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Executive Summary

On July 20, 2005, the Columbia River Fisheries Program Office (CRFPO) hosted a day-
long workshop with National Wildlife Refuges (NWRs) and representatives of programs
from the regional office. The goal of the workshop was to provide a forum to promote
effective information exchange between NWRs and the CRFPO. Specific objectives
were to:

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.

The NWRs represented at the workshop were primarily within the geographic area of
responsibility of the CRFPO, that is, the Columbia River basin below McNary Dam,
Oregon waters excluding the Klamath River basin, small tributaries of Willapa NWR.

The intent of the workshop was to exchange information to identify appropriate
opportunities where the CRFPO may assist NWRs using existing resources, and also
opportunities for assistance that require additional resources. The CRFPO and NWRs
consider the workshop an initial step to develop a systematic approach of working
collaboratively and envisions annuals meetings with managers.

Prior to the workshop, the CRFPO requested that each NWR complete a template for its
aquatic resource issues and needs. The completed templates were intended to provide
background information on the NWR, to identify aquatic species of interest, and to
facilitate discussion on watershed restoration opportunities and on aquatic issues and
needs. The CRFPO provided the NWR managers with an overview of the office to
inform them of the capabilities and expertise present.

The workshop was organized by four main sessions: 1) Overview of each NWR; 2)
CRFPO technical capabilities and work on refuges; 3) Regional programs and
involvement that promote fisheries assistance to NWRs; and 4) Facilitated discussion.
During the first session, representatives of each NWR gave presentations for their
respective NWRs. These presentations summarized the information in the templates and
included descriptions of the NWR and its aquatic resources and habitats, refuge history
and purposes, its management focus, and aquatic issues or needs. Refuges represented at
the workshop included Willapa NWR complex, Ridegefield NWR complex, Mid-
Columbia NWR complex, Oregon Coast NWR complex, Tualatin River NWR,
Willamette Valley NWR complex, Malheur NWR, and Sheldon-Hart Mountain NWR
complex. Although outside the CRFPO geographic area, Nisqually NWR was
represented.



The second session consisted of a history and overview of the CRFPO; followed by
presentations of fisheries projects the CRFPO has been conducting on NWRs. A
presentation about culvert surveys on Service lands (NWRs and hatcheries) conducted by
the Western Washington Fish and Wildlife Office was also made. For the third session,
regional office representatives described several programs and efforts that may facilitate
opportunities for fisheries assistance to NWRs. These include Cross Program Recovery,
National Fish Habitat Initiative, Joint Venture, Science Support, Invasive Species, and
Fish Restoration and Irrigation Mitigation Act and Fish Passage Program.

The final session of the workshop was a discussion that centered around three topics: 1)
Identification of NWRs aquatic resource needs corresponding to CRFPO mission and
capabilities; 2) Identification of potential opportunities for demonstration projects for
watershed restoration associated with NWRs; and 3) Identification of contacts (NWR,
CRFPO, RO) responsible for developing project proposals for RONS, FONS, internal
and external funding sources. Fisheries assistance on Comprehensive Conservation Plans
(CCPs) and the need to have fisheries staff present on CCP teams was extensively
discussed. Managers were also asked to categorize other needs by their immediacy.
Fisheries idea of a demonstration watershed that includes a NWR was introduced, and
several potential watersheds were discussed. Points of contacts for the CRFPO (Sam
Lohr), NWRs (Fred Paveglio/Forrest Cameron), and the Regional Office (Vicki Finn)
were noted for developing proposals. The CRFPO and NWRs committed to work
together concerning CCPs, developing a list of demonstration projects, identifying
fisheries needs for immediate work, and jointly developing FONS/RONS proposals.

The final section of this report (Section I11) describes approaches the CRFPO and NWRs
will use in working together to address fisheries and aquatic resource issues and needs
discussed at the workshop. The approaches are guided by the mission of the CRFPO, and
greatly relied on information provided during the workshop and subsequent conversations
with attendees to further clarify issues. The approaches consist of addressing four topics
that formed the focus of discussions during the workshop: 1) CCP support, 2) watershed
demonstration projects, 3) immediate needs, and 4) anticipated role of regional programs
and efforts.



|I. Rationale for Fisheries Assistance to NWRs

The Service is moving in a direction of improving efficiency and interaction among its
various programs, especially with a focus on Service lands (e.g., through the Cross-
Program Recovery efforts and as discussed in the Regional Fisheries Program Strategic
Plan). The Columbia River Fisheries Program Office (CRFPQO) has worked with
National Wildlife Refuges (NWRs) concerning several aquatic resource issues in the past
(e.g., monitoring fish populations, conducting stream habitat surveys, and assisting with
the preparation of Comprehensive Conservation Plans (CCPs)). Although the work was
very useful for both the CRFPO and NWRs, it has been somewhat sporadic and depended
largely on the nature of aquatic issues as well as available staff and funding. A workshop
was held for NWRs and the CRFPO to discuss aquatic resources issues, needs, and
capabilities with the intent that exchanging information would lead to formalizing how
the different program offices may work together in support of achieving the missions of
each, and thus, maximize work efficiency during a time of increasingly limited resources.

A. Mission of the CRFPO

The mission of the CRFPO is to: Assist in the status review of imperiled natural stocks;
Evaluate management measures for recovery; Assist in recovery efforts for imperiled
stocks; and Work to prevent the need for future listings under the Endangered Species
Act. Pursuing the CRFPO mission entails conducting several types of activities (e.g.,
designing and implementing monitoring and evaluation studies, providing management
coordination and science-based management assistance, generating and disseminating
fishery information, and providing technical assistance and representation to various
management forums) primarily within the office’s geographic area of responsibility. The
geographic area of responsibility for the CRFPO is the Columbia River basin below
McNary Dam, waters in Oregon excluding the Klamath River basin, and small tributaries
of Willapa NWR. Occasionally, some activities encompass other areas due to the
broader scope of some issues and also due to specialized capabilities within the office.

The four elements of the CRFPO mission are directly related to a number of objectives
and tasks in the Regional Fisheries Program Strategic Plan, namely those focused on
addressing aquatic species conservation and management, and aquatic habitat
conservation and management. The Strategic Plan and other guiding efforts (e.g., Cross
Program Recovery and the developing National Fish Habitat Initiative) encourage closer
coordination and work among various programs of the Service as well as other partners,
and are supportive of addressing aquatic resource issues at various scales (e.g., at the
watershed level). The CRFPO mission, Fisheries Plan, and other efforts guide the office
in its activities.

B. Mission of Nation Wildlife Refuges

The mission of the NWR system is: “To administer a network of lands and waters for the
conservation, management and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and
plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and
future generations of Americans.” The mission, as well as administrative processes and
guidance for determining management direction of NWRs, was included in the National



Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, which amended earlier legislation.
The legislation mandated that that wildlife and wildlife conservation must come first in
administering the system. Several policies and Director’s Orders have been developed to
assist in complying with the provisions of the legislation.

In applying policies and orders, overall management direction and specific activities on
each NWR, or individual management unit of a NWR, are determined by several factors.
The foremost factor is that management achieves the purposes for which a NWR or unit
was established, and in so doing, contributes to fulfilling the NWR System mission.
Implicit within fulfilling the NWR System mission is the maintenance and, where
appropriate, restoration of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health of
NWRs, as well as management of legislatively mandated trust species. Trust species
include migratory birds, inter-jurisdiction fish, some marine mammals, and species listed
under the federal Endangered Species Act. The relations among NWR purpose, NWR
System mission, directives, and legislative mandates influence management goals,
objectives, and strategies described in CCPs developed for each NWR.

C. Intent of the Workshop

There are several complementary elements of the missions of NWRs and the CRFPO,
notably those concerning the maintenance and potential restoration of biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health relative to aquatic species and habitats.
This, in conjunction with efforts to increase interactions among programs, highlighted the
need to formalize communication between NWRs and CRFPO more than had been done
previously, and to improve familiarity about aquatic resource issues and capabilities.
Thus, a workshop was organized with the goal to provide a forum to promote effective
information exchange between NWRs and the CRFPO. Five objectives were addressed:

Inform CRFPO about NWRs and their aquatic resource issues and needs;
Inform NWRs about fisheries expertise at CRFPO and results of ongoing work;
Explore possibilities for cooperative efforts between NWRs and CRFPO;
Identify potential areas for demonstration projects for watershed restoration; and
Develop workshop document with action items.

arOOE

The intent of the workshop was to exchange information so that appropriate opportunities
where the CRFPO and NWRs might assist each other could begin to be identified. These
included opportunities using existing resources and also opportunities for assistance that
require additional resources. The workshop was an initial step to develop a systematic
approach to work together. The goal is NWRs and CRFPO working collaboratively, and
to have annual meetings with a focus on meeting needs and recently identified aquatic
resource issues.



Il. NWR-CRFPO Workshop 2005

This portion of the report summarizes each of the main sessions of the workshop agenda
(Appendix A). These sessions include: 1) overviews of each NWR with specific
information on aquatic resources issues and needs; 2) CRFPO technical capabilities and
work with refuges; 3) regional programs and involvement; and 4) a discussion session.
The attendance list (Appendix B) and detailed notes (Appendix C) taken by Sharon
Miller (CRFPO) are included in this report.

Prior to the workshop, the CRFPO requested that each NWR complete a template for its
aquatic resource issues and needs. The completed templates were intended to provide
background information on the NWR, to identify aquatic species of interest, and to
facilitate discussion on watershed restoration opportunities and on aquatic issues and
needs. The CRFPO provided the NWR managers with an overview of the office to
inform them of the capabilities and expertise present. The completed templates
(Appendix D), CRFPO overview (Appendix E), and presentation graphics and other
materials electronically available that were discussed at the workshop (Appendix F), are
also included in this report.

A. National Wildlife Refuge Information

Representatives of each NWR gave presentations for their respective refuges. These
presentations summarized the information in the templates and included descriptions of
the refuge and its aquatic resources and habitats, refuge history and purposes, its
management focus, and aquatic issues or needs. The following are brief summaries of the
individual presentations for each NWR.

1. Willapa NWR Complex (Willapa NWR, Julia Butler Hansen NWR, Lewis and
Clark NWR) (Charlie Stenvall)
Aquatic habitats at Willapa NWR consist of estuarine mudflats and salt marsh areas,
freshwater wetlands, and 19 streams that are entirely or partially within the NWR.
Primary fish species of concern are chinook salmon, coho salmon, chum salmon,
steelhead, coastal cutthroat trout, and lamprey. The NWR has conducted several habitat
restoration projects (e.g., culvert replacement, dam removal, fish ladder installation), and
has worked with the CRFPO. Aquatic resource issues and needs include fish passage,
habitat assessment, assistance with monitoring and evaluation of habitat restoration
actions and species reintroduction, and limiting factors.

Aguatic habitats at Lewis and Clark NWR consist of tidally influenced islands with
shoals and sloughs. Primary fish species of concern are all Columbia River stocks of
anadromous salmonids. Habitats on the islands have not been directly affected by dikes
or tidegates. Aquatic resource issues and needs include effects of bird predation and
placement of dredge spoils on juvenile salmonids.

Aguatic habitats at Julia Butler Hansen NWR consist of tidally influenced wetlands and
sloughs. Primary fish species of concern are all Columbia River stocks of anadromous



salmonids. The majority of habitats on both mainland and island portions of the NWR
are enclosed by dikes with tidegates. A habitat restoration project is being conducted on
Crims Island. Aquatic resource issues and needs include improving potential rearing
habitat for juvenile salmonids without affecting habitat for Columbia white-tail deer, and
restoration of streams that traverse the NWR.

2. Ridgefield NWR Complex (Ridgefield NWR, Steigerwald NWR, Franz Lake NWR,
Pierce NWR) (Joe Engler, Jim Clapp)
Aguatic habitats at Ridgefield NWR consist of riverine wetlands, floodplain lakes,
sloughs, and small tributaries (e.g., Gee Creek) to the Columbia River. Two of five
management units are not directly affected by dikes, whereas the majority of the other
three units are affected by dikes. Primary fish species of concern are all Columbia River
stocks of anadromous salmonids, and coastal cutthroat trout. Aquatic resource issues and
needs include fish surveys and habitat assessments of areas open to the Columbia River;
assessment of fish passage at the mouth of Gee Creek; and technical assistance
concerning mosquito control, invasive species; contaminants monitoring, and CCP
preparation.

The Columbia Gorge Refuges consist of Steigerwald NWR, Franz Lake NWR, and
Pierce NWR. Agquatic habitats at the Gorge NWRs consist of floodplain lake-wetlands
with constructed stream channel all behind dikes (Steigwald NWR); floodplain lake and
wetlands (Franz Lake NWR), and historically constructed stream channel, sloughs, and
impoundments (Pierce NWR). Primary species of concern are coho salmon, chinook
salmon, steelhead, and cutthroat trout at Steigerwald and Franz Lake NWRs, and chum
salmon at Pierce NWR. Agquatic resource issues and needs include technical assistance
with preparing fish management plans for the three NWRs, habitat restoration planning at
Steigerwald NWR, continuation of ongoing monitoring work (e.g., chum salmon at
Pierce NWR) and follow up of past work (e.g., re-survey Gibbons Creek at Steigerwald
NWR), and completion of fish surveys (Franz Lake NWR).

3. Mid-Columbia NWR Complex (Umatilla NWR, template and presentation for
Toppenish NWR included in Appendices D and F) (Brian Allen, Howard
Browers)

Aquatic habitats at Umatilla NWR consist of open water (i.e., John Day pool on the

Columbia River) and four main backwater sloughs. Primary fish species of concern are

all Columbia River stocks of anadromous salmonids from upstream areas and bull trout.

Changes in operation of John Day Dam have lowered water elevations of the pool

resulting in a loss of shallow-water areas and connections with the Columbia River at the

NWR. The NWR has conducted habitat restoration projects to increase wetlands and

riparian vegetation. Aquatic resource issues and needs include fish surveys and habitat

assessments of backwater areas, especially at McCormack slough to evaluate whether it
should be connected to the river as part of a restoration project.



4. Oregon Coast NWR Complex (Bandon Marsh NWR, Siletz Bay NWR, Nestucca
Bay NWR) (Roy Lowe)
Agquatic habitats at Bandon Marsh NWR consist of tidal salt marsh, mudflats, and
sloughs; tidally influenced wetlands; and ditches and streams behind dikes with tidegates.
Primary fish species of concern are coho salmon, chinook salmon, steelhead, and coastal
cutthroat trout. The NWR has initiated limited fish inventories and habitat surveys in
cooperation with the Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians, and also planning for a
430-acre tidal marsh restoration project involving dike and tidegate removal to be
implemented in 2007. Aquatic resource issues and needs include fish surveys and habitat
assessments to establish a baseline for the restoration project, post-construction
monitoring to assess effects of the restoration project, and technical assistance on fishery
issues for CCP preparation.

Aquatic habitats at Siletz Bay NWR consist of tidal salt marsh, mudflats, and sloughs;
diked historic tidal marsh, and forested wetlands. Primary fish species of concern are
coho salmon, chinook salmon, and coastal cutthroat trout. The NWR has initiated fish
inventories and habitat surveys in cooperation with the Confederated Tribes of the Siletz
Indians, and conducted two tidal marsh restoration projects (one at Drift Creek (4 acres)
in 2000, and the other at Millport Slough (100 acres) in 2003). Pre- and post-
construction fish survey information was collected for the Millport Slough project.
Aquatic resource issues and needs include developing a systematic approach for long-
term monitoring of fish and habitats relative to restoration projects at the NWR; and
technical assistance with data analysis and reporting of information collected for the
Millport Slough restoration project.

Aquatic habitats at Nestucca Bay NWR consist of tidal salt marsh, diked tidally
influenced brackish marsh, and freshwater ditches and streams with tidegates. Primary
fish species of concern are coho salmon, chinook salmon, and coastal cutthroat trout.

