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Executive Summary

Spring chinook salmon populations in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde rivers are listed as
threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and are at high risk of extirpation. The Nez
Perce Tribe, the Confederated Tribes of the UmatillaIndian Reservation, and Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildlife, are co-managers of conservation/restoration programs for Imnaha and
Grande Ronde spring chinook salmon that use hatchery supplementation and conventional and
captive broodstock techniques. The immediate goal of these programsis to prevent extirpation
and provide the potential for restoration once factors limiting production are addressed. These
programs redirect production occurring under the Lower Snake River Compensation Plan
(LSRCP) from mitigation to conservation and restoration. Both the Imnaha and Grande Ronde
conservation/restoration programs are described in ESA Section 10 permit applications and the
co-managers refer to the fish production from these programs as the Currently Permitted Program
(CPP).

Recently, co-managers have determined that it isimpossible to produce the CPP at
Lookingglass Hatchery, the LSRCP facility intended for production, and that without additional
facilities, production must be cut from these conservation programs. Development of new
facilities for these programs through the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program is
considered a new production initiative by the Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC) and
requires amaster plan. The master plan provides the NPPC, program proponents and others with
the information they need to make sound decisions about whether the proposed facilities to
restore salmon populations should move forward to design. This master plan describes
aternatives considered to meet the facility needs of the CPP so the conservation program can be
fully implemented.

Co-managers considered three alternatives: modify Lookingglass Hatchery; use existing
facilities elsewhere in the Basin; and use new facilities in conjunction with a modified
Lookingglass Hatchery. Each alternative was evaluated based on criteria developed for rearing
fish for aconservation program. After this review, the Nez Perce Tribe determined the only
alternative that meets the needs of the program is the alternative to use new facilitiesin
conjunction with amodified Lookingglass Hatchery. Thisisthe Proposed Alternative.

The Proposed Alternative would require:

» Construction of anew incubation and rearing facility in the Imnaha River and
modifications of the existing Gumboot facility to accommodate the Imnaha component of
the Lookingglass Hatchery production,

» Construction of anew incubation and rearing facility in the Lostine River to
accommodate the Lostine component of the Lookingglass Hatchery production, and

* Modifications at Lookingglass Hatchery to accommodate the Upper Grande Ronde and
Catherine Creek components of the Lookingglass Hatchery production.

After an extensive screening process of potential sites, the Nez Perce Tribe proposes the
Marks Ranch site on the Imnaha River and the Lundquist site on the Lostine River for new
facilities. Conceptual design and cost estimates of the proposed facilities are contained in this
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master plan. The proposed facilities on the Imnaha and Lostine rivers would be managed in
conjunction with the existing adult collection and juvenile acclimation/rel ease facilities.

Because this master plan has evolved into an endeavor undertaken primarily by the Nez
Perce Tribe, the focus of the document is on actions within the Imnaha and L ostine watersheds
where the Nez Perce Tribe have specific co-management responsibilities. Nevertheless,
modifications at Lookingglass Hatchery could make it possible to provide a quality rearing
environment for the remainder of the CPP. The Nez Perce Tribe will assist co-managersin
further evaluating facility needs and providing other components of the NPPC master planning
process to develop a solution for the entire CPP.

Although the fish production for the conservation programs is already authorized and not at
issue in this master plan, a detailed description of the fish culture program, historic and current
management practices, and life history and biology of Imnaha and Lostine River spring chinook
salmon is also provided in this master plan for background and supporting information.
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Chapter 1 Introduction
In this chapter:

The Purpose of the Master Plan
How to use the Master Plan
Where to find more information

Organization of the chapters

1.1 The Purpose of the Master Plan

The Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC) requires master plans for new programs and
facilities proposed to restore salmon populations throughout the Columbia River Basin. The
purpose of a master plan isto provide the NPPC, program proponents and others with the
information they need to make sound decisions about whether the proposed program or project
should move forward to design. The review and approval process for hatchery facilitiesin the
Pacific Northwest is an extensive one. This Master Plan fulfills the first step of the current
planning and approval process (see box).

The Program Approval Process

The development of master plans for spring chinook, steelhead and other appropriate stocks in the Imnaha
and Grande Ronde River subbasins was authorized by the Northwest Power Planning Council under Section 7.4
(Pursue New Production Initiatives) in the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (FWP) (NPPC 1994).
Specifically section 7.4L calls for the development of Northeast Oregon Production Facilities to supplement
natural production in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde rivers.

The process for approving master plans, preliminary design and construction of new artificial production
facilities has changed. In 1997, the NPPC adopted a 3-Step Review Process for “new production initiatives:”

e  Step 1 - conceptua planning, represented under the Program primarily by master plan devel opment and
approval;

e Step 2 —preliminary design and cost estimation, as well as environmental (National Environmental
Policy Act and Endangered Species Act review); and

e  Step 3—final design review prior to construction and operation.
This master plan fulfills the requirements of Step 1 and is being submitted to NPPC.

“New production initiatives’ are generally defined as projects that propose to:
(@) construct significant new production facilities,
(b) begin planting fish in waters they have not been planted in before,
(c) increase significantly the number of fish being introduced;
(d) change stocks or the number of stocks; or
(e) changethe location of production facilities.
(f) initiation of funding existing facilities with ratepayer funds that were formerly funded otherwise.

Activities proposed in the master plan qualify as a“new production initiative” as they include constructing
new production facilities (a) and changing the location of production facilities (€). Fish production in these
facilities is aready authorized under the LSRCP and this action will not change stocks or fish production.
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Master planning for the Northeast Oregon Hatchery began in 1988 when the NPPC
authorized the Nez Perce Tribe (NPT), Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) to submit a master plan for review.

This Master Plan details the plans for conser vation and integr ated recoveryEfaciIitiesto
reduce the risk of extirpation, and to restore spring chinook salmon populations in the Imnaha
and Grand Ronde rivers of Northeast Oregon (see Map 1). An integrated recovery program,
sometimes referred to as supplementation, is an artificial propagation project primarily
designed to aid in the recovery, conservation or reintroduction of particular natural population(s),
and fish produced are intended to spawn in the wild or be genetically integrated with the targeted
natural population(s) (National Marine Fisheries Service [NMFS] January 26, 2000).

Specifically, this document contains the master plan for Imnaha River and Lostine River (a
tributary of the Grande Ronde River) spring chinook salmon. The planned facilities would work
in concert with existing facilities built for the Lower Snake River Compensation Plan (LSRCP)
to produce the fish authorized under that program. The LSRCP is a program to mitigate for
spring, summer, and fall chinook salmon and steelhead |osses caused by the four federal dams
constructed on the lower Snake River.

Production of spring chinook salmon under the LSRCP mitigation program has been
occurring in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde subbasins since the early 1980s. Beginning in the
early 1990s, the co-managers of this program (ODFW, NPT, and the Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation [CTUIR]) recognized that these populations were at imminent risk
of extirpation and immediate action was necessary. Spring chinook salmon populationsin the
Imnaha and Grande Ronde rivers are classified by the National Marine Fisheries Service as
components of the Snake River spring/summer chinook salmon Evolutionarily Significant Unit
(ESU) and were listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act in May 1992. Asa
result, the NPT, the CTUIR, and ODFW cooperatively developed conservation/restoration
programs for Imnaha and Grande Ronde spring chinook salmon that use hatchery
supplementation. These programs redirect existing production occurring under LSRCP from
mitigation to conservation and restoration. The Imnaha program uses conventional broodstock
production, while the Grande Ronde program (also known as the Grande Ronde Endemic Spring
Chinook Supplementation Program or GRESP) is an integration of conventional and captive
broodstock production techniques.

Both the Imnaha and Grande Ronde conservation/restoration programs are described in
NMFES ESA Section 10 permit applications and the co-managers refer to the fish production from
these programs as the Currently Permitted Program (CPP). Detailed description of the CPP can
be found in Chapter 4. Funding for the programs occurs through a combination of LSRCP and
BPA projects (see Table 1-1). Figure 1-1 shows the interrelationship of these projects and the
activities and facilities that they fund. Each project has arelationship to the goals and success of
the conservation/restoration program (see Table 1-1 and Figure 1-1).

