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AGENDA 
Fish Passage O&M Coordination (FPOM) Team 

April 09, 2009 (0900-1600) 
McNary Auditorium room 

McNary Dam 
Conference line-(888)830-6260 

FPOM code-960904/ Bern’s code- 855808 
 

1. 0900- tour of the TSWs. 
 
2. Review/Approve Agenda and March Minutes (Klatte) 
 
3. Action Items 

3.1. [Nov 08] IHR Sacajawea sub-station transformer.  ACTION:  Bettin to draft the FPP change 
form detailing the unit operation needed to keep the system operating correctly.  STATUS: 
Bettin still working on it. 

3.2. [Nov 08] WDFW fish count lights.  ACTION:  Stephenson will draft a write-up detailing what 
the fish counters are seeing and what they are requesting.  It should include what are they 
seeing, how improvements will be assessed, etc.   

3.3. [Feb 09] FPP Appendix L comments from the Region.  ACTION: FPOM will provide 
comments through Mackey.  For now, they will be posted on the FPP website.   

3.4. [Mar 09] BON PH1 Grizzlies.  ACTION:  Klatte will look for money to fund the grizzlie 
modifications. 

3.5. [Mar 09] Entrance gate elevations/openings.  ACTION:  Wills will complete his table and send 
to Mackey. 

3.6. [Mar 09] Lamprey at IHR and JDA.  FPOM recommended torpedo screens with airburst 
systems.  ACTION:  Zyndol and Moody will follow up with Swenson.   

3.7. [Mar 09] Hurson Memorial truck pad.  ACTION: Bailey will present a new operating plan to 
FPOM prior to the start of trucking  

3.8. [Mar 09] FPP changes.  There were many comments on Appendix B.  ACTION:  Moody will 
update Appendix B and send it to Feil. 

3.9. [Mar 09] FPP change forms.  Appendix J temperature protocols.  Fredricks wanted the 
temperature protocols more clearly described in the appendix.  ACTION:  Hausmann will write 
up the language to clarify how temperatures are taken and when. 

3.10. [Mar 09] FPP change forms.  Appendix K temperature protocols.  Fredricks wanted the 
temperature protocols more clearly described in the appendix.  ACTION:  Cordie will write up 
the language to clarify how temperatures are taken and when. 

3.11. [Mar 09] JDA stand pipe in the fishway.  FPOM would like the Project to look at options for 
moving the standpipe so it is not in the fishway.  ACTION: Cordie to check on the buffering of 
the sensors.   

3.12. [Mar 09] BON AFF.  Fredricks requests another AFF meeting as a follow up to the August 
2008 meeting.  He would like to check on the commitments made by CRITFC in return for 
leniency with the picket leads.  ACTION:  Klatte to contact R. Peters about setting up another 
AFF meeting. 

 
4. .Updates.  (Klatte/Dykstra) 

4.1. BON TIE Crane repairs. 
4.2. BON Unit 11 return to service date. 
4.3. BON T11/12 outage. 
4.4. JDA STS crane. 
4.5. MCN ESBS installation 
4.6. MCN Entrance velocity test result for improved lamprey passage. 
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4.7. Lamprey nighttime counts. 
4.8. Coordination activities completed prior to FPOM. 

4.8.1. BON JMF head box outage on 19 March. 
4.8.2. BON spill gate 17 setting. 
4.8.3. BON ITS outage on 10 April. 

 
5. BON Bank 7/8 outage. (Hausmann) 
 
6. TDA spillwall early start date.  (Wertheimer) 
 
7. TDA intake deck maintenance/ sluiceway orifice closure status.  (Cordie) 
 
8. SMP condition sub-sampling numbers. (Dykstra) 
 
9. Task Groups. 

9.1. Lamprey.  (Chair-Cordie, Clugston, Dykstra, Lorz, Mackey, Meyer, Moody, Moser, Peery, 
Rerecich, Zyndol).   

9.2. Pinnipeds.  (Chair-Stansell, Bettin, Benner, Brown, Fredricks, Hausmann, Kruger, Richards, 
Stephenson, Tackley, Wills)   

 
10. FPP.  Hard copies ready to be handed out.  (Feil) 
 
11. Other 
 
12. FPP changes for 2010 

12.1. TDA 5.5. talks about the unit priority when operating outside the 1%.  Is this still needed and if 
so, is the priority still correct? 

 
13. 1400- tour of the JBS dewatering screens. 
 
14. Next Meeting- May 14th, 2009 from 0900-1300 at NOAA Fisheries in Portland. 
 
15. May agenda items-  

15.1. Spill response plans.  Review of NWW and NWP spill plans. 
15.2. pikeminnow dam angling.  John Skidmore to explain the anticipated plan for 2010. 
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OFFICIAL COORDINATION REQUESTS and NOTIFICATIONS FOR  
NON-ROUTINE OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 

∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞ 
COORDINATION DATE-  20 March 2009 
PROJECT-  Bonneville Lock and Dam 
RESPONSE DATE-  2 April 2009 
 
Description of the problem- Spill gate 17 does not have a working hoist.  To include spill gate 
17 in the 2009 spring spill patterns, the gate will need to be dogged at a set position.  The pattern 
has the gate open at 3.5’.  Since the gate has to be set on dogs, it needs to be set at either two or 
three dogs.  Two dogs appear closer to the recommended spill pattern opening of 3.5 feet, both in 
opening and in flow.  Later this spring, further discussion will need to occur to establish the 
setting of bay 17 for the 2009 summer spill patterns. 

 
Two dogs = 2.98 feet and Q= 5993 cfs 
2009 spill pattern = 3.5 feet and Q = 7020 cfs 
Three dogs = 4.89 feet and Q = 9738 cfs 

 
Type of outage required- No additional outage is required.  The spill bay 17 hoist is out of 
service and will remain in this condition for the 2009 spill season and maybe the 2010 spill 
season.  The Project would like to coordinate an early opening of spill bay 17 since 10 April is a 
Friday.  If agreed to by FPOM, they would like to open the bay late in the afternoon on 9 April. 
 
Impact on facility operation- The spill gate will need to be manually set on dogs instead of 
automatically controlled by the operators.  Once set, it will remain that way until manually 
adjusted for emergencies or summer spill patterns.  The gate would be opened about eight hours 
earlier than the start of spill season. 
 
Length of time for repairs- a rebuilt gear box will take 32 weeks and a new gear box will take 
64 weeks.  At this time the Project does not have a return to service date for the hoist. 
 
Expected impacts on fish passage- Many hours went in to developing the BON spill patterns.  
Deviations from those patterns will have an affect on tailrace flows and possibly fish survival, 
however, two dogs is fairly close to 3.5’ and should provide similar conditions as the original 
spill pattern setting. 
 
Comments from agencies 
BON Chief of Ops (Schwartz)- I think because bay 17 is on the south side, three dogs may be 
too much flow.  We have fishway entrance issues during the day with almost five feet of 
opening.  I would like to have more discussion on this.  I am not comfortable with three dogs. 
 
