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II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Pend Oreille Salmonid Recovery Team (Recovery Team) was created under the Salmon
Recovery Act (Act) in June 2000 for Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 62 in northeastern
Washington. The Recovery Team consists of a Technical Advisory Group (TA@) @itizens
Advisory Group (CAG) and is coordinated by the Pend Oreille Conservation District (POCD)
under contract with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). The Act
provides an annual opportunity for the Recovery Team to submitad atmonid habitat

protection and improvement projects to the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) for
funding consideration. The SRFB is authorized by the Washington State Legislature to fund
projects that are targeted at salmonid recovery activitiégeojects statewide.

This strategy addresses protection and improvement of native salmonid habitat in WRIA 62 and
provides a framework for developing an annual project list for submittal to the SRFB. The
Recovery Teambs vVvisi OMRIAoB2s alsmomiAd head¢ o hgr wa
provides for the recovery of native salmonids, while also providing ecological, cultural,
recreational,and soéc®@c on o mi ¢ b e n e f Hahddoagterm gBaéshawebadn s hor t
developed to help achieve the vision.

WRIA 62 DESCRIPTION

WRIA 62 is drained by the Pend Oreille River, which is the second largest river in Washington.
The Pend Oreille River flows for 155 miles from its headwaters at Lake Pend Oreille, Idaho to
the confluence with the Columbia River ilmi@da. Several large tributaries drain to the Pend
Oreille River including Sullivan, Cedar, LeClerc, Tacoma, Ruby and Calispell creeks. WRIA 62
also includes a small portion of the South Fork Salmo River and the headwaters of several
tributaries which dain to the Priest River system in Idaho.

PRIORITY, STATUS, AND DISTRIBUTION OF SALMONID SPECIES

Salmonids native to WRIA 62 include Chinook salmon, steelhead trout, bull trout, westslope

cutthroat trout, mountain whitefish and pygmy whitefish. Of th€sinook salmon and

steel head have been extirpated, bull trout 1is
Act (ESA), westslope cutthroat trout is desig
Wildlife Service (USFWS), and pygmy whitefis i s a Washi ngton State fis
TAG and CAG have chosen bull trout, westslope cutthroat trout, and pygmy whitefish as priority
species for recovery in WRIA 62. The primary focus of this strategy is on recovery of bull trout

due to its E8-listed status.

HABITAT LIMITING FACTORS AND WATERSHED PROCESSES

It is unknown which watershed processes and habitat attributes or combination of attributes are
most limiting bull trout in WRIA 62 (WCC 2003). However, several habitat factors are known

to be significant in the decline of bull trout populations in WRIA 62: habitat degradation on the
mainstem and within tributaries; humarade fish passage barriers into tributaries of the Pend
Oreille River; nornative species introduction and managemamd; the construction and

operation of three hydroelectric facilities on the mainstream Pend Oreille River (i.e., Boundary,
Box Canyon, and Albeni Falls dams), which were constructed without fish passage facilities



(WCC 2003). An assessment of watershext@sses limiting native salmonid recovery has not
been undertaken in WRIA 62.

PRIORITY AREAS, LIMITING FACTORS AND ACTIONS

The TAG used a twatep approach to prioritize and rank geographic areas within WRIA 62 for
salmonid protection and habitat improvemh actions. The prioritization process resulted in 11

of the 43 subbasins in WRIA 62 being designed
priority, and the remainder as il ohgted pri ority
species, habitatduiabi I i ty, and presence of natur al barr
AMedi umo pr isweareitheryranked bsimgseviemadditional criteria including habitat
utilization, restoration potential, and amount of public land within subbasin (see Ay Befwl

details).

Priority limiting factors and protection and improvement actions were determined by the TAG
for each of the AHIigho and AMedi umod priority
Trout Habitat Limiting Factors Report for WRIA §2&/CC 2003) and professional judgment. In
summary, major actions necessary to protect and improve bull trout and other native salmonid
populations in WRIA 62 may include:

e Restoring fish passage at all major barriers (i.e., dams, dikes, weirs, etai\antsc
crossings

Removing nomative fish

Restoring habitat complexity (instream and riparian)

Relocating, obliterating, or reconstructing road segments out of riparian areas
Restoring floodplain connectivity

Identifying and prioritizing fish passage bars for removal

Identifying and addressing road maintenance problems

COMMUNITY INTERESTS

Community interests and support is assessed and promoted by the lead entity on two levels. The
first and most important is project level landowner support, whiakgessed on a project by

project basis when sponsors are available and projects are a priority within the subbasin. The
second is general community support of priority actions and areas. To assess this element, CAG
members identified a level of commungiypport present for each priority action within each
subbasin recommended by the TAKBe level of community suppontas based on the effects

each action may have on a number of socioeconomic concerns including but not limited to:

e Local industry and larmivner ability to avoid undue economic hardship by sustaining
adequate use of natural resources

