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DISCLAIMER

Recovery plans delineate such reasonable actions as may be necessary, based upon the
best scientific and commercial data available, for the conservation and survival of listed
species. Plans are published by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS),
sometimes prepared with the assistance of recovery teams, State agencies, contractors,
and others. Recovery plans do not necessarily represent the views, official positions, or
approval of any individuals or agencies involved in the plan formulation, other than the
NMFS. They represent the official position of NMFS only after they have been signed by
the Northwest Regional Administrator. Recovery Plans are guidance and planning
documents only; identification of an action to be implemented by any public or private
party does not create a legal obligation beyond existing legal requirements. Nothing in
this plan should be construed as a commitment or requirement that any Federal agency
obligate or pay funds in any one fiscal year in excess of appropriations made by Congress
for that fiscal year in contravention of the Anti-Deficiency Act, 31 U.S.C. 1341, or any
other law or regulation. Approved recovery plans are subject to modification as dictated
by new information, changes in species status, and the completion of recovery actions.

Additional copies may be obtained from:

National Marine Fisheries Service
Salmon Recovery Division

1201 NE Lloyd Blvd., Suite 1100
Portland, Oregon 97232-1274
(503) 230-5418

The recovery plan can be downloaded via the Internet at:

http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Salmon-Recovery-Planning/Recovery-Domains/Puget-
Sound/Lake-Ozette-Plan.cfm



http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Salmon-Recovery-Planning/Recovery-Domains/Puget-Sound/Lake-Ozette-Plan.cfm
http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Salmon-Recovery-Planning/Recovery-Domains/Puget-Sound/Lake-Ozette-Plan.cfm
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LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE RECOVERY PLAN SUMMARY

keys to understanding

habitat

definition

recoveri

INTRODUCTION

This is a Recovery Plan for the protection and
restoration of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon. Lake
Ozette sockeye were listed as a threatened species
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in 1999.
The ESA requires the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) to develop recovery plans for all
listed salmon species; therefore, this recovery plan
was developed to comply with the law.

The plan includes a proposal for actions that may
voluntarily be taken to stop the downward trend

of the species and return it to a healthy, naturally
self-sustaining condition.

Lake Ozette, its perimeter shore, and most of
the Ozette River, which forms the outlet of the
lake, are included in the 922,651-acre Olympic
National Park (ONP). This plan complements,
recognizes, and works within the authorities of
the ONP, as well as Clallam County, the Forest
Practices Habitat Conservation Plan (FPHCP),
the Washington Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), and
tribal trust and treaty rights. The plan does not
augment or supersede these or other authorities.

Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan Summary

Why Lake Ozette sockeye?

* Lake Ozette sockeye salmon are a
species listed under the Endangered
Species Act because they are in danger
of becoming extinct, and they are found
nowhere else.

e Their numbers have dramatically
declined from historical levels.

What about other species of fish in the
lake?

Other fish species will also benefit from
improvements to the freshwater habitat for
sockeye.

NMEFS; a branch of the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) has
directed preparation of this recovery plan. NMFS,
also called NOAA Fisheries, is the Federal agency
charged with stewardship of the nation’s marine
resources, and NMFS has the responsibility for
listing and delisting salmon species under the
ESA. For purposes of this summary, the acronym
NMEFS will be used for the agency that directed
this recovery plan.




NMES prepared this recovery plan with the

active participation of the Lake Ozette Steering
Committee, a group made up of local citizens,
landowners, biologists, and representatives of
several county, state, tribal, and Federal entities
(listed in Appendix A). The Steering Committee
met 18 times over the last three and a half years to
discuss and comment on all aspects of successive
drafts of this recovery plan. Additionally, NMFS
met with various groups and agencies with
interests in this planning effort, including the Lake
Ozette basin property owners (see Appendix C),
timber companies, tribal representatives, Clallam
County Commissioners and staff, and Olympic
National Park. Input and comments from all

of these meetings were considered, evaluated,

and, where appropriate, incorporated into the
Recovery Plan. Additionally, NMEFS solicited
public comments on the plan and incorporated
these comments as appropriate. The plan’s content,
however, remains the responsibility of NMES.

Although the ESA requires NMFS to develop
recovery plans, NMFES will rely, to a great extent,
on local citizens and jurisdictions to voluntarily
implement actions the plan recommends or
proposes. In many cases, the plan simply
acknowledges and recommends coordinating the
pre-existing, ongoing recovery efforts and pre-
existing laws or regulations that are expected to
benefit the species and its environment, such as
the ongoing resource management and habitat
restoration activities of Olympic National Park,
Wiashington Department of Fish and Wildlife,
and the Makah and Quileute Tribes. Some

of the ongoing actions that are integrated into
the plan are required under other, separate
resource management regulatory processes,

such as implementation of forest practices
habitat conservation plans, Clallam County

road maintenance, operation of the sockeye
hatcheries, and regulation of fisheries that may
affect sockeye. In addition, Olympic National
Park might implement recommended actions

on properties for which it is responsible. Other
regulatory authorities might enact regulations
based on the recommendations in this plan, such as
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Clallam County for land use issues, or Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Tribes
for harvest issues and water quality standards.
'This recovery plan is not an end in itself. After it
is adopted, further work will be needed on such
important questions as who will do what, the
specific costs, the funding sources that may be
available, the time frame for various actions, and
what opportunities will be provided for public and
agency input and involvement. Work will start on
an implementation plan for Lake Ozette sockeye
recovery later in 2009.

,&.r‘ Why a recovery plan?

Because the ESA requires NMFS to
develop recovery plans for all listed species as
a means by which to organize and coordinate
recovery of the species.

Is this plan voluntary or required?

NMFS is required to make a plan. Implementing
the recovery actions is voluntary. The plan is

not a law and it is not a regulation; it's just a
roadmap, guidance, and resource for people and
organizations willing to take action to help the fish.

What does “recovered” mean?

Biological recovery for a salmon species means
that it is naturally self-sustaining — enough fish
spawn in the wild and return year after year so
they are likely to persist in the long run, defined
as the next 100 years. The species also has to be
resilient enough to survive catastrophic changes
in the environment, including natural events such
as floods, earthquakes, storms, and decreases in
ocean productivity.

* In terms of protection, recovery means the
threats that caused the species to decline
have been abated.

* Interms of the ESA, recovery means the
sockeye no longer needs the protection of the
Act and can be taken off the list.

* In terms of social and cultural values, recovery
means sufficient abundance for the fish to be
self-sustaining and also to allow sustainable
harvest.




GOALS

,wa What’s the goal of this recovery
In general, the goal of this plan is for the Lake Ozette Bl
sockeye population to reach the point that it no longer
needs the protection of the Act and can be delisted.
'The delisting decision must be based on the best
available science. Biological recovery for a salmon
species (the basis for delisting) means that it is naturally
self-sustaining — enough fish spawn in the wild and
return year after year so they are likely to persist in the
long run, defined as the next 100 years. The species
also has to be resilient enough to survive catastrophic
changes in the environment, including natural events,
such as floods, earthquakes, storms, and changes in
ocean productivity.

The primary goal is to be able to “delist”
the sockeye — improve its status so that it
is naturally self sustaining and no longer
threatened with extinction.

What’s delisting? Who makes the
decision?

Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of
1973, listing and delisting of marine species,
including salmon, are the responsibility

of the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMES). If a fish or other species is

listed as threatened or endangered, legal
requirements to protect it come into play.

A recovery plan can have “broad-sense” goals that
may go beyond the requirements for delisting to
acknowledge social, cultural, or economic values
regarding the listed species. NMFS and the Lake
Ozette Steering Committee crafted the following

vision statement describing desirable future conditions

tor the Lake Ozette sockeye and its human and
biological setting:

The naturally spawning Lake Ozette sockeye population
is sufficiently abundant, productive, and diverse (in terms

of life histories and geographic distribution) to provide
significant ecological, cultural, social, and
economic benefits. Protection and restoration
of ecosystems have sustained processes
necessary to maintain sockeye as well as other
salmon, steelhead, cutthroat trout, and other
native fish and wildlife species. Community
livability, economic well-being, and treaty-
reserved fishing rights have benefited by
balancing salmon recovery with management

of local forest and fishery economies.

'This plan has undergone public comment
processes and has been adopted by
NMES. The groups involved in
voluntarily implementing the plan’s
recommendations may consider this
vision statement and accept, reject or

modify it as they wish.
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When NMFS decides through scientific
review that the species is doing well enough
to survive without ESA protection, NMFS
will “delist” it. This decision must be based
primarily on the best available science
concerning the current status of the species
and its prospects for long-term survival.

Figure S-1: Recovery Plan Process Schematic
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TECHNICAL BASIS

NMFS-Appointed Technical Recovery Team

NMEFS appointed teams of scientists with expertise
in salmon species to provide scientific support

for recovery planning in the Northwest. These
technical recovery teams (TRTs) include biologists
from NMFS, state, tribal, and local agencies,
academic institutions, and private consulting
groups. For Lake Ozette sockeye salmon, the
scientific team was called the Puget Sound TRT,
and it provided two reports: a description of the
Lake Ozette sockeye population; and biological
recovery criteria for the sockeye. The team also
reviewed the draft recovery plan in detail, as well
as a scientific document that identified the factors
affecting sockeye salmon survival.

TRTs work from a common scientific foundation
to ensure that recovery plans are scientifically
sound and based on consistent biological
principles. All the TRTs use biological principles

established by NMFS for salmon recovery
planning as a basis of the work they do.

'The Lake Ozette sockeye ESU is made up of
only one population. Many other salmon ESUs
have several component populations spread out
over a wide area, and therefore they have more
diversity and potential resilience in the face of
environmental change. There are five known
subpopulations or aggregations of Lake Ozette
sockeye, defined in terms of where they spawn—
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on beaches around the lake or in the tributaries
(beach spawning subpopulations include Olsen's
Beach and Allen's Beach, while tributary spawning
subpopulations include Umbrella Creek, Big River,
and Crooked Creek). The non-anadromous, resident
sockeye are called kokanee, and they are genetically
different enough from anadromous Lake Ozette
sockeye to be considered a separate ESU.

What is an “evolutionarily significant
unit” (ESU)?

ESUs are defined on the basis of geographic range
as well as genetic, behavioral, and other traits.

Formally, an ESU is defined as a group of Pacific
salmon or steelhead trout that is (1) substantially
reproductively isolated from other groups of the
same species and (2) represents an important
component of the evolutionary legacy of the species.

All Pacific salmon belong to the family Salmonidae
and the genus Oncorhynchus, while sockeye belong
to the species Oncorhynchus nerka. Lake Ozette
sockeye are an evolutionarily significant unit of O.
nerka.

Most of the time, salmon return to spawn in the
streams or lakes where they were born. However,
they occasionally “stray” and choose to mate where
conditions are right, perhaps in an adjacent stream
or lake. The result is that salmon populations that
are geographically widespread may have some
amount of genetic similarity. They are linked
because of straying, and differentiated because of
long-term adaptation to different environments. In
the Pacific Northwest, NMFS has identified seven
sockeye ESUs.

Picture S-1: Lake Ozette (Courtesy of Olympic National Park)
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c What’s a limiting factor?

A limiting factor is any aspect of the environment that affects a species’ ability to reproduce, such as
predation, water temperature, stream channel structure, or the amount of water in the stream.

What’s a hypothesis?

A hypothesis is a statement that can be proved or disproved by further inquiry. It is an invitation to look for more
information. A scientific hypothesis is based on some kind of evidence or observation, and it describes either a
possible causal relationship or just a relationship of some sort.

It does not matter whether a hypothesis is precise or wildly speculative; the important thing is whether it can be
proven or disproven, and how you go about getting the evidence. For example, ‘I think the moon is made of green
cheese” is a hypothesis about the substance of the moon. The question is not where the hypothesis came from but
what can be done with it. What’s the evidence? How can it be proved or disproved?

An example of a hypothesis for Lake Ozette sockeye recovery planning:
High stream temperatures weaken juvenile and adult sockeye salmon migrating to or from the lake and result in

higher mortality.

Limiting Factors Analysis

Technical information about Lake Ozette sockeye
recovery is incorporated in a biological research
paper, the Lake Ozette Sockeye Limiting Factors
Analysis (Haggerty et al. 2009), prepared for
NMES in cooperation with the Lake Ozette
Sockeye Steering Committee. The Limiting
Factors Analysis, or LFA, is an exhaustive study of
all the available published information as well as
field biology and unpublished or historical records
on Lake Ozette sockeye. The authors, with the
guidance of the Steering Committee, made a series
of hypotheses about past and current factors that
limit the sockeye’s survival and reproduction. These
hypotheses are based on specific information about
the Lake Ozette sockeye, their life cycle, and their
environment, as well as general knowledge about
anadromous fish and freshwater ecosystems.

'The LFA contains hypotheses about limiting
factors that affect all Lake Ozette sockeye, both
lake beach and tributary spawners. Chapter 4 in
the Recovery Plan summarizes the limiting factors
hypotheses. It is anticipated that these hypotheses
can be tested as part of implementing the recovery
program. Actions that are taken to address these
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limiting factors should be monitored and the
results evaluated to see whether they support and
confirm or disprove the hypotheses. Then recovery
strategies and actions can be adjusted accordingly.
'The Puget Sound TRT and scientists at NMFS
Northwest Fisheries Science Center have reviewed
the LFA. Their comments have been evaluated
and, as appropriate, incorporated.

For example, one hypothesis is that water quality
is a limiting factor for Lake Ozette sockeye.
Specifically, it is possible that high water
temperatures and high sediment concentrations

in the tributaries either weaken or kill enough
sockeye and their eggs to make a difference in
their rate of reproduction. The evidence that water
quality is a limiting factor for Lake Ozette sockeye
is described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.1 of the

recovery plan, under the heading, “Rationale.”

The color graphic on the following page illustrates
the relative importance of a wide range of potential
limiting factors for the beach spawning Lake
Ozette sockeye aggregation, showing the life
history stage affected. For example, the thick red




arrow at about 2 oclock on Figure S-2 indicates adults returning to spawn. A fourth indicates the

that spawning habitat quality has a large effect importance of factors that affect survival in the ocean.
on the fish in the stage of egg incubation and 'The plan includes similar graphics showing limiting
emergence from the gravel. Two other thick red factors for the tributary spawning aggregation as well as
arrows show that predation can have a large effect one for factors that affect the entire population.

on both the juvenile fish rearing in the lake and

Figure S-2: Beach spawning sockeye life history stages and hypothesized limiting factors
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Table S-1: Summary of limiting factors hypotheses (modified from table 4.1 in Lake Ozette Sockeye Salmon Recovery Plan)

Limiting Factor Population Degree of Influence Description

Segment(s) Affected of Limiting Factor

Changes in relative predator-prey abundances in
the Ozette River and Lake Ozette have increased
the proportion of juvenile and adult sockeye
consumed by predators such as cutthroat trout,
northern pikeminnow, largemouth bass, river
otters, and harbor seals, and resulted in decreased
freshwater survival, as well as an overall decrease
in the number of sockeye returning to spawn.

Predation ALL Key

High stream temperatures and low frequency,
high intensity turbidity events reduce the fitness of
sockeye salmon entering or exiting Lake Ozette
and result in decreased survival and productivity.

Water Quality ALL Contributing

Reduced streamflows in the Ozette River affect
water quality, predation rates and efficiency, and
reduce the fitness of migrating and emigrating
sockeye.

Reduced pool depth, volume, and cover have
decreased predator avoidance capabilities and
refuge areas for sockeye, increasing predator
efficiency and reducing refuge habitat.

Streamflow ALL Contributing

Habitat ALL Contributing

Survival in the marine environment is driven by
large-scale climatic processes, which are mostly
not controllable. Variability in marine survival rates

Marine Survival ALL Contributing for sockeye salmon is significant, but not likely a
key limiting factor at present. Large-scale changes
in marine conditions should be monitored and may
be significant in the future.

Because little is known about the Ozette River
estuary, there is no current hypothesis concerning

Estuary ALL Unknown estuarine conditions as a limiting factor for sockeye.
This is an important data gap.
Reduced quality and quantity of beach spawning
Spawning Habitat Beach Spawners Key habitat in Lake Ozette has decreased egg to

emergence survival, resulting in reduced fry
production from the beach spawning aggregations.

Changes in relative predator-prey abundances
on Ozette spawning beaches have increased

Predation Beach Spawners Key the proportion of adult sockeye, eggs, and newly
emerged fry consumed by predators, resulting in
decreased freshwater survival.

Turbidity and suspended sediment concentration
(SSC) at Olsen’s and Allen’s Beaches have a
limited effect on sockeye salmon because of the
distance of spawning habitat from major sediment

Water Quality Beach Spawners Contributing sources. However, at historical spawning sites near
major tributary outfalls, such as Umbrella Beach,
the effects of turbidity and SSC would be expected
to be similar to those described for tributary
spawners.

Seasonal lake level changes result in redd

Lake Level Beach Spawners Contributing dewatering, decreasing egg-to-fry survival rates.

Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan Summary 7




Table S-1 Continued: Summary of limiting factors hypotheses (modified from table 4.1 in Lake Ozette Sockeye Salmon Recovery Plan)

Limiting Factor Population Degree of Influence Description
Segment(s) Affected of Limiting Factor

Reduced spawning habitat quality and quantity
have increased the competition for suitable habitat

Competition Beach Spawners Key at low to moderate spawning escapement levels,
resulting in increased redd superimposition and
decreased egg-to-fry survival.

Channel simplification and increased sediment
production and delivery to streams have decreased
the quantity of suitable spawning habitat (i.e.,
gravel) available to tributary spawning sockeye.
Increased levels of fine sediment (<0.85mm) in
spawning gravels reduces intra-gravel flow and
oxygenation of redds, resulting in decreased egg-
to-fry survival.

Spawning Habitat Tributary Spawners Key

Decreased channel stability and floodplain
Channel Stability Tributary Spawners Contributing alterations have reduced egg-to-fry emergence
survival in sockeye tributaries.

Elevated turbidity and SSC levels increase stress
and reduce sockeye fitness, resulting in increased
egg retention rates and pre-spawning mortalities.
High levels of turbidity and SSC result in fine

Water Quality Tributary Spawners Contributing sediment deposition in sockeye redds, decreasing
egg survival. High levels of turbidity and SSC
during the sockeye fry emigration period result in
reduced sockeye fry survival, fitness, increased gill
abrasion, and altered oxygen uptake.

Predation of sockeye fry by piscivorous fish during
emergence, emigration, and dispersal significantly
reduces the number of fry rearing in the pelagic
zone of the lake. Predation on adult sockeye and
eggs in tributaries occurs at low levels and is not
likely a significant limiting factor.

Predation Tributary Spawners Contributing

Natural and anthropogenically influenced
streamflow variability (magnitude, frequency, and
timing of low and high flows) affects sockeye
mortality by: 1) delaying adult migration into
tributaries (resulting in more predation, egg

Streamflow Tributary Spawners Contributing retention), 2) limiting where adults spawn in a
cross-section (sequestering spawners in areas
where egg scour or desiccation is likely), and/
or 3) increasing emigrating fry exposure times in
tributaries (resulting in exposure to predation or
poor water quality).

Current holding pool frequency and volume,
reduced from historical conditions, appears to be
adequate in relation to the current numbers of
adult sockeye salmon. However, as the tributary
population continues to expand, this factor may
begin to exert an influence.

Holding Pools Tributary Spawners | Not Currently Limiting

Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan Summary 8




RECOVERY CRITERIA

'The ESA requires that recovery plans, to the
maximum extent practicable, incorporate objective,
measurable criteria which, when met, would result
in a determination in accordance with the provisions
of the ESA that the species be removed from

the Federal List of Endangered and Threatened
Wildlife and Plants. These criteria are of two kinds:
biological viability criteria and “threats” criteria,
which are related to the five listing factors detailed in

the ESA (see below).
Biological Viability Criteria

Biologists define “viability” or biological health for
salmon populations in terms of four variables or
parameters: abundance, productivity or growth rate,
spatial structure, and diversity. The Puget Sound
TRT recommended the following viability criteria
tor Lake Ozette sockeye:

Abundance: The number of adult fish on the
spawning grounds. Based on currently available
information, the T'RT recommended that a viable sockeye
population in Lake Ozette should range in abundance
between 31,250 and 121,000 adult spawners, over a
number of years (Rawson et al. 2008).

Productivity: The growth rate, which can be
measured as the spawner-to-spawner ratio (returns
per spawner or recruits per spawner), annual
population growth rate, or trends in abundance.
Productivity is a measure of a population’s ability to
sustain itself or to rebound from low numbers. For the
ESU to be viable, the population growth rate would have
to be stable or increasing.

Spatial structure: This refers both to the geographic
distribution of individuals in the population and

the processes that generate that distribution. 4
viable sockeye population in Lake Ozette would include
multiple, spatially distinct and persistent spawning
aggregations throughout the historical range of the
population. A viable sockeye population would therefore
have multiple spawning aggregations along the lake

Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan Summary

’,r Puget Sound Technical Recovery
" Team Viability Criteria for the Lake
Ozette Sockeye Salmon

Abundance: Between 31,250 and 121,000
adult spawners, over a number of years.

Productivity (growth rate): Stable or
increasing.

Spatial Structure: Multiple, persistent,
and spatially distinct beach spawning
aggregations, augmented by tributary
spawning aggregations.

Diversity: One or more persistent
spawning aggregations from each major
genetic and life history group historically
present within the population. Maintain the
distinctness between Lake Ozette sockeye
and kokanee.

beaches, which are the known historical spawning
areas. "The certainty that the population achieves a
viable condition would be further increased if spawning
aggregations in one or more tributaries to the lake were
also established.

Diversity: Diversity can be genetic, such as the
salmon’s instinct to return home to spawn, or

traits like appearance, behavior, and life history,
which are affected by a combination of genetic and
environmental factors. More diverse populations
have a better chance of adapting to environmental
changes. The Lake Ozette sockeye ESU is made

up of only one population, so the diversity within

it comes from the various component spawning
aggregations and the fundamental difference
between the anadromous sockeye salmon and the
resident kokanee salmon in Lake Ozette, which is

a separate ESU. The TRT says that a viable Ozette
sockeye population would include one or more persistent
spawning aggregations from each major genetic and life
history group historically present within that population.
A viable population of sockeye in Lake Ozette also would
maintain the historical genetic diversity and distinctness
between anadromous sockeye salmon and kokanee salmon
in Lake Ozette.




“Threats” Criteria

'The term “limiting factors” refers to characteristics

in the environment that affect a species’ survival,

such as, for example, high water temperature or

lack of spawning gravel. NMF'S defines threats

as the human activities or natural events that

cause the limiting factors, for example, removal of
streamside vegetation, which causes loss of shade and,
consequently, higher water temperature.

While the term “threats” carries a negative
connotation, it does not mean that activities
identified as threats are inherently undesirable.

'They are typically legitimate and necessary human
activities that may at times have unintended negative
consequences for fish populations—and that can
also be managed in a manner that minimizes or
eliminates the negative impacts.

'The term “threats” also relates directly to the listing
factors that are evaluated under ESA section 4(a)
(1) when initial determinations are made whether
to list species for protection. The listing factors are
categories of threats.

Figure S-3: Ozette sockeye-specific recovery strategy and action hierarchy

Here are the ESA section 4(a)(1) listing factors:

1. Present or threatened destruction, modification,
or curtailment of [the species’] habitat or range

2. Over-utilization for commercial, recreational,

scientific, or educational purposes

Disease or predation

Inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms

5. Other natural or human-made factors affecting
[the species’] continued existence.

B w

'The threats criteria define the conditions under
which the listing factors, or threats, can be considered
to be addressed or mitigated. Threats criteria for
measuring recovery of Lake Ozette sockeye are
discussed in more detail in Section 3.3.3 of this plan.

RECOVERY STRATEGY

'The plan recommends an integrative recovery
strategy based on current research about the
relationships between watershed processes, land
use, and freshwater habitat that incorporates all
ecological processes impacting sockeye survival
(i.e. habitat degradation, hydrologic process,
and predation, among others). This information
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is then related towhat is known about sockeye
mortality by life stage, and to the hypothesized
limiting factors. The result is a hierarchy of types
of recovery strategies that can form the basis for
setting priorities among potential actions. Chapter
6 in the plan explains the recovery strategy. Figure
S-3 illustrates the hierarchy. The recovery strategies
are arranged in order of greatest certainty for
contributing to recovery, with the most certain, Tier
1, at the base of the pyramid.

'The first priority and likely the most eftective type of
action (“Tier 17in Figure S-3), is to assess, protect,
and maintain good quality habitat and the processes
that create and maintain it. One example would be
to verify the success of current spawning areas and
protect them. Another would be to protect forest or
streamside areas with conservation easements, where
trees could be allowed to grow large, mature, and fall
by natural forces.

Next in importance and certainty of eftectiveness is
reconnecting isolated habitat, for example, removing
a blockage in the stream, thus allowing salmon more
room to spawn and rear.

'Third is restoring biological processes of various
kinds. 'This includes a wide range of potential actions,
for example: restoring natural predator-prey balance
by improving egg-to-fry survival and/or reducing
non-native fish species by means of selective fishing;
restoring riparian forests along streams and rivers;
assessing sources of sediment and reducing sediment
production and delivery to streams.

Directly restoring degraded habitat is of lower
priority because it is harder, often more costly, and
often effective only in the short-term, compared to
restoring the processes that create habitat and will
continue creating properly functioning habitat over
time. However, some direct actions, such as placing
large woody debris in carefully chosen areas, will
initiate biological processes that are likely to continue
naturally.

Creating new habitat is quite a lot harder than
working to protect and restore existing habitat; it

Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan Summary

Figure S-4: Lake Ozette subbasin prioritization. Green lines depict priority
| subbasins, yellow lines depict priority |l subbasins, and black lines
entering Lake Ozette and the Ozette River depict priority Ill subbasins
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Lake Ozette Coal Creek Palmquist Creek
Ozette River Crooked Creek Quinn Creek
Umbrella Creek Siwash Creek South Creek
Big River Elk Creek Allen Slough
20.0073 and 20.0079
20.0078 All Other
Unnamed West Unnamed
and Eastside Tributaries

Tributaries

is therefore of lowest priority, although in some
circumstances it may be the only alternative.

In addition to these priorities, it is important to
determine where recovery actions would have the
greatest positive impact. The Recovery Plan, with
input from the Steering Committee, provides an
evaluation of the sub-basins in the Lake Ozette
watershed for their importance as sockeye habitat.
Figure S-4 shows the resulting geographic priorities
for recovery efforts in the Lake Ozette basin.
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ACTIONS FOR RECOVERY

'The plan introduces a series of actions that could
be taken to improve prospects for recovery of the
Lake Ozette sockeye. 'This is a key part of the plan,
and it is one of the three basic requirements for an
ESA recovery plan. Although these actions are to
be considered for future implementation, no one is
obligated, required, or mandated to follow through
on them. The only obligatory actions are those
that are already part of local, state, or Federal laws
or regulations, or part of an ESA regulatory action
under ESA section 7 or section 10, such as the legally
binding Habitat Conservation Plans completed
between NMEFS, timber companies, and the
Washington Department of Natural Resources.

= =l

Picture S-2: Lake Ozette sockeye ‘'salmon in Big

Recovery of a healthy, abundant population of Lake
Ozette sockeye is likely to happen only if people

are willing to work together to achieve it, and if the
local people see some benefit to themselves in the
results. The proposed recovery actions are designed
to address the full range of limiting factors for all life
cycle stages of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon and are
intended to improve the health and habitat of these
fish. Implementation of selected actions described in
the plan is the next step in eftectively moving toward
recovery of this species. Stakeholders will be involved
in developing an Implementation Schedule and
selecting future projects.

Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan Summary

—

Caroline Peterscmit)

It is important to recognize that it will be easier to
obtain focus and funding for sockeye recovery with
an approved recovery plan. Still, there are several
more steps to be taken before deciding whether to
implement each of the proposed recovery actions:

*  Develop project budgets and seek funding.

*  Get permits from authorizing agencies.

*  Communicate with those potentially affected.

*  Evaluate potential social and economic effects of
proposed actions.

* Coordinate actions with Olympic National Park, the
Tribes, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife,
Clallam County, and other appropriate entities.

'The proposed actions are in six categories:

*  Fisheries management

* Habitat-related actions

* Hatchery supplementation

*  Predation-related actions

*  Research, monitoring and adaptive management

*  Public education and outreach

Fisheries Management

Short-term actions

1. Continue current Olympic National Park,
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife,
and tribal fishing regulations that prohibit directed
harvest and retention of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon
in recreational and tribal commercial fisheries.
Conduct population status and impact reviews
and employ strict criteria to ensure that any future
tribal ceremonial and subsistence fisheries do not
compromise recovery.

12




v"& What is the Forest Practices Habitat
Conservation Plan?

The Forest Practices Habitat Conservation
Plan (FPHCP) is a set of legal agreements,
under ESA section 10, between the US Fish
and Wildlife Service, NMFS, the State of
Washington, and private timberland owners,
that sets out forest practices necessary to
protect the survival and recovery of fish and
aquatic species in the State of Washington.
The FPHCP is based on the Forests and
Fish Report, which was developed by

county, state, and federal entities, certain
Washington Tribes, and professional forestry
associations, and represents some five years
of intensive negotiations among stakeholders
to reach an agreement that all could live with.
NMFS found implementation of the FPHCP
“consistent with the long-term survival and
recovery of covered species,” including Lake
Ozette sockeye, but the FPHCP is not a
recovery plan; it is an agreement that permits
a certain level of harm to ESA-listed species
(“incidental take,” as it is called in the ESA),
on the assumption that overall conditions will
improve if the rules are followed.

2. Adjust current recreational fishing regulations

to promote and maximize the removal of non-
native fish species to reduce predation on juvenile
sockeye.

Continue current marine area fishing regimes,
which likely have no substantial impacts on Lake
Ozette sockeye. Continue to monitor these
fisheries.

Long-term actions

1.

As abundance increases, conduct population
status and impact reviews and employ strict
criteria to ensure that any future directed and/
or incidental harvest of sockeye in freshwater,
estuarine and nearshore marine areas will not
compromise recovery, including any future tribal
commercial, ceremonial and subsistence, or all-
citizen recreational fisheries.

Continue regulating other marine fisheries to
minimize incidental impacts on Lake Ozette
sockeye.

Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan Summary

Habitat-Related Actions

Habitat-related actions for sockeye recovery are
discussed in several categories: programmatic
actions, which are landscape-scale management
programs implemented through many site-specific
actions; project-level actions for habitat protection,
restoration or enhancement; near-stream and
floodplain restoration; spawning habitat restoration;
and voluntary conservation easements and land
acquisitions from willing sellers.

Programmatic actions

'The recovery plan recommends implementing the
various existing plans and regulations that have
provisions to protect and improve fish habitat (see

details in Section 7.2.1).

—_

Forest Practices Habitat Conservation Plan

2. Washington Department of Natural Resources
State Land Habitat Conservation Plan

3. Clallam County Critical Areas Ordinance and

Storm Water Management Plan

Clallam County Road Maintenance Plan

Olympic National Park General Management

Plan

6. Olympic Coast National Marine Sanctuary
Management Plan

7. Washington State Department of Fish and
Wildlife Hydraulic Code

8. Washington State Department of Ecology water

quality and quantity regulatory requirements

Yk

Habitat protection, restoration, and/or
enhancement projects

1. Broad-scale sediment reduction projects: The
following actions may be carried out voluntarily
by any landowners.

*  Quantitatively assess sediment production
impacts from logging (gully creation, debris
flows, landslides), road building, removal of large
woody debris, and other land use activities.

*  Reduce or eliminate land use-related sediment.

*  Where willing landowners and funding exist,
purchase land from sellers and manage land
to recover watershed processes and ecosystem
function to improve sockeye habitat.
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Develop voluntary, comprehensive “green”
forestry programs at the landscape scale that
promote ecosystem function and watershed
process recovery.

Reconnect floodplains in high-priority subbasins
by reintroducing large woody debris to all
tributaries to improve floodplain connectivity and
sediment deposition/storage.

Plant or under-plant conifer forests in fields

and disturbed hardwood zones next to streams
to increase bank rooting strength, increase
channel complexity, and aid in sediment storage/
deposition.

Eradicate non-native plants (knotweed, for
example) next to streams and replace with native
species more effective at protecting soil and

banks.

