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PREFACE

This subbasin plan represents the hard work of numerous individuals and organizations to
produce a watershed-based approach for protection and restoration of the terrestrial and aquatic
habitats found in this subbasin. It complies with the requirements set out by the Northwest
Power and Conservation Council for this product and is the best product that could be produced
under the required conditions and timeline, and available resources. It is not “perfect,” but it
does represent a reasonable first-step. It is a snapshot in time. As a living document, it will be
improved and refined through implementation and review.

This plan contains considerable, significant areas where the participants in the process (subbasin
planners and public) find agreement. This will provide focus for implementation activities in the
near future. The plan also identifies areas where issues remain to be addressed. It is expected
that over time these issues will be resolved in a manner that is appropriate.

Additional information, and related time and budget for analysis, would have resulted in
increased technical support for findings, hypotheses, biological objectives and strategies (the
management plan elements) in this subbasin plan. Within the time and resource constraints
provided, the best available information and analysis approaches have been used to reach the
conclusions in the plan. As noted above, and as outlined in the Research, Monitoring and
Evaluation (RM&E) section of the plan, additional information and refined analysis techniques
are expected to become available during plan implementation that will add to the technical
foundation for this subbasin management plan.

It needs to be recognized that this plan is the product of a process that, with the exception of
developing Subbasin summaries, had lain dormant for over 10 years. Most of the participants in
the Council’s original subbasin planning process were not available for this process for various
reasons. In addition, this process was implemented with far more local involvement than earlier
subbasin planning efforts. For this reason, this process has required a significant learning curve
for all Columbia River subbasins; and this learning curve has occurred simultaneously in all the
subbasins with very little opportunity for cross-subbasin sharing of good ideas and approaches
during plan development. In addition, necessary work at the state and regional level that has
been occurring simultaneous to the subbasin level planning has not always been available for
inclusion in individual subbasin plans in a manner that could meet the Council’s May 28, 2004
deadline. Finally, it is important to note that the planners involved in this subbasin have not
regularly worked together on watershed-based planning. Relationships as well as planning
approaches had to be developed to produce a plan. These relationships and approaches will now
serve as a solid foundation for the subbasin in ensuring that the plan is effectively implemented,
reviewed and revised over time.

The following recommendations address what we learned in putting together this subbasin plan
in a coordinated approach with all the southeastern Washington (and part of northwestern
Oregon) subbasin plans (Asotin, Lower Snake, Tucannon, Walla Walla subbasin plans).
Addressing these recommendations should improve future efforts to update and implement the
plans:
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PREFACE (Continued)

e Plan updates should be staggered in time — Participation was limited by the need for
some planners to be involved in more than one subbasin planning effort simultaneously.
This especially affected fish and wildlife co-manager staff with state, federal and tribal
agencies.

e Expectations need to be consistent with schedules and funding — The current subbasin
planning effort was on a fast track. The product of this process was limited by the time
and funding available to complete the effort. This does not mean that the time and
funding were not appropriate for a subbasin planning effort, merely that the expectations
for the plans needed to be consistent with these factors. We believe the expectations for
the current subbasin plans were ambitious considering the schedule and funding
available.

e Deliberately coordinate implementation and revision of subbasin plans with other
planning efforts — Many planning efforts are occurring, and will occur, around the
region that are or should be directly coordinated with the subbasin plans. We have
coordinated with several of these efforts in producing the Asotin, Lower Snake,
Tucannon, and Walla Walla subbasin plans. These include the Snake River Salmon
Recovery Board, watershed resource inventory area, Walla Walla habitat conservation
plan for steelhead and bull trout, comprehensive irrigation district management, federal
bull trout and salmon recovery, Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi- Wa-Kish-Wit Tribal Recovery,
Hatchery Genetic Management and US vs. OR planning efforts. We believe that the
content and implementability of our plans have benefited and will continue to benefit
significantly from this coordination.

e Provide appropriate regional direction and assistance — We agree that the subbasin
plans must be locally generated and implemented, but this must occur in an appropriate
regional context. The current process could have used more direction in this regard.
Likewise, implementation and revision of the subbasin plans will benefit from
appropriate regional guidance on expectations that is provided in a timely manner. For
instance, we expect that regional guidance will assist us in refining our RM&E plan to be
as cost-effective and scientifically-based as possible while meeting the combined needs
of all subbasins and avoiding redundancy.

