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Introduction/Background Information

TheCTUIR Grande Ronde Subbasin Restoration Projectvas initiated by the Confederated
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation in 1996 to protect, enhanteestore riparian and
instream habitat for natural production of anadromous salmonids in the Grande Ronde River
Subbasin. The project works with other agencies and private landowners to promote land
stewardship and enhance habitat for focal fish, prignapring chinoook salmon, summer
steelhead, bull trout, and resident trout. Emphasis is placed on improving improving juvenile
rearing habitat and adult spawning habitat with emphasis on restoring natural channel
morphology and floodplain function, coldater refuge and complex aquatic habitat that supports
required life histories for focal species.

During 2014, the CTUIR was involved in numerous planning processes and projects. Planning
efforts included: Snake River Basin salmon and steelhead reqdaening, including Project
Leader participation on the technical review habitat team, BiOp Remand project planning and
participation the technical review team, participation on the Grande Ronde Model Watershed
Board and Technical Committees, and coordimatvith multiple agencies, organizations, and
private landowners associated with fish habitat project development. Additionally, stajéct
continuedBPA-CTUIR Accord land acquisition planning, identification, and development of
future site specific §h habitat projects. Project development and initial planning included;
baseline field surveys, assessments, development of conceptual project plans, coordination with
private landowners, and initiation of environmental planning.

Fish habitat project impmentation during the reporting period included large wood installation,
boulder cluster placement, and fish salvage on Rock CGiiekkse Il of the Rock Creek Fish

Habitat Enhancement Project, construction of engineered large wood structures anddggh salv

on the Catherine Creek (CC 44) Phase |l Fish Habitat Enhancement Project, construction of a
riparian easement fence on the Catherine Creek (CC44) Fish Habitat Enhancement Project, and
riparian tree and shrub plantings on the Rock Creek and Cathegak (@C 44) Fish Habitat
Enhancement Projects. Projects were administered and inspected by CTUIR Grande Ronde Fish
Habitat Project staff during July 2014 through January 2015. Preparation for project construction
included field stakeout and survey, constian subcontracting and administration, field

supervision, grade checking, and inspection.

CTUIR staff also conducted monitoring and evaluation, including water temperatures,
groundwater elevations, vegetation, geomorphic and instream habitat, biglagatahoto
points.

Work during the reporting period also included coordinating, planning, field surveys, and initial
project development/design for upcoming projects along the-st@m of Catherine Creek,
Grande Ronde River, and Rock Creek. Activiteduded coordinating with project partners and
private landowners to develop future project opportunities, baseline field investigations and
surveys, development of conceptual plans, initiation of funding proposals, and initiation of
environmental compliaze planning in preparation for further project development and
implementation in 2014 and beyond.
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Background

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) retain aboriginal and

treaty rights related to fishing, hunting, pasturingivédtock, and gathering of traditional plants
within the Tribes Ceded Territory, including the Grande Ronde Subld®nCTUIR

Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has developed and accepted a First Foods organization
and approach to ecosystem managernaséd on the cultural traditions and practices of the
Longhouse. The organization follows the ser
Tabledo to manage for sustainability within
be the minmum ecological products necessary to sustain CTUIR culture. The order is
watersheebased beginning with water as the foundation and progressing to salmon (Pacific
lamprey, steelhead, trowtnd whitefish, deer, couse, and huckleberry. The First Foodsigeov

clear linkages to treaty rights and natural resources and defines direction and goals that relate to
the community culture. In conjunction with the First Food principle, the CTUIR DNR developed
the River Vision(Jones, 2008hat describes and organizes ecological processes and functions
that provide the First Foods.

Serving Orde

The River Vision outlines physical and biological processes encompassing 5 touchstones:
Hydrology, Geomorphology, Connectivity, Riparian Vegetation, and Agatic biota which
together with the First Foods, provide an overall framework for guiding tribal programs in
regards to protecting and restoring ecological processes and functions. Health watershed
processes and functions are the fundamental elementseh#d diversity, resiliency, and the
ability of our river systems to provide sustenanceraatdral resources to support our culture
and heritage.

The Subbasihistorically supported viable and harvestable populatiospafig/summer and

fall Chinook sémon (Oncorhynchusshawytscha)coho salmon@. kisutch, sockeye salmon

(O. nerka),summer steelheg®. mykiss)Pacific lamprey Entosphenus tridentatysull trout
(Salvelinus confluentiisrainbow/redban@O. mykiss sp,Jand mountain whitefisHPfosopium
williamsoni). These native fishes are paramount to tribal cultures, economies and the region
(CBFWA, 1990)and(CRITFC,1995)Begi nni ng in the | ate 1800606

CTUIR Grande Ronde Restoration Project FY2014 Annual Report
NPPC Project#199608300 Page7

"2

5 —



decine with sockeye and coho extirpated in th
steelhead, bull trout, and other fish species has also been dramatically (@&tRICE€H, 2004)
and(NPCCb, 2004)With declining fish populations, Tribal governments and State agencies
were obligated to eliminate or significantly reduce subsistence and sport fisheries by the mid
19706s. By the ear | ysunteoOhibosk andSuranerestechead e r
populatbns were suppressed to the point of triggering Federal ESA listings (sprmger
Chinook in 1992 and summer steelhead in 1997, and bull trout in 1998). Other native fish,
including Pacific lamprey populations are also highly suppressed and with postildeESA
listing possible. The following tables illustrate estimated historic and current spring Chinook
salmon and summer steelhead returns to the Grande Ronde SNBP3®a, 2004)0f

particular note is an 87 percent dese in spring Chinook and 70 percent decrease in summer
steelhead populations from estimated historic levels.

S P

Summary- of- estimated- historic' and- current' Grande' Ronde- spring’ Chinook- salmon- returns: by population-

q
Estimated- nﬂ ki
Estimated- Current De %
Hls(onc-Retl:msn Returnso Miles-of Adults: Adults: Hisfc:rei?teo- i
X %-of- %-of-  spawning- IMile- IMile Currentsy
Population= counts= totala  countz  totalm habitat-o Templaten  Currentn

Wenaha-{ a

Spring-Chinookn 1.800= 15%= 453=a 30%= 45.60m 39.48a 9.94= 75%=
Minam-] B

Spring-Chinookn 1.800= 15%= 347a 23%= 42.54n 42.31= 8.16= 94%=
Wallowa-Lostine- a

Spring-Chinookn 3.600= 30%= 21= 14%= 56.10m 64.17= 3.76= 95%=
Lookingglass-{ £l

Spring-Chinookn 1.200= 10%= 190= 12%= 29.82n 40.24= 6.37= 81%=
Catherine-Creek-{ o

Spring-Chinookn 1.200= 10%= 188 12%= 29.82n 40.24= 6.30= 84%=
Upper-Grande-Ronde- £

Spring-Chinookn 2,400 20%= 1322 9%= 79.11a 30.34= 1.67= 84%=
Total= 12,0000 o 1,521u o 283.00m 42.4n 5.3Tn 87%n |B

Summaq" of estimated- historic: and-current' Grande'Ronde summer- steelhead‘ returns-by-population-(data-
provided-by'B. Jonnasson, ODFW-pers.-.comm.-2004).9

q
. 1 led
Estimated- %-

Estimated- Current: Decrease-

Historic-Returnsn Returnsn Miles-of- Adults Adults:  Historic-to-
5 %-of %-of-  spawning- IMile: IMile- Currentn [

Population= count= total=  counta  total= habitat-o Templaten  Currenta

Lower-Grande-Ronde= 2,400= 16%= 608= 14%= 253.84= 9.45= 2.39= 75%= 2
Joseph-Creeka 3,600= 24%= 945a 21%= 223.10=a 16.14= 4.24a T4%= 2
Wallowa-River= 3,750= 25%= 11932 27%= 173.45= 21.62= 6.882 68%=  |[°
Upper-Grande-Ronde= 5,250= 35%= 17552 39%= 613.96= 8.55a 2.86= 67%= |°
Totaln 15,000 2 4,500= o 1.264.358 L] = 70%a __|°

«

TheCTUIR Grande Ronde Subbasin Restoration Projec{199608300)funded byBonneville
Power Administration (BPA) through the Northwest PoRkmning Council Fish and Wildlife
Program (NPPC)s an ongoing effort initiated in 1996 to protect, enhance, and restore fish

habitat in the Grande Ronde River Subbasin. The project focuses on the mainstem Grande Rond

and major tributaries that providpawning and rearing habitat for Threatened Snake River
springsummer chinook salmon, summer steelhead, and bull trout. The project also provides
benefits to other resident fish and wildlife.