NOAA- I agree that flow from the two dog setting is closest to the original pattern and should be 
used for gate 17.  However, the remaining 1027 cfs spill flow that would be necessary to achieve 
the 100 kcfs BiOp spill should be provided in the other adjacent bays.   This should be possible 
since I believe these bays have gates that hang from the hoists (as opposed to dogged off gates).  
Thanks,  Gary 
Response from Schwartz- Gary, thanks for your support on setting bay 17 at 2 dogs. I don't see 
a problem of quickly developing a 100K spill pattern and shifting that 1K somewhere else that 
won't change egress conditions.  Thanks, Dennis 
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FPC- My thoughts on this operation would be: 
1. To use the 2 dog setting but make-up spill loss at Bay 17 in other bays 
2. If you cannot make up spill at other bays then go to the 3 dog setting and monitor adult 
entrance conditions. If issues with adult entrance conditions appear with more flow through Bay 
17- can the hoist from another, less crucial bay for adult attraction be put in bay 17, and dog off 
another gate? Dave 
 
Final results- Bay 17 will be set on two dogs in the afternoon of 9 April.  Two dogs provides 
1027cfs less flow than the normal spill pattern.  The 1027cfs will be compensated through other 
bays. 
∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞ 
COORDINATION DATE- 19 March 2009 
PROJECT- Bonneville Dam 
RESPONSE DATE- 2 April 2009 
 
Description of the problem- The electrical contractors working on the PH1 Ice and Trash 
Sluiceway (ITS) automated gates have completed their work.  They have scaffolding straddling 
the ITS and PH1 downstream migration channel (DSM1) in four locations.  They need to remove 
the scaffolding and have asked to do so on 10 April 2009. 
 
Type of outage required- The PH1 ITS end gate would be closed during scaffolding removal.  
Removal is expected to take one twelve hour day.  The outage is proposed for 0700 until 1900. 
 
Impact on facility operation- The ITS end gate will be closed.  DSM1 is already out of service, 
and will remain so, until 3 September 2009. 
 
Length of time for repairs- Removal will not take more than twelve hours. 
 
Expected impacts on fish passage- Spill will have started and the B2CC will be opened by the 
time the ITS is taken out of service.  In normal years, the river flows during the early days of spill 
do not allow units to run at PH1.   
 
With that in mind, there will be few fish attracted to PH1 and multiple bypass routes at PH2.  
There are few impacts to fish expected. 
 
Comments from agencies-  
NOAA- We are ok with the outage as long as no main units are running in the first powerhouse 
during the outage.  As the request mentions, this shouldn't be a problem given the relatively low 
river flow and spill. Thanks, Gary 
 
BON Chief of Ops- No guarantees that we won't be operating any PH1 units unless river 
cooperates but we need to prepare the contractor for this chance.  Dennis 
 
Final results- The contractor will remove the scaffolding on 10 April.  The Project will attempt 
to keep PH1 units from operating during the ITS outage. 
∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞ 
COORDINATION DATE- 3/26/2009 
PROJECT- Bonneville Lock and Dam 
RESPONSE DATE- 4/9/2009 
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Description of the problem- BON is requesting a bank outage for 7/8 from 0000 on 13 April 
until 1159 on 16 April 2009 for bank repairs.   
 
Type of outage required- This bank outage will take unit 8 out of service from 0000 on 13 April 
until 1159 on 16 April.   Unit 7 will remain out of service due to turbine rehab. 
 
Impact on facility operation- The outage will begin after spill has started, to minimize the 
impacts.  Unit 8 is seventh on the list for PH1 priority units. 

The T11 & T 12 outages are also scheduled for that week.  During the 2 hour T11/12 outages 
Project capacity to pass water will include 100K spill plus approximately 64K at PH1 and with 
three units available at PH2 at 45K.  With miscellaneous flow, the Project can safely pass 215K 
without needing additional spill.   

Per the STP runs from March 23rd flows are expected to be between 147-156K for that week 
in April.  The Project will have no problems passing that amount even during this T 7/8 outage 
and the T 11/12 one as well. 
 
Length of time for repairs- One week. 
 
Expected impacts on fish passage- There is no expected impact on fish passage.  While Unit 8 
is out of service, the next available priority unit will be operated.   
 
Comments from agencies 
NOAA- No concerns with this.  You might recheck that forecast since flows might be a bit 
higher.  Even so, I doubt there will be involuntary spill.  Thanks, Gary 
 
Final results 
∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞∞ 
COORDINATION DATE-  3/26/2009 
PROJECT-  The Dalles Dam 
RESPONSE DATE- 4/15/2009 
 
Description of the problem- Construction of The Dalles Bay 8/9 Spillwall has fallen behind 
schedule.  A variety of factors affected construction activities including slower than expected 
production rates, weather delays and other factors.  Given the various problems and delays the 
wall construction during this first season was stopped short of the planned 2009 downstream 
limit at station 193.5’, instead of station 290.5’ as expected. 
 The currently approved In Water Work (IWW) period (which is extended from the normal 
duration) – allows for General Spillwall work   from Oct 1 – March 31 and Leveling Slab work 
from Nov 1 – Feb 28. Given this IWW, the contractor has developed a schedule that shows all 
the remaining wall being completed at the end of next year’s IWW season, however; there is ‘0’ 
float (e.g., flexibility to meet major unanticipated obstacles) in that schedule.  Therefore, we are 
formally requesting an even earlier start to the spillwall for the 2009-2010 construction season; 
this will help ensure spillwall completion success and gaining the biological benefit in the 2010 
spill season as anticipated. 
 The early start was discussed with members from the region present during the ERDC trip 
the week of February 9th, where the general thought was that the only area of concern was for in-
the-wet concrete placements – both within the spillwall precast and forms, and for the leveling 
slab (within the moon pool).  Therefore it was requested that the environmental data collected by 
the contractor as part of the water quality certificate from the first season’s concrete placements 
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be provided to enable an informed determination of the effects these activities have on the 
environment.  
 These data were compiled and provided at the TDA Construction Task Force Tour/FPOM 
meeting at The Dalles on March 12th, (see summary of data chart below – entire data set was sent 
out prior to the FPOM meeting and distributed/discussed at the meeting).  Data indicates very 
little effect on both pH and Turbidity from the concrete placements, when the sample points 300’ 
downstream of the activity are compared to the background.  A comment was provided that this 
same scenario occurred at Lower Monumental a few years back when the stilling basin there was 
repaired, and that a paper was written to document impacts to fish due to this type of activity.  
This paper was later circulated for all to review, and also indicated very little impact to the 
environment from the concrete placement activities. 
 