Broad-scale hydrologic restoration projects: These
projects would affect basic watershed and stream
processes such as runoff and erosion, streamflow,
stream channel structure, and flooding. The

first step is to do extensive research to find

out where natural hydrologic functions can

be improved. Then, construct a hydrologic
model to help identify potential projects and set
priorities. Potential actions might include road
decommissioning, installing road cross-drains
and appropriately sized culverts, and placement
of large wood. All this would have to be agreed
upon, including consideration of public input and
coordination with Olympic National Park.

Large woody debris (LWD) placement projects:
'The plan proposes considering a series of broad-
scale recommendations and site-specific projects
because large wood in the tributaries has many
benefits for salmon.

'The following LWD actions are proposed
because they address limiting factors, respond

to recommendations in research studies (i.e.,
Herrera 2005), and provide scientifically based
actions to improve sockeye viability. These
actions are recommended for consideration
when developing the Implementation Schedule.

Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan Summary

Actions should be selected after careful
consideration of both the biological needs of
sockeye salmon and the social and economic
needs of residents in the Ozette watershed, in
coordination with the appropriate entities and
stakeholders. During the implementation phase
of the recovery plan, all proposed actions will be
turther defined, options analyzed, costs identified
or refined, permitting needs identified, social and
economic effects analyzed, and decisions made in
coordination with relevant permitting agencies
and stakeholders.

/‘ —  Why is large woody debris (LWD)
important to salmon?

Large woody debris means big chunks of wood,

such as root wads or trees fallen into or across

the channel.

e In all forested rivers and streams, LWD
plays a key role in shaping the channel.

» |t creates pools and hiding places, providing
salmon with protection from predators.

» It helps filter sediment to provide clean
gravel for spawning.

* It provides organic matter to feed the small
invertebrates that salmon feed on.

LWD can benefit landowners, too.

+ Streams with adequate riparian vegetation
and LWD on banks and in the channel are
more resilient to catastrophic floods and
help maintain a stable, healthy channel.

Where would LWD be placed?

The plan recommends placing LWD in a variety of
creeks and rivers. In key sockeye habitat areas such
as Umbrella Creek and in the lower reach of the
Ozette River, LWD can be placed relatively freely
without significant constraints from private property.
In areas with more human constraints such as upper
Ozette River and Big River, LWD projects need to be
more carefully evaluated and engineered, to make
sure that habitat benefits accrue while potential
damages to local property are foreseen, prevented,
or can be mitigated.

As recommended in the two existing detailed

LWD studies on the Ozette River, no LWD would
be placed in the upper portion of the Ozette River
without additional public input and scientific analysis
of the potential direct and indirect impacts on lake
properties.
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Picture S-3: Floodplain col

a. Lower Ozette River

Relates to Hypothesis 1 (in Chapter 6 of the
Plan): Predation by marine mammals in the
Lower Ozette River is a limiting factor for Lake
Ozette sockeye.

*  Placing LWD structures in the lower
Ozette River would help prevent or hinder
harbor seal migration into the lake.

*  LWD would provide cover for
migrating salmon and help to reduce
predation.

*  LWD placement in this river area would
not lead to changes in the level of Lake
Ozette.

b. Upper 1.3 miles of Ozette River

‘Throughout the last century, and particularly in
the last 60 or 70 years, LWD was removed from
the Ozette River in the belief that it helped fish
or would reduce flooding. LWD removal, in
combination with other factors, has affected water
quality (Hypothesis 2), Ozette River streamflow
(Hypothesis 3), and Ozette River habitat
conditions such as pool depth, pool volume, and
cover (Hypothesis 4). It has also contributed to
lower average lake levels and resulted in increased
vegetation along the lake shore (Hypothesis 6).
Historically, LWD was also removed from
portions of the lake shoreline. This removal
affected the shoreline hydraulics. Water
turbulence around shoreline wood cleanses
gravel locally and helps prevent vegetation from
taking hold. Without wood, vegetation can
more effectively colonize bare soil and trap fine

nnectivity in the Lake Ozette watershed

77 X o
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sediment, which reduces potential spawning
habitat for sockeye.

Adding WD in the upper 1.3 miles of Ozette
River would help to restore natural flow patterns
and maintain a natural range of lake levels

in order to improve beach spawning habitat.

What is floodplain connectivity?

Floodplains are the relatively low-lying

lands alongside rivers and streams that are
occasionally inundated during high flows and
floods. Floodplain connectivity refers to the
ability of the stream to periodically overflow
its banks. Although we call this “flooding” and
perceive it as something to avoid, especially
when houses and roads are at stake, it is
flooding that makes the soil fertile, replenishes
wetlands with nutrients, seeds, and organic
matter, and enriches the rivers and streams
for the fish and other aquatic life. Upstream
floodplains can also diminish the force of

the floodwaters and prevent more extensive
flooding downstream.

However, for this area, the plan recommends an
extensive list of studies, modeling, and analysis of
potential impacts on property before proceeding
with any large wood placement.

'The plan recommends the following steps:

* Determine the eftect of different wood
loading scenarios on property and
infrastructure.

* Identify a range of LWD placement options,
including no LWD placement, and evaluate
the effect of LWD placement on lake level.

* Identify current flood hazards and
potential flood risks around the lake.

* Refine hydrologic model.

* Identify a range of options for large wood
placement.

* Identify potential projects to be evaluated
based on balancing the biological needs of
sockeye with the social and economic
effects on local residents.

*  Survey existing beach spawning areas to
analyze results of hydrologic modeling and
figure out what would be good for the fish.
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*  Evaluate and select restoration sites. .

*  Develop a shoreline vegetation plan. .
*  Analyze the social and economic effects of
each potential project.

c. Umbrella Creek
Fish habitat and LZWD conditions in the main
Ozette tributaries (e.g., Umbrella, Big, Crooked)
were thoroughly monitored and measured in
1999 and 2000. Researchers found that there
are areas where there is not very much LWD,
the stream channel is unstable, and there is little
suitable spawning gravel. The plan recommends
considering reintroducing LWD to key tributary
channel segments of sockeye Critical Habitat
with the intent to stabilize the channel and
restore spawning gravels.

Near-stream and floodplain restoration projects

'The plan includes extensive detail concerning the
near-stream zones around Lake Ozette and its
tributaries, and recommends many potential actions
that would improve fish habitat by improving natural
near-stream zone and floodplain processes—too many
to list in a short summary. These should be considered
for implementation, with appropriate study and
weighing of landowner concerns. Types of actions
recommended:

*  Eliminate non-native plant species.

”rr What is Adaptive Management? SR

Actions
recommended
in the recovery
. . plan
Adaptive management is the

process of adjusting management
actions and/or directions based

on new information. The new
information comes from monitoring
the results of actions and evaluating
their effects. Then the recovery
actions can be continued or
changed to be more effective.

Modify recovery
plan to acknowledge
changes

Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan Summary

Plant trees near streams where feasible.
Reintroduce large wood where it would improve
floodplain connectivity, sediment storage, water
retention, and peak flow attenuation.

Relocate roads where they affect floodplain
connectivity or near-stream processes.

Spawning habitat restoration/enhancement projects

Restore beach spawning habitat at Umbrella
Beach, then try to reintroduce sockeye there.
Identify other potential sockeye beach spawning
habitats and attempt reintroducing sockeye
salmon in conjunction with habitat enhancement
projects such as:
— placing downed trees on spawning
beaches to promote gravel storage and
sorting, mobilization and transport of fine
sediment, and increased hyporheic flow
— mechanical improvements of beach
spawning areas
Place LWD as appropriate in critical habitat for
sockeye spawning, such as Umbrella Creek.
Develop a shoreline habitat restoration plan,
including vegetation clearing and beach
restoration actions at selected shoreline project
sites and flood protection in areas that were
identified as flood-prone. Involve volunteers to
carry out actions as part of public education and
outreach.

Implement actions,
considering
environmental
impacts, property
impacts

Monitor results
of actions

—>

Continue actions
that work

N

Based on monitoring
results, evaluate
effectiveness of

actions at recovering

sockeye

Adapt and make
changes to actions
that do not work
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Voluntary conservation easements and land
acquisition from willing sellers

Habitat for sockeye salmon can be protected and
maintained through market-driven transfer of
development rights for conservation. One way to do
this is through conservation easements. Conservation
easements provide greater flexibility than land
acquisition, because the property owner can remain
on the land while limiting future development

in exchange for tax benefits and cash payments.
Protective easements remain in place even if the
property is sold. Purchase from willing sellers by a
land trust or other suitable organization is another
way to provide long-term protection for habitat. It is
important to have a management plan for any such
property to ensure habitat goals are met.

Hatchery Supplementation

'The plan recommends continuing hatchery
supplementation and related research as described
in the Makah Tribe’s Lake Ozette Sockeye Salmon
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plan, which
NMES approved under the ESA in 2003.

'The purpose of the hatchery plan is to establish
natural, self-sustaining sockeye salmon spawning
aggregations in two major Lake Ozette tributaries
(Umbrella Creek and Big River), using broodstock
from adult returns to Umbrella Creek that were
derived from indigenous Lake Ozette stock.
Supplementation is to continue until 2012, the
equivalent of three salmon generations, with
appropriate monitoring and evaluation to determine
the success of the program and to support a decision
to either terminate or continue using hatchery
supplementation to aid recovery of the Lake Ozette
sockeye.

Predation-Related Actions

*  Create an incentive program, as appropriate within
National Park Service regulations, to encourage or
require lethal take of large-mouth bass and other
non-native fish species, with a goal of reducing or
eliminating non-native fish species.
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",r , What or who are the “co-managers?”

Consistent with Federal Court Order
(United States v. Washington 1974), Northwest
Indian tribes and the State of Washington
(through the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife) are “co-managers” in regulating salmon
harvest. The tribes have court-affirmed, legally
enforceable treaty rights reserving to them a
share of the salmon harvest. For the purposes of
this plan, other entities have been identified, as
they have shared jurisdiction for certain resource
management actions identified in the plan. These
other entities are: the National Marine Fisheries
Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and
the National Park Service.

The Treaty of Neah Bay (1855) and the Treaty

of Olympia (1856) identify lands ceded to the
federal government by the Makah and Quileute
Tribes, respectively. The Tribes share a common
boundary of their ceded lands, described in both
treaties. The treaties reserved to the Tribes

the right of fishing "at all usual and accustomed
grounds and stations." This right was

reaffirmed by the Boldt Decision in 1974 (U.S. v.
Washington, 384 F. Supp. 312, 362).

Work with NMFS and other appropriate
agencies to study impacts of marine mammals
and river otters on sockeye salmon, particularly
on beach spawning grounds. Based on this
information, develop a NMFS- and ONP-
sanctioned plan to address these impacts through
a variety of predator control measures being
tested and used in the NMFS Northwest Region.
Working in coordination with NMFS, ONP,
the Tribes, and Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife, analyze the impacts of seals and
sea lions on sockeye salmon and identify options
to minimize these impacts, including reinstating
ceremonial and subsistence hunting of seals

and sea lions in Tribal Usual and Accustomed
hunting and fishing areas.

Modify sockeye adult enumeration techniques

at the Ozette River weir to reduce any predation
mortality on adult and juvenile sockeye.
Implement research and monitoring actions
proposed in Chapter 8 to analyze fishing
regulations, predator-prey interactions, and
predation at all life stages for beach spawners.
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Public Education and Outreach

* Engage the public as an active partner in
implementing and sustaining recovery efforts.
Build public awareness, understanding,
and support, and provide opportunities for
public participation in all aspects of recovery
implementation.

*  Share information between scientists and the
public as recovery projects and monitoring
actions are carried out.

RESEARCH, MONITORING, &
ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

'The salmon life cycle is very complex, and there is a
lot we do not know about the Lake Ozette sockeye.
'The recovery plan identifies the many knowledge
gaps and uncertainties involved. In some cases,

the plan proposes further study as an “action.” In
other cases, the plan proposes actions that should

be beneficial based on general knowledge of how
watershed processes work. For example, it is known
that excessive suspended sediment can suffocate
juvenile or adult fish by clogging their gills, and too
much fine sediment can prevent water circulation
through the redds (areas where salmon lay their eggs)
and kill the eggs. Therefore, reducing sediment in the

water is likely to improve sockeye survival.

Because the proposed recovery actions are based
on hypotheses about the relationships between
fish, human activities, and the environment, the
plan also recommends continuously gathering data
(monitoring) to find out how things are going.
Monitoring is the basis for adaptive management
— the ability to change the actions, based on new
information, to be more effective over time.
Research, monitoring, and adaptive management
are built into the plan. It is important to be able to
see when recovery actions are making progress and
continue them, or to find out that something is not
working and decide what to change.

Chapter 8 of the recovery plan lists the research,
monitoring, and evaluation needed for long-term,

Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan Summary

effective decision making regarding Lake Ozette
sockeye recovery. In the future, the plan can be
changed, and recovery actions can be changed,
depending on the results of monitoring. To
implement the plan, it will be just as important
to find funding for monitoring as for any of the
proposed recovery actions.

Upon adoption of this Recovery Plan in

2009, NMFS will develop a detailed adaptive
management and monitoring plan, together with

an implementation plan, in coordination with the
Puget Sound Technical Recovery Team, Lake Ozette
Steering Committee, the public, and co-managers.

'The plan, in Section 8.2, recommends an extensive
list of monitoring and research.

Here are some of the highlights:

*  Continue to monitor Ozette River streamflow.
Investigate effects of reduced streamflow on run
timing and sockeye fitness.

*  Continue to collect continuous streamflow (stage
and discharge) data on all major tributaries to
Lake Ozette (Coal, Umbrella, Big, Crooked and
Siwash).

*  Continue to collect continuous sediment (turbidity
and suspended sediment concentration) data on all
major tributaries to Lake Ozette (Coal, Umbrella,
Big, Crooked, Siwash).

* Continue and expand Ozette River stream
temperature monitoring program.

*  Continue and expand on all sockeye population
status monitoring.

* Develop and implement a program to monitor
and evaluate predator-prey interactions in
Lake Ozette and the Ozette River.

* Re-evaluate the impacts of Lake Ozette
fishing regulations, especially with regard to
cutthroat trout.

 Study the effects of large logjams in the Ozette
River. Do they form deep pools with colder
water where sockeye take refuge?

*  Study predation on adult and juvenile sockeye.
Which predators consume more sockeye salmon?

*  Study the spawning beaches. How many sockeye
spawn each year on each beach?
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*  How many kokanee (lake-resident fish of the
species O. nerka) spawn with (migrating) sockeye
on the beaches? What effect does this have on the
population?

IMPLEMENTATION AND TIME
AND COST ESTIMATES

'The ESA requires a recovery plan to contain
“estimates of the time required and the cost to carry
out those measures needed to achieve the plan’s goal
and to achieve intermediate steps toward that goal.”
Time and cost estimates are usually presented as part
of an implementation schedule that lists the recovery
actions and spells out who will do what, within what
time frame.

Unlike other ESA-listed salmon in Washington
State, the Lake Ozette sockeye ESU has not had a
state-designated recovery board (such as the Hood

Canal Coordinating Council for Hood Canal summer

chum salmon) responsible for developing the recovery

plan. Therefore, NMFS is working with the Lake

Ozette Steering Committee and other entities such

as the newly formed North Pacific Coast Lead Entity

and the Washington Coast Sustainable Salmon
Partnership to make a plan to identify who should do
what, the costs and funding sources, the
time frame, and opportunities for public
involvement. The implementation schedule,
like the recovery plan, is not binding, but it
is hoped that the organizations potentially
involved will choose to participate because
habitat protection and restoration will
advance their missions and confer various
shared benefits.

A detailed implementation schedule will be
produced in 2009 upon adoption of the plan.

NMES and the Lake Ozette Steering
Committee have developed an extensive list
of 121 projects to address the recovery of
Lake Ozette sockeye salmon. Appendix E

Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan Summary

of this plan provides cost estimates for actions, where
costs are available. Costs for actions that are being
implemented as part of ongoing, existing programs

are considered “baseline” and are not included in
Appendix E as costs to recover sockeye. The overall
total cost to implement recovery actions for the first 10
years of this plan is estimated to be about $46 million.

NMES estimates that recovery of the Lake Ozette
sockeye ESU] like recovery for most of the ESA-
listed salmon, could take 50 to 100 years. Because
many uncertainties exist about how sockeye will
respond to recovery actions, the costs and recovery
actions in this plan focus on the first 10 years of
implementation. Actions and costs will be revised
over time as part of adaptive management.

Picture S-4: ake Ozette sockeye salmon in Big River (Courtesy of Makah Fisheries Management
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West Coast Biological
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brood year
cubic feet per second
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Evaluation and Research
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GLOSSARY

This glossary is provided to help new readers differentiate between a number of terms
related to types of plans, goals, and spatial scales relevant to recovery planning for
salmon and steelhead in the Lake Ozette Basin.

Adaptive management: The process of adjusting management actions and/or directions
as new and better information emerges about the ecosystem.

Anadromous fish: Species that are hatched in freshwater, migrate to and mature in salt
water, and return to freshwater to spawn.

Baseline monitoring: In the context of recovery planning, baseline monitoring is done
before implementation, in order to establish historical and/or current conditions against
which progress (or lack of progress) can be measured.

Broad-sense recovery goals: Goals defined in the recovery planning process, generally
by local recovery planning groups, that go beyond the requirements for delisting, to
address, for example, other legislative mandates or social, economic, and ecological
values.

Compliance monitoring: Monitoring to determine whether a specific performance
standard, environmental standard, regulation, or law is met.

Delisting criteria: Criteria incorporated into ESA recovery plans that define both
biological viability (biological criteria) and alleviation of the causes for decline (threats
criteria, based on the five listing factors in ESA section 4[a][1]), and that, when met,
would result in a determination that a species is no longer threatened or endangered and
can be proposed for removal from the Federal list of threatened and endangered species.

Diversity: All the genetic and phenotypic (life history, behavioral, and morphological)
variation within a population. Variations could include anadromy vs. lifelong residence in
freshwater, fecundity, run timing, spawn timing, juvenile behavior, age at smolting, age
at maturity, egg size, developmental rate, ocean distribution patterns, male and female
spawning behavior, physiology, molecular genetic characteristics, etc.

Effectiveness monitoring: Monitoring set up to test cause-and-effect hypotheses about
recovery actions: Did the management actions achieve their direct effect or goal? For
example, did fencing a riparian area to exclude livestock result in recovery of riparian
vegetation?

ESA recovery plan: A plan to recover a species listed as threatened or endangered under
the U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA). The ESA requires that recovery plans, to the
extent practicable, incorporate (1) objective, measurable criteria that, when met, would
result in a determination that the species is no longer threatened or endangered; (2) site-
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specific management actions that may be necessary to achieve the plan's goals; and (3)
estimates of the time required and costs to implement recovery actions.

Evolutionarily significant unit (ESU): A group of Pacific salmon or steelhead trout that
is (1) substantially reproductively isolated from other conspecific units and (2) represents
an important component of the evolutionary legacy of the species. All Pacific salmon
belong to the family Salmonidae and the genus Oncorhynchus, while sockeye belong to
the species Oncorhynchus nerka. Lake Ozette sockeye are an “evolutionarily significant
unit” of O. nerka.

Factors for decline: Five general categories of causes for decline of a species, listed in
the Endangered Species Act section 4(a)(1)(b): (A) the present or threatened destruction,
modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range; (B) overutilization for commercial,
recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; (C) disease or predation; (D) the
inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; or (E) other natural or manmade factors
affecting its continued existence.

Hyporheic zone: Area of saturated sediment and gravel beneath and beside streams and
rivers where groundwater and surface water mix.

Implementation monitoring: Monitoring to determine whether an activity was
performed and/or completed as planned.

Independent population: Any collection of one or more local breeding units whose
population dynamics or extinction risk over a 100-year time period is not substantially
altered by exchanges of individuals with other populations.

Indicator: A variable used to forecast the value or change in the value of another
variable.

Large woody debris (LWD): A general term for wood naturally occurring or artificially
placed in streams, including branches, stumps, logs that meet minimum diameter criteria
that vary by biogeographical region, and logjams. Streams with adequate LWD tend to
have more pools and greater habitat complexity, and store greater amounts of sediment.

Legacy effects: Impacts from past activities (usually a past land use action) that continue
to affect a stream or watershed in the present day.

Limiting factor: Physical, biological, or chemical features (e.g., inadequate spawning
habitat, high water temperature, insufficient prey resources) experienced by the fish at the
population, intermediate (e.g., stratum or major population grouping), or ESU levels that
result in reductions in viable salmonid population (VSP) parameters (abundance,
productivity, spatial structure, and diversity). Key limiting factors are those with the
greatest impacts on a population’s ability to reach its desired status.
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Morphology: The form and structure of an organism, with special emphasis on external
features.

Parr: The stage in anadromous salmonid development between absorption of the yolk
sac and transformation to smolt before migration seaward.

Phenotype: The external appearance of an organism resulting from the interaction of its
genetic makeup and the environment.

Piscivorous: (Adj.) Fish that prey on other fish for food.

Productivity: For Pacific salmon and steelhead, this is a measure of a population’s
ability to sustain itself or its ability to rebound from low numbers. The terms “population
growth rate” and “population productivity” are interchangeable when referring to
measures of population production over an entire life cycle. Can be expressed as the
number of recruits (adults) per spawner or the number of smolts per spawner.

Recovery domain: An administrative unit for recovery planning defined by NMFS based
on ESU boundaries, ecosystem boundaries, and existing local planning processes.
Recovery domains may contain one or more listed ESUs.

Recovery goals: Goals incorporated into a recovery plan, which may include recovery,
delisting, reclassification, and/or other goals. Broad-sense goals are a subset of recovery
goals.

Recovery strategy: According to NMFS Recovery Planning Guidance (July 2006), a
recovery strategy is a statement that identifies the assumptions and logic — the rationale —
for the species’ recovery program. The term is also used as a broad statement of types of
actions or objectives that are further broken down into more specific actions or projects.

Redd: A nest constructed by female salmonids in streambed gravels where eggs are
deposited and fertilization occurs.

Riparian area: Area with distinctive soils and vegetation between a stream or other body
of water and the adjacent upland. It includes wetlands and those portions of floodplains
and valley bottoms that support riparian vegetation.

Salmonid: Fish of the family Salmonidae, including salmon, trout, chars, grayling, and
whitefish. In general usage, the term usually refers to salmon, trout, and chars.

Smolt: A juvenile salmonid in the seaward migration stage, undergoing physiological
and behavioral changes to adapt from freshwater to saltwater.

Spatial structure: Geographic distribution of a population or populations in an ESU.
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Stakeholders: Agencies, groups, or private citizens with an interest in recovery
planning, or who will be affected by recovery planning and actions.

Technical Recovery Team (TRT): Teams convened by NMFS to develop technical
products related to recovery planning. TRTs are complemented by planning forums
unique to specific states, tribes, or regions, which use TRT and other technical products
to identify recovery actions.

Threats: Human activities or natural events (e.g., road building, floodplain
development, fish harvest, hatchery influences, volcanoes) that cause or contribute to
limiting factors. Threats may exist in the present or be likely to occur in the future.

Viability criteria: Criteria defined by NMFS-appointed Technical Recovery Teams
based on the biological parameters of abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and
diversity, which describe a viable salmonid population (VSP) (an independent population
with a negligible risk of extinction over a 100-year time frame) and which describe a
general framework for how many and which populations within an ESU should be at a
particular status for the ESU to have an acceptably low risk of extinction. These criteria
are used as technical input into the recovery planning process and provide a technical
foundation for development of biological delisting criteria.

Viable salmonid population (VSP): an independent population of Pacific salmon or
steelhead trout that has a negligible risk of extinction over a 100-year time frame.
Viability at the independent population scale is evaluated based on the parameters of
abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and diversity.

V'SP parameters: Abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and diversity. These
describe characteristics of salmonid populations that are useful in evaluating population
viability. See NOAA Tech. Memo. NMFS-NWFSC-42, “Viable salmonid populations
and the recovery of evolutionarily significant units,” McElhany et al. June 2000.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, Section 4(f), requires NOAA’s National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to develop recovery plans for species listed under the
Act. The primary purpose of recovery plans is to identify actions needed to restore
threatened and endangered species to the point that they are again self-sustaining
elements of their ecosystems and no longer need the protections of the ESA.

This is a recovery plan for the protection and restoration of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon
(Oncorhynchus nerka), which spawn in Lake Ozette or its tributaries, on the Olympic
Peninsula at the western edge of Washington State (Figure 1.1). In 1999, Lake Ozette
sockeye were listed under the ESA as a species threatened with extinction (64 FR 14528,
March 25, 1999). The lake, its perimeter shore, and most of the Ozette River, which
forms the outlet of the lake to estuary and Pacific Ocean, are included in the 922,000-acre
Olympic National Park (ONP).

This plan complements, recognizes, and works within the authorities of the ONP, Clallam
County, the Forest Practices Habitat Conservation Plan (FPHCP), the WDNR Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP), and tribal trust and treaty rights, and does not augment or
supersede these or other authorities.

This plan is based on an empirical development of hypotheses about what is limiting the
survival of Lake Ozette sockeye. These hypotheses are designed to be tested in the course
of time, through monitoring the fish, their environment, and the effects of the actions that
may be taken to improve the sockeye’s environment and survival chances. The process of
designing actions based on best available information, then monitoring the results to find
out what works best and changing the actions as appropriate, is called adaptive
management. This plan is intended as a tool for adaptive management for Lake Ozette
sockeye salmon recovery. It can be used by whatever entities and planning groups
become involved in voluntary implementation of the plan.

1.1 CONTEXT OF PLAN DEVELOPMENT

While NMFS is the agency responsible for recovery planning for salmon and steelhead
under the ESA, the agency believes it is critically important to base ESA recovery plans
for salmon on the many state, regional, tribal, local, and private conservation efforts
already underway throughout the region. Local support of recovery plans by those whose
activities directly affect the listed species, and whose actions will be most affected by
recovery actions, is essential. NMFS therefore supports and participates in locally led
collaborative efforts to develop recovery plans, involving local communities, state, tribal,
and Federal entities, and other stakeholders.

This plan is the product of a collaborative process initiated by NMFS and involving
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the participation and contributions of a wide group of private entities, citizens,
governments, and sovereigns (Tribes) with the potential to contribute to recovery. In
2005, NMFS and the Lake Ozette Steering Committee, which includes diverse
stakeholders, the Makah and Quileute tribes, Federal agencies, including Olympic
National Park, local citizens, and the State of Washington, began working together to
write a draft recovery plan for Lake Ozette sockeye salmon (Appendix A: List of Steering
Committee Meeting Participants). The goal was to produce a plan that meets NMFS’
ESA requirements for recovery plans as well as the State of Washington’s recovery
planning needs (http://www.governor.wa.gov/gsro/default/ntm).

1.2 PURPOSE OF PLAN

The ESA requires recovery plans to be developed and implemented for species listed as
endangered or threatened under the statute. In the context of the ESA, recovery can be
defined as the process of restoring listed species and their ecosystems to the point that
they no longer need protections under the Act. A recovery plan serves as a road map for
species recovery—it lays out where we need to go and how best to get there. Without a
plan to organize, coordinate and prioritize the many possible recovery actions on the part
of Federal, state, and tribal agencies, local watershed councils and districts, and private
citizens, species recovery efforts may be inefficient or even ineffective. Prompt
development and implementation of a recovery plan will help target limited resources
effectively.

However, recovery plans are guidance documents, not regulatory, and do not obligate
anyone except NMFS itself to take any of the actions proposed. The ESA clearly
envisions recovery plans as the central organizing tool for guiding each species’ recovery
process, but it is up to local planning groups and/or jurisdictions to voluntarily implement
the actions the plan recommends or proposes.

In many cases, this plan simply acknowledges and recommends coordinating the pre-
existing, ongoing recovery efforts and the relevant laws or regulations that are expected
to benefit the species and its environment. Accordingly, some of the ongoing actions that
are integrated into the plan are required under other, separate resource management
regulatory processes, such as implementation of forest practices habitat conservation
plans, Clallam County road maintenance, operation of the sockeye hatcheries, and
regulation of fisheries that may affect sockeye. In addition, landowners might implement
recommended actions on properties for which they are responsible. Similarly, other
regulatory authorities might enact regulations based on the recommendations in this plan,
such as Clallam County for land use issues, or Washington State Department of Fish and
Wildlife/Department of Ecology and the Tribes for harvest issues and water quality
standards, as applicable (e.g., the Makah Water Quality Standards for the Ozette
Reservation).

This recovery plan is not an end in itself. After it is adopted, further work will be needed
on such important questions as who will do what, the specific costs, the funding sources
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that may be available, the time frame for various actions, and what opportunities will be
provided for public and agency input and involvement. Work will start on an
implementation plan for Lake Ozette sockeye recovery in 2009, after the plan is adopted.

1.3 ESA REQUIREMENTS

ESA section 4(a)(1) lists potential factors for decline of a species that are to be addressed
in recovery plans and re-examined for re-classification or delisting (see Section 3.3.3
Listing Factor [Threats] Criteria):

A. The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of [the species’]
habitat or range

B. Over-utilization for commercial, recreational, scientific or educational purposes

C. Disease or predation

D. The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms

E. Other natural or human-made factors affecting its continued existence

ESA section 4(f)(1)(B) directs that recovery plans, to the extent practicable, incorporate:

1. adescription of such site-specific management actions as may be necessary to
achieve the plan’s goal for the conservation and survival of the species;

2. objective, measurable criteria which, when met, would result in a determination, in
accordance with the provisions of this chapter, that the species be removed from the list;
and;

3. estimates of the time required and the cost to carry out those measures needed to
achieve the plan’s goal and to achieve intermediate steps toward that goal.

In addition, it is important for recovery plans to provide the public and decision makers
with a clear understanding of the goals and scientifically supported strategies needed to
recover a listed species (NMFS Interim Recovery Planning Guidance, July 2006).

Once a species is deemed recovered and therefore removed from a listed status, section
4(g) of the ESA requires the monitoring of the species for a period of no less than 5 years
to ensure that it retains its recovered status.

1.4 RECOVERY GOALS

The primary goal of ESA recovery plans is for the species to reach the point that it no
longer needs the protection of the Act — i.e. the species can be delisted because it has
been recovered. This point should be defined in terms of the best available biological
science. Biological recovery for a salmon species means that it is naturally self-sustaining
—enough fish spawn in the wild and return year after year so they are likely to persist in
the long run, defined as the next 100 years. The species also has to be resilient enough to
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survive catastrophic changes in the environment, including natural events such as floods,
earthquakes, storms, and changes in ocean productivity.

Recovery plans may also contain “broad-sense goals” that go beyond the requirements
for delisting to acknowledge social, cultural, or economic values regarding the listed
species. Recovery goals and delisting criteria are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

1.5 ORGANIZATION OF RECOVERY PLANNING

The spawning and rearing range of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon lies within the Puget
Sound “recovery domain,” one of four recovery domains that NMFS delineated
throughout Washington, Oregon, and Idaho to organize recovery planning for the 17
salmon ESUs currently listed in this region (Figure 1.1).

1.5.1 Technical Recovery Teams

For each domain, NMFS appointed an independent technical recovery team (TRT) that
has geographic and species expertise for the listed salmon populations within the domain
and can provide a solid scientific foundation for recovery plans. The charge of each TRT
is to develop recommendations on biological viability criteria for ESUs and populations,
to provide scientific support for local and regional recovery planning efforts, and to
scientifically evaluate recovery plans. The TRTs include biologists from NMFS, state,
tribal, and local agencies, academic institutions, and private consulting groups.

All TRTs use the same biological principles for developing their ESU and population
viability criteria, which are described in a NMFS’ technical memorandum, Viable
Salmonid Populations and the Recovery of Evolutionarily Significant Units (McElhany et
al. 2000). Viable salmonid populations (VSP) are defined in terms of four parameters:
abundance, productivity or growth rate, diversity, and spatial structure. Each TRT’s
recommendations are based on the VSP framework, as well as on considerations
regarding data availability, the unique biological characteristics of the ESUs and habitats
in the domain, and the members’ collective experience and expertise. NMFS has
encouraged the TRTs to develop regionally specific approaches for evaluating viability
and identifying factors limiting recovery, but each TRT is working from a common
scientific foundation to ensure that the recovery plans are scientifically sound and based
on consistent biological principles.
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Figure 1.1. NMFS Pacific Northwest Salmon Recovery Domains.