The project is amtegral component of Subbasin Plan impéstation and is well integrated into
the framework of the Grande Ronde Model Watershed (GRMW) established by the NPCC in
1992 to coordinate restoration work in the Subbasin. Asrasmurce manager in the Subbasin,
the CTUIR contributes to the identifican, development, and implementation of habitat
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protection and restoration in cooperation with Federal, State, and local agencies. The CTUIR,
ODFW, GRMW, and other participating agencies and organizations havesigadieant

progress towards addressimapitat loss and degradation in the Subbasin (see
http://www.grmw.org).

The project was initiated in 1996 under the NPBRA Early Action Project process. The

project was proposed through the GRMW and NPCC prograorotade the basis from which to
pursue partnerships and habitat grant funds to develop and implement watershed and fish habitat
enhancement activities in the Subbasin. Annual project budgets have averaged about $136,000
and ranged from a high of $200,0001999. Annual operating budgets and associated tributary
habitat efforts by the CTUIR were increased as a result of the GBBWRAccord Agreement

with an annual average budget of $589,500. The project has historically administered multiple
grants from arious agencies, including Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS)
Wetland Reserve Program (WRP), CREP, WHIP, and EQUIP, OWEB;®&PEQ 319,

GRMW-BPA, CRITFC, NMFS, USFWS, ODOT, and NAWCA and developed an effective
working relationship with multiplegencies and organizations.

The project has been successful in the development and implementation of sevesald&r,ge
partnership habitat enhancement projects and has developed effective interagency partnerships,
working at the policy and technicaMels with the Grande Ronde Model Watershed Program
(GRMWP), federal and state agencies, and private landowners. A complete project overview
and technical approach is described in the 20RBCProject Proposal for the CTUIR

Watershed Restoratid?roject(19960830pincorporated here by reference.

During the B-year project history, the CTUIR has helped administer and implement a number of
projects, enhancing nearly 50 miles of instream habitat. Conservation easements totaling about
1,900 acres on six lge ranches/farms have been secured through a combination of NRCS WRP,
CREP, and BPA programs. The project has constructed 18 miles of fencech@raitl water
developments, and installed over 160,000 trees, shrubs, sedge/rush plugs, and seeded over 800
acres with native/nativike grass seedmproving habitat trends and biological response can be
readily observed at a number of projects. A combination of both passive and active strategies
have been developed and implemented and although project er@asia early stage of

recovery, establishment of conservation easements, construction of riparian/wetland enclosure
fencing, development of offhannel water sources, removal of livestockyegetation efforts,
instream work such as restoration chamoglstruction and large wood additions, and removal of
dikes and old roadbeds and railroad prisms have resulted in improving trends.

Project results are reported in various forms including Pisces status reports, project completion
reports, and annual repge. The GRMW maintains a complete database on project
implementation and results through development of project completion reports.

Description of Project Area

The project is located in the Grande Ronde Subbasin, located in the southwest portion of the
Blue MountainEcological provinceThe Subbasin encompasses about 4,000 square miles in
northeastern Oregoand southeastern Washingtdhe headwaters of the Grande Ronde River

CTUIR Grande Ronde Restoration Project FY2014 Annual Report
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originate near Anthony Lakes in the Elkhorn Mountains and flows northeastdotr 212 miles
before joining the Snake River in Washington at rivele (RM) 169.

The Subbasin is divided into three watershed ére¢las Lower Grande Ronde, Upper Grande
Ronde, and Wallowa watershedqproximately 46 percent of the Subbasin is undeefal
owneship.Historic land uses include timber harvest, livestock grazing, mining, agriculture and
recreation.

FIGURE 1 UPPER GRANDE RONDE SUBBASIN VICINITY AND PROJECT LOCATIONS
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A comprehensive overview of the Subbasinastained in the Grande Ronde Subbasin Plan
(NPPC, 2004). The CTUIR Grande Ronde Subbasin Restoration Project focuses primarily on the
Upper Grande Ronde portion of the Subbasin, which includes approximately 1,650 square miles
with 917 miles of stream nebtsk (about 221 miles of salmon habitat). However, past project
development and success of the program in terms of the types of project that have been
developed and the partnerships that have formed, are leading to watershed restoration project
opportunities throughout the Subbasin. Figure 1 illustrates the vicinity of the Grande Ronde
Subbasin within the Blue Mountain Province and key projects that have been completed, are
underway, or planned under the CTUI RG6s Gr an

The Subbasihistorically supported viable and harvestable populatiosprafigsummer and

fall Chinook salmon@ncorhynchusshawytscha)coho salmon@. kisutch, sockeye salmon

(O. nerka) summer steelheg®. mykiss)Pacific lamprey Entosphenus triehtatug, bull trout
(Salvelinus confluentiisrainbow/redbandO. mykiss sp,)and mountain whitefisHPfosopium

williamsoni). These native fishes were an important part of tribal cultures and economies
(CBFWA, 1990 and CRITFC, 1995) and European setdensell.

Beginning in the | ate 18006s, fish popul at]
in the early 190006s. The abundance of Chino
also been dramatically reduced (NPCC 2004 d,lgnWith declining fish populations, Tribal
governments and State agencies were obligated to eliminate or significantly reduce subsistence
and sport fisheries by the mid 197006s.

Grande Ronde Subbasin fish populations have declined and habitat degredatdespread in
tributary streams. Mainstem Columbia River harvest, development of Columbia and Snake River
hydroelectric projects, and habitat degradation has played an important role in the demise of
Grande Ronde Subbasin fisheries (NPCC 2004a and b

With declining populations, the Federal government listed spring/summer Chinook salmon,
summer steelhead, and bull trout as threatened species under the Endangered Species Act in
1992, 1997, and BB, respectively. The statusBécific lamprey is uclear at this time and may
have been extirpated from the Subbasin.

Although hatchery programs currently support subsistence and sport fishing opportunities for
steelhead and limited Chinook salmon, there remains significant needudd®iable and
harvestable fish stocks throughout the Subbasin.

The following tables illustrate estimated historic and current spring Chinook salmon and summer
steelhead returns to the Grande Ronde Subbasin (NPCC 2004a). Of particular note is an 87
percent decrease ipring Chinook and 70 percent decrease in summer steelhead populations
from estimated historic levels.
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TABLE 1 SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED HISTORIC AND CURRENT GRANDE RONDE SPRING CHINOOK SALMON
RETURNS BY POPULATION (DATA PROVIDED BY B. JONNASSON, ODFW FERS. COMM. 2004)

Estimated Historic Estimated % Decrease
Returns Current Returns Historic to
Miles of Adults Adults Current
% of % of spawning /Mile /Mile
Population count total count total habitat Template Current
Wenaha
Spring Chinook 1,800 15% 453 30% 45.60 39.48 9.94 75%
Minam
Spring Chinook 1,800 15% 347 23% 42.54 42.31 8.16 94%
WallowaLostine Spring
Chinook 3,600 30% 211 14% 56.10 64.17 3.76 95%
Lookingglass
Spring Chinook 1,200 10% 190 12% 29.82 40.24 6.37 81%
Catheine Creek
Spring Chinook 1,200 10% 188 12% 29.82 40.24 6.30 84%
Upper Grande Ronde
Spring Chinook 2,400 20% 132 9% 79.11 30.34 1.67 84%
Total 12,000 1,521 283.00 42.4 5.37 87%
TABLE 2 SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED HISTORIC AND CURRENT GRANDE RONDE SUMMER STEELHEAD RETURNS

