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MEMORANDUM
TO: Fish and Wildlife Committee
FROM: Karl Weist, Oregon Fish and Wildlife Policy Analyst

SUBJECT: Willamette Biological Opinion Discussion

Mindy Simmons, Willamette Program Manager for the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Portland
Division, will brief the Committee on recent developments on the Willamette Biological
Opinion. The presentation will focus on implementation of Reasonable and Prudent Actions
regarding fish passage, habitat improvements, research, monitoring and evaluation, and
temperature control. Planned activities for FY2011 and 12 will also be addressed.

Enclosed please find a summary of the Willamette Biological Opinion.
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The purpose of this Executive Summary is to provide a general overview of the 2008 Willamette
Project Biological Opinion. This Executive Summary is not intended to interpret or change the
Willamette Project Biological Opinion in any way and if there are any inconsistencies between
this summary and the biological opinion, the latter controls. Only the Willamette Project
Biological Opinion is the legal document called for by the Endangered Species Act, Section 7(b).
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The National Marine Fisheries Services (NMFS) completed a consultation with
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Bonneville Power Administration, and the
Bureau of Reclamation (Action Agencies) on July 11, 2008, on the impact of the
Willamette River Basin Project on species listed for protection under the
Endangered Species Act. NMFS found that the Action Agencies’ Proposed Action
alone was not sufficient to avoid jeopardy or adverse modification of critical
habitat for two species: Upper Willamette River Chinook salmon and the Upper
Willamette River steelhead, and would destroy or adversely modify their critical
habitat.

As a result, NMFS provided additional measures to mitigate for the projects’
effects. These measures include fish passage at three dams, temperature control
downstream of another dam, changes in downstream flows, screening of irrigation
diversions, improved hatchery practices and facilities and habitat improvement
projects. NMFS concluded that with the additional measures and timelines,
combined with the Proposed Action, the Willamette Project could be operated and
maintained without threatening the continued existence of the two Upper
Willamette River salmonid species or destroying their critical habitat. NMFS’
decision means that the species should survive, with an adequate potential for the
species’ recovery.

This summary of NMFS” Willamette River Project Biological Opinion captures
major elements of the Action Agencies’ Proposed Action, NMFS analysis, and the
resulting ““reasonable and prudent alternative™ actions. The Biological Opinion,
issued by NMFS on July 11, 2008, contains detailed analyses undertaken in
making its determination.
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Introduction

The Willamette Project consists of 13 multipurpose dams, five fish hatcheries, and
approximately 42 miles of revetments'in western Oregon’s Willamette River basin. The U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) operates and maintains the dams and revetments, the
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) markets the hydropower generated at the dams, and the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) sells a portion of the water stored in Project
reservoirs for irrigation. These three Federal agencies are referred to here as the “Action
Agencies.”

NMFS’ Biological Opinion is the product of an interagency consultation on effects of the
Willamette Project on aquatic species listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The
consultation encompassed the configuration, operation, and maintenance of the Project and its
effect on 13 species of Pacific salmon and steelhead (salmonids) as well as green sturgeon and
Southern Resident killer whales.

The Action Agencies also consulted on proposed action effects on essential fish habitat (EFH),
as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA).

NMFS is responsible for administering the ESA with respect to these species and is responsible
for EFH consultations under the Magnuson-Stevens Act. The ESA requires Federal agencies to
ensure their actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or destroy or
adversely modify designated critical habitat. To “jeopardize the continued existence” means to
engage in an action that is expected to reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of a
listed species. The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires the agencies to consult with NMFS if their
actions may adversely affect essential fish habitat.

The Willamette Project consultation began in 1999. In 2006, the Action Agencies and NMFS
merged the consultation with another to include the impacts of the Action Agencies’ artificial
production programs (hatcheries) in the Willamette River basin with the analysis of other issues
in this Biological Opinion. The Actions Agencies also consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service on ESA-listed species within their jurisdiction.

The Willamette Project adversely affects Upper Willamette River Chinook and Upper
Willamette River steelhead by blocking access to a large amount of their historical habitat
upstream of the dams and by contributing to degradation of their remaining downstream habitat.
The Action Agencies proposed several measures to address these effects in their Proposed
Action, but many of their proposals were in the form of studies that would determine the most
effective action to take. Overall, these actions were not sufficient to ensure the species’ survival
with an adequate potential for recovery, or to prevent destruction or adverse modification to their
critical habitat. Therefore, NMFS concludes that the Proposed Action would jeopardize these
two species and provides a Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) with additional measures
that, combined with the Proposed Action, will allow for survival of the species with an adequate
potential for recovery, and avoid destruction or modification of critical habitat. These RPA
measures include providing passage at three dams and temperature control at another,

! Fortified riverbanks intended to keep the river from meandering.
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adjustments to downstream flows, improving water quality, improving hatchery practices,
screening irrigation diversions and conducting habitat mitigation. Some of the flow
modifications have already begun. Other measures will be implemented in the short-term to
decrease the species’ risk of extinction until the longer-term passage and temperature control
measures are completed.
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Figure 1. Principal Project facilities in the Willamette Basin
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The Willamette River Basin Project

Fern Ridge Dam, constructed on the Long Tom River near Eugene, Oregon in 1941, was the first
element of the USACE’s Willamette River Basin plan. Over the next 27 years, the USACE
constructed twelve more dams in the basin on the Santiam, McKenzie, Middle Fork Willamette
and Coast Fork Willamette subbasins.

In addition to their use in flood damage reduction, which is the principal purpose of the
Willamette Project, the reservoirs in the Willamette basin contain over 1.5 million acre-feet of
multi-purpose water storage. The Project also provides stored water to support irrigation,
navigation, power generation, instream flows for aquatic life, wildlife habitats, recreation, and
municipal and industrial waters supply. Eight of the dams have power generating capability
totaling about 180 aMW.

When the dams in the Willamette basin were built, they blocked significant salmon spawning
and rearing habitat. Project operations degraded the remaining downstream habitat by altering
downstream flows and water temperature patterns, blocking sediment and large wood transport,
and reducing peak flows. As partial mitigation for the dams, the USACE built five hatcheries and
associated facilities, which have supported key fisheries but also reduced the genetic diversity of
fish stocks in the Willamette basin and presented competition for the natural-origin fish.

