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Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority

Amendments to the Northwest Power and Conservation Council

2008 Program Amendment Recommendations

Further Clarification:  Use of All-H Analyzer in Agencies’ and Tribes’ Recommendations
The fish and wildlife agencies and tribes of the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) provided subbasin-specific summaries for strategies and measures to address factors limiting anadromous fish.  These summaries were based on existing subbasin plans and proposed and final recovery plans. CBFWA’s submittal included results from the All-H Analyzer (AHA) model to provide a general picture of the potential response of anadromous salmonid abundance to implementation of proposed strategies and measures.  The AHA inputs and results were developed and shared in a series of open workshops held throughout the Columbia River Basin.  Inputs and methods were generally supported by fishery managers and other workshop participants and results were consistent with those from analyses conducted as part of the recovery planning process. 

Comments were submitted regarding CBFWA’s use of the AHA model in developing Program recommendations. 

· “Specifically, the CBFWA recommendations include estimates of the potential population response to a “no passage effect” management scenario, which is apparently intended to represent potential salmon abundance in the absence of large hydroelectric projects – in effect, a “no dams” scenario.”  

· “It is not clear whether and to what degree AHA modeling has informed CBFWA’s recommendations….”the inclusion of AHA analyses in CBFWA’s recommendations, as well as the lack of a public process and independent science review of the modeling process, raises a number of legal, policy, and technical concerns.”

· “If, in fact, fisheries managers choose to use AHA modeling to inform or support their views about appropriate biological goals, the use of AHA should be limited to developing hatchery management goals, as it was developed for.”

Results from AHA modeling were provided as background material, in addition to other analyses, that the fishery agencies and tribes considered when developing their recommendations for Program recommendations.  However, the AHA modeling was not used to develop biological objectives, strategies, or measures, nor did the fishery agencies and tribes provide recommendations that depended on the AHA analyses.  

· The AHA model is not a tool to develop goals or objectives.  It is a tool to assess the potential of various actions in achieving goals or objectives and to compare the effects among potential actions. 

· Biological objectives are clearly labeled as being from subbasin plans, draft recovery plans, or from a specific fishery manager (many subbasin plans did not include biological objectives).

· Strategies and measures were developed from, and are consistent with subbasin plans and recovery plans.  Many were developed in cooperation with and are supported by recovery planners.  We are working with other recovery planners to ensure that revised strategies and measures are consistent with recovery plans. 

· Results from AHA modeling are included only to indicate a relative, potential response of population abundance to implementation of strategies and measures.  Acceptance or non-acceptance of these results had no bearing on CBFWA’s recommended strategies and measures.

· The results from the AHA exercise provide a general nexus to the FCRPS for supporting off site mitigation actions that are funded by BPA.  This does not define FCRPS responsibility per se, but can provide an indication of the potential value of off-site actions within a subbasin.

The following example from the Yakima River Subbasin illustrates how recommendations for anadromous fish were developed.  

· In this case, the subbasin plan did not include specific objectives.  Objectives included in the recommendation are clearly labeled as originating from the Yakima Indian Nation and the draft recovery plan for steelhead.

· Limiting factors and threats were taken from the subbasin plan, with review and input from the recovery planner.

· The AHA model was used to estimate the potential population responses if limiting factors were fully addressed.  In this case, AHA results indicate in a general sense that the populations are somewhat limited by the mainstem hydrosystem (fish must pass through four dams), but spring Chinook and listed steelhead are limited to a greater extent by tributary habitat issues within the subbasin.  The AHA results are meant to be taken in this general context.  Acceptance of these results is not critical to acceptance of the strategies and measures that follow.

· Strategies and measures to address limiting factors were developed to be consistent with the subbasin plan and with the recovery plan.  The recovery planner reviewed and provided input.

Section 3.4.5  Yakima River Subbasin

Section 3.4.5.1  Biological Objectives and Status

Spring Chinook Salmon
Objectives from Yakama Indian Nation:

	Population
	Adult natural returns

	
	Near term
	Mid term
	Long term

	Entire subbasin
	3,300-4,400
	15,400-19,500
	69,500-84,400


Current status: 
	Population
	Recent average adult returns
	Spawner to spawner ratio
	Population status

	American River
	6,050 natural (entire subbasin)
	3.89
	Not ESA listed

	Naches River
	
	2.61
	Not ESA listed

	Upper Yakima River
	
	3.28
	Not ESA listed


Fall Chinook Salmon
Objectives from subbasin plan:
	Population
	Adult returns

	
	Total
	Natural spawners
	Harvest
	Broodstock

	Yakima River
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Marion Drain
	--
	--
	--
	--


Current status: 
	Population
	Recent adult returns
	Spawner to spawner ratio
	Population status

	Yakima River
	1,920-6,090

(total counts)
	3.29
	Not ESA listed

	Marion Drain
	
	2.08
	Not ESA listed


Steelhead
Objectives from draft recovery plan: 
	
	Adult returns
	Spawner to spawner ratio
	Population status

	Population
	De-listing
	Short term
	Long term
	
	