BY POPULATION (DATA PROVIDED BY B. JONNASSON, ODFW PERS. COMV. 2004)

% Decrease
Estimated Historic Estimated Historic to
Returns Current Returns Miles of Adults Current
% of % of spawning Adults /Mile /Mile
Population count total count total habitat Template Current
Lower Grande Ronde 2,400 16% 608 14% 253.84 9.45 2.39 75%
Joseph Creek 3,600 24% 945 21% 223.10 16.14 4.24 74%
Wallowa River 3,750 25% 1,193 27% 173.45 21.62 6.88 68%
Upper Grande Ronde 5,250 35% 1,755 39% 613.96 8.55 2.86 67%
Total 15,000 4,500 1,264.35 70%

Figures 2 and 3 display estimates of historic and current abundance, productivity, and life history
diversity predicted through the Ecosystem Diagnosis and Treatment (EDT) Metlt@dcifale

Ronde Subbasin Chinook salmon and summer steelhead, respectively (NPCC, 2004a and
Mobrand, 2003). Graphs illustrate that current abundance, productivity, and life history diversity
for spring Chinook and summer steelhead has been reduced fromastmstoric levels.

Chinook and steelhead populations furthest from historic potential are in geographic areas that
have experienced the highest levels of anthropogenic influence with significant declines
illustrated for Wallowalostine, Catherine Cr&elLookingglass, and Upper Grande Ronde

spring Chinook and Upper Grande Ronde, Wallowa, and Joseph Creek summer steelhead.
Current productivity and life history diversity for spring Chinook in the Wenaha and Minam
watersheds (primarily designated wildemeaseas) is similar to estimated historic conditions
(NPPC, 2004a).
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FIGURE 2 EDT ESTIMATES OF ABU NDANCE, PRODUCTIVITY , AND LIFE HISTORY D IVERSITY COMPARED TO THE
ESTIMATED HISTORIC P OTENTIAL FOR GRANDE R ONDE SUBBASIN CHINOOK SALMON (NPCC 2004A, FIGURE
8, PG. 54)
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EDT ESTIMATES OF ABU NDANCE, PRODUCTIVITY , AND LIFE HISTORY D IVERSITY COMPARED TO

FIGURE 3
ESTIMATED HISTORIC P OTENTIAL FOR GRANDE RONDE SUBBASIN SUMMER STEELHEAD (NP CC
2004A, FIGURE 22, PG 72)
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Degradation of instream and riparian habitat in the Subbasin has been the dominant cause of
salmon and steelhead decline (NPCC, 2004). The adverse effects of poorly managed logging,
grazing, mining, dams, irrigation withdrawals, urbanization, exotic species introductions, and
other human activities have been documented in all of Columbia River tributaries (ISG 1996).
Riparian and instream habitat degradation has most severely @dsaeing Chinook

production potential in the Grande Ronde Subbasin (ODFW and CTUIR 1990, NPCC 2004a)
and habitatoss and degradation has been widespread with the exception ¢éssahd

wilderness areas (Anderson et al. 1992; CTUIR 1983; Henjunl8®©4Lt. Mcintosh et al. 1994).

Approximately 379 miles of degraded stream miles have been identified in the Subbasin (ODFW
et al. 1990), withan estimated 80 percent of anadromous fish habitat in a degraded condition
(Anderson et al. 1992). Mcintosh (19%bcumented a 70 percent loss of large pool habitat in

the Upper Grande Ronde River since 1941. Riparian shade on low gradient streams was found to
be less than 30 percent (Huntington, 1993). Stream channelization, diking, wetland drainage, and
useofsj@sh dams was a common and widespread pr
severe channel incision and degradation in some locations. The Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (ODEQ) Iisted oveéer 60
of water quality limited water bodies 303 (d). Of these stream segments, 24 are listed for habitat
modification, 27 for sediment, and 49 for temperature. Table 3 illustrates priority areas for water
guality treatment in the Subbasin (ODEQ, 2000).

TABLE 3 GEOGRAPHIC PRIORITY AREAS FOR WATER QUAL ITY TREATMENT IN THE UPPER GRANDE RONDE
WATERSHED DEVELOPED THOURSOUGH TMDL PROC ESS (H=HIGH, M=MEDIU M, L=LOW) (NPCC 2004A,
TABLE 18, ODEQ, 2000

Watershed Temperature Sedument Flow
Lookingizlass L! L L
Lower Grande Ronde L L L
Willow/ Philips H H H
Indian/Clark M M M
Catherine Creek H H H
Beaver M M L~
GRE Valley H IH H
Ladd Creek H H H
Upper Grande Ronde H H T
Meadow Creek H H H
Sprmnae/ Five Pis H M vl

Watershed analysis through the EDT (NRQQ04a and Mobrand, 2003) and synthesis through

the Subbasin Plan Management Plan development process, identified instream habitat condition,
high water temperature, sediment loads, and flow modification as primary limiting factors for
Chinook and steellagl (pg. 11 NPCC 2004cpg.3 NPCC 2004d)Primary habitat degradation
includes:

i Channel Habitat Conditionsi Channel instability associated with removal of streamside cover and
channelization has resulted in channel incision/down cutting, increasedngraeiiiced channel length,
elevated erosion, increased widthdepth ratios, and loss of channel comglexthe quality of instream
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habitat has correspondingly been altered throughout much of the Subbasin.

i Sedimenti Loss of upland and streamside viegiwe cover hasicreased the rates of erosi@uils lost from
upland areas has overwhelmed hydraulic processes resulting in decreased availability of large pool habitat,
spawning areas, riffle food production, and hiding cover.

1 Riparian Function i Ripaiian habitat degradation is the most serious habitat problem in the subbasin for fish
(McIntosh 1994, ICBEMP 2000). Loss of flooplain connectivity by roads, dikes, and channel incision, and in
many streams reduced habitat suitability for beaver has atigreanically stable floodplain environments
which has contributed to degradation and limited habitat recovery. This loss leads to secondary effects that
are equally harmful and limiting, including increased water temperature, low summer flows, exc@ssive w
runoff, and sedimentation.

i Low Flow 1 Water resources in many streams have been overapyeopriated resulting in limited summer
and fall base flow, development of fish passage barriers, and increased summer water temperatures.

Table 4 illustates key habitat limiting factors by geographic priority area. The table has been
edited from the Subbasin plan to depict only those geographic areas addressed under this
proposal. These geographic priority watersheds have been identified as the tresepnighty

areas to conduct habitat restoration with the greatest response in Chinook salmon and steelhead

production potential (NPCC, 2004a, Supplement, Pgs4 T able 56).