e Implementation and Revision of Subbasin Plans will require ongoing involvement
from subbasin interests — The subbasin planning effort resulted in more than just plans.
It resulted in relationships and processes that allow for technical, policy and public
participation in developing and implementing appropriate, agreed-to on-the-ground
efforts to restore and maintain fish and wildlife habitat. This will result in the good
investments of tribal, local, state, regional and federal funds in watersheds. If these
relationships and processes are not maintained, there is a distinct risk that the intent to
maintain living plans will be defeated. We highly recommend that the appropriate level
of resources (people and funding) continue to be provided to ensure that an adequate
subbasin planning and implementation process is maintained.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1980, Congress passed the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act
which authorized creation of the Northwest Power and Conservation Council by the states of
Washington, Oregon, ldaho, and Montana. The Act directed the Council to develop a program
“to protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife...in the Columbia River and its
tributaries...affected by the development, operation and management of (hydroelectric projects)
while assuring the Pacific Northwest an adequate, efficient, economical and reliable power
supply.” The Council has established four primary objectives for the Columbia River Fish and
Wildlife Program.

e A Columbia River ecosystem that sustains an abundant, productive, and diverse
community of fish and wildlife.

e Mitigation across the Columbia River Basin for the adverse effects to fish and wildlife
caused by the development and operation of the hydrosystem.

e Sufficient populations of fish and wildlife for abundant opportunities for tribal trust and
treaty rights harvest and for non-tribal harvest.

e Recovery of the fish and wildlife which are affected by the development and operation of
the hydrosystem and are listed under the Endangered Species Act.

The Columbia River Basin was divided into 62 subbasins based on Columbia River tributaries.
Each subbasin is developing its own plan which will establish locally defined biological
objectives to meet the four primary objectives defined by the Council. Plans developed at the
subbasin level will be combined into the fourteen province-level plans and will form the
framework within which the Bonneville Power Administration will fund proposed fish and
wildlife projects. The subbasin planning process is viewed as an on-going effort and is
anticipated to occur on a three year cycle. The plans are considered “living documents” which
will incorporate new information during their periodic updates.

The subbasin plans will also play a significant role in addressing the requirements of the
Endangered Species Act; NOAA-Fisheries and USFWS intend to use the plans to help in
recovery of ESA-listed species. In addition, the Council, Bonneville Power Administration,
NOAA-Fisheries, and USFWS will use the adopted subbasin plans to help meet subbasin and
province requirements under the 2000 Federal Columbia River System Biological Opinion.
Other regulatory standards and planning efforts, including the Clean Water Act and various state
requirements affect, and are affected by, the subbasin plans. In particular, an interactive
relationship is expected to be developed between subbasin planning, watershed plans, and State
of Washington salmon recovery plans.

Tucannon Subbasin Plan

This plan concerns the Tucannon Subbasin in southeastern Washington. The Tucannon
Subbasin encompasses 503 square miles in Garfield and Columbia counties drained by the
Tucannon River and its tributaries. Pataha Creek is the Tucannon’s major tributary. The
Tucannon arises in the Blue Mountains and enters the Snake River at River Mile 62.2 near the
mouth of the Palouse River. The area has an average annual rainfall of 23 inches which includes
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

winter snowfall. Melting snow from the Blue Mountains provides much of the annual runoff to
the streams and rivers in the subbasin; the water level in many streams diminishes greatly during
the summer months. Vegetation in the subbasin is characterized by grasslands and agricultural
lands at lower elevations and evergreen forests at higher elevations.

Major land uses in the subbasin are related to agriculture; cropland, forest, rangeland, pasture,
and hay production account for more than 90 percent of the land within the watershed.
Approximately 75 percent of the Tucannon subbasin is in private ownership; most of this land is
in the lower portion of the watershed.

The planning process in the Tucannon subbasin involved a number of organizations, agencies,
and interested parties including the Columbia Conservation District, Nez Perce Tribe,
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife, private landowners and others. The lead entity for the planning effort was the
Columbia Conservation District with the Nez Perce Tribe and Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation as the co-leads. The technical components of the assessment were
developed by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. The planning effort was guided
by the Asotin, Lower Snake, and Tucannon Subbasin Planning Team which included
representation from the lead entity, co-leads, local resource managers, conservation districts,
agencies, private landowners, and other interested parties. The vision statement and guiding
principles for the management plan were formulated by the Subbasin Planning Team through a
collaborative and public process. The vision statement is as follows.

The vision for the Tucannon Subbasin is a healthy ecosystem with abundant, productive, and
diverse populations of aquatic and terrestrial species that supports the social, cultural and
economic well-being of the communities within the Subbasin and the Pacific Northwest.

Together with the guiding principles, the vision statement provided guidance regarding the
assumptions and trade-offs inherent in natural resource planning.

Aquatic Focal Species and Species of Interest

To guide the assessment and management plan, focal species were selected for aquatic and
terrestrial habitats within the Tucannon Subbasin. Aquatic focal species are steelhead/rainbow
trout, spring Chinook and fall Chinook salmon, and bull trout. These species were chosen based
on the following considerations:

e Selection of species with life histories representative of the Tucannon Subbasin
e ESA status
e Cultural importance of the species

e Level of information available about species’ life histories allowing an effective
assessment
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

In addition, Pacific lamprey, coho salmon, freshwater mussels, and mountain whitefish were
designated as aquatic “species of interest” for this planning effort. These species are of cultural
and ecological significance to stakeholders, but not enough information was available to warrant
their selection as focal species.

