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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE GRAND RONDE COMMUNITY
OF OREGON

Recommendations to the Northwest Power & Conservation Council’s

Fish and Wildlife Program
I. INTRODUCTION—THE CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF GRAND RONDE

A. Grand Ronde Tribal History

In order to fully understand some of the recommendations to the Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NPCC or “Council”) submitted by the Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde Community of Oregon (“Tribe” or “Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde”) here, one must put them in the proper context.  In order to put them in the proper context, one should bear in mind the history and background of the Tribe known as Grand Ronde.  Following is a very brief history of the Tribe and its people, intended to increase the reader’s understanding of the comments and recommendations the Tribe submits here.
1. Pre-treaty history and culture

Prior to European contact, the 27 antecedent tribes and bands of the Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde inhabited a large area of the Northwest.  Their homelands ranged from north of the Columbia in southwest Washington, to the southern banks of the Columbia in northwest Oregon, to the Willamette Valley and its tributary watersheds, to the Umpqua and Rogue River Basins in southwest Oregon.  These 27 tribes and bands had differing cultures and customs, spoke different tongues from three major language groups, and although they traded with each other extensively, had unique identities.  But one major trait they had in common was that they all relied on rivers and streams, as well as the fish and wildlife associated with them, for their livelihood and survival.

Because of the abundance of fish and wildlife, these tribes and bands thrived and carried on trade with their neighbors as well as distant tribes.  This was the case until Euro-American trappers and traders introduced diseases to the tribal people.  As a result, the populations of the tribes and bands diminished by an estimated 60 to 98 percent, depending on the tribe.  These epidemics caused some tribal villages to vanish entirely.

2. Treaties and forced relocation to Reservation

It was in this weakened, reduced state that the first American settlers encountered these antecedent tribes and bands.  Still, the rapid influx of settlers coupled with the survivors’ unwillingness to leave their homelands led to increased conflicts, and in the 1850’s Congress decided to “solve the problem” by entering into treaties of cessation with the Northwest tribes.  Anson Dart negotiated treaties with several of the 27 tribes and bands, which gave them reservations within their homelands and full rights of hunting, fishing, and gathering in their ceded lands.  However, Congress refused to ratify these treaties, evidencing a desire to “clear the way” for American homesteaders, especially in the Willamette Valley which by then had become famous for its favorable climate and fertile soils.

Enter Joel Palmer, the Indian Agent for Oregon who quickly negotiated treaties with the antecedent tribes and bands that were much less favorable from the tribal point of view.  These treaties involved the tribes and bands ceding their homelands and being relocated to a “temporary Reservation” on the far fringes of tribal homelands until a permanent Reservation could be created.  Many of the tribal negotiators resisted signing these treaties, but when it was made clear that they and their people would be killed if they did not sign (by angry settlers if not by the Army), they signed.  Thus treaties were entered into and ratified with the 27 tribes and bands, except for those tribes in southwest Washington and on the northern Oregon coast, which were not approached for treaty negotiation.  People from all 27 tribes and bands were relocated, some temporarily to the Table Rock Reservation in southern Oregon, and all eventually to the “temporary” reservation in the Yamhill River Subbasin of the Willamette Basin which came to be known as the Grand Ronde Reservation.

3. Termination

The original Grand Ronde Reservation was the official “home” of the Tribes for almost a hundred years, from 1857 to 1954.  As with most Northwest reservations, some tribal members moved off-Reservation, either to cities like Salem or Portland for work, or back to their homelands to live amongst the “whites” in those areas.  No matter where they lived, however, tribal members maintained their connections with the land, the rivers and streams, and the fish and wildlife, a connection that lives on to this day.
With the passage of the Termination Acts, the Grand Ronde Tribal members lost their federal recognition and their Reservation.  The Tribe continued its customs, traditions and culture as best it could; however, with no federal recognition it lost its “voice” in legislative and regulatory matters.  This became especially important in the 1960’s, 70’s, and early 80’s, as most of the environmental legislation we know today (including the Northwest Power Act) came into being in those decades.
4. Restoration

After long legal battles in the 1970’s and early 80’s, the Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde Community of Oregon regained federal recognition in 1983.  By this time, the tribes that had survived the Termination Acts had begun establishing relationships and asserting their rights under environmental regulations, either individually or as intertribal organizations.  The Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde, on the other hand, while celebrating its restoration, had a long road ahead of it before it could realistically turn its eye toward natural and cultural resource rights on its ceded lands (see subsection C below).  
5. Present-day growth and concerns

With a very small staff and a newly-returned Reservation, the Tribe focused its efforts in the 1980’s and 90’s on managing the Grand Ronde Reservation and building infrastructure in the Tribal organization as well as the community of Grand Ronde.  By 2000 the Tribe had enough resources in place to commit staff part-time to the McCormick & Baxter Superfund cleanup at Portland Harbor.  However, this was only one of hundreds of projects in the Tribe’s ceded lands area that required environmental representation.  
The Tribe is currently taking steps to increase its representation for its natural and cultural resources throughout the ceded lands area.  For example, it hired a Ceded Lands Coordinator and Environmental Resources Specialist in 2007.  But there is still much ground to be gained before the Tribe can say it has full representation on all issues across its ceded lands.
B. Tribal Natural Resources

The Tribal people were the original stewards of natural resources in their homelands in the Columbia Basin.  They had to be good stewards, or else they would not have been able to live in balance with their environment for 10,000 plus years.  Today, the Tribe is actively involved with and practicing good stewardship of natural resources on the Reservation and on the Tribe’s ceded lands (see subsection C below).
1. Salmon and steelhead

As is the case with most Northwest tribes, salmon and steelhead historically were and continue to be an important food source for Tribal members.  But their significance to the Tribe goes beyond merely providing food.
a. Cultural significance
Salmon and steelhead are a First Food for many of the tribes and bands that make up the Grand Ronde Tribe.  There are many creation stories associated with salmon, and the fish were important trade commodities for some of the tribes and bands.