Type of outage required- Therefore it is requested that work activities on The Dalles Bay 8/9 
Spillwall be allowed to commence as follows: 
 
1) September 8, 2009 (from 1 October),  

The spillwall work will commence at station 192.5’, which is on the existing apron, 
approximately 800-1000’ upstream from the thalweg and 480’ from the North Fishladder 
entrance.   The initial work for the wall construction will consist of setting alignment steel, 
precast concrete units, temporary bracing and formwork.  Spillwall concrete placements in the 
river can not take place until all this setup work is completed on the first section of season 2 
wall.  It is anticipated that this setup activity could take a week or longer before a concrete 
placement in the river inside of forms occurs.  However, once the concrete placements begin, 
they will continue at regular short intervals (every 3 days or so) as the wall construction 
proceeds down the length of the wall, as set-up work will continue ahead of and during the 
concrete placement, in a linear fashion. 

 
2) October 1, 2009 (From 1 November),  

The leveling slab work will commence at station 552.42’, which is approximately the start of 
the curve section ~500’ from the thalweg.  Although this work is closer to the thalweg, the 
initial work of setting the moon pool, and modifying it to adapt to the river bottom is more 
intensive, and in season 1 took approximately 3 weeks from set-up to a concrete placement, 
with each concrete placement being a one day event.  Therefore it is anticipated that the first in 
the river leveling slab placement with the moon pool would not take place before October 1, 
2009, and the next would follow approximately 2-3 weeks after that.  This equates to only 2-3 
leveling slab placements that could take place prior to the previously agreed upon November 
1st start date. 

 
Impact on facility operation- The in-water work would start about a month early. 
 
Length of time for repairs- The in-water work would begin 8 September 2009 and continue 
until 31 March 2010. 
 
Expected impacts on fish passage:  Water quality monitoring data indicate minimal impacts on 
water quality as a result of construction activities.  Based on the location of requested activities 
on the spillway shelf; negligible impacts on fish passage & timing are expected due to the 
requested IWW extensions. 
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL DATA - SEASON 1 CONCRETE PLACEMENTS 

Activity 

Current 
Allowed 

Start Date of 
Activity 

Segment 
Number Date 

Average 
Daily 

Background 
pH 

Average 
Daily pH 300' 

D/S of 
Construction 

Avg Daily pH 
Delta from 

Background 

Average 
Daily 

Background 
TURBIDITY 

(NTU) 

Average Daily 
TURBIDITY  
(NTU) 300' 

D/S of 
Construction 

Avg Daily 
TURBIDITY 

Delta from 
Background 

                    

Seal Pour  (Tremie Plug) 1-Oct 

1 1/16/2009 8.25 8.28 0.03 5.83 6.06 0.22 
2 1/5/2009 8.27 8.29 0.03 0.17 0.28 0.11 
3 1/21/2009 8.58 8.55 -0.03 17.75 17.83 0.08 
4 2/13/2009 8.30 8.30 0.00 4.33 4.56 0.22 

                    

Closure Pour (to Top of 
Precast) 1-Oct 

1 1/22/2009 8.32 8.37 0.06 9.50 9.39 -0.11 
2 1/12/2009 8.24 8.25 0.02 6.88 6.42 -0.46 
3 2/3/2009 8.10 8.18 0.08 4.40 4.40 0.00 

4 2/20/2009 8.26 8.23 -0.03 1.39 1.39 0.00 

                    

Leveling Slab 1-Nov 

6 11/19/2008 8.23 8.23 0.01 0.75 1.38 0.50 
7/8 12/15/2008 8.27 8.33 0.06 0.29 0.62 0.33 
8/9 1/13/2009 8.24 8.27 0.02 7.14 7.10 -0.05 

9/10/11 2/14/2009 7.92 7.92 0.00 5.17 5.11 -0.06 

                    

Erosion Undercut Repair 1-Nov 
6 1/23/2009 8.70 8.80 0.1 9.00 8.83 -0.17 

6 1/24/2009 8.35 8.42 0.07 7.00 7.33 0.33 
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Comments from agencies 
NOAA- I've spent some time considering the extended in-water work period request and believe the 
extensions into October and September are acceptable and pose little risk to migrating adult salmonids 
for the following reasons: 
 
1.   A relatively low percentage of the adult runs use the north ladder after spill is ended at the end of 
August.  The following table lists the north ladder usage percentages for the past three years.  The 
seasonal averages are weighted by the monthly fish passage abundance.  These numbers are for adults 
only (jacks excluded, however the story was the same for jacks). 
 
Dart Data  The Dalles Dam North Ladder Percent Passage 
Date   Chinook  Steelhead  Coho   
2008   
Sept Ave  4.7%   7.8%   12.2%   
Oct Ave  3.7%   6.3%   15.7%   
Season Ave  4.6%   7.6%   13.5%   
2007   
Sept Ave  3.2%   6.8%   13.3%   
Oct Ave  5.9%   9.6%   24.0%   
Season Ave  3.6%   7.3%   18.3%   
2006   
Sept Ave  2.5%   7.4%   21.8%   
Oct Ave  3.3%   5.5%   21.4%   
Season Ave  2.6%   7.0%   21.7%   
 

From the table we can see that chinook would likely be the least effected and coho the most 
effected by activities in the vicinity of the north entrance.  However, even for Coho, 80% or more 
normally use the east fishway to pass the dam.  The planned activities may shift a few more percent over 
to the east fishway, but it is unlikely that this will pose a significant delay issue for those fish since we 
seem to have good passage rates at this project even with the heavy use of the east ladder.  That being 
said, I still think it would be a good idea to try to get a better balance (balance the risk) in adult passage 
at this project once the wall is completed. 
 
2.  This activity will be well away from the east entrance and most of the early work will be well off the 
river thalweg (~500').  As such, the activity should have little if any effect on the routes fish normally use 
to pass this dam.  Also, most of this work will be several hundred feet from the north ladder entrance.  
We anticipate some impact to this route however, the entrance will still be open and we anticipate some 
continued fish passage through this route. 
 
3.  The risks posed to adult passage from changes in water quality seem minimal given the data provided 
from earlier work in this area (a few hundredths of a unit change in pH).  I am assuming that there will be 
continued monitoring during the next in-water season to assure pH levels don't exceed those seen in the 
past. 
 
