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On April 4, 2008, the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) submitted recommendations for amending the Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program. Included in that submittal was a suite of resident fish-specific recommendations. Listed below are the Resident Fish Advisory Committee’s responses to the BPA recommendations.  
BPA Recommendation: Direct resident fish managers to ensure that the regulations they promulgate and enforce do not impede regional efforts to mitigate and recover listed species.

CBFWA Response: Fisheries managers in the Columbia River Basin are challenged with difficult decisions on whether intervention, such as regulation modifications, would assist in reducing predation by non-native species on juvenile salmonids. Previous research (e.g., Poe et al. 1991; Rieman et al. 1991; Naughton et al. 2004) has been performed on non-native species such as smallmouth bass in the Columbia River Basin to determine the extent of their predation on out-migrating juvenile salmonids. Based on their research, Naughton et al. (2004) suggested that the manipulation of smallmouth bass population structure by management intervention does not seem warranted and that such intervention could actually benefit northern pikeminnow, which Rieman et al. (1991) found were responsible for 78% of the total loss of juvenile salmonids during their study. Naughton et al. (2004) revealed that NOAA Fisheries, through a personal communication, indicated that their preliminary observations suggest that northern pikeminnow populations are depressed in the presence of smallmouth bass in southern Idaho impoundments. Subsequently, the initiation of regulations that encourage removal of non-native species such as smallmouth bass could actually bolster the northern pikeminnow population.
It has been suggested that manipulation of the population structure of non-native species such as smallmouth bass, through an increase in harvest is not an effective method to increase juvenile salmonid survival. Instead, as Naughton et al. (2004) suggested, “minimizing predation and ultimately increasing survival seem related to decreasing the suitability of the foraging environment.” Based on the results of their predation study, Naughton et al. (2004) agreed with the recommendations of Gray and Rondorf (1986) and Connor et al. (2003) that summer flow augmentation could be implemented as an interim recovery measure salmon. Furthermore, Naughton et al. (2004) suggested improving conditions in the downstream migration corridor for juvenile salmonids through enhanced cooler flows would decrease predation and increase survival.

Science must drive decision-making processes when determining regulation changes. The BPA acknowledged that the competitive effects of non-native species on native listed-species remain unknown. The management of non-native species should not impede progress towards native fish restoration; however, until sufficient data, relative to competitive effects of non-native species on native species has been collected from throughout the Columbia River Basin, changing regulations based on perceptions or untested hypotheses is not advisable from either a fisheries management or political perspective. 
BPA Recommendation: Properly executed subbasin plans provide clear pictures showing the appropriate mitigations for target species-including resident fish-representing the ecosystems in each subbasin. Resident fish assessments (i.e, loss assessments) are not necessary, and certainly shouldn’t be considered a ratepayer responsibility.

CBFWA Response: The BPA recommendation reflects a misunderstanding of the subbasin planning process. First, the BPA suggests that “the resource managers looked at each subbasin as a whole” and that “fish and wildlife neither live in separate realities nor need to be mitigated as if they did”. A review of the process shows that participants were asked to identify focal species and for each focal species identify the status, biological objective, limiting factors, and measures/strategies for each individual focal species. The process the managers followed showed that fish and wildlife do live in different realities and should be mitigated as such. Selection of focal species and the inclusion of information (e.g., biological objectives, status, etc.) for each suggests that the subbasin plans should not be viewed as complete ecosystem plans but instead plans consisting of independent components. The CBFWA recommends that the NPCC adopts the following Amendment, submitted April 4, 2008:
Amendment 1.2.  Maintain the Geographic Program Structure and Include Anadromous Fish, Resident Fish, and Wildlife Sections at Each Level

Include the following language in the Introduction of the Program:

This Program will continue to maintain the geographic structure established by the 2000 Program. To complement the existing and future activities of the federal, state and Tribal fish and wildlife managers each, of the geographic sections include separate anadromous fish, resident fish and wildlife sections.   

The resident fish program has two important components: resident fish substitution and resident fish mitigation. The resident fish portion of the Program is most appropriately planned, implemented, and evaluated at the basinwide and subbasin scales.

The subbasin planning process was an effort with a focus on identifying priority restoration and protection strategies for habitat and fish and wildlife populations. Subbasin planning was not intended to weave all facets of the ecosystem. Implementing the subbasin plans, as the BPA suggests, does not provide a clear picture of the appropriate mitigations for target species, especially resident fish in the blocked areas, that have been impacted by hydro-development and operations. Participants in the subbasin planning process were not directed to perform loss assessments to describe the resident fish and associated habitat lost due to hydro-development and operations.
Loss assessments (i.e., construction, inundation, and operation), such as those that have been conducted in Montana, are essential for determining the appropriate level of resident fish mitigation. Subsequently, the CBFWA recommends that the NPCC adopts the following Amendments, submitted April 4, 2008:
Amendment 2.2.4A  Develop Resident Fish Loss Assessment Methodology and Continue to Fund Existing Projects in the Interim:  

Bonneville will fund the fish and wildlife agencies and Tribes to develop and implement a Columbia River Basin Resident Fish Loss Assessment Methodology that will be applied by each agency and/or Tribe in their specific geographical area.  This methodology may be customized to fit specific circumstances within a given subbasin.  Include recommendations, to be completed by 2010, for assessing, in a consistent manner, resident fish and habitat losses due to: 1) development and 2) operation of hydropower facilities throughout the Columbia River Basin, notwithstanding existing resident fish projects. Implementation of existing and new resident fish mitigation and substitution measures and strategies will not be delayed pending the completion of loss assessments. 