Convened in 2000, the TRT for the Puget Sound domain, which encompasses the listed
Lake Ozette sockeye, Hood Canal summer chum, and Puget Sound Chinook salmon
ESUs, includes biologists from NMFS and state, tribal, and local resource management
entities. A list of members and other information relating to the Puget Sound TRT
(PSTRT) is available at http://www.nwfsc.noaa.gov/trt/trt_puget.htm. The PSTRT was
tasked with identifying the historical population structure of the Lake Ozette sockeye
ESU and recommending viability criteria for the ESU; this work was made available to
the Lake Ozette Sockeye Steering Committee in two draft documents (Currens et al.
2006; Rawson et al. 2008).

1.5.2 Lake Ozette Sockeye Steering Committee

In each domain, NMFS has worked with state, tribal, local, and other Federal
stakeholders to develop a planning forum appropriate to the domain, building to the
extent possible on ongoing, locally led efforts. In this case, the local forum is the Lake
Ozette Steering Committee. The role of these planning forums is to use technical
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products from the TRT and other sources to agree on recommendations to make to NMFS
regarding recovery goals; to assess limiting factors; and then to develop locally
appropriate and locally supported recovery actions needed to achieve the recovery goals.
While these forums also are working from a consistent set of assumptions regarding
needed recovery plan elements, the process by which they develop those elements, and
the form they take, may differ among domains. For the Lake Ozette sockeye ESU,
preliminary limiting factors analyses, watershed assessments, NMFS status reviews, and
draft TRT products provided building blocks for the recovery plan.

In order to facilitate communication and coordinate development of a draft recovery plan
with diverse interest groups, NMFS worked with an existing, locally based citizen group
called the Lake Ozette Steering Committee. The Steering Committee has met periodically
since 1981 to discuss natural resource issues related to sockeye salmon. Early participants
included the Makah Tribe, ONP, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Washington
State Department of Fisheries (WDF), University of Washington, and Crown-Zellerbach
Corporation. Subsequent meetings resulted in several research projects to gather
information on the abundance, distribution, and habitat conditions of the sockeye, but
research lagged for lack of funding.

Largely as a result of the 1999 ESA listing, multi-agency efforts to coordinate research
and recovery planning resumed, and the Lake Ozette Steering Committee was
reorganized and expanded to include NMFS as well as local landowners and other
interests. In 1999 and 2000, the Steering Committee formed a hatchery working group to
coordinate issues relating to development of a Hatchery and Genetic Management Plan
(HGMP)/Joint Resource Management Plan (JRMP) for Lake Ozette sockeye salmon. A
habitat working group was also formed to develop a ranked list of potential limiting
factors, as well as a ranked list of research and monitoring priorities. Beginning in
October 2005, NMFS coordinated monthly Steering Committee meetings in Sekiu and
Port Angeles, Washington and expanded meeting participation to ensure input from a
wide range of diverse stakeholders.

The Lake Ozette Steering Committee is made up of representatives from the Makah and
Quileute Tribes, Olympic National Park, Clallam County, local land owners, Washington
Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW), Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR), NMFS, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), North Pacific Coast Lead Entity (NPCLE),
North Pacific Coast Lead Entity (NPCLE), private timber companies, and local citizens.
Although it is not a formally sanctioned State of Washington recovery board, the
Committee’s diverse members have met consistently during plan development. A
facilitator was hired by NMFS to manage the Steering Committee meetings and
communicate with the Steering Committee between meetings. NMFS sought input and
review from Steering Committee members as the recovery plan was developed.

Monthly Steering Committee meetings enabled NMFS and PSTRT members to share

draft recovery plan products and seek Steering Committee review and comment as the
draft plan was developed. The preliminary draft of the Lake Ozette Sockeye Limiting

May 4, 2009 1-6 Introduction



RECOVERY PLAN FOR LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE SALMON

Factors Analysis (Haggerty et al. 2007) and NMFS’ Status Report for Completing the
Sockeye Recovery Plan were posted on the North Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity web
page at http://noplegroup.org/NOPL E/pages/watersheds/Ozettel akeWatershedPage.htm.

In addition to monthly Steering Committee meetings, NMFS periodically briefed staff
from the following key stakeholder groups during development of the draft recovery
plan: Olympic National Park, Clallam County Commissioners and Planning Department,
Makah Tribe, Quileute Tribe, Olympic Coast National Marine Sanctuary, Lake Ozette
watershed landowners, NOPLE, and NPCLE.

In 2005, a recovery organization for Lake Ozette sockeye had not been established
because the Washington Governor's Salmon Recovery Office had not received a request
for one by a local salmon recovery lead entity. The newly formed Washington Coast
Sustainable Salmon Partnership is now a regional salmon recovery organization that can
support recovery planning and implementation in the Washington Coast Region,
including Lake Ozette.

1.6 TRIBAL TRUST AND TREATY RESPONSIBILITIES

NMFS has treaty and tribal trust obligations that go beyond the ESA requirements for
many listed species. Northwest Indian tribes have legally enforceable treaty rights,
including reserve of a share of salmon harvest. The tribes are also co-managers with state
and Federal agencies in the conduct of salmon stock assessment activities and in
regulating harvest and hatchery actions affecting the salmon resource.

The sockeye salmon population recovery goals included in this plan are accentuated by
the need to protect treaty-guaranteed tribal fishing rights. The Treaty of Neah Bay (1855)
and the Treaty of Olympia (1856) identify lands ceded to the federal government by the
Makah and Quileute Tribes, respectively. The Tribes share a common boundary of their
ceded lands, described in both treaties. The treaties reserved to the tribes the right of
fishing “at all usual and accustomed grounds and stations.” This right was reaffirmed by
the Boldt Decision in 1974 (U.S. v. Washington, 384 F. Supp. 312, 362).

Under the Federal trust responsibility, Federal agencies, including NMFS, have a legal
obligation to support the Tribes in efforts to preserve and rebuild Treaty salmon fisheries
in their usual and accustomed fishing areas. The concept of “trust responsibility” is
derived from the special relationship between the Federal Government and Indians, first
delineated by Supreme Court Chief Justice John Marshall in Cherokee Nation v. Georgia,
30 U.S. 1 (5 Pet.) (1831). Later, in Seminole Nation v. United States, 316 U.S. 286
(1942), the Court noted that the United States “has charged itself with moral obligations
of the highest responsibility and trust” toward Indian Tribes. The scope of the Federal
trust relationship is broad and incumbent upon all Federal agencies. The U.S.
Government has an obligation to protect tribal land, assets, and resources, as well as a
duty to carry out the mandates of Federal law with respect to American Indian and
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Alaska Native Tribes. This unique relationship provides the Constitutional basis for
legislation, Treaties, and Executive Orders that recognize unique rights or privileges to
Native Americans to protect their property and their way of life.

In furtherance of this trust responsibility, and to demonstrate respect for sovereign tribal
governments, the principles described above were incorporated into a Secretarial Order
dated June 5, 1997, and signed by the Secretaries of Commerce and the Interior. This
Order, “American Indian Tribal Rights, Federal-Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and the
Endangered Species Act,” directs both Departments to carry out their responsibilities
under the ESA in a manner that harmonizes the Federal trust responsibility with tribes,
tribal sovereignty, and statutory missions of the Departments, so as to avoid or minimize
the potential for conflict and confrontation. The Order directed the Departments to work
directly with Indian tribes on a government-to-government basis to promote healthy
ecosystems, recognized the unique legal status of Indian lands, and affirmed tribal
management authorities and Federal consultation responsibilities in carrying out the
conservation measures of the ESA.

The NMFS trust responsibility for tribal treaty rights is further articulated in a 1998 letter
from Terry Garcia (NOAA) to Ted Strong (CRITFC): “It is our policy that the recovery
of salmonid populations must achieve two goals: (1) the recovery and delisting of
salmonids listed under the provisions of the ESA; (2) the restoration of salmonid
populations, over time, to a level to provide a sustainable harvest sufficient to allow for
the meaningful exercise of tribal fishing rights. We see no conflict between the statutory
goals of the ESA and the federal trust responsibilities to Indian tribes. Rather, the two
federal responsibilities complement one another. Unfortunately, in light of the long-term
decline of salmonid populations, we cannot achieve either goal within a short time frame.
It is important that we achieve a steady upward trend toward ESA delisting in the near
term, while making river and land improvements for the long-term” (NOAA 1998).

Achieving the basic purpose of the ESA (to bring the species to the point that it no longer
needs the protection of the Act) may not by itself fully meet these trust responsibilities
and treaty obligations, although it will lead to major improvements in the current
situation. Ensuring that salmon populations are restored to sufficient abundance,
productivity, diversity, and spatial distribution levels that can allow sustainable harvest
can be an important element in fulfilling Federal trust and treaty rights responsibilities as
well as garnering public support for recovery plans.

It is appropriate for recovery plans to take these considerations into account and plan for
a recovery strategy that includes harvest. In some cases, increases in the naturally
spawning populations may be sufficient to support harvest. In others, the recovery
strategy may include appropriate use of hatcheries to support a portion of the harvest. So
long as the overall plan is likely to achieve the recovery of the listed ESU, it will be
acceptable as a recovery plan.

As noted in the above statement by NMFS, ESA and tribal trust responsibilities
complement one another. Both depend on a steady upward trend toward ESA recovery
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and delisting in the near term, while making aquatic habitat, harvest, and land
management improvements for the long-term. Furthermore, ESA delisting cannot occur
until both biological objectives and the listing factors are considered and NMFS
determines, based on an evaluation of the listing factors, that the ESU is no longer likely
to require the protection of the Act. Therefore, NMFS will make no delisting decision
until it is clear that the threats to the ESU have been addressed and that the status and
trends of both the fish and their habitats will be healthy and sustainable in the long-term.

1.7 OLYMPIC NATIONAL PARK

Olympic National Park protects 922,651 acres of three distinctly different ecosystems —
rugged glacier-capped mountains, more than 70 miles of wild Pacific coast, and old-
growth and temperate rain forest. Olympic National Park’s 3,500 miles of rivers and
streams give home to 29 species of native freshwater fish, including numerous species of
Pacific salmon and steelhead. Five species of fish have special status within Olympic
National Park: Lake Ozette sockeye salmon, Puget Sound Chinook salmon, Puget Sound
steelhead, Hood Canal summer chum salmon, and the Coastal-Puget Sound population of
bull trout that is part of the Olympic Peninsula Management Unit. Areas designated as
ESA critical habitat and essential habitat for Pacific salmonids are also within or near the
park.

Lake Ozette sockeye salmon are the only ESA-listed species administered by NMFS that
have a significant portion of their critical habitat located within or immediately adjacent
to a national park. Consequently, any recovery actions implemented need to be consistent
not only with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act, but also with the National
Park Service (NPS) laws, mandates, and policies, and the enabling legislation of Olympic
National Park.

Specific NPS laws and mandates include the 1916 Organic Act that created the National
Park Service; the General Authorities Act of 1970; the act of March 27, 1978, relating to
the management of the national park system; and the National Parks Omnibus
Management Act (1998).

The NPS Organic Act (16 USC § 1) provides the fundamental management direction for
all units of the national park system:

[P]Jromote and regulate the use of the Federal areas known as national parks,
monuments, and reservations...by such means and measures conform to the
fundamental purpose of said parks, monuments and reservations, which purpose is
to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such
means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.

The National Park System General Authorities Act (16 USC § 1a-1 et seq.) affirms that
while all national park system units remain “distinct in character,” they are “united
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through their interrelated purposes and resources into one national park system as
cumulative expressions of a single national heritage.” The act makes it clear that the NPS
Organic Act and other protective mandates apply equally to all units of the system.
Further, amendments state that NPS management of park units should not
“derogat[e]...the purposes and values for which these various areas have been
established.”

The mission of the National Park Service at Olympic National Park is rooted in and
grows from the park’s legislated mandate found in the Act of Congress establishing the
park on June 29, 1938 (which abolished the Mount Olympus National Monument
established on March 3, 1909 and provided authority to proclaim certain enlargements)
and in subsequent Congressional legislation.

The act establishing Olympic National Park, approved on June 29, 1938 (H.R. 10024)
and the accompanying House Report (Report No. 2247) more specifically defined the
purposes of the park, stating:

The purpose of the proposed national park is to preserve for the benefit, use and
enjoyment of the people, the finest sample of primeval forests of Sitka spruce,
western hemlock, Douglas fir, and western red cedar in the entire United States;
to provide suitable winter range and permanent protection for the herds of native
Roosevelt elk and other wildlife indigenous to the area; to conserve and render
available to the people, for recreational use, this outstanding mountainous
country, containing numerous glaciers and perpetual snow fields, and a portion of
the surrounding verdant forests together with a narrow strip along the beautiful
Washington coast.

The park boundary within the Ozette watershed was adjusted a number of times: 1) A
portion of the Pacific coast area (including the western shore of Lake Ozette) and the
Queets corridor were added in 1953 (Truman 1953, Presidential Proclamation); 2)
Additions at Lake Ozette, Shi Shi Beach, Port Angeles, Heart O’ the Hills Parkway and
the Queets were authorized in 1976 (PL 94-578); and 3) All submerged lands and waters
of Lake Ozette, Washington, and the Ozette River, Washington were added in 1986 (PL
99-635).

An additional purpose of the park is to preserve for future use and enjoyment the
character and values of the Olympic Wilderness. On November 16, 1988, Congress
enacted the Washington Park Wilderness Act (P.L. 100-668) which designated 876,669
acres of Olympic National Park as wilderness and 378 acres as potential wilderness.
These lands, known as the Olympic Wilderness, are managed in accordance with
applicable Federal laws, regulations, policies, and plans including the Wilderness Act of
1964, NPS Wilderness Preservation and Management policies (Director’s Order-41, NPS
1999), the Olympic National Park Backcountry Management Plan (amended in 1992),
and Olympic National Park’s General Management Plan (in preparation).
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When the Washington Park Wilderness Act was passed, Congress also recognized a
potential conflict between the establishment of wilderness areas and the use of adjacent
lands. Specifically, "in response to concerns raised as to the impacts on ecosystems and
natural resources within national parks from land use activities outside of the national
park boundaries,” the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources directed the
National Park Service to conduct a study of the watershed of Lake Ozette, "with
particular focus on the immediate scenic backdrop of the Lake.” The committee further
directed that the study should examine and consider the various alternatives to protect
this area, including acquisition, land exchanges, or acquisition of interests in the land.
Olympic National Park’s General Management Plan in part addresses this issue.

Additional Federal legislation that affects the management of national park areas includes
the National Environmental Policy Act, the Endangered Species Act, Clean Water and
Clean Air Acts, the National Historic Preservation Act, and other legislation and
regulations ensuring the protection of resources and visitor use. In addition, Management
Policies 2006, the basic service-wide policy document of the National Park Service, also
affects park management.

Within Olympic National Park, the NPS is responsible for adhering to the above Federal
laws, policies, and guidance documents to prevent impairment of park resources and
values, to ensure conservation and protection of park resources, to avoid unacceptable
impacts, and to allow the appropriate use of the parks. The NPS decision maker,
generally either the park superintendent or regional director, is responsible for assuring
that all actions that are proposed within the park avoid impairment and unacceptable
impacts.

Olympic National Park was established by law with exclusive Federal jurisdiction. In
RCW 37.08.210, Washington State ceded jurisdiction in the park to the Federal
government, with a few specific exceptions, such as the right to serve warrants within the
park for crimes committed outside the park. Exclusive jurisdiction implies that only
Federal laws apply on the park’s lands, and therefore the park implements specific
regulations for the use of lands and resources in the park. These regulations are
independent of regulations governing land and resource use on adjacent State jurisdiction
lands. Park rangers enforce Federal laws and regulations within the park. The exclusive
jurisdiction of Olympic National Park, however, does not affect treaty reserved
authorities of the tribes. The Tribes exercise their inherent sovereignty to regulate
activities of their members throughout the territories ceded to the United States, as well
as in other areas where they have reserved treaty rights to natural resources.

The Federal decision making process is tied to the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA), Council of Environmental Quality and Department of the Interior NEPA
regulations, and subsequent NPS policies contained in NPS Director’s Order-12. Any
action, project, activity, or program that is funded in whole or in part by a Federal
agency, is under the direct or indirect jurisdiction of a Federal agency that could affect
park resources, or is proposed on park lands requires an analysis under NEPA. When an
outside entity proposes an action that would occur in the park or could impact park
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resources, generally that entity works with the park to complete the environmental
analysis.

Prior to any action directed at the recovery of Ozette sockeye within Olympic National
Park, an environmental analysis must be completed to: 1) Ensure that recovery actions
proposed within the park are consistent with applicable laws and regulations; 2) Ensure
that all other recovery actions are consistent with the NPS Management Policies 2006
and other relevant policy directives and plans (e.g. ONP General Management Plan); 3)
Ensure that consultation with area tribes is completed; 4) Ensure public involvement in
the decision making process; and, 5) Ensure the appropriate permits are obtained if the
proposed actions are approved by the NPS decision maker. This analysis must adhere to
NPS guidelines as detailed in NPS Director’s Order-12.
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2 BACKGROUND AND CURRENT STATUS

This section includes overviews of the Lake Ozette watershed, the biology of sockeye
salmon and the Lake Ozette sockeye ESU, as well as summaries of past and current land
use in the watershed, current status of the sockeye population, and current hatchery
management as it is relevant to sockeye recovery.

2.1 WATERSHED DESCRIPTION

Lake Ozette watershed is located along the northwest tip of the Olympic Peninsula in
Washington State (Figure 2.1). Lake Ozette is situated on the coastal plain between the
Pacific Ocean and the Olympic Mountains. The terrain of the Ozette watershed is
slightly rolling to steep, with a gradual increase in elevation from zero feet at sea level (at
the Ozette River mouth), to 34 feet at the lake’s outlet, to just under 2,000 feet at the
watershed’s highest point in the upper Big River watershed. Most of the watershed
ranges from 200 to 800 feet elevation. The geology of the Ozette watershed is an
interesting mix of flat and gently sloping glacial and glacio-fluvial deposits situated
between resistant knobs and small hills composed of Tertiary marine sedimentary rock
units (mechanically weak silt- and sand-stones). Some glacial landforms extend for
several square miles, while others occupy small valleys. Other portions of the watershed
(e.g., upper Big River) are steep and rugged and are underlain by Eocene-age volcanic
flows and breccias. The climate of the northwest Olympic Peninsula can be characterized
as temperate coastal-marine, with mild winters and cool summers. Annual precipitation at
the Quillayute State Airport from 1967 to 2005 averaged 102.6 inches. The bulk of this
precipitation fell as rain between October and April.

Lake Ozette is approximately 8 miles (12.9 km) long from north to south and 2 miles (3.2
km) wide. The lake is irregularly shaped and contains several bays (North End, Deer,
Umbrella, Swan, Ericson’s, Boat, Allen’s, and South End bays), distinct points (Deer,
Eagle, Shafer’s, Rocky, Cemetery, and Birkestol points) and three islands (Garden,
Tivoli, and Baby Island). With a surface area of 11.8 mi® (30.6 km?; 7,550 acres; 3,056
ha), Lake Ozette is the third largest natural lake in Washington State. The lake has a
drainage basin area of 77 mi? (199.4 km?), an average depth of approximately 130 feet
(40 m), and a maximum depth of 320 feet (98 m) (Dlugokenski et al. 1981).

The average water surface elevation of the lake is 34 feet above mean sea level (msl)
(10.4 m; National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 [NGVD 1929]). In recent years
(1982-2005), extreme low and high water surface elevations of the lake have ranged from
30.8 feet (9.4m) to 41.5 feet (12.6 m) above msl. Shoreline vegetation, substrate, and
topography vary widely around the lake, with additional variations according to time of
year and lake level.
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Figure 2.1. Lake Ozette watershed overview map.
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The Ozette River drains the lake from the north end; there are no other outlet streams
draining the lake. The river travels approximately 5.3 miles (8.5 km) along a sinuous
course to the Pacific Ocean. The total drainage area of the Ozette watershed at the
confluence with the Pacific Ocean is 88.4 mi* (229 km?). Coal Creek, which enters just
downstream from the lake’s outlet, is the largest tributary to the Ozette River. Several
significant tributaries drain into Lake Ozette: Big River, Umbrella Creek, Crooked Creek,
Siwash Creek, and South Creek (Table 2.1). Several smaller streams also feed the lake:
Palmquist, Quinn, and Elk Creeks, as well as several other unnamed streams.

Wind and hydro-geomorphic events (e.g., floods and landslides) are considered the
primary natural disturbance agents in coastal temperate rain forests, including the Ozette
watershed (Alaback 1996). Strong winter storms are common on the Pacific coast,
frequently causing windthrow and toppling shallow-rooted trees (ibid.). In addition, large
magnitude (~magnitude 9) great earthquakes have been shown to recur at a 400-600 year
frequency along this region of the Pacific Coast (Atwater and Hemphill-Haley 1997).

Table 2.1. Lake Ozette and tributary drainage basin areas.

Basin Basin
Area (sq. | Area (sQ.
Watershed/Subbasin Watershed/Subbasin Description mi.) km.)
Big River Entire Big River Watershed 22.8 59
Crooked Creek Entire Crooked Creek Watershed 12.2 31.6
Umbrella Creek Entire Umbrella Creek Watershed 10.6 27.6
South Creek Entire South Creek Watershed 3.3 8.4
Siwash Creek Entire Siwash Creek Watershed 2.9 7.4
Palmquist Creek Entire Palmquist Creek Watershed 1.1 2.8
Lake Ozette Tributary Unnamed Trib. between Crooked and Dunham Creeks 0.9 2.3
Quinn Creek Entire Quinn Creek Watershed 0.9 2.3
Lake Ozette Tributary Unnamed Tributary between Crooked and Quinn 0.7 1.7
Lake Ozette Tributary Unnamed Tributary between Siwash and South Creeks 0.5 1.2
Unnamed Tributary 20.0073 Entire 20.0073 Watershed 0.4 0.9
Elk Creek Entire EIk Creek Watershed 0.3 0.8
Lake Ozette Watershed Entire Lake Ozette Watershed 77 199
Coal Creek Entire Coal Creek Watershed 4.6 11.8
Ozette River at Pacific Ocean Entire Lake Ozette and Ozette River Watershed 88.4 229

The Lake Ozette watershed is predominantly forested. Lake Ozette and Elk Lake are the

largest unforested areas within the watershed. Other unforested areas also occur where
bogs and open-water wetlands naturally exist. The forest contained within the Ozette

watershed can be characterized as a coastal temperate rainforest ecosystem. Sitka spruce

(Picea sitchensis) and western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla), are the dominant conifer
species, followed by western red cedar (Calocedrus decurrens) pacific silver fir (Abies

amabilis), Douglas fir (Psuedotsuga mensiezii), and western yew (Taxus brevifolia). Red

alder (Alnus rubra) is the most prevalent deciduous tree, and is common along streams
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and disturbed sites. Vine maple (Acer circinatum) and bigleaf maple (Acer macrophylla)
are also common in riparian areas, wetlands, and meadows. Schoonmaker et al. (1997)
define this section of the Pacific coastal temperate rain forest as seasonal temperate rain
forest, as compared to warm temperate rainforest to the south and perhumid temperate
rain forest and sub-polar temperate rain forest zones to the north. It has been classified as
seasonal because less than 10 percent of the total rainfall occurs during summer months.

Understory vegetation in mature temperate rainforests is complex. In the Ozette
watershed there are approximately 363 vascular plant species (Buckingham et al. 1995).
Fungi and lichen are ubiquitous in areas of primary forest. They compose a significant
fraction of the forest biomass and play an important role in nutrient cycling within the
forest ecosystem. The lake and watershed contain a diverse assemblage of terrestrial and
aquatic mammals, birds, and amphibians.

The Lake Ozette fish community includes a rich array of approximately 26 species of
fishes presumed to be present. There are seven “species” of salmonids present in the lake
system including: sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka), kokanee salmon
(Oncorhynchus nerka kennerlyi), coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch), chum salmon
(Oncorhynchus keta), Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), rainbow/steelhead
trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), and cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki). Approximately
18 non-salmonid fish species are also thought or known to be present within the Lake
Ozette watershed, including the following: speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus),
coastrange sculpin (Cottus aleuticus), prickly sculpin (Cottus asper), reticulate sculpin
(Cottus perplexus), riffle sculpin (Cottus gulosus), torrent sculpin (Cottus rhotheus),
brook lamprey (Lampetra richardsoni), pacific lamprey (Lampetra tridentata), three-
spine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus), Olympic mudminnow (Novumbra hubbsi),
peamouth (Mylocheilus caurinus), Tui chub (Gila bicolor), northern pikeminnow
(Ptychocheilus oregonensis), redside shiner (Richardsonius balteatus), American shad
(Alosa sapidissma), yellow perch (Perca flavenscens), largemouth bass (Micropterus
salmoides), brown bullhead (Ictalurus nebulosus), and yellow bullhead (Ictalurus natalis)
(MFM 2000; Gustafson 1997; Mongillo and Hallock 1997; Jacobs et al. 1996; MFM
unpublished fish captures). Several other species of fish use the estuarine portion of the
lower Ozette River and likely include sturgeon (Acipenser spp.), marine cottids, marine
flatfish, and surf smelt (Hypomesus pretiosus).

2.2 SOCKEYE SALMON (General Overview)

Most of the time salmon return to spawn in the streams or lakes where they were born.
However, they occasionally “stray” and choose to mate where conditions are right,
perhaps in an adjacent stream or lake. The result is that salmon populations that are
geographically widespread may have some amount of genetic similarity. They are linked
because of straying, and differentiated because of long-term adaptation to different
environments.
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All Pacific salmon belong to the family Salmonidae and the genus Oncorhynchus, while
sockeye belong to the species Oncorhynchus nerka. Lake Ozette sockeye are an
“evolutionarily significant unit” (ESU) of O. nerka. ESUs are defined on the basis of
geographic range as well as genetic, behavioral, and other traits. Other salmonid ESUs
are, for example, Puget Sound Chinook salmon, Hood Canal chum salmon, and Upper
Columbia steelhead.

Sockeye salmon are the second most abundant of the seven Pacific salmon species
(Quinn 2005). They display more life history diversity than all other members of the
Oncorhynchus genus (Burgner 1991). Sockeye salmon are generally anadromous, but
distinct populations of non-anadromous O. nerka also exist; these fish are commonly
referred to as kokanee (O. nerka kennerlyi) or silver trout (Wydoski and Whitney 2003).

The vast majority of sockeye populations spawn in or near lakes. Spawning can take
place in lake tributaries, lake outlets, rivers between lakes, and on lake shorelines or
beaches where suitable upwelling or intra-gravel flow is present. Spawn timing is often
determined by water temperature. In spawning habitats with cooler water temperatures,
sockeye typically spawn earlier (August) than in warmer habitats (November) (Burgner
1991). Sockeye fry spawned in lake tributaries typically exhibit a behavior of rapid
downstream migration to the nursery lake after emergence, whereas lake/beach spawned
sockeye rapidly migrate to open limnetic waters after emergence. Lake-rearing juveniles
typically spend 1 to 3 years in their nursery lake before emigrating to the marine
environment (Gustafson et al. 1997). Other life history variants include sea-type and
river-type sockeye. Sea-type (also referred to as ocean-type) populations typically use
large rivers and side channels or spring-fed tributary systems for spawning and emigrate
to sea soon after emergence. River-type sockeye rear in rivers for one year before
emigrating to sea. Quinn (2005) describes the differences between sea-type and river-
type sockeye as a continuum of rearing patterns rather than as two discrete types.

Upon smoltification, sockeye emigrate to the ocean. Peak emigration to the ocean occurs
in mid-April to early May in southern sockeye populations (<52°N latitude) and as late as
early July in northern populations (62°N latitude) (Burgner 1991). Typically, river-type
sockeye populations make little use of estuaries during their emigration to the marine
environment (Quinn 2005). Estuarine habitats may be more extensively used by sea-type
sockeye (Quinn 2005). Upon entering marine waters, sockeye may reside in the
nearshore or coastal environment for several months but are typically distributed offshore
by fall (Burgner 1991).

In the marine environment, Asiatic sockeye are restricted to the zone north of 42°N
latitude and North American sockeye stocks to the zone north of 46°N latitude. Within
these zones, sockeye salmon have a wide distribution. In North America, their range is
south to the Sacramento River (California; historical) and as far north as Kotzebue Sound
(Alaska). However, sockeye in commercially important numbers occur only from the
Columbia River to the Kuskokwim River in the Bering Sea (Foerster 1968; Burgner
1991; Quinn 2005). The Fraser River and Bristol Bay watersheds are the two dominant
sockeye producing systems in North America (Gustafson et al. 1997). Other significant
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sockeye producing systems include the Chignik, Karluk, Copper, Skeena, Nass, and
Somass rivers. Within the Gulf of Alaska, southern North American stocks
(B.C/Washington) tend to be farther south than Alaskan stocks (Burgner 1991). In the
Western Pacific, sockeye can be found from the Kuril Islands (Japan) to Cape Chaplina
(Russia). More than 90 percent of all Asiatic sockeye are produced on the Kamchatka
Peninsula, in the Ozernaya and Kamchatka River systems (Burgner 1991; Gustafson et al.
1997).

The extant sockeye populations of Washington State represent the current southern extent
of the species range. The NMFS West Coast Sockeye Biological Review Team (BRT)
examined genetic, life history, biogeographic, geologic, and environmental information
to define salmon ESUs in Washington State. They identified six sockeye salmon ESUs:
Okanogan, Wenatchee, Quinault, Ozette, Baker, and Pleasant. The BRT identified Big
Bear Creek, a tributary to Lake Sammamish, as a provisional ESU, but uncertainty
regarding the historical presence of sockeye salmon in the Lake Washington/Sammamish
drainage hindered definitive ESU identification. Sockeye spawn in several small
aggregations in Washington rivers in the absence of lake-rearing habitat, but information
on these riverine-spawning aggregations was insufficient to determine ESU status. Lake
Ozette sockeye are distinguished from other Washington sockeye ESUs based upon
unique genetic characteristics, early river entry, the relatively large adult body size, and
large average smolt size relative to other coastal Washington sockeye populations
(Gustafson et al. 1997).

2.3 LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE SALMON ESU

Historically, the Ozette watershed had thriving populations of several salmon species,
including sockeye salmon. Lake Ozette sockeye were an important contributor to
subsistence tribal fisheries, as well as for early settlers in the watershed. Although the
Makah Tribe’s annual harvest of Lake Ozette sockeye reached an estimated high of more
than 17,000 in 1949 (WDF 1955; Figure 2.2), the harvest declined sharply in the 1960s
because of declining numbers of fish. The Makah Tribe’s commercial sockeye fishery
ceased in 1974 and all ceremonial and subsistence fishing ended in 1982, in an effort to
protect and increase the abundance of spawning sockeye (Jacobs et al. 1996). Despite the
cessation of sockeye harvest, sockeye abundance has not rebounded.

In 1997, the BRT concluded that if conditions observed in the early and mid-1990s
continued into the future, Lake Ozette sockeye were likely to become in danger of
extinction in the foreseeable future (Gustafson et al. 1997). In 1999, Lake Ozette
sockeye salmon were listed as a threatened species under the ESA (64 FR 14528, March
25, 1999). The listing was primarily attributed to concerns over abundance and effects of
small population genetic and demographic variability.

The Lake Ozette sockeye salmon ESU is made up of only one population (Currens et al.

2006), which currently contains five distinct spawning aggregations that are also
described in this plan as subpopulations. The subpopulations can be grouped according
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to whether they spawn in tributaries (Umbrella Creek, Big River, and Crooked Creek) or
near lake beaches (Olsen’s Beach and Allen’s Beach). Current and historical known
beach spawning sites are depicted in Figure 2.3. Certain limiting factors, habitat
conditions, and life histories are common to all the subpopulations, while others vary
between subpopulations but can be grouped based on spawning environment (i.e.,
tributary vs. beach) (Figure 2.4).
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Figure 2.2. Reported Makah Tribal harvest of Lake Ozette sockeye and other Lake Ozette salmon species from 1948 to 2005. Note:
No harvest record data exist for the period prior to 1948. (source: WDF 1955; Jacobs et al. 1996; Haggerty et al. 2009)
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Figure 2.3. Known current and historical Lake Ozette sockeye beach spawning locations
(modified from Haggerty et al. 2009).
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Figure 2.4. Conceptual diagram of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon life histories.