“Words in bold are defined in Chapter 8, Glossary and Acronyms
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Table 1-1 Related Programs and Projects

Program/Plan and M anager Type Relationship to Master Plan
(Number)
Lower Snake River ODFW O&M and M&E of The LSRCP program funds operation and maintenance (O& M) of Lookingglass Hatchery and the
Compensation Plan LSRCP program at Imnaha River (Gumboot) satellite facility. Fish production at Lookingglass Hatchery has been
(LSRCP) Lookingglass Hatchery | refocused from mitigation to conservation and restoration. The new facilities proposed would
. aleviate the burden at Lookingglass Hatchery and make full production of the conservation
Co-operation of the roarams possible
NPT Imnaha satellite prog P '

facility and M&E of Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of the LSRCP for the Imnaha and Grande Ronde is also funded

the LSRCP program. through the L SRCP (see Sections 4.1.13 and 4.2.12 for more detail).
Grande Ronde Basin ODFW Captive Broodstock BPA project 9801001 funds rearing of captive brood adults in freshwater for the Grande Ronde
Captive Broodstock O&M and M&E at program. The proposed facilities would provide the additional incubation and rearing space (with
(BPA 9801001) Lookingglass and sufficient segregation capability for monitoring and evaluation and fish health requirements)

Bonneville Hatcheries | needed to rear progeny of the captive broodstock.
Captive Broodstock NPT M&E of Captive BPA project 9801006 funds monitoring and evaluation activities of captive broodstock production
Artificial Propagation Broodstock at Bonneville Hatchery. The proposed facilities will provide incubation and rearing space needed
(BPA 9801006) to rear progeny of the captive broodstock.
Grande Ronde NPT O&M/M&E Satellite BPA project 9800702 funds operation and maintenance and monitoring and eval uation of satellite
Supplementation - Lostine facilities facilities on the Lostine River for adult collection and juvenile acclimation and release of captive
River (GRESP) and conventionally produced spring chinook salmon. These facilities will act as satellites to the
(BPA 9800702) proposed facilities.
Grande Ronde CTUIR O&M/M&E Satellite BPA project 9800703 funds operation and maintenance and monitoring and evaluation of satellite
Supplementation - Upper facilities facilities on the Upper Grande Ronde River and Catherine Creek for adult collection and juvenile
Grande Ronde and acclimation and release of captive and conventionally produced spring chinook salmon. The
Catherine Creek proposed facilities will aleviate the burden at Lookingglass Hatchery allowing full production of
(GRESP) these stocks.
(BPA 9800703)
Preserve Listed Salmonid | NPT Cryopreservation of BPA project 9803800 funds the collection, cryopreservation, and storage of male chinook semen
Stock Gametes ESA-listed male collected from Imnaha and Grande Ronde fish both on the spawning grounds and in the hatchery.
(BPA 9803800) chinook gametes Project 9803800 would continue to provide these activities for the program at the proposed

facilities.
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Program/Plan and M anager Type Relationship to Master Plan
(Number)
Northeast Oregon NPT Planning BPA project 8805301 funds planning and activities associated with development of new hatchery
Hatchery (NEOH) Master Cavital Construction facilities in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde subbasins of Northeast Oregon. Development of the
Plan P master plan document occurred through this project. Project 8805301 will aso fund the NEPA
(BPA 8805301) process and design of the proposed facilities, aswell as capital construction costs.
Northeast Oregon ODFW Planning BPA project 8805305 funds ODFW participation in the master planning process.
Hatcheries Planning and . ; . f Kinaal hery f . .
Implementation 0& M/M&E Prpj ect 8805305 aso und_s operation of Lookingglass Hatchery for captlvg {:\r)d conventlorjal
Lookingglass Hatchery | chinook salmon produced in the Grande Ronde program. The proposed facilities will alleviate the
(BPA 8805305) burden at Lookingglass Hatchery and make it possible for production goals to be met.
Manchester Captive NMFS Captive broodstock BPA project 9606700 funds rearing of captive brood adults in saltwater for the Grande Ronde
Broodstock O&M at Manchester program. The proposed facilities will provide the additional incubation and rearing space (with
(BPA 9606700) facility sufficient segregation capability for monitoring and evaluation and fish health requirements)
needed to rear progeny of the captive broodstock.
Fish Passage Center’s Fish Monitoring of juvenile | Juvenile and natural salmon produced at the proposed facilities will provide information on in-
Smolt Monitoring Project | Passage salmon migration river migration timing and survival (see Sections4.1.13 and 4.2.12).
(BPA 9403300) Center
Early Life History of ODFW M&E of juvenile BPA project 9202604 is funded to establish baseline life history information on Grande Ronde
Spring Chinook outmigration in the River spring chinook salmon. Juvenile trapping data from project 9202604 would be used to
(BPA 9202604) Grande Ronde eva gate the success of the conservation program and production from the proposed facilities (see
Section 4.2.12).
Imnaha River Smolt NPT M&E of juvenile BPA project 8712703 is funded to monitor emigration survival, timing, and life history
Monitoring Project outmigration in the characteristics, and will intensively monitor emigration of hatchery and natural spring chinook
Imnaha salmon from the Imnaha River system. Project 8712703 would also be used to evaluate the
(BPA 8712703) . . -
success of the conservation program and production from the proposed facilities (see
Section 4.1.13).
Genetic Monitoring and NMFS Genetic M&E BPA project 8909600 funds the collection, analysis and establishes a database of genetic data
Evaluation of Snake River from salmon and steelhead stocks in the Snake River. Juvenile hatchery and natural salmon
Salmon and Steelhead produced as aresult of the proposed facilities would provide information for this database.
(BPA 8909600)
Grande Ronde Model Grande Habitat BPA project 9402700 is responsible for coordinating water quality monitoring and habitat
Watershed ) . .
(BPA 9402700) Ronde enhancement projectsin the _Gran_de R_onde and Imnaha subt_)e_\s ns. The;ee efforts are expected to
Model assist recovery actions described in this master plan. In addition, juveniles produced by proposed
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Program/Plan and M anager Type Relationship to Master Plan
(Number)
Watershed facilitieswill provide information on habitat use in treatment areas. (See Section 6.4.2 for more

information).

g;?\na?\ie?w?:rie Habitat CTUIR Habitat BPA project 9608300 is funded to improve habitat in the Grande Ronde Subbasin. These efforts

(BPA 9608300) are focused in the upper Grande Ronde watersheds of Union County. Improvement in habitat will
increase likelihood of program success. (See Section 6.4.2 for more information.)

Wallqwa Basin Project NPT Habitat BPA projects 9403900 and 9702500 are funded to improve habitat in the Imnaha and Grande

Planning (BPA 9403900) ; : ) ) .
Ronde subbasins. These efforts are focused in Wallowa County. Improvement in habitat will

and Wallowa/Nez Perce . o . . ;

; increase likelihood of program success. (See Section 6.4.2 for more information.)

Salmon Habitat

(BPA 9702500)

Grande Ronde Habitat ODFW Habitat BPA project 8402500 is funded to improve habitat in the Grande Ronde Subbasin. These efforts

Enhancement are focused in Union County. Improvement in habitat will increase likelihood of program success.

(BPA 8402500) (See Section 6.4.2 for more information.)
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Lookingglass Hatchery was originally designed and constructed under the LSRCP mitigation
program to produce two stocks of fish:

* Imnahastock for the Imnaha Subbasin (490,000 smolts); and
» Lookingglass Creek stock for the Grande Ronde Subbasin (900,000 smolts).

With the implementation of the CPP, Lookingglass Hatchery was programmed to function as
the primary facility for essentially four different program components with eight separate groups
of fish (see Table 1-2). Because the new programs did not increase numbers of fish to be
produced at Lookingglass Hatchery, an assumption was made that the existing facility, with
minor modifications, would be sufficient to meet the CPP needs (ODFW 1998b).