The NWR has initiated fish inventories and habitat surveys in cooperation with the
Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians, and also planning for a 88 acre restoration
project involving dike and tidegate removal to be implemented in 2006. Aquatic resource
issues and needs include fish surveys and habitat assessments to establish a baseline for
the restoration project, post-construction monitoring to assess effects of the restoration
project, and technical assistance on fishery issues for CCP preparation.

5. Willamette Valley NWR Complex (Ankeny NWR, Baskett Slough NWR, Finley
NWR) (Doug Spencer)
Aquatic habitats involving fishery issues at the NWR complex are primarily at Ankeny
and Finley NWRs, and consist of wetlands, sloughs, and tributary streams to the
Willamette River. Primary fish species of concern are Oregon chub, anadromous
salmonids of the Willamette River, and resident cutthroat trout in Muddy Creek at Finley
NWR. The NWR has a memorandum of understanding with the Natural Resources
Conservation Service concerning the Wetland Reserve Program. The NWR is active in
designing and implementing wetland restoration projects with private landowners, which
may ultimately benefit Oregon chum. The NWR is also scheduled to begin preparing a
CCP in 2007. Aquatic resource issues and needs include information concerning genetics

10



of Oregon chub populations, especially to determine whether declines in chub may be
caused by inbreeding depression, and technical assistance with water quality monitoring.

6. Tualatin River NWR (Ralph Webber)

Aquatic habitats at Tualatin River NWR consist of floodplain riparian forests, seasonal
wetlands, and small streams and portions of the Tualatin River. Primary fish species of
concern are winter steelhead, spring chinook salmon, coho salmon, and Pacific lamprey.
The NWR is in the process of acquiring land for the proposed Wapato Lake NWR, which
is located upstream of the Tualatin NWR in the basin. The NWR is actively managing
and conducting restoration work on wetlands. Aquatic resource issues and needs include
technical assistance concerning the effects of raising Scoggins Dam and use of shallow
wells, information on salmonid fish presence and juvenile movement relative to water
control structures, water temperature relations with wetland management, and fish
passage information on culverts.

7. Malheur NWR (Donna Stovall)

Aquatic habitats at Malheur NWR include the Donner und Blitzen River, Silvies River,
Silver Creek, and numerous wetlands formed by springs or runoff. Primary fish species
of concern are common carp and redband trout. The NWR actively manages wetlands
with water diversions, and has installed fish ladders and screens to protect redband trout
and also to exclude carp. Physical and chemical methods have been used to reduce carp
in various areas at the NWR. The NWR conducted a habitat enhancement project on a
reach of the Donner und Blitzen River using rock weirs and rootwads to increase habitat
complexity for redband trout. Preparation of a CCP is scheduled to begin in 2007.
Aquatic resource issues and needs include technical assistance in the design and
implementation of a study to develop approaches to control carp for the benefit of
redband trout and other native fishes, and on potential effects that rainbow trout stocked
in Krumbo Reservoir may have on native redband trout; funding for additional fish
screens; and fish species survey and habitat assessments.

8. Sheldon-Hart Mountain NWR Complex (Sheldon NWR, Hart Mountain National
Antelope Range) (David Johnson)
Aguatic habitats at the NWR Complex consist largely of spring-fed streams, all occurring
in closed basins, and several reservoirs. Primary fish species of concern are Lahontan
cutthroat trout and tui chub at Sheldon NWR, and redband trout at Hart Mountain NWR,
where there are historical records of tui chub at the NWR. Warmwater fishes have been
introduced, and rainbow trout stocked in some reservoirs at the NWRs. Sheldon NWR
has an active program to remove feral horses that are degrading aquatic and riparian
habitats, and is scheduled to begin preparing a CCP in 2006. Cattle grazing was
discontinued at Hart Mountain NWR in 1990. Aquatic issues and needs include fish
survey and habitat assessments to evaluate effects of feral horses at Sheldon NWR, and to
compare to the results of surveys at Hart Mountain NWR conducted during the early
1990s after cattle grazing was eliminated; and technical assistance with preparing the
CCP.
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B. CRFPO Technical Capabilities and Specific Work with NWRs (Howard Schaller)
The CRFPO was formed in 1995 when the Office of the Columbia River Coordinator,
which focused on large-scale regional management forums and planning, merged with
the Lower Columbia River Fisheries Resource Office. The CRFPO has retained
responsibilities of both offices by representing the Service on management councils and
forums and, conducting work to address specific fisheries management issues. Activities
of the CRFPO are guided by the Pacific Region Fisheries Program Strategic Plan and the
office’s mission. The mission is to assist in status reviews of imperiled natural fish
stocks, evaluate management measures for recovery, assist in recovery efforts for
imperiled stocks, and work to prevent the need for future listings. The CRFPO is
structured around a number of teams that focus on such activities as providing Service
representation, evaluating operation and performance of hatcheries, conducting biological
and habitat surveys and assessments, assessing status and conservation needs of imperiled
aquatic species, and conducting instream flow and habitat assessments.

1. Culvert Inventories on Service Lands (Bob Wunderlich)

The Western Washington Fish and Wildlife Office (WWFWO) in Lacey completed a
culvert survey on Service lands (NWRs and National Fish Hatcheries) within the office’s
area of responsibility of western Washington using the Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife protocol for assessing fish passage barriers. The survey was a followup to
the Boldt Decision, and was funded through a FONS submitted in 2002. The WWFWO
then conducted culvert surveys on Service lands in the remaining areas of western
Washington, which included the Willapa and Ridgefield NWR Complexes, during 2005.
A report of the initial surveys has been completed, and one for the latter surveys is
expected to be available by the end of FY05. Preliminary results indicate that quite a few
culverts exist at Willapa NWR.

2. Franz Lake NWR Fish Studies (Sam Lohr)

Mosquito control treatments proposed for Franz Lake by Skamania County raised the
concern that treatments may negatively affect juvenile salmonids by reducing abundance
of non-target aquatic invertebrates on which salmonids forage. The NWR funded the
Washington Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit to investigate effects of control
treatment on aquatic invertebrates, and the CRFPO to determine fish species presence,
distribution, and diets of salmonids. The CRFPO has conducted fish surveys of
representative areas of Franz Lake NWR monthly since August 2003. Preliminary results
indicate low use of the area proposed for mosquito control treatments by juvenile
salmonids. A report will be available after the surveys conclude in September.

3. Pierce NWR Chum Salmon Studies (Jennifer Poirier)

Hardy Creek, located at Pierce NWR, is one of only a few tributaries of the Columbia
River in the vicinity of Bonneville Dam where chum salmon, which are listed as
threatened, spawn. The CRFPO has consistently monitored adult and juvenile chum
salmon abundance in Hardy Creek since 1997, and is receiving funds from Bonneville
Power Administration to investigate factors affecting chum salmon in Hardy Creek, fish
movement between the Columbia River and the tributary, and means to enhance
production. The project is developing a time series of fish abundance, characterizing
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spawning habitat, and evaluating feasibility of operating the artificial spawning channel
at Pierce NWR.

4. Malheur NWR Donner und Blitzen River Fish Studies (Michael Hudson)

Malheur NWR conducted a habitat improvement project in the Donner und Blitzen River,
which included riparian vegetation plantings and placement of root wads and rock weirs
in the stream, to increase habitat complexity for redband trout and other native fishes.
The CRFPO conducted habitat, fish, and aquatic invertebrate surveys before (2001) and
one year after construction for the habitat project (2003), and is scheduled to conduct an
additional survey in fall 2005. Preliminary results indicate that the project substantially
increased pool habitat, and almost twice the number of fish species were collected after
construction than before.

5. Julia Butler Hansen and Lewis and Clark NWR Habitat Restoration Studies (Tim
Whitesel)
As part of the Lower Columbia River Channel Improvement Project, the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers has proposed a restoration project at Tenasillahe Island, located at
Julia Butler Hanson NWR, intended to benefit juvenile salmonids. If hydraulic analyses
indicate that habitat for listed Columbia white-tailed deer will not be negatively affected,
activities of the interim phase include modifications to tidegates and construction of
controlled water inlets to improve water exchange and juvenile salmonid passage
between island sloughs and the Columbia River. Possible long-term activities include
breaching dikes on the island to restore tidal circulation. The CRFPO conducted
preliminary surveys to describe habitat and fish presence and distribution in sloughs on
Tenasillahe Island and at Welch Island, which lacks dikes and tidegates and is a portion
of Lewis and Clark NWR. These data will contribute to establishing a baseline to which
data collected after construction will be compared to evaluate the effects of restoration
activities.

6. Instream Flow Studies at Hanford Reach National Monument (Don Anglin)
Grant County Public Utility District is in the process of relicensing Priest Rapids and
Wanapum hydroelectric projects with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.
Operation of the projects greatly affects spawning and rearing habitat of fall chinook
salmon and other aquatic resources at the Hanford Reach National Monument, which is
administered by the NWR system. The CRFPO has used state-of-the-art tools and
approaches to develop a bathymetric surface and hydraulic model of the reach, assess
chinook salmon spawning and rearing habitat, and evaluate stranding and entrapment of
juvenile salmon. These physical and biological components are being integrated so that
habitat conditions associated with a range of streamflows and hydroelectric project
operations can be determined. The results of this work are intended to contribute to
developing terms and conditions of the new license for the two hydro projects.
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C. Regional Programs and Involvement that Could Promote Opportunities for
Fisheries Assistance to NWRs

1. Cross Program Recovery (Vicki Finn)

Cross Program Recovery (CPR) is an effort by five Service programs (Refuges, Fisheries,
Ecological Services, State Programs, and Migratory Birds) to coordinate and work
together for the recovery of listed and imperiled species. The strategy is to use available
resources and programs to focus on species where recovery is achievable in the near
future (e.g., those considered tier 1 species—Columbia white-tailed deer, Oregon chub,
and Nelson’s checker-mallow), especially at NWRs. Efforts concentrate on habitat, and
have initially been directed toward specific geographic areas (i.e., lower Columbia River,
coastal areas in Washington and Oregon, Willamette River valley, and the Puget Sound
trough). Over the last two fiscal years, $3.8 million of Service funds have leveraged over
$11.2 million for conservation activities. An example of a fishery issue at a NWR
addressed by CPR include various recovery actions for Oregon chub at Willamette Valley
NWRs.

2. National Fish Habitat Initiative (Mark Bagdovitz)

The National Fish Habitat Initiative is an effort involving partnerships to develop a
nationwide strategic plan to improve aquatic and riparian habitats. The Sport Fishing and
Boating Partnership Council recommended that the Service initiate the effort, and the
International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, Service, and other partners have
been developing the plan. The plan will be modeled around a joint venture approach,
which relies on partnerships with local groups, agencies, and programs to restore fish
habitat. The Western Native Trout Initiative is an example of the approach that the
National Fish Habitat Plan will take. Current discussions between the CNO and R1 focus
on how to establish a joint venture program. The House side of the FY06 budget
includes $1.75 million for fish habitat.

3. Joint Venture (Carey Smith)

The Pacific Coast Joint Venture (PCJV) works to protect, restore, and enhance coastal
wetlands to benefit of birds, fish, and other wildlife. It was established under the North
American Waterfowl Management Plan in 1991, and is 1 of 14 joint ventures in North
America. The approach is to pool resources among public and private agencies and
organization as partners, enabling the PCJV to fund habitat projects in British Columbia,
Alaska, northern California, Hawaii, Oregon, and Washington. The PCJV has a
management board and six steering committees, one in each state and province, which
coordinate conservation projects with partners and direct planning at the state or
provincial level. The PCJV has completed over 1,000 projects since 1991. Many of the
projects involve aquatic habitats that can provide benefits to fish; and some have been
implemented through partnerships with NWRs in Oregon and Washington.

4. Science Support/Invasive Species (Paul Heimowitz)

The Service’s Invasive Species Program establishes regional coordinators within fisheries
that organize activities focused on preventing the introduction and spread of invasive
species, their eradication or control, and providing information. The core strategy for
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invasive species relative to NWRs is information and education to prevent their
introduction to NWRs. Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Planning (HACCP) is
an approach to identify risks of introducing invasive species and practices to prevent their
introduction. Within the region, the program is working with hatcheries and NWRs to
develop HACCP plans. Draft plans have been developed for Ridgefield and Conboy
NWRs, which focus on early detection and rapid response.

The Science Support Program is administered by the Biological Resources Discipline
(BRD) of the U.S. Geologic Survey. The program is to address research needs identified
by the Service. Appropriate BRD personnel develop proposals and conduct research for
the proposals selected for funding. The program offers an opportunity that research
needs identified by NWRs may be met.

5. Fisheries Restoration and Irrigation Mitigation Act and Fish Passage Program
(Jerry Van Meter)
The Fisheries Restoration and Irrigation Mitigation Act (FRIMA) is to provide funding
for making improvements in screens and fish passage at water diversions operated by
local governmental entities. The geographic scope of FRIMA is Idaho, western Montana,
Oregon, and Washington. Non-federal cost share for partners is 35%. Additional
information concerning the program can be found at the Service website (http://pacific.
fws.gov/Fisheries/[FRIMA/).

The Fish Passage Program is a national program to provide funding to reconnect aquatic
habitats fragmented by barriers. Projects are intended to remove barriers and build
structures to improve fish passage. Partners can be individuals as well as federal, tribal,
state, and local governments and agencies. Average cost share has been 50%, and a
FONS proposal needs to be submitted for a project to be considered for funding by the
program. Service contacts are Ron Rhew for NWRs in Oregon and Brian Peck for
NWRs in Washington. Additional information can be found at the Service website
(http://pacific.fws.gov/Fisheries/fishpassage/).

D. Discussion

1. ldentification of NWR aquatic resource needs corresponding to CRFPO capabilities
Common to several NWRs was the need for technical assistance (i.e., participation by the
CRFPO) on aquatic issues during the development of CCPs. The NWRs would benefit
from a high level of participation by fisheries staff at the beginning of the CCP process.
In particular, assistance is needed to select target species, to develop habitat goals and
objectives for fish and other aquatic resources, and to prepare management strategies to
achieve objectives concerning aquatic resources. Assistance is also needed to generate
information that will contribute to CCPs, such as fish species present at a NWR, their
distribution, and habitat conditions. Depending on the nature of information needed, it
may be necessary to develop a FONS proposal whose funding would allow generating
the information. Possible participation by CRFPO staff for CCPs could include
membership on core teams (i.e., planning team responsible for preparing a CCP) or
extended teams (i.e., planning team that provides information and analysis to core team,
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and reviews internal drafts of a CCP). The Columbia Gorge NWR was noted as an
example of a CCP where the CRFPO has already provided a high level of participation
on an extended team.

Except for NWRs in Washington, most have not been systematically surveyed to identify
fish passage barriers. Therefore, a common need is to conduct a survey to identify
potential fish passage barriers on NWRs in Oregon. The scope of the survey should
include other Service lands (e.g., National Fish Hatcheries) within the geographic area
that the CRFPO is responsible.

Each NWR had identified specific needs in the templates prepared prior to the workshop
(Appendix D). These needs were further discussed for clarification, and also with respect
as to whether they were considered immediate or longer term needs. The CRFPO
committed to contact managers to define the most immediate needs.

2. ldentification of potential opportunities for demonstration projects for watershed
restoration associated with NWRs
A potential approach to conducting aquatic habitat restoration with NWRs is to develop a
focused restoration effort for an entire watershed that contains a NWR. If a watershed
has a resource management plan, taking such an approach would not only focus efforts at
the scale of a natural unit for restoration, but would also provide opportunities to
demonstrate how a management plan can be implemented efficiently (e.g., by addressing
limiting factors and status of resources). The NWR within the watershed could be a focal
point, especially for education and outreach activities concerning the project, and
implementing the management plan would draw upon the integrated components of the
Service (e.g., NWR friends group, partners program, fish passage program, FRIMA).