Action Agencies’ Proposed Action

The Action Agencies’ Proposed Action, in this consultation with NMFS, is the continued
operation and maintenance of the Willamette Project to meet all authorized project purposes.
The Action Agencies propose to continue maintaining about 42 miles of revetments, or
reinforced riverbanks designed to keep the river from meandering, and operation of five fish
hatcheries in the Willamette basin that were constructed and are at least partially funded by the
Action Agencies as mitigation for impacts of the construction of the Willamette Project. In
addition, the USACE and Reclamation propose to continue marketing stored water from
Willamette Project reservoirs to serve irrigation uses. Since this consultation has been ongoing
for a number of years, the Proposed Action has evolved over time. A USACE Biological
Assessment in 2000 represented the Willamette Project as it was operated at the time of the 1999
ESA listing of Upper Willamette River steelhead and Upper Willamette River Chinook salmon.
The Supplemental Biological Assessment, issued in May 2007, incorporates and modifies
measures meant to address project effects on listed species in the 2000 Biological Assessment.

The Action Agencies’ Proposed Action includes measures to study project effects; modify
hatcheries, flows, and water quality; conduct research, monitoring, and evaluation; and
coordinate among agencies. The Action Agencies requested that NMFS issue its Biological
Opinion for a term of 15 years.

However, as described in further detail below, the Proposed Action would continue to have

significant adverse impacts on Upper Willamette River Chinook salmon and steelhead and their
critical habitat which are being addressed through the additional action in the RPA.
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Species Affected by the Willamette Project

Thirteen ESA-listed salmon and steelhead species are likely to be affected by the Proposed
Action. These species are: Upper Willamette River Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha), Lower Columbia River Chinook, Upper Columbia River spring-run Chinook,
Snake River spring/summer run Chinook, Snake River fall-run Chinook, Columbia River chum
salmon (O. keta), Lower Columbia river coho salmon (O. kisutch), Snake River Sockeye salmon
(O. nerka), Upper Willamette River steelhead (O. mykiss), Lower Columbia River steelhead,
Middle Columbia River steelhead, Upper Columbia River steelhead, and Snake River basin
steelhead. Green sturgeon and killer whales are also considered in NMFS’ analysis. Each of
these species is considered in NMFS’ analysis. NMFS has determined that of these species,
Upper Willamette River Chinook salmon and Upper Willamette River steelhead are most
affected because their spawning and rearing habitat and portions of their migratory habitat are in
close proximity to the Willamette Project dams.

The Upper Willamette River Chinook is currently at a high risk of extinction. The Willamette
project contributes to this risk by blocking access to major spawning and rearing habitat for four
of seven Chinook populations, and by degrading their remaining downstream habitat. The Upper
Willamette winter steelhead is at a moderate risk of extinction. Willamette steelhead have more
widespread spawning habitat in the tributaries unaffected by Project dams, which is why their
risk of extinction is not as high as Chinook salmon.

The range of Lower Columbia River Chinook, coho, and chum salmon and Lower Columbia
River steelhead has historically included the Clackamas River, which is a tributary to the
Willamette. These fish also use the mainstem of the Lower Willamette as rearing and/or
migratory habitat. They are likely to be affected by the Proposed Action, but to a lesser extent
than the Upper Willamette species.

Middle Columbia River steelhead, Snake River Chinook, steelhead, and sockeye salmon, and
Upper Columbia River Chinook and steelhead all spawn outside the Willamette River basin. But
these species use the Lower Columbia River, from the confluence of the Willamette to the
coastal estuary and plume, for migration. Willamette Project flow operations are likely to have a
minor affect on the quantity and quality of their rearing habitat in the lower Columbia River and
estuary, including designated critical habitat, but are not expected to harm these species at the
population level.

Green sturgeon only encounter the effects of the Willamette Project in the Columbia River below the
confluence with the Willamette, including the lower Columbia River, plume, and estuary. Adults are
known to be found in this area only during late summer and fall. However, they prefer deep water
habitats that are generally unaffected by flow changes of the small magnitude expected from the
Willamette Project. Based on the best available information, the principal factor in the decline of the
Southern DPS is the reduction of the spawning habitat in the Sacramento River, which is unaffected
by the Willamette Project. Therefore, the Willamette Project is not likely to adversely affect green
sturgeon.

The Southern Resident killer whale Distinct Population Segment (DPS) consists of three pods,
identified as J, K, and L pods. Several potential factors that may have caused their decline or may be
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limiting recovery, include prey availability and quality within their coastal range. Although there is
limited information, changes in prey abundance would affect the entire population of Southern
Resident killer whales. The best available information indicates that salmon are the preferred prey of
killer whales year round, including in coastal waters, and that killer whales prefer Chinook salmon.
Although Willamette Project operations cause losses of natural-origin Upper Willamette Chinook
salmon, Project-related hatchery production increases the number of Chinook salmon that reach the
ocean. Therefore, the Willamette Project is not likely to adversely affect Southern Resident killer
whales.

NMFS’ Environmental Baseline

In analyzing the extent to which the Proposed Action affects these species, NMFS described the
environmental baseline for the Willamette River basin, which can be summarized as follows.

= Qver the last century and a half, habitat degradation, hatchery influences, harvest rates, and
dams have adversely affected Chinook salmon and winter steelhead populations and their
designated critical habitat.

= Construction of the Willamette Project dams blocked access to a substantial portion of the
historical habitat and adversely affected habitat downstream of the dams. The dams still have
major impacts in terms of habitat loss, altered water temperatures, and altered flows that
affect channel structure and floodplain connectivity.

= The quantity and quality of remaining spawning and rearing habitat has been significantly
degraded by multiple factors. The best quality habitat is located in the headwater areas, with
many of these areas inaccessible to fish due to the impassable dams.

= Hatchery Chinook have significantly affected the genetic integrity of all Chinook
populations. Hatchery fish spawning in the wild has been extensive. Hatchery runs make up a
greater and greater proportion of the returns over the decades.

= Fishery harvest levels were high in the past, but have now been reduced significantly. It is
likely that harvest is no longer a principal limiting factor for Willamette Chinook and
steelhead.

= Human population and development in the Willamette basin continues to grow. Today the
basin supports about 75 percent of the population in the state of Oregon, and habitat quantity
and quality has declined in response.

= Variations in climate (e.g. EI Nifio and La Nifia), longer term cycles in ocean conditions
pertinent to salmon survival (e.g., Pacific Decadal Oscillation), and ongoing global climate
change and its implications for both oceanic and inland habitats all affect freshwater and
marine environments of critical importance to salmon and steelhead Potential effects of
climate change include altered precipitation and temperature levels in the basin that may
affect the operation of the Willamette Project and streamflow and water temperature regimes
in currently accessible habitat used by rearing and migrating salmon and steelhead.
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It is against this backdrop that NMFS conducted its analysis of the effects of the Willamette
Project and determined whether the Proposed Action poses jeopardy or adverse modification to
critical habitat.