After the ocean rearing/migration phase, sockeye return to Lake Ozette from mid-April to
mid-August, primarily as age-4 adults. Beach spawners are almost exclusively age 4
(~99 percent), whereas preliminary otolith age data from tributary spawners indicates that
up to 9 percent of these returning adults are ages 3 and 5 (Haggerty et al. 2009). Sockeye
hold for an extended period in Lake Ozette (2-10 months). Adult sockeye begin entering
the lake in mid-April, and have been observed spawning on spawning beaches through
late February. Peak spawning in tributaries takes place in November and December,
while some spawning in January has also been observed. Egg incubation occurs from as
early as October through as late as May, and fry emergence and dispersal in the lake
occurs from February through May. Limited evidence indicates that beach fry move
rapidly into offshore rearing areas and that tributary fry migrate to the lake soon after
emergence and exclusively at night (Haggerty et al. 2009).

Almost all (~99 percent) juvenile sockeye rear in the lake for one summer and emigrate
to sea during their second spring as age-1+ smolts. During the juvenile rearing phase
sockeye salmon feed primarily on zooplankton. Daphnia pulicaria dominate the diet of
juvenile sockeye salmon throughout the year. For detailed information on Lake Ozette
sockeye salmon life histories, please refer to the Lake Ozette Sockeye Limiting Factors
Analysis (LFA) (Haggerty et al. 2009). Figure 2.5 illustrates the seasonal timing based
on a simplified version of the Ozette sockeye life history model. Beach spawning
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sockeye life histories are presented independently from tributary spawning
subpopulations during their spawning, incubation, emergence, and dispersal phases.

Adult Migration
Adult Holding in Lake
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Beach Spawning

Egg Incubation

-1y Emergence & Dispersal
Juvenile Sockeye Rearing in Lake
Juvenile Emigration (Seaward)
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Figure 2.5. Conceptualization of Lake Ozette sockeye life history and timing (modified
from Jacobs et al. 1996; note migration, tributary spawning, beach spawning, and smolt
emigration are scaled to the estimated relative abundance of animals displaying a life
history trait through time, whereas holding, incubation, emergence, and rearing are
plotted without a scale of relative abundance.)

24 LAKE HYDROLOGY

The hydrology of Lake Ozette has been poorly studied over the contemporary settlement
period, but an assortment of lake level, climate, and hydrology data have been collected
at various locations in the watershed and coastal region. These data were brought together
for the Limiting Factors Analysis (Haggerty et al. 2009) to highlight major physical
patterns. A stage gage at the lake outlet has been maintained semi-consistently from
1976 to 2006. Correlated with regional precipitation patterns, Lake Ozette level (which
has a range of 12 ft) is typically at its maximum between December and February and its
minimum in September (Please see Figure 4.18 in the LFA depicting the relationship of
maximum lake stage to winter precipitation). Peak lake stages are highly correlated with
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total winter rainfall, while minimum lake stages are highly correlated with total summer
rainfall and evaporation. During windy periods, lake stage can vary by up to 0.5 feet
from north to south because of wind seiche (a long “standing wave” that oscillates from
one end of the lake to the other, lasting several hours to days). Lake Ozette stage levels
are also considerably influenced both by hydraulic roughness (created, for example, by
large woody debris) in the lake outlet, and by the influence of vegetation and land surface
disturbance on tributary inflow (Please see Figure 4.14 in the LFA, Lake Ozette water
level duration curves).

The hydrology of the Ozette watershed and Lake Ozette is complex and controlled by
several variables, which can be affected by natural and human-caused factors. Logjams
in the upper one mile of the Ozette River can exert a major hydraulic influence on lake
stage. Wood removal beginning with the onset of homesteading (1890s) and continuing
until the mid-1980s is thought to have significantly affected lake levels. However,
Herrera (2005) was unable to determine the precise amount that low, median, or peak
lake levels have declined or changed from pre-settlement conditions. Over the last 30
years, LWD has been very slowly accumulating and recovering from past removal but is
still assumed to be only a fraction of its historical abundance. It is also well established
that delivery of fine sediment to the lake from tributaries has increased during the last 50
to 100 years (Herrera 2006). Current sediment production rates are estimated to be more
than three times greater than pre-disturbance production rates (Herrera 2006).

2.5 SPAWNING HABITAT

Olsen’s and Allen’s beaches are the only two remaining Lake Ozette beach spawning
locations. The number of beach spawning aggregations that have been entirely
eliminated remains unknown. Currently used spawning habitat at Olsen’s and Allen’s
beaches, plus the available but currently unused spawning habitat along these two
beaches, appears unable to produce more than a fraction of the population that is thought
to have once occupied the lake.

Baby Island and Umbrella Beach are of considerable interest because of historical
observations of sockeye spawning at these locations (Baby Island in 1994 and Umbrella
Beach in 1981), although spawning has not been observed at either place in recent years.
Factors that may affect beach and shoreline sediment conditions at both spawning
beaches are not well understood, but include alterations of the lake’s hydro-period,
colonization of native and non-native vegetation, and reduced numbers of sockeye
spawning on the beach. In the case of Olsen’s Beach, potential additional factors include
increased sediment delivery from nearby tributaries and shoreline development.

At mid- to upper elevations of both spawning beaches, sedges, sweet gale, and other
vegetation occupy much of the beach area. Meyer and Brenkman (2001) noted that sweet
gale, grasses, and sedges were observed at depths of up to 2 meters in December 1994, in
the vicinity of where sockeye salmon were spawning. Seeps and springs have been
mapped on both Olsen’s and Allen’s beaches, and appear to be areas where spawning
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activity is concentrated. To date no comprehensive inventory of seeps and springs has
been completed for Lake Ozette.

A preliminary comparison of shoreline vegetation and sediment dynamics based on aerial
photography in 1953 and 2003 (Ritchie 2005) found that significant increases in
vegetation cover along the Ozette shoreline likely occurred in the last 50 years. Changes
were particularly noticeable along the north end of the lake and near the mouth of
Umbrella Creek.

It is important to note that current and recent spawning locations, as well as vegetation
and substrate conditions along the lake shoreline, may not be representative of past
spawning distribution and shoreline conditions. The historical spawning distribution of
beach spawning sockeye is not fully understood. Kemmerich (1926) stated that “The
shores of the lake afford many ideal spawning beds and over a large area, also numerous
small streams of gravel bottom empty into the lake, which are ideal spawning beds.”
Kemmerich (1939) also recalled that, “We made no special investigations of spawning
beds during the years [1923-1926] but merely observed from time to time that most of the
spawning seemed to be along the lake shore in suitable places and especially at the
mouths of the several creeks.” Dlugokenski et al. (1981) observed sockeye spawning to
the north of Umbrella Creek during surveys in the late 1970s, but no sockeye have been
observed spawning there since, despite exhaustive surveys. The spawning at the mouths
of creeks described by Kemmerich (1939) is no longer observed. Meyer and Brenkman
(2001) also observed sockeye spawning at Baby Island during the winter of 1994, but no
sockeye have been observed spawning there since, also despite exhaustive surveys.

From the above historical observations and known habitat use by sockeye throughout
their range, a larger picture of spawning habitat potentially used by sockeye in Ozette can
be developed. Beach spawning habitat quality is controlled by substrate size and
composition (e.g., gravel with interstitial spaces, low percentage fines), and intergravel
circulation from lake current patterns (Blair and Quinn 1991; Hendry et al. 1995; Leonetti
1997) or upwelling hyporheic water and/or groundwater (Blair et al. 1993; Burger et al.
1995; Young 2004). Historically, high quality spawning habitat was likely provided by
numerous hydrogeomorphic situations:

1. Spawning on shallow non-vegetated beaches with suitable clean substrate
exposed to wind-driven currents and wave action (Leonetti 1997).

2. Spawning at or near upwelling springs or seeps (hyporheic water or groundwater),
regardless of water depth, where temperature regimes and intergravel flow are
maintained. This reduces mortality during redd dewatering in shallow areas
(Burger et al. 1995) or during times of little or no wind-driven current in deeper
waters (Leonetti 1997).

3. Spawning at or near tributary inlet (deltas) with suitable substrate (deltaic gravel
deposits), good intergravel circulation (upwelling hyporheic water and/or
groundwater), and stable hyporheic temperature regimes (e.g., Umbrella Beach:
Dlugokenski et al. 1981). Hyporheic water temperature regimes in tributary
deltas would likely be slightly warmer and more stable than tributary
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temperatures, but cooler than ambient lake temperatures or groundwater (White
1993; Edwards 1998).
4. Spawning in tributaries above deltaic zones.

The degree to which spawning habitat has been reduced has not been quantified for the
entire lake shoreline. However, the findings of Herrera (2005, 2006) strongly suggest
that mean lake level during the beach sockeye spawning period has been lowered by 1.5
to 3.3 feet from historical levels. Lowered mean lake levels during the spawning and
incubation periods directly result in decreased beach spawning area. Herrera (2005,
2006) was unable to fully quantify the percent of habitat lost due to lowered lake levels.

Seasonal lake level changes are known to directly result in sockeye redd dewatering.

This occurs when sockeye spawn in November, December, and January at elevations
along the beaches that become exposed by lower lake levels before incubation and
emergence. Peak spawn-timing, depth of spawning, and lake level at emergence are all
important factors that influence the degree to which redd desiccation will occur. Years
with early high lake levels (November and December) that coincide with peak spawn
timing followed by lower than average late winter and early spring months likely result in
more significant redd desiccation events. It is unclear what effect the long-term role of
LWD removal or land use effects on hydrology has on timing or rate of seasonal lake
level changes.

26 OZETTE WATERSHED LAND USE

For thousands of years prior to European settlement, the area around Lake Ozette was
occupied by Native Americans. It is known that the prairies west of Lake Ozette were
regularly burned by Native Americans to maintain open areas, which attracted and fed
game such as deer and elk (Wray 1997); however, there is no evidence to indicate other
significant or extensive anthropogenic effects on the Ozette watershed before European
settlement. Forest fires were infrequent, and mature spruce and cedar trees achieved ages
of 400 years and older. In modern times, anthropogenic effects in the Ozette watershed
are primarily caused by timber harvest, road construction and maintenance, residential
and agricultural development, tourism development, and stream clearing, including past
stream improvement projects and policies implemented by Washington Department of
Fisheries, and later, Washington State Department of Natural Resources.

2.6.1 Historical Settlement

The Treaty of Neah Bay (1855) and the Treaty of Olympia (1856) identify lands ceded to
the federal government by the Makah and Quileute Tribes, respectively. The Tribes share
a common boundary of their ceded lands, described in both treaties. The treaties reserved
to the Tribes the right of fishing “at all usual and accustomed grounds and stations.” This
right was reaffirmed by the Boldt Decision in 1974 (U.S. v. Washington, 384 F. Supp.
312, 362). The main Makah reservation encompasses 27,265 acres, and the Makah
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reservation of Ozette, located around the site of the historic Ozette Village, consists of
740 acres. The Ozette Village population decreased in 1896, when the Makah moved to
Neah Bay so their children could attend school (Wray 1997). The Ozette reservation was
transferred in trust to the Makah (Public Law 91-489) and is now part of the Makah
Reservation.

Swan (1869), who may have been the first white man to see Lake Ozette, describes
journeying to the lake by trail with a group of natives from the Ozette village. Franz
Boas, an American anthropologist who visited the area in the early 20" century,
estimated the pre-contact Makah population at 4,000. In interviews in 1935 (Swindell
1941), Makah fishermen described fishing in the Ozette River, the lake, and the
tributaries, using a variety of methods.

The Ozette area was opened to homesteading from 1890 to 1897. Settlement peaked near
the turn of the century and declined after the creation of the Olympic Forest Reserve;
however, that designation in the Ozette area was eliminated in 1902, and the land was
again opened for homesteading. Early settlement was concentrated along the shoreline of
the lake and the gentle bottomlands of lower Big River. Many homesteaders in the
second round of homesteading sold their claims to timber companies, and the resulting
ownership patterns merged into large timber holdings. In 1953, the area west of the lake
was transferred to the National Park Service as a part of Olympic National Park. Lake
Ozette and a thin strip along the eastern shoreline were added to the park in 1976 (Meyer
and Brenkman 2001). Please see section 1.7 of this plan for a full description of the park
boundary within the Ozette watershed.

2.6.2 Modern Land Ownership and Land Use

An analysis by Herrera (Herrera 2006) categorized land ownership in the watershed as of
four types: private, National Park Service (NPS), Washington Department of Natural
Resources (DNR), and the Makah Tribe. Landownership and landownership types are
depicted in Figure 2.6. Private land includes large industrial forest landowners and small
forest, residential, and agricultural landowners, and makes up approximately 62 percent
of the basin. The NPS manages 25.8 percent of the basin, WDNR manages 8.4 percent,
and the Makah Tribe (Ozette Reservation) owns less than 1 percent. Land ownership
percentages from Herrera (2006) were adjusted to reflect ownership for the entire basin
(including Coal Creek and the Ozette River). Private landowners own an average of 90
percent of the watersheds of the four largest tributaries to Lake Ozette and the Ozette
River (Big River, Crooked Creek, Umbrella Creek, and Coal Creek). With the exception
of Big River, zoning within these four sub-basins is 99 to 100 percent commercial forest.
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Figure 2.6. Ozette Watershed landownership and landownership type (data source:

Clallam County land parcel database). Note: the landparcel data may be subject to
inaccurate ownership representations.
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2.6.2.1 Olympic National Park

Olympic National Park manages approximately 26 percent of the Lake Ozette watershed,
including Lake Ozette and its shoreline, the entire western boundary of the watershed,
and much of the land along the Ozette River, except for portions in the Ozette Indian
Reservation (Figure 2.6). Olympic National Park facilities at the lake’s outlet include a
visitor center, ranger station, campground, and parking area. There are currently 15
cabins on lakefront parcels surrounding the lake within Olympic National Park. In
addition to the development at the lake outlet, there are two other vehicle access points to
the lake at Swan Bay and Rayonier Landing, along the east side of the north end of the
lake. Other developed private properties within the boundaries of Olympic National Park
are reachable by boat or trail. The Park provides a variety of recreational opportunities,
including camping, fishing, backcountry hiking, canoeing, kayaking, and boating.

2.6.2.2 Timber Harvest and Forest Practices

Since commercial timberlands make up 71 percent of the Ozette watershed (81 percent of
land area), their management will play a significant role in sockeye salmon conservation
and recovery.

2.6.2.2.1 Timber Harvest History

Commercial timber harvest in the Ozette watershed began in the 1930s (Jacobs et al.
1996). By 1964 over 40 percent of the Big River watershed had been clearcut at least
once (Figure 2.7). Until the 1970s, there were few regulations governing timber harvest.
Streams were used for yarding corridors, riparian trees were removed, and sediment and
slash inputs to streams were not regulated. Dlugokenski et al. (1981) noted that during
their habitat surveys, trees were felled across Umbrella Creek and yarded through the
channel; they also noted one location in the mainstem where heavy equipment had been
operating in the channel. The habitat degradation in Lake Ozette tributaries resulting
from past commercial forest operations has long been implicated as a major limiting
factor affecting salmonid survival (USFWS 1965; Phinney and Bucknell 1975; Bortleson
and Dion 1979; Dlugokenski et al. 1981; Blum 1988; WDF et al. 1994; Jacobs et al.
1996; Lestelle 1996; McHenry et al. 1996; MFM 2000; Smith 2000.) Although current
regulations and practices have improved, the watersheds still need to heal from legacy
effects.

Figure 2.7 depicts the percentage of old growth forest clear-cut through time for the
Ozette watershed, as well as the Umbrella Creek, Big River, and Crooked Creek
subbasins. An additional analysis was conducted to determine the cumulative percentage
of the forested watershed area where second growth forest has been clear-cut. As of
2006, approximately 14.4 percent of the second growth forest within the Ozette
watershed had been clear-cut. As of 2006, within the Umbrella Creek, Big River, and
Crooked Creek subbasins, approximately 11.8 percent, 18.2 percent, and 11.2 percent of
the second growth forests, respectively, had been clear-cut.
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Figure 2.7. Percentage of old growth forest clear-cut through time for the entire forested
portion of the Ozette watershed, as well as the Umbrella Creek, Big River, and Crooked
Creek subbasins (source: Haggerty et al. 2009).

2.6.2.2.2 Washington State Department of Natural Resources

Statewide, Washington’s Department of Natural Resources manages over 5.5 million
acres of state-owned lands:

¢ 3 million acres of the state’s trust lands—forests, range, and agricultural lands,
and commercial properties—managed to earn revenue to help fund construction
of public schools and universities; provide diverse habitat; and provide public
recreational opportunities.

e 2.6 million acres of ‘aquatic’ lands—the marine beds of Puget Sound, Straits of
Juan de Fuca and coast, many tidelands and beaches, and navigable lakes and
rivers across the state—managed to protect aquatic ecosystems, encourage
navigation and commerce, offer public access, and allow sustainable use of
renewable resources such as shellfish.

e 31,000 acres in 52 Natural Area Preserves and 92,000 acres in 29 Natural
Resources Conservation Areas that protect outstanding examples of ecosystem
diversity, often protecting features unique to Washington State.

In the Ozette Basin, which includes state trust lands in the Olympic Experimental State

Forest, WDNR manages 8.4 percent of the land base. Stewardship of forested state trust
lands in the Experimental Forest is guided by the 1997 multi-species Trust Lands Habitat
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Conservation Plan, an agreement with NMFS and USFWS under the ESA. The
conservation plan helps WDNR conserve and enhance habitat for Federally listed species
such as the northern spotted owl, marbled murrelet, and salmon, as well as other native
fish and wildlife. (See next section.)

2.6.2.2.3 Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs)

Under ESA section 10, states, local governments, and private landowners may apply for
an Incidental Take Permit for otherwise lawful activities that may harm species listed as
endangered or threatened, or their habitats. To obtain a permit, an applicant must submit
a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) outlining what he or she will do to minimize or
mitigate the impact of the permitted take on the listed species. NMFS and the USFWS
usually work together with potential applicants to address all currently listed species, plus
fish and wildlife species that may some day require ESA protection. The two services
coordinate with applicants to ensure use of the best available science while developing
HCPs. Commercial forestry in the Ozette watershed is managed under two HCPs: the
Forest Practices HCP, or FPHCP, which applies to private commercial timberlands
regulated by State Forest Practice Rules; and the WDNR HCP, which applies to state-
owned timber lands managed by the WDNR.

Forest Practices Habitat Conservation Plan

In 1999, the Washington State Legislature passed the Salmon Recovery Funding Act
(Engrossed Senate House Bill 5595), which identified forest practices as a critical
component for salmon recovery. Through the Act, the Legislature recognized a report
known as the Forests and Fish Report (FFR) as being responsive to its policy directive for
a collaborative, incentive-based approach to support salmon recovery. The FFR was
developed to create forest practices prescriptions that would protect riparian and aquatic
habitat for the conservation of listed salmon species and other unlisted fish and stream
associated amphibian species. The groups that contributed to the development of the FFR
included state agencies (WDNR, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife [WDFW],
Washington Department of Ecology [DOE], and the Governor’s Office), Federal agencies
(USFWS, NMFS, EPA), certain Washington Tribes and the Northwest Indian Fisheries
Commission, the Washington State Association of Counties, the Washington Forest
Protection Association (WFPA), and the Washington Farm Forestry Association
(WFFA).

In 1999, the Washington State Legislature also passed the Forest Practices Salmon
Recovery Act (Engrossed Senate House Bill 2091), which directed the Washington
Forest Practices Board to adopt new forest practices rules, encouraging the Forest
Practices Board to follow the recommendations of the FFR. In its rulemaking
procedures, the Forest Practices Board conducted an evaluation of the FFR, as well as
alternatives to the FFR. This evaluation included an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) under the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The Final State
Environmental Impact Statement, entitled Alternatives for Forest Practices Rules for
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Aguatic and Riparian Resources, was published in April 2001. The Forest Practices
Board adopted new permanent forest practices rules in 2001 based on the FFR. As
directed by the Washington State Legislature, through the Forest Practices Salmon
Recovery Act, Governor Gary Locke designated the Commissioner of Public Lands to
negotiate on behalf of the State of Washington with the relevant Federal agencies to
satisfy Federal requirements under the ESA pursuant to the Revised Code of Washington
(RCW), Chapter 77.85.190(3).

Beginning in 2001, the State began working closely with USFWS and NMFS to develop
what has become the Forest Practices Habitat Conservation Plan (FPHCP), under section
10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA, based on the forest practices rules adopted in 2001. On February
9, 2005, the State submitted a formal application for Incidental Take Permits (ITPs). In
June 2006, NMFS and the USFWS issued ITPs to the State of Washington that
incorporated the terms of the FPHCP. In approving the ITP (which also covers Lake
Ozette sockeye salmon) NMFS found implementation of the FPHCP “consistent with the
long-term survival and recovery of covered species” (NMFS 2006). NMFS’ approval of
the FPHCP includes an extensive record that describes how implementing the
conservation measures in the FPHCP will likely contribute to recovery of watershed
processes that support salmon and trout statewide.

The FPHCP covers 16 listed threatened and endangered species under NMFS’
jurisdiction, including Lake Ozette sockeye. The administrative framework of the FPHCP
allows for the development, implementation, and refinement of the state’s Forest
Practices program, including creation of new Forest Practices Rules and guidance,
administering forest practices permitting, performing compliance monitoring, and taking
enforcement action. An additional part of the process was the concept of refining forest
practices based on adaptive management. The science-based compliance monitoring and
adaptive management programs included in the FPHCP allow evaluations of plan effects
and changes to environmental protections to take place over time as more is learned
regarding the plan’s effectiveness in promoting recovery of ESA listed salmon
populations. Details of the FPHCP are summarized at http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Salmon-
Habitat/Habitat-Conservation-Plans;washington-Forest-Practices/Index.cfm.

Washington Department of Natural Resources Habitat Conservation Plan

In 1999, NMFS issued the WDNR an Incidental Take Permit under ESA section 10,
based on the HCP approved in 1997. The WDNR HCP covers all forested state trust
lands in western Washington. The Riparian Forest Restoration Strategy (RFRS),
developed with the Services and approved in 2005, defines the management goal for
riparian areas as the restoration of high quality habitat to aid in salmon recovery efforts
and to contribute to the conservation of other aquatic and riparian dependent species.
Riparian management includes various types of thinning and also the natural
development of some unmanaged areas to result in restoring structurally complex older
riparian forests. Details of the Riparian Forest Recovery Strategy are described in a
document available at:
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http://www.dnr.wa.qgov/ResearchScience/Topics/TrustLandsHCP/Pages/hcp rfrs implem
ent.aspx.

2.6.2.3 Private Residential and Agricultural Development

There are currently 15 cabins/homes on lakefront parcels surrounding the lake. The area
around the lake outlet was developed into a resort in the 1950s, and was redeveloped into
the ONP Ozette visitor center, ranger station, campground, and parking area in the 1980s.
Currently, this is the most developed part of the lake shoreline. The developed length of
shoreline comprises approximately 1-2 percent of the total shoreline length.

Along Big River, agricultural and residential development has been confined to the lower
10 miles of the river. Most residential development along Big River is near the original
wagon trail. Currently, about 245 acres of land (~1.2 percent of the watershed area) are
cleared for residential or agricultural use, and there are approximately 62 houses and
other buildings within the Big River valley. In agricultural areas, the riparian zone and
floodplain of the river were cleared of vegetation and converted to pasture. Currently,
approximately 9,900 feet of Big River shoreline are adjacent to developed residential or
agricultural land.

2.6.2.4 Makah Tribe Ozette Reservation

The Ozette Reservation encompasses Cape Alava and 1.11 miles of coastal shoreline, and
extends eastward, containing nearly 0.7 miles of the Ozette River. The 740-acre
reservation is currently managed as a cultural management zone by the Makah Tribe.

2.6.3 Roads

Lake Ozette in 1923 was described by Kemmerich (1926) as being “isolated” by its
location “25 miles from Clallam Bay over an almost impassable road.” The first road to
Lake Ozette was completed in 1926 (Jacobs et al. 1996) and thereafter road and railroad
building kept pace with timber harvest in the watershed. In 1935, approximately 12.8
miles of road or railroad grade are shown on the USGS map. This increased to 25 miles
in 1956, and by 1987 the USGS maps show 258.5 miles of road. Road delineation using
aerial photos and mapping in GIS resulted in the estimates of road length and road
densities for major subbasins depicted in Figure 2.8. In 2006, the total length of roads
within the Ozette watershed was 417 miles. This road length results in an overall
watershed road density of 5.5 mi/mi? (excluding the surface area of the lake). The 2006
orthophoto coverage indicates that road densities on non-Federal land exceed 6 mi/mi?
within the Ozette watershed.
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Figure 2.8. Ozette watershed road lengths and road densities for major subbasins through
time (road lengths based on aerial photo coverage; basin areas used in road density
calculations were generated using a digital elevation model).

The Hoko-Ozette Road is the only significant public road in the area. It follows the
original wagon trail to Ozette from Clallam Bay and parallels Big River for
approximately 7.8 river miles (Swan Bay Road to Nicolas Road). Within this reach, the
road prism is frequently within the floodplain and channel migration zone of Big River.
Kramer (1953) reported the road to be “at times covered with flood waters” during stream
clearing activities in December 1952. Since then, the road has been raised repeatedly, but
it still floods periodically. The road functions as a dike or levee during high water in
some locations. Approximately 4,100 feet (1,250 meters) of bank hardening occurs along
the county road and private property. Approximately 3.06 miles of riparian area are
impacted by the road (road length within 200 feet of the bankfull edge of Big River;
source: preliminary review of 2003 color aerial photos).

2.7 LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE ESU CRITICAL HABITAT

The ESA requires the Federal government to designate “critical habitat” for any species it
lists under the ESA. The Act defines critical habitat as areas that contain physical or
biological features that are essential for the conservation of the species, and that may
require special management or protection. Critical habitat designations must be based on
the best scientific information available, in an open public process, within specific
timeframes. On September 2, 2005, NMFS published a final rule (70 FR 52630) to
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designate critical habitat for Ozette Lake sockeye and 12 other ESUs/DPSs of salmon and
steelhead (Figure 2.9). The final rule took effect on January 2, 2006.

A critical habitat designation does not set up a preserve or refuge, and critical habitat
requirements do not apply to citizens engaged in activities on private land that do not
involve a Federal agency. The designation applies only when Federal funding, permits,
or projects are involved. Under section 7 of the ESA, all Federal agencies must ensure
that any actions they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of a listed species, or destroy or adversely modify its designated
critical habitat. Before critical habitat was designated, careful consideration was given to
its economic impacts, impacts on national security, and other relevant impacts. The
Secretary of Commerce may exclude an area from critical habitat if the benefits of
exclusion outweigh the benefits of designation, unless excluding the area will result in the
extinction of the species concerned.

For anadromous fish, the essential features of designated critical habitat include substrate,
water quality, water quantity, water temperature, food, riparian vegetation, access, water,
velocity, space, and safe passage. These features also describe the habitat factors
associated with viability for all ESUs/DPSs. The specific habitat requirements for each
ESU/DPS differ by life history type and life stage.

NMFS formally designated the following areas within the Ozette Lake watershed as
critical habitat that is necessary for the survival and recovery of the Ozette Lake sockeye
salmon ESU (70 FR 52630, September 2, 2005): Ozette Lake and the Ozette Lake
watershed, including the Ozette River (Lat 48.1818, Long -124.7076) upstream to
endpoints in: Big River (48.1844, -124.4987); Coal Creek (48.1631,-124.6612); the East
Branch of Umbrella Creek (48.1835, -124.5659); North Fork Crooked Creek (48.1020, -
124.5507); Ozette River (48.0370, -124.6218); South Fork Crooked Creek (48.0897, -
124.5597); Umbrella Creek (48.2127, -124.5787); and three unnamed Ozette Lake
tributaries (48.1771, -124.5967; “Hatchery Creek”- WRIA 20.0056); (48.1740, -
124.6005; tributary to Umbrella Creek); and (48.1649, -124.5208; “Stony Creek™). See
Figure 2.9 for a detailed map depicting designated critical habitat within the Ozette Lake
Sockeye ESU.
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Figure 2.9. Designated critical habitat for Lake Ozette sockeye salmon. Note: the entire
lake is designated critical habitat. (Data from: 70 FR 52630, September 2, 2005).
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2.8 LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE POPULATION STATUS AND
ADULT ABUNDANCE TRENDS

The population status and adult abundance trends for Lake Ozette sockeye have been
investigated and summarized recently in several reports (Jacobs et al. 1996; Gustafson et
al. 1997; NMFS 1998; MFM 2000; Good et al. 2005; Haggerty et al. 2009). Low
numbers of adult Lake Ozette sockeye returning to spawn, documented in studies
conducted as part of NMFS’ ESA status review and listing process (Gustafson et al.
1997; NMFS 1998; and Good et al. 2005), were a primary reason for listing the sockeye
as threatened. The steep decline reported in those status reviews is no longer apparent in
the abundance data; however, this fact can be attributed largely to the recent increase in
the number of tributary-spawning sockeye. The most recent 4-year average abundance
estimate was just over 4,600 sockeye (Haggerty et al. 2009 [return years 2000-2003]),
still considerably lower than historical numbers. However, the majority of these fish were
direct or indirect descendants of the Umbrella Creek hatchery program.

The NMFS status reviews are summarized in Section 2.8.1. More recent, detailed adult
sockeye abundance data and adult run-size estimates, spawning aggregation escapements,
and recent and long-term trends in both total run sizes and spawning aggregation
abundance can be found in the Limiting Factors Analysis (Haggerty et al. 2009). These
recent data are summarized in Section 2.8.2.

2.8.1 NMFS Status Reviews

The three most recent status reviews of Lake Ozette sockeye (Gustafson et al. 1997;
NMFS 1998; Good et al. 2005) differed only slightly in emphasis; all agreed that overall
abundance is low, that degraded habitat conditions represent a limiting factor for this
ESU, and that more data are needed. This section briefly summarizes the findings of the
three reviews.

2.8.1.1 Biological Review Team 1997 (Gustafson et al. 1997)

In 1997, the West Coast Sockeye Biological Review Team (BRT), made up of scientists
from the NMFS Northwest Fisheries Science Center, determined that Lake Ozette
sockeye are distinct from other Washington sockeye salmon populations and that they
represent a unique evolutionarily significant unit (ESU) (Gustafson et al. 1997). The
BRT reported that at the time of the status review, Lake Ozette sockeye escapements
averaged less than 1,000 fish per year and had little room for further declines before
abundance would be critically low. The BRT found that the 5-year (1992-1996) average
abundance was only 700 adult sockeye and that the population was declining at a rate of
10 percent per year. They concluded that if present conditions (those observed in the
early and mid-1990s) were to continue, Lake Ozette sockeye were likely to become in
danger of extinction in the foreseeable future.
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The BRT identified several major concerns that led to their finding of danger of
extinction in the foreseeable future:

Siltation of beach spawning habitat

Very low adult abundance relative to harvest in the 1950s

Overall downward trend coupled with large fluctuations in abundance
Potential genetic effects of ongoing hatchery production and past
practices of sockeye salmon being interbred with genetically dissimilar
kokanee

2.8.1.2 Biological Review Team 1998 (NMFS 1998)

In late 1998, the BRT met to discuss new information and comments received regarding
their earlier determinations concerning the status of the Lake Ozette and Baker Lake
sockeye salmon ESUs. The BRT received adult migrant abundance data for return years
1997 and 1998 from the Makah Tribe. These data were then pooled with data used in the
1997 status review. The five-year geometric mean estimated abundance for the period
1994-1998 was 580, slightly below the average of 700 reported by Gustafson et al.
(1997). The BRT concluded that this decrease was largely due to the fact that the earlier
average included two dominant brood-cycle years, while the recent average included only
one. The BRT found that the return year 1998 minimum count of 984 was substantially
above the count of 498 that was observed 4 years (one generation) earlier, and that this
was likely the result of a change in counting methods (time lapse video) and expanded
operation of a weir in the Ozette River near the lake outlet (resulting in a more complete
count of the sockeye salmon run).