The decline in numbers of salmon and steelhead throughout the Columbia Basin, as well as the listing of the Willamette Spring Chinook and Willamette Steelhead runs on the Threatened and Endangered Species List, is of great concern to the Tribe.  The Tribe is dedicated to taking active roles in answering questions about these species, halting their declines, and facilitating their recoveries.  

b. Fisheries and hatchery distributions

A significant percentage of Grand Ronde Tribal members catch fish, including salmon and steelhead, from rivers and streams.
  Fish hatchery distributions also account for a large portion of the salmon and steelhead eaten by Tribal members.  Every year, an average of at least 20,000 pounds of fish from federal and state hatcheries in the Willamette Subbasin are distributed to, and eaten by, Grand Ronde Tribal members.  This average of 20,000 pounds of fish from Willamette Subbasin streams is consumed annually by Tribal members, and does not include fish that Tribal members catch themselves.
c. Tribal Natural Resources Department (NRD) studies

The Tribe’s NRD has been measuring the sizes and numbers of smolts in Agency Creek, a tributary of the South Yamhill River on the Grand Ronde Reservation, through use of a rotary screw trap since 2001.  In 2007 the NRD completed installation of a permanent fish weir on Agency Creek, which captured over 210 returning coho salmon during the fall.  The fact that the total coho salmon count at Willamette Falls during the 2007 run was under 1200 adults, coupled with the fact that the Agency Creek drainage comprises only 0.3% of the entire Willamette Subbasin, is a testament to the Tribe’s commitment to stewardship of natural resources.

2. Lamprey

Pacific lampreys are another significant species to the Tribe.  Willamette Falls, the only remaining place in the Northwest where lampreys exist in sufficient numbers to permit Tribal gathering, is within the Grand Ronde Tribe’s ceded lands.  Historically Willamette Falls was the site of a village of the Clackamas band of Chinook, one of the antecedent tribes of Grand Ronde.  This was a traditional gathering site that many other tribes used by paying due tribute to the Clackamas.
a. Cultural significance

Historically lampreys were such an important food source because of the relative ease of gathering them at the Falls, and because their meat is so high in the protein and fats essential for survival in those times.  Other lamprey products were important for medicines, and the spinal cords were used as a lashing or binding material.  Today Tribal members continue to prepare lamprey meat and use its tissues in the traditional way.

b. Involvement with lamprey tracking

In 2007 and 2008 the Tribe is partnering with the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) to track lamprey movements on the lower Willamette River using radio transmitters.  This cooperative study, the results of which have not yet been released, was designed to address what the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service termed “Critical Uncertainties” that need to be researched in order to properly manage this species.
c. Bioassay testing

In 2007 the Tribe received a grant to perform bioassays on adult lampreys taken from the Willamette River.  These adults were composited and tissue concentrations were measured for PAHs, metals, methyl mercury, speciated arsenic, chlorinated pesticides, PCB Aroclors, PCB congeners, PCDDS/PCDFS, PBDEs, percent lipids, and butyl tin.  This year the test results will be independently validated.

d. Grant application for lamprey count at Falls

The Tribe has recently applied for a grant to record an accurate count of the lampreys that pass Willamette Falls.  Should the Tribe receive this grant, it will use PIT tagging to count the adult lampreys on their way from the sea up the Willamette to their spawning grounds, thus contributing to filling one of the many data gaps concerning Pacific lampreys.

3. Water and habitats

In addition to the species that inhabit the water, water itself is of great cultural significance to the Tribe.  In Tribal traditions water is rightly seen as the source of life, not only by way of human consumption, but also through acting as the medium that aquatic species, ecosystems and the food web depend upon.

a. Involvement with Portland Harbor and restoration planning

In the Northwest it is common knowledge that Portland Harbor on the Lower Willamette River is a Superfund site on US EPA’s National Priority List (NPL).  Since the site is within the Tribe’s ceded lands, the Tribe has been actively involved as a Trustee of natural resources on the Portland Harbor site since before its listing on the NPL in 2001.  

Part of the Tribe’s involvement as a Trustee entails work on the Natural Resources Damage Assessment (NRDA) for Portland Harbor.  The NRDA will measure damages to natural resources and loss of services due to those damages.  It will also weigh those damages against proposed restoration projects, which will be used to remedy and compensate for past and present damages.  The Tribe, as a member of the Trustee Council’s Restoration Subgroup, is actively involved in establishing criteria and a ranking system for restoration projects at Portland Harbor.

b. Involvement with hydro licensing in the Willamette

The Willamette Subbasin is home to a number of hydroelectric projects.  The Tribe participates as an intervenor in the licensing or relicensing of these projects by FERC.  Such projects have included to date the Willamette Falls project, the Clackamas project, the Carmen-Smith project, and the proposed Dorena and Fall Creek projects.

c. Involvement with Bradford Island cleanup
Bradford Island at Bonneville Dam is the site of a release or releases of toxic chemicals that was discovered in the late 1990’s.  Since this site is within the Tribe’s ceded lands, the Tribe has been involved in the CERCLA cleanup at Bradford Island.  Tribal staff have provided input to the Technical Advisory Group (TAG), reviewed the operations plan for the cleanup, and inspected the dredging and filtering operations for contaminated sediments onsite.
C. Tribal Ceded Lands
The Tribe’s connection to the Columbia Basin, other than the fact that the Grand Ronde Reservation is within the Willamette Subbasin, is its ceded lands.  Ceded lands are the Tribal homelands that were ceded to the U.S. government by treaty, and on which the Tribe claims certain rights to natural and cultural resources.