TABLE 4 GRANDE RONDE SUBBASIN PRIORITY GEOGRAPHI C AREAS AND HABITAT LIMI TING FACTORS (NPCC,
2004A)
Fish EDT Priority Geographic Area(s) Habitat Limiting Factors
Watershed Population(s) highlighted areas are priorities for
P multiple pops.
Steelhead Priorities 0 Key Habitat Quantity
Prairie Creek (reduced wetted widths)
— U  Habitat Diversity (reduced
Wallowa Upper Wallowa River i Wallowa wood, riparian function)
I . Steelhead Chinook 0 Sediment
Wa owa A Wallowa- Hurricane Ck , Whiskey Ck i Temperature
Egglt?ndemlgiver) Lostine Chinook | Lower Wallowa (1-3) -Minam i Flowz
Lostine/ Bear Steelhead
Ck Bull Trout Chinook Priorities
Lower Lostine i Wallowa Steelhead
Mid-Wallowa i Wallowa Steelhead
Mid GR 4 (GR 37 - 44) - Chinook 0 Sediment
Upper GR Mid GR Tribs 4 (Whiskey, Spring, i Flow
Steelhead Jordan, Bear, Beayv i  Temperature
Upper GR Phillips Creek U Key Habitat Quantit
Upper Grande ! illips Cree y ity
Ronde ShlnoogR Upper GR Ronde 1 (45-48) - Chinook (reduced wetted widths)
pper : .
Complex Bull Mid GR 3 (GR i 34-36) Valley
Trout Sheep Ck, Fly Ck, Lower Meadow Ck
- Chinook
Upper GR U Key Habitat Quantity
Steelhead (reduced wetted widths)
) Catherine Ck Mid Catherine Creek (2-9) i UGR U Habitat Diversity (reduced
Catherine Chinook Sthd wood, riparian function)
Creek/ Middle . ' i Sediment
Grande Ronde Catherine Ck SF, NF Catherine Creek . |
Bull Trout Lower Grande Ronde R. 2 U Flow
Indian Ck Bull U Temperature
Trout

Habitat protection and restoration needs in the Subbasin have been recognized in numerous
reviews, planning processes, and rep(ZBUIR, 1983) Noll and Boyce 1988 ODFW, 1990)
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WallowaWhitman et.al. 1992Huntington, 19931GRMWP (1994)(Mobrand, 2003)(NPCC,

2009) and(NPCCa, 2004)NPCC (2004a) Appendix 5 (pg 254) provides a relatively complete
list of habitat protection and restoration strategies that can be applied to achieve goals and
objectivesThe NMFS proposed recovery plan for Snake River Chisadrkon recognized the
importance of tributary habitat restoration and protection of habitat on both federal and private
lands to chinook an steelhead recou@®iIFS, 1997) NMFS has recently restarted the recovery
planning efort for Chinook salmon and steelhead and tributary habitat restoration and is
expected to play a prominent role in the final NMFS recovery gNIRC, 1996)also noted the
importance of protecting and rehabilitating freshwasdsitat as part of salmon recovery. They
specifically note the importance of riparian areas and recommend that habitat reclamation or
enhancement should emphasize rehabilitation of ecological processes and function. The USFWS
draft bull trout recovery plarecognized the importance of habitat protection and restoration as
well (USFWS, 2002 pecifically noting the need to improve water quality, reduce or eliminate
fish passage barriers, and restoring impaired instream andchrifebitat.

Noteworthy Accomplishments during FY2014

1 Implemented fish habitat enhancement activities on the Catherine Creek (CC 44) Phase II
and Rock Creek Phase Il Projects.

1 Installed approximately 167 large wood complexes14 boulder clusters, and removed
approximately 3,500 cubic yards of levees on the Rock Creek Phase Il Project.

1 Conducted preonstruction fish salvage operations on the Catherine Creek (CC44) and
Rock Creek Fish Habitat Enhancement Projects.

1 Maintained and monitored a 15 year riparianservation easement along 0.75 mile of
Catherine CreekCC37 Project)

1 Conducted baseline and post project morphological surveys along 2 miles of Catherine
Creek.

1 Initiated planning, field surveys, and design on projectsngdrior construction during
2015 through 201 hcluding:

o Catherine Creek (CC44) Project in cooperation with the Union Soil and Water
Conservation District (USWCD), Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), and Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW). Project covers 4 miles of mainstem
Catheme Creek.

o Continued morphological surveys and project design on Rock Creek and Graves
Creek.

o Bird Track Springs Project in cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR)
and the U.S. Forest Service, coveringrovailes of the mainstem Grande Ronde
River and several side channel habitats.

o Starkey Meadows Project in cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) and
the U.S. Forest Service, covering approximately 1/2 mile of the mainstem Grande
Ronde River.

o Dry Creek (Aiwohi property) in cooperationtv UCSWCD, covering
approximately 0.6 miles of stream contiguous with the Oregon Ag Foundation
Willow Creek Project implemented in 2012.
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1 Continued the Land Acquisition Planning process for several properties including the
Cunha Ranch aimed at securingesirpanent conservation easement on the 2,928 acre
ranch, and acquisition of the 545 acre Southern Cross Ranch.

1 Signed riparian conservation easements for the Kirby and Fite properties (CC44), protecting
approximately 30 acres of riparian areas and apprdglynZ5 miles of Catherine Creek.

1  Administered fence construction contract on the Kirby and Fite easements.

1 Project Leader participated on the Grande Ronde Model Watershed Board of Directors and
Technical Team to review and develop projects, includingpBR®mand Projects.

1 Project Leader participated on the Snake River Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Team
(Habitat).

1 Project Leadeand Assistant Biologigtarticipated in the Technical Advisor Committee for

the Atlas Process.

Assistant Biologist participated OWEB small grant committee.

Project Leader andssistant Biologist participated inRCS Local Working Group and

Regional conservation Partnership Program planning

1 Project Staff attended relevant trainings and classes (River Restoration Northwest,

CHAMPS snorkel training).

Staff conducted monitoring and evaluation activities on project areas.

Pursued future restoration efforts by continuing discussionshetthstate and private

landowners about restoration opportunities along Dry Creek, Whiskey,Oneledn Creek

Rock Creek, Little Rock Creek, Graves Creekl the Grande Ronde River (State Parks and

OoDOT).

1 Project staff coordinated with landowners, NRCS, and UCSWCD to provide technical
assistance for restoration project enrollment in EQUIP, CREPOAEB small grants.

This work included:
o Willow CreekOAF, Stephen Craig, and Wiseman property
0 Rock Creel(For the Girls LLC)
0 CC44- Fite (spring developmersmall grant)
0 CC44- Kirby

1 Project staff participated in public outreach activities including:

o Newspaper article about the Rock Creek Project for the Grande Ronde Model
Watershed Ripples newsletter

0 Assistant Biologist conducted presentation to the Oregon Dept. of Transportation
Environmental Coordination group.

= =

= =
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Discussion of Completed Work
Rock Creek Phase |l

The Rock Creek Project encompasses nearly 16 miles of fish habitat on Rock, Little Rock,
Sheep, Graves, Little Graves, and Little Whiskey Creek within the-@@ad UGSL6 recovery

plan assessment units. UGS has been identified by the Bi@&gpert Panel as one of the

highest priority geographic units to protect and restore summer steelhead habite2.i8)GC
identified as having high intrinsic potential for Chinook in the lower reaches of Rock Creek and
low to medium intrinsic potential fort@nook within upper stream reaches. The lower reaches
have been shown to provide juvenile Chinook rearing habitat from data collected during snorkel
surveys conducted by CTUIR staff in 2011 and 2012. The presence of juvenile Chinook within
this degraded sgem emphasizes the need for these restoration efforts and is an indication of the
importance of these tributaries in the recovery of salmonid fish populations within the Grande
RondeBasin.

The project is located 6.8 miles west of La Grande, Oregoown$hip 3 South, Range 37 East,
all or portions of Sections 5, 6, 8, 9, 16, 20, 21, and 28 at an elevation range of 3,000 to 4,000
feet. This project area is characterized as a typicaleteihtion Blue Mountain forested
watershed interspersed with opew theadows in the uplands and typically narrow floodplains.
Stream channel types include Rosgen B2 and B3 channels in steeper forested reaches and C3/C
channel types in low gradient wide valley forms.

The project is | ocat endhaondcoverd4ed mdes of Rock Greek, @4 r |
miles of Little Rock Creek, 1.2 miles of Little Whiskey Creek, and 1 mile of Sheep Creek within
the ranch boundary.
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FIGURE 4 PROJECT VICINITY MAP
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Project Vision

The vision of the mjectis to restore degraded riparian and floodplain habitat, improve instream
habitat diversity, and improve water quality for adult and juvenile summer steelhead and juvenile
Chinook salmon. This visiolollows the landowners request to improve fisbitat on his

property, which is located in a BiOp high priority recovery area, and is consistent with the Tribes
AFirst Foodso concept, which manages the ec
elk, roots, and berries. The First Foods prewitear linkages to treaty rights and natural

resources and defines direction and goals that relate to the community culture. In conjunction
with the First Food principle, the CTUIR DNR developed the River Vision (Jones et. al., 2008)
that describes andganizes ecological processes and functions that provide the First Foods.