Terrestrial Focal Species and Priority Habitats

Focal terrestrial species are white-headed woodpecker, flammulated owl, Rocky Mountain elk,
yellow warbler, American beaver, great blue heron, grasshopper sparrow, sharp-tailed grouse,
and mule deer. The criteria for selection of these species are:

e Primary association with focal habitats for breeding

e Specialist species that are obligate or highly associated with key habitat elements or
conditions important in functioning ecosystems

e Declining population trends or reduction in historic breeding range

e Special management concerns or conservation status (threatened, endangered, species of
concern, indicator species)

e Professional knowledge of species of local interest

Within the Tucannon Subbasin, four priority habitats were selected for detailed analyses:
ponderosa pine, eastside interior grasslands, interior riparian wetlands, and shrub-steppe. These
were selected based upon determination of key habitat needs by local resource managers, the
ability of these habitats to track ecosystem health, and cultural factors.

Within this subbasin plan, the role of aquatic focal species differed from the role of terrestrial
focal species. Aquatic focal species were used to inform decisions regarding the relative level of
enhancement effort required to achieve an ecological response. Due to data limitations,
terrestrial focal species did not inform the majority of the management plan, but instead will be
used to guide monitoring the functionality of priority habitats. Terrestrial priority habitats were
used to guide development of the management plan for terrestrial habitats and species.

Aquatic Habitat Assessment

Assessment of aquatic habitats for steelhead and salmon within the Tucannon subbasin was
accomplished with the Ecosystem Diagnostic and Treatment (EDT) model. Bull trout were not
assessed using EDT as its methodology does not yet include information pertinent to that
species.

EDT is a system for analyzing aquatic habitat quality, quantity, and diversity relative to the
needs of a focal species. The purpose of the analysis is to identify stream reaches that can
provide the greatest biological benefit based upon potential improvement in habitat conditions.
This is accomplished by comparing historic aquatic habitat conditions in the watershed to those
currently existing relative to life history needs of the focal species. The result of the analysis is
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

identification of stream reaches that have high potential restoration and protection values. These
values allow prioritization of corrective actions to gain the greatest benefit with the lowest risk
for the focal species.

For Tucannon River summer steelhead and spring/fall Chinook salmon, the EDT analysis
identified areas that currently have high production and should be protected (High Protection
Value) and areas with the greatest potential for restoring life stages critical to increasing
production (High Restoration Value). These initial EDT results were then reviewed in light of
the following four considerations: 1) results of related assessment and planning documents
(Limiting Factors Analysis, Tucannon Subbasin Summary, Tucannon Model Watershed Plan,
etc.); 2) the necessary trade-offs between the biological benefits provided by enhancement
potential of one geographic area versus another to achieve geographic prioritization; 3) balancing
the needs of all aquatic focal species; and 4) physical and socioeconomic limitations. This type
of review was necessary given the data gaps currently present in the EDT model and the fact that
EDT is an ecologically-based model that does not incorporate factors such as limited access to
wilderness areas. Through this review, the initial EDT results were modified in a limited number
of instances to develop a group of priority restoration geographic areas and a group of priority
protection geographic areas. These geographic areas include the stream reaches themselves and
the upland areas that drain to these reaches.

The areas with the highest restoration value in the Tucannon Subbasin are: Tucannon River
from Pataha-Marengo, Tucannon River from Marengo-Tumalum, Tucannon River from
Tumalum-Hatchery, Tucannon River from Hatchery-Little Tucannon, and Mountain Tucannon.
Within these priority areas, the most negatively impacted life stages were identified for steelhead
and spring Chinook. In each of these areas, the key environmental factors that contribute to
losses in focal species performance, i.e. limiting factors, were also identified. Key limiting
factors for steelhead and spring/fall Chinook included the following: sediment, large woody
debris, key habitat (pools), riparian function, stream confinement, summer water temperature,
and flow. Decreasing the effect of these limiting factors through habitat enhancement is expected
to benefit bull trout as well as steelhead, spring Chinook, and fall Chinook.

Priority protection geographic areas for aquatic focal species include the five areas identified for
restoration plus Panjab Creek, Cummings Creek, the lower Tucannon River, and the Tucannon
River headwaters. Protecting current habitat conditions in these geographic areas is expected to
achieve no loss of function, and to allow for natural attenuation of limiting factors over time to
benefit aquatic habitat.

Terrestrial Habitat Assessment

The terrestrial assessment occurred at two levels: Southeast Washington Ecoregion and
subbasin level. Several key databases, i.e. Ecosystem Conservation Assessment (ECA), the
Interactive Biodiversity Information System (IBIS), and the GAP analyses, containing
information on historic and current conditions were used in the assessment. The ECA data
identified areas that would provide ecological value if protected and are under various levels of
development pressure. The IBIS database provided habitat descriptions and historic and current
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

habitat maps. GAP data classifies terrestrial habitats by protection status based primarily on the
presence or absence of a wildlife habitat and species management program for specific land
parcels. The classification ranges from 1 (highest protection) to 4 (little or unknown amount of
protection).