Effects of the Proposed Action

Effects of the Proposed Action include both direct and indirect effects on species and their
critical habitat. NMFS conducted two related analyses, one for jeopardy and one for critical
habitat. For the jeopardy analysis, NMFS considered whether the Proposed Action is likely to
reduce the abundance, productivity, diversity, and/or distribution of a listed species. For the
critical habitat analysis, NMFS evaluated the effect of the Proposed Action on essential features
of the habitat by comparing them with and without the action.

There are parts of the Proposed Action that will provide important coordination and data
collection but have few, if any, direct effects on ESA-listed salmon and steelhead. These include
the WATER committee process and Willamette System Review Study. The WATER committee
process includes federal and state agencies, Tribes, and local interests in collaborative review
and recommendations to USACE. The Willamette review study would help provide information
regarding the feasibility and relative benefits of various mitigation measures.

The effects of activities such as RM&E studies, water contracts, revetments, and hatchery
programs are similar throughout the basin, as summarized below:

e RM&E studies would provide the basis for improving conditions for Upper Willamette
Chinook and steelhead that are trapped, examined, released, confined, relocated, marked
or tagged, and otherwise subjected to handling operations in field studies.

e Water contracts would make up a small percentage of available storage, but would further
reduce streamflow in limited habitat downstream from Project dams. In some tributaries,
water diversion by contractors would reduce the frequency with which minimum
streamflows are met, adversely affecting adult holding and passage and reducing
available rearing habitat.

¢ Revetments simplify habitat and diminish its suitability and capacity to support larger and
more productive populations.

e Hatcheries in the Willamette basin that produce spring Chinook salmon, summer
steelhead, and resident rainbow trout affect listed salmon and steelhead in a number of
ways. The effects range from water quality risks posed by hatchery effluent to loss of
genetic variability and to harvest regimes directed at catching hatchery fish that may
incidentally take natural-origin fish.

NMFS analyzed the effects of the Proposed Action in each subbasin in the Willamette basin for

specific salmon and steelhead populations that could be affected by the Proposed Action. These
effects are summarized below:
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= Middle Fork Willamette: The Proposed Action would allow adverse conditions to persist for
this population of Upper Willamette Chinook salmon. The Middle Fork population would
continue to have limited upstream and downstream passage, preventing safe access to
historical spawning and rearing habitat. Habitat downstream of the projects would continue to
be degraded by lack of sediment and large wood transport, altered flow regimes, and altered
water quality.

= McKenzie: The Proposed Action would continue to degrade habitat and restrict access to
historical spawning and rearing habitat for the McKenzie population of Upper Willamette
Chinook salmon. The McKenzie population is a stronghold population and remains the most
productive run of natural-origin spring Chinook in the basin. Strays from Willamette basin
hatcheries would continue to decrease fitness and productivity of the natural population.
Operations would continue to degrade downstream habitats by altering the natural flow
regime and interrupting the transport of large wood and sediments. Preliminary monitoring of
the recently installed temperature control tower at Cougar Dam has, however, shown that it
has restored normative water temperatures to fish habitat in the McKenzie and increased
productivity of salmon spawning below the dam.

= Calapooia and Molalla: The Proposed Action would have a relatively small effect on the
Calapooia and Molalla populations of Upper Willamette Chinook salmon and steelhead, but
would contribute to continued degradation of habitat. In addition, continued release of an out-
of-basin hatchery stock poses genetic risks to the Molalla Chinook populations.

= South Santiam and North Santiam: The Proposed Action would continue to prevent the North
and South Santiam populations of Upper Willamette Chinook salmon and steelhead from
accessing historical habitat and continue to degrade water quality and physical habitat.
Hatchery Chinook pose risks and potential benefits to the populations. The irrigation water
contract program would continue to reduce streamflow. Revetments would contribute to the
continued loss of floodplain connectivity and off-channel habitat in the South Santiam.

= Clackamas: The Proposed Action would have a relatively minor effect in the lower
Clackamas River, where Upper Willamette Chinook and Lower Columbia River Chinook,
coho, and steelhead populations exist. The continued existence and maintenance of
revetments would contribute to reduced habitat function along the mainstem Clackamas
River, which could lead to diminished abundance and productivity.

= Coast Fork Willamette and Long Tom: The Proposed Action would have a relatively minor
effect on Upper Willamette Chinook and steelhead in these Westside tributaries.

= Mainstem Willamette: The Proposed Action would cause continued decline in Upper
Willamette Chinook salmon and steelhead populations, as a result of reduced peak flows and
floodplain connectivity, as well as diminished habitat complexity, particularly above
Willamette Falls. The Proposed Action would eliminate sediment and large wood transport
from over one-quarter of the watershed, and revetments would restrict channel movement.
The Action Agencies’ proposal would protect water quality from further degradation by
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maintaining flows at prescribed levels and providing spring flows at Willamette Falls for
steelhead passage.

Summary of Effects of the Proposed Action on UWR Chinook Salmon & Steelhead

The Proposed Action does not adequately address the effects of the Willamette Project on UWR
Chinook or steelhead. Principal deficiencies are:

Chinook and steelhead populations important to the viability of their respective ESU/DPSs
will be limited to use degraded spawning and rearing habitat below Project dams where space,
water temperatures, and physical habitat conditions do not meet the species biological
requirements.

Inadequate plan for upgrading adult collection facilities.

No plan for developing adequate downstream passage facilities for juveniles of either species
and for steelhead kelts.

Lack of measures to improve rearing habitat affected by Project revetments.

Inadequate plan for reducing straying of hatchery-origin UWR Chinook into the area reserved
for natural production above Leaburg Dam in the McKenzie subbasin.

Lack of specific measures to address the adverse effects of the summer steelhead hatchery
program on listed fish.

NMFS considered these deficiencies in its jeopardy analyses for UWR Chinook and steelhead in
Sections 8.1 and 8.2.

Summary of Effects of the Proposed Action on Critical Habitat for UWR Chinook
Salmon & Steelhead

The Proposed Action does not adequately address the effects of the Willamette Project on critical
habitat for UWR Chinook or steelhead. Principal deficiencies are:

Spawning and rearing habitat will not have adequate water quality, floodplain connectivity,
forage, and natural cover for the conservation of the species.

Inadequate plan for providing safe passage at adult collection facilities.
No plan for developing safe downstream passage facilities for juveniles of either species.