The River Vision outlines physical and biological processes encompassing 5 touchstones:
Hydrology, Geomorphology, Connectivity, Riparian Vegetation, and Aquatic biota which
togethemith the First Foods, provide an overall framework for guiding tribal programs in
regards to protecting and restoring ecological processes and functions. Healthy watershed
processes and functions are the fundamental elements that create diversitycyesitid the

ability of our river systems to provide sustenance and natural resources to support our culture
and heritage.

Project Goal Statement

The overall goal of the project is to restore and protect hydrologic and geomorphic processes and
functions hat provide high quality spawning and rearing habitat for Threatened Snake River
Basin ESA fish stocks and resident fishery resources withid@@-2 and UGSL6 recovery
plan assessment units

Project Objectives

Project objectives include habitat pratien, reactivating the historic floodplain and associated
channel network, increasing hyporheic connectivity and cold water refuge, facilitating vegetative
recovery, increasing instream habitat complexity, and encouragingdangbeaver re

colonization

1 Protect Habitat: Develop riparian easement (CTUIR/BPA easement as well as FSA
CREP).

1 Enhance Riparian Habitat: Plant and seed riparian with native plant mix. Protect
plantings by excluding livestock grazingtil vegetation has established and is priogd
bank stability and shade.

1 Enhance Floodplain Connectivity:Remove channel confinement structures (obliterate
draw bottom roads and remove levees along Rock Creek) and activate/construct side
channels.

1 Enhance instream structural diversity, complexity, and geomorphic stability: Re-
meander channelized stream reachesttevate abandoned meandering reaches along
Rock and Graves Creek to promote diversity and complexity of habitat types, decrease
channel slope, decrease width:depth, and diversify sedofiegnbution. Install large
wood and riffle complexes to provide roughness, overhead cover, and velocity diversity.
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1 Reduce streambank erosion ratedJse bieengineering techniques, planting/seeding,
activation of floodplain, and protection (fencing) gfarian area to facilitate bank
stability. Visual assessments indicated that the bulk of the sediment supply is from
localized stream bank erosion. Stream bank stabilization may be achieved using several
techniques including rest from overgrazing, or pbaty reshaping some banks and
adding native material such as large woody debris (LWD), sedge/rush mats, shrub
transplants or other plantings. This should greatly reduce the sediment supply, decrease
percentage of fines in the substrate and provide conmglleiat.

1 Decrease peak summer temperaturesmprove/increase channel and floodplain
conditions to diversify hyporheic exchange, facilitate vegetative cover/shade, and
promote decreased channel width:depth to decrease summer stream temperatures and
increag winter temperatures.

A key aspect of the project is to protect habitat from livestock overgrazing and facilitate riparian
and wetland vegetation establishment. Approximately 12.4 miles of cattle exclusion fence will be
installed, protecting approximayel 70 acres of riparian areas under the CTUIR/BPA easement,
with approx. 300 acres being protected under the FSA CREP program (13 miles of fence).

Project scope includes a combination of techniques to address habitat limiting factors and
facilitate proceses and functions that support ecological and life history requirements. The
overall scope of the project is currently under development and includes multiple techniques and
activities including new channel construction, reactivation of historic meaadérshannel

segments, reclamation of channelized reaches into functioning floodplains, road and dike
removal to reconnect floodplains, side channel development, large wood additions to enhance
complexity, riparian floodplain planting, installation/repla@nof undersized culverts, and

riparian fencing to protect habitat.

Project elements have been incorporated into our concept design that will address habitat
limiting factors, including increased lateral complexity of the chanflelodplain surface,
increased density and distributiohlarge wood, and appropriate periodicity and geometry for
riffle -run-poolkglide geomorphic units.

The following summary table illustrates BiOp assessment units, CTUIR River Vision
Touchstones, BiOp and Recovery Plan lingtfactors, goals, objectives, actions, and
monitoring, and other activities developed as part of baseline aqpigjeet planning for the
Rock Creek project complex.
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TABLE 5

ROCK CREEK SUMMARY T ABLE

Snake River Basin

‘water Quantity

Reference: Low Flow
Conditions [page 263).

temperatures.

S o BiOP Eco Ecological :
X Assessment Assessment | River Vision N Draft Recovery : 5 o Implementation s A
Project Name Streams Year ¥ gl Limiting S o Concern |Concern-Sub Project Goals Project Objectives ’ : Monitoring Metrics
Unit steelhead | Unit Chinook | Touchstones Plan/BiOP Identified ActionsiMetrics
Factor D Lirmiti Sub-CatID |Category
imiting Factors
“ ’ " Habitat Quantity: Replace
c Blota-. ) 1 Habitat Quantity 1 Anthropogenlc Replace undersized Gindersved Guverion Graves
onnectivity Barriers culvert on Graves Creek Creek
Protect Habitat: Develop
riparian easement (CTUIR/IBPA
t Il as CREP).
Protect Habitat. Subbasin [ Sooe e 2= Wel 32 A] v
L % Enhance riparian habitat: N N
Riparian Plan Reference: Habitat 3 7 Enhance riparian
4.1 s < Plant and seed riparian with 2
2 o ondition 4 3 3 3 -
Conditi Protection [page 258) habitat: Pre:
Riparian pa—" o native plant mix. Protect >
. 4 Riparian Condition \anti i 3 project snorkel and
Wegetation plantings until vegetation has Spawning data
Enhance riparian habitat establishe‘rfl and is providing elisaea;
LWwD conditions. Subbasin Plan léa';:( Slab’h?; an: Sl:a,de' 15 year conservation Enhance
4.2 i Reference: Riparian kgt v easement covering 16 | floodplain
Recruitment Conditions (page 262). | connectivity: Remove e of [a)g:prou Sl O
channel confinement structures 450 acres) signedin T onsoisohy an‘d
Side Ch | i
5.1 a:u;Wet‘lT:: Enhance Floodplain (E.':"hin bar:ks] and.acuiate 2012, longitudinal profiles
Connectivit 5 Peripheral and é Conditions Connectivity. Subbasin 2 ic Spne s; . Timiles of in-stream and cross-sections
Y Transitional Habitats Plan Reference: Channel :' a:lcelln 3 reim habitat complexity surveyed with Trimble
52 Floodplain Conditions (page 260). [ S'74¢! Imat “'e'ds' »2 planned. R8in 2011
3 Condition oome e“'Ly.' e bility: Re- 2 miles of channel Enhance in-
B Bed and = s construction (Rock Cr). | stream structural
ock Cr, 6.1 g meander channelized stream 2 R % -
Little Rock Channel Form Enhance in-stream hethe actiars shadined 1mile of historic channel | diversity and
Rock Creek Fish B Channel Structure structural diversity and  [(S3CNesiemactivate abandoned) _ vation planned complexity: GPS
= Cr, Sheep ] Instream 3 + meandering reaches along Rock
Habitat andForm complexity. Subbasin (Graves Creek). and record
Cr, Graves 2013 6.2 Structural £ and Graves Creek to promote . 2 2 =
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Limiting Factors

171 Habitat Quantity
T 1.1 Anthropogenic Barriers
4 - Riparian Condition
T 4.17 Riparian Condition
1 4.27 LWD Recruitment
5 - Peripheral and Transitional Habitats
1 5.17 Side Channel and Wetland Condition
T 5.27 Floodplain Condition
6 - Channel Structure and Form
T 6.17 Bed and Channel Form
1 6.27 Instream Structural Complexity
7 - Sediment Conditions
1 7.17 Decreased Sediment Quantity
T 7.27 Increased Sediment Quantity
81 Water Quality
1 8.17 Temperature
971 Water Quantity
1 9.27 Decreased Water Quantity

Project Background

The project was initiated by the landowner and Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) to address
poor access road conditions and legacy forest management issues. Planning efforts expanded
into more acomprehensive perspective related to natural resauanagement and ultimately
opportunities to protect and enhance significant riparian, floodplain, and instream habitat for
ESA listed Snake River Basin juvenile Chinook salmon and summer steelhead, and resident
fishery resources. The landowner enlidtesl assistance of the CTUIR, NRCS, and ODF to

develop conservation plans for water, fisheries and upland habitat which will ultimately be
accomplished through multiple programs, including BPA sponsored fish habitat programs,
CREP, EQUIP, and ODF programs.

