of salmon recovery, there have been substantial impacts
to both riparian and emergent wetland habitats. Current summer-time pool elevations have dropped by as
much as 4 feet from pre-1993 levels. Death and stress in riparian vegetation has been widespread and
substantial losses have occurred to shallow open-water and emergent marsh habitats within backwater
areas. Much riparian and wetland restoration work has been completed within the area of McCormack
Slough, and plans include extending this type of restoration work throughout other areas of the Refuge,
where impacts to salmonids are possible.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
The Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge was created under Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act obligations
due to the construction of the John Day Dam at River Mile 215. The project impounded waters along a 71
mile stretch of the mainstem Columbia River. The General Plan, signed in 1968, designated various lands
to be set aside for the conservation and management of wildlife, including most lands located in the present
day boundaries of the Umatilla NWR. The Refuge is located along the Washington and Oregon shores of
the Columbia River and is located about one hour’s drive southwest of the Tri-Cities area.

Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge Purposes (MAP not included)
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Initial Consultation: Consultation with the Secretary of Interior as part of the process of the water
resources development for the John Day Lock and Dam Project was completed with a report by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service titled A Detailed Report on Fish and Wildlife Resources Affected by the John Day
Lock and Dam Project. Information in this report as well as correspondence between the Service and the
Department of Army focuses on the creation for proposed management areas as compensation for
waterfowl losses. Additional correspondence in the files (including internal DOA correspondence, a letter
from the Assistant Secretary of the Interior to Chief of Engineers DOA, and a letter from the Secretary of
the Army to the Senate Chairman for the Committee on Public Works) continues the focus on waterfowl
resources for the proposed management area.

General Plan: A General Plan for the project was written in accordance with the Coordination Act. The
General Plan states that “those lands and waters acquired for primary purposes of the project [John Day
Lock and Dam] and found to have their greatest value in furthering the national migratory bird program
will be made available by cooperative agreement to the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service for administration and management.”

In addition, “lands acquired specifically for wildlife use in accordance with the Rivers and Harbor Act of
1965 be transferred to the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for
management.”

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1965 (Public Law 89-298): Public Law 89-298 authorized the Secretary of
Army to acquire additional lands to be part of the management area “for waterfowl management”. These
lands are referred to as ‘special law lands’ (Exhibit A described as Exhibit C).

1969 Cooperative Agreement: Lands and waters of the Umatilla NWR entered into cooperative
agreement with the Department of Army (Exhibit A described as Exhibit B) are made available “for the
purpose of development, conservation, and management of wildlife resources thereon in accordance with
said General Plan. The additional special law lands acquired for waterfowl management purposes in
accordance with Section 204 of P.L. 89-298 [Exhibit A described as Exhibit C] . . . will be under the sole
jurisdiction of the [Service] and not be subject to the terms and conditions [of the cooperative agreement].
1995 Amendment to the 1969 Cooperative Agreement: The cooperative agreement was modified “to
include additional lands that were originally excepted from management by the Service because they were
classified for recreation use”. These lands included portions of Blalock and Sand Dune Islands (see
modification of Exhibit B lands). “All remaining terms and conditions of the Cooperative Agreement
remain unchanged.”

Additional Land Acquisitions: Two land tracts of 670 acres and 27.6 acres were also subsequently added
to the Refuge in 1975 and 2002, respectively. The acquisition authority for both tracts was the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act, as well as the Emergency Wetland Restoration Act for the latter acquisition.

Species of management focus: (please note whether they are trust species, federally listed, or other
status)
Species, species groups, or communities identified as “conservation targets” during the currently ongoing
development of a Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP), as required by the Refuge Improvement Act of
1997, include the following:
- Shrub-Steppe Community (includes Long-billed Curlew as species of concern)
- Riparian Habitats
- Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats
- River Island Habitats
- Talus, Outcropping and Cliff Habitats
- *Migratory Waterfowl
- *Shorebirds
- Threatened and Endangered Species (Bald Eagle; Washington Ground Squirrel, Snake River
Sockeye, Fall Chinook, Spring/Summer Chinook and Steelhead; Upper Columbia River Spring
Chinook and Steelhead; Mid Columbia Chinook; Bull Trout and other possible salmonids)
*Trust Species (all other conservation targets provide for various migratory birds as trust species)

Aquatic species: (present, potentially present, federally listed)

Anadromous salmonids are present during various times of the year, including Snake River Sockeye, Fall
Chinook, Spring/Summer Chinook and Steelhead; Upper Columbia River Spring Chinook and Steelhead;
Mid Columbia Chinook; Bull Trout and other possible salmonids. The presence of juvenile salmon rearing
sites have been documented on the refuge and are adjacent proposed project areas.

Watershed restoration opportunities: (We would like information about potential opportunities for
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fisheries assistance considering the needs of watersheds that NWRs occupy (e.g., demonstration projects
for watershed restoration). Please indicate yes or no to the following questions.)
Avre there opportunities for restoration projects conducted on or off of refuge lands that consider issues at
the watershed scale? Yes_ X No
Avre there existing watershed councils or other groups involved in addressing issues at the watershed scale?
Yes No_ X

If yes, please list the councils or groups.
Has the Fish and Wildlife Service been involved with the council or groups?  Yes No X

Specific issue or need information

Aquatic issue or need 1 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why it
is important)

The Refuge could use CRFPO expertise and support in developing future projects to restore degraded and
reduced riparian and wetland habitats (as caused by water level management changes of the Umatilla Pool
that were implemented for salmon recovery) in order to fulfill the purposes of the Umatilla NWR, as well
as the goals of the refuge-system. There are needs within project planning and design to reduce negative
impacts and to provide potential benefits to salmonids and their recovery.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)

. X___aquatic species inventory/survey

. X__habitat survey/assessment

. monitoring program design or implementation
) X__ habitat restoration, creation, enhancement

. fish passage barrier/adequate flow

. invasive aquatic species

. X___planning support
X__ other (interagency involvement and coordination):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)
Information by CRFPO on aquatic species inventory and habitat assessment, as well as assistance with
interagency involvement, would help guide planning and implementation of riparian and wetland habitat
restoration projects.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Potential opportunities to benefit salmon and their recovery would be missed, or implementation of
restoration projects for riparian and wetland habitats could have detrimental results for salmon.

Priority of need: (What is the rank of the issue/need relative to other aquatic resource issues at the NWR
(i.e., 1 for the most important and so forth))

Riparian and wetland restoration and development is a top priority for management of the Refuge.

NWR Contact:
Name: Brian Allen
Phone: 541-922-4661
Email: brian_allen@fws.gov

Bandon Marsh NWR
Refuge information

Refuge name:  Bandon Marsh NWR Location: Primary basin:
Manager: David Ledig Coos County, Oregon Coquille River
Complex name: Oregon Coast NWRC

Manager: Roy W. Lowe

Watercourses and aquatic habitats present: (list main river, streams, lakes present; note types of habitat
present or could be established through restoration)

The main watercourse through the Bandon Marsh NWR is the Coquille River. Small streams that run
through the refuge include Spring Creek and Simpson Creek in the Bandon Marsh Unit and Fahy Creek,
Overlook Creek and Redd Creek in the Ni-les’tun Unit of the Refuge. Associated habitats include tidal salt
marsh, mudflats and sloughs, tidally influenced forested wetlands, freshwater forested wetlands, shrub
sw