Lack of measures to improve floodplain connectivity and natural cover in rearing habitat
affected by Project revetments.

Executive Summary 11 July 11, 2008



NMFS
Willamette Project Biological Opinion

NMFS considers these deficiencies in its adverse modification (of critical habitat) analyses for
UWR Chinook and steelhead in Sections 8.1 and 8.2.

Jeopardy and Critical Habitat Decision

NMFS’ jeopardy standard for the Willamette Project is survival with an adequate potential for
recovery. The agency applied this standard to its determination of the effects of the Willamette
Project.

NMFS concluded that the effects of the Proposed Action are likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of Upper Willamette River Chinook salmon and Upper Willamette River steelhead.
Moreover, the Proposed Action would continue the significant adverse effects of the Willamette
Project, preventing survival and recovery of these two species. The Proposed Action also is
likely to destroy or adversely modify the critical habitat needed by these fish. While the
Proposed Action includes measures to reduce effects of the project, the measures do not
sufficiently reduce the risks of jeopardy for the Chinook salmon and steelhead.

With regard to the other salmonid species considered in the consultation, NMFS concluded that
the effects of the Willamette Project are likely to be minor and unlikely to jeopardize their
continued existence or destroy or adversely modify their critical habitat. NMFS concluded the
Proposed Action was not likely to adversely affect green sturgeon and Southern Resident killer
whales.

In light of its jeopardy and critical habitat decision, NMFS provided the Action Agencies with an
RPA to avoid jeopardy and the destruction or adverse modification of habitat for Upper
Willamette Chinook and steelhead.

Measures in the RPA

NMFS provides the Action Agencies with a reasonable and prudent alternative (RPA) to avoid
jeopardizing the continued existence of UWR Chinook salmon and UWR steelhead, and avoid
destroying or adversely modifying their critical habitat. NMFS” RPA includes the measures in
the Proposed Action, adds new measures, and modifies others in the PA. The RPA measures fall
into several general categories: fish passage, water quality, flows, water contracts, hatcheries,
and habitat.

NMFS’ RPA builds on the studies in the Proposed Action by adding on-the-ground measures
that the Action Agencies will complete to address Project effects on listed anadromous fish.
Therefore, NMFS’ RPA specifically lists measures that the Action Agencies will carry out after
the necessary studies and designs are completed to verify feasibility.

The significant long-term new measures include the construction and operation by the Action
Agencies of three new downstream fish passage facilities and one temperature control structure.
These measures necessarily will take a number of years to plan, design, and complete before
operation. UWR Chinook salmon are at high risk of extinction, and there are many measures in

Executive Summary 12 July 11, 2008



NMFS
Willamette Project Biological Opinion

the RPA that the Action Agencies will carry out in the shorter term that will ensure that the
UWR Chinook will not go extinct in the near future. These measures include temperature
control, flow modifications, hatchery reforms and upgrades, passage upgrades, irrigation
diversion screens, and habitat mitigation projects. These measures will also benefit UWR
steelhead.

The major additional actions in the RPA that will be implemented on-the-ground and provide
significant benefits to listed salmon and steelhead population recovery include:

e Construction and operation of downstream passage facilities at Cougar Dam to safely pass
emigrating Chinook salmon by 2014; at Lookout Point Dam by 2021; and at Detroit Dam by
2023.

e Implementation of improved water temperature control (using existing infrastructure)
downstream of Detroit/Big Cliff Dam effective in 2009 and beyond.

e Long term temperature improvements at Detroit Dam through operational changes or
structural modifications by 2018.

e Construction of a sorter/separator at Leaburg Dam on the McKenzie River by 2014 to create
a natural fish sanctuary above Leaburg Dam.

Other important RPA measures are summarized below:

Coordination

NMFS’ RPA directs the Action Agencies to clarify decision-making and agency roles in the
proposed WATER committee process. The RPA specifies that by December 2008, the agencies
will complete a charter that makes clear how decisions will be made by the Action Agencies and
how subcommittees will be formed. This committee and its subcommittees will be made up of
federal and state agencies and tribes, with input from other affected entities, and will help inform
Action Agency decisions on implementing or modifying RPA measures as information becomes
available.

Flow Management

NMFS’ RPA reinforces the likelihood that flow targets and ramping rates will be met and
clarified the roles of the three agencies involved. NMFS adds a requirement that gauging stations
be established and operated to determine if flows released from the dams are available
downstream for tributary habitat, and that flow studies, together with gauging results, be used to
amend tributary and mainstem flow objectives, if indicated for improved fish habitat conditions.
The RPA requires amending tributary flow requirements as appropriate based on information the
Action Agencies will collect in the next few years. The RPA also requires the Action Agencies
to work with Oregon to protect water released for fish conservation purposes.

Water Contract Program

NMFS’ RPA requires that water diversions for new and renewing water contracts have fish
protective devices such as fish screens. Existing contract holders will be required to install
devices by 2010. The RPA also imposes a limit on contracts to ensure adequate streamflows
remain in tributaries below Project dams, especially in the North and South Santiam rivers. The
RPA adds a requirement that diversions be curtailed in deficit water years.
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Fish Passage

NMFES’ RPA includes specific fish passage measures, and a timeline by which they must be
completed and operating. The three new downstream passage facilities at Cougar, Detroit, and
Lookout Point were mentioned above. The Action Agencies’ outplant program above Willamette
Project dams will be upgraded as a means of upstream passage during the term of this Biological
Opinion. The RPA requires improving the adult fish collection and handling process in the
Proposed Action and adds a requirement for additional adult release sites above the dams and a
timeline for completion.

There are additional requirements for the Action Agencies to pursue interim operating measures
that will increase safe downstream fish passage through dams and reservoirs. The RPA
underscores the need for long-term passage solutions at the Willamette Projects, specifically
Cougar, Lookout Point, and Detroit, and lays out the studies and timelines for implementing
these structural changes.

Water Quality

The RPA requires interim temperature control measures at Detroit Dam by 2009, and evaluation
of the potential for interim temperature control measures at other Project dams. NMFS directs
the Action Agencies to construct a water temperature control structure or implement permanent
operational changes at Detroit Dam, or at another one or more of the Project dams, by 2018.