1. Willamette Treaty of 1855
On January 22, 1855 at Dayton, Oregon several chiefs and headmen of the tribes and bands in the Willamette Valley signed the “Treaty with the Kalapuya, Mollala, etc.” known today as the Willamette Treaty.  Under this treaty, the tribes ceded a vast area of land including the entire Willamette Subbasin.  The northern boundary of this treaty was the Columbia River, so chosen because it was the Oregon territorial boundary, and Joel Palmer did not have authority to negotiate treaties in Washington Territory at the time.  For the tribes the Columbia was not a boundary, but rather a gathering place, a highway, and a “grocery store.”  The Tribe’s homelands have always included the Columbia and have always been greatly affected by its conditions and dynamics.
2. Other treaties

The other treaties of the Tribe’s antecedent tribes and bands are the Umpqua & Kalapuya, Molalla, Rogue River, and Shasta Costa treaties, all entered into between 1853 and 1855 (see Appendix A, Ceded Lands Map).  The Tribe considers all of its treaties restored upon the restoration of the Tribe, and considers them effective in reserving rights to cultural and natural resources for the Tribe on its ceded lands.
3. Map

A map of the Tribe’s ceded lands and areas of interest is attached to these Recommendations as Appendix A.  The map shows the Tribe’s treaty boundaries, the usual and accustomed areas of the Tribe, and the names of the tribes and bands that historically occupied these areas.

II. GENERAL FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Introduction

Overall the Tribe is of the opinion that the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (“Program”) is a worthwhile endeavor and a vehicle for positive restoration Basin-wide.  But the Program’s financial attention has been focused away from the Lower Columbia Province for too long.  Hydroelectric projects need not be massive in area to have massive impacts on fish and wildlife populations and habitats.  Too, there are many adverse impacts present in the Lower Columbia that are not immediate direct effects of hydroelectric projects, yet the hydroelectric projects and the power they provide are “but for” causes of these extensive, destructive impacts.
B. Allocation of Resources by Province

1. The Lower Columbia Province, the most populated province and the most affected by human development, receives less than 2% of the total Program budget.

The Lower Columbia Province of the Columbia Basin is by far the most populous.  The Willamette Subbasin alone contains 40 percent of the entire Columbia Basin’s human population.
  This province is also home to the Basin’s largest city, largest port, and one of the richest species assemblages in the region.

The wealth of resources found in the province has made its human inhabitants prosper, but this prosperity has come at a price.  About one-third of all the species native to the Willamette Subbasin are now listed as threatened, endangered, or species of concern.  The Program’s “Willamette Subbasin Plan” itself says that the Subbasin “needs to become more complex.”
  

Yet even with over 40 percent of the Basin’s population and some of its most intensive development, the Lower Columbia Province received less than two percent of the Council Budget for FY07.  For the Lower Columbia Province, $2.49 million in funding was allocated for FY07:  about one-tenth of the amount requested and less than two percent of the entire Basin budget of $138.49 million.
   Since the province’s unparalleled population, economic, and industrial growth are due at least in part to hydropower, and since such growth is generally antithetical to anadromous fish recovery,
  hydroelectric projects have impacted fish and wildlife species in a very real albeit indirect way.  This coupled with the direct effects of hydroelectric dams on fish and wildlife in the Lower Columbia Province merit far more than two percent of the Council’s annual budget.
2. The vast majority of the wildlife mitigation credits allocated to the Willamette Subbasin are still due.

The NPCC has allocated a certain amount of wildlife restoration credits to each subbasin, to mitigate for the impacts of the hydrosystem on wildlife species and habitat.  In the Willamette Subbasin, the vast majority of these credits have yet to become realized into wildlife restoration projects.  To the Tribe, this is not acceptable and more of an effort should be made to transform these credits into actual habitat and recovery projects in the subbasin.
C. Lower Columbia Province and Willamette Subbasin

1. This province, more than any other in the Columbia Basin, is greatly and detrimentally affected by rapid development, a major cause of which has been the availability of cheap power (hydropower) in the area—power provided by the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA).
The Lower Columbia Province, particularly the Portland Metro area, experienced rapid economic growth and development during the Second World War and the decades following it.  This growth and development continues on to this day.  While it is true that many factors have contributed to the growth and development of the Pacific Northwest—wartime shipbuilding, improved communication and transportation networks, and trade with Pacific Rim countries, to name a few—a major contributing factor has been the availability of cheap electric power to homes and businesses in the region.
Indeed, one of the key objectives of the Bonneville Dam project is to provide an inexpensive power supply to farms, homes and businesses in the Pacific Northwest, thus promoting the region’s growth and development.  The BPA has succeeded in accomplishing this objective, and then some.  The BPA’s public website says, “Low-cost Columbia River hydropower is a cornerstone of the Northwest economy.  Today, nearly 3 million people and more than 1.2 million jobs depend on BPA power.”
  When measured by population and by economic output, the Pacific Northwest has been one of the most rapidly growing regions of the country.

