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Section 9 of 10. Project description

a. Abstract 
NMFS’ hydro biological opinion included an RPA action requirement for the BPA to provide resources to develop HGMP’s to help guide hatchery reform actions in the Columbia River Basin. A coordinated approach is needed to facilitate the application of artificial production program reforms to address mitigation, tribal trust, Endangered Species Act, and other legally mandated responsibilities for listed anadromous salmonid populations in the Snake and Columbia River basins.  The Hatchery Genetic Management Plan (HGMP) format was developed by the regional Federal agencies, states, and Tribes to provide a standardized format for required information needed to meet these responsibilities. The Lower Snake River Compensation Plan (LSRCP) Office proposes to develop HGMP’s for each of its artificial production programs by the end of 2003. The plans will include a clear statement of the purpose and goals of the individual programs and their relationship to existing harvest, habitat, and hydrosystem goals.  The plans will include comprehensive operational, facility, and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) details to appropriately describe the programs.  The plans will evolve over time as the ongoing regional processes and information from M&E are completed to be responsive to decisions made in those forums. The proposal would provide one FTE for each of the LSRCP co-managers (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, Nez Perce Tribe, Shoshone Bannock Tribe, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Marine Fisheries Service) to form a working group to assess existing LSRCP programs, develop appropriate strategies to facilitate needed reforms, coordinate those proposed reforms with ongoing regional processes, develop HGMP’s, and develop proposals for funding for agreed to reform measures.  The work group will operate under the supervision of a core team of LSRCP co-managers. The proposed project is high priority based on the level of emphasis that NMFS, NWPPC Fish and Wildlife Program, and the FWS have placed on development of HGMP’s to meet ongoing regional processes.

b. Technical and/or scientific background
During the last ten years the LSRCP Office has required existing co-manager personnel to meet additional ESA requirements without appropriate funding and staffing. Current funding and staff levels are barely adequate to meet existing LSRCP operational and ESA requirements and would not be adequate to meet the level of planning needed to address reforms and development of HGMP’s required under the FCRPS Biological Opinion. 

The proposed funding for planning and development of the HGMP’s would provide adequate staff for meeting the 2-year time frame for LSRCP Program assessments, development of reform strategies, coordination with other regional processes, and development of HGMP’s.

c. Rationale and significance to Regional Programs
The 2000 Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) Biological Opinion (NMFS 2000) identified a number of actions under artificial propagation measures to reform existing hatcheries and artificial propagation programs in the Columbia River Basin in order to capture off-site mitigation credit.  The stated goal of the reforms was to reduce or eliminate adverse genetic, ecological, and management effects of artificial production on natural production while retaining and enhancing the potential of hatcheries to contribute to basinwide objectives for conservation and recovery. The goal also includes providing fishery benefits to achieve mitigation and trust responsibilities with an increased emphasis on conservation and recovery.  

Many of the actions to reform existing hatcheries and artificial production programs identified in the Biological Opinion will require substantial and costly changes to meet the fundamental premise of the approach identified in the Basinwide Recovery Strategy, that artificial production programs can be operated consistent with the goals of the Endangered Species Act while meeting fishery mitigation objectives.  The extent to which the reforms can be identified, implemented, and their benefits determined will lead to a consistent approach throughout the Columbia River Basin. 

Efforts to implement reforms will require a systematic review of existing program objectives and facilities requirements to determine which reform measures may be appropriate for each individual program.  Implementation of reforms must be consistent with basinwide strategies being developed under existing regional processes (i.e. ESA recovery planning, US v Oregon CRFMP renegotiations, NWPPC subbasin planning and APR, etc.) to assure a better integration of hatchery, harvest, habitat, and hydrosystem objectives and strategies. 