	Naches River
	1,500
	1,500
	2,000
	≥1.3
	Viable

	Satus Creek
	1,000
	1,000
	1,500
	≥1.65
	Viable

	Toppenish Creek
	250
	500
	5,400
	≥1.2
	Maintained

	Upper Yakima River
	500
	1,500
	7,700
	≥1.2
	Maintained


Current status: 
	Population
	Average recent adult returns
	Spawner to spawner ratio
	Population status

	Naches River
	472
	1.12
	Moderate risk

	Satus Creek
	379
	1.40
	Moderate risk

	Toppenish Creek
	322
	1.60
	Moderate risk

	Upper Yakima River
	85
	1.09
	High risk


Sockeye
No information available.  Anadromous sockeye salmon have been extirpated.

Section 3.4.5.2  Limiting Factors and Threats

Primary Limiting Factors and Threats

	Limiting Factors
	Specific Threats
	Potential population response if addressed (abundance increase relative to current – see Appendix)

	
	
	Spring Chinook
	Fall Chinook
	Steelhead

	Mainstem passage effects
	2.0-2.2
	1.9-2.6
	2.2-3.4

	· Obstructions
	· Mainstem hydro
	
	
	

	Subbasin habitat effects
	2.5
	1.4
	4.0

	· Physical habitat quality/quantity
	· Roads

· Grazing

· Floodplain development
	
	
	

	· Water quantity
	· Withdrawals

· Flow regulations
	
	
	

	· Obstructions
	· Culverts

· Diversions
	
	
	


Section 3.4.5.3  Strategies and Measures

	Strategy
	Measure
	Implementation Timeframe
	Expected Response Timeframe

	Subbasin Habitat Effects:

	3.4.5.3.1:

Protect and conserve natural ecological processes
	3.4.5.3.1a:

Continue existing protections, and increase protection of high quality habitats through acquisition, conservation easements, and cooperative agreements.  
	Immediate to long term
	Immediate to long term

	3.4.5.3.2:

Restore passage and connectivity to habitats blocked or impaired by artificial barriers.
	3.4.5.3.2a:

Remove or replace culverts and other passage barriers per priorities described in the draft recovery plan.

3.4.5.3.2b:

Improve juvenile passage and survival through mainstem Yakima River diversion dams.
3.4.5.3.2c:

Provide adequate screening at all irrigation diversions.

3.4.5.3.2d:

Provide upstream and downstream passage at USBR irrigation storage dams (Cle Elum & Bumping).
	5 to 20 years
	Immediate to long term

	3.4.5.3.3:

Restore floodplain connectivity and function.
	3.4.5.3.3a:

Reconnect floodplains to channels. 

3.4.5.3.3b:

Reconnect side channels and off-channel habitats to stream channels.  
3.4.5.3.3c:

Remove dikes and levies.  
3.4.5.3.3d:

Promote the creation and maintenance of beaver dams.
	Immediate to 10 years
	Immediate to long term

	3.4.5.3.4:

Restore channel structure and complexity.
	3.4.5.3.4a:

Restore natural channel form.  

3.4.5.3.4b:

Place stable wood and other large organic debris in streambeds.  
3.4.5.3.4c:

Stabilize and protect stream banks.  
	Immediate to 25 years
	Immediate to long term


	3.4.5.3.5:

Restore riparian condition and LWD recruitment
	3.4.5.3.5a:

Restore natural riparian vegetative communities.  

3.4.5.3.5b:

Develop grazing strategies that promote riparian recovery.  

3.4.5.3.5c:

Develop riparian buffers and setbacks. 
3.4.5.3.5d:

Install riparian exclosure fencing. 

3.4.5.3.5e:

Close, remove, and restore riparian road prisms..
	25 years to long term
	Immediate to long term

	3.4.5.3.6:

Restore natural hydrograph to provide sufficient flow during critical periods.
	3.4.5.3.6a:

Adjust flow regulation and reservoir operations.
3.4.5.3.6b:

Obtain additional instream water rights.  
3.4.5.3.6c:

Improve irrigation conveyance and efficiency.  
3.4.5.3.6d:

Enhance hyporheic flows and spring inputs.  
	Immediate to long term
	Immediate

	3.4.5.3.7:

Improve degraded water quality
	3.4.5.3.7a:

Increase riparian shading.  

3.4.5.3.7b:

Reduce chemical pollution and nutrient inputs.
	Immediate
	Immediate

	Mainstem Passage Effects: See Section 2.

	Monitoring and Evaluation:

	3.4.5.3.8:

Monitor status and trends of focal species and populations
	3.4.5.3.8a:

Establish or use preexisting index sites to gather baseline, trend, and comparative data.
	-
	--

	3.4.5.3.9:

Monitor and evaluate effectiveness of actions taken to implement measures.
	3.4.5.3.9a:

Develop methods to monitor biological response to habitat improvement.

3.4.5.3.9b:

Monitor effectiveness of hatchery and natural production measures.
	--
	--
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