Continued outdoor recreation, hunting and fishing opportunities

Continued resourebased economic activity (timber harvest, farming and mining)
Retaining the rual character of the land

Preservation of flood control

Further restricting access to public lands



The minimum amount of community support required to successfully implement high priority
projects is landowner supporthe level of local community supporas assessed for each
priority action suggested for each high and medium priority subbasin. This level of support is
shown in the Priority Actions and Areas Table and used by the CAG when the Habitat Project

List is ranked each funding cycl@eneral commnity support for projects WRIA wide focuses
on:

Assessments

Barrier/culvert replacement

Bank stabilization projects

Actions improving public lands

Easements to compensate for agriculture lands lost to conservation practices

Any priority project withh andowner support as well as action
moderated community support are actively prom
projects are prioritized by the CAG, both on their current level of community support and their

ability to develop support for the salmonid recovery process in the future (see Appendix D).

Priority actions and areas with a low level of community and landowner support include:

e Acquisition of private land if removed from the county tax base

e Removal omon-native fish species in subbasins supporting a sport fishery

e Actions proposed in the lower Calispell subbasin; benefits of these actions in a primarily
agricultural area protected from flooding of the Pend Oreille River by a diking system are
in queston by many local community members and landowners

e Road removal, abandonment or obliteration reducing access to public land.

The strategy for increasing the level of support for actions identified as having lower community
support include:

1. Continuing aduland youth education for high priority activities in high priority areas.

a. Actions with low community support will be prioritized for support building
activities based on its subbasin priority, the rank of action within a priority
subbasin, and the abiflibf the activity to achieve long and short term goals of the
strategy.

b. Actions with low level of community support will be promoted though continual
educational events including guest speakers at local public and Lead Entity CAG
meetings and field tripor project sponsors, landowners and citizens to past
project sites of similar actions or subbasins.

2. The Lead Entity, when ever possible, will actively promote sponsorship of habitat
improvement actions in areas enjoying higher levels of community suppmh are
similar to those priority actions in areas with low community support including:
a. Pilot studies and priority actions located in adjacent subbasins which have similar
limiting factors



b. Priority actions on public lands (i.e. with landowner suppaitif)in low
community support, high priority subbasins addressing limiting factors similar to
those present on the privately owned reaches.

As the first step to achieve a higher level of understanding of the community support and
concerns regarding prity actions in priority areas, the CAG produced a survey for water front
landowners with questions relating specifically to actions proposed in their subbasin. Results of
this survey were used to refine the list of educational events and activities as welhtify

additional areas of community support, at the subbasin level, for priority habitat improvement

activities enhancing the knowledge of the current community representatives. The survey results

were also used to clarify the current level of camnity support for each recovery action

proposed in this strategy as seen in the Community Support column of the Priority Actions and
Areas Table (Table 4). additional surveywasconductedf residents WRIAwide to

complete the picture of community suppand concern for actions suggested in this strategy.

OVERALL APPROACH TO GUIDE PROJECT PRIORITIES

Priority subbasin ranking when combined with subbasin specific priority actions will focus the
Recovery Team in developing and soliciting salmonid prate@nd improvement projects for
submittal to the SRFB. Any priority action with landowner support will be accepted for
submission to the SRFB. The final project ranking criteria ensures that actions with equal
scientific benefit and certainty ratings Wik ranked higher on the habitat project list if the

project is highly visible, publicly supported or has the potential to increase public support for the
recovery process.

The success of this strategy in achieving native salmonid habitat recovergsiepahe
Recovery Teambés ability to continually fund
monitoring, to have a positive effect on fish habitat without negatively effecting property owners
or public land use. This will lead to higher level of jiwBupport for both salmonid habitat

recovery and the proposed actions within this strategy.
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lll. VISION AND GOALS

VISION STATEMENT: We envision a healthy watershed that provides for the recovery of
native salmonids, while also providing ecological, urat, recreational, and soegzonomic
benefits.

Shortterm goalsmportant to achieving the vision include:

e Stakeholders working together to identify all possible voluntary habitat improvement
projects

e Through public outreach, educate the public andriateproject stakeholders on the
importance of salmonid recovery and watershed issues.

e Improve habitat and restore complete connectivity on a subbasin by subbasin level
starting with those subbasin that will provide the most suitable habitat for re@tioniz
of native salmonids for the least amount of money and without negatively impacting
social or economic status of local citizens.

¢ Recommend adoption of public and private road building and maintenance standards by
agencies that will, when implementéalp minimize negative impacts on fish habitat.

Longterm goalsmportant to achieving the vision include:

e Bring more stakeholders together to continue to identify voluntary habitat improvement
projects.

e Use results from monitoring past projects to insesthhe effectiveness of future projects.

e Enforce public and private rodulilding and maintenance standards and practices to
minimize negative impacts on fish habitat.