4.  Finally, we need to get the wall done in the next year.  Additional construction delay will only delay 
obtaining the benefits of the wall for juvenile outmigrants and delay obtaining BiOp performance goals at 
this project.  Thanks for the chance to comment.  Gary 
 
IDFG- We have no objections and request a reminder be sent out just prior to work beginning so that we 
can monitor adult passage.  Russ 
 
Final results 
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 FISH PASSAGE CENTER 
1827 NE 44th Ave., Suite 240, Portland, OR 97213 

Phone: (503) 230-4099 Fax: (503) 230-7559 
http://www.fpc.org/ e-mail us at fpcstaff@fpc.org 

 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Tim Dykstra, Walla Walla District COE, Bernie Klatte, Portland District COE, FPAC 
FROM: Michele DeHart 
DATE: March 31, 2009 
 
RE: Standardized Sample Size requirements for SMP condition sampling and transportation Barge 
loading data requirements and weight calculations  
 
The FPC has invested considerable effort over the past year in standardizing the Smolt Monitoring 
Program (SMP) data collection and recording procedures among the SMP sites. In addition, in response 
to requests from the fishery management agencies and tribes the FPC has worked with the region to 
develop a standard fish condition monitoring protocol for data collection and reporting. The COE and 
site personnel requested that their data bases for COE sampling of facility fish impacts and barge loading 
remain unchanged in this process. The FPC staff expended considerable efforts to build individual tools 
for each site to maintain their present COE data and procedures. As a result of this process we have noted 
several issues that can only be addressed by the COE and the fishery management agencies regarding 
inconsistencies in data collection for COE facility monitoring and transportation program barge loading. 
We believe that there are opportunities to standardize these efforts among sites and reduce fish handling 
and fish impact. Since this is the last year of the COE three year contract for sampling for facility impacts 
and transportation implementation, it may be appropriate to address these issues at this time. There are 
opportunities to reduce sampling and handling impacts. Specifically:  

• Although the management question of barge loading is the same at each transportation site, 
different data are collected at each site to determine barge loading. For example at LGR poundage is 
reported for barge loading be species type, and clip type, whereas LGS reports poundage by steelhead 
clip type and salmon combined. These different procedures require different sample sizes. The 
management application is the same, and sample size requirements could be reviewed in terms of 
reducing sampling and handling and standardization among sites. 

• Currently the condition monitoring protocol, as determined by the FPOM subgroup on fish 
condition monitoring, was set at 100 fish of each species and clip type. This means that during the spring, 
when potentially four species (clipped and unclipped) of juvenile migrants are present, up to 800 juvenile 
salmon could be examined on a daily basis for injury and disease information. There may be ways to 
reduce this amount of handling for detailed condition information and still get necessary information on 
fish condition. 

• Neither rationale nor calculations of sample size requirements for fish condition data collection 
at individual sites is available. As mentioned above, these sample sizes for each site are currently not 
consistent. The COE and fishery agencies should consider and review guidelines used to select the target 
sample sizes, relative to the management application of the data. This should include consideration of the 
100 fish criteria per clip type objective, such as detecting a particular incidence of occurrence of injuries 
or descaling. 

• The rationale for different condition sampling at transportation sites versus non-transportation 
sites is unclear. The rationale for collecting injury information on clipped and non-clipped fish is unclear, 
specifically as it relates to the resulting management action and whether or not the existing data suggest 
that injury levels are different enough to warrant the additional sampling and handling.  

• Procedures and codes differ among sites. For example, MCN collects weight and length data on 
incidental fish, but other sites do not. Sample codes differ among sites. 

 
cc. Charlie Morrill, WDFW 
Rick Martinson, PSMFC 

Pat Kinery, ODFW 

http://www.fpc.org/
mailto:fpcstaff@fpc.org
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March 2009 
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

1 Adult Passage 
Season Begins –  
Start counting at 
Lower Granite Dam 

2 
JDA avian array 
construction begins 

3 FPAC 
NWD F/W meeting- ID 
JDA navlock OOS 
JDA fish pump trashrack 
dive 

4 
NWD F/W meeting- ID 
 
BON B2CC open for 
debris flush. 

5 
NWD F/W meeting- ID 
 
TDA AWS mtg 

6 
BON ITS OOS for 
U7/8 dive 
 
Happy Birthday 

7 

8 
 
 
 
Daylight Savings 

9 10 FPAC 
Hydraulic scale 
assessment- RDP 

11 
TMT 
 
BON BGS dive 

12 
TDA spillwall site visit 
FPOM Meeting- TDA 
BON BGS dive 
 

13 
BON ITS OOS for 
automated gates. 
 
Happy Birthday 

14 
BON ITS OOS for 
automated gates. 

15 16 
SRWG- lamprey & 
adult salmon 

17  
FPAC 
SRWG- passage and 
survival 
 

18 
 

19 
SCT 
B2CC triggers mtg 
 

20 
SRWG- Transportation 
and delayed mortality 

21 

22 23 24 FPAC 
 

25 
TMT 

26 
TDA spillwall call 

27 28 

29 30 31 FPAC 
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April 2009 
Sunday  Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

   

1    
Adult Fish Counting Starts  
Juvenile Bypass Season 
Begins 
SRWG- Biological index 
testing 

2 Juvenile Spill Starts 
Snake River Dams – Pools 
to MOP 
 
SRWG- Avian Predation 

3 4 

5 6 
 
 
TDA avian line install 
 
ERDC- NWP 

7 FPAC 
 
 
TDA avian line install 
 
ERDC- NWP 

8 TMT 
 
 
TDA avian line install 
 
ERDC- NWP 

9 
TSW tour 
FPOM meeting- MCN 
MCN JBS tour 
 
TDA spillwall call 
ERDC- NWP 

10 
NWP spill begins 
B2CC opens 
 
 
ERDC- NWP 

11 

12 
 
 
Easter 

13 14 FPAC 
 

15   
SCT 
 
BON PH2 outage (PM) 

16 
SCT tour to LGS/LMN 
 
BON PH2 outage (PM) 

17 18 

19 
 
 
Happy Birthday 

20 Snake River 
Juvenile Transport 
Begins 

21 
FPAC 
FFDRWG- JDA 
FFDRWG- BON 30% 

22  TMT 
 

23 
TDA spillwall call 
 
FFDRWG- NWP 

24 25 

26 
 

27 
 
 
Happy Birthday 

28 
FPAC 

29  
FFDRWG- NWW 

30 
FFDRWG- NWW 
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May 2009 
Sunday  Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

31 

    

1 2 

3 4 
 
ERDC trip- JDA 

5 
FPAC 
ERDC trip- JDA 

6 
TMT 
ERDC trip- JDA 

7 
TDA spillwall call 
ERDC trip- JDA 
 
 
 

8 
 
ERDC trip- JDA 

9 

10 11 12 
FPAC 

13 14 FPOM Meeting 15 16 

17 18 19 
FPAC 

20 
TMT 

21 
 
TDA spillwall call 

22 23 

24 25 
Memorial Day  
HOLIDAY 

26 
FPAC 

27 28 29 30 
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CENWP-OD        08 December 2008 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 
 
Subject: FINAL Minutes for the 14 August 2008 BON AFF meeting. 
 