During the updated population trend analysis, the BRT found that the short-term (10-
year) trend had improved from a “precipitous” decline of 10 percent per year (Gustafson
et al. 1997) to a relatively low 2 percent annual increase. The BRT could not determine
how much of the “improvement” or change was due to the influence of enhanced
enumeration methods. The BRT also found that the long-term trend remained slightly
downward at minus 2 percent per year. The BRT concluded that the Lake Ozette sockeye
salmon ESU was not in danger of extinction. However, the BRT further stated that, “...if
present conditions continue into the future, it [the Lake Ozette sockeye ESU] is likely to
become endangered in the foreseeable future.” There was a moderate level of
uncertainty around the BRT’s conclusions because of uncertainties regarding the
reliability of adult sockeye abundance estimates and the historical presence of river-
spawning sockeye salmon.

The BRT concluded, “Current escapements averaging below 1,000 adults per year imply
a moderate degree of risk from small population genetic and demographic variability,
with little room for further declines before abundances reach critically low levels.”
Additional perceived risks to the ESU included the following:

e Low current adult abundance
e Trends and variability in adult abundance
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Overall downward trend coupled with large fluctuations in abundance
Siltation of beach spawning habitat

Very low adult abundance relative to harvest in the 1950s

Potential genetic effects of past interbreeding with genetically
dissimilar kokanee

2.8.1.3 Biological Review Team 2005 (Good et al. 2005)

In June 2005, the BRT completed an updated status review of 28 West Coast salmon and
steelhead ESUs (Good et al. 2005). The review for Lake Ozette sockeye included the
following biological categories: population structure, population status data (e.g., adult
abundance, run timing, spawning distribution and disposition), threats to viable salmonid
population (VSP) parameters, and previous BRT conclusions.

The BRT concluded that the Lake Ozette sockeye salmon ESU is composed of one
historical population, with substantial substructuring of individuals into multiple
spawning aggregations. The BRT determined that the existing spawning aggregations
spawn in two beach locations (Allen’s Beach and Olsen’s Beach) and in two tributaries
(Umbrella Creek and Big River). (Note: The BRT did not include Crooked Creek as a
discrete spawning aggregation.) The BRT postulated that there were probably more
beach spawning aggregations historically, but it is not possible to determine how many
subpopulations existed previously.

Adult sockeye run-size estimates were revised upwards after the 1997 status review
because of methodological changes in sockeye enumeration and run size estimation. The
most significant change was the use of 24-hour per day monitoring of the weir in the
Ozette River near the lake outlet, using underwater time-lapse video instead of 6- to 8-
hour per day human observers. Run sizes used in the 2005 updated status review were
provisional, adjusted based on assessments of human error and inter-annual run timing.
The new estimates are included in Section 2.8.2.2. The improved enumeration and
estimation methods still include a significant level of uncertainty, which suggests that
methods used before 1998 are likely even more unreliable. The current trends in
abundance are unknown for the beach spawning aggregations. The BRT concluded that
the overall abundance had declined from historical levels; whether this decline resulted
in fewer spawning aggregations, lower abundances at each aggregation, or both, is not
known.

The BRT included an updated threats review based upon work conducted by Makah
Fisheries Management (MFM) and the Lake Ozette Sockeye Steering Committee, with
primary sources of threats to VSP parameters listed as follows:

Loss of adequate quality and quantity of spawning and rearing habitat
Predation and disruption of natural predator-prey relationships
Introduction of nonnative fish and plant species

Past overexploitation

Poor ocean conditions
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¢ Interactions among those factors

The majority of BRT members (70 percent) categorized the Lake Ozette sockeye salmon
ESU as “likely to become endangered.” The remainder were split equally between the
categories of “in danger of extinction” or “not likely to become endangered.” The BRT
noted that a risk assessment for this ESU continues to be hampered by incomplete data.
Recent evaluations have cast even more doubt on the usefulness of population data prior
to 1997. However, the BRT concluded, “It appears that overall abundance is low for this
population, which represents an entire ESU, and may be substantially below historical
levels.” The BRT also voiced concerns about habitat degradation in the lake resulting in
the loss of numerous sites suitable for beach spawning.

2.8.2 Recent Data on Adult Sockeye Population Size and Trends

Detailed adult sockeye abundance data, adult run-size estimates, spawning aggregation
escapement estimates, and estimated recent and long-term trends in both total run sizes
and spawning aggregation abundance can be found in the Lake Ozette Sockeye LFA
(Haggerty et al. 2009). The following is a summary of data and estimates that will serve
as the baseline for the analysis of limiting factors and consideration of recovery actions in
this recovery plan.

2.8.2.1 Historical (Pre-1977) Adult Sockeye Run Sizes

Very few data are available for estimating historical escapement levels for Lake Ozette
sockeye salmon. A weir was used to enumerate sockeye salmon entering Lake Ozette in
1924, 1925, and 1926, but no harvest data for interceptory fisheries are available for
those years (see Figure 2.10). In addition, these are only partial counts that do not
incorporate the entire run-time window for Lake Ozette sockeye.

Between 1948 and 1976, harvest data are available but no escapement data were
collected, creating substantial uncertainty regarding run sizes during this period (see
Figure 2.10). Makah Fisheries Management (2000) questioned the accuracy and
reliability of the reported harvest numbers, since they came from verbal reports of fish
bought by local fish buyers. However, Washington Department of Fisheries (1955) cites
the source of the catch data along with the numbers of nets used in the Ozette River
fishery. It can still be argued that in some years the harvest may have been significantly
less, and in other years more, considering that much of the harvest may not have been
sold and consequently not reported. Blum (1988) speculated that the Lake Ozette
sockeye run exceeded 50,000 fish prior to the 1940s. In any case, over a 20-year period,
Lake Ozette sockeye harvests went from several thousand per year to zero because of
decreasing sockeye abundance.

For the last 20-plus years (1982-present) no harvest of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon has

taken place in tribal fisheries. From 1973 to 1977, tribal regulations strictly limited
harvest of sockeye salmon. Reported catch during this 5-year period was 133 fish. From
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1978 through 1982, tribal regulations limited the harvest to 30 fish per year for

ceremonial purposes.
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Figure 2.10. Historical abundance of Lake Ozette sockeye (RY1924-1926 and RY1948-

1976) based on Kemmerich (1945) and Jacobs et al. (1996).
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2.8.2.2 Recent (1977-2003) Adult Sockeye Run Sizes

The first contemporary attempt to quantify the Lake Ozette sockeye adult run size
occurred between 1977 and 1980, when a joint study between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), and the Makah Tribe operated a
counting weir in the Ozette River, near the lake’s outlet. Lake Ozette sockeye run sizes
from 1977 to present are considered “recent” estimates within the context of this
discussion. The methods used to enumerate and estimate Lake Ozette sockeye run sizes
have changed significantly between 1977 and the present. Incorrectly applied critical
assumptions that were part of the older methods limited the quality of data collected and
likely underestimated run sizes (see MFM 2000; Haggerty et al. 2009). A thorough
review of adult sockeye enumeration methods used in recent years (1977-2003) is
included in the Lake Ozette Sockeye LFA (Haggerty et al. 2009). Estimated adult Lake
Ozette sockeye salmon run sizes presented in Jacobs et al. (1996) and MFM (2000) for
the period 1977 to 1999 are depicted in Table 2.2. MFM (2000) used information and
data collected in 1998 and 1999 to adjust run-size estimates between 1988 and 1997.

Haggerty et al. (2009) reexamined pre-1998 datasets and run-size estimates in order to
compare the most recent run-size estimates with those made in the past (e.g., Jacobs et al.
1996; MFM 2000). Common factors such as run timing and visual sockeye detection
rates were used to adjust previous run-size estimates. This was done so that all run-size
estimates were based upon the same basic assumptions (day and night transit, run timing,
observer error). Two critical variables (run timing and observer error) had to be
estimated for pre-1998 datasets. A three-step range was used for each unknown variable,
resulting in nine run-size estimates for each return year (for a complete description of
details see Haggerty et al. 2009; Haggerty 2004, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c, and 2005d). The
median value of the nine run-size estimates was then defined as the run-size estimate for
a given year. Figure 2.11 depicts the newly constructed run-size estimates for return
years 1977 through 2003, grouped by brood year. These newly constructed run-size
estimates illustrate the high uncertainty for each of the pre-1996 run-size estimates; no
discernible trend is present.
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Table 2.2. Estimated Lake Ozette sockeye run sizes, monitoring periods, and methods
used. For details on methods used see Lake Ozette Sockeye LFA (source: Haggerty et al.

2009).
Estimated | Estimated
Weir Weir No. Run Size | Run Size
Operations | Operations | Adults | (Jacobs et (MFM Method of
YEAR Start End Observed | al. 1996) 2000) Estimate Citations
1977 | ~5/1411977 | ~8110/1977 320 T8 004 1,004 N=n+ 1 pugokenski et al. (1981)
arvested Harvest
1978 | ~5/24/1978 | ~8/8/1978 ﬁgo + 30 920 920 N=n+ "1 bjugokenski et al. (1981)
arvested Harvest
1979 | ~5/20/1979 | ~8/8/1979 510 + 30 540 540 N=n+ Dlugokenski et al. (1981)
arvested Harvest
1980 ? ? 25 3 432 432 NH;://G P* | Dlugokenski et al. (1981)
1981 6/8/1981 7/8/1981 239 350 N =n/p MFM 1981a
1082 | 691082 | s/a7iage2 | 2O0L*2V ) 5147 2152 N=n+ Blum 1988
arvested Harvest
1983 NA NA NA 350 NA NA No Data Collected
1984 6/19/1984 8/7/1984 804 2,170 2,170 N =n/p Blum 1988
1985 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
1986 ? ? NA 691 691 N =n/p LaRiviere 1991;
1987 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
1988 6/27/1988 6/29/1988 218 2,191 3,599 N =n/p LaRiviere 1991
1989 6/19/1989 6/30/1989 143 588 603 N =n/p LaRiviere 1991
1990 6/7/1990 8/11/1990 175 263 385 N =n/p LaRiviere 1991
1991 5/23/1991 7/12/1991 NA 684 684 N =n/p Drange and LaRiviere 1991
1992 5/29/1992 7/9/1992 1,175 2,166 2,548 N =n/p MFM 2000
1993 ? ? 69 <267 NA N =n/p MFM 2000
1994 6/6/1994 7/15/1994 NA 498 585 N =n/p MFM 2000
1995 ? ? NA 314 314 N =n/p MFM 2000
1996 6/18/1996 6/29/1996 NA NA 1,778 N =n/p MFM 2000
1997 6/9/1997 7/1/1997 280 NA 1,133 N =n/p MFM 2000
1998 5/7/1998 7/2/1998 980 NA 1,406 MFM 2000 MFM 2000
1999 5/1/1999 9/30/1999 1,945 NA 2,076 MFM 2000 MFM 2000
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Figure 2.11. Lake Ozette Sockeye run-size estimates for return years 1977-1995,
adjusted based on sockeye detection rates and new run-timing curves (from RY 1998-
2003) contrasted with estimates reported in Jacobs et al. 1996 (Modified from Haggerty
et al. 2009).

The methods used to derive the most recent (1996-2003) run-size estimates are described
in detail in Haggerty et al. (2009) and Haggerty (2004, 2005a, 2005b, 2005¢, and 2005d).
Sockeye run-size estimates from 1996 to 2003 ranged from a low of 1,609 (1997) to a
high of 5,075 (2003), averaging approximately 3,600 sockeye per year. The quality of
annual run-size estimates varies depending on the methods used to collect data, data
quality, and days of data collection. In some years, such as 1996, very few data were
collected and their quality was somewhat questionable. The range of reasonable run-size
estimates for 1996 is broad (1,924 to 18,117). Consistent run-size estimate methodology
was applied to datasets from 1996 through 2003. For example, the run size in each year
is calculated based upon a return window starting April 15 and ending August 15. Where
small data gaps were present within a given dataset, a two-sided, hourly time step, 7-day
moving average method (see Haggerty 2004) was used to expand for missing time
periods. Where bigger blocks of missing data were present (such as in 1996 and 1997)
sockeye counts were adjusted based upon the mean proportion of sockeye detected by
visual observers from the 1998 and 1999 weir datasets (two years when full counts were
made by visual observers). Upon adjusting the visual observer counts, the run-size
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estimate was then expanded based upon the average proportion of sockeye transiting the
weir during RY 1998-2003 for the days where visual observer data were collected. Run-
size estimates for return years 1996 through 2003 are provided in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3. Estimated adult sockeye run sizes entering Lake Ozette for return years 1996
through 2003 (source: Haggerty et al. 2009)

No. of
Sockeye
Number | Counted
Days of of to Derive
Estimated | Confidence | Low End | High End Weir Sockeye | Run-Size
Year Runsize | in Estimate | Estimate | Estimate | Operation | Counted | Estimate
1996 4,131 Low 1,924 18,117 12 429 429
1997 1,609 Mod-Low na na 21 258 236
1998 1,970 Moderate na na 91 980 965
1999 2,649 Mod-High na na 106 2,282 2,282
2000 5,064 Mod-High na na 116 4,423 4,423
2001 4,315 Mod-Low 3,768 na 98 2,288 2,288
2002 3,990 High na na 125 3,223 3,223
2003 5,075 Moderate na na 83 2,342 2,342
Mean 3,600 Moderate na na 82 2,028 2,024

Lake Ozette sockeye exhibit a four-year brood cycle, and for this reason trends were
evaluated in four brood-year groups (brood years [BY] A, B, C, and D). The mean run

size over the last four years can be compared to the preceding four years. Between 1996
and 1999 the run size averaged 2,590 sockeye, while from 2000 to 2003 the run size
averaged just over 4,600 sockeye. Within these two four-year cycles, the average return
increased by approximately 78 percent between the first and second period. Much of the
increased production is likely a result of increased adult returns from Umbrella Creek
Hatchery releases, and increased natural production in Umbrella Creek. Nearly 210,000
BY 1996 fed fry and fingerlings were released into Umbrella Creek in 1997 and these
releases composed a large portion of the BY 2000 run. Figure 2.12 depicts the estimated
run sizes for 1996 through 2003 and compares the proportion of the run-size estimates
that are based upon expansion, as well as the percentage (in days) of the run in which the
weir was deployed.
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Figure 2.12. Estimated Lake Ozette sockeye run sizes for return years 1996 to 2003
contrasted with the proportion of the run-size estimates that were based upon expansion
and the percentage of run-days in which the weir was deployed (source: Haggerty et al.
2009).

2.9 LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE HATCHERY PRACTICES

In its 1996 status review, the BRT estimated that approximately 24 percent of the
sockeye fry entering the lake rearing environment between 1988 and 1995 were of
hatchery origin (Gustafson et al. 1997). The team expressed concern about the potential
genetic effects of hatchery practices at that time, which included purposeful interbreeding
of sockeye with genetically dissimilar kokanee salmon. These concerns were addressed
in detail during the development of the Lake Ozette Sockeye Hatchery and Genetic
Management Plan (HGMP) (MFM 2000). The HGMP is available at:
http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Salmon-Harvest-Hatcheries/State-Tribal-Management/Ozette-
Sockeye-RMP.cfm.

The first sockeye releases into Lake Ozette were from out-of-basin broodstock sources.
The last out-of-basin sockeye stocking in Lake Ozette occurred in 1983 (BY 1982
releases). All subsequent hatchery stocking efforts in the watershed relied only on
sockeye salmon returning to the spawning grounds within the Lake Ozette watershed as
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the broodstock source. Adult returns resulting from past out-of-basin hatchery plants had
the potential to interbreed with the native Lake Ozette sockeye, although the extent of
non-native sockeye stocking was relatively low and its success was unknown. The first
documented releases of non-native juvenile sockeye into Lake Ozette occurred with a
brood year 1936 plant of approximately 450,000 sockeye fingerlings from the U.S.
Bureau of Fisheries Birdsview Station at Baker Lake (Kemmerich 1945). Kemmerich
(1945) states that additional transfers of sockeye juveniles from Quilcene and Quinault
stations occurred after 1937, but the numbers and dates of those releases were not
available. The only other documented out-of-basin sockeye releases were in 1983, when
120,000 (BY 1982) Lake Quinault sockeye fingerlings were released into Lake Ozette
(MFM, unpublished hatchery out-planting records). In addition to non-native sockeye,
releases of non-native kokanee into Lake Ozette have also been documented. In 1940,
over 108,000 kokanee fry from the Lake Crescent Trout Hatchery were released into
Lake Ozette (Kloempken 1996 in Gustafson et al. 1997). Dlugokenski et al. (1981) also
reports a kokanee release of unknown quantity and origin into Lake Ozette in 1958.

2.9.1 Recent Sockeye Salmon Artificial Propagation Efforts (1984-1999)

Initially, hatchery operations and planning attempted to follow the recommendations set
forth in Dlugokenski et al. (1981). Dlugokenski et al. developed three management
alternatives for rebuilding Lake Ozette sockeye abundance: 1) no action; 2) rehabilitation
of existing beach-spawning population and habitat; and 3) importation of an out-of-basin
sockeye stock. They recommended management alternative 3 and suggested that 3-5
million sockeye eggs per year should be imported, hatched, and reared in Umbrella Creek
over an 8-year period. They believed that use of tributaries for spawning would be
required to increase the number of sockeye in Lake Ozette, and that the remaining beach-
spawning sockeye aggregation could not adapt to the tributary spawning environment.

It was determined that a local stock with tributary spawners was needed. During the fall
of 1982, the Lake Ozette Steering Committee met and decided that their efforts should
focus on obtaining broodstock from Lake Quinault (MFM 1983b). The steering
committee, WDFW, USFWS, and ONP all wrote letters of support declaring their
preference for the Lake Quinault broodstock, in an attempt to secure eggs for hatching
and rearing during the spring of 1983 (MFM 1983b). The low run size in 1983 prevented
the Tribe from obtaining eggs from Lake Quinault. With a recently constructed
incubation facility and no sockeye eggs, the effort to procure broodstock to supply eggs
shifted to the Lake Ozette spawning beaches during the fall of 1983. Broodstock were
collected from Olsen’s Beach and eggs fertilized from spawners were then incubated at
the Umbrella Creek facility. Resultant fry were released into Umbrella Creek at the
Hoko-Ozette Road Bridge. In the end, eggs from Lake Quinault were obtained for only
one year (BY 1982) and in numbers well below the recommendations set forth by
Dlugokenski et al. (1981). Efforts to obtain eggs from Lake Quinault slowly waned and
attention focused on collecting native beach spawning sockeye from Lake Ozette as the
primary broodstock source.
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Broodstock were collected from Olsen’s Beach every year between 1983 and 1999,
except for 1984 and 1989. Additional broodstock were collected from Allen’s Beach in
1987, 1988, 1991, 1992, 1994, 1995, and 1996, and from Umbrella Creek in 1997. Itis
not possible to quantify the number of broodstock collected from the two beach spawning
aggregations for all years collections were made, but the vast majority of broodstock
were collected from Olsen’s Beach during this period. The number of fish collected and
the resulting releases varied significantly between years. From 1986 to 1999, a total of
1,415 sockeye salmon were collected from the spawning beaches and used as broodstock.
Table 2.4 illustrates the total number of fingerlings or fry and eggs produced from
broodstock collected at Lake Ozette sockeye spawning beaches and released at various
locations in the watershed from 1984 through 2000. Figure 2.13 depicts the number of
fish or eggs released for each year during this period, for each release site.

Table 2.4. Total number of fingerlings or fry and eggs produced from broodstock
collected at Lake Ozette sockeye spawning beaches, released at various locations in the
watershed from 1984 through 2000 (modified from MFM 2000).

Total Number
of Fry or Total Number | Total Number
Number of Fingerlings of Eggs of Released
Release Site Years Released Planted Fry and Eggs
Umbrella Creek 8 691,748 0 691,748
Lake Ozette 8 242,599 16,628 259,227
Big River 1 0 14,299 14,299
Crooked Creek Mainstem 1 0 34,530 34,530
N.F. Crooked Creek 3 34,500 67,589 102,089
TOTAL 968,847 133,046 1,101,893
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Figure 2.13. Total number of sockeye fry or fingerlings and eggs produced from
broodstock collected at Lake Ozette beach spawning grounds released into various areas
of the Lake Ozette watershed from 1984 through 2000 (BY 1983 to BY 1999; source:
MFM, unpublished hatchery release data).

2.9.2 Hatchery and Genetic Management Plan

The ESA listing of Lake Ozette sockeye in 1999 necessitated the development of a
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plan (HGMP) (MFM 2000) for the Makah Tribe’s
hatchery program to receive Federal authorization under the ESA. Actions that may
affect listed species can be reviewed by NMFS through ESA section 7, section 10, or the
4(d) rule, and “take” prohibitions under section 9 of the ESA can be limited for actions
considered sufficiently conservative (NMFS 2003). NMFS, with agreement from the
Makah Tribe, evaluated the HGMP for effects on Lake Ozette sockeye under Limit 6 of
the ESA 4(d) Rule for the listed ESU (65 FR 42422). The HGMP was evaluated under
Limit 6 of the Rule because of its standing as a joint tribal/state resource management
plan (RMP), reflecting the co-management status of the Makah Tribe and WDFW in
managing the salmon resource. NMFS issued a final determination for the HGMP in July
2003, finding that the plan adequately addressed criteria under Limit 6 of the 4(d) rule,
exempting the plan from the ESA section 9 take prohibitions (69 FR 18874). The joint
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RMP evaluated by NMFS is the HGMP and will be referred to in this document as the
HGMP.

The HGMP is part of the overall recovery planning process for Lake Ozette sockeye. It
contains a complex set of goals and a well-defined strategy for assisting recovery and
preserving the genetic diversity of Lake Ozette sockeye. The HGMP contains measures
and actions exclusively needed to maintain the operation of the hatchery component of
Lake Ozette sockeye recovery, as well as population and habitat monitoring components
not normally associated with hatchery activities. The HGMP clearly states that the
HGMP alone will not result in recovery of Lake Ozette sockeye, and that a
comprehensive approach to habitat protection, habitat assessment, and habitat protection
and restoration is needed so that hatchery and habitat components can work in concert
with one another to promote species recovery.

The HGMP includes an extensive monitoring plan that allows for many of the program
performance indicators to be monitored and evaluated annually. Much of the new
population status, life history, ecological interaction, and habitat limiting factors data
presented in this recovery plan and the LFA were collected as part of the HGMP
monitoring effort. Monitoring and annual program evaluation also make it possible to
adjust hatchery and research actions consistent with the adaptive management approach
specified in the HGMP.

The HGMP lists these goals:

1. Prevent further decline of the ESU population.

2. Increase abundance of naturally spawning Lake Ozette sockeye salmon to self-
sustaining levels that meet future estimated escapement goals and enable
sustainable tribal and non-tribal commercial, ceremonial and subsistence (C&S),
and sport fisheries.

3. Conserve the genetic and ecological characteristics of Lake Ozette sockeye
salmon.

4. Increase distribution and diversity of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon in their present
and historical localities along the lakeshore of Lake Ozette and its tributaries
using supplementation, reintroduction, and natural colonization.

5. Rebuild naturally spawning aggregations of sockeye in the Ozette watershed
sufficiently to restore their role in ecological processes, including nutrient
recycling and serving as prey for other species of fish and wildlife, and
sufficiently to restore traditional native uses (MFM 2000).

The HGMP incorporates an innovative approach to adaptive management, treating
restoration activities as experiments that will produce knowledge needed to refine future
actions, including those necessary to help meet recovery goals included in this plan. It
contains four steps:

1. Identify recovery strategies that test hypotheses about the limiting factors or
causes for decline of the population.
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2.

3.
4.

Design recovery activities as experiments to collect information from which
decision-makers can learn.

Analyze the responses to recovery activities.

Implement changes based on synthesis of information and adaptive management.

The initial strategy of the HGMP included two main components:

1.

Reintroduction and supplementation efforts were directed to Big River and
Umbrella Creek, using tributary returns for broodstock, with intensive monitoring
of the experimental introductions to clearly understand their outcome. The intent
is that reintroduction into these tributaries will increase viability (abundance,
productivity, spatial structure, and diversity) of Lake Ozette sockeye, which
should be of long-term benefit to the recovery of the population.

Artificial production activities for beach spawning fish were limited to studies of
limiting factors, genetic composition, and life history, using methods described in
the HGMP. Determinations of whether and how to supplement or reintroduce
lake aggregations will be made pending results of the research.

Implementation of the HGMP started with BY 2000 returns to the lake. Since then, no
broodstock have been collected from the beaches and no planting in the Crooked Creek
watershed has occurred. Hatchery efforts have focused on refining broodstock capture,
incubation, and release methods within Umbrella Creek; refining incubation and release
strategies within Big River; and conducting small-scale limiting factor studies at the
spawning beaches.

Since the implementation of the HGMP began in BY 2000, a total of 746 sockeye (379
females and 367 males) have been collected for broodstock from Umbrella Creek (less
than 10 percent of the total adult return to Umbrella Creek between 2000 and 2003; MFM
unpublished broodstock collection data). A total of 783,617 fry and fingerlings have
been released into the Umbrella Creek (36 percent of the total) and Big River (64
percent) watersheds (MFM unpublished sockeye release data). A simplified summary of
juvenile sockeye hatchery releases in the Lake Ozette watershed is presented in Table

2.5.
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Table 2.5. Summary of HGMP sockeye fry and fingerling releases in the Ozette
watershed for brood years 2000 through 2003 (source: MFM, unpublished hatchery
release data).

Brood Release Size Number of Release Site Broodstock

Year Date (Grams) Fry or Source
Fingerlings
Released

2000 April/May 2001 0.13 63,201 Big River (Stony Creek) | Umbrella Creek
2000 7/29/2001 1.01 50,168 Big River (Stony Creek) | Umbrella Creek
2000 7/27/2001 1.17 48,379 Umbrella Creek Umbrella Creek
2000 7/27/2001 0.8 32,328 Umbrella Creek Umbrella Creek
2001 April/May 2002 0.13 75,900 Big River (Stony Creek) | Umbrella Creek
2001 6/28/2002 0.86 75,352 Big River (Stony Creek) | Umbrella Creek
2001 July 2002 1.0-1.57 94,958 Umbrella Creek Umbrella Creek
2002 6/5/2003 0.32 74,377 Big River (Stony Creek) | Umbrella Creek
2002 6/5/2003 0.91 47,990 Big River (Stony Creek) | Umbrella Creek
2002 6/26/2003 0.74 79,325 Umbrella Creek Umbrella Creek
2002 June 2003 0.4 24,568 Umbrella Creek Umbrella Creek
2003 May 2004 0.16 102,779 Big River (Stony Creek) | Umbrella Creek
2003 7/2/2004 0.6 12,792 Big River (Stony Creek) | Umbrella Creek
2003 5/25/2004 0.57 1,500 Umbrella Creek Umbrella Creek

The HGMP limits the tributary reintroduction program to 12 years, or three sockeye
salmon generations, per release site. After 12 years (in 2012), the program will be

evaluated. If it has been successful in establishing self-sustaining sockeye runs that meet
escapement goals, it will be terminated. In its final determination on the HGMP, NMFS
further stated that “If, after 12 years, the program is meeting performance standards and
is expected to achieve, but has not yet fully accomplished, program goals, continuation of
specific components of the program will be proposed and evaluated” (NMFS 2003).

NMFS conducted an assessment of the Makah Lake Ozette hatchery program’s relative
contribution to the conservation of the listed species (NMFS 2004). This assessment
included a detailed evaluation of the hatchery program’s effects on ESU viability,
including the parameters of abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and diversity.
NMFS concluded that the hatchery program is increasing the abundance of naturally
spawning sockeye in the ESU; however, tributary spawners from the program are isolated
(by design) from the beach spawning aggregations, and are therefore unlikely to benefit
either the abundance or the productivity of the natural-origin beach-spawners.

Similarly, NMFS concluded that the hatchery program is likely to increase the spatial
structure of the ESU as a whole, although it is not likely to increase the spatial structure
of the beach-spawning aggregations. The program is expected to affect the ESU’s
diversity by extending the range of spatial distribution, which may, in turn, contribute to
life history diversity and increase the resiliency of the population (NMFS 2004).
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3 RECOVERY GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND CRITERIA

In general, the goal of ESA recovery planning is to restore the listed species to the point
that it is again a self-sustaining element of its ecosystem and it no longer needs the
protection of the Act — and it can be delisted. Recovery plans may also contain “broad-
sense goals” that may go beyond the requirements for delisting to acknowledge social,
cultural, or economic values regarding the listed species.

As indicated in Sections 1.1 and 1.5.2, NMFS has collaborated with the locally based
Lake Ozette Steering Committee to develop this recovery plan. NMFS will continue to
support local recovery planning in the Lake Ozette watershed. The recovery goal for
Lake Ozette sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka) is founded on a belief that citizens
and the treaty tribes in the region value the substantial ecological, cultural, social, and
economic benefits that are derived from having healthy, diverse populations of sockeye
salmon.

The following sections describe ESA requirements, broad-sense goals, and the more
specific goals, biological criteria, and threats-based criteria NMFS will use to remove the
species from the Federal list of endangered and threatened species.

3.1 ESA REQUIREMENTS

For NMFS to formally approve an ESA recovery plan, it must meet certain statutory
requirements specified in ESA sections 4(a)(1) and 4(f)(1)(B):

e ESA section 4(a)(1) lists factors to be considered for listing, re-classification, or
delisting of a species. These factors are to be addressed in recovery plans:

A. The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of [the
species’] habitat or range

B. Over-utilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational
purposes

C. Disease or predation

D. The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms

E. Other natural or manmade factors affecting [the species’] continued
existence

e Further, ESA section 4(f)(1)(B) directs that “Each plan must include, to the
maximum extent practicable,

“(i) a description of such site-specific management actions as may be
necessary to achieve the plan’s goals for the conservation and survival of
the species;
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(i1) objective, measurable criteria which, when met, would result in a
determination, in accordance with the provisions of this section, that the
species be removed from the list; and,

(iii) estimates of the time required and cost to carry out those measures
needed to achieve the plan’s goal and to achieve intermediate steps toward
that goal.”

In addition, it is important for the plans to provide the public and decision-makers with a
clear understanding of the goals and scientifically supported strategies needed to recover
a listed species (NMFS 2006a).

3.2 RECOVERY GOALS

Recovery of the Lake Ozette sockeye ESU will require actions that conserve, preserve,
restore, and enhance ecosystem processes and dynamics in the watershed and adjacent
nearshore environment. Actions addressing instream and in-lake processes and
conditions, riparian habitat diversity and complexity, and upland watershed health need
to be applied in concert with complementary management of harvest and hatcheries.
Recovery is a process that leads to a naturally self-sustaining sockeye population that not
only exhibits the characteristics of viability, but also provides a harvestable surplus for
tribal and recreational fisheries. As described in Section 1.5.2, the cooperation and
coordination of all parties (landowners, Tribes, County, co-managers, local citizens, state
and Federal agencies) will be important for the successful implementation of this
recovery plan.

Olympic National Park manages Lake Ozette, its lakeshore, and portions of the Ozette
River watershed under the guiding principles of the Park Services’ Organic Act of 1916.
This Act requires the Park administration to conserve the Park’s scenery, natural
resources, and wildlife for the enjoyment of current and future generations. These far-
reaching goals are implemented through the Park’s General Management Plan, which is
another important tool to help achieve the recovery goals for Lake Ozette sockeye salmon
(see Section 7.2.1.5). The Park also has an important role to coordinate its actions with
other landowners, Tribes, WDFW, and local citizens to recover Lake Ozette sockeye
salmon.

3.2.1 Broad-Sense Recovery Goals

The following is a vision statement crafted by NMFS and the Lake Ozette Steering
Committee for future conditions for the Lake Ozette sockeye ESU and its human and
biological setting: The naturally spawning Lake Ozette sockeye population is sufficiently
abundant, productive, and diverse (in terms of life histories and geographic distribution)
to provide significant ecological, cultural, social, and economic benefits. Protection and
restoration of ecosystems have sustained processes necessary to maintain sockeye as well
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as other salmon, steelhead, cutthroat trout, and other native fish and wildlife species.
Community livability, economic well-being, and treaty-reserved fishing rights have
benefited by balancing salmon recovery with management of local forest and fishery
economies.