The nature and extent of the focal habitats were described as well as their protection status and
threats to the habitat type. Shrub-steppe habitats, though common on the Columbia Plateau, do
not occur in the Tucannon Subbasin, nor is it considered to have occurred here historically.
From historic to current times, there has been an estimated 43 percent decrease in riparian
wetland habitat, 40 percent decrease in interior grassland habitat, and a 69 percent decrease in
ponderosa pine habitat within the subbasin. Little information was available regarding the
functionality of remaining habitats. Most ponderosa pine forest and eastside grassland habitats
in the subbasin are afforded “low” protection status, while most interior wetlands receive no
protection. In total, 4 percent of the subbasin is considered to be in high protection status
(primarily the Wenaha-Tucannon Wilderness Area), 3 percent is in medium protection status, 24
percent in low protection status, and 69 percent has no protection status or is area for which this
information was not available.

Inventory

Complementing the aquatic and terrestrial assessments, information on programmatic and
project-specific implementation activities within the subbasin is provided. A wide variety of
agencies and entities are involved in habitat protection and enhancement efforts within the
Tucannon Subbasin, including the Columbia Conservation District, Nez Perce Tribe,
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), NOAA-Fisheries, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW),
Washington Department of Ecology, cities, counties, and others. Key aquatic and terrestrial
programs include the following:

e USDA Programs (e.g. Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program, Conservation
Reserve Program)

e Total Maximum Daily Load water quality enhancement program
e Hatchery programs

e Harvest regulations (tribal and sport fishing)

e Blue Mountains EIk Management Plan (WDFW)

e Priority Habitats and Species Program (WDFW)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

Project-specific information was only available for aquatic habitats. Since 1996, projects
implemented within the subbasin focused on several key attributes:

e upland issues (10%)
e riparian restoration (36%)
e instream (42%)

e Conservation Reserve Program/Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (12%)
Management Plan

The management plan consists of three components: working hypotheses, biological objectives,
and strategies. Working hypotheses are statements about the identified limiting factors for
aquatic species and terrestrial habitats. The hypotheses are intended to be testable, allowing
future research to evaluate their accuracy. Biological objectives are measurable objectives for
selected habitat components based upon what could reasonably be achieved over the 10 to 15
year planning horizon. Quantitative biological objectives were identified where supporting data
was available. Where such data was not present, qualitative biological objectives based on
desired trends were proposed. Strategies identify the types of actions that can be implemented to
achieve the biological objectives.

For terrestrial species and habitats, the limited information available precluded development of
biological objectives and strategies for individual focal species. Instead, terrestrial strategies
focus on enhancement of priority habitat types, under the general assumption that improvements
to terrestrial habitats will benefit terrestrial species. Both protection and enhancement strategies
were developed.

Aguatic strategies focus on methods to achieve improvements in aquatic habitat. Both
restoration and protection strategies were developed. Restoration strategies focus on enhancing
the current habitat conditions while protection strategies focus on maintenance of current
conditions. Although local stakeholders desired to achieve the greatest coordination possible
among various planning efforts, the draft Bull Trout Recovery Plan being developed by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service was not directly incorporated because it is still in draft form.

However, the draft strategies it contains were considered and incorporated in general form during
development of aquatic management strategies in the subbasin plan. The subbasin intends to
consider incorporation of selected Bull Trout Recovery Plan strategies into the subbasin plan
once the recovery plan is finalized.

For each priority restoration geographic area within the subbasin, working hypotheses were
developed for each limiting factor, causes of negative impacts were listed, biological objectives
were delineated, and strategies were proposed. For example, in the Pataha-Marengo area,
Working Hypothesis 4 states that an increase in riparian function and a decrease in stream
confinement will increase the survival of steelhead, spring Chinook, and bull trout in various life
stages. Biological objectives in this geographic area are as follows:
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

e Sediment — achieve less than 20% mean embeddedness

e Large Woody Debris — at least 2 pieces per channel width should be present

e Pools — 15% or more of the stream surface area should be pools

¢ Riparian Function — the riparian function should be at least 75% of maximum

e Confinement — no more than 25% of the stream bank length should be confined

e Summer Maximum Water Temperature — the water temperature should exceed 75°F on
fewer than 4 days per year

e Instream Flow — flow should be increased where possible

Strategies were identified specific to each biological objective and include limiting firewood
cutting in riparian areas, upholding existing land use regulations, implementing conservation
easements, and decommissioning/paving roads near the river. These and similar strategies were
applicable across all priority restoration geographic areas. Achieving the biological objectives in
the priority restoration areas is considered a priority within the subbasin.