The meeting was held in the Bonneville Dam Auditorium.  In attendance: 

Last First Agency Office Email 
Clugston David USACE 503-808-4751 David.a.clugston@usace.army.mil 
Fredricks Gary NOAA 503-231-6855 Gary.fredricks@noaa.gov 
Fryer  Jeff CRITFC  FRYJ@critfc.org 
Graves Ritchie NOAA  Ritchie.Graves@noaa.gov 
Hatch Doug CRITFC  hatd@critfc.org 
Hausmann Ben USACE 541-374-4598 Ben.j.hausmann@usace.army.mil 
Langeslay Mike USACE  Mike.j.langeslay@usace.army.mil  
Lorz Tom CRITFC 503-238-3574 lort@critfc.org 
Lothrop Rob CRITFC  lotr@critfc.org 
Klatte Bern USACE 503-808-4318 Bernard.a.klatte@usace.army.mil 
Mackey Tammy USACE 503-808-4305 Tammy.m.mackey@usace.army.mil 
Meyer Ed NOAA 503-230-5411 Ed.meyer@noaa.gov 
Peters Rock USACE  Rock.D.Peters@usace.army.mil 
Rerecich Jon USACE 541-374-7984 Jonathan.g.rerecich@usace.army.mil 
Schwartz Dennis USACE 503-808-4779 Dennis.e.schwartz@usace.army.mil 
Whiteaker John CRITFC  Whij@critfc.org 
 
Peters started the meeting with introductions.   
 
Peters: Would like to understand the issues.  There has been a lot of discussion about the AFF 
upgrades.  What is the long term intent for the facility?  Are there concerns about handling? 
 
Lothrop: When Whiteaker and Hatch informed him of problems using the AFF in the manner 
they want in an effort to get their sample sizes, he suggested a meeting be convened.  CRITFC 
uses the AFF for a variety of purposes; implementing commitments in the Pacific Salmon Treaty 
and the US v Oregon in-river management responsibilities.  These responsibilities include age, 
length and stock composition used for run recconstruction.  There are new needs coming, related 
to the MOA or Fish Accords.  These Accords are a 10-year commitment and while they are 
mostly BPA projects, there will be an increased need to sample at the AFF.  We need to have a 
way to use the facility to accomplish the goals of CRITFC and other Regional users.   
 
Fredricks: There are more than needs, there are concerns too.  NMFS has stressed that the 
presence of the AFF is not a blank check for the use of the AFF.  It wasn’t designed for the level 
of current use.  There are issues with the temperature of the water, the ability to sample without 
handling/trapping all fish going through the Washington Shore fishway.  We need to come up 
with some way to meet the needs, but also address the concerns.  One issue is the money, but 
also what are the realistic needs? 
 
Lothrop:  Wasn’t trying to draw a line between needs and concerns. 
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Graves:  NMFS is trying to figure out what the agency’s needs are.  The Hydro section has talked 
with the Harvest, Peter Dygert, to help clarify those needs.  They need to balance their multiple 
responsibilities of gathering information but also protecting the resource. 
 
Fredricks: One key component, which isn’t represented here, are the States (WDFW, ODFW, 
IDFG).  What are their current and future needs?  Not arguing the need for the data but rather the 
method for collecting that data.  One issue that has come up is the size of the fish, such as the B-
run steelhead.   
 
Whiteaker: In the past, the WDFW and ODFW have gathered the steelhead information.  Since 
CRITFC was in the facility as well, it was cheaper to hand over those duties to CRITFC.  The 
MOA’s add more work but it is just expanding the information gathered during the current 
sampling schedule. 
 
Peters: USACE also has needs.  Could Langeslay or Clugston explain those?  Getting a clear 
understanding for the different stocks and time of year would be really helpful.    
 
Fryer explained the various stock and sample size needs.  He provided a handout that laid out the 
researcher needs. 
 
Whiteaker:  Part of the sample size problem is attempting to estimate the number of fish needed.  
CRITFC decides on a weekly amount but the fish may be early or they may be late.  They can’t 
get a hard line estimate on what they need each week.   
 
Graves: Is that with two days with six hours or four days with six hours? 
 
Whiteaker:  In the past they would sample three times a week and get about 100 fish per species 
per day if there were thousands of fish passing, or get 10 if there weren’t so many.  Now they 
spread the sampling out over the entire week.   
 
Graves: so you added days but reduced duration. 
 
Peters: what are the next steps?   
 
Fryer: Estimating the ten year average is tough.  Two lead sampling for four hours a day resulted 
in few fish. 
 
Lothrop: Doesn’t know of anyone who thinks the picket lead configuration is an optimum 
configuration.   
 
Fredricks: Majority of the flow and fish go through Washington.  There is a hole to the side that 
leads to the AFF, most of the fish will avoid going into that dark hole and opt to go up the main 
ladder.  There is a solution to that.   
 
Fredricks explained the vertical lead idea at this time.  It would give fish a choice as to which 
way to go down stream of the weir 37 valve.  Those on the AFF side would have to continue 
through the AFF but all fish would not have to be diverted into the lab. 
 
Fredricks: The other concern is how to handle those fish at the temperatures we have out there.  
Don’t know if anyone here thinks 70°F is a good temperature to handle fish.  Concern is that we 
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need to have a plan to move away from intensive handling in the future.  Yeah, right now we 
have to work with what we have, but what is the plan forward to reduce handling of the fish?  
Would like to see a way out of the intensive handling.  Can we get beyond the handling to 
something less frequent or less intensive?  How do you get the data and still safeguard those 
fish?  That is the goal.  Can video counts or visual counts be used?  Can PIT tag data be used?  
What other methods are being developed to get the information and still limit the handling, 
especially at the higher temperatures? 
 
Lothrop: If CRITFC can get a parallel picket lead, that addresses a lot of the issues, but there is 
still the temperature issues in July/August/September.  How easily achievable is the parallel 
picket leads?  Is it a next year fix, three year fix? 
 
Fredricks: It’s not a three year fix.  It could be done this winter, or Hausmann could get it in this 
afternoon.  It’s an easy fix.  It won’t have any shear force, maybe a little bit of side load. 
 
Schwartz: Would this be permanent? 
 
Fredricks/Meyer: This could be removable with hoists.  It would allow flexibility for the AFF 
users.   
 
Peters: Is the District and the Project aware of this? 
 
Clugston: this has been informally discussed. 
 
Meyer: Need access, walkways, and hoists.  The Washington Shore will need to be dewatered for 
the installation. 
 
Peters: Sounds like something Ed could work with Portland folks to figure out.  No Rainey 
designs though.  Not guaranteeing funding but it would probably be an Ops issue if we went 
forward with this.  To clarify, this would resolve most of NOAA’s issues. 
 
Graves: This would just help ensure sufficient numbers of fish without closing off the entire 
ladder. 
 
Meyers: There are still issues when there are 30K fish going over in a day.  Diverting 15K into 
the lab may not be appropriate. 
 
Whiteaker explained that they aren’t in there all day so if there are 30K fish a day; they may only 
see 1000 due to the sampling hours. 
 
Meyer: yes, but if you set up the lab in the morning and charge it with fish, you still have all of 
those fish in the lab that have to get out.   
 
Whiteaker explained that it takes about an hour for fish to seed the ladder. 
 
Peters: when you are done, what happens? 
 
It was explained that the bulkhead is pulled and fish can move out through the AFF exit ladder 
and back into the Washington Shore. 
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NOAA Fisheries acknowledged limited use but it does get around shutting down the entire 
ladder.  The other concern still, is the handling of the fish once they are in the lab.  Fredricks is 
asking everyone to try to come up with ideas for a re-design to better facilitate handling the fish. 
 