In addition to having a resource management plan, it would be ideal for a candidate
watershed to already have an established watershed group or partners actively involved in
management and restoration issues. It would also be advantageous to initially select a
small watershed with relatively simple resource issues to implement watershed
restoration efforts. Lessons learned from doing so would be informative for subsequently
addressing restoration of a larger watershed with more complex issues.

The Tualatin River was noted as a potential candidate for watershed restoration. The
watershed has a subbasin plan approved by the Northwest Power and Conservation
Council, and Tualatin River NWR is the largest federal landowner in the basin.

Examples of smaller watersheds with less complex issues than the Tualatin River are Gee
Creek at Ridgefield NWR and Gibbons Creek at Steigerwald NWR. Restoration work at
Nisqually NWR and within the watershed was noted as a successful model of watershed
restoration involving a NWR and several other groups. The CRFPO committed to learn
more about work in the Nisqually River watershed and also follow up with attendees
about their ideas.
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3. Contacts
The following persons were identified as contacts (CRFPO, NWRs, and RO) for issues
concerning CRFPO work with NWRs:

CRFPO: Sam Lohr
NWRs: Fred Paveglio/Forrest Cameron
RO: Vicki Finn

4. Action Items

Howard Schaller reviewed what the CRFPO will do in terms of follow up: 1) work with
Fred Paveglio and Forrest Cameron on CCP assistance; 2) work with NWRs to develop a
list of demonstration projects; 3) work with NWRs to determine fisheries needs and see if
funding is available to work on these needs immediately; and 4) jointly develop
FONS/RONS to get funding in place.

I11. Workshop Outcome

Four topics formed the focus of discussions during the workshop: 1) CCP support, 2)
watershed demonstration projects, 3) immediate needs, and 4) anticipated role of regional
programs and efforts. This section of the report describes how NWRs and the CRFPO
intend to work together to address fisheries and aquatic resource issues and needs
discussed at the workshop. Information provided during the workshop and subsequent
conversations with attendees to further clarify issues contributed to this section.

A. CCP Support

Comprehensive Conservation Plans describe desired future conditions at NWRs and
provide long-range management direction for achieving NWR purposes, contributing to
the NWR System Mission, and fulfilling other NWR mandates. A number of NWRss are
scheduled to begin work on preparing CCPs during the next two years. The NWRs
scheduled to begin work on CCPs in FY06 include Julia Butler Hansen, Lewis and Clark,
Ridgefield, Bandon Marsh, Siletz Bay, Nestucca Bay, and Sheldon; and Malheur NWR
and the Willamette Valley NWR Complex are scheduled to begin work in FY07. These
NWRs requested assistance from the CRFPO concerning aquatic resource issues for
CCPs.

During the workshop and subsequent conservations between NWRs and the CRFPO,
topics such as existing information concerning aquatic resources, it’s sufficiency for CCP
development, and management activities that may affect aquatic resources were
discussed to gain a better understanding of the issues and needs affecting CCPs. Three
overall issues for CCP development were apparent. The first overall issue was that most
NWRs do not have personnel with fisheries expertise on staff to assist with the various
activities involved with developing a CCP. The second overall issue was that insufficient
information concerning aquatic species composition and distribution, and aquatic habitat
conditions typically exists for NWRs about to begin work on CCPs. The third overall
issue was that a better understanding of the effects of restoration actions implemented to
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benefit fish and aquatic habitats would contribute to management direction contained in
CCPs.

The CRFPO will work with NWRs to clarify and meet needs intended to address the
three overall issues related to CCP development, including step-down management plans
within CCPs. For the first issue concerning fisheries assistance and support of CCP
preparation, the CRFPO will gain a better understanding of the existing and likely
historic conditions of aquatic resources at a NWR, and the primary management issues
and actions relative to aquatic resources. Gaining a better understanding includes
assessing the types and quantity of existing information available, as well as developing
familiarity with the purposes and other management priorities of a NWR. Once familiar
with a NWR, the CRFPO will determine whether assisting in CCP preparation
contributes to it’s mission, i.e., will providing assistance contribute to the recovery of
listed or imperiled fish stocks or aquatic organisms, and prevent the need for future
listings. If so, the CRFPO will then assess availability of personnel to participate in the
most appropriate capacity desired by a NWR (e.g., membership on extended or core
teams, etc.). The primary focus of CRFPO personnel will be to provide a technically
sound and objective view of aquatic resource issues, especially as they relate to the
recovery of listed and imperiled stocks of fish and other aquatic organisms. It is
anticipated that taking such a view will entail consideration of all aspects of management
actions that may influence aquatic resources as well as other priorities of a refuge. The
central objective is to identify what can be done to benefit the long-term sustainability of
native fish. Because situations at each NWR and associated aquatic resources are
presumed to vary considerably, it is expected that CRFPO personnel may be assisting in a
range of planning activities for CCPs (e.g., identifying key information needs, crafting
management goals and objectives, and assessing likely effects of various management
scenarios on aquatic resources).

The situation may develop that the need for CCP support exceeds availability of CRFPO
personnel to provide assistance. If this becomes the case, the CRFPO and NWRs will
determine what resources would be necessary to fully meet the need, and work together
on securing them. The NWRs additionally would prioritize elements of CCP support
(e.g., based on meeting the needs of an individual NWR, or various aspects of CCPs
among NWRs) that would guide the CRFPO in focusing on elements considered high
priority.

The second and third overall issues for CCP development, i.e., insufficient information
concerning species and aquatic habitats at NWRs and effects of restoration actions, are
information needs specific to individual NWRs. Although these needs are supportive of
CCPs, they are addressed later under “Immediate Needs” of NWRs.

B. Watershed demonstration projects

Watersheds are natural units on which to focus restoration efforts intended to benefit the
long-term health of native fish populations and other aquatic organisms. Natural
processes that form and maintain high quality fish habitat (e.g., flow regimes, sediment
transport dynamics, and riparian vegetation inputs) function at the watershed scale within
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geomorphic and climatic settings. The disruption of these processes has resulted in
habitat degradation and contributed to the decline of species, which may ultimately
warrant listing under the ESA. The importance of the watershed as a natural unit for
restoration is why the emerging National Fish Habitat Initiative will likely address
restoration efforts at multiple scales, and also why a watershed perspective is essential for
the CRFPO in achieving its mission and NWRs to address mandates concerning such

issues as biological diversity.

Nisqually NWR and habitat restoration activities occurring throughout the basin has been
suggested as a model of how the Service could approach watershed demonstration
projects involving a NWR. The NWR is working closely with the Nisqually Tribe and
others on restoring habitats, primarily in the Nisqually River delta, and conducting pre-
and post-construction monitoring to evaluate effects of habitat restoration projects. A
primary factor influencing the high level of restoration activity is the Nisqually River
Council, which is a coordination, advocacy, and educational organization composed of
several local, state, and federal governmental agencies, Nisqually Tribe, and other non-
governmental interests. The Nisqually River Council has a relatively long history, and
the Nisqually Tribe is often a primary lead for efforts in the watershed. There is an
existing management plan for the watershed with short- and long-term goals guiding
habitat management and restoration efforts. Large portions of the watershed are in
federal ownership by multiple agencies (i.e., Service, National Park Service, U.S. Forest

Service, and Department of Defense).

Several watershed attributes, falling into two broad categories (biological/physical
attributes, administrative/situational attributes), appear appropriate for characterizing
watersheds for consideration as candidates for developing and implementing a watershed
demonstration project (Table 1). The CRFPO and NWRs will work together to refine
these watershed attributes so that candidate watersheds will be characterized in a
consistent manner. It is anticipated that the attributes will form the basis of actual criteria
that will be used to select a watershed for a demonstration project.

Table 1. Attributes to characterize candidates for watershed demonstration projects.

Biological/physical attributes

Adminstrative/situational attributes

Watershed and stream size

Existing watershed plan and assessment

Historic conditions and fish resources

Existing watershed council or other group

Present habitat conditions and fish
resources

Land ownership in the watershed

Feasibility of restoring or mimicking
historic conditions or processes

Efforts likely to be supported by
landowners and other groups

Foreseeable future threats to conditions

Over-allocation of water supply

Ability of fish to access habitats

Recovery plan or conservation agreement
for the watershed

Listed, proposed, trust, or special status
species present

NWR managed for educational
opportunities

Potential for strong leadership and support
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C. Immediate needs

Time limited detailed discussion of specific needs of NWRs during the workshop. The
immediacy of needs identified in the templates was briefly discussed and the CRFPO
committed to contacting NWRs individually to develop a better idea of their immediate
needs. Several of the immediate needs are intended to provide information that will be
useful in the development of upcoming CCPs (i.e., addresses the second and third overall
issues noted earlier under “CCP Support”—the need for information concerning aquatic
species and habitats, and a better understanding of the effects of restoration actions) or
step-down management plans stipulated in CCPs (indicated with “*” and “**”,
respectively).

1. Willapa NWR
e Review report on survey of fish barriers and determine how to address sites found
to be problems.
e Assess conditions (species and habitat) in streams in which restoration actions
have been implemented.

2. Julia Butler Hansen NWR
e Assess habitat conditions and species composition in sloughs to evaluate
strategies for modifying existing tidegates and opportunities to create sites for fish
passage.*
e Support Columbia River Land Trust in acquiring land adjacent to NWR.

3. Lewis and Clark NWR
e Support for establishing regional reference sites for monitoring species
composition and habitats in sloughs not directly affected by dikes and tidegates.*
e Assess potential effects of dredge spoils and bird predation on juvenile salmonids
and their habitat.*

4. Ridgefield NWR
e Conduct species surveys and habitat assessments in areas open to the Columbia
River (Gee Creek, Campbell Lake and Slough, Post Office Lake).*
e Assess fish passage at the mouth of Gee Creek.*

5. Steigerwald NWR
e CRFPO participation in floodplain restoration planning.
e Technical assistance and review in writing fish management plan.**

6. Franz Lake NWR
e Technical assistance and review in writing fish management plan.**

7. Pierce NWR
e Continue monitoring chum salmon and assess habitat restoration opportunities.
e Technical assistance and review in writing fish management plan.**
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8. Umatilla NWR
e Conduct species surveys and habitat assessments in all backwater areas,
especially at the mouth of McCormack Slough if any action to open slough is
taken.
e Assess potential effects of predation by terns on juvenile salmonids at the Blalock
Complex and Long Lock Island. (Riparian habitat work currently being
conducted may attract birds.)

9. Bandon Marsh NWR
e Conduct comprehensive pre-construction monitoring (species composition and
distribution, habitat assessment) for 430-acre restoration project planned for
2007.*
e Baseline information for aquatic species occurrence and habitat assessment
throughout NWR.*

10. Siletz Bay NWR
e Provide technical assistance for data analysis and reporting for previous
restoration projects (e.g., Millport Slough--100 acres restored in 2003).*
e Baseline information for aquatic species occurrence and habitat assessment
throughout NWR.*

11. Nestucca Bay NWR
e Conduct pre-construction monitoring (species composition and distribution,
habitat assessment) for 88-acre restoration project planned for 2006.*
e Baseline information for aquatic species occurrence and habitat assessment
throughout NWR.*

12. Tualatin NWR

e Technical assistance in analyzing effects of raising Scoggins Dam.

e Information on salmonid presence, life stages, life histories, age structure, and use
of NWR waters.

e Water temperature information for wetland management.

e Monitoring program to assess functioning of water control structures relative to
juvenile salmonid movement.

e Fish passage information for culverts.

e Testing of shallow wells for water supply.

13. Willamette Valley NWRs
e Information on Oregon chub population genetics.*
e Technical assistance for water quality monitoring.*

14. Malheur NWR
e Technical assistance in designing and implementing a study to develop
approaches to control carp in the basin that benfits redband trout and other native
species.*
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e Funding for fish screens, and continued screening of carp in Blitzen Valley and
Double O.

e Carp control in Malheur Lake when it dries (i.e., remove carp and screen off
Silvies River drainage).

e Restore Blitzen River habitat.

e Obtain spring water rights in Double O.

e Conduct biological inventory and review existing data in preparation for working
on the CCP.*

e Technical information regarding Krumbo Reservoir stocking rainbow trout by the
state and its effects on redband trout.*

15. Sheldon/Hart Mountain NWR
e Information on present status of species and habitats.*
e Assessment of introduced species.*
e Assessment of effects of horses and management programs on fish.*

The CRFPO will assist NWRs in meeting their immediate needs by first assessing the
nature of the specific need and likely actions necessary to address it. This assessment is
intended to determine whether it is appropriate for the CRFPO to assist, which will be
based largely on the relevance of the need and likely actions to the mission of the
CRFPO. In addition, the assessment will consider whether adequate expertise exists in
the office or an alternative source might be more appropriate. Next, resources likely
necessary to meet needs will be estimated for those falling within the purview of the
CRFPO. If adequate resources are available, the CRFPO will work with the NWR on a
mutually agreed upon plan to address the need. For needs that current resources are not
adequate to address, the CRFPO will work with NWRs to pursue funding. This will
entail a joint plan wherein responsibilities between the CRFPO, NWR, and perhaps the
RO, for such actions as proposal development, project implementation, and anticipated
funding sources are agreed upon. Then, the NWR and CRFPO would carry out their
respective responsibilities with the goal of securing resources to meet the identified need.

Preliminary review of immediate needs indicated that some were likely beyond the
CRFPQO’s purview (Appendix G). These addressed land and water rights acquisition,
testing wells, and providing funding for screens. The remaining needs were then
assigned to one of three categories, general survey and assessment, general technical
assistance, and NWR-specific survey and assessment. The general survey and
assessment category included species inventory and habitat assessment needs that could
be met with relatively short-term field activities. The general technical assistance
category included various needs that could largely be met with little or no field crew
activities. The NWR-specific survey and habitat assessment category included needs of
sufficient scope to require either long-term or extensive field activities. Due to year-end
submittal dates, the CRFPO developed and submitted FONS proposals for funding before
this report was completed and prior to extensively engaging NWRs. The FONS
proposals addressed the first two categories (general survey and habitat assessment needs,
and general technical assistance need) intended to address needs at multiple NWRs. An
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additional six proposals were submitted to address NWR-specific needs, as well as one
for assessing fish passage barriers on Service lands (Appendix G).

The CRFPO is working with NWRs to address individual needs within all three
categories to the extent possible with existing resources. However, available resources
will be insufficient to meet all needs. The CRFPO and NWRs will work on prioritizing
individual needs to guide allocation of effort.

D. Anticipated role of regional programs and efforts

During the workshop, Vicki Finn volunteered as the point of contact for fisheries in the
regional office concerning fisheries assistance to NWRs. An anticipated role of the
regional office contact is taking a proactive role in facilitating opportunities for fisheries
to assist NWRs. A primary element of this role is to be an active participant with
fisheries and NWR personnel working to address NWR needs for which available
resources are inadequate. Potential activities in this role may include identifying internal
and external funding sources to address needs, compiling materials and submitting
proposals to funding sources, and cultivating opportunities for developing partnerships
that contribute meeting NWR needs.
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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)

12



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.
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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
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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
swamp, diked pastures/wetlands, tide-gated freshwater drainage ditches and streams.
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Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
Bandon Marsh NWR was established in 1983 with an approved refuge boundary of 289 acres. The refuge
boundary was expanded in 1991 to include 100 acres of riparian forest area along the east side of the Bandon
Marsh Unit. In 1999, the refuge was expanded again by an additional 588 acres when the Ni-les’tun Unit was
established. The Ni-les’tun Unit was further expanded in 2003 to accept a donation of 23 acres. To date, a
total of 890 acres has been acquired in fee title/donation from an approved boundary of 1,000 acres. The
purposes for establishing the Bandon Marsh Unit of the refuge, were to preserve and enhance highly
significant habitat (salt marsh), protect migratory waterfowl, and numerous species of shorebirds and fish,
and to provide opportunities for wildlife-oriented recreation and nature study. The purposes for establishing
the Ni-les’tun Unit of the refuge were to protect and restore wetlands to provide a diversity of habitats for
migratory birds including waterfowl, shorebirds, wading birds and songbirds; restore intertidal wetlands for
anadromous salmonids; protect and restore habitat for listed species; and provide wildlife-dependent public
use opportunities compatible with refuge purposes.