Aguatic strategies were also developed for two additional categories: 1) priority protection
areasand 2) imminent threats. Priority protection geographic areas are those areas that EDT
analysis or empirical data suggest would have the most negative impacts on the focal species if
they were allowed to degrade further. Because all priority restoration areas are also considered
priority protection areas, these strategies would apply to both types of geographic areas. Priority
protection area strategies include but are not limited to implementation of riparian buffers,
upland enhancement, alternative water development, conservation easements, expanding
participation in the Conservation Reserve Program and similar efforts, and water conservation.

Imminent threats are those factors likely to cause immediate mortality to the aquatic focal
species and include the following three categories: fish passage obstructions, inadequate fish
screens, and stream reaches that are dewatered due directly to man-caused activities.
Implementing the identified strategies in priority protection areas and addressing imminent
threats throughout the subbasin are also considered priorities within this subbasin plan.

Working hypotheses for terrestrial habitats are based on factors that affect (limit) focal habitats.
Hypotheses were defined for riparian/riverine wetlands, ponderosa pine habitats, and interior
grasslands. Factors affecting the habitats were identified and biological objectives reflecting
habitat protection as well as enhancement and maintenance of habitat function were formulated.
Terrestrial habitat biological objectives are focused on protecting and enhancing functionality in
areas that are have a high or medium protection status, and private lands that meet one or more
of the following conditions:

e directly contribute to the restoration of aquatic focal species
e have high ecological function

e are adjacent to public lands
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

e contain rare or unique plant communities

e support threatened or endangered species/habitats

e provide connectivity between high quality habitat areas

e have high potential for re-establishment of functional habitats

Terrestrial strategies are based on a flexible approach which takes into account a variety of
conservation “tools” such as leases and easements and cooperative projects/programs. The
efficacy of focusing future protection efforts on large blocks of public and adjacent lands is
recognized.

The specific strategies are focused entirely on improvements in functional habitat. Strategies for
achieving the biological objectives include upholding existing land use and environmental
regulations, , completing a more detailed assessment of the focal species, providing outreach
opportunities, and identifying functional habitat areas.

Agriculture is considered a “cover type of interest” due to its predominance in the subbasin and
its potential to both positively and negatively impact terrestrial wildlife. Proposed enhancement
efforts in this area focus on limiting elk and deer damage on private agricultural lands.

Additional components of the management plan include the following:

e Comparison of the relative ecological benefit of achieving the restoration biological
objectives only, protection biological objectives only, versus achieving all of the
proposed biological objectives.

e Preliminary numeric fish population goals from other planning efforts (Biological
objectives in this plan are habitat-based. Objectives with specific fish population
numbers were not established in this subbasin plan).

e Research, monitoring, and evaluation priorities for aquatic and terrestrial species and
habitats.

Integration of the aquatic and terrestrial strategies and integration of the subbasin strategies with
those of the Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act are addressed in the plan. These
aspects are expected to develop further as the plan is implemented and related efforts such as the
Snake River Salmon Recovery Plan are developed. This plan will evolve over time through use
of an adaptive management strategy that will allow funding to consistently be applied to those
projects that can achieve the greatest benefits.
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GLOSSARY

Active Restoration: Active restoration is the use of a structural improvement or direct instream
work for the benefit of instream habitat. Examples include installation of large woody debris,
rock weirs, and J-hook vanes. Activities such as riparian planting and upland infiltration
enhancement are not considered active restoration actions. Note that this is the definition of
active restoration for this subbasin plan, and may not be consistent with typical definitions of
active restoration.

Adult Abundance: Adult abundance is the number of adult fish that the EDT model predicts
would be present, given a set of habitat conditions and incorporating a factor for calculating out
of subbasin effects.

Capacity: Capacity is the number of juvenile and adult fish that could potentially be supported
by a stream under a defined set of habitat conditions (e.g. historic or current).

Concentrated Recreational Uses: Includes campgrounds, ORV trails, trailheads, day use areas,
parking lots and similar practices.

Hard Stabilization: Hard stabilization includes the use of rip rap, concrete, and similar
structures to stabilize streambanks. Use of such structures is discouraged throughout the
subbasin. Methods such as vegetation planting, fascines, instream structures (e.g. J-hook vanes,
vortex rock weirs), and similar bio-engineered structures, are the preferred methods of bank
stabilization.

Large Woody Debris (LWD): Woody debris of significant size, enough to generate pools,
provide rearing habitat, control sediment, and manage stream hydrology.

Life History Diversity: Life history diversity refers to the numerous potential paths a fish can
use to move through its life cycle, including geographic options for habitat to support egg
incubation, emergence, rearing, downstream migration, maturation, upstream migration, and
spawning. Habitat degradation can limit the number of potential paths available, and as such
leave population at-risk if a catastrophic event were to occur affecting the remaining life history
pathways.