After the proposed plan has gone through a public comment period and NMFS has
approved a final plan, the groups involved in voluntarily implementing the plan’s
recommendations may consider this vision statement and accept, reject or modify it as
they wish.

3.2.2 Objectives

The Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan sets the following broad objectives to be
reached by the year 2050:

1. The Lake Ozette sockeye population is viable;*

2. Lake Ozette sockeye use habitats throughout their historical range;

3. The extant population of Lake Ozette sockeye is capable of contributing
ecological, social, cultural, and economic benefits on a regular and sustainable
basis;

4. Landowners and resource managers have the tools for appropriate land and water
resource management to alleviate liability for actions that might otherwise invoke

penalties under the ESA;

5. Out-of-basin limiting factors (e.g. ocean harvest) have been addressed equitably
and in concert with in-basin limiting factors; and

6. Landowners, land managers and agencies are provided with guidance and

implementation resources on the protection and management of habitats to
promote and maintain the recovery of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon.

3.2.3 Processes Needed to Accomplish Goals and Objectives

1. Collaborative management processes and approaches, including both volunteer
and incentive-based programs, encourage protection and restoration of habitat.

! A viable salmonid population is defined as an independent, naturally self-sustaining population that
has less than a five percent risk of extinction due to threats from demographic variation, local
environmental variation, and genetic diversity changes over a 100-year period. A population that
depends upon naturally spawning hatchery fish for its survival is not viable (McElhany et al.
2000).
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2. Management actions are based on a strategic priority framework, linked, in turn,
to an adaptive management program that recognizes the importance of protection,
enhancement, and restoration throughout the life cycle of the species.

3. Agencies and residents employ a diversity of management approaches across the
ESU that meet both social and biological objectives.

4. Landowners and resource managers are provided with information and assistance
on how to accomplish recovery goals and objectives.

5. An integrated adaptive management program is in place that includes research,
monitoring, and evaluation to facilitate periodic assessments of implementation
effectiveness, population status, and habitat status, and to advise the need, if any,
to modify future recovery management actions.

3.3 CRITERIA

Evaluating a species for potential delisting requires an explicit analysis of population or
demographic parameters (the biological criteria) and also of threats under the five ESA
listing factors in ESA section 4(a)(1) (listing factor [threats] criteria). Together these
make up the “objective, measurable criteria” required under section 4(f)(1)(B). This
section summarizes the biological criteria and threats criteria for the Lake Ozette
sockeye.

The TRTs appointed by NMFS define criteria to assess biological viability for each listed
species. NMFS develops criteria to assess progress toward alleviating the relevant threats.
NMEFS Northwest Region may adopt or modify the TRT’s viability criteria as the
biological criteria for a recovery plan, based on best available scientific information and
other considerations as appropriate. For the Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan, NMFS
will use the biological criteria identified by the PSTRT (Currens et al. 2006; Rawson et
al. 2008).

As the recovery plan is implemented, additional information will become available along
with new scientific analyses that can increase certainty about whether the threats have
been abated, whether improvements in population status have occurred for sockeye
salmon, and whether linkages between threats and changes in salmon status are
understood. NMFS will assess these recovery criteria and the factors for delisting
through the adaptive management program for the plan, and NMFS will thoroughly
review the criteria at the 5- and 10-year status review of the ESU.

3.3.1 Biological Viability Criteria

All the TRTs use the same biological principles for developing their ESU and population
viability criteria. These principles are described below and in more depth in the NMFS
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technical memorandum, Viable Salmonid Populations and the Recovery of Evolutionarily
Significant Units (McElhany et al. 2000). Viable salmonid populations (VSP) are
described in terms of four parameters: abundance, productivity or growth rate, spatial
structure, and diversity. While the ESU is the listed entity under the ESA, the ESU-level
viability criteria are based on the collective viability of the individual populations that
make up the ESU—their characteristics and their distribution throughout the ESU’s
geographic range. The population viability criteria are expressed in terms of risk of
extinction over a 100-year time frame.

Table 3.1. Summary of proposed Lake Ozette sockeye viability criteria for naturally self-
sustaining adults (source: Rawson et al. 2008)

V'SP Parameter Proposed Criteria
Abundance Planning Range 31,250 — 121,000 spawners, over a number
of years
Productivity Population growth rate stable or increasing

Multiple spatially distinct and persistent
Spatial Structure spawning aggregations across the historical
range of the population

One or more persistent spawning
aggregations from each major genetic and
life history group historically present
within the population

Diversity

The first task for the TRTs is to identify the populations that make up an ESU. The
PSTRT concluded that the Lake Ozette sockeye salmon ESU was historically made up of
only one independent population, as it is today (Currens et al. 2006). The extant
spawning aggregations located on two beaches in Lake Ozette and in two tributaries to
Lake Ozette are considered subpopulations (Currens et al. 2006).

The second task is to consider the available data and construct criteria to describe both
the current status of the population and the characteristics it would need to have to be
considered “healthy,” viable, or recovered. The PSTRT defined population viability
criteria for the Lake Ozette sockeye salmon ESU as follows (Rawson et al. 2008).

Abundance: A population will have a low risk of extinction if it has sufficient
abundance from naturally produced spawners to survive environmental variation
observed in the past and expected in the future, to be resilient to environmental and
anthropogenic disturbances, to maintain genetic diversity, and to support or provide
ecosystem functions. To define abundance criteria for the Lake Ozette sockeye
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population, the PSTRT combined two methods of analysis: (1) population viability
analysis (PVA), which combines population census data with simple models of
population dynamics to estimate extinction probabilities for the population; and (2)
estimates of habitat capacity — food resources and necessary environmental
characteristics for all relevant life stages. For the PVA, they used estimates of the
number of adult sockeye entering Lake Ozette based on census data for the years 1977-
2003, compiled by Haggerty et al. (2009), and additional data for 2004-2006 provided by
the Makah Tribe. Because of the relative scarcity of historical data for Lake Ozette
sockeye, the PSTRT also used data from Lake Quinault sockeye salmon to make the
analysis more robust.

For the estimates of habitat capacity, they drew on multiple studies, including habitat
inventories, summarized in Haggerty et al. 2009 and Appendix B of this plan. By all
accounts, Lake Ozette is a rich environment for both juvenile and adult salmon, and
sockeye are not limited by food availability or competition. Spawner capacity for known
beach spawning locations and potential tributary spawning areas was estimated based on
habitat surveys.

Because of the uncertainties in the available data, the PSTRT provided a “planning
range” for abundance, with upper and lower bounds, rather than a point estimate. This
planning range is based on the assumption of at least 1:1 spawner/adult replacement and
the assumption that the population maintains and recovers adequate historical spatial
structure and diversity, i.e., that spawning takes place throughout the spawning range of
the population (which is also the ESU).

Based on currently available information, a viable sockeye population in Lake Ozette will
range in abundance between 31,250 and 121,000 adult spawners over a number of years
(Rawson et al. 2008).

The minimum abundance number in this range is derived through the PSTRT’s PVA
analysis for a 5 percent risk of extinction using a 30-year dataset of Lake Ozette sockeye
estimated abundance. The upper end of the viability planning range is determined by the
minimum of the upper range of three habitat capacity estimates. In accordance with
PSTRT decision rules, the upper end of the range is the spawner capacity estimate of
121,000 spawners. The PSTRT cautions that the spawning capacity of 121,000 is likely
an underestimate if all potential beach and tributary sites were taken into consideration,
not just the ones currently being used.

The PSTRT’s planning range is associated with a productivity of 1:1 recruits:spawner. A
viable combination of abundance and productivity can be described along a curve. As
population productivity increases, the necessary abundance for a viable state will be
lower. NMFS has asked the PSTRT to further calculate a more specific abundance and
productivity target within the planning range, which, over a specified number of years,
would represent a level upon which to base the delisting decision. The PSTRT has
agreed to perform additional technical analyses, given policy guidance as to the level of
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certainty desired for the delisting determination. A more specific target will be added to
the recovery plan when it becomes available.

Productivity: The productivity (growth rate) of a population is a measure of its ability to
sustain itself or its ability to rebound from low numbers. Productivity can be measured as
naturally produced spawner-to-spawner ratios (returns per spawner, or recruits per
spawner), annual population growth rate, or trends in abundance of naturally produced
fish. The PSTRT’s population viability analysis model assumes that the population
growth rate is stable or increasing, and that the population will sustain itself (i.e., not be
declining) at the viability abundance level. The PSTRT recommends that the growth rate
for Lake Ozette sockeye, once viability is achieved, should average 1. Until the ESU
achieves viability, the growth rate must be greater than 1 (Rawson et al. 2008). In order
to evaluate progress in meeting the overall viability goals, it is important to develop an
interim ten-year sockeye salmon population goal which will inform NMFS, co-managers,
and the public of the improvement achieved to date.

Spatial structure: Spatial structure concerns the geographic distribution of a population
in habitats it uses throughout its life cycle, and the processes that affect the distribution.
Populations with restricted distributions and few spawning areas are at a higher risk of
extinction as a result of catastrophic environmental events (e.g., a single landslide) than
populations with more widespread and complex spatial structures. A population with
complex spatial structure will include multiple spawning areas and will allow the
expression of natural patterns of gene flow.

Because of the contrasting benefits of groups of individuals being close enough together
for re-colonization to occur and yet spread out enough so that all groups do not fall victim
to the same catastrophe, spatial structure for a viable population should include multiple
clusters of groups that are closely aggregated, with the clusters themselves being spread
out throughout the geographic area occupied by the population (Rawson et al. 2008).

The PSTRT noted that the current, limited distribution of Lake Ozette sockeye spawners
puts the ESU at high risk, and recommends that a viable sockeye population in Lake
Ozette should include multiple, spatially distinct and persistent spawning aggregations
throughout the historical range of the population. A viable population will therefore
contain multiple spawning aggregations along the lake beaches, which are the known
historical spawning areas. The certainty that the population achieves a viable condition
would be further increased if self-sustaining spawning aggregations in one or more
tributaries to the lake were also established.

Diversity: Salmon exhibit considerable diversity within and among populations in their
life history, morphological, physiological, and genetic traits. Because environments
continually change as a result of natural processes (e.g., fires, floods, drought, and
landslides) as well as from anthropogenic influences, populations exhibiting greater
diversity are more resilient to both short- and long-term changes. Since salmon regularly
face variability in the environments they inhabit, the contributions of diversity to
population persistence are critical to consider.
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This plan uses the PSTRT’s diversity criterion that a viable Ozette sockeye population
includes one or more persistent spawning aggregations from each major genetic and life
history group historically present within that population (Rawson et al. 2008). The
PSTRT notes, however, that there is little information regarding historical diversity for
the anadromous Ozette sockeye ESU, and that research is needed on current diversity
types, as is a retrospective analysis of the likely historical diversity range. It is known that
nearly all of the Lake Ozette beach spawning sockeye return to the lake at age 4
(Haggerty et al. 2009); while there are genetic differences between age cohorts, the age
cohorts do not mix (i.e. do not spawn with each other). As a consequence, the population
could be more vulnerable to catastrophic events or unfavorable conditions affecting an
entire year class. Expanding the distribution of sockeye into different habitats (e.g.
historical beach spawning areas and/or tributary spawning) may lead to increasing life
history diversity, including changes in age composition, morphology, and behavior.

One form of diversity within the O. nerka species in Lake Ozette is the genetic difference
between the anadromous sockeye salmon population, which is listed under the ESA, and
the resident kokanee salmon, which is not. The genetic differences are large enough that
these two groups are different ESUs. The PSTRT indicates that a viable population of
sockeye in Lake Ozette would maintain the historical genetic diversity and distinctness
between anadromous sockeye salmon and kokanee salmon (Rawson et al. 2008).

3.3.2 Adaptive Management

Adaptive management in salmon recovery planning is a method of decision making in the
face of uncertainty. A plan for monitoring, evaluation, and feedback is incorporated into
an overall implementation plan so that the results of actions can become feedback on
design and implementation of future actions. The PSTRT found that the lack of good
historical data (e.g., spawner abundances, distribution over lake beaches and between
lake and tributary spawning areas, and life history diversity) was a source of uncertainty
in the analysis of viability and risk of extinction for Lake Ozette sockeye. The team
strongly recommended improved data monitoring and research as part of implementing
the recovery plan. Then the viability criteria can be reevaluated and, if necessary, revised,
as part of adaptive management.

As recovery plans for the Puget Sound recovery domain were completed and the PSTRT
products finalized, NMFS restructured the PSTRT into the Recovery Implementation
Technical Team (RITT). The focus of the newly formed RITT is to provide technical
guidance, analysis and products related to implementation of recovery plans in the Puget
Sound recovery domain.

Chapter 8 of this plan provides more information on adaptive management and specific
needs for monitoring, research, and evaluation for Lake Ozette sockeye recovery. After
the recovery plan is adopted, a detailed implementation plan including a monitoring
program and provision for adaptive management will be developed in coordination with
the RITT, Lake Ozette Steering Committee, and the co-managers.
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3.3.3 Listing Factor (Threats) Criteria

Evaluating a species for potential reclassification or delisting requires an explicit analysis
of the five ESA listing factors (also called “threats”) in addition to evaluation of
population or demographic parameters. Listing factors are those features that were
evaluated under section 4(a)(1) when the initial determination was made to list the
species for ESA protection. Threats are defined as the specific human activities or
processes that cause the physical conditions that limit a species’ ability to survive. Legal
challenges to recovery plans have affirmed the need to frame recovery criteria in terms of
threats as assessed under the five listing factors, which are listed in Sections 1.3 and 3.1
above.

At the time of a delisting decision, NMFS will examine whether the section 4(a)(1)
listing factors have been addressed, such that delisting is not likely to result in re-
emergence of the threats. It is possible that current perceived threats will become
insignificant in the future as a result of changes in the natural environment or changes in
the way threats affect the entire life cycle of salmon and steelhead. Consequently, NMFS
expects that the ranking of threats may change over time and that new threats may be
identified. Establishing criteria for each of the relevant listing/delisting factors helps to
ensure that underlying causes of decline have been addressed and mitigated prior to
considering a species for delisting. During its periodic status reviews, NMFS will
evaluate and review the listing factor criteria under conditions at the time to determine
how actions implemented to improve upon listing factors have affected VSP
characteristics for the naturally produced components of the Lake Ozette sockeye salmon
population.

NMEFS expects that if the Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan’s actions to address the
threats and limiting factors are implemented, they will have a high likelihood of meeting
the listing factor (threats) criteria specified in this section.

Each of the threats criteria described below is related to one or more of the major factors
limiting recovery described in the plan and listed in NMFS’ 2006 Report to Congress on
the Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF) for Lake Ozette sockeye salmon,
i.e., (1) riparian area degradation and loss of in-river large woody debris; (2) degraded
tributaries/river/lake habitat conditions; (3) excessive sediment in spawning gravels; and
(4) predation on adults by otters and seals (MFM 2000; NMFS 2003; NMFS 2006b—
http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Salmon-Recovery-Planning/PCSRF/upload/PCSRF-Rpt-

2006.pdf).

Factor A: The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of a
species’ habitat or range.

To determine that the Lake Ozette sockeye ESU is recovered, threats to habitat should be
addressed as outlined below:
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10.

Forest management practices continue to be implemented under the Washington
Department of Natural Resources Habitat Conservation Plan for state forest lands,
and under Washington State Forest Practices Rules consistent with the Forest
Practices Habitat Conservation Plan on private lands. Forestry management
actions are effectively monitored for consistency with HCP regulations, and rules
included in the forestry plans are enforced.

Agricultural practices are implemented adequately throughout the watershed to
protect riparian areas, floodplains, and stream channels, and to protect water
quality from sediment, pesticide, herbicide, and fertilizer runoff.

Rural development, including land use conversion from agriculture and forest
land to rural development areas, does not reduce water quality or impair natural
stream conditions.

Channel function, including vegetated riparian areas, canopy cover, stream-bank
stability, off-channel and side-channel habitats, natural substrate and sediment
processes, natural hydraulic and hydrologic processes, water quality, and channel
complexity is restored to provide adequate migration, rearing and spawning
habitat.

Limnetic processes are protected and restored so that ecological inputs (of
sediment, instream and groundwater flows, insects, leaves and wood) and
ecological habitat processes support properly functioning lake and shoreline
habitat conditions, which in turn support adequate adult migration, rearing, and
spawning habitat for Lake Ozette sockeye salmon and the species they prey upon.

Nearshore processes are protected and restored so that ecological inputs (of
sediment, instream and groundwater flows, insects, leaves and wood) and
ecological habitat processes support properly functioning estuary and nearshore
habitat conditions that in turn support Lake Ozette sockeye salmon and the
species they prey upon.

Technical tools accurately assess the impacts of habitat management actions.

Deleterious effects of stormwater runoff are eliminated or controlled so as not to
impair water quality and quantity in salmonid streams, the lake, or the riparian
habitats supporting them.

Sufficient instream flow and lake level conditions are achieved to support salmon
spawning, rearing, and migration needs and to meet the Lake Ozette sockeye
population viability targets.

High temperatures no longer pose a threat of lethal or sub-lethal effects, such as
decreased embryo viability, impaired life cycle performance of offspring, and
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decreases in survival and productivity of adult migrants exposed to high
temperatures in Lake Ozette and the Ozette River.

For additional information on threats related to habitat degradation and loss, see Chapter
4 of the plan and the 2006 PCSRF Report to Congress (NMFS 2006b).

Factor B: Overutilization for commercial, recreational, or educational purposes.

To determine that Lake Ozette sockeye salmon are recovered, any utilization for
commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes should be addressed as
outlined below:

1. Fishery management plans for Lake Ozette sockeye are in place that (a)
accurately account for total fishery mortality (i.e., both landed catch and non-
landed mortalities) and constrain mortality rates to levels that are consistent with
achieving ESU viability (i.e., provide for adequate spawning escapement given
intrinsic productivity for both beach and tributary spawning sockeye); and (b) are
implemented so that any effects on the abundance, productivity, diversity, and
spatial structure of the population are consistent with the recovery of the ESU.

2. Compliance with fishery management rules and regulations is effectively
monitored and enforced.

3. Technical tools accurately assess the potential impacts of fishery management
actions.

For additional information on threats related to harvest actions, see Chapter 4 of this plan.
Factor C: Disease or predation.

To determine that the ESU is recovered, any disease or predation that threatens its
continued existence should be addressed as outlined below:

1. Hatchery operations apply measures that reduce the risk that natural Lake Ozette
sockeye salmon are adversely affected by fish diseases and parasites.

2. Suitable methods and levels of marine mammal and river otter control are
identified and implemented to mitigate negative interactions with sockeye where
predation poses significant risks to recovery. Measures taken must be consistent
with NPS, Marine Mammal Protection Act, and National Marine Sanctuary laws
policies, or regulations, where applicable.

3. Populations of introduced and native predator species (e.g., cutthroat trout,
sculpin, northern pikeminnow, and largemouth bass) are managed such that
competition or predation with Lake Ozette sockeye salmon does not impede
recovery.
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For additional information on current threats resulting from disease or predation, see
Chapter 4 of the plan.

Factor D: The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms.

To determine that Lake Ozette sockeye salmon are recovered, any inadequacy of existing
regulatory mechanisms that threatens its continued existence should be addressed as
outlined below:

1. Local, state, and federal regulatory mechanisms are in place to ensure that any
effects on the abundance, productivity, diversity, and spatial structure of the
sockeye population are consistent with the recovery of the ESU.

2. Technical tools accurately assess the potential impacts of regulatory actions.

3. Rules and regulations for habitat management, protection, and restoration (e.g.,
the FPHCP) are effectively enforced.

4. Habitat conditions, watershed functions, riparian corridors, and nearshore
processes are conserved and protected through land-use planning that guides
population growth and rural development.

5. Habitat conditions and watershed function are protected and restored through
regulations that govern resource extraction such as timber harvest.

6. Adequate resources, priorities, regulatory frameworks, and coordination
mechanisms are established and/or maintained for the effective management of
fisheries and for effective enforcement of land and water use regulations that
protect and restore habitats and marine and freshwater bodies.

7. Habitat conditions and watershed functions are protected through land acquisition
or easements from willing landowners as appropriate where existing policy or
regulation does not provide adequate protection.

8. Adequate Washington Department of Ecology regulatory mechanisms protect
water quality and restrict stormwater runoff.

For additional information on existing regulatory mechanisms, see Section 7.2.1 of the
plan.

Factor E: Other natural or man-made factors affecting the species’ continued existence.
To determine that Lake Ozette sockeye salmon are recovered, other natural and man-
made threats to its continued existence should be addressed as outlined below:

May 4, 2009 3-12 Recovery Goals,
Obijectives, & Criteria



RECOVERY PLAN FOR LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE SALMON

1. Federal, state, and tribal hatchery management plans are in place to ensure that
any effects on the abundance, productivity, diversity, and spatial structure of the
population are consistent with the recovery of the ESU.

2. Integrated adaptive management that includes monitoring, evaluation, and
research programs is implemented to assess the potential impacts of hatchery,
habitat, and harvest management actions.

3. Hatcheries operate using appropriate ecological, genetic, and demographic risk
containment measures for (1) hatchery-origin adults returning to natural spawning
areas, (2) release of hatchery juveniles, (3) handling of natural-origin adults at
hatchery facilities, (4) withdrawal of water for hatchery use, (5) discharge of
hatchery effluent, and (5) maintenance of fish health during sockeye salmon
propagation in the hatchery.

4. Rules and regulations for hatchery fish management and protection are effectively
enforced.

5. Ecological functions of salmon, including their benefits in cycling ocean-derived
nutrients into freshwater lake, estuarine, and nearshore areas are considered in
developing and implementing fishery, hatchery, and habitat management actions.

6. All hatchery-origin juvenile Lake Ozette sockeye salmon are marked to
differentiate them from natural-origin Lake Ozette sockeye, enabling assessments
of hatchery and wild sockeye production levels through sampling of fisheries,
migratory areas, and adult returns to hatcheries and natural spawning areas.

7. Mechanisms are in place to reduce the incidence of, and impacts from,
introduced, invasive, or exotic species.

3.4 DELISTING DECISIONS

NMFS concludes that the biological (Section 3.3.1) and listing factor (threats) criteria
(Section 3.3.3), when taken together, describe conditions, commitments, and
administrative measures that, when met, would result in a determination that the species
is not likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a
significant portion of its range. The criteria should exceed the minimum necessary to
delist the ESU. In accordance with its responsibilities under section 4(c)(2) of the Act,
NMFS will conduct status reviews of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon at least once every
five years to evaluate the status of the ESU and determine whether it should be removed
from the list or changed in status. Such evaluations will take into account the following:

e The biological criteria (Rawson et al. 2008 and Currens et al. 2006) and listing
factor (threats) criteria described above and as amended through the research,
monitoring, evaluation, and adaptive management processes included in this plan.
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The TRT has provided biological viability criteria that include a planning range
for abundance. NMFS has asked the PSTRT to further calculate a more specific
abundance and productivity target within this range, which, over a specified
number of years, would represent a level upon which to base the delisting
decision. A more specific target will be added to the recovery plan when it
becomes available.

e The management programs in place to address the threats.

¢ Principles presented in the Viable Salmonid Populations paper (McElhany et al.
2000).

e Best available information on ESU status and new advances in risk evaluation
methodologies.

e Other considerations, including: the distribution of spawning aggregations; the
diversity of life history and phenotypes expressed; the function and ecological
diversity of occupiable habitat types relative to those available to the historical
population; and considerations regarding catastrophic risk.

3.5 MODIFYING OR UPDATING THE RECOVERY PLAN

The ESA requires a review of all listed species at least once every five years. Guidance
for these reviews developed jointly by NMFS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is
on the NMFS website:

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/pdfs/laws/quidance_5_year review.pdf. According to
NMFS Interim Endangered and Threatened Species Recovery Planning Guidance (NMFS
Recovery Guidance) (NMFS 2006a), immediately following the five-year species review,
an approved recovery plan should be reviewed in conjunction with implementation
monitoring, to determine whether or not the plan needs to be brought up to date.

NMFS Recovery Guidance provides three types of plan modifications: 1) an update; 2) a
revision; or 3) an addendum. An update involves relatively minor changes. An update
may identify specific actions that have been initiated since the plan was completed, as
well as changes in species status or background information that do not alter the overall
direction of the recovery effort. An update does not suffice if substantive changes are
being made in the recovery criteria or if any changes in the recovery strategy, criteria, or
actions indicate a shift in the overall direction of recovery; in this case, a revision would
be required. Updates can be made by the Salmon Recovery Division, which will seek
input from the local stakeholder group prior to making any update. An update would not
require a public review and comment period.

NMFS expects that updates will result from implementation of the adaptive management
program for this plan. Adaptive management depends on the flow of information from
field staff to recovery managers and planners; hence it requires frequent updates from
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monitoring and research on the effectiveness of recovery actions and the status and trends
of the listed species. It may be most efficient to keep the recovery plan current by
updating it frequently enough to forego the need for major revisions.

A revision is a substantial rewrite and is usually required if major changes are required in
the recovery strategy, objectives, criteria, or actions. A revision may also be required if
new threats to the species are identified, when research identifies new life history traits or
threats that have significant recovery ramifications, or when the current plan is not
achieving its objectives. Revisions represent a major change to the recovery plan and
must include a public review and comment period.

An addendum can be added to a recovery plan after the plan has been approved and can
accommodate minor information updates or relatively simple additions such as
implementation strategies or participation plans, by approval of the field office or
Regional Administrator. More significant addenda—adding a species to a recovery plan,
for example—should undergo public review and comment before being attached to a
plan. Addenda are approved on a case by case basis because of the wide range of
significance of different types of addenda. NMFS will seek input from stakeholders on
minor addenda to the Lake Ozette Sockeye Salmon Recovery Plan.
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4 LIMITING FACTORS

The causes for decline of Lake Ozette sockeye are numerous and not entirely understood,
although several hypotheses were proposed prior to the initiation of the current recovery
planning effort (e.g., Jacobs et al. 1996, Gustafson et al. 1997, and MFM 2000). Makah
Fisheries Management (2000) summarized the commonly presented factors for decline as
follows: (1) loss of adequate quality and quantity of beach spawning habitat; (2) loss of
tributary spawning sockeye populations; (3) past over-exploitation; (4) predation and
disruption of natural predator-prey relationships; (5) introduction of non-native fish and
plant species; (6) temporarily poor ocean conditions; and (7) interactions of these factors.
The collective effects of these factors may have further influenced spawning habitat
quality by reducing the population size to a threshold where lower densities of spawning
fish could not adequately maintain clean, vegetation-free spawning gravels. The
introduction of non-native plant and fish species may currently affect the population’s
ability to recover, but there is currently little evidence to implicate non-native species as
an important factor responsible for the decline of Lake Ozette sockeye.

It is important to distinguish between factors responsible for the decline of the population
(factors for decline), and factors that currently limit sockeye abundance and productivity
(limiting factors), as they are not necessarily one and the same. Certain activities that
may have contributed to the decline of Ozette sockeye may no longer operate to limit
abundance or productivity (e.g., commercial sockeye harvest).

A more thorough identification of limiting factors hypothesized as currently affecting
Lake Ozette sockeye was completed recently and is described in detail in the Lake Ozette
Sockeye Limiting Factors Analysis (LFA) (Haggerty et al. 2009). Based on the best
available information and analysis, the Lake Ozette Steering Committee’s Technical
Workgroup evaluated and rated each of the limiting factors hypotheses for its
contribution to sockeye population or subpopulation mortality by life stage. The degree
of impact of each limiting factor hypothesis was categorized as one of the following:
unknown, negligible, low, moderate, or high. Sections 4.1 through 4.4 present a summary
of the findings from the Lake Ozette Sockeye LFA (for detailed explanations and
evidence for each limiting factor and life stage, please refer to the LFA). Figure 4.1 and
Figure 4.2 are simplified depictions of these limiting factor ratings. The figures illustrate
the estimated relative mortality thought to be associated with each hypothesized limiting
factor for sockeye salmon by subpopulation and life stage.

Limiting factors affecting Lake Ozette sockeye are presented in this plan as a series of
hypotheses that can be tested. The adaptive management program will include
monitoring and evaluation designed to yield information confirming or disconfirming
these hypotheses; this information, in turn, will become feedback to management on the
effectiveness of recovery strategies and actions.
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Figure 4.1. Beach spawning sockeye life history stages and hypothesized limiting factors.
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Figure 4.2. Tributary spawning sockeye life history stages and hypothesized limiting factors.
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41 LIMITING FACTORS APPROACH

Identifying, rating, and describing the factors that limit the productivity and abundance of
the species in question enables recovery planners to identify actions, management
scenarios, and activities that, in turn, may reduce the limiting factors and help to rebuild
the population(s). The Limiting Factors Analysis (Haggerty et al. 2009) identified and
rated limiting factors based upon the degree of impact and relative mortality by life stage
that directly results from a given phenomenon. The LFA method of identifying limiting
factors differed significantly from methods used in other limiting factors analyses
conducted within the Puget Sound recovery domain. In these other limiting factors
analyses, biologists and planners identified factors that had been altered through various
human management practices (e.g., land use, fisheries, hatcheries) and typically did not
include intrinsic factors (e.g., marine survival and/or predation) that limit the productivity
and abundance of salmonids. In contrast, the approach used in the Lake Ozette Sockeye
LFA included both intrinsic limiting factors and anthropogenically influenced limiting
factors.

Within the LFA and this recovery plan we assume that the historical (pre-European
development) intrinsic factors that “naturally” limited sockeye abundance, productivity,
spatial structure, and diversity resulted in a viable sockeye salmon population.
Furthermore we assume that in historical times, since Euro-American homesteading
began in the watershed, human activities have changed the watershed and ecosystem in
which sockeye salmon were once viable by altering the physical features and biological
processes that create sockeye salmon habitat at the population and subpopulation scale.
These physical and biological alterations have resulted in decreased sockeye viability by
reducing the abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and diversity of Ozette sockeye.
Past, present, and future actions that affect the physical and biological state of the
watershed have the potential to further decrease the viability of Lake Ozette sockeye. In
order to develop critical insight into how to improve the physical and biological
conditions affecting the viability of Ozette sockeye, the LFA and this recovery plan
identify the limiting factors currently affecting sockeye, the processes and inputs that
create the limiting factors, and the activities (past and present) that alter inputs and
processes.

The Lake Ozette sockeye salmon ESU is composed of one population (PSTRT 2006) and
contains five known spawning aggregations. Each spawning aggregation represents an
individual subpopulation. Some limiting factors, habitat conditions, and life histories are
shared among all subpopulations, while others vary among them. In the LFA, the
subpopulations were grouped based on spawning environment, i.e. tributary vs. beach,
and limiting factors were described in three categories: those affecting the entire
population; those specific to beach spawners; and those specific to tributary spawners.
This approach is also used in the recovery plan. Limiting factors identified for each of
these three categories are assigned into one of three further categories, reflecting their
relative standing as Key limiting factors, Contributing limiting factors, or factors Not
Likely limiting.
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¢ Key limiting factors are those with the greatest impact on the population’s ability
to reach the status desired for it. Key limiting factors directly result in decreased
sockeye salmon viability, because of the degree of impact, frequency and
persistence of impact, and/or scale of population affected. A key limiting factor
required high ratings in both the degree of impact on sockeye and the relative
mortality during at least one life history stage. In addition, conditions influencing
the factor must have a significant linkage to anthropogenically influenced
processes and inputs.

e Contributing limiting factors also influence survival and/or directly result in the
mortality of sockeye salmon. Contributing limiting factors are likely to
cumulatively or individually result in decreased sockeye salmon viability, because
of the degree of impact, frequency and persistence of impact, and/or scale of
population affected, but the degree of impact is rated low, moderate, or unknown.

o Factors not likely limiting can influence the survival or directly result in the
mortality of individual sockeye salmon, but because of the scale of influence,
either by degree of impact or scale of population affected, they are not likely to
cumulatively or individually result in decreased sockeye salmon viability. The
degree of impact is rated low, negligible, or unknown.

Several parameters regulating and/or affecting each key and contributing limiting factor
are described and evaluated in subsections 4.2 through 4.4. Each limiting factor is
presented in a structured system that includes five parts: life history stages affected,
limiting factor hypothesis, limiting factor rationale, description of processes and inputs
regulating limiting factor, and activities and/or conditions affecting processes and inputs.