Table 1-2 Currently Permitted Program (CPP) Stocks, Status, and Smolt
Production Goals Authorized at Lookingglass Hatchery

Program Type and Stock ESA Status Smolt Production

Conservation production to prevent extinction and restore native populations
1. Imnahaconventional brood

* Imnaha stock Threatened 490,000
2. Grande Ronde (GRESP) conventional brood

»  Upper Grande Ronde Threatened 250,000°

« Catherine Creek Threatened 250,000

« Lostine River Threatened 250,000
3. Grande Ronde (GRESP) captive brood

* Upper Grande Ronde Threatened

» Catherine Creek Threatened

* LostineRiver Threatened

Experimental supplementation to restore an extirpated population

4. Lookingglass Creek conventional brood
» Naturalized Rapid River stock Not-listed 150,000
TOTAL 1,390,000

\ 4Conventional and captive production combined goal.

Each of the programsin Table 1-2 have associated monitoring and evaluation (M&E) studies
and treatment groups requiring partitioning of rearing areas within the existing raceways. In
addition, fish health experts believe three levels of Bacterial Kidney Disease (BKD) segregation
for each group of fish should be considered essential for health management of ESA-listed stocks
(Groberg et al. 1999, Montgomery Watson 1999a). Unfortunately, the increased space and water
required to implement the necessary segregation of additional stocks, fish health and M& E
requirements at Lookingglass Hatchery have overloaded the facility.
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As part of the master planning process, NPT, CTUIR, and ODFW initiated an independent
review of Lookingglass Hatchery to evaluate the ability of Lookingglass Hatchery to meet
program requirements and identify necessary modifications. The review found that it is
impossible to meet CPP needs at Lookingglass Hatchery (Montgomery Watson 1999a). Some
major problems have recently developed at the facility that have confirmed the results of the
review. Thus the current and potential operating condition at Lookingglass Hatchery is putting
the four groups of ESA-listed fish reared there at extremerisk. In 1999, co-managers had to
move al fish stocks to other facilities for incubation and early rearing.

Co-managers have determined that without additional facilities, production must be cut from
these conservation programs. However, the numbers of fish released from the program are based
on returning enough adults to reduce the demographic risk of extinction. In addition,
Lookingglass Hatchery is an integral part of an existing spring chinook salmon captive
broodstock project aready funded under the NPPC’ s Fish and Wildlife Program (see Table 1-1
and Figure 1-1). Without additional facilities and afully operational Lookingglass Hatchery,
there is nowhere to rear the offspring of the captive broodstock.

This master plan identifies alternatives to meet facility needs of the CPP so the conservation
program can be fully implemented. It specifically identifies the NPT’ s Proposed Alternative for
the Imnaha and Lostine components of the CPP. The ODFW and CTUIR will determine an
appropriate strategy for facility modifications at Lookingglass Hatchery or other locations for the
Upper Grande Ronde and Catherine Creek components.

This document also provides information on the life history, biology and status of Imnaha
and Lostine rivers (Grande Ronde) spring chinook salmon, describes management goals and
objectives, and details the programs co-managers have developed aimed at preventing extinction
and restoring these population segments.

1.2 Expected Program Benefits

Spring chinook salmon populations in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde rivers are at high risk
of extirpation because of low productivity and alow abundance of spawners. The primary
benefit expected from this program is a reduction in the demographic risk of extirpation, which
will ensure the persistence of these populations. Although there are inherent risks to wild
populations from artificial propagation, the greatest short-term risk to these populationsisthe
risk of extirpation. The conservation programs described in this plan would provide an increase
in the number of natural spawners to forestall extirpation while the primary factors affecting the
productivity of these populations are corrected.

Spring chinook salmon supplementation in the Imnaha River has demonstrated that the
hatchery program has provided a substantial survival advantage above natural rates and has
increased the total number of returning chinook salmon adults and number of natural spawnersin
the basin (Carmichael et al. 1998Db).

If this program and others (see Table 1-1) are successful at stabilizing and preserving the
genetic resources of the Imnaha and Lostine chinook salmon populations, and other factors are
addressed to improve productivity (see Table 1-3 and Chapter 6), the hatchery programs should
help accel erate the restoration of these populations.
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Other expected outcomes include ecological and social benefits: increased nutrientsin the
ecosystem from salmon carcasses, increased potential to achieve restoration and delisting under
ESA, improved ability to meet LSRCP mitigation goals if productivity improves, and increased
potential to reestablish tribal and sport fisheries. The program will also provide a better
understanding of the role supplementation can play in the recovery of chinook salmon
populations.

1.3 Relationship to Other Plans, Programs and Projects in the Region

The Northeast Oregon Hatchery Master Plan must be consistent and work in concert with
many other efforts to restore salmon and steelhead in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde River
subbasins and throughout the Columbia River Basin. The relationship of this Master Plan to the
many ongoing effortsin the region and how the Master Plan is consistent with those programsiis
summarized in Table 1-3.
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Table 1-3 Consistency with other Programs

and Plans

Program or Plan

Requirement or other Connection to Program

NEOH Master Plan

Treaty of 1855

The Nez Perce Tribe reserved “ The exclusive right of taking
fishin al the streams where running through or bordering
said reservation ..and.. taking fish at al usual and accustomed
places ...” in the Treaty of 1855. No subsequent treaty or
agreement between the Nez Perce Tribe and the United States
altered or affected this treaty-reserved right.

Restoration of salmon runs resulting from fish production in the
proposed facilities would assist in meeting obligations to the Nez
Perce Tribe made by the United States.

Endangered Species Act of 1973

Snake River spring/summer and fal chinook were listed as
threatened in May 1992. On August 18, 1994, they were
reclassified as endangered species (Federal Register, August
1994). When the emergency rule expired in 1995, the listed
status reverted to threatened.

Steelhead in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde rivers were listed
as threatened under the Endangered Species Act in 1996
(Federa Register, August 9, 1996).

Bull trout in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde rivers were listed
as threatened under the Endangered Species Act on June 10,
1998 (Federal Register volume 63 No. 111:31647-31674).

Taking of Imnaha and Lostine (Grande Ronde) River
chinook, steelhead and bull trout is regulated by the Section 7
(federal) and Section 10 (non-federal) process of the
Endangered Species Act (P.L. 93-205).

Activities associated with the Imnaha conservation program have
been authorized by ESA Section 10 Permit 847 and 1134. A
description of the Imnaha CPP isin the pending Section 10 Permit
application (ODFW 1998b — see Appendix A), which was
submitted to NMFS January 23, 1998.

Activities associated with the GRESP have been authorized by
ESA Section 10 Permits 973, 1011, 1134 and Modification 1 to
Permit 1011. Permit applications describing the Grande Ronde
CPP were submitted by ODFW (1998b) March 31, 1998 and BIA
(1998) April 13, 1998 and have permits pending. See

Appendix A.

Section 7 consultations regarding impacts to bull trout and
steelhead from these programs have a so been done (NMFS
1998b, NMFS 1999 and USFWS 1998).

Snake River Proposed Recovery Plan (NMFS
1995)

This plan was developed by NMFSin 1995 in response to the
1992 listing of Snake River spring, summer and fall chinook
salmon.

Fish production in the proposed facilities is consistent with
recommendations in the Recovery Plan.

Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife

Federal authorized program to mitigate for losses caused by

Fish production in the proposed facilities would be authorized

Compensation Plan (USACE 1975) four lower Snake River dams. Mitigation goals for spring under the LSRCP program. Proposed facilities could eventually
chinook salmon are 3,210 adults to the Imnaha River and be used to achieve program goals.
5,820 adults to the Grande Ronde River.

U.S v. Oregon Treaty fishing rights litigation addressing Columbia Basin Proposed facilities would assist in meeting obligations and

salmon and steelhead harvest and enhancement goals.

agreements under the lawsuit.