Products of this proposed project will provide a description of the application of identified reforms for specific artificial production programs in completed HGMP’s.  The plans will include a clear statement of the purpose and goals of the individual programs and its relationship to harvest, habitat, and hydrosystem goals.  The plans will include comprehensive operational, facility, and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) details to appropriately describe the programs. A menu of potential hatchery reforms measures will be identified that could be used to help guide future implementation of projects that could qualify for off-site mitigation credit in the hydo biological opinion. The plans will evolve over time as the ongoing regional processes and information from M&E are completed to respond to new analyses and decisions made in those forums.

d. Relationships to other projects 
 A coordinated planning approach to assessments, monitoring, and implementation of existing LSRCP programs to support ongoing regional processes such as recovery planning under ESA, NWPPC’s subbasin planning and APR, and renegotiation of the CRFMP under US v Oregon is needed to fully integrate the mitigation programs under the LSRCP. The LSRCP currently addresses each process independently.  We propose that a coordinated effort by the LSRCP co-managers using the framework developed in the HGMP will provide a consistent approach that meets our mitigation, ESA, NWPPC, and US v Oregon responsibilities.  This approach requires assessments of existing LSRCP mitigation programs and integration with ongoing NMFS and FWS recovery planning, US v Oregon, CRFMP renegotiations, and NWPPC’s Fish and Wildlife Program. The objective of the project is to systematically assess and integrate artificial production reforms for all LSRCP programs (e.g. compensation, species conservation, CRFMP, subbasin planning, and others).  The proposed work group would provide LSRCP co-managers with the staff and funding to participate in the development of HGMP’s and coordination with other regional processes.

e. Project history (for ongoing projects) 

N.A.

f. Proposal objectives, tasks and methods
Objectives:

Objective 1: Develop HGMP’s for LSRCP Programs to address artificial production reforms identified in the FCRPS Biological Opinion and NWPPC’s APR.

Task 1:  Identify measures needed to address artificial production reforms identified in FCRPS Biological Opinion for existing LSRCP mitigation programs. Each LSRCP co-manager will assess their existing programs to identify potential reforms that could be implemented while meeting their mitigation objectives. Assessments will include meeting with staff members to identify potential reform measures that may be appropriate for each program. 

Reform measures identified in the FCRPS Biological Opinion include:

A.  Identify reform measures to clarify goals, objectives, and performance criteria of hatchery programs to improve accountability and meet sub basin, CRFMP, and recovery plan objectives.

· Develop and clearly articulate specific artificial propagation objectives.

· Identify specific monitoring and evaluation protocols at all relevant scales (i.e. varying from basinwide to facility-specific protocols).

· Apply adaptive management principles by linking future activities to research, monitoring, and evaluation outcomes.

B. Identify reform measures to manage genetic risks to listed species and meet sub basin, CRFMP, and recovery plan objectives.

· Discontinue interbasin transfers of stocks.

· Phase out inbred, domesticated, and inappropriate composite broodstocks.

· Produce fish derived from locally adapted stocks to the extent feasible and appropriate.

· Employ mating protocols designed to avoid genetic divergence from the biologically appropriate population.

· Manage the number of hatchery-produced fish that escape to spawn naturally, employing limits that will vary depending upon origin of the broodstock, the management objective, and the status of the affected natural populations.

· Employ hatchery practices that reduce unwanted straying of hatchery fish, for example by acclimating them to desired return areas.

C.  Identify reform measures to manage ecological risks to natural populations and meet sub basin, CRFMP, and recovery plan objectives.

· Minimize competition between hatchery and natural fish, for example, by avoiding production that exceeds the carrying capacity of limiting habitats.

· Minimize predation and other negative interactions between hatchery and natural fish, for example, by producing fish similar in size, behavior, and life history characteristics to the naturally produced fish in the same waters.

D.  Identify Reform measures to improve hatchery effectiveness and meet sub basin, CRFMP, and recovery plan objectives.

· Design hatchery facilities to mimic natural incubation and rearing conditions.

· Design facilities for acclimation and release of smolts to improve homing fidelity.

E. Identify reform measures to avoid management risks associated with hatchery production and meet sub basin, CRFMP, and recovery plan objectives.

· Design, implement, monitor, and evaluate the hatchery program consistent with a comprehensive restoration plan.

· Design and conduct fishery augmentation programs so that fish can be harvested without undue impacts on weaker runs.

· Mark hatchery-produced fish to distinguish natural from hatchery fish on spawning grounds, in dam counts, and in fisheries.

LSRCP programs to be addressed: 

Walla Walla River Basin (WDFW, CTUIR)

a. Touchet River steelhead steelhead program (listed).

b. Touchet River steelhead program (non-listed).

c. Touchet River rainbow trout program.