Peters: Let’s dig into that issue a little bit more.  Didn’t USACE make improvements? 
 
Fredricks: We made some improvements but there are still more that need to be made.  The false 
weirs and flumes are still a problem. 
 
Clugston: if you look at injuries and time delay, it’s not huge but there is the unknowable delayed 
impact.   
 
Fredricks: You would have to follow the fish to the spawning grounds to know what those effects 
are.  There are dead fish in the facility.  Whenever the grizzlies are cleaned out, there is grey 
matter on them.  How many fish have died?  We probably have to do some of the handling but do 
we have to do so much?  Can we cut back the volume?  Really don’t want to walk away without 
a commitment to reduce the needs.  As long as there is approval to do it, there seems to be no 
incentive to look for other methods of getting information. 
 
Fryer: part of the issue with the need to handle the fish is if you don’t handle the adults, then you 
need to increase the numbers of juveniles handled for PIT tagging.  Problem with the existing 
PIT tags is that it is heavily weighted towards hatcheries and Snake river fish.  The issue at 
Bonneville though is the temperatures.  When we have the high temperatures; that is when the 
fish return.  With Fall chinook, they tend to move as the water starts to cool but we can’t get back 
in until the temperature drops to 69.5°F.  It would be better to have 70°F on the upward end since 
the water is warming but have 70.5°F on the downward side since that is when the fish start to 
move. 
 
Fredricks: that isn’t the fault of the fish, that is what the temperatures are.  It is a fault with our 
needs. 
 
Fryer: looked at the size for A and B run steelhead.  The size overlap is extensive. 
 
Fredricks: reading the other day about the value of juveniles and adults.  We need to be really 
careful with the adults.  They are the returns, the currency of the river. 
 
Clugston: we have been trying to adjust our research to work around the temperature and picket 
lead handling.  That is what our researchers have to learn to live with. 
 
Fredricks: there are issues with tagging juveniles, the survival, but if we can resolve that then 
tagging more juveniles gives us a lot more information and not just on adult returns.   
 
Graves: the BiOp calls for more tagging of representative stocks in the basin.  Might be 
opportunities to use what CRITFC does and supplement the database.  The other thing as far as 
impacts, has anyone looked at the survival of CRITFC tagged fish compared to other tagged fish 
returning to similar locations? 
 
Fryer: haven’t looked at that yet, but would like to.  One problem with that is that we are dealing 
with two different groups of fish, but I think as more juveniles get PIT tagged; then CRITFC’s 
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fish could be used as a baseline.  Unless you do a lot of PIT tagging in a lot of places, you won’t 
get away from that problem. 
 
Graves: Thinking of Fall chinook as an example.  We have pretty much one population of Fall 
chinook.  The genetics are pretty tight.  If you are tagging fish we later know are fall chinook, 
you should be able to make some comparisons there.   
 
Fryer: Having trouble getting funding to PIT tag Hanford Reach juveniles.  This last year we 
tagged about 16k but currently have no funding to tag fish in 2009. 
Fredricks: are there index stocks that could be used as a surrogate to the stocks used for harvest 
management, based on PIT tags alone?  Not every stock will have an abundance of fish tagged, 
but certain stocks will. 
 
Fryer: It gets expensive to do a lot of wild fish. 
 
Ellis: the fall chinook harvest management is keyed on the upriver bright stocks.  The trick is, 
currently, a high % of hatchery fish are PIT tagged but that is a small percentage of the upriver 
Fall chinook so they aren’t all that representative.  To do a more representative sample would 
involve a massive effort to get your hands on Hanford and Deschutes fish.  Have done some 
trapping to do coded-wire tagging and that was a challenging problem to capture enough 
Deschutes fall chinook to get any meaningful numbers back.  Developing forecasts on Deschutes 
fall chinook, though they are a small percentage.   
 
Lothrop: Deschutes fish are an indicator stock in the Pacific Salmon Treaty.  We have to track 
that stock in terms of population trends.  It’s in good shape right now compared to Nooksack and 
other coastal stocks but it is one we have to track. 
 
Graves: How many fall chinook targeted turn out to be Deschutes river fall chinook? 
 
Whiteaker: we will find out this year.  This is the first year we have done this tracking. 
 
Whiteaker explained more about the coded-wire tagging of the chinook. 
 
Fryer was asked why couldn’t they be PIT tagged instead of coded-wire tagged?  
 
Because the fish are gutted at sea and a PIT tag is lost.  It was suggested the fishermen get PIT 
tag detectors.  Lothrop commented that it is a big infrastructure issue.  Fredricks responded that 
he is hearing that nothing can be done.  Lothrop said here was an expert panel report on the 
coded-wire system.  It would require Alaska, Oregon, Washington to change the way they are 
handling the tagging and information gathered.  Fredricks understands it’s a big issue but it is 
one that needs to be dealt with.  The expert panel looked at switching technology but decided it is 
more important to keep what we have.  It is important to have good abundance estimates because 
it impacts the composition of the fish off the coast of Vancouver Island and then the Nooksack 
stocks get targeted.  It is a convoluted issue that others understand much better. 
 
Fredricks: why does it have to be all or nothing? 
 
Lothrop: it’s a practical matter.  You can get genetics but you won’t get the age.  Age is very 
important. 
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Whiteaker: research is being done, but it is going to take time for things to change. 
 
Lothrop: we would like to try out the video technology for steelhead.  They present their own 
challenges from chinook.  The size criteria for A-run/B-run was settled after much bloodletting in 
US v Oregon so it probably isn’t going to change soon. 
 
Graves: B-run are a limiting factor to the fishery so there is a drive to separate them from the A-
run and marry up the genetics with the length information so at the end of the day you know what 
your impacts are. 
 
Fredricks: Should be able to use video for steelhead and for the Tule/up-river brights.   
 
Lothrop: Might be interested in trying to figure out a little better way of getting sample 
information.   
 
Fredricks: what is most bothersome more than anything else is that we have 71°, 72° degree 
water and we are told we HAVE to get in there and here are the reasons why.  Is there a way to 
address some of those reasons and get some of the data because at some temperatures trapping 
isn’t going to be allowed? 
 
Ellis: I think the tribes would be quite open to determining the meaning of the A/B run fish and 
determining useful criteria for length.  Working toward using video counts to the extent possible 
would be fine.  There is still an issue with forecasting steelhead and chinook.  Need age data and 
we get that from scales.  Might get that from massive PIT tagging of juveniles and that might be 
ok, but some tribes are resistant to PIT tagging so many juveniles.  We still have a need for age 
based data for forecasts.  We can agree to work on A versus B run steelhead, video sampling… 
but this all takes money and we don’t have money.  We would have to look to USACE.  So we 
can agree to do that but we still have the age based stuff and I am stumped as to how we could 
get age based stuff now.   
 
Fredricks: if you are proposing to work towards a longer term solution, that’s great.  We can deal 
with the short term handling if there is movement towards a long term solution. 
 