But this growth has come at a cost.  Hydroelectric power, while monetarily cheap, involves the “hidden” costs of decreased salmon and other fish production, loss of habitat, and need for costly and incomplete recovery mechanisms such as hatcheries.  In addition to these direct effects, the indirect effects of hydroelectric power spurring regional growth include:

· Further loss of habitat due to development along rivers and streams
· Stream and floodplain degradation caused by agricultural and urban development and their incompatibility with seasonal flooding, high flow events, or their associated debris delivery
· Flow regulation and irrigation withdrawals resulting in decreased water quantity and quality during critical periods

· Water and sediment quality dropping well below minimum standards due to vegetation removal, stormwater drainage systems in urban areas, point source toxic releases in industrial areas, and non-point source toxic releases in suburban and agricultural areas
· Increased predation and/or competition when non-native species fill in niche gaps created by declining native species, or when non-native species prove more adaptable to degraded habitat conditions
2. This province is projected to be further impacted due to large population growth.  Land prices are expected to greatly increase and wildlife mitigation opportunities to decrease due to land use changes.

The Lower Columbia Province is expected to continue its “growth spurt” well into the foreseeable future.  This will more than likely result in more impacts of the kind described in the bullets above.  At the same time, real estate values in the province are forecasted to continue their overall increase, in opposition to the national trend.  While the rest of the country was already reeling from a real estate market crash, Portland and Seattle were two real estate markets in the nation that still showed an increase in property values in 2007.
  The forecasted continued increase in real estate values
 will have the added impact of making fish and wildlife restoration projects less feasible over time, as land becomes more expensive and land uses change to more developed, less restoration-friendly uses.

For these reasons, the NPCC should not wait any longer to allocate more of its fish and wildlife budget to the Lower Columbia Province.  If now is not the time, then the time will surely never come.    
3. BPA has profited directly from hydropower projects on the Willamette, to the tune of $50-60 million per year.
Dams in the Lower Columbia Province, whether or not their original purposes included hydropower generation, adversely affect fish passage, stream structure, and flow regimes.  The Bonneville Power Administration benefits from these power-generating dams.  In the Willamette Subbasin, BPA hydropower projects in the aggregate generate from $50 to $60 million in profit revenue annually.
  With this profit comes responsibility for the hidden costs—costs to fish and wildlife species, populations and habitat.
4. Opportunities exist in the Willamette Subbasin for improving passage, restoring habitats, reintroducing populations to historic reaches, and increasing our knowledge and understanding of species and populations, thereby reaching biological objectives for the Lower Columbia Province (see Part III below).
In the Willamette Subbasin, there are at least 60-70 dams that are at least partial obstructions to passage to fish habitat.
  Many of these barriers block passage to historic salmon habitats.  Beyond the dams, there are other barriers such as hanging culverts that block passage to the smaller streams that are important for habitat during high flows and for smaller species such as Pacific lamprey.  Many opportunities exist for removal or modification of these barriers to passage and the subsequent reopening of miles of stream habitat.  

Another opportunity in the Willamette presents itself in the form of channel simplification.  Placement of large woody debris and other projects that “complicate” stream channels and reconnect them with floodplains could restore much habitat in the Subbasin.  

Reintroduction or “seeding” of historic reaches once they are reopened is another great opportunity in the Willamette.  Also, the ease of access by boat and by auto coupled with the proximity to universities and metropolitan centers makes the Willamette Subbasin a perfect “living lab” where much can be learned about fish and wildlife through studies and monitoring.

But none of this is new information.  The Program’s Willamette Subbasin Plan already contains well-thought details about these opportunities and more.  The missing ingredient is funding.  
5. For these reasons, NPCC should allocate more funding and resources to the Lower Columbia Province than it has in the past, particularly the Willamette Subbasin.
The Tribe has shown here that the Lower Columbia Province and the Willamette Subbasin in particular merit much more than two percent of the Program’s annual funding because of the direct and indirect effects of the province’s many hydroelectric projects.  The Tribe has also shown that increased funding would not be spent in vain; there are numerous opportunities in the province for passage improvement, habitat restoration, population reestablishment, research and monitoring.  
The Tribe’s major general recommendation for a Program amendment is a greater share of Program funding to be allocated to the Lower Columbia Province, particularly the Willamette Subbasin.  The Tribe has not taken the step of calculating what exact amount of funding it would consider proper, for that amount would almost certainly not be provided (as none of the provinces received nearly their requested funding) and the step would have been taken in vain.  At this time it will suffice to say that the province should receive funding at several times the level provided in FY07.  Such funding would go far toward restoring these once highly productive and complex subbasins.
D. Evaluation Process for Managers’ Groups

1. Fish and wildlife managers’ groups can be an effective way to bring management organizations together, avoid duplication of effort, and deal with NPCC as a single entity.
In the Pacific Northwest there are many governments, government agencies and other groups that are responsible for managing fish and wildlife.  Therefore, it stands to reason that such groups should form a common group in regard to the Northwest Power and Conservation Council.  A common group (or groups) can serve several purposes.  It can facilitate communication and coordination between fish and wildlife managers, who presumably have similar interests.  It can avoid duplication of efforts on the part of the fish and wildlife managers; for example, instead of each manager writing a separate proposal to the Council, a common group could assign parts of one group-wide proposal to each manager, thus reducing the amount of writing for each manager.  Finally, it can be easier for the Council to deal with a single common group (or a small number of common groups) rather than each manager individually.
2. However, administrative/coordination costs and conflicts within a managers’ group may outweigh the benefits provided by the group.