Managed Grazing: A grazing regime that includes consideration of the appropriate number of
livestock for a particular area, alternative water sources and conveyance systems, timing,
intensity, limited stream access (water gaps) and other practices combined in a manner that helps
maintain the health and vigor of livestock, range and riparian vegetation, and water resources.

Overgrazing: Historic and/or current grazing by livestock and/or wild ungulates that is
inconsistent with desired ecological conditions through its timing, intensity, duration, and
utilization.

Passive Restoration: Passive restoration takes advantage of natural processes and out-of-stream
actions to achieve instream habitat enhancement. Examples includes planting riparian
vegetation, implementing conservation easements, increasing upland infiltration (e.g. direct
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GLOSSARY (Continued)

seed/no-till), use of sediment basins, developing alternative livestock watering facilities, and
water conservation. Note that this is the definition of passive restoration for this subbasin plan,
and may not be consistent with typical definitions of passive restoration.

Primary Pools: Large, stable pools that provide critical habitat for several salmonid life stages,
including adult pre-spawn holding. Primary pools include log or rock plunge pool or pools at
meander bends that are at least 50 percent the width of the stream.

Productivity: Productivity refers to the number of adults that return to a stream per spawning
fish.

Riparian Function: The riparian corridor provides a variety of ecological functions, which
generally can be grouped into energy, nutrients, and habitat as they affect salmonid performance.
Some aspects of these functions are expressed through specific environmental attributes within
EDT, such as wood debris, flow characteristics (several attributes), temperature characteristics
(several attributes), benthos, pollutant conditions, and habitat type characteristics (e.g., pool-
riffle units). Not all functions are identified and treated as separate environmental attributes.
Functions specifically not covered include the following:

e Terrestrial insect input (affects fish food abundance)
e Shade (provides a form of cover, temperature covered by specific attributes)

e Source of fine detritus (affects fish food abundance, large wood covered by specific
attribute)

e Bank and channel stability (affects suitability of fish habitat, as well as micro-habitat)
e Bank cover (affects suitability of fish habitat, as well as micro-habitat)

e Secondary channel development (affects channel stability, flow velocities, and habitat
suitability)

e Groundwater recharge and hyporheic flow characteristics (affects fish food abundance,
strength of upwelling, and micro temperature spatial variation)

e Flow velocity along stream margins (affects suitability of fish habitat)
e Connectivity to off-channel habitat (affects likelihood of finding off-channel sites)

Summer Flows: typically July-October
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1. Introduction

The Tucannon Subbasin Plan was developed through cooperation of a multitude of stakeholders
including the Columbia Conservation District, Nez Perce Tribe, Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation, local landowners, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife,
United State Forest Service, United State Fish and Wildlife Service, and others. The vision
guiding the development of this plan was defined as follows:

The vision for the Tucannon Subbasin is a healthy ecosystem with abundant,
productive, and diverse populations of aquatic and terrestrial species that
supports the social, cultural and economic well-being of the communities within
the Subbasin and the Pacific Northwest.

This plan was developed to meet requirements of the Norhtwest Power and Conservation
Council (formerly Northwest Power and Planning Council), created across the states of Idaho,
Montana, Oregon and Washington when Congress passed the 1980 Pacific Northwest Electric
Power Planning and Conservation Act. The Act directs the Council to develop a program to
“protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife, including related spawning grounds and habitat,
on the Columbia River and its tributaries affected by the development, operation and
management of [hydroelectric projects] while assuring the Pacific Northwest an adequate,
efficient, economical and reliable power supply” (NPPC 2000).

The Council has stated the following four overarching objectives for the Columbia River Fish
and Wildlife Program (Program):

e A Columbia River ecosystem that sustains an abundant, productive, and diverse
community of fish and wildlife.

e Mitigation across the basin for the adverse effects to fish and wildlife caused by the
development and operation of the hydrosystem.

e Sufficient populations of fish and wildlife for abundant opportunities for tribal trust and
treaty right harvest and for non-tribal harvest.

e Recovery of the fish and wildlife affected by the development and operation of the
hydrosystem that are listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

To achieve these program-level objectives, the Council intends to establish specific biological
objectives at the subbasin level that will then be combined into objectives at the province level.
The Council will integrate locally developed plans for the 62 tributary subbasins of the Columbia
River and a plan for the mainstem into the Program. Plans developed at the subbasin level will
provide a framework within which fish and wildlife projects are proposed for Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA) funding to implement the Program. Subbasin plans will be the context,
for review of proposals for BPA funding by the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes, the
Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP), and the Council. The projects funded by BPA will
be reviewed through the Council’s Rolling Provincial Review Process once every three years.