NMFS Hatchery Genetic Management Plan
(NMFS January 26, 2000)

A template devel oped by NMFS for anadromous salmonid
hatchery programs in Washington, Oregon and Idaho. The
template will be used to assess artificial production impacts
on listed anadromous fish and provide a source of
comprehensive information for regiona production and
management planning.

Information required in the HGM P template is incorporated into
the master plan in Chapter 4. See Appendix B for further
information. Completion of an HGMP will be used under the 4(d)
rule to alow direct take of an ESA-listed species for hatchery
production.

Northeast Oregon Hatchery Master Plan
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Program or Plan

Requirement or other Connection to Program

NEOH Master Plan

Scientific Review Team Review of Artificial
Production (Brannon et al. 1999)

Independent scientific review of the Columbia Basin artificial
production program, analysis of effectivenessin meeting
mitigation responsibilities and enhancing salmonid
production, and evaluation of supplementation of natural
runs. Describes guidelines that provide the biological basis
for NPPC policy on artificial production.

Proposed facilities are consistent with guidelines and
recommendations developed by the SRT for artificial production
facilities.

Artificial Production Review (NPPC 1999)

NPPC report to Congress on the use of artificial production
in the Columbia Basin that includes recommendations for
policy reform and strategies for implementing new policies.

This master plan and the proposed facilities are consistent with
APR recommendations and policies. See Appendix C.

Wy-kan-ush-mi wa-kish-wit: Spirit of the Salmon
Tribal Recovery Plan (NPT et a. 1995).

Plan developed by the four Columbia River Treaty Tribesto
restore fish runs using gravel-to-gravel management.

Production in the proposed facilitiesis recommended by the
Tribal Recovery Plan.

Wallowa County-NPT Salmon Recovery Plan
(Wallowa County and NPT 1993)

A cooperétive plan between Wallowa County and the Nez
Perce Tribe to improve watershed and habitat conditionsin
Wallowa County.

Habitat improvements accomplished through this plan are
intended to improve productivity and survival of naturally
produced salmon and fish reared in proposed facilities.

Imnaha River Subbasin Plan (NPT et al. 1990)

Plan developed by co-managers to address the NPPC goa of
doubling salmon and steelhead runs. Adult return goals for
spring chinook were 5,770; 3,820 for natural spawning,
1,240 for hatchery production, and 700 for harvest.

Proposed facilities could eventually be used to achieve plan goals.

Grande Ronde River Subbasin Plan (ODFW et al.

1990)

Plan developed by co-managers to address the NPPC goa of
doubling salmon and steelhead runs. Spring chinook salmon
adult return goals were 16,400; 10,140 for natural spawning,
2,260 for hatchery production, and 4,000 for harvest.

Proposed facilities could eventually be used to achieve plan goals.

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

The Imnaha and portions of the Lostine River are protected
under the WSRA that requires ariver to be free flowing and
to possess one or more “outstandingly remarkable values.”

Populations and habitat of threatened and endangered fishes are
considered an outstandingly remarkable value. Fish production in
proposed facilities is consistent with protection of these resources.

Pacific Salmon Treaty

A treaty between the U.S. and Canada governing the joint
management of Pacific salmon including harvest,
rehabilitation, and enhancement.

Fish production from the proposed facilities could be harvested in
marine waters.

M agnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and
Management Act

Congressional act that ensured that state fishing regulations
off the coasts of Oregon, Washington and California
conformed to the federal Fisheries Management Council
regulations, which are constrained by the Pacific Salmon
Treaty, ESA, and orders of federal courts, such asU.S. v. OR,
U.S. v. WA and treaty Indian fishing rights.

The Act affects the potential harvest of fish produced from the
proposed facilities as bycatch in the ocean harvest.

14
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Program or Plan

Requirement or other Connection to Program

NEOH Master Plan

Oregon Wild Fish Management Policy of 1987

Developed by ODFW in response to the creation of Oregon’'s
Endangered Species Act in 1987, the primary focus of the
WFMP isto preserve the genetic resources of managed fish
populations. This policy is currently undergoing revisions
and will most likely be called the Native Fish Conservation
Policy.

Management of fish production from proposed facilities employs
an adult diding scale developed by NPT, CTUIR, and ODFW asa
genetic risk containment tool (see Chapter 4 for more
information).

Oregon Legislature House Bill 3609

Passed in 1999, HB 3609 directs the ODFW to work with the
ColumbiaBasin Treaty Tribes to develop natural production
plansfor the Imnaha and Grande Ronde River subbasins.

Proposed facilities would allow implementation of plans directed
by HB 3609.

Return to the River (1SG 1996)

Report to the NPPC in 1994 by the Independent Scientific
Group to provide a conceptua and scientific foundation for
public palicy for decision making bodies.

This report does not recommend policies for recovery and
restoration, nor does it recommend specific measures or strategies
or deal with institutional structures.

Upstream Report (NRC 1996)

Developed by the National Research Council in 1995 to
identify factors that have led to decline and extinction of
salmon stocks and recommend strategies for prevention of
further decline. The report emphasizes the need to protect
genetic diversity of salmon and restore spawning and rearing
habitat.

The short-term goal of fish production from the proposed facilities
is protecting genetic diversity by preventing extinction. For more
information on genetic risk containment see Chapter 4. For more
information on habitat improvements and protection see

Chapter 6.

Pacific Northwest Power Planning and
Conservation Act of 1980

This Act established the Northwest Power Planning Council
for the purpose of mitigating for the development and
operation of hydroelectric projects within the basin. The
Council implements the Fish and Wildlife Program to
protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife in the
Columbia River basin.

Proposed facilities would be funded through the Fish and Wildlife
Program.

Other Supplementation projects including Nez
Perce Tribal Hatchery; Johnson Creek Artificial
Propagation Enhancement, Y akama
Supplementation Program

Supplementation programs funded through the Fish and
Wildlife Program.

Proposed facilities are consistent with approach taken el sewhere
in the basin to use supplementation to enhance and restore
declining salmon runs. Evauation and research will be
coordinated.

Northwest Power Planning Council and Multi-
Species Framework Process.

The Framework seeks to link Columbia Basin fish and
wildlife restoration policy to abasinwide vision, based on a
scientific foundation that recognizes that the river and its
species are interrelated parts of awhole. The NPPC will base
its Fish and Wildlife program amendments on one of the
Framework alternatives.

Fish production from the proposed facilities is intended to prevent
extinction of these at-risk populations until limiting factors can be
corrected. These facilities can also be used to restore runs once
the smolt-to-adult survival rateisimproved.

Northeast Oregon Hatchery Master Plan
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Requirement or other Connection to Program
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' Lower Snake
River Feasibility Study.

The Corps has prepared a draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) reviews options for improving juvenile
salmon migration in the lower Snake River. Breaching the
four lower Snake damsis one of the options studied. The
EIS provides information for decision-makers who must
ultimately decide on what measures are needed to recover
Snake River sdlmon and steelhead runs.

Fish production from the proposed facilities is intended to prevent
extinction of these at-risk populations until adecision is made and
limiting factors can be corrected. These facilities can aso be used
to restore runs once the smolt-to-adult survival rate isimproved.

Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management
Program (ICBEMP).

ICBEMP isamassive federal land-use plan that covers

144 million acres in Oregon, Idaho, Washington, Montana,
Nevada, Utah, and Wyoming. Itsgoal isto restore this area
to a condition that will better support fish and wildlife.

Fish production from the proposed facilities is intended to prevent
extinction of these at-risk populations until limiting factors can be
corrected. These facilities can also be used to restore runs once
the smolt-to-adult survival rateisimproved.

Columbia River Basin Forum.

Formerly called The Three Sovereigns, the Columbia River
Basin Forum is designed to improve the management of fish
and wildlife resources in the Columbia River Basin. The
process is an effort to create a new forum where the federal
government, Northwest states and tribes could better
coordinate, discuss and resolve basin-wide fish and wildlife
issues under the authority of existing laws.