In theory a common managers’ group should be more efficient than each manager acting individually, and the group should effectively represent each manager if the managers have sufficiently similar interests.  However, in reality this may not be the case for all common managers’ groups.  First, running a group creates inherent costs.  Meetings and conference calls must be held, materials must be distributed for review and editing by the group members, and if there are subcommittees they must meet and report back to the group.  If not managed properly, these costs may outweigh the benefit of avoiding duplication of effort for the group.
Second, a group runs more smoothly and efficiently the more similar its members’ interests are.  When the members’ interests diverge, it takes longer for the group to come to agreement on decisions.  It also takes longer for the group to produce reports or other deliverables if individual members make conflicting edits or debate the edits of others.  When a group’s members are substantially divergent in their interests, the individual members may begin putting at least as much effort into representing their individual organization as they put into working with the group.  At this point, the purposes of having a common group are defeated.  The group does not save time or effort for the individual managers or the Council.
3. Proposal for a periodic evaluation process to measure each group’s effectiveness and efficiency.  If a group repeatedly fails to meet minimum standards, funding for the group would cease under this process, and the funds would be reallocated amongst managers.
The Tribe’s first minor general recommendation for a Program amendment is a periodic evaluation process (PEP) to be applied to each common group.  The PEP could take place semi-annually, annually, biannually or on another regular time schedule.  The objective of the PEP would be to measure whether the group met pre-determined standards for production and cost efficiency.  The PEP would be something like an annual review for grant funding.  It would involve a progress/status report from the group, review of cost documentation, and a timeline for activities and deliverables (if any).  

This process would keep common fish and wildlife managers’ groups accountable for how they spend NPCC funding.  If a group failed to meet minimum standards under the PEP for a specified number of review periods, the NPCC could withhold funding that group for a specified period of time.  The withheld funds would be reallocated amongst the recognized managers’ groups.  In that way, the NPCC could ensure that Program funds would be spent in a judicious and efficient manner.

4. Proposal for a more results-oriented distribution of NPCC support funds to managers’ groups.
As an alternative or an addition to the Tribe’s first minor general recommendation, the Tribe’s second minor general recommendation is to make funding for fish and wildlife managers’ groups more dependent on the results the group has achieved in the past funding period and expects to achieve in the next funding period.  This results-oriented distribution would have a review process similar to a grant award process.  The NPCC would look at each group’s proposal for the next funding cycle, weigh it against the group’s performance over the last funding cycle (taking into account the group’s size and resources), and “award” funds on that basis.  Newly-formed groups would be given the benefit of the doubt for one funding cycle.

This process could be used alone or in combination with the PEP process detailed above.  As much as the Tribe discourages “bureaucratizing” any program, the processes described here could go far in increasing the Program’s performance and outcomes, particularly where common groups are concerned.
III. LOWER COLUMBIA PROVINCE RECOMMENDATIONS

A. General
1. Biological Objectives for the Province (table)
	Objective
	Biological Performance
	Environmental Characteristics
	Timeframe

	Increase and/or maintenance of salmon and steelhead populations
	See tables in Part III (C)(1) below
	· Habitat protection

· Fish passage 
· Stream habitat connectivity
· Stream channel complexity
· Riparian habitats

· Flow regimes

· Water quality

· Other characteristics as identified
	· Immediate
· Immediate

· 5-15 years

· Immediate

· 5-15 years

· Immediate
· Immediate
· Unknown

	Increase in Pacific lamprey populations
	See Part III (B)(1) below
	· Habitat protection
· Fish passage

· Stream habitat connectivity

· Water quality

· Substrate quality

· Flow regimes

· Riparian habitats

· Other characteristics as identified
	· Immediate
· Immediate

· 5-15 years

· Immediate

· Immediate

· Immediate

· 5-15 years

· Unknown

	Increase in riparian/wetland habitats and populations
	Increase in quality habitat area, species richness, and abundance
	· Habitat protection
· Floodplain connectivity

· Water quality

· Soil/substrate quality

· Riparian/wetland habitats

· Other characteristics as identified
	· Immediate
· 5-15 years

· Immediate

· Immediate

· 5-15 years

· Unknown



	Increase in upland habitats and populations 
	Increase in quality habitat area, species richness, and abundance
	· Habitat protection
· Connectivity/corridors

· Upland habitats

· Other characteristics as identified
	· Immediate
· 5-15 years

· 5-15 years

· Unknown


2. Primary Limiting Factors and Threats

a. Lack of passage/connectivity to habitats
Province-wide, there is a general need for improved passage to habitats and connectivity of habitats.  In streams, dams and culverts block passage to upstream habitat.  Floodplains are disconnected from stream channels.  In riparian and upland areas, roads and other developments cut off passage to quality habitat, which is becoming more fragmented with increased development.  Particularly for anadromous species and species with large home ranges, connectivity is essential to long-term survival.

Addressing this threat will likely involve removal of passage barriers, implementation of passage projects at barriers that cannot be removed, acquisition of property or easements along riparian and upland travel corridors, and restoration projects.
b. Habitat quality/quantity (stream/floodplain/riparian degradation)
There is also a need for reversal of habitat reduction and degradation across the province.  The Lower Columbia Province probably experiences this factor to a greater extent than other provinces, due to the rapid and extensive development that has taken place across the province.
Addressing this threat will likely involve acquisition of riparian and wetland property or easements, and implementation of habitat restoration projects. 
c. Flow regulation effects

Across the province, where flows are regulated there is a general need for increased flows during critical time periods for species such as salmon and lamprey.

Addressing this threat will likely involve increasing the discharges at flow control facilities during time periods deemed critical, and acquiring instream flow water rights on reaches that are highly or fully appropriated.

d. Water/sediment quality

Province-wide, there are major water and substrate quality issues due to increased temperature and contamination from both point and non-point sources.  The full extent of the sources of these quality issues is still largely unknown.

Addressing this threat will likely involve long-term water quality monitoring, implementation of restoration projects, and source control projects to remove or contain the upland sources of contamination.

e. Non-native species competition/predation
Native species across the province are experiencing competition from non-native species.  In some cases, such as with juvenile salmon, the species are experience predation from non-native species as well.  The exact extent of the impacts from non-native competition and predation is largely unknown.