The limiting factor hypotheses were simplified to make the recovery plan more accessible
to a wider audience.? Details are available in the Limiting Factors Analysis (Haggerty et
al. 2009). Whereas the hypotheses in the Limiting Factors Analysis were logically split
up into the smallest possible units of verifiable assertions, for the recovery plan they were
combined (lumped) into new single hypotheses that would cover either an entire
population segment or the entire sockeye population.

For example, Hypothesis 1 in the recovery plan states that predation on sockeye salmon
in recent times is higher than it used to be, probably because of changes in relative
numbers of sockeye and predators. In the Limiting Factors Analysis, this general
statement relating to all life stages of sockeye and all subpopulations is broken down into
life history stages and locations: adult sockeye in the Ozette River heading for the lake;
adult sockeye holding in the lake before spawning; juvenile sockeye rearing in the lake;
juvenile sockeye in the Ozette River heading for the ocean. Each of these categories in
turn may have several “sub-hypotheses” about specific causes for higher predation in
specific situations.

2 The numbers corresponding to the hypotheses in the Recovery Plan and those identified in the Limiting
Factors Analysis do not necessarily correspond. However, the principles of those hypotheses brought
forward from the LFA to the Recovery Plan are accurately reflected in the Plan.
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Recovery plan hypotheses are numbered 1 through 16 according to the order in which
they are presented. Numbering does not indicate importance, priority, or rank. Table
4.1 includes a summary of each limiting factor hypothesis presented in Sections 4.2 to 4.4
of the recovery plan and a link to the related hypotheses in Haggerty et al. (2009).
Habitat-forming processes and inputs that may regulate limiting factors within the
watershed are also identified in Sections 4.2 to 4.4. Examples of habitat-forming
processes and inputs include but are not limited to the following: riparian community
succession and organic inputs, sediment delivery and bedload storage and transport,
precipitation runoff patterns, channel migration, predator-prey food-web interactions, and
thermal and chemical inputs. Habitat-forming processes and inputs affecting limiting
factor hypotheses were identified based on best available information for the Lake Ozette
watershed. Finally, land use and other activities that affect natural habitat-forming
processes and inputs are also identified within Chapter 4. For each limiting factor
hypothesis presented, the linkage between habitat-forming processes and inputs is
presented, as well as the known anthropogenic activities that affect the natural rate,
quantity, or pathway of habitat-forming processes and inputs. Understanding the linkage
between limiting factors, processes and inputs, and activities that alter natural habitat-
forming processes and inputs is critical in the development of strategies aimed at
recovering the conditions that limit VSP parameters. A monitoring and evaluation plan
structured as part of an adaptive management program makes it possible to adjust the
course of recovery actions as our understanding increases.
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Table 4.1. Summary of limiting factors hypotheses presented in this plan and links to limiting factors hypotheses presented in the
LFA (Haggerty et al. 2009).

Limiting Limiting Limiting
Factor Factor Factor Population
Hypothesis # | Hypothesis # Hypothesis Segment(s) Limiting
Used in Plan in LFA Category Affected Factor NARRATIVE
Changes in relative predator-prey
abundances in the Ozette River and Lake
Ozette have increased the proportion of
Hypothesis 1 . juvenile and adult sockeye consumed by
(Predation) 1,7,41,45 Key ALL Predation predators and resulted in decreased
freshwater survival, as well as an overall
decrease in the number of sockeye
returning to spawn.
High stream temperatures and low
Hypothesis 2 frequency, high intensity turbidity events
(Water 3, 7,47 Contributing ALL Water Quality | reduce the fitness of sockeye salmon
Quality) entering or exiting Lake Ozette and result
in decreased survival and productivity.
: Reduced streamflows in the Ozette River
Hyporthesis 3 affect water quality and predation rates and
(Water 4,48 Contributing ALL Streamflow g ;
. efficiency and reduce the fitness of
Quantity) L o
migrating and emigrating sockeye.
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Limiting Limiting Limiting
Factor Factor Factor Population
Hypothesis # | Hypothesis # Hypothesis Segment(s) Limiting
Used in Plan in LFA Category Affected Factor NARRATIVE
Reduced pool depth, volume, and cover
Hvpothesis 4 have decreased predator avoidance
{ﬁabi tat) 2,46 Contributing ALL Habitat capabilities and refuge areas for sockeye,
increasing predator efficiency and reducing
refuge habitat.
Survival in the marine environment is
driven by large-scale climatic processes,
Hypothesis 5 which are not controllable. Variability in
(Marine 53 Contributing ALL Marine Survival ”.‘a”.';? survival ratelskfolr sof(keyﬁ sgl_mon 1S
Survival) significant, but not likely a key imiting
factor at present. Large-scale changes in
marine conditions should be monitored and
may be significant in the future.
Because little is known about the Ozette
Hvpothesis River estuary, there is no current
(égtuar ) NA Unknown ALL Estuary hypothesis concerning estuarine conditions
y as a limiting factor for sockeye. This is an
important data gap.
. Reduced quality and quantity of beach
Hy?;g;g?:s 6 Beach Beach spawning habitat in Lake Ozette has
Spawnin 13, 17 Key SpAWNers Spawning decreased egg to emergence survival,
Hpabi tat)g P Habitat resulting in reduced fry production from
the beach spawning aggregations.
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Limiting Limiting Limiting
Factor Factor Factor Population
Hypothesis # | Hypothesis # Hypothesis Segment(s) Limiting
Used in Plan in LFA Category Affected Factor NARRATIVE
Changes in relative predator-prey
abundances on Ozette spawning beaches
Hypothe_sis 7 11,18 Key Beach Predation have increased the proportion of adult
(Predation) Spawners sockeye, eggs, and newly emerged fry
consumed by predators, resulting in
decreased freshwater survival.
Turbidity and suspended sediment
concentration (SSC) at Olsen’s and Allen’s
Beaches have a limited effect on sockeye
. salmon because of the distance of
Hpothesis 8 Beach spawning habitat from major sediment
(Water NA Contributing S Water Quality H t historical spawnin
Quality) pawners sources. However, at histo p g
sites near major tributary outfalls, such as
Umbrella Beach, the effects of turbidity
and SSC would be expected to be similar
to those described in Hypothesis 13.
Hypothesis 9 o Beach Seasona_l lake level (_:hanges result in re_dd
14 Contributing Lake Level dewatering, decreasing egg-to-fry survival
(Lake Level) Spawners rates
Reduced spawning habitat quality and
quantity have increased the competition for
Hypothe_is_ 10 15 Contributing Beach Competition suitabl_e habitat at low to moderate o
(Competition) Spawners spawning escapement levels, resulting in
increased redd superimposition and
decreased egg-to-fry survival.
May 4, 2009 4-8 Limiting Factors




RECOVERY PLAN FOR LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE SALMON

Limiting Limiting Limiting
Factor Factor Factor Population
Hypothesis # | Hypothesis # Hypothesis Segment(s) Limiting
Used in Plan in LFA Category Affected Factor NARRATIVE
Channel simplification and increased
sediment production and delivery to
Hypothesis 11 streams have decreased the quantity of
. . Tributary suitable spawning habitat (i.e., gravel)
(Tributary 26. 31 Ke Tributary S ! ilabl ! )
) , y pawning available to tributary spawning sockeye.
Spawning Spawners Habitat I 4 levels of fi diment
Habitat) abita ncreased levels of fine sedimen
(<0.85mm) in spawning gravels reduces
intra-gravel flow and oxygenation of redds,
resulting in decreased egg-to-fry survival.
. . Decreased channel stability and floodplain
Hypoth_e_5|s 12 32 Contributing Tributary Char)r}el alterations have reduced egg-to-fry
(Stability) Spawners Stability . . .
emergence survival in sockeye tributaries.
Elevated turbidity and SSC levels increase
stress and reduce sockeye fitness, resulting
in increased egg retention rates and pre-
spawning mortalities. High levels of
Hypothesis 13 Tributary turbidity and SSC result in fine sediment
(Water 22,29, 34, 40 Contributing Spawners Water Quality | deposition in sockeye redds, decreasing
Quality) P egg survival. High levels of turbidity and
SSC during the sockeye fry emigration
period result in reduced sockeye fry
survival, fitness, increased gill abrasion,
and altered oxygen uptake.
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Limiting Limiting Limiting
Factor Factor Factor Population
Hypothesis # | Hypothesis # Hypothesis Segment(s) Limiting
Used in Plan in LFA Category Affected Factor NARRATIVE
Predation of sockeye fry during
emergence, emigration, and dispersal
. . significantly reduces the number of fry
Héﬁgg;??ﬂ%‘l 19, 24, 36, 38 Contributing -Srpr);?/l\j:]aerr)é Predation rearing in the pelagic zone of the lake.
Predation on adult sockeye and eggs in
tributaries occurs at low levels and is not
likely a significant limiting factor.
Natural and anthropogenically influenced
streamflow variability (magnitude,
frequency, and timing of low and high
flows) affects sockeye mortality by: 1)
delaying adult migration into tributaries
Hypothesis 15 Tributary (resulting in more predation, egg
(Water 21, 27, 33, 39 Contributing S Streamflow retention), 2) limiting where adults spawn
. pawners . . :
Quantity) in a cross-section (e.g., sequestering
spawners in areas where egg scour or
desiccation is likely), and/or 3) increasing
emigrating fry exposure times in tributaries
(resulting in predation, water quality
iSsues).
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Limiting Limiting Limiting
Factor Factor Factor Population
Hypothesis # | Hypothesis # Hypothesis Segment(s) Limiting
Used in Plan in LFA Category Affected Factor NARRATIVE
Current holding pool frequency and
volume, reduced from historical
. conditions, appear to be adequate in
Hypothe_5|s 16 Not Currently Tributary . relation to the current numbers of adult
(Holding 20, 25 o Holding Pools X
Limiting Spawners sockeye salmon. However, as the tributary
Pools) . . .
population continues to expand, this factor
may begin to exert an influence.
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4.2 LIMITING FACTORS AFFECTING ALL POPULATION
SEGMENTS

All Lake Ozette sockeye aggregations experience the same habitat conditions and

limiting factors during five life history stages: adult migration (Ozette River), adult
holding (Lake Ozette), juvenile rearing (Lake Ozette), smolt emigration to the ocean
(Ozette River), and marine rearing. The LFA identified and characterized limiting factors
by life stage and degree of impact of each limiting factor within each life stage. The
results of the LFA for limiting factors affecting all population segments are shown in
Figure 4.3. Each limiting factor was assessed based upon the sockeye life stage affected,
the process or input influencing the limiting factor, and activities that affect each process
and input. A summary of this assessment is included in Figure 4.4. A detailed narrative
of key and contributing limiting factors is included in Sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2.

Habitat

Research and Monitoring Harvest

Lake Ozette
Holding

Ozette River
Migration

Competition
Harvest Harvest
Emigration )
to Ocean Predation

General

Marine
Survival

‘ High Impact

Relative Proportion of Total
Mortality by Life Stage Habitat :E
F e Research and Monitoring Low Impact
LOwW HIGH —> Negligible Impact

Degree of Impact

Figure 4.3. Conceptualization of hypothesized limiting factors affecting all Lake Ozette
sockeye population segments. Arrows depict the degree of impact for each limiting
factor and colored polygons depict the relative proportion of total mortality by life stage.
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Activities-Conditions

Limiting Factors Life History Process/Input Affecting P JInout
Phases ecting Frocesses/ Inputs
Adult Migration Predator-Pre Predator Abundance/Distribution,
Predation Adult Holding Balance/Biolo ?Ical Low Sockeye Abundance, LWD
Juvenile Rearing Processesg = Removal, Streamflow, Weir
Juvenile Emigration Operations
Water A:g[:tlt’\ﬂg{g::%n Tha;rg?(l)l?g;ts LWD Removal, Logging and Road
uali < < ildi issi
Quality Juvenile Emigration [ Sediment Inputs b Building, Carbon Emissions
o R LWD Removal, Logging and Road
Adult Migration Sediment Inputs Building Agricgﬁurge/Rural
Juvenile Emigration < Hydrology, Climate < Develo;;ment Floodplain
LWD Inputs Alterations
Ozette River Adult Migration LWD Recruitment LWD Removal, Historic Riparian
Habitat Juvenil g - P Sediment Inputs P Clearing/Logging, Logging and
Conditions uvenie Rearing N Streamflow N Road Building
Marine - '—) Climate, Upwelling, —DI - - ||
| Ocean Rearing |: Predator-Prey Balance [ | Climate Change/Variability
Estuary Adult Migration Segltrrréznmlf:r;wts LWD Removal, Climate, Logging
Alterations Juvenile Emigration < < and Road Building
Coastal Processes

Other Limiting Factors (Negligible)

Adult Migration

e reag fe—d v Je—1 NA |

Juvenile Emigration

Fisheries, Disease,
Research and
Monitoring

Figure 4.4. Hypothesized limiting factors affecting all population segments, life history
phases affected, processes and inputs regulating limiting factors, and activities/conditions
affecting processes and inputs.

4.2.1 Key Limiting Factors

Predation is the only key limiting factor identified that affects all population segments.

4.2.1.1 Predation (H#1-Pred)

Hypothesis 1: Changes in relative predator-prey abundances in the Ozette River and
Lake Ozette have increased the proportion of juvenile and adult sockeye consumed by
predators such as cutthroat trout, northern pikeminnow, largemouth bass, river otters, and
harbor seals, and resulted in decreased freshwater survival, as well as an overall decrease
in the number of sockeye adults returning to spawn.

Life stages affected: Adult migration, adult holding, juvenile rearing, and juvenile
emigration.

Rationale: Sockeye entering Lake Ozette have a high incidence of predator-induced
scarring and open wounds (~30-50 percent). A mark and recapture study conducted in
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2000 (Gearin et al. 2002) indicates that 10 percent of the sockeye recaptured entering the
lake were wounded by seals and otters in the Ozette River, while up to an additional 50
percent of the fish marked downstream were not successfully recaptured entering the
lake, suggesting that a significant but unquantified level of aquatic mammal predation
occurs in the river, estuary, and nearshore environment. The level of impact on the
population is thought to increase as the run size decreases. Natural and hatchery-origin
sockeye produced in Lake Ozette tributaries can buffer the effects of predation on the
beach spawning population by increasing the number of adult fish entering fresh water
and potentially “swamping” predators.

The disposition of adult sockeye entering the lake and holding for several months prior to
spawning is not fully understood. Assessing adult sockeye mortality rates during the
holding period is complicated by the relatively large size of the lake, the small size of the
population, sockeye holding behavior, and limnological conditions that limit direct
observations of sockeye mortalities and the number of sockeye surviving to spawn in the
lake. Limiting factors affecting sockeye holding in Lake Ozette include predation by
aquatic mammals. The degree to which predation on holding adult sockeye limits
sockeye survival is unknown and remains a data gap.

Beauchamp et al. (1995) suggested that cutthroat trout within Lake Ozette were
consuming most of the fry produced within the watershed. Other factors, such as harvest
and habitat degradation, may have reduced the sockeye population to levels such that
predators could consume the majority of juveniles produced. It is possible, however, that
increased sockeye fry recruitment to the lake from tributary production has decreased the
rate of predation since Beauchamp’s studies. Age-0 O. nerka population dynamics have
likely changed dramatically since the early 1990s, commensurate with the advent of
substantial fry production by the tributary hatchery program. Future studies should
specifically monitor piscivorous fish predation of juvenile sockeye in the lake. Quinn
(2005) found that average survival from fry-to-smolt for sockeye in other lake systems
averages roughly 25 percent, and that predation is presumably responsible for most of the
mortality in the sockeye lakes studied.

Smolt trapping and adult sockeye weir enumeration data indicate that large numbers of
predators congregate in the Ozette River during the smolt emigration period. Stomach
content analyses of northern pikeminnow collected in the Ozette River smolt trap
indicates that they actively feed on sockeye and coho smolts. The impact from predation
on the emigrating sockeye smolt population was rated as moderate at low smolt
abundance and low at moderate and high smolt abundances.

Processes and inputs: Processes and inputs affecting predator-prey balance and
predation efficiency have been altered from pre-European contact conditions. Processes
and inputs affecting predator efficiency include LWD recruitment and removal, which
resulted in reduced habitat complexity.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: Activities affecting, or that have affected, the
predator-prey balance in the Ozette watershed include: introduction of non-native fish
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species; historical (1948-1977) directed fisheries that resulted in decreased sockeye
abundance; selective habitat alterations that negatively affected sockeye habitat (resulting
in reduced sockeye abundance) but had a negligible effect (or positive effect) on
predators’ key habitat; increases in local pinniped populations caused by a combination
of disruption and alteration in the marine ecosystem resulting in the reduction in the
number of apex predators (e.g., orcas) that feed on pinnipeds; abandonment of the Ozette
Village and resulting loss of local pinniped hunting; and implementation of the Marine
Mammal Protection Act.

4.2.2 Contributing Limiting Factors

Contributing limiting factors affecting all Lake Ozette sockeye population segments
include water quality, Ozette River streamflow, Ozette River habitat conditions, marine
survival, and estuary alterations.

4.2.2.1 Water Quality (H#2-WQ)

Hypothesis 2: High stream temperatures and low frequency, high intensity turbidity
events reduce the fitness of sockeye salmon entering or exiting Lake Ozette and result in
decreased survival and productivity.

Life stages affected: Adult migration, adult holding, and juvenile emigration.

Rationale: High stream temperatures and low frequency, high intensity turbidity events
occur during the adult sockeye migration period. The physiological optimum temperature
for sockeye salmon is in the range of 12-15°C (Brett 1971). Temperatures approaching
24°C have been recorded in the Ozette River during the period when adult fish are
leaving the ocean and transiting the river to Lake Ozette (Haggerty et al. 2009). During
the 2004 adult migration, it was estimated that ~56 percent of adult sockeye entered the
Ozette River when daily stream temperatures were >18°C and more than 16 percent
entered when daily average stream temperature exceeded 21°C.

Gearin et al. (2002) reported that the mean transit time for adult sockeye from the estuary
to lake entry in RY 2000 was 65.2 hours (range=17-154hrs). Sockeye may encounter
excessive temperatures (>20°C ) in the Ozette River, but their exposure time appears to
be short. The effects of 2- to 4-day exposure to temperatures between 18-24 °C is not
well documented in the scientific literature. However, it is important to note that some
individuals linger in the river longer; approximately 8 percent of sockeye reported by
Gearin et al. (2002) spent 6 to 7 days between the estuary and the lake. High water
temperatures in the Ozette River during adult migration are not known to result in
significant direct en-route mortality. High temperatures likely make sockeye more
susceptible to disease and infection. Elevated temperatures can promote fungal and
bacterial infections, as well as secondary wound infection, making sockeye more
susceptible to pre-spawning mortality.

May 4, 2009 4-15 Limiting Factors



RECOVERY PLAN FOR LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE SALMON

During the past 90 years, air temperatures during the adult sockeye migration period are
estimated to have increased by 1-2°C, based on climate data from a nearby monitoring
station. Air temperature is arguably the most important meteorological variable affecting
lake surface temperature, as it is causally involved in all heat exchange processes except
the absorption of solar radiation and the emission of long-wave radiation from the lake
surface (Kettle et al. 2004). Thus, the increase in average air temperature suggests an
increase in average lake temperature since the early 1900s.

Collectively, poor water quality conditions, especially during the later part of the run, are
cause for concern. Adult sockeye covered in silt and bleeding from the gills have been
observed in the Ozette River following high turbidity and SSC events. The size and
angularity of suspended sediment particles in lower Coal Creek samples may explain
field observations of sockeye impacts caused by SSC. The disposition of adult sockeye
exposed to such conditions and then entering the lake and holding for several months
prior to spawning is unknown; assessment of population status and mortality rates during
the holding period is complicated by the relatively large size of the lake, the small size of
the population, sockeye holding behavior, and limnological conditions that limit direct
observations. However, delayed pre-spawning mortality related to decreased fitness from
elevated water temperatures and high SSC events in the Ozette River is likely to reduce
the number of sockeye that survive to spawn.

High stream temperatures occur in the Ozette River during the sockeye smolt emigration
period, but the majority of the smolts emigrate before stream temperatures reach >16°C.
Based on average emigration timing, only a small fraction of sockeye smolts are likely to
encounter temperatures exceeding 18°C. Low frequency, high intensity turbidity events
resulting in moderate physiological stress are of greater concern. In April, when average
Ozette River streamflow is still ~400 cfs, SS inputs from Coal Creek would normally be
diluted by flow contributions from the Ozette River; however, even 50 percent dilution of
the SSC would have a negligible effect on the predicted impacts on sockeye salmon at the
concentration levels estimated to occur following a 2-inch precipitation event (see LFA).

From May to August when the lake level is typically low, no or very limited dilution
from the Ozette River would be expected, because high intensity rainfall events usually
reverse the flow of the Ozette River (during low lake level periods) and Ozette River
flow is made up almost entirely of Coal Creek discharge. Severity indices estimated
from data tables in Newcombe and Jensen (1996) indicate that for moderately common
storm events in Coal Creek (10 percent to 3 percent probability of occurrence on any
given day from May-August), moderate behavioral and physiological stress could occur
for juvenile sockeye. Effects could include moderate physiological stress; moderate
habitat degradation and impaired homing; and major indications of physiological stress
and poor condition. During the month of May, no more than 7.5 percent of the average
annual emigrating smolt population is expected to encounter suspended sediment at
concentrations predicted to result in moderate physiological stress.

Processes and inputs: Processes and inputs affecting water quality in the Ozette River
include: thermal inputs, hydrology, and sediment inputs.
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Activities affecting inputs/processes: The following activities affect water quality
conditions in the Ozette River:

e Large woody debris (LWD) removal or losses in LWD volume has caused
channel destabilization, which, in turn, can result in higher turbidity and
suspended sediment concentrations.

e Logging and road building have increased sediment inputs, reduced sediment
storage, and resulted in more frequent high suspended sediment concentration
events in the Ozette River.

e Channel alterations and sediment mobilizing events have increased coarse
sediment deposition at the confluence of Coal Creek and the Ozette River.
Increased sediment deposition has resulted in an increase in the lake’s outlet
control elevation, thereby altering the river’s streamflow (see Hypothesis 3),
which may result in reduced water quality.

e Increased carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions have altered and are
altering greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere. Increased greenhouse
gases in the atmosphere have been linked to global climate change. Global
climate change is likely resulting in warmer lake and river temperatures.

4.2.2.2 Ozette River Streamflow (H#3-Q)

Hypothesis 3: Reduced streamflows in the Ozette River affect water quality and
predation rates and efficiency and reduce the fitness of migrating and emigrating
sockeye.

Life stages affected: Adult migration and juvenile emigration.

Rationale: Available discharge data for the Ozette River at the lake outlet indicate a clear
trend of decreasing baseflow (summer discharge) over time from the 1970s to 2000s
(Haggerty et al. 2009). The decrease is likely caused by multiple factors acting
cumulatively over time.

Available data do not indicate that precipitation or lake level have changed dramatically
over time to influence Ozette River discharge. Rather, internal mechanisms are at play.
A significant change in the lake stage-streamflow relationship occurred in the Ozette
River between 1979 and 2002, indicating that streamflow in the Ozette River is lower for
a given lake stage in 2002 than it was in 1979. The percentage of hyporheic
(underground) flow to total flow may have changed because of sedimentation near the
confluence of the Ozette River and Coal Creek. Increasing shoreline vegetation has
increased evapotranspiration, potentially influencing lake levels and thus river discharge.
Summer base flows into Lake Ozette may have declined as a result of the effects of land
use on fog drip, summer transpiration efficiency of dominant vegetation, soil water
retention, and floodplain water storage. These hypothesized reductions in summer water
inputs to Lake Ozette could translate to reduced Ozette River streamflow.

Reduced streamflow has the potential to affect water quality, predation rates and
efficiency, and migration, reducing the fitness of migrating adult sockeye. For example,
in return year (RY) 2003, just under 38 percent of the sockeye entered when streamflow
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was less than 100 cfs. Approximately 10 percent of the RY 2003 sockeye entered the
lake when flows were less than 35 cfs. The lowest flow in which sockeye were observed
migrating was 11 cfs. The overall decrease in baseflow (summer discharge) during the
sockeye migration period remains unknown, and the relative contribution of the
aforementioned factors is poorly understood, as are the biological effects.

Processes and inputs: Processes and inputs affecting streamflow in the Ozette River
include: climate; lake and tributary hydrology; sediment input, routing, and storage in the
lake’s outlet and the upper half-mile of the Ozette River; and LWD recruitment and
storage (in logjams) in the upper one mile of the Ozette River.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: Activities affecting Ozette River streamflow
hydrology include:
e Historical LWD removal in the Ozette River
e ONP facilities operation and maintenance in Ozette River riparian zone
e Logging and road building throughout the watershed and specifically in Coal
Creek
e Agriculture and rural development in the Big River valley
Other floodplain alterations in major tributaries to the lake

4.2.2.3 QOzette River Habitat Conditions (H#4-Hab)

Hypothesis 4: Reduced pool depth, volume, and cover have decreased sockeye refuge
areas and their ability to avoid predators, thus increasing predator efficiency.

Life stages affected: Adult migration and juvenile emigration.

Rationale: The loss of large (>50 cm diameter) woody debris (LWD) in the Ozette River
through past removal operations has undoubtedly reduced habitat complexity throughout
much, if not all, of the Ozette River. Past riparian forest removal adjacent to the upper
0.4 miles of the Ozette River has reduced LWD inputs, delaying the recovery and habitat
potential of the upper river. Although adult sockeye spend a limited amount of time in
the Ozette River, habitat simplification reduces refuge areas, making adult sockeye more
susceptible to predation. Reduced LWD and habitat complexity also reduce refuge areas
for emigrating juvenile sockeye. Sediment inputs from Coal Creek may degrade
spawning habitat quality by increasing the levels of fine sediment in spawning gravels;
however, sockeye have not been documented spawning in the Ozette River. Excessive
sediment inputs can reduce pool volumes and reduce the quantity of high quality pool
habitat available to both adult and juvenile sockeye.

Processes and inputs: Processes and inputs affecting Ozette River habitat conditions
include:

e LWD recruitment
e Sediment inputs and routing
e Streamflow
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Activities affecting inputs/processes: Activities affecting Ozette River habitat
conditions include: historical LWD removal, historical riparian logging and clearing
along the Ozette River, watershed-scale logging and road building (especially in Coal
Creek), and, to a lesser degree, ONP riparian infrastructure and maintenance. Other
activities identified that affect streamflow also affect habitat quality in the Ozette River
(see Hypothesis 3).

4.2.2.4 Marine Survival (H#5-MS)

Hypothesis 5: Survival in the marine environment is driven by large-scale climatic
processes, which are not controllable. Variability in marine survival rates for sockeye
salmon is significant, but not likely a key limiting factor at present. Large-scale changes
in marine conditions should be monitored and may be significant in the future.

Life stages affected: Ocean rearing

Rationale: Mortality of large southern (< 55°N longitude) sockeye smolts in the marine
environment averages 83 percent (Koenings et al. 1993). Mortality in the marine
environment is likely the largest single mortality factor affecting juvenile and sub-adult
sockeye. However, it is important to recognize that: 1) very high mortality rates in the
marine environment are natural, and 2) there are no known direct actions that can be
taken in the marine environment to improve survival for Ozette sockeye. While marine
survival is a critical component in determining the ultimate abundance of Lake Ozette
sockeye, broad-scale, regional studies of decadal scale productivity indicate that changes
in marine survival played a limited role in the decline of Ozette sockeye (for additional
details see LFA Sections 3.1.10, 4.1, 5.2, 5.6, 6.1.13, and 7.13) (Haggerty et al. 2009)

In the future, marine survival has the potential to limit the marine distribution of sockeye
salmon and ultimately the viability of the species within the southern range. Welch et al.
(1998) found that, ““At the current rates of greenhouse gas emissions, predicted
temperature increases under a doubled CO, climate are large enough to shift the position
of the thermal limits [of sockeye salmon] into the Bering Sea by the middle of the next
century [~2050]. Such an increase would potentially exclude sockeye salmon from the
entire Pacific Ocean and severely restrict the overall area of the marine environment that
would support growth.”

Processes and inputs: Processes and inputs affecting marine survival include climate,
natural patterns and variations in upwelling and ocean productivity, and marine predator-
prey balances.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: Global and broad-scale regional degradation of
the marine environment caused by pollution, fisheries, and climate change is likely to
adversely affect future marine survival rates and marine distribution of all Northeast
Pacific-origin sockeye salmon populations.

May 4, 2009 4-19 Limiting Factors



RECOVERY PLAN FOR LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE SALMON

4.2.2.5 Estuary Alterations

Changes in the tidal prism and estuarine habitat conditions appear to have occurred
during the last 50 years. The cause of these apparent changes is poorly understood, as are
the potential effects on Lake Ozette sockeye. Changes in the estuarine habitat conditions
have an unknown impact on sockeye smolt and adult survival. This potential limiting
factor remains a data gap, but it may be a contributing limiting factor because changes in
the estuary can affect predator-prey interactions, water depths and estuary/ocean
accessibility, estuary nutrient supply, and salinity gradients and osmoregulation. Marine
survival data for Ozette are limited but suggest that mortalities occurring in the estuary-
ocean entry phase are within the limits experienced by other sockeye salmon smolts
within the southern range of the species.

4.2.3 Factors Not Likely Limiting Sockeye

The following factors were evaluated and determined not likely to limit sockeye salmon
V'SP parameters.

4.2.3.1 Ocean Fisheries

Section 6.1.13 in the LFA reviews the major Alaska, British Columbia, and Washington
marine area fisheries that harvest sockeye salmon migrating in Northeast Pacific Ocean
areas. The review presented in the LFA indicates that fisheries directly and incidentally
affecting sockeye salmon in the ocean are not likely to be substantial risk factors for
Ozette sockeye salmon survival and recovery to a viable status. The review of ocean
fisheries effects on Ozette sockeye presented in LFA Section 6.1.13 is summarized
below.

Commercial net and troll fisheries extending from Dixon Entrance in southeast Alaska to
the Strait of Juan de Fuca were reviewed for the timing and duration of fishery openings
relative to the estimated migration time of Ozette sockeye through harvest areas. The
evaluation of these ocean fisheries in the LFA concludes that there are no directed
commercial sockeye fisheries in the marine environment when and where the Ozette
sockeye population is present during the ocean rearing and migration period. The early-
return timing of Ozette sockeye (May through late June entry into freshwater)
substantially limits their presence in marine migratory areas when and where commercial
and sport fisheries directed at other Washington and British Columbia-origin sockeye
populations occur. The only ocean fishery for sockeye reviewed in the LFA that occurs
when the later portion of the Ozette sockeye return may be present is a single boat test
gillnet fishery on the southwest coast of VVancouver Island. The test fishery commences
during the third week of June each year (near the end of the Ozette sockeye migration
period into the Ozette River), and is conducted to assess Fraser River sockeye run size
abundance. Sockeye racial identification data collected through the test fishery indicate
that one Ozette sockeye may have been encountered during test fishing several years ago.
All other sockeye that have been captured in the fishery originated from the Fraser River,
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with some contribution of Lake Washington fish. Harvest impacts on Ozette sockeye
from directed sockeye salmon fisheries in the ocean are not risk factors limiting
population recovery.

There is a potential for incidental harvest of Ozette sockeye resulting from interceptions
in ocean sport, commercial, and tribal fisheries directed at other salmon species and
groundfish. However, mortality of Ozette sockeye from such fisheries is likely to be
extremely low. Review of Washington State and tribal catch information for Washington
ocean Chinook and coho salmon and groundfish fisheries that occur during the Ozette
sockeye migration period indicates that the fisheries rarely encounter sockeye salmon.
Incidental harvest resulting from other salmon fisheries, or from groundfish fisheries, is
not a substantial factor affecting Lake Ozette sockeye salmon recovery. There is also no
evidence that high seas flying squid fisheries are currently adversely affecting Lake
Ozette sockeye salmon and other Northeast Pacific salmon stocks. Illegal squid fishing
in the past may have affected abundances of salmon returning to Washington waters;
however, increased enforcement of fishing boundaries by the US Coast Guard and
enactment of bans on the sale of salmon captured in squid fisheries by Japan and Korea
appear to have substantially diminished salmon bycatch in squid fisheries.