Fish production from the proposed facilities is intended to prevent
extinction of these at-risk populations until a decision is made and
limiting factors can be corrected. These facilities can aso be used
to restore runs once the smolt-to-adult survival rate isimproved.

Federal Caucus All-H Paper (Federal Caucus
December 1999)

Nine federal agencies formed a Federal Caucusto examine
opportunities the region has in habitat, harvest, hatcheries
and hydropower for recovering listed salmon, steelhead and
resident fish. The All-H Paper is a conceptual recovery plan
to guide future federal actions.

Fish production from the proposed facilities is intended to prevent
extinction of these at-risk populations until a decision is made and
limiting factors can be corrected. These facilities can aso be used
to restore runs once the smolt-to-adult survival rate isimproved.
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Introduction

1.4 How to Use the Master Plan

The NPPC has specific requirements for the contents of a Master Plan (see box). Thelist of
requirementsislong, but in general the NPPC asks for details about program goals and
objectives, expected benefits, expected impacts, alternatives, historical information, consistency
with other programs, and other information necessary for the NPPC, program proponents and
others to make decisions. This Master Plan contains all the detail required by the NPPC.

The Master Plan contains general and technical information. The main document contains
the heart of the information about the proposed program. Some technical information is
contained in appendices and referred to in the main document so that technical readers can have
the information they require. For example, the Conceptual Monitoring and Evaluation Planisin
Appendix D.

Requirementsfor thisMaster Plan

In accordance with Section 7.4B of the Fish and Wildlife Program (NPPC 1994) this master plan addresses:

e project goals; (see Section 3.1)

e measurable and time-limited objectives; (see Section 3.1)

« factorslimiting production of the target species; (see Chapter 6)

e expected project benefits (e.g., gene conservation, preservation of biological diversity; fishery enhancement,
and/or new information); (see Section 1.2 and Appendix A)

e dternativesfor resolving the resource problem; (see Section 3.3)

e rationaefor the proposed project; (see Chapters 2 and 3)

e how the proposed production project will maintain or sustain increases in production; (see Sections 4.1.12 and
4.2.11)

e thehistorical and current status of anadromous and resident fish in the subbasin; (see Section 2.1.1)

e thecurrent (and planned) management of anadromous and resident fish in the subbasin; (see Chapters 4,5 and 6)

e consistency of proposed project with Council policies, National Marine Fisheries Service recovery plans, other
fishery management plans, watershed plans and activities; (see Table 1-1, Table 1-3 and Chapter 6)

e potential impact of other recovery activities on project outcome; (see Table 1-3 and Chapter 6)

e production objectives, methods and strategies; (see Chapter 4)

e brood stock selection and acquisition strategies; (see Chapter 4)

« rationaefor the number and life-history stage of the fish to be stocked, particularly as they relate to the carrying
capacity of the target stream and potential impact on other species; (see Sections 4.1.12 and 4.2.11)

e production profiles and release strategies; (see Chapter 4)

e production policies and procedures; (see Chapter 4)

e production management structure and process; (see Section 3.4.3)

e related harvest plans; (see Sections 4.1.1 and 4.2.1)

e constraints and uncertainties, including genetic and ecological risk assessments and cumulative impacts; (see
support documents Neeley et al. 1993 and Neeley et a. 1994, Section 10 Permit applicationsin Appendix A,
LSRCP Biologica Assessment (USFWS 1998), NMFS BiOp (NMFS 2000), and conceptua framework for
monitoring and evaluation plan in Appendix D).

e monitoring and evaluation plans, including a genetics monitoring program; (see Sections 4.1.13 and 4.2.12 and
Appendix D)

e conceptual design of the proposed production and monitoring facilities, including an assessment of the
availability and utility of existing facilities; (see Chapter 3)

e cost estimates for various components, such as fish culture, facility design and construction, monitoring and
evaluation, and operation and maintenance (see Sections 3.4.1.2 and 3.4.2.2).

In addition to these requirements, this Master Plan also addresses other recent requirements developed through a
variety of regional policy and scientific initiatives:

e Requirements for aHatchery Genetic M anagement Plan devel oped by NMFS (see Appendix B).

e Requirements of the Artificial Production Review (NPPC 1999); (see Appendix C)

e Questions from the Independent Scientific Review Panel; (see Appendix C)
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1.5 Where to Find More Information

Many planning documents have been completed for the Northeast Oregon Hatchery program
and they provide support for this master plan. They include:

Northeast Oregon Hatchery Project - Final Siting Report (Montgomery Watson 1995b).

Northeast Oregon Hatchery Project - Conceptual Design Report (Montgomery Watson
1995a).

Genetic Risk Assessment of the Imnaha Master Plan (Neeley et al. 1993).
Genetic Risk Assessment of the Grande Ronde Master Plan (Neeley et a. 1992).
Imnaha Site Production Wells — Installation and Testing (Montgomery Watson 1998).

Lostine River Site Production Wells — Installation and Testing — (Montgomery
Watson 1999D).

Final Report for Lookingglass Hatchery Review — (Montgomery Watson 1999a).
Section 10 permit applications (BIA 1998, ODFW 1998a, ODFW 1998b).

Grande Ronde Basin Endemic Spring Chinook Salmon Supplementation Program
(BPA 1998)

Information from these documents is summarized in this Master Plan.

1.6 Organization of the Chapters

18

This Master Plan contains the information necessary for the NPPC, program proponents and
others to make decisions.

Chapter 2 describes the need for the program.
Chapter 3 describes the proposed alternative and alternatives considered.

Chapter 4 contains a description of the current and planned production procedures and
policiesfor the program.

Chapter 5 contains life history and other technical information for Imnaha and Grande
Ronde chinook salmon.

Chapter 6 describes the factors limiting natural production of Imnaha and Grande
Ronde spring chinook and efforts directed at correcting these factors.

Chapter 7 contains the references used to prepare this document.
Chapter 8 has alist of acronyms and a glossary.

Appendices provide support and other technical information including the Conceptual
Framework for the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, which isin Appendix D.
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Need for the Project

Chapter 2 Need for the Project
In this chapter:
* TheNeed for Action
e Status of Spring Chinook salmon
* TheNez Perce Tribe
* TheLower Snake River Compensation Program
* Federal Endangered Species Act

2.1 Need for Action

The need to restore chinook salmon in Northeast Oregon is many faceted, with legal,
historic, biological, economic, social and cultural aspects.

2.1.1 Status of Northeast Oregon Spring Chinook Salmon

Chinook salmon are nearly extinct in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde rivers of Northeast
Oregon. Snake River spring/summer chinook salmon (including Imnaha and Grande Ronde
spring chinook salmon) were listed under the Endangered Species Act as threatened in
May 1992. The listing was reclassified as endangered in August 1994 under an emergency rule
that expired April 17, 1995, when they reverted back to a threatened status. A proposed rule to
reclassify Snake River spring, summer, and fall chinook salmon as endangered was published on
December 28, 1994 but has not been acted on (TAC 1997). This emergency situation requires
dramatic and unprecedented efforts to prevent extinction and preserve any future options for use
of natural fish for artificial propagation programs for recovery and mitigation.

Information about the status of spring chinook salmon in each subbasin is summarized
below. Detailed information about the life history and status of the spring chinook salmonisin
Chapter 5.

2.1.1.1 Imnaha River

The Imnaha River Subbasin (Map 2) once supported healthy runs of spring chinook salmon,
approximately 6,700 adults (USACE 1975). Returnsto the Imnaha River subbasin have declined
precipitously during the past three decades. Peak escapement of spring chinook salmon to the
Imnaha River was estimated at 3,459 adults in 1957; recent returns of natural origin fish have
declined to levels below 150 individuals (ODFW 1998b).

Progeny-to-parent ratios for the natural spawning population in the Imnaha River have been
well below 1.0 (replacement) since 1983 and have been as poor as 0.2 (Carmichael et al. 1998b).
A linear trend analysis illustrates the negative trend in redd counts and low spawner escapement
levels (see Figure 2-1). On average, the spawning stock is expected to decline by 62 percent each
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generation (every five years), making the naturally-spawning Imnaha River spring chinook
salmon population not viable (Mundy and Witty 1998). The best population persistence
modeling efforts by ODFW demonstrate that without a supplementation program, the natural
population will continue to decline and will become extinct between 2030-2050 (ODFW 1998b).