Addressing this threat will likely involve research and monitoring to determine impacts, removal of non-native species, implementation of restoration projects, and reintroduction of native species.

3. Province-wide Strategies and Measures (table)
	Strategy
	Threats Addressed
	Measures
	Implementation Timeframe

	Protect and conserve natural ecology
	All
	· Continue existing protections
· Increase protection of high quality habitats through acquisition, conservation easements, and cooperative agreements
	· Immediate
· 5-15 years

	Improve/restore passage for anadromous species
	Lack of passage/connectivity
	· Remove or replace culverts and other passage barriers per priorities described in the draft recovery plan
· Provide adequate screening at all irrigation diversions
	· Immediate to 50 years for all

	Improve/restore riparian and upland connectivity
	Lack of passage/connectivity
	· Increase connectivity of habitats through acquisition, conservation easements, and cooperative agreements
	· 5-15 years

	Restore habitats
	Lack of passage/connectivity, habitat quality/quantity, water/sediment quality, non-native species competition
	· Restore natural form and structure to stream channels
· Reconnect floodplains to channels

· Reconnect side channels and off-channel habitats to stream channels

· Increase role and abundance of wood and large organic debris in streambeds

· Restore natural riparian, wetland and upland vegetative communities

· Restrict grazing in riparian and wetland areas
	· Immediate to long term for all

	Restore sufficient flows during critical periods
	Habitat quality/quantity, flow regulation effects, water/sediment quality
	· Operate the tributary hydrosystem to provide appropriate flows for spawning and rearing
· Implement agricultural water conservation measures

· Improve irrigation conveyance and efficiency

· Obtain water rights and convert to instream water rights

· Protect and rehabilitate springs
	· Immediate to long term for all

	GIS inventory of habitat areas and opportunities for restoration
	Lack of passage/connectivity, habitat quality/quantity, water/sediment quality
	· Cooperate with federal, state, tribal and other entities to assimilate GIS data and avoid duplication of effort
· Build GIS database and incorporate quality and feasibility criteria described below

· Update GIS database at regular intervals
	· Immediate
· Immediate to long term

· Immediate to long term



	Develop quality and feasibility criteria for restoration projects
	Lack of passage/connectivity, habitat quality/quantity, water/sediment quality
	· Develop criteria to evaluate and rank restoration projects based on amount of habitat improvement or protection
· Develop criteria to evaluate and rank restoration projects based on feasibility
	· Immediate for all

	Water/substrate quality improvement 
	Water/sediment quality
	· Implement programs and projects that remove or eliminate sources of contamination
· Restore natural functions and processes through measures identified to address physical habitat quality/quantity limitations
	· Immediate to long term for all

	Monitoring, evaluation, and adaptive management
	All
	· Incorporate monitoring elements with all of the above strategies
· Incorporate evaluation elements with all of the above strategies

· Include adaptive management trigger points and strategies with all long-term strategies
	· Same as timeframe for “parent” strategy


4. Placeholder for NOAA BiOp or “BiOp Plus”

The Biological Opinion for hydroelectric projects in the Willamette Subbasin from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) is anticipated to be released in July of 2008.  When the NOAA BiOp is released, it may contain or result in recommendations that are as protective, more protective, or less protective than the Tribe’s recommendations here, or may contain elements that are not included in the current Willamette Subbasin Plan or the Tribe’s recommendations.
The Tribe proposes a placeholder provision for the NOAA BiOp in the Willamette Subbasin Plan.  In the event that the NOAA BiOp is as protective or more protective of species and ecosystems than the Willamette Subbasin Plan would be if all the Tribe’s recommendations were adopted, the BiOp should be adopted in full.  In the event that the NOAA BiOp is less protective than the Tribe’s recommendations here, the BiOp should be adopted with the addition of whatever recommendations are necessary to match the protection of species and ecosystems offered by the Tribe’s recommendations.

B. Pacific lamprey
1. Biological Objectives and Status

Pacific lampreys are a Species of Concern in Oregon.  While accurate and complete population data do not exist currently, available indices show that the Pacific lamprey populations in the Columbia Basin are in rapid decline, and that lamprey passage past hydroelectric projects has an inordinately low success rate in general.  Therefore, the following general biological objectives are proposed:
· Attain self-sustaining and harvestable populations throughout the historical range still accessible to lamprey passage.
· Restore lamprey passage and habitat in tributaries that historically supported spawning lamprey populations.

· Mitigate for lost lamprey production in areas where restoration of habitat or passage is not feasible.

a. Biological Performance

As mentioned above, accurate and complete population data do not currently exist for Pacific lamprey in the Lower Columbia Province.  Therefore, in lieu of biological performance standards the Tribe proposes the three general biological objectives listed above.  The Tribe also proposes active data gathering for lamprey so that proper biological performance standards may be calculated.
b. Environmental Characteristics and Timeframes

To attain the above-listed biological objectives for Pacific lamprey, the following environmental characteristics are proposed:

· Protection of existing habitat.  Timeframe:  Immediate.

· Passage to historic habitat with high success rates.  Timeframe:  Immediate

· Stream habitat connectivity.  Timeframe:  5-15 years.

· Acceptable water quality.  Timeframe:  Immediate to long term.

· Acceptable substrate quality.  Timeframe:  Immediate to long term.

· Acceptable flow regimes.  Timeframe:  Immediate.
· Quality riparian habitats.  Timeframe:  5-15 years.

· Other characteristics as identified.  Timeframe:  Unknown.