Existing Conditions

Field surveys and assessment included general field surveys, photographs, collection of historic
and current information available for the project (habitat surveys, water temperature data,
historic aerial photography), and initiatiohdetailed morphologic surveys (longitudinal

profiles, channel cross section, pebble counts), and collection of topographic data. Additionally,
staff conducted presence/absence fish snorkel surveys and adult steelhead redd surveys along
project area streasn

Fish habitat has been adversely affected by historic land uses, including livestock overgrazing,
road construction, logging, channelization, and utility right of ways. Approximately 3 miles of
lower Rock Creek and 1 mile of Graves Creek have been elieethand simplified by draw

bottom road construction and installation of levees, resulting in channel incision, increased
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channel slope, coarser sediment, and streambank erosion and delivery to downstream reaches.
Riparian conditions throughout the projere poor with lack of floodplain connectivity and

altered hydrology which, coupled with livestock grazing, is limiting recovery of riparian and
wetland vegetation and limiting associated beaver colonization. Current channel conditions are
out of balancevith the sediment supply and disconnected from the historic floodplain, resulting
in channels with high stream energy, little to no spawning gravel, limited velocity refugia, and
limited pool habitat.

The closest gage station (station number 133190@0) ike Grande Ronde River at river mile

164 in La Grande. The station has been active since 1904. H.L. Silvey developed regional curve
and bankfull discharge estimates for the gage in 1999. The Grande Ronde River stream gage
drainage basin area is 6781age miles. Based on a bafikl discharge of 2,750 cfs, a value of

4.06 cfs/mf of drainage area was calculated for the Grande Ronde River. The Rock Creek
drainage area is approximately 50.6 square miles giving an estimatetubaigcharge of

205.4 c§.

Concurrent with baseline assessments and preliminary planning and design efforts, CTUIR staff
successfully negotiated a 15 year term conservation easement encompassing approximately 453
acres and 15.9 miles of fish bearing stream along Rock Credk, Ratk Creek, Sheep Creek,
Graves Creek, Little Graves Creek, and Little Whiskey Creek. Conservation easement planning

i ncorporates the | andownero6s desire to enro
program following completion of fish habitahhancement efforts. Based on preliminary
assessment, it appears that approximately 75% of project area streams will qualify for the CREP
program on reaches that contain rfmmested soil types.

Due to the size and complexity of the project (14.7 mufdssh bearing streams within the Rock
Creek drainage), project planning, design, permittimdy@nstruction is being phased,;
1 Phase | Graves Creek and Little Graves Creek habitat enhancemelemented
during 2013 (funded by Bonneville Power Adistnation (BPA) through the
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) Accords)
1 Phase Il implementation in 2014 (funded by BPA through the CTUIR Accords and the
Grande Ronde Model Watershed (GRMW)
1 Phase Ill scheduled for start in 20I5TUIR/GRMW funded)
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FIGURE 5

TWO AERIAL PHOTOGRAP HS OF THE EXISTING C ONDITIONS ON ROCK CR EEK (UPPER IMAGE IS
LOOKING UPSTREAM FRO M RIVER MILE 3.5 AT THE CONFLUENCE OF GRAVES CREEK AND ROCK
CREEK; LOWER IMAGE | SLOOKING UPSTREAM AT ROCK CREEK FROM RIVE R MILE 0.75). NOTE L ACK

OF RIPARIAN VEGETATI ON, LACK OF INSTREAM HABITAT COMPLEXITY (  LARGE WOOD), CHANNEL
CONFINING ROAD, AND SIMPLIFIED CHANNEL.
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FIGURE 6

CONDITION OF GR AVES CREEK IN 2012 (UPPER PHOTO) COMPARED TO 1947 (LOWER PHOTO). LOWER
IMAGE SHOWS ABUNDANT RIPARIAN VEGETATION, NO CHANNELIZED REACH AND MULTIPLE
ACTIVE SIDE CHANNELS .

Graves Creekin 1947 looking
downstream to river mile 3
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Phase I- (Graves Creek Fish Habitat Restoration and Enhancement Project)

Constucted in 2013 and funded by CTIRJBPA Accord.Phase tonsisted of reactivating

historic side channels, reconnecting the floodplain, installing riffles to aggrade and stabilize
degraded segments along Graves Creek, installing large wood and brush certapfereide

habitat complexity and margin roughness, riparian planting and seeding, and installation of
riparian enclosure fences to protect the project area from livestock grazing. The Phase | area is
located along 3.8 miles of Graves Creekand 1.4 miles Li tt 1l e Graves Cree
Girls LLCO ranch.

The Phase | project area encompasses appradyiat4 acres of riparian and wé first step

in a larger restoration effort on the ranch that covers a total of 450 acres of riparian habitat.
Following the completion of the instream habitat enhancement work the riparian easement will
be converted/enrolled into the Farm Service Agency (FSA) CREP program, with the remaining
riparian areas that do not qualify for CREP remaining under easemarghhie CTUIR/BPA.

In conjunction with fish habitat and riparian enhancementglodinnel water sources for

livestock will be developed on the ranch using a combination of funds from FSA (CREP), NRCS
(EQUIP), CTUIR/BPA Accord, and WEB small grant applicains.

Phase II- (Rock Creek Fish Habitat Enhancement Project)

Constructed in 2014 and funded by CTUIR/BPA Accand the GRMWapproximately 167

large wood complexes were installed along project area streams to enhance instream habitat
complexity. Typcal wood placement configurations mimicked natural debris accumulations,
were designed to stabilize stream banks, and were strategically located within the lower 3rd of
existing pools in complexes with3key member wood pieces per site. These strucivilies
provide shade for fish species, hiding cover from predators, velocity refuge, bank stability, and a
food source (from insects). Project designs had 126 wood structures, however, due to cultural
resource concerns at some locations wood structurestivéted into two or moved from the

initial location. The project retained the same number of trees and logs installedh@2@rees

and 239 logs) as originally design@&thulder clusters were installed at 14 locations to provide
habitat complexity, gauorphic stability, and diversity of water depth.

Removal of Floodplain Levees on Rock Creek

Approximately 3,500 cubic yards of levees were removed from the Rock Creek floodplain
allowing the reconnection of the stream with its floodplain. The levee naters used to form
channel plugs on the channelized reach of Graves Creek.

When hauling levee material, and to address the concerns of four of the utility companies with
easements through the property, approximately 800 cubic yards of levee matetskddo

provide additional cover for buried pipelines and fiber optic cables along the haul routes. This
material was then removed after the completion of heavy hauling and taken to the Graves Creek

plugs.

Graves CreekEarthen Plugs

Four compacted eaeh pluggotaling 3,500 cubic yards of levee mateniare installed in the
channelized reach of Graves Creek and the stream was diverted into its historic meandering
channelThere were 3loodplain ponds created from the channelized section of stieam.
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addition, three other side channels were activated along Graves Creek by removing man made
earthen plugs. These channels had large woody debris placed in them during the 2013 phase of
construction.

Summary of work schedule

Construction work began on 8/2014 on Graves Creek with adjustments to large wood

installed in 2013 within the area of the channel diversion structure and side channel plugs. This
woody material was then4@aced after the entrance to these channels was excavated.