¢ Manage our National Forest lands so as to minimize negative impacts to fish habitat.

e Achieve delisting of ESA listed species in selected tributaries of WRIA 62.
Protect, enhance, and restore native salmonid populations to maintain stable, viable
levels, to ensure loRtgrm, selfsustaining persistence, and to provide ecological,
cultural, eonomic, and sociological benefits.

e Restore, protect, and maintain spawning and rearing habitat in tributary streams to
improve survival of native salmonids.

e Operate dams and reservoirs to minimize negative impacts to native salmonids.

e Conserve genetic divaity of native fish populations and provide opportunity for genetic
exchange among local populations.

e Improve conditions for native salmonids by reducing competition with brook trout and
other nonnative fish.




V. INTRODUCTION

A. BACKGROUND
Currently, 15 stdks of salmon, trout, and char (salmonids) are listed as threatened or endangered
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in Washington State. To address this issue, in 1998 the
state legislature passed the Salmon Recovery Act (Chapter 77.85 RCW), whkidegpfor the
creation of Lead Entities (Chapter 77.85.050 RCW) to coordinate salmonid recovery efforts at a
local level. Lead Entities are jointly appointed by the counties, tribes, and municipalities within
the Lead Entity area. The Washington Depaninod Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) administers
funds for expenses associated with operation and maintenance of Lead Entities. With technical
assistance from WDFW, the Lead Entities assemble, facilitate, and administer a local citizen
committee of representaé habitat interests; develop a strategy for habitat protection and
improvement; solicit project applications for salmonid habitat improvement and protection
projects; create a prioritized list of habitat improvement/protection projects; and, create a work
schedule for project completion. The priorit
Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB). The SRFB supports local partnerships by funding
habitat protection and improvement projects that are proposed lbgfooas through Lead
Entities. The mission of the SRFB is to Asup
protection and restoration projectséand rel at
and measurable benefits to fish and their halditats

B. PEND OREILLE LEAD ENTITY
As part of the major statewide effort to recover declining salmonid stocks, the Pend Oreille
Salmonid Recovery Team (Recovery Team) was created in June 2000 under the Salmon
Recovery Act. The Recovery Team is coordinated byPi#nd Oreille Conservation District
(POCD), which was appointed Lead Entity for Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 62
through the joint support of the Kalispel Tribe, Pend Oreille County, and the City of Newport.
The Recovery Team consists of a Techhdvisory Group (TAG) and a Citizens Advisory
Group (CAG) and is administered by the POCD under contract with the WDFW. The Salmon
Recovery Act provides an annual opportunity for the Recovery Team to submit a list of salmonid
habitat protection and impvement projects to the SRFB for funding consideration. The SRFB
is authorized by the Washington Legislature to fund projects that are targeted at salmonid
recovery activities and projects statewide. Since 1999, the SRFB has $ixtdedprojects in
WRIA 62 with a value of over $3,513,000. Several additional priority projects have been funded
by other entities contributing to habitat improvements which meet the goals of this strategy. For
a summary of SRFB funded projects see Appendix A

C. PURPOSE OF SRATEGY
This strategy addresses protection and improvement of native salmonid habitat in WRIA 62 and
provides a framework for developing an annual project list for submittal to the SRFB. This
document was created to serve as a guiding strategy thatsutiiz&est available science, local
citizenbébs knowledge and technical expertise t
improvement of native salmonid habitat and populations in WRIA 62. This document serves the
following purposes:



1) Help potenti&project sponsors select projects that clearly fit into a collective, unified
recovery strategy;

2) Aid in the project prioritization process;

3) Facilitate coordination and cooperation between local natural resource and fisheries
managers concerning specifimjects, efforts, and strategies; and,

4) Identify areas and topics of community concern and outlines actions to improve
community acceptance of salmonid recovery activities in WRIA 62.

This document is not intended to be an all encompassing, final steatdgynplementation plan

for salmonid recovery in WRIA 62. There are many factors that have and are contributing to the
decline of native salmonids in the watershed which are beyond the scope of the Pend Oreille
Salmonid Recovery Team and its mandate ottt Salmon Recovery Act. This document will
continually change as habitat protection and improvement projects are completed, new projects
are developed, and knowledge of the fisheries resources and habitat improves in both quality and
guantity.

D. COORDINATION WITH OTHER SALMONID RECOVERY EFFORTS/PLANS
The Northeast Washington Salmon Recovery Region, in which WRIA 62 is located, is not
currently planning under Regional Salmon Recovery Planning because a federal recovery plan
for bull trout, the only ESAisted fish found in the region, has already been developed by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 2002).