Species of management focus: (please note whether they are trust species, federally listed, or other status)
Primary management focus includes waterfowl and shorebirds (trust species), and anadromous salmonids
including coho salmon (Oregon Coast ESU proposed threatened).

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

Anadromous salmonids documented on the refuge include juvenile and adult coho salmon (Oregon Coast
ESU proposed threatened), juvenile fall chinook salmon, juvenile steelhead and coastal cutthroat trout
(various ages). Coquille Indian Tribe oral history indicates chum salmon may have spawned in Fahy Creek
historically, but are not present now.

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 X No .
Avre there existing watershed councils or other groups involved in addressing issues at the watershed scale?
Yes_ X No .
If yes, please list the councils or groups.

Coquille Watershed Council
U.S. Forest Service
Bureau of Land Management
Coquille Indian Tribe
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)

The refuge has just initiated limited fish inventories and habitat survey/assessment work in cooperation
with the Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians. The refuge has permitted some limited survey work by
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and NOAA-Fisheries. However, the refuge does not have
baseline information nor the personnel to conduct an adequate inventory of aquatic species, conduct habitat
assessments, or design and initiate monitoring programs. The floodplain lowlands of the Ni-les’tun Unit
are currently managed as diked pastures and include three tide gates that drain the area and three culverts
that pass waters from Fahy Creek and Redd Creek under the county road. The existing tide gates and
culverts have unknown effects on juvenile and adult salmonids (including proposed threatened coho
salmon) passage and use of habitats behind dikes. The refuge has initiated planning and design for a large
tidal marsh restoration project to be constructed on the Ni-les’tun Unit of the Refuge in 2007. This project
will restore approximately 430 acres constituting the largest tidal marsh restoration project ever constructed
in Oregon. The restoration will remove the dikes and tide gates and replace culverts under the county road.
Fishery assistance with planning and design along with pre and post-construction monitoring is needed.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)
. X___aquatic species inventory/survey
. X __habitat survey/assessment
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X__monitoring program design or implementation

X habitat restoration, creation, enhancement

X __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?)

The refuge is need of baseline information for aquatic species occurrence and habitat survey assessment
throughout the refuge. Baseline information and monitoring is necessary to insure that refuge management
practices do not negatively impact salmonids and, where possible, improve habitat conditions. Fishery
assistance is needed for restoration planning, design and pre and post-construction monitoring in the Ni-
les’tun Unit. Further investigation associated with the recent discovery of introduced predatory crappie and
largemouth bass in Fahy Creek is necessary before restoration plans can be developed for this area.

Implications if the need is not addressed:

The refuge will be investing more than $5 million in the planning and construction of the tidal marsh
restoration project and associated county road rebuilding. This restoration project should greatly improve
the overall health and productivity of the lower Coquille River estuary. It is imperative that this project be
adequately monitored over time to evaluate the effectiveness of the restoration and determine the value of
the restored habitat to salmonids and other estuarine-dependent aquatic species. Failure to adequately
document the benefits of this restoration project could prevent future funding and support for restoration
projects. This would also be a significant lost opportunity to obtain information that may be applicable to
other refuges/locations in the Pacific Northwest.

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 out of 2

NWR Contact:
Name: Dave Pitkin
Phone:541-867-4550
Email: Dave Pitkin@fws.gov

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

The refuge will begin preliminary work on a Comprehensive Conservation Plan in FY-06. 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)
. 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.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Risk of not identifying some fishery concerns early on in the development of the CCP and failure to
adequately plan for future habitat work in context 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))
20f2

NWR Contact:
Name: Rebecca Chuck
Phone:541-867-4550
Email:Rebecca_Chuck@fws.gov
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Siletz Bay NWR
Refuge information

Refuge name: Siletz Bay NWR Location: Primary basin:
Manager: Roy W. Lowe Near Lincoln City, Siletz River
Complex name: Oregon Coast NWRC Lincoln County, Oregon

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)

Main watercourses through the Siletz Bay NWR include the Siletz River and Drift Creek. Associated
habitats include tidal salt marsh, mudflats and sloughs, diked historic tidal marsh, and forested wetlands.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
Siletz Bay NWR was established in 1991 with an approved refuge boundary of 1,937 acres. To date, a total
of 466 acres has been acquired in fee title and 59 acres in a perpetual conservation easement. The purposes
for establishing the refuge were to protect the remaining wetlands and uplands adjacent to Siletz Bay from
rapidly encroaching development and to enhance and restore wetland habitats for a variety of estuarine-
dependent fish and wildlife species.

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

Primary focus includes anadromous salmonids (Oregon Coast Coho Salmon ESU -proposed threatened),
waterfowl, and shorebirds [trust species]. Management actions include habitat protection and tidal marsh
restoration.

Aquatic species: (present, potentially present, federally listed)
Anadromous salmonids documented on the refuge include juvenile coho salmon (Oregon Coast ESU
proposed threatened), juvenile and adult fall chinook salmon and coastal cutthroat trout (various ages).

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.)
Are 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 .
If yes, please list the councils or groups.

Mid-Coast Watershed Council
Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians
U.S. Forest Service
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)

The refuge has initiated fish inventories and habitat survey/assessment work in Cooperation with the
Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians. However, the refuge does not have baseline information nor the
personnel to conduct an adequate inventory of aquatic species, conduct habitat assessments, or design and
initiate monitoring programs. In addition, the refuge has completed two tidal marsh restoration projects
including the lower Drift Creek project (4 acres, 2000), and the Millport Slough project (100 acres, 2003).
Pre and post-construction fish monitoring has been done for the Millport Slough project in cooperation with
the Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians.

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
X __habitat restoration, creation, enhancement

[ )
[ )
[ )
. 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?)

The refuge is need of baseline information including aquatic species occurrence and habitat
survey/assessment. Some work has been accomplished in association with the Millport Slough Restoration
project, but there has been no systematic approach on the refuge. The refuge has embarked on a tidal
marsh restoration program that will include two future projects. Preliminary findings by fishery biologists
with Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians shows greatly increased use of the Millport Slough project
area by juvenile salmonids following restoration and placement of large wood. The Refuge and Tribe are
in need of assistance to further analyze and publish this data and to design and implement a long term
monitoring program for all refuge restoration projects.

Implications if the need is not addressed:

The refuge has invested a lot of time and money on constructing tidal marsh restoration projects. These
projects need to be adequately monitored over time to evaluate the effectiveness of the restoration and
determine the value of the restored habitat to salmonids. Failure to adequately document the benefits of
these restoration projects could prevent funding and support for future restoration projects. This would also
be a lost opportunity to obtain information that may be applicable to other refuges/locations in the Pacific
Northwest.

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))
1outof2

NWR Contact:
Name: Dave Pitkin
Phone:541-867-4550
Email: Dave Pitkin@fws.gov

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

The refuge will begin preliminary work on a Comprehensive Conservation Plan in FY-06. 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)

. 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.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Risk of not identifying some fishery concerns early on in the development of the CCP and failure to
adequately plan for future habitat work in context 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))
20f2

NWR Contact:
Name: Rebecca Chuck
Phone:541-867-4550
Email:Rebecca Chuck@fws.gov

Nestucca Bay NWR
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Refuge information

Refuge name:  Nestucca Bay NWR Location: Primary basin:
Manager: Roy W. Lowe Tillamook County, Nestucca River
Complex name: Oregon Coast NWRC Oregon

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)

Main watercourses through the Nestucca Bay Unit of the refuge include the Nestucca River and Little
Nestucca River. Associated habitats include tidal salt marsh, diked tidally muted brackish marsh, tide-gated
freshwater drainage ditches and stream (Upton Slough). Watercourses through the Neskowin Marsh Unit
include Meadow Creek, Butte Creek and Hawk Creek, which are tributaries of lower Neskowin Creek.
Freshwater wetland habitats within the Neskowin Marsh Unit are extremely diverse and include emergent
marsh; three types of bogs (sedge fen, shrub carr, and sphagnum) forested lagg, and open ponds.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
Nestucca Bay Refuge was established in 1991 with an approved refuge boundary of 3,060 acres. The refuge
boundary was expanded in 2000 to include the 375-acre Neskowin Marsh Unit. To date, a total of 831 acres
has been acquired in fee title. The purposes for establishing the refuge were to provide wintering habitat for
dusky Canada geese and Aleutian cackling geese (listed as endangered at the time) and to protect diverse
coastal wetland habitats and upland buffers for a variety of migratory waterfowl, shorebirds, raptors,
songbirds, anadromous fish, and other wildlife. The purposes for adding the Neskowin Marsh Unit was to
conserve the unique Neskowin Marsh complex and associated rare coastal bog ecosystem and to assist in the
recovery of species listed as threatened and endangered such as coho salmon.

Species of management focus: (please note whether they are trust species, federally listed, or other status)
Primary focus includes dusky Canada goose and recently delisted Aleutian cackling goose (trust species)
through cooperative pasture management, and anadromous salmonids through habitat management and tidal
marsh restoration. Target fish species include coho salmon (proposed threatened), chinook salmon and
cutthroat trout.

Aquatic species: (present, potentially present, federally listed)
Anadromous salmonids documented on the refuge include juvenile coho salmon (Oregon Coast ESU
proposed threatened), juvenile fall chinook salmon and coastal cutthroat trout (various ages).

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.)
Are 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 .
If yes, please list the councils or groups.

Nestucca/Neskowin Watershed Council
Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Forest Service
Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians
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)

The refuge has initiated fish inventories and habitat survey/assessment work in Cooperation with the
Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians. The refuge has permitted some limited survey work by the
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and NOAA-Fisheries. However, the refuge does not have
baseline information nor the personnel to conduct an adequate inventory of aquatic species, conduct habitat
assessments, or design and initiate monitoring programs.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)
. X __aquatic species inventory/survey
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X___habitat survey/assessment
X__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?)

The refuge is need of baseline information including aquatic species occurrence and habitat surveys.
Pasture management practices and the presence of tide gates have unknown effects on juvenile salmonids
(including proposed threatened coho salmon) using habitats behind dikes. Baseline information and
monitoring is necessary to insure that refuge management practices do not negatively impact salmonids
and, where possible, improve habitat conditions.

Implications if the need is not addressed:

Refuge management activities could potentially impact salmonids and opportunities to improve habitat
conditions for fish on the refuge would be lost. Information obtained may be applicable to other
refuges/locations.

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))
1outof 3

NWR Contact:
Name: Dave Pitkin
Phone:541-867-4550
Email: Dave Pitkin@fws.gov

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

The refuge will begin preliminary work on a Comprehensive Conservation Plan in FY-06. There are no
fisheries biologists available on staff to assist with aguatic 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.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Risk of not identifying some fishery concerns early on in the development of the CCP and failure to
adequately plan for future habitat work in context 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))
20f3

NWR Contact:
Name: Rebecca Chuck
Phone:541-867-4550
Email:Rebecca Chuck@fws.gov

Aquatic issue or need 3 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why
it is important)
The refuge will be constructing an 88-acre tidal marsh restoration project in the summer of 2006. This
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project will be one of the largest restoration projects along the Oregon north coast and will provide
significant benefits to anadromous salmonids. Fish survey work conducted in cooperation with the
Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians shows that significant use of the area by coho salmon, chinook
salmon and cutthroat trout is already occurring due to tide gate failure and a levee breach. A more
thorough pre-construction inventory and assessment would provide the refuge and refuge partners with data
to evaluate the effects of the restoration.

Category of issue or need: (please underline or describe)
. X___aquatic species inventory/survey
. X___habitat survey/assessment
. X__monitoring program design or implementation
) X__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?)
Inventory and habitat assessment work along with assistance in restoration design and establishing a long
term monitoring plan.

Implications if the need is not addressed:

Lost opportunity to evaluate the effectiveness of the tidal marsh restoration project and the benefits to
anadromous salmonids. Results of this project could be applied to future refuge complex restoration
projects.

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))
30f3

NWR Contact:
Name: Dave Pitkin
Phone:541-867-4550
Email:Dave_Pitkin@fws.gov

Tualatin NWR
Refuge information
Refuge name: Tualatin River and | Location: Primary basin:
Wapato Lake NWRs Washington and Yamhill Columbia River
Manager: Ralph Webber Counties, Northwest Oregon
Complex name:
Manager:

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

Present and/or remnant aquatic-related cover types requiring restoration represent habitats of seasonal
herbaceous, scrub-shrub, and forested wetlands as well as riparian forests and perennial streams and rivers.
Reaches of the Tualatin River bisect both managed areas. Floodplain riparian forests may not be
considered an aquatic habitat in the classic sense, however, they play a major role in the health and function
of riverine systems. Historically, the Tualatin River was supported by vast contiguous floodplains
comprised of riparian forests. Two major tributaries, Chicken and Rock Creeks, flow through the central
core of Tualatin River Refuge before meeting and entering the river. In addition, there are numerous small
seasonal springs, seeps, and creeks which flow directly into the river. Perennial streams flowing into the
river near the Wapato Lake area include Scoggins, Ayers, Gales, and Wapato Creeks.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
Tualatin River Refuge and the proposed Wapato Lake Refuge are located within the Tualatin River
watershed, a drainage of 712 square miles covering most of Washington County and parts of Yamhill
County, in the Willamette Valley of northwestern Oregon. Established in 1992, the Tualatin River Refuge
near Sherwood serves a purpose to restore, protect, and manage wetland, riparian, and upland habitats for a
variety of migratory birds, fish, threatened and endangered species, other resident wildlife, and for the
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enjoyment of people. When acquisition is complete, the Refuge will consist of 3,060 acres of primarily
floodplain habitats within the lower mid-section of the watershed. The preferred acquisition boundary
alternative for the proposed Wapato Lake Refuge covers approximately 4,200 acres near Gaston.
Landscapes supporting fish and wildlife species are very similar to those of Tualatin River Refuge, but
there is a greater abundance and distribution of aquatic habitats. Therefore, many fishery and management
issues are common to both managed areas.

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

Refuge landscapes are predominately flat bottomland bordered by uplands. Habitats consist of riverine
systems, seasonally inundated wetlands, riparian forests, wet and dry meadows, oak and pine savanna, and
mixed forested uplands. When flooded in fall and winter, the areas provide maintenance habitat for resting
and wintering ducks, Canada geese, tundra swan, and a variety of other waterbirds. Dominant ducks
consist of northern pintail, mallard, and wigeon. Canada geese include dusky and cackling sub-species.
Also supported are significant breeding populations of wood duck and, to a lesser extent, hooded
merganser, cinnamon teal, and mallard. Furthermore, both areas provide significant breeding habitat for
neotropical landbirds. Federally protected species which frequent or could be reintroduced to both areas
include 2 endangered and 5 threatened species, 3 candidate species, and 20 species of concern.

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

Federally-managed anadromous species of fish which depend on the Tualatin River system to fulfill a
portion of their life history requirements include upper Willamette River stocks of winter steelhead, spring
Chinook salmon, and the Pacific lamprey. Coho salmon were artificially introduced to the Tualatin River
as a mitigation measure when the Bureau’s Scoggins Dam project was completed years ago to create Hagg
Lake. Although not considered native to the Tualatin system, adult returns of coho salmon are spawning
naturally in upper reaches of Gales Creek and in the mainstem of the river.