Hatcheries

The RPA directs the agencies to pursue hatchery reforms to minimize the effect of hatchery fish
on natural-origin stocks and to operate hatchery programs according to hatchery and genetic
management plans. NMFS calls on the Action Agencies to improve collection facilities
associated with the hatchery program and to continue the mass marking of hatchery fish.
Hatchery-related risks will be significantly reduced to the McKenzie Chinook population by the
implementation of a fish sorting facility at Leaburg Dam that allows hatchery fish to be separated
from natural-origin fish destined for upstream spawning grounds. The RPA also lays out controls
to be exercised with outplanting in order to limit genetic risks to natural-origin fish posed by
hatchery-produced stock.

Habitat

NMFS’ RPA adds requirements for completing habitat mitigation projects, including the
completion of at least two projects by 2010, with additional projects to be completed each year
from 2011 to 2023. These projects would be identified and prioritized by a new off-site habitat
mitigation program. NMFS has added the requirement that the Action Agencies collect large
woody debris in the Willamette Project reservoirs and make it available for habitat restoration
projects and a requirement that the agencies find funding and complete a study of restoring
habitat at revetments.

ESA Compliance and Coordination

NMFS’ RPA requires the Action Agencies to collaborate with NMFS on structural modifications
at the dams to insure they are designed and constructed in a way that has the least impact to
ESA-listed species. Further, the RPA requires the Action Agencies to use best management
practices during construction and operation of structures and facilities to reduce adverse effects
on fish and fish habitat.
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Research, Monitoring & Evaluation

To improve the effectiveness of the RM&E program in the Proposed Action, NMFS adds
requirements with regard to its own input into what information the agencies need to obtain and
what specific studies will be conducted. NMFS is also requiring flow and ramping rate studies
early on and changes to operations based on the information. NMFS has also added requirements
to the Action Agencies RM&E on fish passage above the Willamette Project dams, as well as on
water quality. There is a requirement for RM&E to follow up on the effectiveness of
improvements to hatchery programs and habitat in the Willamette basin to determine if they are
reducing adverse effects to ESA-listed species. Based on the information, alternatives may be
necessary to meet biological objectives.

In addition, the long-term studies and evaluations will provide information for potential
additional measures for the Action Agencies to implement beyond the 15 year time frame for this
Biological Opinion. These measures could include additional fish passage facilities, temperature
control, flows and water quality modifications.

Maintenance

The RPA requires the Action agencies to develop and maintain an inventory of maintenance
needs that could potentially harm listed fish. The Action Agencies will be required to correct
deficiencies in a timely manner.

Consideration of Climate Change

The RPA includes several measures that are consistent with the recommendations from the
Independent Scientific Advisory Board’s 2007 Climate Change Report to proactively address
anticipated effects of climate change. Ongoing climate change is likely to pose additional
problems for salmon in the Willamette basin by increasing water temperatures and changing the
amount and timing of streamflows. The RPA requires actions to improve the Action Agencies’
ability to control water temperatures downstream from its projects. It also requires the Action
Agencies to use water stored in Project reservoirs to meet minimum and maximum flow
objectives in a manner that addresses changes in seasonal streamflow patterns related to climate
change. Additionally, the RPA requires studies to ensure that these requirements are adequate
and will operate to meet revised objectives, if needed. Finally, the RPA calls for habitat
improvement projects that will enhance habitat conditions on the mainstem Willamette and its
tributaries, by improving habitat complexity, providing floodplain and hydraulic connectivity,
and using large wood taken from Project reservoirs to create deep, cool water pools in
downstream reaches. These actions address the ISAB’s recommendations by increasing habitat
connectivity and the availability of thermal refugia.

Conclusion on Effects of the RPA

NMFS concluded that with the adoption of the RPA, the Action Agencies could continue to
operate and maintain the Willamette Project dams and revetments, the hatchery programs in the
basin, and the water contracts program without posing jeopardy to the listed species, or adversely
modifying their critical habitat. The RPA provides specific measures that will contribute to
recovery by improving the conditions that are limiting abundance, productivity, spatial
distribution, and diversity of Upper Willamette River Chinook salmon and steelhead. These
measures include passage facilities, flow modifications, temperature control, water quality
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modifications, hatchery improvements, irrigation diversion screens, and habitat mitigation
projects and the RPA provides increased certainty that measures under the Proposed Action will
be accomplished within a reasonable amount of time. These RPA measures as modified
throughout the term of the Biological Opinion, will allow UWR Chinook salmon and steelhead
to survive with an adequate potential for recovery because they will address effects of the
Willamette Project on these listed fish.

Some of the RPA measures require major construction activities that take a significant amount of
time to plan, fund, and execute. These will be completed between 2015 and 2023, including
passage at dams in the Middle Fork and South Santiam, which will provide safe passage to and
from historical upstream habitat, and temperature control to improve downstream habitat in the
North Santiam. It will take several generations of the salmon life-cycle to respond to the positive
improvements in the operation of the Willamette Project and associated measures. Numerous
other near-term measures, such as changes to flow, screening irrigation diversions, hatchery
program modifications, and habitat mitigation projects, can be implemented more quickly and
will begin to benefit the species in a shorter period of time.

After a species-by-species review of the expected benefit of the measures outlined in the RPA,
NMFES concludes that the Upper Willamette River Chinook salmon and the Upper Willamette
River steelhead are expected to survive with an adequate potential for recovery and that their
critical habitat will likely remain functional. NMFS concludes that the RPA is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of either species or destroy or adversely modify critical
habitat for these species.

NMFS concludes that Proposed Action as modified by the RPA may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect the Southern DPS of North American green sturgeon because the effects of
changes to flows in the lower Columbia River and estuary are likely to be slight to negligible.

NMPFS concurs with the Action Agency determination that the Proposed Action as modified by the
RPA may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect Southern Resident killer whales. While the
Willamette Project operations cause high levels of mortality to returning UWR Chinook, hatchery
production contained in the Proposed Action and RPA increases the adult Chinook salmon available
to Southern Resident Killer whales as prey; with the net result that killer whale prey base is not
reduced. The long term improvement of UWR Chinook is a benefit to Southern Resident killer whales
in the long term.

Conclusion on EFH consultation

NMEFS also provides recommendations to conserve EFH pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act. In its consultation on the Act, NMFS considered
the essential fish habitat (EFH) for two species of federally managed Pacific salmon — Chinook
and coho salmon — and four non-salmonid fish — starry flounder, English sole, northern anchovy,
and Pacific sardine.

The Proposed Action, including the RPA, affects EFH in portions of the states of Oregon and
Washington, and the Columbia River estuary and plume. NMFS determined that the impacts to
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EFH for unlisted Chinook and coho salmon species are the same as those described in the
Biological Opinion for the ESA-listed species.