However, all actions recommended in this strategy meet or exceed recovery actions identified in
the USFWS draft bull trout recovery plan amidical habitat designation (USFWS 2004).

Actions identified in this strategy are designed to result in, not only population recovery and
delisting as addressed in the USFWS plan, but a harvestable surplus of bull trout. This strategy
also incorporatesrority projects identified through other planning processes, such as Northwest
Planning and Conservation Council subbasin planning for the Intermountain Province (GEI
Consultants, Inc. 2004), watershed planning under the Watershed Planning Act (Ch&@gter 90
RCW; Golder Associates 2005), and westslope cutthroat trout status reviews (USFWS 1999,
2003). Several members of the TAG were actively involved in development of these documents
insuring consistency between strategies for habitat improvement aedtmot



V. WRIA 62 DESCRIPTION

This strategy addresses WRIA 62, which is located in the northeastern corner of Washington
State, encompassin®4,546acres of the Pend Oreille, Salmo, and Priest River drainages.

WRIA 62 is bordered by Canada to the hottlaho to the east, and the Chewelah Mountains to
the west (Figure A). It encompasses the Pend Oreille River and its tributaries between the
Canadian border and the Idaho border. The Pend Oreille River is the second largest river in
Washington and flog/ 155 miles from its headwaters at Lake Pend Oreille to the confluence

with the Columbia River in Canada. Many tributaries feed into the Pend Oreille River. The
largest tributary drainage within WRIA 62 is Sullivan Creek, which drains an area of
approximately 142 square miles (Dames and Moore 1995). Other significant tributaries include
Cedar, LeClerc, Tacoma, Ruby, and Calispell creeks. WRIA 62 also includes a small portion of
the South Fork Salmo River, where it dips down into Washington State. olitie Sork Salmo

River is a tributary to the Salmo River which flows into the Pend Oreille River in Canada. Some
headwater portions of tributaries which drain to the Priest River system in Idaho are also
captured in WRIA 62. The headwaters of tributacestained within WRIA 62 that drain into

Idaho include: Gold, Hughes Fork, Jackson, Bench, Granite, Kalispell, Lamb and Binarch
creeks and the Upper and Lower West Branch of Priest River (WCC 2003).

WRI A 62 is |l ocated wit hialNorthwest Paivéerand €onservationt a i n
Council designation for the area draining to the Columbia River upstream of Chief Joseph Dam.
Under U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) bull trout recovery planning, WRIA 62 falls into

t wo di f f er en tthefNortheasi WashingtonuRedovery Onit and the Clark Fork
Recovery Unit.

Iﬂ
L,
., .
. .,

Figure A
Location of Water Resource Inventory Area
(WRIA) 62




VI. PRIORITY, STATUS, AND DISTRIBUTION
OF SALMONID SPECIES

Salmonids native to WRIA 62 include Chinook salni®@mcorhynchis tshawytschasteelhead

trout (O. mykis}, bull trout Salvelinus confluentiiswestslope cutthroat troud( clarki),

mountain whitefishRProsopium williamsornj and pygmy whitefishK. coulter). Chinook

salmon and steelhead trout utilizié lower reaches of the Pend Oreille River downstream of Z
Canyon/Metaline Falls (WCC 2003; GEI Consultants 2004). These species were extirpated from
the WRIA upon completion of Grand Coulee Dam in 1941, which completely blocked migration
of anadromousalmonids to the region. Kokanee salmOntierkg also occur in the watershed.
Genetic analysis has determined that kokanee from Sullivan Lake are genetically similar to the
Whatcom Stock, and, therefore, are not native to the Pend Oreille watersBédiida, USFS,

pers. comm. 2007). Several introduced,-native salmonids are also found in the watershed
including eastern brook trousélvelinus fontinalis brown trout Salmo truttd, and rainbow

trout (Oncorhynchis myki¥s Table 1 provides a li®f native and nomative salmonids
documented to occur in each WRIA 62 subbasin.

A. PRIORITY SALMONID SPECIES
Native salmonid species in decline in WRIA 62 include bull trout, westslope cutthroat trout, and
pygmy whitefish. The TAG and CAG have chosessththree species as priority for recovery in

WRI A 62 with bull trout as the top priority d
cutthroat trout, a USFWS fAspecies of concerno
whitefish, a WashingtonS®at A" Sensi ti ve specieso, is the thir

B. STATUS AND DISTRIBUTION OF PRIORITY SPECIES
The status and population viability characteristics (PVC; i.e., abundance, productivity, genetic
diversity, and spatial distribution) of each pitp species are described below.

i.  Bull Trout
Bull trout were |isted as fAThreatenedo under
Varden Appendix to the Washington State Salmonid Stock Inventory (SaSl, WDFW 1998)
identifies the Pend Oreille bulidut stock as a distinct stock due to their geographic distribution,
but | ists the status of the stock as AUnknown

Bull trout were historically abundant in the Pend Oreille River (Gilbert and Evermann 1895;
WCC 2003). An adfluvial downstream migratipattern is believed to have occurred in the

Pend Oreille/Priest River basin in Washington and Idaho. Adult bull trout would migrate out of
Lake Pend Oreille, Idaho and then into tributary streams in WRIA 62 to spawn, with the progeny
eventually returningo the lake (USFWS 2002). This migration pattern was, however,

eliminated with the construction of Albeni Falls Dam in 1952 just upstream of the- Idaho
Washington staténe (USFWS 2002).