2. Primary Limiting Factors and Threats
a. Lack of passage/connectivity to habitats
The little that we currently know about Pacific lampreys includes the knowledge that their success rates for passage through the hydrosystem are typically low.  Other structures such as culverts and diversion dams can also obstruct and delay lamprey passage.  Connectivity to off-channel and floodplain habitats may also play a role in the decline of lamprey.
b. Lack of knowledge regarding Pacific lamprey

A major limiting factor is the lack of current knowledge we possess about lampreys.  It will be difficult to determine certain limiting factors and threats until that knowledge is obtained.  When limiting factors and threats are known, specific priority management and conservation actions may be determined as well.

c. Flow regulation and dewatering
During critical periods, the limitation of water quantity may be exacerbated by such practices as irrigation withdrawals, road crossings, and agricultural practices.  These result in dewatering of streams during critical periods that may be a limiting factor for lampreys.

d. Exposure to toxic sediments

Preliminary data obtained at the Portland Harbor Superfund site suggest that lampreys, particularly ammocoetes, are exposed to contaminated sediments.  This may be a limiting factor to lamprey growth and survival, especially in the Lower Willamette and Lower Columbia Rivers.

e. Water quality

As with sediment quality, water quality may be a limiting factor for lamprey growth and survival.  Water quality in the Lower Columbia Province is affected by a number of point and non-point sources.

f. Stream and floodplain degradation

Stream channels, floodplains, and other lamprey habitats, particularly shallow rearing habitats, have been degraded by development and agricultural land use in the Lower Columbia Province to the point where they are most likely a limiting factor for lampreys.

3. Strategies and Measures (table)
	Strategy
	Threats Addressed
	Measures
	Implementation Timeframe
	Expected Response Timeframe

	Protect and conserve natural ecology
	All
	· Continue existing protections
· Increase protection of quality habitats through acquisition, conservation easements, and cooperative agreements
	· Immediate
· 5-15 years
	· Imm.
· Imm.-15 years

	Improve/restore passage
	Lack of passage/ connectivity
	· Remove or replace culverts or other passage barriers
· Install “lamprey-friendly” ramps or ladders at dams
	Immediate to 50 years for all
	Immediate

	Restore habitat and connectivity
	Lack of passage/ connectivity, stream and floodplain degradation
	· Reconnect floodplains to channels
· Reconnect side channels and off-channel habitats to stream channels

· Restore juvenile rearing habitats

· Increase role and abundance of wood and large organic debris in streambeds

· Stabilize streambanks using techniques that enhance rearing habitat
	Immediate to long term for all
	Immediate to 15 years for all

	Lamprey Conservation Plan
	All
	· Complete Lamprey Conservation Plan
· Cooperate and coordinate with US Fish & Wildlife Service on their Lamprey Conservation Plan
	· Immediate-2 years
· 2 years
	Long term for all

	Studies of lamprey status – distribution, populations, abundance
	Lack of knowledge
	· Coordinate with research institutions to perform studies and produce reports
	Immediate-5 years
	Immediate-5 years

	Studies of lamprey limiting factors and threats, incl. toxicology
	Lack of knowledge
	· Coordinate with research institutions to perform studies and produce reports
	Immediate-5 years
	Immediate-5 years

	Studies of lamprey biology and ecology, incl. life history and movements
	Lack of knowledge
	· Coordinate with research institutions to perform studies and produce reports
	Immediate-5 years
	Immediate-5 years

	Studies of lamprey population dynamics
	Lack of knowledge
	· Coordinate with research institutions to perform studies and produce reports
	Immediate-5 years
	Immediate-5 years

	Reintroduce populations to historic reaches after passage established
	Lack of passage/ connectivity
	· Remove passage barriers to acceptable historic habitat and test for success
· If successful, plant with lamprey ammocoetes
	· Immediate-5 years
· 5-15 years
	· Imm.
· 10-20 years

	Water and sediment quality improvement
	Exposure to toxic sediments, water quality
	· Implement programs and projects that remove or eliminate sources of contamination

· Restore natural functions and processes through measures identified to address physical habitat quality/quantity limitations
	Immediate to long term for all
	Immediate to long term for all

	Restore sufficient flows during critical periods
	Lack of passage/ connectivity, flow regulation and dewatering, water quality
	· Operate the tributary hydrosystem to provide appropriate flows for spawning and rearing

· Implement agricultural water conservation measures

· Improve irrigation conveyance and efficiency

· Obtain water rights and convert to instream water rights

· Protect and rehabilitate springs
	Immediate to long term for all
	Immediate to long term for all

	Develop quality and feasibility criteria for projects and studies
	All
	· Develop criteria to evaluate and rank restoration projects based on amount of habitat improvement or protection

· Develop criteria to evaluate and rank restoration projects based on feasibility

· Develop criteria to evaluate and prioritize studies based on critical knowledge gained and feasibility
	Immediate for all
	Immediate to long term for all

	Monitoring, evaluation, and adaptive management
	All
	· Incorporate monitoring elements with all of the above strategies

· Incorporate evaluation elements with all of the above strategies

· Include adaptive management trigger points and strategies with all long-term strategies
	Same as timeframe for “parent” strategy
	Same as timeframe for “parent” strategy


C. Salmon and steelhead

1. Biological Objectives and Status (tables)
a. Grays, Elochoman, Cowlitz, Kalama, Lewis, Sandy and Washougal Subbasins
There are eight subbasins in the Lower Columbia Province in which salmon and steelhead are focal species.  The focal species include spring Chinook, fall Chinook, coho and chum salmon, and summer and winter steelhead.  Biological objectives have been developed for 31 of 39 focal species.  Adult return objectives are reached more often in the Lower Columbia than in any other province. 