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

If yes, please list the councils or groups.
Tualatin River Watershed Council, Bureau of Reclamation, Tualatin Riverkeepers, Raindrops to Refuge,
Metro Green Spaces, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Ducks Unlimited, The Nature Conservancy,
Clean Water Services, and numerous other NGOs.
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)

The Bureau of Reclamation has entered into the environmental compliance planning stages for a major
project to raise Scoggins Dam 40 feet in elevation. The purpose of the project is to increase storage
capacity in an effort to meet projected municipality demands for water and provide additional irrigation
water for agriculture. From the Bureau’s perspective, an additional project benefit is enhancing flood
control capability during the winter months. Natural hydrologic inputs are inadequate to meet enlarged
recharge requirements, therefore, water discharges from Clean Water Services treatment facilities will be
back-pumped during winter to fill the reservoir. This project is being sponsored by a joint water
commission consisting of the Cities of Hillsboro, Forest Grove, Beaverton, and Tigard as well as the
Tualatin Valley Irrigation District and Clean Water Services. Needless to say this project has strong
political overtones. Congressman Wu’s office is involved and supportive of the project, although field
representatives have indicated they expect to see a balanced and responsible approach be used in the
allocation of water resources, including needs of restored and managed water-dependent habitats of the
floodplain.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)
. aquatic species inventory/survey
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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?)

At present, the Bureau is addressing only in-stream requirements of aquatic resources and is not
considering impacts of winter flood control on water-dependent habitats of the floodplain. These habitats
provide backwater sanctuary and play a critical role in the health and function of the mainstem Tualatin
River supporting anadromous fish. Fisheries office expertise can help solidify the position of the Service
by joining Refuge staff in coordination meetings and for writing official comments to the Bureau.

Implications if the need is not addressed:

Potential opportunity to solidify a position of the Service could be missed resulting in possible long-term
resource impacts to both refuge managed areas impeding the ability to fulfill purposes for establishment
and operational goals.

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 out of 6

NWR Contact:
Name: Ralph Webber
Phone: (503) 590-5811
Email: Ralph_webber@fws.gov

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

The Army Corps of Engineers relies heavily on consultation processes with NOAA Fisheries when making
decisions as to the type of permit and what stipulations will be invoked for permitting Refuge-sponsored
habitat restoration projects falling within federally-listed anadromous fish watersheds. Even though
restoration projects are designed with the best of intentions to benefit both migratory birds and fish,
stipulations as written conditions of permits can be fairly restrictive. Agencies take a very conservative
approach when permitting a project because little site specific information is available for the fishery in
question. It is difficult to design a project when it is unknown whether or not juvenile salmonids rear in
lower reaches of the Tualatin River, and if so, what season of the year they are present and what habitats
they prefer. The only biological information known for certain is that the river supports marginal rearing
conditions in summer because lower reaches are characterized with elevated water temperatures and
significant populations of predatory fish.

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

X _ 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):

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

Develop protocols and conduct a one year survey to determine seasonal presence and use of habitats by
juvenile salmonids for reaches of the river adjacent to and/or near Refuge managed lands. Information will
be used by Refuge staff to facilitate consultation and regulatory permitting processes and better address fish
needs in the design and operation of restoration projects.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Potential opportunity to survey for presence and use of habitats by juvenile salmonids could be missed to
improve long-term management of federally listed fish.
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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: Ralph Webber
Phone: (503) 590-5811
Email: ralph_webber@fws.gov

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

The Army Corps of Engineers consults with the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality when
determining what stipulations will be invoked to meet water quality certification requirements for
permitting Refuge-sponsored habitat restoration projects. Even though restoration projects are designed to
benefit both migratory birds and fish, stipulations as written conditions for permits can be fairly restrictive
relative to operational management of seasonal wetlands. Restoration projects for wetlands incorporate
specialized features into the design of water control structures to serve both fish passage and water
management criteria. Natural swales serve as off channel habitat during flood events, but can also strand
fish when flood waters recede from the floodplain. Control structures are used in combination with low
flow channels to encourage the movement and exiting of fish from these swales to reduce entrapment. In
addition, these structures are used for de-watering wetlands to provide shorebird habitat and to promote the
best hydric soil conditions for germinating wetland plants used by migrant waterfowl in fall and winter.
Because the Tualatin River is a temperature limited system due to high water temperatures in summer, the
Corps has taken a conservative approach with their permit restrictions in not allowing the de-watering of
wetlands beyond April. The thinking is that a drawdown of wetlands beyond this month will contribute to
further warming of the river. This approach to protecting the river does not go without consequences and
resource trade-offs. One issue is that a drawdown of wetlands in April encourages the germination of reed
canarygrass. Additionally, this early drawdown is outside the window of time when conditions inherent to
the Willamette Valley are best for germinating and growing the majority of our native wetland plants. At
present, no information is available as to what temperature-related impacts to the river and to listed
salmonids could be expected if wetlands were de-watered from May through June.

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
planning support

other (please describe):

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

Develop protocols and conduct monitoring of water temperatures within both seasonal wetlands and
specific reaches of the Tualatin River. Objectives of this monitoring effort are to capture and assess
seasonal variation and rate of drawdown effects on river temperatures as a criteria for sustaining water
quality, as well as effects on listed salmonids of the river, under a variety of de-watering scenarios and
schedules. Information will be used by Refuge staff to facilitate regulatory permitting processes so goals of
restoration projects can be fulfilled addressing needs of both migratory birds and aquatic resources of the
Tualatin River.

Implications if the need is not addressed:

Potential opportunity to monitor seasonal variation and rate of drawdown effects on river temperatures
could be missed to improve long-term management of both migratory birds and aquatic resources of the
Tualatin River, with an emphasis on federally listed fish.

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:
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Name: Ralph Webber
Phone: (503) 590-5811
Email: ralph_webber@fws.gov

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

Many natural swale and off-channel wetlands either currently occur, or existed historically, within the
Tualatin River floodplain. Over the past two centuries, many of these wetland basins were drained to
conduct agricultural practices by constructing surface ditches and installing underground tiles. Some
basins of the Refuge flood on an annual basis while others flood infrequently depending on their elevations
within the floodplain. Restoring hydrology and wetland function to these basins often requires a
combination of removing drain tiles, plugging surface ditches, and/or reestablishing historic natural levees
along the river’s edge. lronically, restoring hydrology to these basins creates a regulatory issue of
entrapment for listed salmonid species. Fish can become isolated from receding flood waters of the river
and left stranded within naturally occurring restored basins. Historically, this was part of the natural
process whereby stranded fish became a source of food for other wildlife. Recognizing the current
population status of listed salmonids, it is important that the Refuge provide an opportunity for the return of
fish to the river. Tualatin River Refuge, in consultation with NOAA Fisheries and the Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildlife, has custom-designed a water control structure with an overshot gate to encourage the
passage of fish through the structure. The gate is equipped with a VV-shaped notch designed for increasing
water velocities at low flows to encourage escapement of juvenile salmonids. Current conditions placed on
the approval of permits require that a given wetland basin be completely de-watered following a flood
event to allow passage of salmonids. De-watering is often not in the best interest of other wildlife species
and may prevent growth of desirable wetland plants, while at the same time creating conditions favorable
for the establishment of non-native species. In addition, water may not be available to refill the basin a
second time given reduced operational budgets to cover pumping costs.

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?)

Develop protocols and conduct monitoring of water management actions of wetlands to determine the
presence of listed salmonid species following a river flood event, and whether or not fish are passing safely
through the structure prior to and during a complete de-watering of the basin. Refuge staff will use this
information to help assess and adapt operations in wetland management, modify the design of water control
structures, and promote the use of improved designs for application on other wetland restoration projects.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Potential opportunity to monitor water management actions encouraging fish passage from wetlands
following a flood event could be missed to improve long-term management of federally listed fish.

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))
40f 6

NWR Contact:
Name: Ralph Webber
Phone: (503) 590-5811
Email: ralph webber@fws.gov

Aquatic issue or need 5 : (please provide background information about the issue or need and why it is
important)
It is well known that many common culverts used in road and other types of stream crossings may present
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barriers to the movement of fish. The issue of culverts as barriers to fish passage on federal land has
recently been elevated in importance due to recent litigation. In order to address this issue at the Refuge,
existing culverts must be evaluated to determine what, if any, actions must be taken. None of the culverts
on the Refuge have been evaluated for fish passage.

Category of issue or need: (please underline or describe)
. aquatic species inventory/survey
o 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?)
Personnel with expertise in fish passage are needed to evaluate and document existing culverts and/or those
in need of replacement on the Refuge, and to provide recommendations for implementation.

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

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: Ralph Webber
Phone: (503) 590-5811
Email: ralph_webber@fws.gov

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

Traditionally, users of water with primary and secondary rights to flows of the Tualatin River have used lift
type pumping systems. This means of diverting water has been applied to serve needs of both agriculture
and habitat management. The presence of federally- listed anadromous fish within this watershed has
necessitated the use of approved pumping systems with fish screens. Although these systems function
adequately, there are many drawbacks to their use which include high construction and maintenance costs,
removal of stream-side vegetation for installation, and their visual intrusiveness on stream banks. An
alternative to using a screened lift system is the use of a shallow well that is hydrologically connected to the
river aquifer. The use of wells has an advantage in that all drawbacks associated with a lift system can be
avoided. Most importantly, there are no direct impacts to listed salmonids because the natural bank of the
river functions as a screen protecting fish from water diversion operations

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

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

Fisheries office support, in the form of both verbal and written documents provided during public scoping
and regulatory comment periods, could boost the comfort and confidence level among regulators to
authorize this relatively new concept of employing shallow well technologies in the implementation of
Refuge projects.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Potential opportunity could be missed to encourage routine acceptance for use of shallow wells as an
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alternative in water delivery systems reducing future project costs and lessen potential environmental
impacts.

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)
6 0f6

NWR Contact:
Name: Ralph Webber
Phone: (503) 590-5811
Email: ralph webber@fws.gov

Willamette Valley NWR

Refuge name: Ankeny, Baskett | Location: Primary basin:
Slough, W.L.Finley (includes Benton, Marion, Linn, and Polk Willamette River
Snag Boat Bend) County, Western Oregon

Manager: Doug Spencer
Complex name: Willamette
Valley NWRC

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

W.L.Finley- Muddy Creek and two main tributaries (Gray and Brown Creek); Snag Boat Bend-Willamette
River and Lake Creek; Ankeny- Sidney Ditch, Bashaw Creek; Baskett Slough- South (Baskett) Slough.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
The Willamette Valley Refuges were established in the mid-1960’s for the purpose of providing wintering
habitat for Dusky Canada geese. The Snag Boat Bend Unit of W.L.Finley was added in 2000 as habitat for
migratory waterfowl and protection of riverine and riparian habitat.

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

The Valley refuges serve as major wintering areas for Canada geese and other waterfowl. In addition, these
refuges encompass native prairie and oak habitats that support several listed plant species and an
endangered butterfly. Refuge aquatic habitats, in addition to supporting migratory waterfowl and other
species, have major populations of the endangered Oregon chub.

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

Anadromous salmonids are present year-round in the Willamette River and seasonally in Lake Creek (Snag
Boat), and are potentially present as rearing fish in Muddy Creek at high flows. Muddy Creek has resident
cutthroat trout. The only listed salmonid is steelhead, found seasonally as juveniles in the Sidney Ditch on
Ankeny.

Specific issue or need information

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

Introduced populations of Oregon chub on W.L. Finley NWR recently suffered population declines after
several years of expansion, and the testing is needed to determine if inbreeding depression is a possible
cause. The WVNWRC, in a joint effort through the Oregon Chub Working Group, has been working with
the CRFPO to conduct genetics testing on Oregon chub. In addition, the testing will help support recovery
efforts regarding continued transplanting efforts, as a guide for the potential to mix populations from
throughout the Willamette Valley and possibly benefit from “hybrid vigor”.

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

habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
fish passage barrier/adequate flow
invasive aquatic species

planning support
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X __other (please describe): research-genetics testing

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)
Information on Oregon chub population genetics .

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Potential opportunities to speed recovery and down-listing for a federally listed fish throughout its range,
including NWR’s, would be overlooked

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))
1of2

NWR Contact:
Name:_Jock Beall, Senior Biologist
Phone: 541-757-7236
Email:_jock beall@fws.gov

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

W.L. Finley NWR supports a naturally-occurring population of Oregon chub in Gray Creek. This
population has fluctuated over the past decade, and water quality issues are considered a likely cause. The
upper watershed of Gray Creek comes from off-refuge and is dominated by intensively managed industrial
forest lands. The Refuge is working with the Oregon State Office and the CRFPO to conduct water quality
monitoring on Gray Creek.

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

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)
Technical assistance concerning water quality monitoring

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Potential opportunities to speed recovery and down-listing for a federally listed fish, including
improvement of an existing population on a NWR would be overlooked

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))
20f 2

NWR Contact:
Name: Jock Beall, Senior Biologist
Phone: 541-757-7236
Email: jock beall@fws.gov

Malheur NWR
Refuge information
Refuge name: Malheur NWR Location: Primary basin:
Manager: _Donna Harney County Harney Basin
Stovall southeast Oregon
Complex name:
Manager:

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 Donner und Blitzen River, Silver Creek and the Silvies River. There are
numerous spring systems associated with the Refuge. The Refuge is located in a closed basin. About a
third to a half of the refuge (60,000-90,000 acres) consists of wetlands influenced by snow melt runoff.
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Other aquatic habitats are the various spring systems that flow through/or create the wetlands.
Opportunities exist to restore/reclaim large numbers of wetland/riparian systems.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
Malheur NWR was established in 1908. The original purposes of the refuge are to provide breeding and
feeding grounds for migratory birds and other wildlife. Primary emphasis has been waterfowl, sandhill
cranes and colonial nesting waterbirds

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

Various waterfowl, shorebird, water bird and wading birds (all trust species) are present during various
periods during the throughout the year. Habitats are managed to encourage their presence. No listed birds
have been documented. Several aquatic species have been petitioned for listing.

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

There are no longer any anadromous salmonids within the system as a result of natural factors. However,
redband trout are present in substantial numbers along with other endemic species. There are no listed
species at this time. There have been petitions to list the interior redband and the Harney spring snail.
There are significant watershed aquatic invasive species issues.

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_ X No

Avre there existing watershed councils or other groups involved in addressing issues at the watershed scale?

Yes X __ No
If yes, please list the councils or groups.

Harney Soil and Water Conservation District. The Refuge has an excellent relationship with the SWCD

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)

The primary issue we deal with are the effects of common carp upon aquatic systems, especially shallow
wetlands. We are also beginning to address Refuge management actions on aquatic habitat, fish and water
quality in the Blitzen River.

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
__X__habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
__X__ fish passage barrier/adequate flow
__X__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?)
Monitoring and evaluation of various management actions.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Potential opportunities to monitor and perhaps improve habitat conditions for trust species and endemic
fish at a NWR 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))
1 out of 3 #1) Invasive fish;

NWR Contact:
Name:__Richard Roy
Phone:_ 541-493-2612
Email: _ Richard Roy@fws.gov

47




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

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

Category of issue or need: (please underline or describe)

e X ___ aquatic species inventory/survey

e _ X__ habitat survey/assessment
e X ___ monitoring program design or implementation
e X __ habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
e  fish passage barrier/adequate flow
e X __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.

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 3 Habitat restoration

NWR Contact:
Name:___ Richard Roy
Phone:__ 541-493-2612
Email:_ Richard Roy@fws.gov

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

The Refuge has to become better stewards of water resources, especially in the Blitzen Valley to protect
various native fish species and comply with the Clean Water Act

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

. X __ 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?)
Establishment of “minimum flows” for the Blitzen with materially affecting Refuge purpose

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Potential opportunity to improve fishery in stream habitats in a high profile 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))

30f3
NWR Contact:
Name:__ same
Phone:
Email:
Sheldon NWR
Refuge information
| Refuge name: Sheldon NWR | Location: | Primary basin:
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Manager: __ Brian Day_ Columbia County, Northwest Columbia River
Complex name: Sheldon/Hart Oregon
Mt. NWRC

Manager: _David Johnson
(Acting)

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

The water courses on Sheldon are all within closed basins and have no outlet to the sea. Several man made
reservoirs exist on the refuge with tributaries flowing into them. Virgin valley has a dozen impoundments
at the lower end of the valley which contain habitat conditions for warm water species of fish. Big springs
reservoir also contains habitat for trout, but is subject to going totally dry during extended drought periods.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
Sheldon NWR was established in the 1930s primarily for the conservation of pronghorn. With the
establishment of sole jurisdiction by the Game Range Bill, the objective was modified to “manage the
refuge as a representative area of high desert habitat for optimum populations of native plants and animals.