The following is taken from NWPCC, 2001, and describes the rolling review process:
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“An adopted subbasin plan is intended to be a living document that increases analytical,
predictive, and prescriptive ability to restore fish and wildlife. At each three-year cycle
of planning, the updated information will guide revision of the biological objectives,
strategies and implementation plan. The Council views the assessment development as
an ongoing process of evaluation and refinement of the region’s efforts through adaptive
management, research and evaluation. It will need maintenance over time that will need
to be coordinated with other agencies and stakeholders. In addition, as relationships are
made at a larger scale such as a province or ESU, adaptive management practices may be
warranted to reflect priorities at the larger scale.”

The Tucannon Subbasin Plan is a local response to this regional directive. Components of this
plan will be integrated with those of the Yakima, Crab, Palouse, Deschutes, John Day, Lower
Middle Columbia, Umatilla, Walla Walla and Lower Snake Mainstem subbasins in the Columbia
Plateau Province. The key components of this subbasin plan include the introduction, subbasin
overview, aquatic species and habitat assessment, terrestrial species and habitat assessment,
inventory of existing projects, integration of aquatic and terrestrial components, and the
management plan. This plan is based upon the best available science, and its various components
explicitly identify the data, hypotheses, and assumptions used during its development.

Following are the key components of the Tucannon Subbasin Plan by chapter:
e Chapter 1: Introduction, planning context, approach, and participants
e Chapter 2: Overview of current conditions in the subbasin.

e Chapter 3: Discussion of the Ecosystem Diagnosis and Treatment modeling method used
for the aquatic assessment, and results of this effort.

e Chapter 4: Discussion of the methods used for the terrestrial assessment, and results of
this effort.

e Chapter 5: Integration of aquatic and terrestrial components

e Chapter 6: Identification of programmatic activities and recent habitat enhancement
projects

e Chapter 7: Discussion of subbasin priorities in terms of the vision, working hypotheses,
biological objectives, and strategies. This includes identification of topics that required
special treatment outside of the standard assessment approach and an implementation
plan.

Through this planning process, the technical staff and the public worked together to identify
working hypotheses regarding limiting factors for fish, wildlife, and habitat, define objectives
that measure progress toward those goals, and develop strategies to meet those objectives. See
Section 1.2 for a list of planning participants.
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1.1 Planning Context
1.1.1 Relationship to Applicable Federal and State Regulations

The Tucannon Subbasin Plan is one piece of a larger effort to achieve de-listing and/or recovery
of species currently listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). ESA requirements for
aquatic species in the subbasin will be met primarily through development and implementation
of the Snake River Salmon Recovery Plan. As a mechanism to obtain funding for habitat
enhancement projects, the Tucannon Subbasin Plan will play a key role in this process. The
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration-Fisheries (NOAA-Fisheries) and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) intend to use adopted subbasin plans as one component
leading toward recovery of ESA-listed species. This includes integration with NOAA-Fisheries
Technical Recovery Team (TRT) goals. In addition, the Council, BPA, NOAA-Fisheries and
USFWS will use adopted subbasin plans to help meet requirements under the 2000 Federal
Columbia River System Biological Opinion (BiOp) at the subbasin and/or province level.

Within the Tucannon Subbasin four primary aquatic species are listed as threatened: Steelhead,
Bull Trout, Spring Chinook and Fall Chinook. Threatened status means that the listed group is

likely to become endangered (in danger of extinction) within the foreseeable future throughout

all or a significant portion of its range.

e The Snake River Basin steelhead ESU, which includes Tucannon River summer
steelhead, was listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) by
NOAA Fisheries in August, 1997 (62 FR 43937).

e The Snake River spring/summer Chinook evolutionarily significant unit (ESU), which
includes Tucannon River spring Chinook, was listed as threatened under the ESA in 1992
(57 FR 14653).

e The Snake River fall Chinook evolutionarily significant unit (ESU), which includes fall
chinook in the Tucannon River, was listed as threatened under the federal Endangered
Species Act (ESA) in 1992 (NMFS 1992).

e Bull Trout in the Columbia Basin (including the Tucannon River) were listed as
threatened under the ESA in 1998.

The 1972 Clean Water Act (CWA\) requires states to establish and administer standards for
specific pollutants in water bodies. The CWA requires states to identify those water bodies that
do not meet state standards, i.e. the 303(d) list. Although the State of Washington is currently
revising their water quality regulatory system, Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) will still
be required for each water body and water quality parameter that caused it to be placed on the
303(d) list. In Washington, TMDLs are developed on a five-year rotating watershed schedule,
where in which watersheds are divided into Water Quality Management Areas (WQMAS).
Specific strategies outlined in the management plan (Chapter 7) will provide direction for water
quality enhancement (addressing primarily turbidity and temperature).
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1.1.2 Integration with Related Planning Efforts

The Tucannon Subbasin Summary was completed in 2001 (Gephart & Nordheim 2001). This
summary was comprehensive with regard to the existing conditions, programs, projects, and
management activities. Information contained in the subbasin summary was used in
development of this plan to the greatest extent possible. During plan development, three key
departures from the subbasin summary occurred: 1) development of a more solid scientific basis
within the assessment; 2) development of the management plan section where hypotheses,
objectives and strategies are developed and identified for a 10 to 15 year planning horizon
(Chapter 7 of this subbasin plan); and 3) attempted integration and agreement by diverse
stakeholders on the management plan.