NMFS concludes that the Proposed Action, including the RPA, would adversely affect EFH for
Willamette basin populations of Chinook and coho because there would be changes to flows and
water quality. Effects on EFH of non-salmonid fish species would be minimal. NMFS
recommends that the Action Agencies adopt the measures spelled out in the Incidental Take
Statement of the ESA consultation and place a high priority on restoring fish access to blocked
habitats.
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Willamette Biological Opinion:
Improvements for fish in a dynamic
environment

NW Power and Conservation Council

Nov 9, 2010

Mindy Simmons
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Biological Opinion Implementation
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Presentation Outline

Brief Overview of Biological
Opinions, approach

Summarize status of major actions

Describe challenges and need for
adaptive management
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Part of Federal Columbia
River Power System
(FCRPS)

Hydrology
» Rain-driven system
» Major storms Nov-March

» Dams in tributaries that
drain Cascade Mountains

US Army Corps of Engineers

Willamette River Basin

Implementing the
Willamette Project
Biological Opinions
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. With Hydropower

O Without Hydropower

Re - Regulating
with Hydropower

Fish Facilities
/\  Adult Collection

[0 Hatchery

.
Littie N. Sante Big Clifpr‘-'

1

PACIFIC OCEAN

v
Washington A
3 m————
oregon 4
N

Minto Adult Collection, Holding, Detroit

Spawning and Juvenile Acclimation

Marion Forks Hatchery 2, {58 Sarpam R
% WA antiar
South Santiam Hatchery/Foster - - X
B 0s
Adult Collection ]
McKenzie Salmon Hatchery and 3 AN Green Peter

Adult Collection

Leaburg Trout Hatchery
Cougar Adult Collection and Holding

Dexter Adult Collection/Holding and
Juvenile Acclimation

Blue Riyer

) @,
Fall Creek Adult Collection 6 ”(.:ougar

Willamette Hatchery

¥

.’
Mzie R
Zie R

California Neada




LI

¢ “Breen Peter
P ,

Willmtte Project
13 multi-purpose

Dexter -




Authorized
purposes

Flood damage
reduction

Hydropower
Navigation
Irrigation

Fish & wildlife
Recreation
Water quality

Municipal & industrial
water supply
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ESA- listed anadromous fish
in the Willamette Basin

National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMEFS) jurisdiction

Upper Willamette River winter
steelhead

Upper Willamette River Spring
Chinook salmon

*Adults spawn in tributaries of Willamette River
Juveniles migrate to ocean for part of their life
*Return to same stream where they were born
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ESA- Listed resident fish in
the Willamette Basin

US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Oregon chub jurisdiction

Bull trout

Resident fish spend entire

lifecycle in fresh water ll
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e Willamette Basin

US Army Corps
of Enginears =
Portland District

Oregon
Chub- all
basins have
populations,
many on
Corps
property

C.‘al-n.ln-ma'a :

Major populations of
ESA-listed species
affected by the
Willamette Project

Chinook

Chinook

McKenz

Chinook

e

Bull trout

Middle Fork

Chinook

Bull trout

®
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Willamette Project Biological Opinions:
Consultation under the ESA

Federal Action Agencies prepare Biological Assessments (BA)
describing effects of actions on ESA-listed fish

l

NMFS and USFWS issue Biological Opinions (“BiOps”) that tell
Action Agencies how to reduce impacts

U

Two biological opinions (NMFS and USFWS) issued on July 11,
2008 after eight years of “ESA Consultation”

» Biological Opinions cover 15 years (through 2023)

®
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Primary Effects of Willamette Project on Fish

= Habitat isolation/disconnectivity

» Dams blocked access to spawning habitat (i.e., no fish passage)

* In some basins 90% of spawning habitat upstream of dams

= Effects on remaining spawning and rearing habitat located
downstream of dams
» flow availability and physical habitat
» hatchery fish interacting with wild fish
» Water quality (temperature, dissolved gas)

= Significant data gaps regarding fish population status and

extent of effects of dams on fish e

®
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The Willamette Consultation
“Certainty Conundrum”

" The Services needed certainty that on-the-ground action would
occur in the short-term to benefit ESA-listed fish

" The Action Agencies needed certainty that we would spend

taxpayer and ratepayer dollars wisely and provide the biggest
benefit for fish

= Everyone agreed we would likely need to adapt the strategy over
the 15 years

BUILDING STRONG




Willamette BiOp “Certainty”

“Solution”
Short-term:

" Implement on-the-ground, technically feasible,
biologically beneficial actions (low-hanging fruit)

= USACE will use a Configuration Operation Plan (COP) to
evaluate the benefits, costs, and feasibility of other
operational and structural measures

= Research and monitoring will inform decision-making

Long-term:
= Construct additional improvements as we get more

information ||

BUILDING STRONG
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Willamette BiOp “Certainty”
“Solution”

= Everyone agreed we would likely need to adapt the
strategy over the 15 years

= All actions in the BiOp must be:
» Biologically Beneficial “Three-legged stool”

» Technically feasible

» Cost Effective %
- e
Adaptive *
Management!!

BUILDING STRONG
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Issue: nonexistent or inadequate upstream passage
facilities

= Fish ladders are likely infeasible
» High- head

» Fluctuating forebays during flood
operations

"= Hatchery program mitigated for
this loss

» Collect adult fish at dam

» Transport to spawn artificially at
hatchery

Fall Creek Fish
Facility

» Release juveniles downstream of
dam

Foster Fish Facility

BUILDING STRONG,
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Fish Passage Improvements: upstream passage

v DEXTER DAM (Re-regulating dam
3 ‘ located downstream of Lookout
,/{- _ A\ Point Dam)
g—'f'-_" j‘ JJJJJJ .y ——
. o e ':/ } j, _J, L 4 }
, AR ) - e kj :
Hatchery/Adult ¥ 7 V —
Collection Facility ,.,:ﬂ,,:} Adult Collection T
to take fish to // ) : ' dk Al
hatchery 4 Adult Sorting; load / & : R

Concept: Upgrade hatchery fish facilities to use as “trap-and-haul” fish
passage for adult fish

d;f

Use hatchery spring Chinook to evaluate potential for reintroduction in
upstream habitat




Issue: Downstream fish passage is challenging

Spl” gates
(rarely used)

Regulating
Outlets (“spill™)

| G

Lookout Point Dam

e Long reservoirs
e Predators

e Multiple passage
routes

eDeep intakes
(very little surface

spill)
eHigh mortality

eVery little information
on fish movement in
reservoirs

®
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Willamette BiOp Actions: A life-cycle approach

Evaluate Feasibility of

Downstream Fish QAR <« ﬁpz\_lvnlng
Passage Facilities —ay habitat

*Cougar- 2014 4%, 28 4 Adut
Lookout Point- 2023 CEOL A A
*Detroit- 2021 (or 2018) — - A

.