Figure 2-1 Trend Analyses of Imnaha River Chinook Salmon Redd Counts,

1953-1995
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Note: y=13,892.235-6.936x p,0.01, r2=0.29

2.1.1.2 Grande Ronde River

The Grande Ronde River historically supported diverse and healthy runs of spring chinook
salmon. Escapement of naturally produced chinook salmon to the Grande Ronde River was
estimated at 12,200 fish in 1957 (ODFW et a. 1990). The major spring chinook salmon
production areas within the Grande Ronde Subbasin were the Minam, Wenaha, Wallowa,
Lostine and upper Grande Ronde rivers (see Map 3). Present escapement level and recent trends
indicate that Grande Ronde spring chinook salmon are in imminent danger of extinction.

Progeny-to-parent ratios have been below 1.0 (replacement) for the past eight completed
brood years (BY) (Carmichael et al. 1998a). Current adult escapement levels for the Lostine
River have been between 34-152 from 1994 to 1998. Escapement levels of the Wenaha and
Minam rivers show similar declining trends. Trend analyses of spring chinook salmon redds in
index areas on the Wenaha, Lostine, and Minam riversillustrate the negative trend in redd counts
and the low spawner escapement levels (see Figures 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4). The Wenaha and most of
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Need for the Project

the Minam water sheds are classified as wilderness areas with pristine habitat, but have had
egual or greater declinesin escapement than those observed in many other streams in the basin.

Figure 2-2 Regression Analyses of Wenaha River Chinook Salmon Redd
Counts, 1964 — 1995
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Source: Lothrop 1998; (y=11,781.78-5.91(x ), R Sq. =0.46, p<0.01).

Figure 2-3 Regression Analyses of Lostine River Chinook Salmon Redd
Counts, 1964 — 1995
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Northeast Oregon Hatchery Master Plan 21



Need for the Project

Figure 2-4 Regression Analysis of Minam River Chinook Salmon Redd
Counts, 1964 — 1995
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Source: Lothrop 1998; (y = 7,026.9-3.51 (x), R Sg. = 0.38, p<0.01).

2.1.2 Biodiversity and Productivity

Salmonids are well-known for their diversity of life history strategies, ecological
adaptations, and genetic variation. These factors are linked to salmonid productivity and to long-
term persistence (Independent Scientific Group 1996). The health and abundance of salmon
returning to their natal watersheds has an enormous impact on overall ecological health of the
watershed. A growing number of studiesindicate that salmon escapement is significant beyond
its obvious importance for the reproduction of the species (Gresh et al. 2000, Cederholm et al.
1999, Bilby et at. 1998). The precipitous decline of salmon and steelhead over the past three
decades has impacted the ecosystems of the Imnaha and Grande Ronde rivers. For thousands of
years, while salmon runs were plentiful to Northeast Oregon, these rivers were supplied with
nutrients brought in from the ocean by returning adults. Within the last 30 years, that organic
source has dramatically declined.

A growing number of studies document the importance of Pacific salmon adults transporting
significant amounts of nutrients from the northern Pacific Ocean back to land (Cederholm et al.
1999). Decomposing salmon carcasses are now recognized as a source of marine-derived
nitrogen that in large part determines the nature of the food web in a stream and the growth and
survival of young salmon (Gresh et al. 2000). For example, a significant positive relation has
been found between the level of marine nitrogen in Washington coastal coho smolts and the level
of production of smolts (Bilby 1997). Asmarine nitrogen content increased, so did the number
of smolts produced, up to apoint. Similar observations have been madein individual river
systems from Alaskato Washington (Piorkowski 1997, Larking and Slaney 1997, Bilby et al.
1996, Kline Jr. et a. 1993, and Mathisen 1972).
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2.1.3 The Nez Perce Tribe’'s Need

The reason for the Nez Perce Tribe' s involvement in fish management and master planning
issuesin alocation outside its current reservation borders may not be commonly understood. It
isthe history and the law that establishes this connection, and these issues are not so well
assimilated by society at large as they are for the Nez Perce. The following section presents a
brief background to enhance the understanding of this connection.

The Nez Perce were once one of the largest Plateau tribesin the Northwest (Walker 1978).
Historically, they occupied aterritory of over 13 million acresthat included what is today north
central Idaho, southeastern Washington and northeastern Oregon. Events that occurred during
the last 130 years disrupted Nez Perce occupancy and association with northeast Oregon (see

Map 4).

2.1.3.1 Recent History of the Nez Perce in Northeast Oregon

In 1855, the Nez Perce signed their first treaty with the United States (Ruby and Brown,
1986). Inthetreaty negotiated at WallaWalla, the Nez Perce defined the boundaries of their
territory and established a 7.7 million acre reservation for sole Nez Perce occupancy (see Map 4).
The United States gained possession of the remaining five million acres of Nez Perce territory
and in exchange for the treaty and the lands, the United States promised to deliver various
articles, sums of money and to keep white settlers from trespassing on the reservation.
Compensation for the land transfer identified in the treaty was delayed until 1860, when the
United States delivered some of the articles described in the treaty of 1855 (Haines 1955).

In 1860, trespassers discovered gold near Orofino, Idaho, which launched further trespass,
the establishment of settlements, and the inevitable conflicts and disputes between the Indians
and the whites (Haines 1955). To accommodate the increasing desires of settlers for Nez Perce
land, a new treaty was drawn up between selected band leaders (instead of all the leaders asin the
Treaty of 1855) and the United Statesin 1863. The treaty allowed the United Statesto gain
millions of acres of lands and reduced the Nez Perce reservation to a 780,000 acre area.

Severa bands of Nez Perce occupied the area of northeast Oregon including the Imnaha and
Wallowavalleys (Haines 1955). Though the 1863 treaty sought to relieve these Nez Perce bands
of their land, they were not represented in the signing, did not accept any compensation, and
continued to act under the 1855 treaty. The 1863 treaty was ratified by Congressin 1868
(McWhorter 1952, Haines 1955, and Josephy 1965). A Major Wood, who had been sent to
negotiate with the Nez-Perce in the Wallowa country, reported in aletter to Washington DC:

The non-treaty Nez Perces cannot in law be regarded as bound by the treaty
of 1863 and insofar as it attempts to deprive them of the right to occupancy
of any land its provisions are null and void. The Nez perces undoubtedly

“Information for the Master Plan came from many sources. In general, this Master Plan usesthe U. S.
Customary System of measures. Data from sources that used the Metric System have not been converted. Seethe
metric conversion chart on the inside of the back cover.
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were at liberty to renounce the treaty of 1855, the government having
violated the treaty obligations.

The Nez Perce bands quietly resisted attempts to remove them from northeastern Oregon
(Haines 1955). By 1872, friction in the Wallowa country between white settlers and the non-
treaty Nez Perce had escalated to the point where federal action was required (McWhorter 1952).
Therefore, in response to recommendations of his Indian Affairs staff, President Grant issued an
Executive Order setting aside the greater portion of the Wallowa Valley as areservation for the
Nez Perce occupants on June 16, 1873. The governor of Oregon, Leonard P. Grover, protested
the action, and convinced the Commissioner of Indian Affairs to advise the return of the newly
created reservation to the public domain (McWhorter 1952, Josephy 1965). Under pressure from
Northwest politicians and citizens of the state, the President rescinded his order on June 10,
1875, and re-opened the valley to settlers.

The Nez Perce War followed the ordered removal of Nez Percesresiding in the Wallowasin
1877. After afour-month running battle with the United States Army and various citizen militia,
the Nez Perce made alast stand a short distance from the Canadian border in the Bear Paw
Mountains of Montana. Although many Nez Perce continued on to Canada (McWhorter 1952),
three hundred seventy-five tribal members surrendered and were sent to Indian Territory in
Oklahoma (Ruby and Brown, 1986). Nez Perce leaders, including Chief Joseph, were eventually
sent to the Colville Reservation in northeastern Washington but were never allowed to return to
the Wallowas.