Immediately folbwing the Graves Creek work, the contractor (Hixon Construction) began the
removal of levee material and construction of the Graves Creek earthen plugs under the direction
of CTUIR staff. The levee hauling continued for 14 days followed by the delivdaygsef wood

to the Rock, Sheep, and Little Rock creek sites. Wood haul took approximately 9 days. The
installation of the large wood structures did not directly follow the project designs due to some
cultural resource concerns at a number of the sites.idasit that approximately 69 of the sites

had excavation restrictions and the wood was therefore not buried into the banks but was instead
ballasted with large boulders. Instream work was completed by 10/8/2014 followed bgasite ¢

up and a final inspeicin.

Fish Salvage Report

Between 7/16/2014 and 8/28/2014 CTUIR Grande Ronde Fish Habitat program and BOR
(Bureau of Reclamation) staff, conducted fish salvage operations on Rock Creek between river
mile 1.5 and river mile 4.7 as part of the Rock Creek Habitat Restoration Project on the 516
Ranch. This project had the following environmental compliance permits/notifications NMFS
Tracking # 2013/9724, USFWS Tracking # 01EOFW200Q.3F-0199, DSL voluntary habitat
activities application # 5553MSP, andJ.S. Army Corp of Engineers regional general permit #
NWP-2013269-1.

Salvage Method

By the commencement of salvage operations, the majority of the 167 wood addition sites (86%)
did not have standing or flowing water. A total of 13 days of salvage apesatiere conducted
between 7/16/2014 and 8/28/2014 on 24 sites. Fish capture progressed each dateuntil wa
temperatures reached 18TQuring the trap and haul activity crews determined that several
smaller pools adjacent to the salvage areas couldtflgdry up before the end of the

summer, therefore they included them in their operation and added the metrics to the data sheets|

Salvage operations were conducted using the following protocol

1. Project biologists snorkeled 12 of the deepaipwvithin the project area 24hrs prior to

salvage operations to determine presence/absence of salmonid species and to estimate their
numbers.

2. A block net was installed in larger pools to reduce the movement of fish within the salvage
area.

3. Debrisand vegetation/algae were removed prior to fish salvage efforts.

4. Release sites were focused in the lower reaches of Rock Creek and the confluence with the
Grande Ronde River where there was available-walgr refuge.
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5. Capture using seine nets smatilized first (where suitable) followed by elecfrshing.
6. Project biologists recorded:

a.
. Water temperature in degrees centigrade (at start and end of salvageipasses)

b
C.
d.
e
f.
g.
h.

J-

K.

Salvage area average width, depth, and length in mieters

Number of passes psitei
Fish captured were counted by spedies

. Type of capture method (seine or electrofishing) was recarded

When electrofishing the pulse width (nms), frequency (htz), voltage, and the number
of seconds on electifiisher were recorded for each pas

Salvage operations using elecfisher were suspended when water temperatures
reached >= 18°C.

A site was considered depleted when two consecutive passes were made with zero
salmonid species being captured or seen.

Captured fish were placed in ateé coolers and transported to release sites within 10
minutes of capture.

No in-water construction activity commenced until salvage operations were complete.
Any fish mortality was recorded and dead fish retained for inspection by NOAA staff.

Salvage Results

There were 24 sites salvaged during 2014 with no Chinook captured or observed and 2,185
O.mykiss captured. There were 1,864 O.mykiss captured within areas that had wood placement
activity (20 sites with ground disturbance within the active ceBnand 321 fish captured in

areas that did not get disturbed (four sites) see Table 1 for details. Mortality rates for O.mykiss
were six fish (0.2%). O.mykiss made up 59.6% of all fish captured (see Table 1 below). The
number of passes at each site ranigem 1 to 8 per day with an average of 4 passes pdpsite
reach depletionThe density of O.mykiss salvaged was calculated as 2.67 fishhich was

higher than density estimates derived from snorkel surveys and higher than Catherine Creek
salvage irR013 and 2014 (see Table 2).
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TABLE 6 NUMBER OF FISH CAPTURED BY SPECIES AND FERCENT OF TOTAL CAPT URED DURING 2014 SALVAGE
OPERATIONS ON ROCK CREEK (RIVER MILE 1.2 TO 4.3)

Rock Creek 2014 Fish Salvage CTUIR
Speces Number % of
salvaged total
Chinook 0 0.0
O.mykiss 2185 59.6
Sucker 364 9.9
Dace 212 5.8
Sculpin 321 8.8
Pikeminnow 460 12.6
Shiner 122 3.3
Total 3664
n=24 sites
TABLE 7 COMPARISONS OF O.MYKISSDENSITIES FOR ROCK CREEK BASED ON SNORKEL SURVEY ESTIMATES

AND SALVAGE DATA. TA BLE ALSO HAS A COMPA RISON WITH SALVAGE D ATA FROM CATHERINE
CREEK IN 2013 AND 2014

O.mykiss density estimates per square meter for Rock Creek and Catherine Creek
Method O.mykiss/m total area total O.mykiss # of
sampledm?) seen during pools
snorkel survey or sampled
captured during

salvaged

2011 snorkel 0.30 2,205.50 839 62
Rock Creek
2012 snorkel 0.10 2,289.50 295 69
Rock Creek
2014 salvage 2.67 818.33 2,185 24
Rock Creek
2013 salvage 1.00 295.8 298 5
CatherineCreek

2014 salvage 0.30 3,690.07 1216 24

Catherine Creek

Data based off fish seen during snorkel surveys (2011 and 2012) on Rock Creek and from sg
(electrofishing/sein 2014) on both Rock Creek and the Catherine Creek CC44 RhHg®dject.
Data may not be for the same pools each year on Rock Creek due to seasonal changes in w
elevations, but are for the same reaches (i.e. from the bridge by the cabin to the most upstre
property boundary river miles 1.5 to 4.9

Capture by seine net accounted for 31% oOathykisg679 fish) and 21.9% of the total fish
captured (includin@.mykis$. Combining salvage data for all sites gives 137 passes taken to
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capture 2,18®.mykisswith 22 of these passes using seine nets eoatpto 115 passes with the
electrefisher method. Mortality o©.mykisausing sein nets was one fish (0.04%omykiss
captured). See Table 3 for details of fish numbers broken down by capture method. There were
approximately 2.3.mykisgminute capturedsing sein nets compared to ddanykisshinute

for electrofishing. Typically, the number &.mykissaptured per pass varied from site to site,
with a range of 1 to 53 fish and an average of 18 fish per pass for disking and a range of 0

to 102fish with an average of 35 fish per pass for seine netting.

TABLE 8: COMPARISON OF CAPTURE METHOD AND NUMBER OF FISH CAPTURED ON THE ROCK CREEK
PROJECT DURING 2014

Rock Creek Fish Salvage 2014 Number of Fish by Method of Capture

# O.my
Salvage # # # Pikem # kiss
method # O.mykiss Suckers Dace Sculpin innow Shiner Morts
electro 1506 309 173 314 443 117 5
sein 679 55 39 7 17 5 1
Grand
Total 2185 364 212 321 460 122 6
electro % 69% 85% 82% 98% 96% 96% 0.33%
sen % 31% 15% 18% 2% 4% 4% 0.04%

Salvage Discussion

Seine netting is the preferred method of capture compared to dishing and produced more
O.mykiscaptured per minute of activity than eleetishing (2.3 fish/minute compared to 1
fish/minute). Hovever, crews were only able to deplete five of the 24 sites using seine netting
alone and had an average of 2 passes per site with the seine nets at other sites. Fourteen sites
were not suitable for netting due to low water levels, small pool size, degstation, or large
substrate. At some sites eleefighing was the only capture method used and averaged six

passes per site to reach depletion (depletion being two passes with no salmonid species seen or
captured).