Upstream fish passage

for adults via“trap- |
and-haul” | }g;@f'fw ’
*Minto- 2012 ‘g Y W § ) wmm—

*Foster- 2013
Dexter- 2014
*Fall Creek- 2015

Downstream Habitat

Improvements

*Flow

.LeTF;]erature Research, Monitoring,
*Hatchery and Evaluation
improvements

*Habitat Restoration
Projects




Update on major actions

Upstream passage via trap-and-haul
» Upgrade Minto satellite hatchery facility by 2012

Provide improved downstream flows

Improve temperatures operationally at Detroit in
2009

» Permanent temperature solution in 2018

Downstream Fish Passage ||

®
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North Santiam Fish Facilities

Minto Fish Collection Facility
Big Cliff Dam)

Marion Forks Hatchery
(above Detroit Dam)

North Santiam River, OR ll
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Marion Forks Hatchery
and Minto Fish Collection Facility Background

= Mitigation for Detroit and Big Cliff Dams

= QOriginally designed for collection of spring Chinook hatchery
broodstock

= Collection facility constructed in 1951 at Minto

= QOperated by ODFW with majority of operation and
maintenance funding from Corps

" Production occurs at Marion Forks Hatchery upstream of
Detroit Dam (no changes proposed)

= Acclimation and brood collection at Minto Fish Facility;

downstream of Big Cliff Dam ||

®
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ulic barrier

Holding/acclimation ponds

(not functional at all flows)

Current facility — looking upstream

®

BUILDING STRONG




AR -
Taicd) TN .

Current facility — looking downstream m
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Minto Fish Facility Upgrade

Must maintain current function as a broodstock collection
location and juvenile acclimation facility for mitigation
hatchery production

Reduce impacts of handling stress during hatchery operations
AND serve as “trap-and-haul” for upstream fish passage

GOAL: Reduce pre-spawning mortality of adults released
upstream

Requires sorting and holding:
» hatchery and wild spring Chinook (ESA-listed)
» Wild winter steelhead (ESA-listed)

» Hatchery summer steelhead (mitigation production)

NOAA criteria for sorting/holding

» Water intake screens, ladder, etc. l!lm@
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Upgrade Minto H

atchery Fish Facility for Trap-and-

|

]
h

Haul— e @

NORTH SANTIAM

i |
e
s ey

BIG
CLIFF
DAM

initial estimates around S15M

Current estiamte: S30M




'
'%:'
3 & 5 e
P R A

® Downstream Fac
@ Cofferdam
B8 Install: March 2011
i Remove: August 2012

South Cofferdam
i Install and Remove:

: 3 dis i N,
| Upstream Facility
S Cofferdam
Install: March 2011
4 Remove: August 2012

North Cofferdam
Install and Remove:
July - Aug 2011

Proposed cofferdams

®
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Biological Opinion Minimum Tributary Flow Objectives
downstream of each dam and in the mainstem Willamette River (cfs)

Sep 1-0ct 15 Chinook spawning 1500
Oct 16 - Jan 31 Chinook incubation 1200
g:%f Feb 1 - Mar 15 i?;:;??gﬁd““ 1000
(Detroit) Mar 16 - May 31 | Steelhead spawning 1500
Jun 1—-Jul 15 Steelhead incubation 1200
Jul 16 - Aug 31 Rearing 1000
Sep 1-0Oct 15 Chinook spawning 1500
Oct 16 - Jan 31 Chinook incubation 1100
Feb 1 - Mar 15 Rearing 800
Foster Mar 16 - May 15 | Steelhead spawning 1500
May 16 - Jun 30 | Steelhead incubation 1100

Jul 1-Aug 31

Rearin| Affects reservoir recreation

Hard to balance flows among

13 projects




Downstream Effects:
Temperature

SUMMER

\ g

\ g

Issue:

Water is too cold during the
summer

Too warm in the fall

Too cold

Adult salmon stop migrating to
spawning grounds, impacts on )
steelhead rearing & other aquatic life ll
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Downstream Effects:
Temperature

Detroit Dam 2007-10

BiOp Actions:
Temperature Control Operation

“surface spill”

Correct
temperature

turbines

BUILDING STRONG




Operational Temperature Control

| Poor fish survival through turbines
et and spillway

& Total dissolved gas issues

e SR
e -

=

R SRS e i o T




Incubation Monitoring

" Emergence of spring Chinook approximately 1 month later,

even when operation not complete

®
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Detroit passage injury and
mortality studies in 2009

= Turbine survival lowest (54%)
= Spillway survival moderate (63-84%)

= Regulating Outlet Survival highest (94.4%)

Examples of Injuries - Spillway




Downstream

EffeCtS : Detroit Dam 2018
New Do we accelerate

Temperature Structure design of a
downstream fish
/ passage facility?

BiOp Actions:
Temperature
Control Structures

Correct
temperature
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Willamette BiOp Actions: A life-cycle approach
et QuE W spawning

Downstream Fish Passage habitat
Facilities "l |

Floating
- surfacecollector

Upstream fish passage for
adults via “trap-and-haul” |

y I

Dam collector ~rs= ,

\

~

~

Do we adjust our priorities in this basin?

] -

Do we build temperature control and

Downstream Habitat . ' y ‘L

Improvements downstream fish passage concurrently

*Flow o 719

Temperature (“ahead of schedule”):

*Hatchery . . . .

improvements How will this affect implementation of other

eHabitat Restoration

actions?