Whiteaker: Our long term goal is to handle the fish once at Bonneville so you don’t have to 
handle them at the tributaries.   
 
Fredricks: the problem with handling here is that you are affecting the entire Columbia River. 
 
Whiteaker: We are only in there for a couple of hours.  We are sampling only a fraction of the 
run.   
 
Graves: If you got harvested fish and you can get tissue samples, but the problem is that you 
don’t know if they are representative of the whole run? 
 
Whiteaker: the problem with sampling harvested fish is that those fish are selected by size and 
timing.   
 
Fredricks: I thought the idea was to sample the composition of the run in real time.  Sampling 
harvested fish would be real time and actual impacts. 
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Ellis: We have people to measure harvested fish to determine the number of B-run fish caught 
and compare that to the estimates made by sampling at the AFF.  For spring chinook we are 
managing all the upriver stock as one group for harvest management.  Summer chinook are 
managed as if they are all upper Columbia, Fall chinook impacts are limited by the upriver 
brights, and then Spring Creek tules and Snake river chinook are looked at separately.  They want 
to make sure there is adequate escapement for the mid-Columbia hatcheries. 
 
Fredricks: the most important stock specific information is Fall chinook it sounds like. 
 
Ellis: Need a sufficient sample size so that there are accurate percentages of age classes in the 
forecast.  If jacks aren’t properly sampled, then the whole estimate is off. 
Fredricks: But jacks aren’t your target.  Is this a post harvest issue or in-season issue? 
 
Ellis: age based stuff is post harvest.  The only way we get it is by scale samples.  This is all used 
for forecast for the next year. 
 
Fredricks: There is no way to get that information based on size? 
 
Ellis: don’t currently have the capacity of PIT tagged fish to do that. 
 
Clugston: are there ways to subsample? 
 
Ellis: haven’t looked at it.  The issue is the PIT tagging of the wild fish.  There is enough 
hatchery return data, enough that you could do your forecast without sampling at BON but the 
wild component is the unknown. 
 
The conversation continued to discuss the bias of using harvested fish to forecast the run for the 
next year.  TAC doesn’t have a good way to do that and none of the suggestions were considered 
viable at this time TAC operates under the assumption that the harvest is relatively non-selective, 
but the reality is that there may be a selection for different stocks.   
 
Klatte: what would happen if the AFF were unavailable for use?  What would be your sampling 
plan? 
 
Ellis: for doing forecasts, TAC would cobble together as much age data as they could from other 
sources and make guesses as best they could.  It would cause an immediate crisis for the A/B 
split for the fall fishery.  Wouldn’t propose stopping fishing though. 
 
Peters: how often do water temps reach 72°F? 
 
Whiteaker explained the current sampling protocols and the concerns with having to wait until 
the daily average temperature dropped to 69.5°F.   
 
Fredricks: what we need to do is to figure out how to get CRITFC a couple fish a day at 
temperatures from 70-72°F.  We have been told three leads doesn’t cut it, it isn’t any better than 
two leads.  It that true? 
 
Whiteaker: Three isn’t better than two for steelhead.  For sockeye, two and three leads worked 
fine.  For our four days this week, we almost got 20 steelhead and there are 20K going over the 
dam. 
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Fredricks: so three isn’t enough.  The alternative is to go to four leads for a specified amount of 
time.   
 
Whiteaker explained that they have asked for the flexibility to move the leads as needed.  He 
understands the aversion to that, since there has been abuse in the past, but it would be best for 
them.  The thought is if four leads could be down, they could get their fish numbers as quickly as 
possible then get out of there in the shortest period of time possible. 
 
Fredricks: Is there an opportunity to develop a longer term plan through this group?   
 
Peters: not sure what the proper forum.  I hear that the main needs appear to be harvest 
management.  Not sure how this is even going to get paid for. 
 
Lothrop: Harvest management is paid for by both the Department of Commerce and the 
Department of Interior.  The funding levels have been relatively static, but with a new Pacific 
Salmon treaty, there may be an opportunity to push for more funding.  CRITFC may suggest, if 
money were made available, that the money go directly to USACE for AFF mods.  At the same 
time, it would be good to work the Administration side to get appropriated funds.  Even though 
this is Harvest management, part of the MOAs is to get beyond Harvest v. hydro v hatchery 
management and, instead, work together to reach the common goal. 
 
Peters: Since this is mainly harvest focused it is hard for USACE to justify the expenditure, given 
the limited authority given for specific actions at the Projects.  Does the short term plan sound 
agreeable?  Four leads for the first hour in the morning then two after that. 
 
Further discussion centered on the four leads for the first hour versus four leads all day.  CRITFC 
talked about their sample with the different numbers of leads down.  Fredricks doesn’t want to 
see four leads down for the duration.  There is a concern the leads would be down for up to three 
hours or more, until CRITFC sampled the numbers of fish they needed. 
 
Fredricks: The original section 10 permit said 68°F was the cut off.  Not sure what happened to 
that language.   
 
Graves: what is the process that is gone through to determine when the lab is seeded with fish? 
 
Discussion centered on possibly using the fish viewing window at the AFF to know how many 
fish have gotten into the ladder.  It would provide a minimum number of fish in the ladder.  
CRITFC talked more about being able to adjust picket leads at their discretion.  Clugston 
mentioned that some useful information could be gathered from watching the numbers of fish 
entering the ladder.  Peters appeared to feel that using the window as an option might be worth 
trying.  NOAA Fisheries suggested maybe running the trap for a longer period of time to once an 
appropriate number of fish have entered the AFF entrance ladder.  CRITFC was skeptical as to 
how long it would take once fish entered the ladder.  It was suggested they try it and find out.  
Lorz asked if more leads for fewer days would be better than fewer leads over more days.  
Concern about the cleanliness of the window was expressed.   
 
Meyer: long term, using the count window, the system could be modified to allow for the 
selection of targeted fish at the window.  Could develop a trigger gate that would allow targeted 
fish to go up the AFF ladder, the rest would be returned to the Washington Shore ladder.  This 
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may alleviate the temperature concerns as well since not all the fish are subjected to handling.  
The inside of the lab could be redesigned since the flumes (for visual ID) would no longer be 
needed.  Concern is for the impact to so many fish that are not needed for sampling.  These mods 
are a few years out though. 
 
Peters: still have an issue above 72°F.  So on years when temperatures will reach or exceed that 
temperature, CRITFC needs to consider other options for getting their information during that 
time. 
 
Fredricks: Need some willingness to develop a plan to move beyond the intensive handling.   
 
Peters: Back to day to day sampling.  We need to have key folks keep in touch to adjust as 
problems arise.  We do not want to impact a large number of fish and have problems on the 
spawning grounds.  Is this doable or is it already happening? 
 