Currently, the abundance of bull trout is very low in the Peradll® watershed (USFWS 2002,

WCC 2003). Bull trout observations in WRIA 62 in the mainstem Pend Oreille River and its
tributaries are infrequent and little life history information is known. Bull trout productivity is

1C



not well understood, but is alsolieeed to be low. Reproducing bull trout populations still exist

in those WRIA 62 tributaries which are part of the Priest River drainage and in the South Fork of
the Salmo River (WCC 2003). However, documented bull trout reproduction has been declining
in recent years in the Priest River drainage (M. Fairchild, USFS, pers. comm. 2004). Bull trout
reproduction has been documented in a few WRIA 62 tributaries including South Fork Salmo
River (Baxter 2004; 2005), LeClerc Creek (T. Andersen, KNRD, persmco2®02; Plum Creek
1993 field notes), Granite Creek, and Hughes Fork (Irving 1987). Diversity of bull trout in the
Pend Oreille watershed is not well understood, but is believed to be low, consisting of only
adfluvial stocks. It is not known if residiestocks are currently present in tributaries to the Pend
Oreille River (C. Vail, WDFW, pers. comm. 2004), but they are known to be absent from the
Priest River drainage (M. Fairchild, USFS, pers. comm. 2004). Current bull trout distribution
within the Rend Oreille River drainage is limited, despite extensive sampling efforts since 1988
(Barber et al. 1990; Ashe et al. 1991; Bennet and Liter 1991, R2 Resource Consultants 1998;
DE&S 2001; KNRD and WDFW 1998; KNRD 1999, 2000; Andersen 2001a, 2001b; Gaikt, e
2004; Baxter 2004, 2005). With the exception of known reproducing populations noted above,
primarily only observations of individual fish have been documented in recent years (WCC
2003). However, in 2003, eleven bull trout were observed and/arredph the tailrace of

Albeni Falls Dam (Geist et al. 2004).

Figure B shows the current known distribution of bull trout and bull trout habitat in WRIA 62
(based on WCC 2003 and updated information provided by the TAG).

Several factors are significatat the decline of bull trout populations in the Pend Oreille River in
WRIA 62: habitat degradation on the mainstem and within the tributaries; huiadea fish

passage barriers into tributaries to the Pend Oreille Rivernatve fish species introduotis

and management (i.e., eastern brook trout, brown trout, rainbow trout); and, the construction and
operation of three hydroelectric facilities (Boundary, Box Canyon, and Albeni Falls dams) on the
mainstem Pend Oreille River (WCC 2003). Hurtanised hatat degradation associated with

forest management practices, fire, flood control, livestock grazing, road construction, and land
use practices associated with agriculture and residential development have also impacted bull
trout in the WRIA (WCC 2003).

ii.  Westslope Cutthroat Trout
Westslope cutthroat trout is considered to be
the westslope cutthroat trout was petitioned for listing under ESA as a threatened species. In
1999 and 2003, the USFWS determined tiséinly was not warranted. The westslope cutthroat
trout is considered to be a fiSensitive Specie
Forests.

Historically, westslope cutthroat trout were abundant in the Pend Oreille River basin (Wydoski
and Whtney 2003) and both fluvial and resident forms were believed to be present (USFWS
1999).

Currently, resident westslope cutthroat trout are found in numerous WRIA 62 tributary streams

and adfluvial populations are found in the Sullivan subbasin (Sulliske/Harvey Creek) and
those subbasins which drain to Priest Lake (i.e. Hughes Fork, Kalispell, Granite). Abundance is

11



largely unknown (C. Vail, WDFW, pers comm. 2004), but appears to be dependent upon quality
and quantity of habitat and competition frather species (T. Shuhda, USFS, pers. comm. 2004;
M. Fairchild, USFS, pers. comm. 2004). In four WRIA 62 streams surveyed in 1995, westslope
cutthroat trout abundance ranged from-#091 trout/200 M(KNRD and WDFW 1998).