Projects




Current Willamette downstream
passage projects

Projects in progress toward meeting short-term
BiOp RPA measures
= Willamette Downstream Passage Design Requirements Report
* |ookout Point Head of Reservoir Alternatives Study (RPA 4.9)

"= Cougar Dam Downstream Passage Alternatives Study (RPA
4.12.1)

Imp!erhenting‘ the
Willamette Project
Biological Opinions




Willamette Downstream Passage
Design Requirements Report

Objectives

= Literature review of current downstream passage
technology relevant to Willamette Valley Project

* High head, reservoir fluctuation, temperature control,
flashy flows, debris load

— L. 1 " ... £ _ _ L —_

- |Oenmy critical I"(IVICS(I: O design erreclive 1 fish passage
at Cougar and Lookout Point based on past project
experience

fmp! ementing the
Willamette Pr01ect
Biological Opinions




Willamette Downstream Passage
Design Requirements Report

Uppar Bsber Bam

Canada N
W E
For 18 downstream
passage projects,
Idah .
—— A/E summarized:
= Relevance
» Design criteria
» Target species
Marth Fur:\;;n;:n;:l“ul Carmns Vinssan : — ATy [ ] Geometry
Rourd Buits ODam I]_ L 1 1lie - .\ -\:‘T\} . O pe rati On
:M-“uchdxl:nu:lf 1 N - I ;* JJ._, Y H /
ity She = ! N e N\ Y ) = Performance
f » Design studies
Idahe » Design &
construction
schedule
= Cost
—— lmp!err;entt'ng the

Willamette Project
Biological Opinions




Willamette Downstream Passage
Design Requirements Report

High priority recommendations for studies

= Cougar

e Forebay CFD modeling of 3-D circulation patterns in forebay
near Water Temperature Control tower to guide collector
design

e Juvenile to adult survival study
" Lookout Point

e Tributary cross-section survey and river hydraulic modeling
for flood impacts of in-tributary collector options

e Juvenile to adult survival study

Imp!erhenting‘ the
Willamette Project
Biological Opinions




Willamette Downstream Passage
Design Requirements Report

Path forward

= Relevant project summaries are providing a valuable
reference for Cougar and Lookout Point Alternatives Study
teams

= Confirming RM&E needs, project schedules and
performance goals with COP, BEMT and RM&E teams

™ / r A
Implementing the
Willamette Project
Biological Opinions




Lookout Point Head of Reservoir
Alternatives Study

Objectives

= Develop and evaluate feasibility
of concepts for head of s
reservoir (HOR) collection at
Lookout Point Dam (RPA 4.9)

= Study will provide information for a Dec 2010
“go/no go” decision on feasibility of HOR
prototype

¢ & y
Implementing the

Willamette Project
Biological Opinions




Lookout Point Head of Reservoir
Alternatives Study
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LOOKOUT POINT HEAD OF
RESERVOIR ALTERNATIVES STUDY

Example of in-reservoir Floating Surface
Collector (FSC): Baker Dam FSC (PSE).

Example of off-channel collector: Anderson-
Cottonwood Irrigation District Canal Screen

(CH2M HILL). ‘_‘I

BUILDING STRONG
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Lookout Point Head of Reservoir

Alternatives Study

Project Issues

= Key design issues: bio info, flashy tributary flows, debris,

real estate

= Definition of “prototype” in BiOp RPA 4.9

e Held July 26 meeting with agencies to clarify

e Contractor is evaluating feasibility of full-scale production

facilities

e |dentifying which of those options could have useful
prototypes

= Completion of Alternatives Study is dependent on o
biological studies

Imp!erhenting‘ the
Willamette Project
Biological Opinions




Cougar Dam Downstream Passage
Alternatives Study

Objectives

= Alternatives study to develop and evaluate concepts for
downstream passage at Cougar Dam (RPA 4.12.1)

= Study will provide information for a Dec 2010 “go/no go”
decision on feasibility of downstream passage

= Team is coordinating study with other BiOp teams (COP,
Biological Evaluation and Metrics Team, RM&E)

Imp!erhenting‘ the
Willamette Project
Biological Opinions




Cougar Dam Downstream Passage
Alternatives Study

60% alternatives e
|
= At WTC Tower: | -
« Weir box/collection g
channel O S _

* Floating screen ] .
structure upstream || 5]
of WTC weirs " |

= Tower cul-de-sac: PLAN EL.1675

* Floating surface collector (FSC)

‘,; P i'%‘(' )
Implementing the
Willamette Project
Biological Opinions




Downstream Fish Passage

e Lookout Point

* Significant issues with all alternatives

* Land use, technical feasibility, cost

* Cougar
* Not enough information to continue with DDR in 2011
* Focus on RM&E in 2011
* Timeline being discussed by regional parties

* Very challenging to design without

performance metrics or life-cycle model

* Life-cycle model (SLAM) being developed to assess
impacts of all BiOp actions and develop performance)

m r | Imp!err;enring‘ the
Et CS Willamette Project
Biological Opinions




RM&E in 2011

Emphasis on studies related to downstream fish

passage
» Reservoir use and survival
» Active tag studies
» Hydraulic modeling of forebay conditions
» Operational fish passage/route selection

Water quality (USGS modeling)
Hatchery RM&E

Downstream Fish Passage

®
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Implementation Coordination: Willamette Action Team for
Ecosystem Restoration

Manager’s
“\WATER” el Federal and State
agencies, Tribes
Adaptive N 4
Management Communications :
T Steering Team
eam
y N
I | I |
Flow Fish Passage Environmental
Ve FEEETET and Hatchery Coordination for Habitat RM&E Oversight
Tegam Management Construction Team
Team Projects

®
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Willamette Action Team for Ecosystem Restoration (WATER) and BiOp

Teams and Workgroups

Corps
Team/Process

WATER Team

Manager’

Assesses feasibility,
integrates, and

s Forum

Assesees prioritizes actions

Steering Team

technical
feasibility, designs

Configurations
Operations

Design

Public Affairs Team

/

Hatchery RM&E
WG

]

Fish Facility

Fish Passage &
Hatchery Management
(FPHM)

modeling &
operational
feasibility

Design

Oversight WG

Coordinates

/

Teams/PDTs

Plan (COP)

Hydraulics &
Hydrology
Integration Team

Biological
Evaluation &
Metrics Team

Flow Management &
Water Quality

Instream

pe]

(HHIT)
RM&E

Oversight Team

Assesses
biological benefits
of actions

Flow
Technical WG

Habitat Tech Team
(HTT)

Other Work

Construction Coord.

Groups

Prioritizes RM&E
needs among
disciplines with
input from tech
teams

®
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Second Annual Willamette Fisheries
Research Review

= January 24-26 Spirit Mountain Casino
" Goals:

» Provide review of recent studies

» Provide an opportunity to coordinate interagency
Willamette fish-related research, monitoring and
evaluation (RM&E) efforts.

» Produce a proceedings document containing all abstracts
and research program studies to be published on the
Corps public website.

®
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Summary

" Many actions are proving to be technically
challenging

» Challenging to design without performance
standards/goals, research is critical

" Using regional collaboration through WATER parties
to determine path forward

" Limited funding for critical actions

®
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Regional Teams

Stakeholders

Fish
Agencies

WATER Steering
Team




Mindy Simmons; USACE
503-808-4766; Mindy.M.Simmons@usace.army.mil ®
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