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

Primarily managed for large ungulate species such as pronghorn, mule deer, big horn sheep. Also native
sagebrush obligate species such as Sage grouse, pygmy rabbits. Migratory waterfowl and songbirds are also
managed for.

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

Lahontan cut-throat trout are found in several of the creeks (Virgin and Fish Creek) as well as Catnip
reservoir where they are used as a transplant source for the Nevada Department of Wildlife. Tui chubs are
also found in Fish Creek. The impoundments in lower areas of virgin creek contain Large mouth bass,
yellow perch, crappie, bluegill, and red-eared sunfish.

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.)
Are 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)

Habitat damage is occurring on all watersheds of the refuge as a result of grazing by feral horses. Siltation,
loss of stream side riparian habitat, trampling and pollution associated with fecal matter are all contributing
to the decrease of habitat quality.

Category of issue or need: (please mark the blank(s) for all that apply)
. X__aquatic species inventory/survey

. X___habitat survey/assessment

e X_monitoring program design or implementation
e X 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 concerning the impacts of feral horse populations on aquatic species and their habitats in the
streams and impoundments is needed to help support the funding and management of these populations.
Additional information is also needed about the status of aquatic species populations, species composition
and distribution, aquatic habitats present and their condition, and evaluation of potential stream restoration
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actions.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Loss of fish populations in these streams is possible if habitat conditions continue to deteriorate and
drought conditions persist.

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))
1outof 3

NWR Contact:
Name:__David Johnson
Phone:_ 541-947-3315
Email: dave n_johnson@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.

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))
20f3

NWR Contact:
Name:_ David Johnson___
Phone:_ 541-947-3315
Email: dave_n_johnson@fws.gov

Hart Mountain NWR

Refuge information

Refuge name: Hart Mountain Location: Primary basin:
National Antelope Refuge Lake County, Southeastern Warner Basin
Manager: Kelly Hogan Oregon
Complex name: Sheldon/Hart
Mtn NWR

Manager: Dave Johnson

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 Rock and Guano Creeks. In addition, the refuge has several small, spring-fed,
streams.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
Hart Mountain National Antelope Refuge was established in 1936 by executive order to protect pronghorn
antelope and other wildlife.

Species of management focus: (please note whether they are trust species, federally listed, or other
status)
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Species of management focus on the refuge include pronghorn, sage grouse, pygmy rabbits, and bighorn
sheep.

Aquatic species: (present, potentially present, federally listed)
Rainbow and Redband trout. Historic records of Tui Chub.

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.)
Are 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_

Warner Basin Water Working Group
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)

Since 1990 cattle grazing has been prohibited on Hart Mountain National Antelope Refuge. In the early
1990’s preliminary data on stream ecology and fish abundance was collected. A follow-up study after 15
years without grazing would provide valuable comparative data to access the impacts of grazing on stream
ecology and fish abundance.

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
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?)
Habitat assessments and surveys of fish populations along Rock and Guano Creeks would provide the
needed information for comparison with existing data.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Data from this study would provide valuable information on the effects of removing cattle from riparian
areas in the Great Basin.

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

NWR Contact:
Name: David Johnson
Phone: (541) 947-3315
Email: Dave N Johnson@fws.gov

NWRs outside of CRFPO geographic scope

Nisqually NWR
Refuge information
Refuge name: Nisqually NWR | Location: Primary basin:

Manager: Jean Takekawa Thurston County, Nisqually River basin
Complex name: Nisqually Olympia, WA Black River Unit and Grays
NWR Complex Harbor NWR in Chehalis River

Manager: same basin

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

Main watercourses for Nisqually NWR are the Nisqually River and south Puget Sound, including much of
the Nisqually Delta and estuary. The Black River Unit and Grays Harbor are part of the Chehalis River
watershed. The Black River is an important tributary in the upper Chehalis basin. Grays Harbor NWR is
made up of estuarine habitat, located close to the mouth of the Chehalis River.

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
Nisqually NWR was established in 1974 for the protection of migratory birds. Primary focus includes
protection of the Nisqually Delta, estuary, and lower watershed, to benefit native fish, migratory birds, and
threatened and endangered species. A recently completed CCP identifies estuarine restoration as a high
priority to fulfill Refuge goals and objectives. Grays Harbor NWR was established in 1990, to conserve
fish and wildlife including shorebirds and other migratory birds.

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

A diversity of habitats supports more than 275 migratory bird and fish species. Refuges provide important
habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, waterbirds, neotropical songbirds, and raptors. Numerous endangered
and threatened species occur here, including chinook salmon and the State listed Oregon spotted frog at
Black River. Intensive freshwater wetland management and riparian restoration are part of Refuge
management programs.

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

Refuges provide important habitat for a variety of anadromous salmonids, including federally listed
Chinook salmon in the Nisqually basin and bull trout. Chum, steelhead, coastal cutthroat trout, pink, and
coho are also present.

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.)
Are 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
If yes, please list the councils or groups.

Nisqually River Council

Chehalis Basin Partnership
Has the Fish and Wildlife Service been involved with the council or groups? Yes X No_

Voting member of Nisqually River Council; participated in Chehalis Basin Partnership meetings

Specific issue or need information

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

Nisqually NWR completed a CCP in November 2004, which identifies a 700 acre estuarine restoration
project as a top priority. This is the largest estuarine restoration project of its kind in the Pacific Northwest.
Restoration of the estuary is identified as the top priority to recover chinook salmon in the Nisqually basin.
Specific site design, obtaining permits, pre and post restoration monitoring, and restoration construction are
all immediate needs. A 3-year fish study is in its second year. The USFWS office in Olympia (WWFWO)
assisted with study design. This cooperative study with Ducks Unlimited and the Nisqually Tribe, is the
first ever comprehensive fish characterization in the Nisqually estuary. However, additional funding is
needed to complete the study and repeat this monitoring effort, post-restoration. Only partial funding is
available for the restoration project. A vegetation mapping effort is underway. Additional monitoring
needs include key migratory bird, habitat, and physical process monitoring, in order to support adaptive
management of the restoration project. Many partners are involved or support this large scale project.

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
__X_ habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
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?)
Additional funding support is needed to complete the 3 year fish study pre-restoration. Assistance will be
needed in order to accomplish a post restoration monitoring study.

Implications if the need is not addressed:

Pre and post restoration monitoring are crucial, in order to support design, evaluation, and adaptive
management of this estuarine restoration project. A certain level of monitoring will also be prescribed as
part of permit requirements.

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))
loutof3

NWR Contact:
Name:_Jean Takekawa
Phone: 360-753-9467
Email: jean_takekawa@fws.gov

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

The Black River Unit of Nisqually NWR protects the northern half of the Black River, an important
tributary of the upper Chehalis River. This relatively new Refuge area provides important habitat for a
variety of anadromous fish, but even the most basic information regarding fish and habitat use are little
known. The river and associated wetlands are becoming increasingly threatened by growing urbanization,
development, water withdrawals, and habitat degradation. A recent hydrological study has shown that the
hydrology of the River is already adversely affected by human alterations. However, little is known of the
impacts on fish. A basic monitoring effort would be extremely valuable in identifying priorities in
designing riparian and wetland restoration efforts, and habitat protection measures.

Category of issue or need: (please underline or describe)
. 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
X__ planning support
other (please describe):

Specific need: (What type of action or information would likely address the issue or need?)
Technical assistance and accomplishing a monitoring effort would be invaluable in designing and
prioritizing restoration efforts at Black River, and strengthening habitat protection.

Implications if the need is not addressed:
Baseline information on fish resources of the Black River is needed to provide improved habitat protection
and restoration. Hydrology is becoming increasingly compromised in this rapidly growing area.

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))
20f3

NWR Contact:
Name:_ Jean Takekawa
Phone: 360-753-9467
Email:_jean_takekawa@fws.gov

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

Phragmites communis, or giant reed, is an aggressive non-native plant that has rapidly spread across Grays
Harbor NWR estuarine habitat. This rapidly spreading invasive plant grows in salt marsh, mudflat, and
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slough habitats at the Refuge, degrading limited estuarine habitat that is crucial for anadromous fish and
other wildlife.

Category of issue or need: (please underline or describe)
. aquatic species inventory/survey
habitat survey/assessment
monitoring program design or implementation
habitat restoration, creation, enhancement
X __ 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?)
Control has been initated, but additional assistance and support are needed with control work and effects of
Phragmites on habitat and fish and wildlife.

Implications if the need is not addressed:

Phragmites is widespread on the Refuge, however it has not spread to many other parts of the Grays Harbor
estuary. Effective control at the Refuge will greatly aid in reducing the source of seeds and plant parts in
other parts of the estuary and help to refine the most effective control methods. Little is known of the
effect of Phragmites on anadromous fish or habitat use in estuaries.

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))
30f3

NWR Contact:
Name:_Jean Takekawa
Phone:_ 360-753-9467
Email: jean takekawa@fws.gov

Toppenish NWR
Refuge information

Refuge name: Toppenish Location: Primary basin:
Manager: Yakima County, Columbia River
Howard Browers___ South central WA

Complex name:

Mid-Columbia River
Manager:

Gary Hagedorn

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

Toppenish Creek, a tributary of the Yakima River, flows through the main portion of the refuge. Refuge
habitats include wetlands, woody riparian, and shrub-steppe upland

Refuge background and purposes: (please provide brief background and original purposes of the NWR)
The refuge was established in 1964 with Duck Stamp funds to provide habitat for waterfow! and other
migratory birds.

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

Various waterfowl and other waterbirds are present during fall, winter, and spring. Habitats are managed to
encourage their presence. Bald eagles are present during late fall through early spring. Federally listed
Mid-Columbia steelhead migrate through the refuge, but do not spawn on refuge.

Aquatic species: (present, potentially present, federally listed)
Federally listed Mid-Columbia steelhead migrate through the refuge via Toppenish Creek. Small numbers
of Brook lamprey can also be found

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
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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
If yes, please list the councils or groups. Yakama Nation

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)

Refuge management includes water diversions from Toppenish Creek into wetlands. Several of these
diversions are currently unscreened which means that juvenile steelhead migrating downstream can be
entrained into wetlands. Four years of capture/recapture data indicate that juvenile steelhead can escape
wetland habitats, however some are probably lost due to predation from birds or other aquatic species (e.g.
bullfrog, bass, northern pikeminnow), stranding, or stressful water temperatures later in the spring. Fish
screens are scheduled to be constructed for some diversions. However, wetlands may have benefits for
wintering juvenile steelhead. More information on steelhead use of wetlands is desired.

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

e aquatic species inventory/survey

e  X__ habitat survey/assessment

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

e X _fish passage barrier/adequate flow

e X __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 habitat use by steelhead in wetlands is needed to determine management
approaches for the areas. Once screens are in place, do steelhead need to be excluded from wetlands at all
times or are there periods in early spring where wetlands may provide wintering/rearing habitat.

Implications if the need is not 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

NWR Contact:
Name:__ Howard Browers
Phone:_509-545-8588
Email:__howard_browers@fws.gov
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APPENDIX E
Overview of the Columbia River Fisheries Program Office

It is the mission of the Columbia River Fisheries Program Office (CRFPO) to assist in
determining the status of imperiled natural stocks, to evaluate management measures for
recovery and assist in the recovery of these stocks, and to prevent future listings. The
CRFPO's primary contribution to these activities is to design and implement monitoring
and evaluation programs, coordination, and dissemination of fisheries information. The
CRFPO also provides for science-based management of aquatic resources on federal and
tribal lands in the area from the Columbia River mouth upstream to McNary Dam,
streams throughout Oregon, and in other areas throughout the Columbia River Basin that
have been and continue to be affected by anthropogenic actions of a regional scale. As it
relates to fish and aquatic resources, the CRFPO provides technical assessment,
interagency coordination, and representation on technical and policy level workgroups,
committees, councils, and commissions for hydrosystem, hatchery, harvest, and habitat
management.

Current capabilities and expertise at the CRFPO:

e Coordinate with others and participate in numerous management and scientific
forums
e Conduct biological and habitat surveys and assessments
= Describe and assess fish and other aquatic organism populations (distribution,
abundance, life history, movement, habitat use, diets)
= Assess the status and determine limiting factors for fish and other aquatic
organisms at a population level
= Describe and assess aquatic habitats (determine conditions, develop restoration
actions)
= Develop assemblage indices of fish and invertebrates
e Conduct instream flow and habitat assessments
= Application of instream flow methodologies
= Physical and biological habitat evaluation for anadromous and resident fish
= Perform hydraulic and habitat modeling
= Incorporate fish habitat requirements into FERC processes
= Evaluation of fish passage
= Design, implement, and assess large scale survival studies for fish populations
that migrate through numerous mainstem dams
e Assess status and conservation needs of imperiled aquatic species
= Design and implementation of aquatic resource monitoring programs
= Provide analytic, biometric, and statistical support
= Develop and evaluate life cycle, harvest, and production simulation models for
anadromous and resident species
= Develop and evaluate recovery strategies
= Technical review and development of experimental design, modeling, and
analytic approaches
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= Application of conservation genetic principles for population identification and
species conservation
e Evaluate operation and performance of hatcheries
= Develop hatchery and genetic management plans
= Evaluate wild and hatchery fish interactions, habitat use, and performance
= Conduct studies to evaluate hatchery performance relative to survival and
fisheries contribution
= Conduct studies to improve hatchery performance and species conservation
= Implement fish marking programs at hatcheries
e Provide education and outreach materials and opportunities
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APPENDIX F
(Graphics for the following presentations are contained in the file NWR-CRFPO 2005
Appendix F.pdf:
--Willapa NWR Complex,
--Mid-Columbia NWR Complex,
--Oregon Coast NWR Complex,
--Malheur NWR,
--CRFPO,
--Franz Lake NWR project,
--Pierce NWR chum salmon project,
--Malheur NWR project,
--Lower Columbia River islands project,
--Hanford project,
--CPR.)
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Questions and Answers re Fish Passage and FWS Properties and Facilities
Q: Is a fish passage issue:

- A specific instream ““structure” that warrants removal or modification to allow for fish
passage or improve fish passage? Or

- A broader ““subject matter™ like...””should NFHs ensure migration, up and downstream
of all fish in waters affected by the by instream structures maintained for the purposes of
promoting fish culture?”

A: | suppose that question could be answered in a number of ways. For example, fish
passage issue could be defined as whatever problems or corrective measures that are
identified in surveys, plans, or other means of scrutiny which are directed at the facility
or property in relation to existing objectives, competing objectives, and/or policies of the
site and its operations.

Or, it could be answered based on the definition of the words in the phrase, to wit, issue
and fish passage.

Issue: A point or situation that causes, or is likely to cause, an impasse.

Fish Passage (expressed as a barrier): A barrier is an obstacle that prevents fish from
moving either upstream or downstream. Barriers include structural and nonstructural
barriers. The former includes dams, weirs, floodgates, roads, bridges, causeways and
culverts. Barriers can be formed in the following ways:
« physical barrier: blocking free passage of fish, such as a dam, weir or raised
causeway
o hydraulic barrier: barrier created by high flows or turbulence (eg flow through the
pipes)
o behavioral barrier: fish may avoid moving through dark tunnels such as a pipe
under a road crossing.
« pollution barrier: such as heat, chemicals, lack of oxygen.
e Other.