For the seven subbasins other than the Willamette Subbasin in which salmon and steelhead are focal species, the Tribe agrees with the subbasin adult return objectives as developed. 

b. Willamette Subbasin

For the Willamette Subbasin, the Tribe agrees with the subbasin adult return objectives, except that the Tribe would add coho salmon objectives to the list.  While it is theorized, and perhaps correctly so, that coho salmon were not historically native to Willamette Subbasin streams above Willamette Falls, the Tribe believes that an effort should be made to ascertain the effects of competition with coho salmon on other salmonid species above Willamette Falls.  Until those effects are ascertained, the coho salmon populations above Willamette Falls should be managed responsibly.
The count in 2007 for coho salmon passing Willamette Falls was around 1,200.  The count of coho salmon in 2007 passing the Tribe’s fish weir on Agency Creek (a tributary of the South Yamhill River, above Willamette Falls) was over 210, all of which were hand measured and scale samples taken.  Even if the count at Willamette Falls for 2007 was incorrect, a very substantial portion of coho salmon passing Willamette Falls is spawning in the streams of the Grand Ronde Reservation.  The Tribe believes that this coho salmon population deserves protection and management unless and until it is determined beyond a doubt that its presence has detrimental effects on other anadromous species.  Proposed status and objectives for coho salmon in the entire Willamette Subbasin are shown in the tables below.
Coho Salmon
Biological Objectives:

	
	Subbasin Plan
	Draft Recovery Plan

	Population
	Adult returns
	Minimum abundance threshold
	Spawner to spawner ratio
	Population status

	Entire Subbasin
	TBD
	--
	--
	Highly viable


Status:

	Population
	Recent adult returns
	Spawner to spawner ratio
	Population status

	Entire Subbasin
	--
	--
	Low risk


2. Primary Limiting Factors and Threats

a. Lack of passage/connectivity to habitats

As with Pacific lamprey, salmonids face a number of barriers that block or delay their passage to habitats in the Willamette Subbasin and Lower Columbia Province.  These barriers include the Willamette hydrosystem, diversion dams, and culverts. 

b. Flow regulation and dewatering

During critical periods, the limitation of water quantity may be exacerbated by such practices as irrigation withdrawals, road crossings, and agricultural practices.  These can result in dewatering of streams during critical periods that may be a limiting factor for salmonids.

c. Stream and floodplain degradation

Stream channels, floodplains, and other habitats, particularly shallow rearing habitats, have been degraded by development and agricultural land use in the Lower Columbia Province to the point where they are most likely a limiting factor for juvenile salmonids.

d. Water quality

Agriculture and forestry practices as well as roads and other developments have negatively impacted water quality in the province, along with releases of toxic contaminants into streams.  This is a limiting factor particularly for juvenile salmonids.

e. Competition/predation by non-native species (?)

It is not known to what extent non-native species predation on and competition with native species impact juvenile salmonids.  The Tribe proposes studies to determine whether and to what extent such predation and competition occur.

3. Strategies and Measures (table)
	Strategy
	Threats Addressed
	Measures
	Implementation Timeframe
	Expected Response Timeframe

	Protect and conserve natural ecology
	All
	· Continue existing protections

· Increase protection of quality habitats through acquisition, conservation easements, and cooperative agreements
	· Immediate

· 5-15 years
	· Imm.

· Imm.-15 years

	Improve/restore passage
	Lack of passage/ connectivity
	· Remove or replace culverts or other passage barriers

· Install passage structures at dams

· Provide adequate screening at all irrigation diversions
	Immediate to 50 years for all
	Immediate

	Restore habitat and connectivity
	Lack of passage/ connectivity, stream and floodplain degradation
	· Reconnect floodplains to channels

· Reconnect side channels and off-channel habitats to stream channels

· Restore juvenile rearing habitats

· Increase role and abundance of wood and large organic debris in streambeds

· Stabilize streambanks using techniques that enhance rearing habitat
	Immediate to long term for all
	Immediate to 15 years for all

	Water quality improvement
	Water quality
	· Implement programs and projects that remove or eliminate sources of contamination

· Restore natural functions and processes through measures identified to address physical habitat quality/quantity limitations

· Restore natural riparian vegetative communities
	Immediate to long term for all
	Immediate to long term for all

	Conduct non-native competition/ predation studies
	Competition/ predation by non-native species
	· Conduct study to determine whether and to what extent non-native competition occurs

· Conduct study to determine whether and to what extent non-native predation occurs
	Immediate to 15 years for all
	Immediate to long term for all

	Restore sufficient flows during critical periods
	Lack of passage/ connectivity, flow regulation and dewatering, water quality
	· Operate the tributary hydrosystem to provide appropriate flows for spawning and rearing

· Implement agricultural water conservation measures

· Improve irrigation conveyance and efficiency

· Obtain water rights and convert to instream water rights

· Protect and rehabilitate springs
	Immediate to long term for all
	Immediate to long term for all

	Develop quality and feasibility criteria for projects and studies
	All
	· Develop criteria to evaluate and rank restoration projects based on amount of habitat improvement or protection

· Develop criteria to evaluate and rank restoration projects based on feasibility

· Develop criteria to evaluate and prioritize studies based on critical knowledge gained and feasibility
	Immediate for all
	Immediate to long term for all

	Monitoring, evaluation, and adaptive management
	All
	· Incorporate monitoring elements with all of the above strategies

· Incorporate evaluation elements with all of the above strategies

· Include adaptive management trigger points and strategies with all long-term strategies
	Same as timeframe for “parent” strategy
	Same as timeframe for “parent” strategy
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