2.1.3.2 Fish to Fulfill Treaty Rights

The Nez Perce have always fished. Salmon have served as a primary food source, trade item
and cultural resource for thousands of years. The economy of the Nez Perce people has evolved
around Northwest salmon runs. Hunting and fishing rights guaranteed in treaties recognize the
dependence on salmon. For example, the 1855 treaty with the Nez Perce in Article 3 states:

The exclusive right of taking fish in all the streams where running through
or bordering said reservation is further secured to said Indians; as also the
right of taking fish at all usual and accustomed places in common with
citizens of the Territory...

No subsequent treaty or agreement between the Nez Perce Tribe and the United States
altered or affected this treaty-reserved right. These treaty-reserved fishing rights are the legal
basis for the Tribe' sinvolvement, as co-managers, in salmon restoration effortsin northeast
Oregon and elsewhere.

In 1905, the United States vs. Winans case established what a“right” implied. The case
involved a non-tribal member who attempted to prevent tribal members from fishing at a
traditional site by buying and then claiming absolute title to the land (American Indian Resource
Institute 1988). The Supreme Court ruled against this claim and established two important
precedents. First, hunting and fishing rights are not rights granted by the government to tribal
signatories, but rather they are rights reserved by the tribes in exchange for lands (American
Indian Resource Institute 1988). Second, tribal members cannot be barred from accessing their
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Need for the Project

usual and accustomed fishing sites since their reserved right is essentially an easement over
private aswell as public lands (Cohen 1982).

Many Northwest tribes that historically relied on fishing also have language in their treaties
that secures the right of taking fish “in common with citizens of the territory.” Thisisan
important concept for the Indian fishery off-reservation and in the Columbia River.

In 1974, a case tried in Washington Federal District Court established what was meant by
the right of tribesto harvest fish “in common® with the citizens of the territory. Judge Boldt’'s
decision relied heavily on understanding the situation under which the treaties were written. The
court determined two distinct entities were involved during treaty making, Indian tribes and the
United States, not just individual tribal members and individual citizens of the state (American
Indian Resource Institute 1988). The separation of two political entities effectively denied the
states' assertion that all citizens have the same rights with respect to harvesting fish.

The understanding that there are only two entities involved was then applied to actual
allocation of harvestable fish. The court’ s interpretation was that harvest in common meant
equal distribution between the two entities, or that each is allowed a 50/50 share (American
Indian Resource Institute 1988). Judge Belloni applied the 50/50 principle to Columbia River
fisheriesin U.S v. Oregon in 1975 (Nez Perce Tribe, et al. 1995). In their treaties ceding land to
the United States, the Nez Perce Tribe had reserved the right to harvest fish in a manner that
allows them to maintain away of life. But although the rights to take fish and regul ate the
fishery resource have been clearly upheld in numerous courts, these rights are meaningless if
there are no fish to be taken or resources to be managed (Nez Perce Tribe, et al. 1995).

The legdl, historic, economic, social, cultural, and religious significance of the fish to the
Nez Perce Tribe continuestoday. The Nez Perce Tribe has a heed to restore and sustain salmon
runs in northeast Oregon. The Tribe has pursued avenues to increase salmon runs throughout the
years to maintain their cultural heritage, including planning and researching the Northeast
Oregon Hatchery program over the last 12 years.

2.1.4 Lower Snake River Compensation Program’s Need

In 1945, Congress authorized Public Law 74, which authorized the construction of four
dams on the lower Snake River to provide hydroelectric power generation and navigation
(Armacost 1979). These dams (Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, and Lower
Granite) were constructed from 1961-1975. It was estimated by federal and state fish and
wildlife agencies that the four dams would result in a 48 percent reduction in annual production
of chinook salmon in all populations above Lower Granite Dam (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1975). Asaresult, Congress authorized the Lower Snake River Compensation Plan (LSRCP) in
1976 (Public Law 94-587) to mitigate for losses of salmon, steelhead and other resources that
resulted from construction of the four lower Snake River dams. Mitigation goals for hatchery-
produced spring chinook salmon under the LSRCP were 3,210 adults for the Imnaha River and
5,820 adults for the Grande Ronde River.
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2.1.4.1 Residents of Oregon Harvest Needs

It has been almost 30 years since sport anglers have been able to fish for spring chinook
salmon in Northeast Oregon, however, it is assumed that Oregon fishermen would like to once
again harvest sdmon. ODFW began keeping track of salmon harvest through a punch card
system in the 1950s. Sport harvest in the Imnaha River averaged about 200 fish annually in the
early 1950s and 1960s, and between 1959 and 1970 sport harvest averaged 520 adults in the
Grande Ronde Subbasin annually. Dueto declinesin the return of salmon to both rivers, sport
fishing has been closed since the mid-1970s (see Chapter 5 for more information).

Harvest goals identified by co-managers in subbasin plans were to provide opportunity for
an annual non-selective sport harvest of 700 fish (350 tribal and 350 sport) in the Imnaha
Subbasin (NPT et a. 1990) and 4,000 fish (2,000 tribal and 2,000 sport) in the Grande Ronde
Subbasin (ODFW et al. 1990).

2.1.4.2 Lookingglass Hatchery

Lookingglass Hatchery was built as a part of the LSRCP program to produce spring chinook
salmon juveniles for release in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde rivers. The hatchery is located
16 miles north of Elgin, Oregon on Lookingglass Creek, 2.2 miles from its confluence with the
Grande Ronde River (see Map 3). Lookingglass Hatchery began operation in 1982.

As previously explained, with the initiation of the CPP, Lookingglass Hatchery was required
to function as the primary facility for essentially eight separate groups of fish with associated fish
health and monitoring and eval uation requirements (see Table 1-2). However, the physical
facilities were designed and constructed for only two groups of fish to be cultured under different
fish health and rearing requirements. As aresult, production of fish for these conservation
programsis being carried out at afacility that was not designed to meet the current program
requirements. Through this project, an independent review of Lookingglass Hatchery that
evaluated the ability of the facility to meet program requirements was recently completed. In
summary, the review documented that due to insufficient space and water at L ookingglass
Hatchery, it isimpossible to meet CPP needs (Montgomery Watson 1999a). The following isan
overview of the more critical findings documented in the report.

» Pathogen-free water for incubation and early rearing is a limiting factor at Lookingglass
Hatchery. Facility capacity for chilled pathogen-free water and space is not enough to
incubate half of the CPP. Currently, thereis no chilled pathogen-free water at
Lookingglass Hatchery because the entire system that providesit has experienced serious
mechanical problems. Co-managers have been attempting to repair the system for the
past two years.

» Theexisting well that provides pathogen-free water to the facility has been unreliable
and has failed the past two years. The existing wells are not recharging and potential for
development of supplemental groundwater and/or surface water sourcesis not
promising. An ozone treatment system would be necessary to provide another source of
pathogen-free water.
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» Thewater supply from Lookingglass Creek is also insufficient for program needs from
July through early November when the average stream flow typically falls below the
water right of the hatchery. Typically during this period, the entire creek flow is diverted
to the hatchery, which negatively impacts resident fish in Lookingglass Creek (including
ESA-listed bull trout). It may be necessary to pump water from the outfall back up to the
intake to operate the facility during thistime.

» Intakeicing continues to be a major constraint during winter months.

* To meet the recommended rearing densities (see Table 3-1), provide adequate separation
of stocks, and meet requirements for fish health and monitoring and evaluation studies, it
would be necessary to construct 21 to 49 additional raceways (there are currently 18
raceways) at Lookingglass Hatchery. There may be room for an additional six raceways,
however, this space would also be allocated to the ozone treatment system and thereis
insufficient single pass water for more raceways.

»  Other additional rearing units necessary to meet the CPP include 109 incubator stacks
and 63 troughs.