Fish Passage (expressed as a project): A fish passage project can be any activity that
directly improves the ability of fish or other aquatic species to move by reconnecting
habitat that has been fragmented by barriers. (FWS NFPP definition)

Fish Passage Issue (expressed as professional opinion): A fish passage issue is what
the professional staff identify as an issue.

Q: Recommended ““Actions”. What is the standard for the determining proper action?

That is, “must™ all instream structures allow for the safe passage of all fish or native
fish? What exceptions are there to a standard of “must™?
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A: There are all kinds of standards, including legal standards (e.g. is the project in
compliance with ESA), hence the need to make a distinction between “recommended
actions” and “agreed recommended actions”. The question is, given competing
objectives, needs, and requirements (demands), and given various standards, weights, and
other factors that might be in play, what is the solution(s) that:

- takes those competing demands, standards, and other factors into consideration,

- properly optimizes among them, and

- will best achieve the agreed objectives while adequately withstanding scrutiny of its
validity and defensibility?

Problem solving and decision making are optimizing processes.
Q: What are fish passage barriers and what happens if they are not addressed?

A: A fish passage barrier is any obstacle that prevents fish from moving either upstream
or downstream. The term is usually applied to those obstacles which have negative
effects on the fish, but may also refer to obstacles which have positive effects on fish,
such as fish screens.

Barriers can:

e Restrict migration of fish necessary for feeding, spawning, and rearing.
Reduce dispersal of juvenile fish (positively and negatively.)
Create isolated populations and reduce gene flow between fish populations.
Limit passage of fish between feeding grounds.
Cause fish to congregate at a barrier leaving them open to disease or predators.
Create unsuitable living or breeding conditions.
Cause the extinction of upstream or downstream migrating species.
Alter species diversity because of the local disappearance of some species and
changes to the abundance of remaining species.
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Fish Passage Progress/Status Checklist

e Funds have been requested or staff assigned to conduct reviews (specify which) of
all Service facilities (specify name of facilities) in geographic area X (specify) to
identify potential fish passage problems. (Yes/No, with dates)

e Staff have been assigned to carry out, and/or funds requested for, further analysis
or feasibility study preparatory to design of corrective action. (Specify which.)
(Specify fund source and date.)

e Project dollars to design and implement corrective action have been requested.
(Specify fund source, and date.)

e Corrective action implemented. (Yes/No, and date)

e Staff have been assigned to carry out, and/or funds requested for, evaluation of
implemented corrective action. (Specify which, and date.) (Specify fund source.)

e Evaluation of implemented corrective action has been carried out, with these
findings and follow-up actions needed, if any. (Specify date):

1)
2.)
3.)
Etc.
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APPENDIX G

Categories of Immediate Needs

General Survey and Habitat Assessment Needs

Assess conditions (species and habitat) in streams in which restoration actions
have been implemented. (Willapa NWR)

Conduct species surveys and habitat assessments in areas open to the Columbia
River (Gee Creek, Campbell Lake and Slough, Post Office Lake). (Ridgefield
NWR)

Conduct species surveys and habitat assessments in all backwater areas,
especially at the mouth of McCormack Slough if any action to open slough is
taken. (Umatilla NWR)

Baseline information for aquatic species occurrence and habitat assessment
throughout NWRs (Bandon Marsh NWR, Siletz Bay NWR, Nestucca Bay NWR)
Information on salmonid presence, life stages, life histories, age structure, and use
of refuge waters. (Tualatin NWR)

Conduct biological inventory and review existing data in preparation for working
on the CCP. (Malheur NWR))

General Technical Assistance

Review report on survey of fish barriers and determine how to address sites found
to be problems. (Willapa NWR)

Support for establishing regional reference sites for monitoring species
composition and habitats in sloughs not directly affected by dikes and tidegates.
(Lewis and Clark NWR)

Assess potential effects of dredge spoils and bird predation on juvenile salmonids
and their habitat. (Lewis and Clark NWR)

CRFPO participation in floodplain restoration planning. (Steigerwald NWR)
Assess potential effects of predation by terns on juvenile salmonids at the Blalock
Complex and Long Lock Island. Riparian habitat work currently being conducted
may attract birds. (Umatilla NWR)

Provide technical assistance for data analysis and reporting for previous
restoration projects (e.g., Millport Slough 100 acres in 2003). (Siletz Bay NWR)
Greatest short-term need is technical assistance in analyzing raising Scoggins
Dam. (Tualatin River NWR)

Water temperature information for wetland management. (Tualatin River NWR)
Monitoring program to assess functioning of water control structures relative to
juvenile salmonid movement. (Tualatin River NWR)

Assist with interpretation and use of information on Oregon chub population
genetics. (Willamette Valley NWRs)

Technical assistance for water quality monitoring. (Willamette Valley NWRs)
Carp control in Malheur Lake when it dries up (i.e., remove carp and screen off
Silvies River drainage). (Malheur NWR)

Evaluate restoration of Blitzen River habitat. (Malheur NWR)
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e Technical information regarding rainbow trout stocked by the state in Krumbo
Reservoir and effects on redband trout. (Malheur NWR)

NWR-Specific Survey and Habitat Assessment Needs

1. Assess habitat conditions and species composition in sloughs to evaluate strategies for
modifying existing tidegates and opportunities to create sites for fish passage. (Julia
Butler Hansen)

2. Continue monitoring chum salmon and assess habitat restoration opportunities. (Pierce
NWR)

3. Conduct comprehensive pre-construction monitoring (species composition and
distribution, habitat assessment) for 430-acre restoration project planned for 2007.
(Bandon Marsh NWR)

4. Conduct pre-construction monitoring (species composition and distribution, habitat
assessment) for 88-acre restoration project planned for 2006. (Nestucca Bay NWR)

5. Technical assistance in designing and implementing a study to develop approaches to
control carp in the basin that benefits redband trout and other native species. (Malheur
NWR)

6. Conduct species surveys and habitat assessments to describe current conditions and
provide information for assessing introduced species and effects of feral horses.
(Sheldon/Hart Mountain NWRs)

Issue-specific need

7. Conduct surveys of potential fish passage barriers on Service lands in Oregon
(excluding the Klamath River basin), and sites not associated with structures on Service
lands in Washington (e.g., mouth of Gee Creek at Ridgefield NWR). (locations in
Oregon: all NWRs, Service hatcheries—Warm Springs, Eagle Creek, LSRCP
hatcheries—Irrigon, Lookinglass, Wallowa)

Needs outside CRFPO purview
e Support Columbia River Land Trust in acquiring land adjacent to refuge. (Julia
Butler Hansen)
e Testing of shallow wells for water supply. (Tualatin River NWR)
e Funding for fish screens, and continued screening of carp in Blitzen Valley and
Double O. (Malheur NWR)
e Obtain spring water rights in Double O. (Malheur NWR)
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f Willapa NWR p ex L
ish Management Program ot

“An Opportunity to Collaborate” ' - ' j ! [ o e
2 [ Lewis & Clark v

Approximately 40,000 acres of tidally influenced
open water, shoals, and vegetated islands in the
Columbia River from Cathlamet to Astoria

Co-locate




Co-locate

Four streams or rivers are part of the refuge




27,500 acres (15,500 fee title use deed, 12,000 presidential
proclamation boundary. Habitats include sand dunes,
forest, grasslands, estuarine mudflats and saltmarsh, fresh
water wetlands and all or part of 19 rivers or streams

Co-locate













Co-locate




1976 - 2004 -1991 Snake River Sockeye

listed endangered

e e et s ey e

-1993 FCRPS BiOp
'94-'99 FCRPS operations &
juvenile transportation program

-1994 '93 FCRPS BiOp set aside
by Federal Court

-1994/95 Snake spring/summer
and fall chinook reclassified
endangered

-1995 FCRPS BiOp
'94-'98 FCRPS operations &
juvenile transportation program

Hydrological
Change

-1998 Supp. FCRPS BiOp
pursuant listing of 3 steelhead

-2000 Supp. FCRPS BiOp
pursuant listing of 6 more spp

Columbia River at John Day Dam (ft MSL)

276

Columbia River Water Levels and Open Water Acreage:
McCormack Slough, Umatilla NWR
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1989 1992

Year

1995

1998

2001

2004

McCormack Slough Open Water Acres



West
McCormack
Slough
1981

West
McCormack
Slough
2002

Decrease in Hunt Blinds from 1991 to 2003

[ .8
[
[

Cottonwood Tree Mortality

East
McCormack
Slough
1978

East
McConmack
Slough
240)0)2

Affect of Decre
Pool Elevation

Slough Restoration Project




Before

Paterson Slough

Future Restoration




Monitoring Steelhead Movements
. Toppenish NWR

A cooperative-study co
— US Geological Survey
.7 - US Fish and Wildlife Service
Yakama'Nation




Redside shiner
Common carp
Northern pikeminnow
Pumpkinseed
Goldfish

Suckers (3 spp)
Chiselmouth
Largemouth bass
Black bullhead
Brook lamprey




Steelhead Pit-Tagged
at 3A and 3B Entrances

Year/Trap Number Number Number Detected

PIT-tagged recaptured | pownstream
February 21 — June 4, 2002
3B Entrance |207 9 (4%) 83 (40%)
3A Entrance |111 1 (1%) 24 (22%)
Total 318 10 107 (34%)
March 25 — May 28, 2003
3B Entrance |117 2 (2%) 55 (47%)
3A Entrance |106 0 24 (23%)
Total 223 2 79 (35%)

Steelhead PIT-Tagged Conclusions and Management
at 3B Exit Trap Actions

« Steelhead are entrained into wetland units.

Year Number Number detected

P|T_tagged downstream « 717 steelhead pit-tagged in 2002 and 2003

« Steelhead are capable of exiting refuge wetlands, however,
2002 63 27 (43%) numbers are lower than desireg.

* 36% of tagged steelhead detected downstream

2003 108 47 (43%) « Refuge will install fish screens at water diversions.

* Flow through channels will be constructed and maintained to
facilitate steelhead egress during high water.

« Refuge will consult with NOAA Fisheries via section 7 of ESA.




Siletz Bay National Wildlife Refuge
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Malheur NWR Background

Refuge purpose: “as a r

ground for migratory bir
- wildlife”. Execﬁg %

Malheur NWR Background & g History of Carp on Malheur

187,000 acres. Approximately one third to

one half of the Refuge | = : _' ~ -Various urban |EQE s about carpﬂg‘m
tury

lake habna; 3 . Basin in the early years of the _gaf ldent

S Nionsl WSS Befape
RS

Carp have been the single most important issue facing
- wetland management on Malheur NWR and the greatest
cause of the decline waterfovllﬁroductivity!!!
a x R e oY
oS i O,
DUCK PRODUCTION
AT MALHEUR REFUGE

L &8 e
YEAR

B casp TRODUCED




Screened carp-free wetland | Carp management in the past
Any questions? Temporary results, no ability to prohibit re-colonization




= Current approach to carp management = .
X e Preventing Carp Movement
Preventing carp movement, recolonization and better water

management (engineered approach)

Nothing new, we now have funding to construct screens,
L [ s i A% e >

fishways and traps! Ao B -

-
However, the fun
~ concern he

Implemented a three to five year wetland Rotation in practice and results
rotation to eliminate carp/maintain productive
habitats 3 .




Birds are not the only group affected by carp Summary

Rar(_e invertebrates, amphibians and fish also occupy these To address carp over the long haul, an integrated pest
habitats and are affected by carp. However, any carp management plan must be prepared that includes the use
treatment must consider impacts to these species. of barriers, traps, chemicals, biological controls and water

. 4

management. .
e




Overview of the Columbia River
Fisheries Program Office

CRFPO Mission

*Assist in status review of
imperiled natural stocks

«Evaluate management
measures for recovery

*Assist in recovery efforts for
imperiled stocks

*Work to prevent the need for
future listings

*Primary activities include:

— Design & implementation of
monitoring and evaluation

— Management coordination

— Generation & dissemination of
fisheries information

CRFPO Background & History

Office established in 1973 as
Vancouver Fishery Assistance
Office

Name was changed to Lower
Columbia River Fishery
Resource Office as other fishery
resource offices were
established in the Columbia
Basin in the 1980s

Office of the Columbia River
Coordinator (OCRC) established
in 1984 X

LCRFRO and OCRC were
combined in 1995 to form the
Columbia River Fisheries
Program Office (CRFPO)

Overview of CRFPO

e Mission
e History of CRFPO

e Organizational
structure

e Representation in
management forums

e Current capabilities
and expertise

CRFPO Mission continued

Provide science-based
management assistance for
aquatic resources on federal
and tribal trust lands
throughout the Columbia
River Basin

Provide technical assessment, §
interagency coordination, and
representation on numerous
technical and policy level
workgroups, committees,
councils, and commissions

for hydrosystem, hatchery,
harvest, and habitat
management

Pacific Region: Fisheries Program
Strategic Plan Vision

Work with our Partners to:

— Protect the health of aquatic

habitats

— Recover and restore fish

and other aquatic resources

— Provide opportunities to

enjoy the benefits of healthy
aquatic resources




CRFPO Organizational Structure CRFPO Service Representation

* Project Leader and Deputy
oversee an office of 46 CRFPO staff serve as
permanent, 13 term, and 5 Service representatives on
temporary positions .
numerous technical and

Office is structured into policy level management
Teams: forums in the Columbia

Basin and region wide
— Administration

— Conservation, Habitat, and | Harvest Management
Population Assessment -
. Production Management
— Water Management and : CBFWA & NPPC Management
Evaluation i F I - Water Management

Hatchery Evaluation and : Recovery Planning
Assessment . e e 1 — Salmon & Steelhead
Hatchery Marking — Bull Trout

Harvest/Hatchery Biometrics

Status Review Service Forums

* Assist with lamprey FERC Re-licensing
Status review Team

Refuge CCP

Cutthroat Trout

Strategic

Conservation

Regional Step-down

Plan

Lamprey Strategic

Conservation

» Assist with bull
trout 5 year status
review

Evaluate operation and performance Conduct biological and habitat
of hatcheries surveys and assessments

Develop hatchery and genetic ) )
management plans Describe and assess fish
and other aquatic organism
. . populations (distribution,
Evaluate wild and hatchery fish : abundance, life history,
interactions, habitat use, and . . movement, habitat use,
performance T ] diets)

Conduct studies to evaluate i o y Assess the status and

i determine limiting factors for -
hatchery performance relative fish and other aquatic

to survival and fisheries F t = organism at a population
contribution ; . level

Conduct studies to improve l‘- Describe and assess aquatic

hatchery performance and habitats (determine

species conservation conditions, develop
restoration actions)

Implement fish marking

programs at hatcheries Develop assemblage indices

of fish and invertebrates




Assess status and conservation needs of
imperiled aquatic species

Conduct instream flow and habitat
assessments

Design and implementation of
aquatic resource monitoring
programs

Provide analytic, biometric, and
statistical support

Develop and evaluate life cycle,
harvest, and production
simulation models

Develop and evaluate recovery
strategies

Technical review and
development of experimental
design, modeling, and analytic
approaches

Application of conservation
genetic principles for population
identification and species
conservation

Questions?

Progeny

Parents

Application of instream flow
methodologies

Physical and biological habitat
evaluation for anadromous and
resident fish

Perform hydraulic and habitat
modeling

Incorporate fish habitat
requirements into FERC
processes

Evaluation of fish passage
Design, implement, and assess
large scale survival studies for
fish populations that migrate
through numerous mainstem
dams




Mosquito monitoring and control
Fish use and distribution —

at Franz Lake NWR ""'—-—---_?ﬂ-...h-r_?-

l'..'