Productivity is unknown (C. VB WDFW, pers. comm. 2004). Diversity has been reduced from
historic levels due to the loss of the fluvial form of cutthroat trout from most subbasins in the
watershed(C. Vail, WDFW, pers. comm. 2004). Fluvial stocks apparently could not adapt to a
adfluvial life history upon construction of dams on the mainstem Pend Oreille River (Scholz
2000 in Wydoski and Whitney 2003). Genetic analysis of resident cutthroat trout populations in
WRIA 62 has shown that several tributaries support genetically diptipctiations of westslope
cutthroat trout (Shaklee and Young 2000). However diversity is limited in some subbasins due
to introgression with nonative rainbow trout (M. Fairchild, USFS, pers. comm. 2004).

Figure C shows the current known general distrivuof cutthroat trout in WRIA 62. This map

is based on most recent WDFW, U.S. Forest Service (USFS), and Kalispel Natural Resource
Department (KNRD) data, but may not reflect actual distribution as the entire watershed has not
yet been surveyed. Itisiportant to note that cutthroat trout are generally more abundant in the
upper reaches of WRIA subbasins than the lower reaches due to competition witktizen

eastern brook trout.

Factors which have contributed to the decline of westslope cutthoogtriclude conversion of

the Pend Oreille River from a riverine to a reservoir environment (Wydoski and Whitney 2003)
through the construction and operation of three hydroelectric facilities (T. Shuhda, USFS, pers.
comm. 2004), displacement from stredmysnonnative salmonids (T. Andersen, KNRD, pers.
comm. 2004), humamade fish passage barriers, and habitat degradation (Wydoski and Whitney
2003) associated with forest management practices, fire, flood control, livestock grazing, road
construction, andgriculture (T. Shuhda, USFS, pers. comm. 2004).

iii.  Pygmy Whitefish
Pygmy whitefish were classified as a fiSensiti
Historically, pygmy whitefish were found in 15 lakes in Washington, including three in WRIA
62 - Bead,Marshall, and Sullivan (Hallock and Mongillo 1998). Currently, pygmy whitefish are
found in just nine Washington lakes, including two in WRIA 62 (Sullivan and Bead).

The abundance and productivity of pygmy whitefish in WRIA 62 lakes is unknown ¢Kaliad
Mongillo 1998). During a recent study of of Sullivan Lake by Eastern Washington University
(Nine and Scholz 2005) only one pygmy whitefish was collected. Additional asseessments
should be conducted to determine abundance and productivity of pygitefish in the Pend

Oreille watershed (T. Shuhda, USFS, pers. comm. 2007). The diversity of WRIA 62
populations has been reduced as they are now found in only two of three lakes (i.e., Sullivan and
Bead lakes) where they were historically presentt(&€ail, WDFW, pers. comm. 2004). The

future of pygmy whitefish populations is dependent on maintenance of good water quality,
spawning habitat, and prevention of predator introductions (Hallock and Mongillo 1998).

Figure D shows the current known dibtriion of pygmy whitefish in WRIA 62 (based on
Hallock and Mongillo 1998).
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Table 1

SALMONID PRESENT IN WRIA 62 SUBBASINS

SUBBASIN

Native Species

Non-Native Species

Bull Trout

(threatened)
Cutthroat

Trout

Pygmy
Whitefish

Mountain
Whitefish

Kokanee

Eastern
Brook Trout
Rainbow
Trout
Lake Trout

Cedar

| Brown Trout

>

Granite

Hughes Fork

Indian

Kalispell

LeClerc

Mill

Pend Oreille River

XXX

XXX XXX X | X
x
>

X | X[ X

Salmo, South Fork

XXX XXX X X[ X

Slate

Sullivan

Upper West Branch Priest River

x| X

Calispell

X XXX XXX | X

Cee Cee Ah

Ruby

Tacoma

XXX X XXX XXX X XX X X[ X

X | X[ X
x| X

Bracket

Davis

Flume

x| X

Kent

Lamb

Lost

Lost, South Fork

Lower West Branch Priest River

Lunch

X X[ X[ X

Maitlen

DX XXX XXX XXX X XXX X X[ XX
X
>

Marshall

XXX XX X[ X

McCloud

Middle

Pee Wee

X | X[ X

Pocahontas

Russian

Sand

Skookum

Slumber

Trimble

Big Muddy

XXX XXX X X[ X

Cusick

XXX XX [ X

Bead

Renshaw

X

Gardinier

Lime

Threemile
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Figure C
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C. STATUS AND DISTRIBUTION OF OTHER SALMONID SPECIES
The status and distribution of ngniority salmonids, both native and noative, are described
below.