« Statistical analysis of fish health data presented by Groberg et al. (1999) strongly
supports the belief that the prevalence of Renibacterium salmoninarum (pathogen
causing bacterial kidney disease) infection has been increasing at the hatchery over the
past several years.

» The pathologists conducting the review concluded that: “Considering the anticipated
loading of the hatchery facility with the presently permitted components of the ESA-
listed chinook salmon stocks, it is likely that the prevalence and severity of infectious
diseases and resultant |osses among these stocks will increase markedly in the future if
the facility continues to operate under the present water supply and fish rearing capacity
scenario” (Montgomery Watson 1999a).

* Recommendations of ODFW pathol ogists included:

1. Develop apathogen-free water supply sufficient for rearing sensitive and listed
stocks (o0zone treatment),

2. Maximize low density rearing for juveniles (at a Density Index (DI) of 0.04 Ibs./ft.
X inch), and

3. Physically and functionally structure the hatchery to prevent contamination among
separate programs and stocks, which will require extensive engineering and
redesign of the facility (Groberg et al. 1999).

2.1.5 Federal Endangered Species Act

The NMFS has a need to restore spring chinook salmon in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde
rivers as required by the Endangered Species Act. Fish produced under the Currently Permitted
Program will be used towards recovery of these populations. NMFS has also come to the
conclusion that the Lookingglass Hatchery facility and water supply are inadequate for safe
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rearing and separation of the different stocks of listed chinook salmon. In aletter to the NPPC,
October 21, 1999, NMFS states,

NMFS has issued a Biological Opinion on this proposal [Grande Ronde River
spring chinook including captive brood stock and conventional supplementation
programs] and has a Section 10 permit pending as we believe that this project is
important to recovery of listed Snake River spring chinook. We have also
reviewed areport on the Lookingglass Hatchery, where these recovery programs
are currently centered, that clearly shows the facility and water supply are
inadequate for the safe rearing and separation of the different stocks of listed
chinook. The NEOH proposal is the vehicle through which appropriate facilities
can be designed and developed...(Stelle 1999).
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Chapter 3 Proposed Alternative and Other Alternatives
In this chapter:

* Goalsand Objectives

* Development of Alternatives

* Proposed Alternative

This chapter describes how alternatives were developed and evaluated to meet the needs of
the conservation program for Imnaha and Lostine spring chinook salmon. Though co-managers
have initiated the program, full implementation cannot be achieved because of the problems
described in Section 2.1.4.2. Alternatives to achieve implementation of the CPP were developed
and evaluated using the goals and objectives for the program, and technical criteria defined by
the co-managers. The results of the evaluation of aternatives and a description of the proposed
alternative are also described in this chapter.

3.1 Goals and Objectives for the Currently Permitted Program

3.1.1 Original Goals and Objectives of the LSRCP

Under the original LSRCP program, prior to the change in focus from mitigation to
conservation, ODFW had the following program goals and objectives for Imnaha and Grande
Ronde spring chinook salmon populations under the LSRCP (Carmichael et al. 1998a,b):

» Establish an annual supply of broodstock capable of meeting production goals.
* Restore and maintain natural spawning populations.
* Re-establish historic tribal and recreational fisheries.

» Establish atotal return number of spring chinook salmon that meets the LSRCP
compensation goal .

» Operate the hatchery program so that the genetic and life history characteristics of
hatchery fish mimic those of the wild fish, while achieving management objectives.

These goals have been incorporated into the goals and objectives that the NPT and ODFW
developed cooperatively for the refocused program. If smolt-to-adult return (SAR) ratios
improve and the numbers of naturally-produced spring chinook increase, these original goals and
objectives will bein effect to fulfill mitigation responsibilities under the LSRCP.
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3.1.2 Goals and Objectives of the Currently Permitted Program

The CPP reflects the redirection of the LSRCP program from mitigation to afocus on
conservation and restoration. To develop alternatives to implement full production of the CPP,
NPT and ODFW first devel oped management goals and objectives for the program. The co-
managers defined goal s as the endpoint toward which effort is directed. Objectives are smaller,
measurabl e steps taken to attain the goal.

Objectives are measurable but are not necessarily time-limited. The time necessary to
achieve objectives and transition from one goal to the next will depend on improvements made in
the major limiting factor for program success - smolt-to-adult survival rates. It isunknown at
thistime just how long these improvements will take. Current SAR’s for wild/natural Snake
River spring/summer chinook salmon generally average 0.36 percent, with hatchery-reared
chinook salmon from Lookingglass Hatchery averaging 0.13 percent (Carmichael et al. 1998a).

Terms used in the Artificial Production Review (NPPC 1999) (see box) were incorporated
into the goals of the Northeast Oregon Hatchery Program. Co-managers have the following goals
and objectives for the program:

In the short term: preservation/conservation of species. Accomplish thisgoal in one to two
salmon generations or 5 to 10 years. The short-term goal has two parts.

» Prevent extinction of Imnaha and Lostine spring chinook salmon; and
* Provide potential for recovery once out of basin (smolt-to-adult) survival improves.
The short-term goal has two objectives:

* Maintain an annual escapement of chinook salmon from natural and artificial production
of no less than 700 adults in the Imnaha River; and 250 adultsin the Lostine River. Time
necessary to reach objective — Imnaha River has met the objective in 3 of the last
5years. It isexpected that the Lostine will reach its objective 4-5 years after
implementation of full production. These escapement levels were developed by co-
managers as triggers for altering broodstock management under the CPP (see Chapter 4).

* Maintain genetic attributes and life history characteristics of the naturally spawning
chinook aggregate.

In the mid-term: restoration (recovery). Initiation of actionsto meet the mid-termgoal is
dependent on results of monitoring and evaluation. The mid-term goal has one part:

» Restore natural populations of Imnaha and Lostine spring chinook salmon above ESA
delisting levels and provide an annual sport and tribal harvest.

The mid-term goal has three objectives:

» Achieve an annual escapement of 2,000 adult chinook salmon in the Imnaha (ESA
delisting level) and 500 in the Lostine from natural production. The ESA delisting level
for the Grande Ronde is 2,500 naturally produced adults of which the Lostine River
spawning aggregate is a component. The Lostine River comprises approximately
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20 percent of adult spawner capacity in the Grande Ronde River (Carmichael and Boyce
1986), therefore 20 percent of the delisting level was used as the natural production goal.

Time necessary to reach objective — This objective cannot be met until smolt-to-adult
survival averages 4 percent (Nemeth and Kiefer 1999).

* Maintain genetic attributes and life history characteristics of the naturally-spawning
chinook aggregate.

* Providetriba and sport harvest opportunity consistent with recovery efforts.

In the long-term: mitigation (compensation), which would be permanent for the foreseeable
future. At this point the program would take on LSRCP program goals listed in Section 3.1.1.
Initiation of actions to meet the long-term goal is dependent on results of monitoring and
evaluation. Thelong-termgoal has one part:

* Restore Imnahaand Grande Ronde spring chinook salmon escapement and harvest to
historic levels.

The long-term goal has four objectives:

» Utilize natural and artificial production to provide benefits expected from the Lower
Snake River Compensation Plan — 3,210 adults for the Imnaha River and 1,625 adults for
the Lostine River returning annually. Time necessary to reach objective — This objective
cannot be met until hatchery produced smolt-to-adult survival averages 0.65 percent.

e Maintain natural self-sustaining population of 3,820 in the Imnahaand 1,716 in the
Lostine River. Time necessary to reach objective — until naturally produced smolt-to-
adult survival averages 6 percent (Nemeth and Kiefer 1999).

* Maintain genetic attributes and life history characteristics of the naturally-spawning
chinook aggregate.

* Provide harvest of naturally and artificially produced adults additional to natural
spawning, nutrient enhancement, and hatchery broodstock goals.

The conceptual monitoring and evaluation plan that will determine when short-term and
mid-term goals have been accomplished so that the next phase can begin is described in
Appendix D.
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Th