Columbia River Fisheries Program Office
July 2005

Taxa collected during 1996-1997 Invertebrate study by Washington Coop Unit

Species Number (percent) Species Number (percent)
bluegill (i) 4(05) pumpkinseed (i) 113 (13.3)
brown bullhead (i) 79(9.3) peamouth () 63(7.4)

channel catfish (i) 1(0.1) ) 7(08)

chinook salmon 19 (2.2) redside shiner (n) 21(25)
(n)

coho salmon (n) 87(10.2) sculpin species 22(2.6)
)

common carp (i) 779.1) smalimouth bass 8(09)
[0)

cutthroat trout (n) 31(36) threespine 39 (4.6)
stickleback (n)

goldfish (i) 76 (8.9) white crappie (i) 95 (11.2)

grass carp (i) 1(0.1) yellow bullhead (i) 17 (2.0)

largemouth bass 4(05) yellow perch (i) 8(09)
(i)

largescale sucker 72(8.5)
(n)

northern 6(0.7)
pikeminnow (n)

Franz Lake NWR Approach

Goal: Determine potential effects of » Collect fish monthly using over-night sets ofi

mosquito control treatments on traps and boat electrofishing
invertebrates and juvenile salmonids .
» Conduct collections at the same

Objectivgs: ) : » representative areas during each sampling
--determine fish species composition trip

--determine fish distribution in various areas
of the refuge

--describe diets of juvenile salmonids

» Collect stomach samples and describe diets
of juvenile salmonids




Franz Lake sample locations




Salmonids by site
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Summary.

» 21 taxa collected in 2003-2005 and 22 in 1996-
1997, about 50% individuals were introduced
species for both surveys

» Juvenile salmonids collected during November
through June

» Salmonids present at each sample area, higher
abundance at mouth and confluences

» Little material obtained from stomachs of fish
collected in traps

Elevation (feet)

Taxa collected during 2003-2005

Species
American shad (i)
bluegill (i)
bullhead (i)

chinook salmon
(n)

coho salmon (n)
common carp (i)
cutthroat trout (n)
Banded killfish ()
largemouth bass
[0)

largesc:

()

northern
pikeminnow (n

Number (percent)
3(0.2)
50 (2.4)
7737)

21(0.9)

75 (3.6)

32(1.6)

15(0.7)

234 (11.0)

8(0.4)

47 (2.3)

70(34)

Species
pumpkinseed (i)
peamouth ()

rainbow trout,
steelhead (n)

sculpin (n)

smalimouth bass
U]

speckled dace (n)
threespine
stickleback (n)

unidentified
sunfish (i)

western brook
lamprey (n)

white crappie (i)

total

Water elevation

Number (percent)
306 (14.9)
45 (2.2)

7(03)

258 (12.5)

44 (2.1)

1(<0.1)

526 (25.5)

48 (2.3)

1(<0.1)

193 (9.4)

2,060




The Chum Salmon Project Primary Management Issues

= Effects of hydrosystem operations on chum
spawning habitat below Bonneville Dam

= Restoration or creation of spawning habitat in

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service . . . .
Columbia River tributaries

Columbia River Fisheries Program Office

Location of study area History of chum salmon work at
Pierce National Wildlife Refuge

= USFWS has monitored adult and juvenile chum
salmon populations on Hardy Creek since 1997

= Emergency habitat restoration actions were taken in
lower Hardy Creek to mitigate the catastrophic
flooding of 1996

= Hardy Creek and Hamilton Springs are located » 1999 BPA funded CRFPO to monitor chum salmon
downstream of Bonneville Dam at river KM 227 runs in Hardy Creek and Hamilton Springs

Current Project Objectives

Objective 1: Examine factors affecting
. chum salmon "

. .__ ) = Monitor adult and juvenile abundance
= Examine factors limiting chum salmon production

. . : A = Describe biological characteristics and
= Evaluate the relationship between fish spawning in pioiog 5
calculate indices of production

the tributaries and Columbia River

= Assess environmental factors

= Enhance and restore chum salmon production in : )
potentially affecting chum salmon

tributaries




Smolt/female

Method: Abundance Estimates

Adult -Conduct spawning ground surveys

-Enumerate live chum salmon to estimate
abundance using area-under-the-curve

-Calculate secondary abundance estimate
using a carcass tag mark recapture technigue

Juvenile -Capture emigrating chum salmon smolts
using stationary and floating fyke net traps

-Calculate trapping efficiency using mark
recapture to estimate juvenile abundance

Methods: Describe biological
characteristics and calculate indices

Adult - Collect biological data from carcasses
- Entry and spawn timing

Juvenile - Emigration timing

Indices - Smolt-to-female ratios, egg-to-smolt
survival

Smolt-to-female ratios

Smolt-to-female

2000
Year

W Hardy B Hamilton

Abundance Estimates

Juvenile emigration timing

2004 chum emigration timing

/.

¥ ) " 2
3 3 a8

g

Methods: Assess environmental factors
affecting chum salmon

Characterize redds i;*
- geo-reference redd locations

- record water depth, velocity, and substrate at use
and non-use areas

Determine spawn success
- install juvenile emergence traps and piezometers
- monitor TU’s and emergence timing

- compare intergravel conditions between redds
and non-use areas




Juvenile Emergence Timing

M5 Emergence Trap #1

Objective 3: Enhance and restore chum
salmon populations in tributaries

= Methods:

- September 2000, CRFPO constructed an
artificial spawning channel adjacent to Hardy
Creek to provide spawning habitat during
Columbia River backwater events

The Future...

Objective 2: Evaluate relationship
between fish spawning in tributaries
and the Columbia River

[ g

= Methods:

- monitor movement among spawning
areas using radio telemetry

- WDFW Ives Island mark recapture study
- DNA analysis

Hardy Spawning Channel Summary

= Operated 2001,2002
= Chum passage inhibited by high gradient and water

velocity

= Operation limited to normal or high water years
= Installed temporary weir structure at mouth to reduce

gradient and velocity

= Assessed feasibility of using alternate water supply
= Operated 1 week Spring 2005 to test effectiveness of

weir structures and to document conditions in channel at
various flows




Donner und Blitzen River

Habitat and PopulationiAssessment Team
Columbia River Eisheries Program Office
July 2005

Donner und Blitzen River Donner und Blitzen River

Rock Weirs Root Wads




Malheur NWR

Goal: Evaluate biological responses to
stream habitat improvements

Objectives:

Characterize fish and invertebrate assemblages

before and after habitat work

Compare fish and invertebrate communities
between reaches with and without habitat

structures

2001 2003

Species

construction) structures)

Redband trout

Mountain
whitefish

Redside shiner

Sculpin

Longnose dace

Bridgelip sucker

Tui chub

Bullhead

Total

(10 reaches pre- (4 reaches w/out

45 1

25

7

1

2003

(6 reaches with
structures)

26

3

102

3

50

Approach

® Describe and compare fish assemblage by
collecting fish in 100m reaches using
multiple-pass boat electrofishing

® Characterize invertebrate assemblage
using descriptive indices of biotic integrity

e Compare cross sectional profiling and
substrate composition

Fish distribution by reach between 2001 and 2003




Species 2001 2003 2003
(10 reaches pre- (4 reaches w/out (6 reaches with
construction) structures) structures)

Redband 45 1 26

8 10 1M

Species 2001 2003 2003

(10 reaches pre- (4 reaches w/out (6 reaches with
constru ) structures) structures)

Redband trout 45 1 26

Mountain 25 3
whitefish

Redside shiner 102
Sculpin 5

Longnose dace 50
Bridgelip sucker

Tui chub

Bullhead

Total

Species 2001 2003 2003
(10 reaches pre- (4 reaches w/out (6 reaches with
construction) structures) structures)

Longnose dace 1 50

@2001 LND

@ 2003 LND|

Mean length (mm) and weight (g) of redband t

Length (95% CI)

326 (294-358)

220 (201-240)

Species 2001 2

Weight (95% CI)

523 (432-614)

123 (72-148)

003 2003

(10 reaches pre- (4 reaches w/out (6 reaches with
construction) structures) structures)

Redside shiner 7

102

4 5M 6 7 ™
Reach

8 10 1M

Number of invertebrate individuals and taxa at each site

2001

8

Number
8
8

OI . n . . -
™M 2 M 4 am 5!

M 6
Site

Individuals * Taxa




Summary 2005

* Increase in species diversity between * Determine abundance estimates for all
2001 and 2003 species through .ent|re_study area in

* Decreased distribution of previously addition to density .est|mates.for REY
detected species among reaches between e Compare cross sectional profiles collected
2001 and 2003 in 2001 (pre-construction) to those that

e Decreased catch of redband trout and will be collected in 2005 (post-
mountain whitefish in 2003 construction)

* Redband trout significantly smaller in 2003 e Compare invertebrate samples from 2003
than 2001 and 2005 for changes in diversity and

distribution




Lower Columbia River Channel
Improvement: Assessment of
Salmonid Populations and Habitat
on Tenasillahe and Welch Islands

Opportunity
U.S. Army COE —

Lower Columbia River, Environmental

Restoration Program.

The purpose of environmental restoration is to
re-establish the attributes of a natural, functioning and
self-regulating system.

Columbia River Channel Improvement Project

https://www.nwp.usace.army.mil/pm/Icr/envres.asp

Tenasillahe Island

Julia Butler Hansen NWR
Lower Columbia River
Approximately Rkm 55

Actively managed
+ Columbia White-tailed deer }
» major influence from dikes |

Digral Raster Graphic- Tope Quad

Descriptions, habitat, sampling
challenges ...
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W.1. - south/small

The Assumption

Habitat on W.I. is better (and approaches ‘best’
conditions) for juvenile salmon than habitat on T.I.

The Question

Can tide gates on T.l. be modified in a manner that
habitat 1) remains good for deer and 2) improves for
salmon?

The Plan

Comparisons will be conducted among sloughs on
Tenasillahe Island ( ), before and after
construction associated with the USACOE restoration
project (after breaching?), and sloughs on Welch Island
(« ), which is not influenced by dikes and
tidegates.

Welch Island

Lewis and Clark NWR
Lower Columbia River
Approximately Rkm 55

Not actively managed
No influence from dikes

Study Objectives

Objective 1: Assess the periods, frequency and duration that
existing tidegates.

Objective 2: Begin to describe presence, distribution, and
biological characteristics (e.g., species, size) of salmonids
inhabiting sloughs on Tenasillahe Island and compare to that
observed at reference sloughs on Welch Island.

Objective 3: Begin to characterize habitats at the sloughs on
Tenasillahe Island and compare to that observed at reference
sloughs at Welch Island.

Objective 4: Describe the movement of juvenile salmon in
and out of the sloughs as well as their residence in and use of
the sloughs on Tenasillahe Island and compare to that
observed at reference sloughs on Welch Island.




-

Findings already ...




Hanford Reach National Monument Studies

oGoals

—Provide CRFPO Hanford Reach experience an
expertise to support Service goals for fishery al
aquatic resource management on the Monumen

—Develop quantitative assessment tools to evaluate
impacts of hydrosystem configuration and operation on
fishery and aquatic resources

—Work through regional.forums to secure streamflows for
spawning and rearing fall chinook, as well as other
aguatic resources

—~Support the Serviceposition regardingyEE
relicensing of the Priest Raplds/Wa apu
wnh the results from our 8

Hanford Reach National Monument Studies

eCurrent work in progress consists of a spawning
and rearing habitat assessment, and a
stranding/entrapment evaluation for fall Chinook.

eResults of this work will be used to craft FWS
Terms and Conditions for the new FERC license
for Priest Rapids/Wanapum hydro projects.

HaniondReachiViethoeds

Hanford Reach National Monument Studies

Jop bathymetncffopog‘raptuc surfac fol he
anf rd ' Reach river corrider \

‘—Buﬂd and calibrate a hydrauhc modgj,for (Reach \ N

—Assimilate or develop biological hab|tat criteria for
“relevant components of the aguatic ecosystem,
specifically fall Chinook salmon

—in(igrate_ biological criteria with hydraulic model output
termine habitat conditions associated with a range
of streamflows or hydrosystem operations

Haniord ReachiViethoeds

River Bathymetry
=)

-7
i

e

2 USGS)




Hanford Reach Methods Priest Rapids Hourly and Average Daily Streamflow
04/01/00 - 06/30/00
Statistical model Hydrodynamic model

Field Experiments N
Diel Periodicity ) v
Fish Behavior

Habitat Use Data

MMUW J

A

Streamflow (kcfs)

GIS model Species Specific Habitat

Assessment
Or

i I
LL '”*\,W wijm

P APPSR DS
N \Q \>Q Q)\Q \\Q (Q\Q \\Q VO\Q \>Q @Q \\Q %\Q
Reach-Wide Physical NN PN O
Evaluation Date

P ARSI
Q\QQ\QOJ\QQ\Q(Q\QQ\Q
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Hourly Streamflow = Average Daily Streamflow

Heanfond ReachrResults

High-resolution
Topography, Bathymet:

Aeri ‘y‘_lak\.v of Fall Chinook Redds Excavated in the Fall 2004



Simulated Flow and Habitat Changes

Bull reut Studies w Bull rout Studies

%

«Goal - Contribute to the long term recovery and ePopulation Size, Structure, Trend
eventual de-listing of bull trout —Mark/Recapture studies to
determine population size.

—PIT tag passive arrays to detect
movement and determine survival for
individual fish.

ePopulation Studies
-Determine structure and
abundance, movement, survival
-Monitor trends in abundance ~ = =|= . . .
and distribution to determine v e —Population modeling following
progress towards recovery =l . multiple years of work to determine

eHabitat Studies ' R FeulaiEn e,
-Determine habitat requirements ;
for spawning and rearing

-Determine instream flows for
spawning, rearing, and passage

BullNmout Studies

eHabitat Studies

—Goal - Optimize spawning and
rearing habitat

—Determine habitat requirements
for spawning and rearing bull
trout

—Observations of physical
parameters at redd locations

—Observations of physical
parameters at rearing fish
locations

—Develop logistic regression
model that captures relative
suitability of physical parameters




BullTrrout Studies BullNmout Studies

eHabitat Studies

Halitat Vapping

—Determine instream flows that “ &
provide spawning and rearing ;
habitat for bull trout =

—Measurement of physical kw,
parameters and hydraulic -
conditions ;

—Build hydraulic model
—Build habitat model

—Use output to determine
instream flow needs

Bullshrout Studies

eImprove current instream conditions to expand
distribution of usable habitat for bull trout

eContinue work by developing instream flow targets for
other basins and recovery units




Cross Program
Recovery Efforts

Refuges
Fisheries
Ecological Services
State Programs
Migratory Birds

ish and Wildlife Service
Pacific Region

FWS Programs Geographic Focus

* Lower Columbia/Coastal
Review recovery plans Washington and Oregon
Determine population status i Nillamette Valley/Puge
Develop recovery strategy e 2
Utilize Refuge lands for recover
test techniques, demonstrations
Fund projects

Identify grant opportunities
Identify research needs
Identify partners

s

Focus Species

Tier 1 species:
Nelson’s checkermallow
Columbia white-tailed deer
Oregon chub

Over 20 other species: &
Oregon silverspot :
Willamette daisy
Golden paintbrush
Fender’s blue butterfly
Kincaid’s lupine
Western snowy plover
Streaked horned lark
Coastal cutthroat trout
Pacific lamprey




Oak Savanna/Upland Prairie

Nelson’s checkermallow
Largest population (3-4k) at Baskett Butte NWR

Threatened by encroaching successional species and
non-natives

Easy to propagate and reintroduce

T

Landowner
cooperation
through

Other Habitats:

Coastal Dunes
Late Successional Forests
Estuary

Coastal Prairie

Columbia
White-tailed Deer

Cooperative effort to
expand deer population

Partnerships with FWS,
industry, and private
landowners

Acquisition and
restoration of habitat
Population studies
Deer re-introductions
Result:

v Population growing

v Started delisting process

Identified chub re-introduction sites

on secure properties

Non-native species control and monitoring
Created new chub habitat

Installed fish screens, repaired dikes
Transfer of fish from stable populations

A wr .
Over $3.8'M of FWS funds
leveraged over $11.2M
On-the ground conservation

benefiting multiple species and
habitats
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Future Collaboration
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