Mackey:  This is happening already, especially earlier this year when CRITFC requested more 
leads.  Some of the concern is that the rules in the FPP are blanket rules for working at USACE 
facilities.  They went through a lot of debate and discussion.  They were thoughtfully crafted.  
We understand the need to get fish and we appreciate that need but if this were University of 
Idaho or NOAA Fisheries we wouldn’t have any problem telling them that they can’t sample due 
to temperatures.   
 
Peters: we have differing criteria for different folks. 
 
Mackey: yes and that is a problem.  The FPP should apply equally.  Treating different groups 
differently could cause confusion, especially since we allow the piggy backing in the lab during 
warm water. 
 
Peters: that is why Clugston needs to get a good idea of what USACE’s needs will be in future 
years. 
 
Clugston: We have directed our researchers to work with the protocols. 
 
Lothrop: there are two or three groups of people that need to talk.  1. the in-season management.  
2. the new picket leads. 3. long term solutions.  Would like to get those groups talking and get the 
efforts on track. 
 
Schwartz: FPOM discussed a way to measure impacts after sampling.  CRITFC was asked to 
look at passage times from the AFF to the exit. 
 
Fryer: I haven’t done that yet.  I have done a little bit for sockeye though.  There appears to be a 
longer passage time than at other dams, but not that much. 
 
Clugston: one thing we can do is look at the PIT tag reader and compare the ones that went 
through the AFF versus the ones that didn’t. 
 
The meeting went in a few different directions at this point.  Langeslay outlined that the interim 
fixes were probably a FFDRWG role.  Long term fixes need to be tracked by someone else since 
it may not be appropriate for CRFM to pay for a major overhaul for the AFF when the USACE 
needs are declining and the future needs appear to be mainly for harvest management. 
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Graves: is USACE willing to help scope out a path forward and the funding sources will be 
secured down the road?  There may be options but we still need to work on a design to present to 
potential funding sources.  Do understand the USACE point that this is more a fisheries 
management issue. 
 
Fredricks: The interim lead issue should be easy and inexpensive.  Then the next level could be 
the longer term mods.  This would be more than a band-aid approach. 
 
Peters: The end goal is to select the species and numbers of fish to trap in the facility instead of 
the entire ladder.  The hard part may be justifying the cost since USACE is Project funded.  Cost-
sharing would work. 
Lothrop: we have a feel for where the solutions lie in picket leads, but what about funding 
strategy?  Funding has a significantly longer lead time. 
 
Fredricks: I see four things.  This year, next year, long term for the trap, and long term for 
harvest data collection.  A multi-discipline group needs to think about these issues. 
 
Lothrop: We can start to address some of the data needs.  Age data changes will need to go 
through US V Oregon TAC.  There is a steelhead focus since that is where we are dealing with 
the warm water issues. 
 
Fredricks: The steelhead one is easy.  If you need to get your hands on the fish to get the genetic 
sample and it has to be here instead of a terminal fishery, how else are you able to do that?  I 
want a commitment from folks that there is an effort to move away from handling.  As far as the 
near term issues, I feel like I have a gun to my head with the number of picket leads.  It seems 
nothing is ever good enough until you get all four leads for all hours.  Everyone needs to accept 
some risk.  What does CRITFC think would give them a push of fish without diverting the entire 
ladder? 
 
Fryer: four leads for the first hour then two or three after that. 
 
Lothrop: We are talking about having four picket leads down for three hours.  Fredricks 
recommended an hour. 
 
Fredricks: I’m reluctant to go for even an hour.  But we will give you an hour for four days a 
week. 
 
More options were presented and discussed.  This difficulty of getting leads up and down was 
discussed.  Adaptively managing the leads was discussed. 
 
Mackey: The one hour is far easier for the Project to monitor.  We need to be accountable for our 
facility and what goes on there.  We need to be able to say “yes, the leads were down for this 
time”. 
 
Fredricks: That’s true.  These criteria were developed with FPOM and we appear to be 
unilaterally changing them without FPOM buy-in.  CRITFC will have to deal with the one hour. 
 
Mackey: It would be nice to agree to the one hour for the rest of the time we have the elevated 
temperatures and just call it good.  If this were a few years ago when we had temps reach 72°F at 
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this time, would we be arguing over another ½ degree?  It seems we keep chipping away at the 
criteria and yeah, it does impact CRITFC’s sampling and that is unfortunate but at some point we 
need to say “here are the protocols and this is what we are going to follow”. 
 
Lothrop: It isn’t us, this is an international need. 
 
Fredricks: so the gun is to our head.  Some fish is better than none. 
 
Lorz: if we still aren’t getting our sample, we can have a weekly conference call again.  By this 
coming Wednesday we should know what we might need and talk to USACE. 
 
Lothrop: so you have a weekly check-in?  That sounds like it would work and we will have a 
sense of how things are working and we can figure out how to address it. 
Peters: What are our criteria for the direct mortality? 
 
Fryer: we have to report all morts and we do have a limit.  The permit allows for a take of 17 
EAS-listed fish total.  We rarely have any mortality. 
 
Peters: We are in a riskier situation, so we need the eyes and ears to determine when the fish are 
becoming stressed and have the ability to shut the facility down. 
 
Meyer: I have always put my trust in the Project biologists to make the call to shut the facility 
down in the interest of fish safety.  It is also in the FPP. 
 
Whiteaker: We’ve had guys come back early because of the fish condition/reaction. 
 
Peters: We have the criteria set?   
 
Fryer: one more issue that hasn’t been addressed.  When temperatures decline, we would like to 
resume sampling at 70°F instead of waiting for 69.5°F.  It doesn’t make any sense to me why the 
limit is different on the upward and downward temperatures. 
 
Mackey: Let me tell you why.  It is for a very good reason we have 69.5°F.  We need to make 
sure we are on a downward trend. 
 
Fryer: Right now it isn’t a problem but two weeks from now it could be.  We need to get some 
fish. 
 
Mackey: I am not willing to budge on the 69.5°F unless forced to.  That was a hard fought battle. 
 
Fredricks: Yeah, these criteria were discussed and agreed to.  What is the point of rules if we are 
going to keep changing them?   
 
It was determined there would be a 1300 call on 20 August to check-in.  Mackey will get a 
conference line and send the information to everyone.  There is a chance the temps will be 72°F 
by the weekend and it will be a moot point.  Need ideas on the picket leads before the next 
FFDRWG. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 1530. 
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MEETING SUMMARY- 
CRITFC committed to look into other ways of getting the information they need for harvest.  
They will explore using the fish count windows to reduce handling of the fish run and to look at 
increased juvenile tagging and a better handle on the numbers of fish needed and why. 
 
NOAA Fisheries agreed to one hour with four picket leads for four days a week.  If CRITFC 
continued to have difficulty getting their sample, a weekly call would be implemented and picket 
lead operations would be negotiated. 
 
USACE committed to looking into installing a new set of pickets that run parallel to flow.  These 
would divide the Weir 37 pool in half.  All fish on the north side would have to go into the AFF, 
all fish on the south side would be allowed to move, unimpeded, up the fishway. 
 
 