I. Mountain whitefish
Mountain whitefish ar e yWDRWand afeina&tide toahe Pemd i g a me
Oreille watershed. Mountain whitefish are plentiful in the Box Canyon Reach of the Pend
Oreille River comprising 5.5 percent of nearly 50 thousand fish collected by electrofishing in
198889 (Wydoski and Whitney 2003).h& species can be found throughout the mainstem Pend
Oreille River and in the tributaries during spawning (WDFW internal communications). There is
no information available regarding genetic diversity of this species.

il. Eastern brook trout
Eastern brookrut are cl assified as a fAigame specieso
Oreille watershed. Eastern brook trout were introduced to the Pend Oreille River and its
tributaries via hatchery planting. Intermittent stocking of hatchery brook trout aedtinto the
1990s (Bennett and Garret as cited in GEI Consultants 2004). Currently, brook trout are
abundant and well distributed throughout the Pend Oreille watershed (WCC 2003). Their
distribution overlaps throughout much of the historic range ofttmut and westslope cutthroat
trout in the watershed, including portions of nearly all spawning and rearing streams (GEI
Consultants 2004).

iii. Rainbow trout
Rainbow trout are classified as a Agame speci
Oreille wateshed. Rainbow trout were first introduced to the Pend Oreille River and its
tributaries via hatchery plantings in 1919 with over 226,000 rainbow trout planted in the Box
Canyon Reach from 1935 to 1953. Catchable rainbow trout were also stocked ia Graek,
but this practice was discontinued in 1982 (GEI Consultants 2004). Distribution of rainbow trout
is extremely limited in the Pend Oreille River and tributaries. Today, only triploid (sterile) fish
are stocked in the Pend Oreille River. This aggment strategy was established to minimize
the possible negative effects of rainbow trout hybridization with native westslope cutthroat trout.
Productivity and abundance of rainbow trout is unknown. Genetic analysis was conducted on
rainbow trout popwtions by the USFS in Sullivan, Calispell, Sand, LeClerc, S.F. Lost, and Lost
creeks between 1997 and 2002. The analysis detected allele characteristics in these populations
from coastal rainbow trout (i.e., steelhead origin), interior redband troutyestdlope cutthroat
trout.

iv. Brown trout
Brown trout are classified as a fnigame species
watershed. Brown trout were introduced to the Pend Oreille River via plantings in the 1890s
from an original Scottish stim (Ashe and Scholz as cited in GEI Consultants 2004). Brown
trout may be the most common adfluvial salmonid species present in the Pend Oreille River and
its tributaries (GEI Consultants 2004).
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V. Kokanee
Kokanee are cl assi fi eWw. Ridribusion dfdgakanee isdimiteddta e s o0 by
Sullivan Lake, Harvey Creek, Bead Lake, Davis Lake, and the mainstem Pend Oreille River.
Genetic analysis conducted by Eastern Washington University in 2004 has shown that kokanee
are descendant of the Lake Whacstock (C. Vail, pers. comm. 2005).

Vi. Lake trout
Lake trout are classified as a fAigame specieso
watershed. In 1925, the U.S. Fish Commission first introduced lake trout into Lake Pend Oreille
and the Prigd_ake system in Idaho (GEI Consultants 2004). Currently, distribution is mainly
limited to lakes, but they are occasionally found in the mainstem Pend Oreille River and are
believedoubsbefidoml Lake Pend Or eidahce, and Pri e
productivity, and genetic diversity are unknown.
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VII. HABITAT LIMITING FAC TORSand
WATERSHED PROCESSES

It is unknown which watershed processes and habitat attributes or combination of attributes are
most limiting bull trout in WRIA 62 (WCC 2003). divever, several habitat factors are known

to be significant in the decline of bull trout populations in WRIA 62: habitat degradation on the
mainstem Pend Oreille River and within tributaries; humede fish passage barriers into
tributaries of the Pendr@ille River; nonnative species introduction and management; and the
construction and operation of three hydroelectric facilities on the mainstream Pend Oreille River
(i.e., Boundary, Box Canyon, and Albeni Falls dams), which were constructed without fish
passage facilities (WCC 2003).

An assessment of watershed processes limiting native salmonid recovery has not been
undertaken in WRIA 62. However, an assessment of watershed processes is identified as the #2
WRIA-wide priority action and will be undeitan in the future as funding allows. This action

may also be taken on an individual subbdmsis as appropriate.

Table 1 provides a summary of prioritized habitat limiting factors, by subbasin, that affect
priority salmonid species (i.e., bull troutestslope cutthroat trout, pygmy whitefish) in WRIA
62 based on the Bull Trout Limiting Factors Report for WRIA 62 (WCC 2003), updated data
provided by the TAG, as noted, and professional judgment of TAG members

The table also includes the following:

e Subbain Priorityi Hi gh or medi um priority as describ
Areas and Actionso.

e USFWS Critical Habitat Indicates if any part of the subbasin has been designated as
Acritical habitato by the U.S. Fish and Wi

e Limiting Fadors (LF) Habitat Indicates if the subbasin contains bull trout habitat that
was designated as Aoccupiedo, Asuitableo,
Limiting Factors Report for WRIA 62 (WCC 2
habitat isthat in which bull trout are known to occur based on observation of

reproduction from 1980 to present. ASui t a
for bull trout, but unoccupied. ARecover a
forbul |l trout, but restoration efforts are n

condition. Subbasins may have more than one type of habitat present in different reaches
or tributaries within each subbasin (See Figure B).