The densities o0D.mykisger squareneter captured during this salvage operation were
considerably higher than that estimated from our snorkel surveys. However, it should be noted
that during the snorkel surveys the wetted channel covered a larger area, with pools still being
connected toach other by riffles and glides, making it difficult to enumerate fish in water too
shallow to snorkel. In contrast, during the salvage effort, all pools were isolated and fish were
concentrated into small pockets of rapidly diminishing habitat.

The speedt which Rock Creek dried up during 2014 was a surprise to the landowner, ranch
operator, and the project biologists. During the first week of July, the CTUIR biologists were
discussing the difficulties of work area isolation and turbidity managememt tiigeamount of
water within the project area. However, by Aligly at the start of salvage operations, the water
levels were already dropping and most sites were isolated with no connecting flows. By early

August, large sections of the channel had beadmpéncluding areas that the landownadmot
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seen dry before (Figurg.9rhis meant there were 20 wood sites out of the 167 installed that
required fish salvage and a further four that crews salvaged that were in close proximity to
disturbed areas anddhatranded fish.

FIGURE 7 SETTING UP BLOCK NET S ON THE LARGEST POOL SALVAGED IN 2014 ON ROCK CREEK.

FIGURE 8 DRY CHANNEL ON UPPER ROCK CREEK
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FIGURE 9 USING A SNORKELER TO HERD FISH INTO THE SEINE NET. THIS POOL PRODUCED 481 O.MYKISSAND 55
OTHER FISH (WITH 133 FISH CAUGHT USING TH E SEINE NET)

FIGURE 10 CREWS HAD TO START AT 5AM AND HAD GENERA LLY REACHED 18°C BY 10AM. SOME SITES HAD
OVERHANGING VEGETATION THAT MADE SEINE NETT ING DIFFICULT.

CTUIR Grande Ronde Restoration Projec FY2014 Annual Report
NPPC Project#199608300 Page34




FIGURE 11 BY MID -JULY SALVAGE CREWS O BSERVED NUMEROUS DRIED OUT POOLS ALONG ROCK CREEK WITH
DEAD O. MYKISS.
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Turbidity Monitorin g Report
As discussed above during 2014 Rock Creek became dry in most of the areas where work

occurred within the ordinary high water mark. Those areas of disturbance that remained wet (20
sites) had no flowing water, therefore there was no stream tyrbidésurementtaken.

Riparian Vegetation Planting

Following the completion of ground disturbing activity and site cleanup on October 8 2014,
CTUIR crews began seeding and harrowing the disturbed riparian areas at 10lbs.seed /acre (see
Table 4 for seed rr).

Approximately 7,000 potted plants grown by the CTUIR Native Plant Muveere installed in

the project aredl he plant species grown by the nursery has been selected from known plants
within the Rock Creek Basin (see TablePants were then prateed from livestock grazing

with barbed wire riparian fences.

In addition to the potted plants, approximately 1,500 willow whipseplanted in and around
the large wood structures. These plamseharvested from the confluence of Rock Creek and
the Gande Ronde River with permission from Oregon State Parkeargh mixtureof Coyote
and McKenzie Willows.

Project Monitoring

The CTUIR Grande Ronde Fish Habitat Project has conducted water temperature monitoring
within the project area since 2010 and widntinue to do so until the end of the current riparian
easement expires (2026). Morphological surveys were conducted in 2011/2012 and will be
repeated at a 3 to 5 year intervals gmmistruction. These surveys included a longitudinal

profile, cross seé®ns and pebble counts. Phgioints and as built photos of wood sites will be
repeated at 3 year intervals. Presence/absence spawning and snorkel surveys will be repeated
during the first spring/summer after construction.

CTUIR Fish research, CRITFC a@DFW will continue monitoring the 4 CHaMP sites within
the lower 4.5 miles of Rock Creek as directed by the CHaMP protocol.
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TABLE 9

TABLE 10

SEED MIX FOR ROCK CREEK RIPARIAN CORRIDO R

Riparian Seed Mix for Rock
Creek 2014
Common Name % of
mix
Tufted Hairgrass 10.21
Idaho Fescue 19.89
Bluebunch 10.11
Wheatgrass
Blue Wildrye 22.02
Sherman Big 13.71
Bluegrass
Basin Wildrye 16.33
Small fruited bulrush 4
inert material 3.73
NATIVE PLANT LIST FOR ROCK CREEK PROJECT
Common Scientific Size/Stock Quantity
Name Name
Black Populus 4" x 14" 2,600
Cottonwood trichocarpa Tall Pots
RedOsier Cornus sericea 4" x 14" 2,000
Dogwood Tall Pots
Red Alder Alnus rubra 4" x 14" 1,000
Tall Pots
Black Crataegus 4" x 14" 700
Hawthorne douglasii Tall Pots
Water Birch Betula 4" x 14" 400
occidentalis Tall Pots
Blue Sambucus 4" x 14" 250
Elderberry cerulea Tall Pots
Mockorange Philadelphus 4" x 14" 250
lewisii Tall Pots
Golden Ribes aureum 4" x 14" 200
Currant Tall Pots
Chokecherry Prunus 4" x 14" 200
virginiana Tall Pots
Common Symphoricarpos 4" x 14" 200
Snowberry albus Tall Pots
Willow Salix spp 4' whips 1,500
Species
Total 9,300
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FIGURE 12 LARGE WOOD LOCATIONS STATIONS, 70+08109+00.

Large Wood Placement 2014
Station 70+00 to 109+00

Rock Creek Fish Habitat Enhancement Project
© Design large wood location

As built large wood location
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FIGURE 13 LARGE WOOD LOCATIONS , STATIONS 109+06157+00.
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Rock Creek Restoration Project
Large Wood Placement 2014
Station 109+00 to 157+00

Rock Creek Fish Habitat Enhancement Project

o

Design large wood location

As built large wood location
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FIGURE 14 LARGE WOOD LOCATIONS STATION 157+00-214+00.

~ Station:157+00
\\ Rock Creek Restoration Project
: Large Wood Placement 2014
Station 157+00 to 214+00
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FIGURE 15 LARGE WOOD LOCATIONS STATION 236+75260+25.

Rock Creek Restoration Project
Large Wood Placement 2014
Station 236+75 to 260+25

Station 236+75 and Little Rock Creek

C;
[
%

Station 260+25

Rock Creek Fish Habitat Enhancement Project

@ Design large wood location
®  As built large wood location
D Property Boundary
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FIGURE 16 ROCK CREEK FISH SALV AGE LOCATIONS -LOWER ROCK CREEK.
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FIGURE 17 ROCK CREEK FISH SALV AGE LOCATIONS -GRAVES CREEK CONFLUE NCE.
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FIGURE 18 ROCK CREEK FISH SALV AGE LOCATIONS ~ABOVE SHEEP CREEK.
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FIGURE 19 ROCK CREEK FISH SALV AGE LOCATIONS -UPPER ROCK CREEK.
Rock Creek Restoration Project
Fish Salvage Locations 2014
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@  As built large wood location
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FIGURE 20 POST CONSTRUCTION WOOD ADDITION SITE ON THE LAR GEST POOL WITHIN THE PR OJECT AREA,
(UPPER PHOTO) AND ERODING BANKS AT SAME LOCATION PRE PROJECT (LOWER PHOTO).

There were 481
O.mykisssalvaged
from this pool pre
construction
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FIGURE 21

ONE OF THE PLUGS ALONG THE CHANNELIZED R EACH OF GRAVES CREEK MADE FROM LEVEE
MATERIAL REMOVED FRO M THE ROCK CREEK FLO ODPLAIN. TOP PHOTO W AS TAKEN LOOKING
UPSTREAM IN 2013 AND BOTTOM PHOTO WAS TAK EN IN DECEMBER 20147 3 MONTHS AFTER
CONSTRUCTION OF THE PLUG.
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FIGURE 22  THE ENTRANCE TO THE HISTORIC CHANNEL OF GRAVES CREEK IN 2013 (TOP PHOTO) AND IN 2014,

THREE MONTHS POST CONSTRUCTION (BOTTOM P HOTO).
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