Amendment 2.2.4B Complete Resident Fish Loss Assessments:  

Upon completion of the best scientifically based most feasible methodology, the fishery managers will complete assessments of resident fish losses related to construction and operation of each hydropower facility throughout the Columbia River Basin and submit to Council for inclusion into the Program, notwithstanding existing projects. 

BPA Recommendation: Before seeking additional resident fish assessments or major new habitat initiatives, the Program needs to account for the extent of past resident fish value from wildlife habitat and anadromous fish projects. The reviews should include any mitigation done to mitigate impacts from the FCRPS, whether BPA funded it or otherwise
CBFWA Response: Implementing a resident fish and habitat loss assessment is critical to evaluate the value of past efforts. Before a review of past efforts is implemented, appropriate criteria must be identified for acknowledgement of past project benefit to resident fish. To properly account for the value of previous efforts, an adequate loss assessment must be completed. Loss assessments (i.e., construction, inundation, and operation), such as those that have been conducted in Montana, are essential for monitoring implementation efforts relative to resident fish mitigation. Subsequently, the CBFWA recommends that the NPCC adopts the following Measures, submitted April 4, 2008, in the Basinwide Provisions of the Resident Fish Section of the Program:

Amendment 2.2.4A Develop Resident Fish Loss Assessment Methodology and Continue to Fund Existing Projects in the Interim:  

Bonneville will fund the fish and wildlife agencies and Tribes to develop and implement a Columbia River Basin Resident Fish Loss Assessment Methodology that will be applied by each agency and/or Tribe in their specific geographical area.  This methodology may be customized to fit specific circumstances within a given subbasin.  Include recommendations, to be completed by 2010, for assessing, in a consistent manner, resident fish and habitat losses due to: 1) development and 2) operation of hydropower facilities throughout the Columbia River Basin, notwithstanding existing resident fish projects. Implementation of existing and new resident fish mitigation and substitution measures and strategies will not be delayed pending the completion of loss assessments. 

Amendment 2.2.4B Complete Resident Fish Loss Assessments:  

Upon completion of the best scientifically based most feasible methodology, the fishery managers will complete assessments of resident fish losses related to construction and operation of each hydropower facility throughout the Columbia River Basin and submit to Council for inclusion into the Program, notwithstanding existing projects. 

BPA Recommendation: Ascertain from the subbasin plans which ones document affects to resident fish from the FCRPS and consider the FCRPS a limiting factor. Address resident fish mitigation on an ecosystem basis. Question projects or measures calling for BPS funding in subbasins where the FCRPS did not affect resident fish and is not a limiting factor.
CBFWA Response: As highlighted in the NPCC’s 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program. The Northwest Power Act allows off-site mitigation for fish and wildlife populations affected by the hydrosystem. The 2000 Program stated that “some of the greatest opportunities for improvement lie outside the immediate area of the hydrosystem - in tributaries and subbasins off the mainstem of the Columbia and Snake rivers – this program seeks habitat improvements outside the hydrosystem as a means of off-setting some of the impacts of the hydrosystem.” The CBFWA recommends that the NPCC maintain the 2000 Program language pertaining to off-site mitigation (pages 20-21). 
BPA Recommendation: If resource managers do not address the predation and competitive problems created by exotic resident fish, then the Program should consider those fish a substitute resource. If resource managers do address those problems, then the Program could reasonably call upon hydroelectric project owners, managers, and regulators to make further efforts to provide native indigenous resident fish substitution. Until resource managers opt for the latter choice, the appropriate circumstances for further resident fish enhancement activities diminish greatly. 
CBFWA Response: Fisheries managers in the Columbia River Basin are challenged with difficult decisions on whether intervention, such as regulation modifications, would assist in reducing predation by non-native species on native fishes. The implementation of regulations that encourage removal of non-native species such as smallmouth bass or walleye could actually have compensatory effects. In addition, the regulation changes that promote an increase in harvest may not be successful due to consumption warnings, for non-native fish, that exist throughout the basin. Besides the consumption warnings, harvest of non-natives by anglers is not significant since these fisheries are not utilized as consumptive fisheries by the public. Because the public does not view the non-native fish populations as consumptive fisheries in most areas of the Columbia River Basin, non-native fish species have not been identified as focal species.

Until naturally reproducing populations of native fish, including salmon and steelhead supporting tribal, recreational, and commercial fisheries and other cultural and environmental benefits are restored to areas blocked by the hydrosystem, resident fish substitution is appropriate. In most areas of the Columbia River Basin, the managers have not identified non-native fish as focal species. The public does not consider the non-native fisheries to be consumptive fisheries. Subsequently, it is inappropriate to label non-natives as substitutes for lost anadromous fish harvest opportunities. 

As stated earlier, science must drive decision-making processes when determining regulation changes. The BPA previously acknowledged that the competitive effects of non-native species on native listed-species remain unknown. The unknowns associated with competitive effects of non-native species on native species in the blocked areas also exist. The management of non-native species should not impede progress towards native fish restoration; however, until sufficient data, relative to competitive effects of non-native species on native species has been collected, changing regulations or management approaches (e.g., release strategies, size of release, etc.) based on perceptions, untested hypotheses, or extortion is not advisable from either a fisheries management or political perspective.  
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