For a more detailed degation of current and historic habitat conditions and salmonid status and
distribution refer to the Bull Trout Habitat Limiting Factors Report for WRIA 62 (WCC 2003).
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HABITAT LIMITING FACTORS and PRIORITY
Numbered boxes indicate limiting facorr e sence and pri or i
priority Iimiting factor in that sub
Table 2 is from the WRIA 62 Habitat Limiting Factors Report for Bull Trout (WCC 2003
able Pink shaded boxes denote limitingtfars which are undocumented but are suspec
Summary Of by the TAG.
BULL TROUT S
HABITAT LIMITING FACTORS £ : S
c ] o
) - g E = 2
: ~| £ 2 S S| E| 8|23 S
by Subbasin B3| = 3|2l cla|lallle g
Qo 0 © = < Q o <] = a o 9 -
Sl &858l 218|2|¢S] 3 £
g SIE|l Q| E|lE|2|2|8|8|8] 3] » 8
= 1% Q < —_ — I [ o © o = = —
5| S|2|3|2|2|s|s|5|8|&|l=5|8 5
o a £ g_ £ c 0 S| e © g\ = ) @
Sl g8 S|l 5le|s|2e|E|3]|e| <
38| |3|5|S|=5|8|5|8|2|8|8|¢E|E
o S Q o S c Q = o = I 5 o 3] [
USFWS LF Habitat S| 2| cs| 8| 2| s| S| 5| E| 5| || |8 5}
. . =) ] =) o] 5} = - = - c > % °
Subbasin POLE Critical Types 8 IJEJ 6 8 = % Llij 6 2 6 § 8 %’ g S
Priority Habitat See figure B < n
Occupied
Cedar High Yes Recoverable 3 42 1 5 | 2°
Occupied
Granite High Yes Suitable 4 3 6 7 2 1 5
Occupied
Hughes Fork High Yes Suitable 2 4 1 3
Indian High Yes Recoverable 3 2 1
Kalispell High Yes Occupied 3 4 7 8 5 9 10 2 6
Occupied
Recoverable
LeClerc High Yes Suitable 3 2 4 5° 9 7 6 8
Mill High Yes Recoverable 4 3 5 7 2 6
Pend Oreille River High Yes Occupied 5 6 3 2 1 7
Occupied
Salmo, South &k High No Suitable
Slate High No Suitable A 1
Recoverable
Sullivan High Yes Suitable 6 5 3 4 2 1 7
Upper West Branch High No Recoverable 2 6 3 4 5 8 7 1 10 9
Calispell Medium Yes Recoverable 5 10 9 7 6" 1 2 3 8
Cee Cee Ah Medium No Suitable 3 6 4 5 2 1 7
Ruby Medium Yes Recoverable 4 3 5 6 2 1
Tacoma Medium Yes Recoverable 3 4 5 6 7 2° 1 8

*Ecology 1998°KNRD and WDFW 1997°Ecology 2004DNR internal data®OCD wpublished data from 2003 barrier assessment
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VIll. PRIORITY AREAS AND A CTIONS

A. PRIORITY AREAS
The TAG used a twstep approach to prioritize areas within WRIA 62 for
salmonid protection and habitat improvement actions. Step One involved
assigningapriot of AHIi ghdo, AMedi umoé, or #ALowodo to
within WRIA 62 using the following guidelines.

High priority subbasins are those that:

1. have recent documented occurrence (i.e., since 1980, per WCC 2003 or other more
recent sources) of ESksted species during some portion of their life (spawning,
rearing, ovetwintering, summer colavater refugia, etc.);

2. have the capability to provide suitable conditions for HiS#ed species during
some portion of their life cycle if habitat improvementatgs are successful;
and,

3. have no natural barriers for migratory bull trout to access suitable habitat.

Medium priority subbasins are those that:

1. have historical documented occurrence (i.e., prior to 1980, per WCC 2003 or other
more recent sources) BSA-listed species during some portion of their life
(spawning, rearing, ovewrintering, summer coldvater refugia, etc.);

2. have the capability to provide suitable conditions for HiS#ed species during
some portion of their life cycle if improvement izdies are successful; and,

3. have no natural barriers for migratory bull trout to access suitable habitat.

Low priority subbasins are those that:
1. have no documented current or historic occurrence of-Es$&d species (per

WCC 2003).
Prioritizationresut ed i n 11 of the 43 subbasins receiVvi
a AMediumo priority, and the remaining receiyv
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