Table 1-1 identifies other assessments and plans that subbasin technical staff and planners used
to develop the current plan. Empirical data and local knowledge of the subbasin also played a
key role in development of this plan. These assessments and plans are referenced in this
subbasin plan, as appropriate.

Table 1-1 Primary Pre-Existing Assessments and Plans used for Subbasin Plan Development

Assessment/Plan Sponsor
Limiting Factors Analysis Washington Conservation Commission
Tucannon Subbasin Summary Northwest Power and Conservation Council
Tucannon River Model Watershed Plan Northwest Power and Conservation Council
Bull Trout Recovery Plan (draft) U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Spirit of Salmon; Wy-Dan-Ush-Mi-Wa_Kish-Wit Columbia River Inter-tribal Fish Commission

1.1.3 Integration with Future Planning Efforts

In addition to integration with federal obligations under the Northwest Power Act, ESA, CWA,
and tribal trust and treaty-based responsibilities, subbasin plans need to look more broadly
toward other federal, state, and local activities. Inclusion of such elements will enable
coordination of activities to eliminate duplication, enhance cost-effectiveness, and allow pursuit
of funding in addition to that provided by the BPA.

One such planning activity is the Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 35 watershed
planning process. In 1998, the Washington legislature passed HB 2514, codified into RCW
90.82, to set a framework for addressing water quantity and quality issues including establishing
instream flows and addressing salmon habitat needs. This process in WRIA 35, which includes
the Tucannon Subbasin is currently in the assessment phase. It is expected to incorporate the
management plans of the Asotin, Lower Snake, and Tucannon subbasins as its approach for
assessing and managing fish habitat.

The Snake River Salmon Recovery Plan is another local planning effort that will incorporate the
information provided by several subbasin plans, including the Tucannon. The Snake River
Salmon Recovery Board will play an integral role in implementation and progress evaluation of
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habitat improvement projects for the Tucannon Subbasin Plan. Snake River Salmon Recovery is
a regional effort to identify a strategy for salmon recovery that is science-based and supported by
the community and Tribes. Representatives from Asotin, Columbia, Garfield, Walla Walla, and
Whitman counties, and the Nez Perce Tribe and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
Reservation (CTUIR), are guiding the recovery planning process by serving as representatives of
the region’s stakeholders in building a plan that puts effective and endorsed salmon recovery
actions “on the ground.” The Snake River Salmon Recovery Board will play an integral role in
implementation and progress evaluation for the Tucannon Subbasin Plan.

1.2 Planning Process and Participants

The planning process in the Tucannon Subbasin involved numerous entities, including the
Columbia Conservation District, Nez Perce Tribe, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
Reservation, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), WRIA 35 Planning Unit,
Snake River Salmon Recovery Board, and others. Figure 1-1 shows the general relationship
between the various groups.

The lead entity for development of the Tucannon Subbasin Plan was the Columbia Conservation
District. The Nez Perce Tribe and Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
served as co-leads.

The WDFW developed all technical assessment components, both aquatic and terrestrial. Their
work was accomplished with the assistance of Mobrand Biometrics, Inc., who provided
assessment data using the Ecosystem Diagnosis and Treatment model (see Chapter 3), compiled
the inventory information (see Chapter 6), and completed the objectives analysis (see Chapter 7).
Organizational support, policy development, facilitation, writing and document editing services
were provided by the consultant team of Parametrix and Economic and Engineering Services,
Inc.

The key group involved in guiding the Tucannon Subbasin Plan was the Asotin, Lower Snake,
and Tucannon Subbasin Planning Team (SPT). The SPT was established in fall 2003, and has
representation from the lead entity, co-lead, local resource managers, and others (see Table 1-2
for membership list). Meetings of the SPT were held on November 20, 2003, January 27, 2004,
March 23, 2004, and April 28, 2004. Significant communication via teleconference and email
occurred among SPT members between these meeting dates. The SPT served multiple roles,
including information clearinghouse, approving documents prior to public review. Most
important, the SPT served as the forum in which significant policy-level issues were discussed
and addressed. Given that all major groups involved in Subbasin planning in the Tucannon were
involved on the SPT, it also served a key function coordinating the efforts of its members. The
SPT operated by consensus. Decision memos were used to track approval of plan components
and key decisions throughout plan development.
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Table 1-2

Asotin, Lower Snake, and Tucannon Subbasin Planning Team Membership

Member

Affiliation

Bradley Johnson

Asotin County Conservation District

Terry Bruegman

Columbia Conservation District

Duane Bartels

Pomeroy Conservation District

Emmit Taylor

Nez Perce Tri