Asotin River Basin (WDFW, CTUIR, NPT)

a. Asotin River steelhead program (non-listed)

b. Asotin River spring chinook program (reintroduction)

Snake River Basin (WDFW, ODFW, CTUIR, NPT, IDFG)

a. Snake River steelhead program (non-listed).

b. Snake River fall chinook program (non-listed, part of biological ESU).

c. Snake River rainbow trout program. 

Tucannon River Basin (WDFW, CTUIR, NPT)

a. Tucannon River spring chinook program (listed).

b. Tucannon River spring chinook captive broodstock program (listed).

c. Tucannon River steelhead program (listed).

d. Tucannon River steelhead program (non-listed).

e. Tucannon River rainbow trout program.


Grande Ronde River Basin (ODFW, WDFW, CTUIR, NPT)

a. Grande Ronde spring chinook program (listed).

b. Grande Ronde spring chinook captive broodstock program (listed).

c. Grande Ronde steelhead program (non-listed). 

Imnaha River Basin (ODFW, CTUIR, NPT)

a. Imnaha spring chinook program (listed).

b. Imnaha steelhead program (non-listed, part of biological ESU).

Clearwater River Basin (IDFG, NPT)

a. Clearwater spring chinook program (non-listed).

b. Clearwater steelhead program (non-listed).

c. Clearwater rainbow trout program.

Salmon River Basin (IDFG, NPT, SBT)

a. Salmon River spring chinook program (listed and non-listed, part of biological ESU).

b.  Salmon River summer chinook program (listed and non-listed, part of biological ESU).

c. Salmon River steelhead program (non-listed).

Task 2: Develop appropriate strategies to facilitate identified reforms for existing LSRCP Programs. LSRCP co-manager will develop strategies necessary to implement proposed reforms. Development of strategies will include meeting with staff members to identify methods for implementing potential reform measures identified for each program.

Task 3: Coordinate proposed LSRCP reforms among LSRCP cooperators, with other co-managers, and with ongoing regional processes.  All LSRCP co-managers will meet to coordinate proposed reforms for consistency within the LSRCP Program and with other regional processes to assure appropriate coordination within those forums. 

Task 4: Develop HGMP’s.  LSRCP co-managers will develop HGMP’s based on coordinated agreements reached within the LSRCP Program and other regional processes. Completed HGMP’s will be processed through the LSRCP Office to assure ESA, CRFMP, and NWPPC responsibilities are met for the LSRCP program.  

Task 5: Write project proposals for funding reform measures identified in the HGMP’s. LSRCP staff will meet with co-managers to develop project proposals to implement agreed to reform measures. The LSRCP Office will develop final project proposals for funding to implement agreements reached on reform measures.

g. Facilities and equipment
Staff to support and supervise this proposal will be housed in each LSRCP co-managers existing offices.  Frequent travel will be required to meet the planning and coordination tasks associated with the proposal. The core team of existing LSRCP co-manager personnel will provide oversight to the work group.
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LSRCP core team members for each co-manager that will provide oversight to the proposed work group.

Joe Krakker, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Lower Snake River Compensation Plan Office, 1387 S. Vinnell Way, Rm 343, Boise, ID 83709   

Howard Burge, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Idaho Fisheries Resource Office, P.O. Box 18, Ahsahka, ID 83520

Herb Pollard, National Marine Fisheries Service, 10215 W Emerald, Suite 180, Boise, ID 83704

Mike Delarm, National Marine Fisheries Service, 525 NE Oregon St., Suite 500, Portland, OR 97232

Mark Schuck, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 401 S Cottonwood St, Dayton, WA 99328

Bruce Eddy, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 107 20th, La Grande, OR 97850 

Rich Carmichael, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 211 Inlow Hall, EOU, One University Blvd, La Grande OR 97850

Bill Horton, Idaho Department of Fish and Game, 600 S. Walnut St., P.O. Box 25, Boise, ID 83707

Tom Rogers, Idaho Department of Fish and Game, 600 S. Walnut St., P.O. Box 25, Boise, ID 83707
Gary James, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, P.O. Box 638, Pendleton, OR 97801

Dave Johnson, Nez Perce Tribe, P.O. Box 365, Lapwai, ID 83540

Keith Kutchins, Shoshone Bannock Tribe, P.O. Box 306, Fort Hall, ID 83203
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