4.2.3.2 Freshwater Fisheries

4.2.3.2.1 Ozette River Fisheries

The Ozette River is closed to all sport fishing until August 1. Very few sockeye are still
in the river after August 1. When the river is open, selective fishery rules apply and all
sockeye must immediately be released. There are no likely impacts from permitted
fisheries during the adult migration or juvenile emigration periods. No tribal salmon
fisheries are conducted within the watershed. Some poaching may occur, but no actual
incidents of poaching have been documented by the NPS. Dense riparian undergrowth
makes it difficult to reach the river, and park rangers are present at the access points at
the river mouth and upper river.

4.2.3.2.2 Lake Ozette Fisheries

Under National Park Service regulations, the lake is open to catch and release salmonid
fishing, but the fish must be immediately released. The smolt emigration period begins
before the annual sport fishery opens, and the majority of sockeye smolts are in the lake
during the first few weeks of the fishery. However, fingerling (age 0) sockeye are
unlikely to be susceptible to fishing because of their small size. There are no empirical
data regarding fishing pressure (e.g., angler days) or targeted or untargeted sockeye
encounters within the lake. However, field observations indicate that Lake Ozette has
low fishing pressure, which further reduces the potential impact of incidental sockeye
encounters. Fisheries impacts on sockeye in the lake are unlikely. These conclusions are
consistent with information provided by members of the Limiting Factors Rating
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Workgroup who have direct experience and knowledge regarding Lake Ozette sport
fisheries.

4.2.3.3 Research and Monitoring

No direct adult sockeye mortalities at the weir in the Ozette River caused by physical
injury from weir and smolt trapping equipment have been documented. However, adult
sockeye migrating into the lake are especially susceptible to predators as they transit the
weir. The weir acts as a bottleneck for migrating adult sockeye, and harbor seals and
river otters appear to use the weir as a hunting aid. Seals and otters have frequently been
observed working the face of the weir, swimming back and forth across the river in
search of sockeye. It appears that the susceptibility of adult sockeye to predation at the
weir increases as lake level declines. The counting weir may also delay migrants from
entering the lake and increase their exposure time to elevated stream temperatures and/or
high SSC. Since 1998, weir operations have been conducted with the weir left open 24
hours a day to allow free fish passage into the lake in order to minimize impacts of high
water temperatures and potentially enhanced predation efficiency associated with the
weir (for a complete description of weir operations see the LFA). Smolt trapping data
indicate that very few direct mortalities result from smolt trapping (<1 percent of all
smolts encountered). The indirect effects of smolt trapping are discussed in Hypothesis 1
above.

4.2.3.4 Disease

Sockeye health in the river is not systematically monitored. Observations of infections
and fungus growth are occasionally included in weir observation notes, but no systematic
inventory data are collected. The disposition of adult sockeye entering the lake and
holding for several months prior to spawning is not fully known. During RY 2000, 899
sockeye were trapped and visually examined for external tags and physical condition.
Less than 1 percent of the sockeye transiting the weir had visible fungal growth.
However, at least some individual sockeye have been observed with severe external
infections, and these fish likely die before reaching the spawning grounds. Assessment
of population status and mortality rates during the holding period is complicated by the
relatively large size of the lake, the small size of the population, sockeye holding
behavior, and limnological conditions that limit direct observations of sockeye mortalities
and the number of sockeye surviving to spawn in the lake. The degree that disease limits
sockeye salmon survival during holding is thought to be minimal, based upon
observations of external conditions of sockeye entering the lake. However, more data are
needed. It is possible that high water temperatures or other factors (e.g. predator wounds,
gill abrasion) increase susceptibility to disease.
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4.2.3.5 Hatchery Practices

Hatchery practices implemented as part of the Lake Ozette HGMP include measures to
minimize potential disease and genetic impacts on all spawning aggregations. Annual
sockeye salmon egg take and fry production levels are maintained at conservative levels
to ensure that fry are not overproduced. Unlimited hatchery production of fry could
result in cropping and depletion of zooplankton species important for sockeye growth and
survival during the lake rearing period. Ozette hatchery practices are appropriately
limited in scope and scale, minimizing the risks of adverse hatchery impacts on natural-
origin juvenile sockeye rearing in the lake.

4.2.4 Other Potential Limiting Factors Not Previously Considered

Recent studies conducted by the Washington State Department of Ecology have found
elevated levels of mercury in lake sediments (Furl 2007) and in fish tissues (Sieders et al.
2007; Furl and Meredith 2008). High and/or increasing mercury concentrations in
freshwater fish tissues may be an indicator of other possible heavy metals or other
pollutants that could negatively affect Lake Ozette sockeye. At this time the effect of
potentially elevated mercury or other heavy metal concentrations on Lake Ozette sockeye
is unknown. Researchers should continue and expand upon investigative studies of
mercury and other environmental toxins entering the Lake Ozette food web. Research
should determine and monitor the levels of mercury and other environment toxins in
Lake Ozette sockeye at all freshwater life history stages.
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4.3 LIMITING FACTORS AFFECTING BEACH SPAWNERS

The Lake Ozette Sockeye LFA identified and characterized limiting factors by life stage
and degree of impact of each limiting factor within each life stage for Lake Ozette beach
spawning sockeye. As detailed in Section 4.2, all Lake Ozette sockeye experience
similar conditions while holding and rearing in the lake and migrating to or from the
ocean via the Ozette River. Beach spawning sockeye experience habitat conditions and
limiting factors different from those affecting tributary spawners during four life history
stages: adult staging, beach spawning, egg incubation, and emergence and dispersal. The
results of the LFA for all beach spawning subpopulations are included below in Figure
4.5. Each limiting factor was assessed based upon the life stage affected, the process or
input influencing the limiting factor, and activities that affect each process and input. A
summary of this assessment is included in Figure 4.6. A detailed narrative of key and
contributing limiting factors is included in Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2.

Degree of Impact

‘ High Impact Predation

j Low Impact

—> Negligible Impact

.={>

Predation

Adult Staging Hatchery Strays

Emergence _ _
Seasonal Lake Level and Spawning Habitat
Dispersal Quality

Change

Relative Proportion of Total

Mortality by Life Stage Seasonal Lake Level Change
Redd Superimposition
I_ ——l
LOW HIGH

Figure 4.5. Conceptualization of hypothesized limiting factors affecting beach spawning
Lake Ozette sockeye subpopulations. Arrows depict the degree of impact for each limiting
factor and colored polygons depict the relative proportion of total mortality by life stage.
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Activities-Conditions
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Figure 4.6. Hypothesized limiting factors affecting only beach spawning subpopulations,
life history phases affected, processes and inputs regulating limiting factors, and
activities/conditions affecting processes and inputs.

4.3.1 Key Limiting Factors

Key limiting factors affecting beach spawners are reduced quantity and quality of
spawning habitat and predation.

4.3.1.1 Reduced Quantity and Quality of Spawning Habitat (H#6-BSH)

Hypothesis 6: Reduced quality and quantity of beach spawning habitat in Lake Ozette
has decreased egg-to-emergence survival, resulting in reduced fry production from the
beach spawning aggregations.

Life stages affected: Egg incubation and emergence/dispersal.
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Rationale: The quality and quantity of beach spawning habitat varies by spawning beach
and site within each of the extant (and historically existent) spawning beaches. The
results of egg incubation studies on Olsen’s Beach strongly suggest that egg survival after
deposition is extremely poor (<<10 percent) within most of the primary spawning area.
Not all egg mortality in the studies could be explained by fine sediment concentrations
alone. Several environmental variables are likely at work collectively reducing egg
survival. Sockeye salmon egg-to-fry survival on Lake Ozette beaches is limited by lack
of adequate oxygen exchange from incubation water to the eggs, caused independently by
two primary factors and their synergistic interactions: 1) reduced intergravel flows, and

2) high levels of fine sediment (i.e. < 0.85mm). Fine sediment levels and intergravel
flows are partially controlled by lake level, wave energy, tributary sediment inputs,
vegetation, seasonal groundwater levels, and other mechanisms. The synergistic effects
of multiple variables (inputs/processes/actions) that interact to limit egg-to-emergence
survival make it extremely difficult to link each specific process or input to a specific
level of impact. Cumulatively, incubation conditions (lake level, fine sediment,
vegetation, intra-gravel flow, etc.) on the spawning beaches are poor and the impact on
sockeye productivity and survival was therefore rated high (LFA, Haggerty et al. 2009),
making this a key limiting factor.

Fine Sediment. Fine sediment levels exceed 25 percent (dry method; wet sieve equivalent
~37 percent) on the remaining spawning beaches. Fine sediment levels exceed 50
percent at Umbrella Beach (from Herrera 2006). Excessive sediment production in
tributaries (from a combination of land use, LWD removal, and base level incision) and
subsequent delivery to spawning beaches has decreased the quantity and quality of
spawning habitat available. The total quantity of spawning habitat eliminated as a result
of increased fine sediment deposition altering substrate size and character is unknown,
but at least one entire historically used spawning beach has been lost (Umbrella Beach).
Egg incubation studies conducted in 2000 and 2001 found that fine sediment deposition
on redds located at the two known sockeye spawning beaches occurred during the egg
incubation period. Fine sediment deposition during incubation can form an impenetrable
layer of fine sediment, impeding emergence. In situ studies demonstrating poor survival
from eyed egg to pre-emergence indicate that the majority of mortality occurs prior to
emergence.

Shoreline Vegetation. Quantification of potential lost spawning habitat resulting from
lake level alterations is presented in detail in the LFA. A major change visible in
photographs between 1953 and 2003 is the increase of vegetation around the lake’s
shoreline — a 56 percent net decrease in the quantity of unvegetated shoreline. Much of
the increased vegetation along the shoreline has been attributed to lower average lake
levels (or lower growing season lake levels) and increased fine sediment. In addition, it
has been hypothesized that alterations in lake level variability from removal of wood at
the lake outlet and tributary-inflow hydrologic change, coupled with tributary
sedimentation and wood removal, have altered hyporheic and groundwater hydraulics,
hydrology, and inter-gravel flow along the lake shoreline.
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Historically, LWD was also removed from portions of the lake shoreline. This removal
affected the shoreline hydraulics, resulting in reduced localized turbulence around wood.
Shoreline wood functions to cleanse gravel locally and scour colonizing vegetation
through turbulence. Without wood, vegetation can more effectively colonize bare soil and
trap fine sediment, reducing substrate size and habitat suitability.

Lake Level. Asdescribed in Section 2.4, seasonal lake level changes are known to
directly result in sockeye redd dewatering. Further, through modeling studies using the
available data, Herrera (2005, 2006) found it likely that mean lake level during the beach
sockeye spawning period has been lowered by 1.5 to 3.3 feet from historical levels.

Processes and inputs: Processes and inputs affecting the quantity and quality of beach
spawning habitat in Lake Ozette include: lake hydrology, sediment inputs, vegetation
colonization, LWD recruitment, and habitat maintenance.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: Activities affecting the quantity and quality of
beach spawning habitat include:

e Historical tributary and lake outlet LWD removal and resulting channel
destabilization and altered lake levels.

e LWD removal from beaches.

Past and present land use activities (logging, road building, agriculture and rural
development) that result in changes to water quantity and quality and sediment
production.

e Sockeye fisheries and other activities that directly or indirectly reduce sockeye
abundance may also contribute to the degradation of spawning habitat by
reducing the ability of sockeye salmon to maintain productive habitat through
gravel cleaning and coarsening during the act of spawning.

4.3.1.2 Predation (H#7-Pred)

Hypothesis 7: Changes in relative predator-prey abundances on Ozette spawning beaches
have increased the proportion of adult sockeye, eggs, and newly emerged fry consumed
by predators, resulting in decreased freshwater survival.

Life stages affected: Adult staging, adult spawning, egg incubation, and emergence and
dispersal.

Rationale: Indirect observational data suggest that sockeye salmon are much less
vulnerable to predation during the pre-spawning staging period because the fish hold off-
shore, in deeper water, and at lower densities, making them less susceptible to predation.
However, no direct estimates of predation-related mortality during the sockeye staging
period have been made. High impacts on sockeye are attributed to predation on the
spawning grounds. Data collected during the spawning season in 2000 suggest that 40
percent or more of the sockeye at Allen’s Beach were killed by harbor seals and river
otters before completing spawning. Data from Olsen’s Beach during the same year
indicates that approximately 10 percent of the spawners were killed by seals and otters.
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Both predatory mammal species have been observed foraging at known beach spawning
areas during the sockeye spawning period. Continued monitoring is needed to fully
document the degree of predation occurring, but the limited data collected to date
indicates the potential for substantial predation on the spawning grounds.

Egg predation occurs at unknown levels on the spawning beaches. Known predators of
viable sockeye eggs at Lake Ozette include sculpins and aquatic insects. Currently there
is no evidence that suggests that egg predation has increased relative to historical baseline
levels. However, at low spawning escapement levels egg predation could play an
important role in limiting population growth because of potential depensatory effects.

The level of impact of predation occurring at the sockeye fry emergence life stage is
unknown. A number of species of aquatic predators exist throughout the littoral zone.
Directly upon emergence, sockeye fry are vulnerable to non-native piscivorous species
such as largemouth bass and yellow perch, as well as native piscivorous species (e.g.
cutthroat trout). Small numbers of beach spawners and poor egg-to-fry survival can
make juvenile sockeye vulnerable to the depensatory effects of predation at reduced
abundance. Predator interactions at this early life history stage remain a data gap, but it is
possible that significant levels of predation occur in the vicinity of the spawning beaches.

Processes and inputs: Processes and inputs affecting predator-prey balance have been
altered from pre-European contact conditions.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: Activities affecting or that have affected the
predator-prey balance in the Ozette watershed include: introduction of non-native fish
species; past directed Ozette sockeye fisheries that resulted in decreased sockeye
abundance; selective habitat alterations that negatively affected sockeye habitat (resulting
in reduced sockeye abundance) but had a negligible effect (or positive effect) on
predator’s key habitat; increases in local pinniped populations caused by a combination
of disruption and alteration in the marine ecosystem resulting in a reduction in the
number of apex predators (e.g., orcas) that feed on pinnipeds; abandonment of the Ozette
Village and resulting loss of local pinniped hunting; and implementation of the Marine
Mammal Protection Act and other regulations that limit removal of predators and
promote their increase while failing to recognize the effects of the regulations on the
abundance of sockeye salmon (e.g., ONP fishing regulations, hunting and trapping
restrictions inside and outside the boundaries of ONP).

4.3.2 Contributing Limiting Factors

Contributing limiting factors affecting beach spawners are water quality, seasonal lake
level changes, and competition.
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4.3.2.1 Water Quality (H#8-WQ)

Hypothesis 8: Turbidity and suspended sediment concentration at Olsen’s and Allen’s
Beaches have a limited effect on sockeye salmon because of the substantial distance of
these beach spawning areas from major sediment sources. However, at historical
spawning sites near major tributary outfalls, such as Umbrella Beach, the effects of
turbidity and SSC would be expected to be similar to those described in Hypothesis 13.

Life stages affected: Adult staging, adult spawning, egg incubation, and emergence and
dispersal.

Rationale: The effects of water quality on sockeye salmon during the staging period are
unknown and remain a data gap. However, limited water quality data collected in the
offshore environment suggest that conditions there are favorable for sockeye and that
water quality is not likely a significant limiting factor during this life history stage.
Sockeye are exposed to less optimal water quality conditions closer to the shoreline and
near tributary outfalls.

High turbidity and SSC levels in tributaries to the lake can result in high turbidity levels
along the lake shoreline. The frequency of high turbidity events and the direct effect on
spawning sockeye are unknown but may include moderate physiological stress, habitat
avoidance, and spawning habitat degradation. Turbidity and SSC data are lacking on the
extant spawning beaches and are considered an important data gap. In general, existing
beach spawning habitats, especially Allen’s Beach, are less susceptible to stream derived
turbidity and SSC because of their distance from major sediment sources in eastern
tributaries. However, at historical beach spawning sites, such as Umbrella Beach,
turbidity impacts are expected to be similar to those in Umbrella Creek.

Processes and inputs: Processes and inputs affecting Lake Ozette water quality include
sediment inputs and routing.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: Activities affecting Lake Ozette water quality
include LWD removal and channel destabilization, logging and road building, and
floodplain alterations.

4.3.2.2 Seasonal Lake Level Changes (H#9-LL)

Hypothesis 9: Seasonal lake level changes result in redd dewatering, decreasing egg-to-
fry survival rates.

Life stages affected: Egg incubation and emergence and dispersal.
Rationale: The impact of lake level changes varies depending upon redd elevations
relative to water surface elevation at emergence. Detailed redd mapping on Olsen’s

Beach during the winter of 2000/01 indicated that approximately 3 percent of the total
redd surface area (7 total redds) was completely dewatered at the time of emergence.

May 4, 2009 4-29 Limiting Factors



RECOVERY PLAN FOR LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE SALMON

Spawning surveys conducted between 1999 and 2004 did not indicate high amounts of
redd dewatering. However, high lake levels early in the spawning season followed by
drought conditions would likely result in moderate amounts of dewatered redds if the
winter lake level goes below 33 ft (MSL- NGVD 1929). Additional monitoring of redd
dewatering is needed.

Beyond natural climate variability, cumulative land use activities have likely altered
seasonal lake level changes away from the natural state. Historical wood removal from
the Ozette River has altered the hydraulic efficiency of the lake outlet and changed the
backwater influence of river wood on lake stage. The increased efficiency of outlet
drainage has increased rates of change in lake stage (e.g., how quickly the lake level falls)
and reduced the average lake level and absolute low lake stages (see LFA and Herrera
2005). However, recent sedimentation of Ozette River near Coal Creek has partially
offset (by ~1 foot) these reduced low lake levels, through control on water discharge into
Ozette River, especially during summer months. The combination of these altered
hydraulic factors, in addition to lake inflow hydrology, needs to be researched further to
determine the exact consequences of anthropogenic lake level changes on sockeye redd
dewatering on the beaches.

Lack of long-term hydrologic data sets in Ozette tributaries prohibits the exact
quantification of any potential changes to tributary hydrology and flow regimes from land
use and channel modifications. The high road densities in sockeye tributaries (averaging
>6.0 mi/mi?), extensive clear-cutting (>95 percent of sockeye watersheds clear-cut at
least once), and lack of floodplain connectivity (because of channelization and wood
removal) cumulatively lead to the hypothesis that hydrologic change has occurred in
Ozette tributaries, but with an unknown magnitude. This is consistent with the
voluminous literature showing that water yield changes begin following a significant (10
to 25 percent) reduction of forest vegetation cover, with the highest impacts in conifer
forests in high precipitation zones. However, quantification of this potential limiting
factor locally remains a data gap.

Processes and inputs: Processes and inputs affecting Lake Ozette seasonal lake level
changes include lake outlet hydraulics (Ozette River), tributary watershed hydrology, and
climate variability.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: Activities affecting seasonal lake level changes
beyond natural climate variability are those that affect watershed hydrology and lake
hydro-period, e.g., historical LWD removal from the Ozette River, sedimentation in the
Ozette River, current and past logging and road building, agriculture, and floodplain
alterations.

4.3.2.3 Competition (H#10-Comp)

Hypothesis 10: Reduced spawning habitat quality and quantity have increased the
competition for suitable habitat at low to moderate spawning escapement levels, resulting
in increased redd superimposition and decreased egg-to-fry survival.
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Life stages affected: Adult spawning and egg incubation.

Rationale: The LFA rated the impact of competition as moderate for the Olsen’s Beach
core spawning area and low for all other beach spawning sites. Redd superimposition on
the spawning beaches is thought to significantly reduce the survival of previously
deposited eggs. The degree to which this occurs is difficult to measure, but Olsen’s
Beach seems to be especially prone to multiple sockeye spawning events in the same
location. During the 2000 sockeye spawning season, sockeye were observed spawning in
the same location over an 89-day period. More than 90 percent of the redd surface area
measured had been spawned in multiple times during the spawning season. These
observations provide additional evidence that suitable/preferred spawning area is limited.

Processes and inputs: Competition for suitable spawning habitat at low to moderate
spawner abundance is directly linked to reduced habitat quality and quantity. The
processes that have reduced habitat quantity are the same processes responsible for
increased competition. Since Ozette sockeye appear to prefer areas with springs and
seeps for spawning, it is thought that alterations to the location, degree, and depth of
upwelling could negatively affect beach spawning, although no such alterations have
been documented.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: See Hypothesis 6 (reduced quantity and quality of
beach spawning habitat).

4.3.3 Factors Not Likely Limiting Sockeye

The following factors were evaluated and determined not likely to limit sockeye salmon
V/SP parameters. A brief narrative is included summarizing why each factor is not likely
to limit sockeye salmon population viability.

4.3.3.1 Research and Monitoring

Spawning ground surveys are conducted approximately every 7 to 10 days within the
primary sockeye spawning areas. Spawning ground surveys are conducted by boat,
snorkel, and/or SCUBA survey techniques. Surveyors are trained to identify and record
all types of spawning activity, even under difficult or cryptic situations. Surveyors are
also trained to avoid disturbing areas suitable for spawning and minimize disturbance to
the lake bottom. Most redds remain visible during the entire spawning season, making
avoidance of these areas especially easy for trained surveyors. It is highly unlikely that
beach spawning ground surveys have any substantial direct effects on spawning sockeye.

4.3.3.2 Hatchery Impacts (Genetics)

Hatchery practices implemented through the HGMP include measures to minimize
potential disease and genetic impacts on beach spawning aggregations. Imprinting
juvenile sockeye by using on-station rearing in release watersheds reduces the risk of
hatchery-origin sockeye straying onto beaches. Mark and recapture data collected at
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Olsen’s and Allen’s beaches indicates that few if any Umbrella Creek Hatchery releases
return to spawn on Lake Ozette beaches. Approximately 25 percent of the brood year
1995 Umbrella Creek fed fry released were adipose fin clipped and in 1999 (at the time
of their return), 121 adult sockeye salmon were sampled on Olsen’s Beach and none were
adipose fin clipped. This suggests that straying from tributary releases onto spawning
beaches was nonexistent or at least very low (MFM 2000). Spawning adults returning
from hatchery releases after 1999 were mass marked using thermal otolith marks (100
percent marking), as well as fin clips (45 percent of all fry and fingerlings released since
BY 1999 have been fin clipped), allowing for monitoring of hatchery-origin fish
distribution throughout the watershed. The results from otolith sampling are not yet
available. Also, note that sockeye straying onto Olsen’s Beach are likely to have a
limited genetic impact if successful spawning occurs, since Olsen’s and Umbrella Creek
sockeye share common genetics (Hawkins 2004).

4.3.3.3 Disease

See Section 4.2.3.4

4.4 LIMITING FACTORS AFFECTING TRIBUTARY SPAWNERS

All Lake Ozette tributary spawning sockeye experience similar habitat conditions and
limiting factors during four life history stages: tributary migration and holding, spawning,
egg incubation, and emergence and dispersal. The Lake Ozette Sockeye LFA identified
and characterized limiting factors specifically affecting the tributary subpopulations by
life stage and degree of impact of each limiting factor within each life stage. The results
of the LFA for all tributary spawning subpopulations are illustrated below in Figure 4.7.
Each limiting factor was assessed based upon the sockeye life stage affected, the process
or input influencing the limiting factor, and activities that affect each process and input.
A summary of this assessment is presented in Figure 4.8. A detailed narrative of key and
contributing limiting factors is included in Sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2.
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Figure 4.7. Conceptualization of hypothesized limiting factors affecting tributary
spawning Lake Ozette sockeye subpopulations. Arrows depict the degree of impact for
each limiting factor and colored polygons depict the relative proportion of total mortality
by life stage.
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Figure 4.8. Hypothesized limiting factors affecting only tributary spawning
subpopulations, life history phases affected, processes and inputs regulating limiting

factors, and activities/conditions affecting processes and inputs.

4.4.1 Key Limiting Factor

The key limiting factor affecting tributary spawners is spawning gravel quantity and

quality.

4.4.1.1 Spawning Gravel Quantity and Quality (H#11-TSH)

Hypothesis 11: Channel simplification and increased sediment production and delivery
to streams have decreased the quantity of suitable spawning habitat (i.e., gravel) available
to tributary spawning sockeye. Increased levels of fine sediment (<0.85mm) in spawning
gravels reduces intra-gravel flow and oxygenation of redds, resulting in decreased egg-to-
fry survival.
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Life stages affected: Egg incubation and emergence/dispersal.

Rationale: Gravel storage behind large woody debris has been systematically reduced
from historical levels throughout sockeye spawning tributaries. This has been coupled
with increased fine sediment delivery to mainstem spawning reaches, together altering
the distribution and availability of suitable spawning gravel. Some mainstem sections
(e.g., lower Big River) have been entirely transformed from gravel bed to sand bed (see
Kramer’s [1953] substrate description). At the watershed scale, gravel quantity is still
high, but with reduced quality and stability. Currently the effect of reduced gravel
quantity on tributary spawning sockeye is low, but as the population increases the effects
of lost habitat will result in increased competition for suitable spawning areas and
reduced freshwater productivity.

High levels of fine sediment have been documented in sediment core sample data from
spawning gravels in Lake Ozette tributaries. During incubation, salmonid eggs require
sufficient water flow to supply egg pockets with oxygen and carry away waste products
(Bjornn and Reiser 1991). Water circulation through salmon redds is a function of redd
porosity, permeability, and hydraulic gradient (Bjornn and Reiser 1991). Fine sediment
that settles into redds during the egg incubation period can impede water circulation and
fry movement, which can result in decreased egg-to-emergence survival (Bjornn and
Reiser 1991). Studies throughout the Pacific Northwest have found that increased levels
of fine sediment (<0.85mm) in spawning gravels decreases egg-to-emergence survival
(Cederholm et al. 1981; Bjornn and Reiser 1991; McHenry et al. 1994). McHenry et al.
(1994) found that coho and steelhead egg-to-alevin survival decreased drastically when fine
sediment (<0.85mm) exceeded 13 percent (volumetric method) in Olympic Peninsula
streams. Numerous other researchers have also found that survival to emergence relates
negatively to the percentage of fines in gravel (McNeil and Ahnell 1964; Koski 1966;
Cederholm et al. 1981; Cederholm et al. 1982; Tappel and Bjornn 1983; Tagart 1984;
Chapman 1988).

The high density of often poorly constructed, surfaced, and maintained roads, along with
extensive, frequent timber clear-cutting in most subbasins from the 1950s to present, has
resulted in increased sediment production and delivery to tributaries. Additionally, mass
wasting, channel and bed destabilization, wood removal, decreased bank stability, and
channel incision have increased sediment production and delivery to the stream network
within the primary sockeye spawning tributaries. The exact degree that each input
specifically increases or alters fine sediment levels in spawning gravel remains unknown.
Duplicating sediment sampling conducted by McHenry et al. (1994) could help answer
important questions regarding current and past fine sediment levels, as well as aid in
predicting actions and timeframes required for gravel quality to reach desired conditions
for adequate fry production.

Processes and inputs: Sediment inputs and routing and LWD recruitment.
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Activities affecting inputs/processes: Past and present logging and road building,
agriculture, rural development, floodplain alterations, bank armoring, and historical wood
removal.

4.4.2 Contributing Limiting Factors

The contributing limiting factors affecting tributary spawners are channel stability, water
quality, predation, streamflow, and holding pool habitat.

4.4.2.1 Channel Stability (H#12-Stab)

Hypothesis 12: Decreased channel stability and floodplain alterations have reduced egg-
to-fry emergence survival in sockeye tributaries.

Life stages affected: Egg incubation and emergence/dispersal.

Rationale: The bed and banks of sockeye spawning tributaries have been destabilized by
land use and stream management practices over the last 100 years. Channel
destabilization and/or morphologic changes in channel form can result in lowered egg-to-
fry survival during the egg incubation period. The degree that channel changes in Ozette
sockeye tributaries have lowered egg-to-fry survival remains unquantified. Sediment
transport and scour depth data have not been systematically collected along with fine
sediment data at representative sockeye spawning locations. These data gaps need to be
filled in order to assess the impact of wood removal, base level changes, incision,
channelization, watershed sediment delivery, movement of sediment pulses, and
streamflow magnitude on egg-to-fry survival. For a complete discussion on channel
stability see the LFA.

Processes and inputs: Streamflow, climate, LWD recruitment, and sediment inputs.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: Past and present logging and road building,
floodplain alterations (including agriculture, rural development, bank armoring), and
historical wood removal.

4.4.2.2 Water Quality (H#13-WQ)

Hypothesis 13: Elevated turbidity and suspended sediment concentrations increase stress
and reduce adult sockeye fitness, resulting in increased egg retention rates and pre-
spawning mortalities. High levels of turbidity and SSC result in fine sediment deposition
in sockeye redds, decreasing egg survival. High levels of turbidity and SSC during the
sockeye fry emigration period result in reduced sockeye fry survival, fitness, increased
gill abrasion, and altered oxygen uptake.

Life stages affected: Adult staging, adult spawning, egg incubation, and emergence and
dispersal.
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Rationale: High turbidity levels, which are an indicator of SSC, have been recorded in
Ozette spawning tributaries, especially Umbrella Creek and Big River (peak values >500
NTU). Peak streamflow and turbidity events are common during the sockeye migration,
spawning, and egg incubation periods. In Umbrella Creek, for the duration of the 2005
sockeye migration and spawning period, 85 hours had turbidity values greater than 100
NTU. Elevated turbidity and SSC can have negative behavioral and physiological effects
on adult sockeye, including negative effects on predator avoidance, territory selection,
mate selection, homing and migration, gill function and integrity, respiration, and blood

physiology.

Peak streamflow and turbidity events are slightly less common during the sockeye fry
emigration period. During the 2005 sockeye fry emigration period, a total of 15 hours
had turbidity values greater than 100 NTU. In 2005, the spawning period was shown to
have greater turbidity levels than the fry emigration period. Generally, due to reduced
average monthly precipitation, flood events carrying high sediment loads will be less
frequent during fry emigration compared to adult spawning. However, high turbidity and
sediment levels still occur during emigration. Elevated turbidity and SSC can have
negative behavioral and physiological effects on juvenile sockeye, including negative
effects on predator avoidance, swimming and emigration efficiency, gill function and
integrity, respiration, and blood physiology.

Improper construction, maintenance and use of roads, increased channel instability, mass
wasting events triggered by roads or clear-cut timber harvest on unstable slopes, and
other land use activities (e.g., agriculture) all contribute to elevated turbidity and SSC
levels in tributaries. Dozens of observations of sediment inputs violating Washington
State Department of Ecology water quality standards have been made during the last
decade within the primary sockeye spawning tributaries. (Note: The impacts of SSC
levels on other species may be significantly different from the impacts on adult sockeye.)

Processes and inputs: Sediment inputs, streamflow, and LWD recruitment.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: Activities affecting water quality during tributary
residency include past and present logging and road building, floodplain alterations
(including agriculture, rural development, bank armoring), and historical wood removal
(reduced floodplain connectivity resulting in more fine sediment storage in the active
channel rather than on the floodplain).
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4.4.2.3 Predation (H#14-Pred)

Hypothesis 14: Predation of sockeye fry by piscivorous fish during emergence,
emigration, and dispersal significantly reduces the number of fry rearing in the pelagic
zone of the lake. However, predation on adult sockeye and eggs in tributaries occurs at
low levels and is not likely a significant limiting factor.

Life stages affected: Adult staging, adult spawning, egg incubation, and emergence and
dispersal.

Rationale: Hughes et al. (2002) concluded that there is very little evidence of pre-
spawning predation mortality in Umbrella Creek, based on tagging, tracking, genetic
sampling, and spawning ground surveys. In 2000, seven adult sockeye tagged with
CART tags were tracked in Umbrella Creek and all were observed to have successfully
spawned. Egg predation in tributaries has not been thoroughly investigated, but the
potential impacts are thought to be low. Hydraulic sampling of sockeye redds conducted
in 1998 and 1999 to assess egg survival did not indicate that significant egg predation
was occurring in Umbrella Creek. The standing of tributary egg predation as a limiting
factor largely remains a data gap.

Estimates of post-release survival for the 1998 brood year Umbrella Creek Hatchery
released fingerlings moving downstream from RM 4.8 to RM 0.8 ranged from 74 percent
to 40 percent. Burgner (1991) reviewed several studies conducted to determine fry
predation rates for riverine spawned sockeye fry emigrating to nursery lakes and found
widely ranging values: 63 to 84 percent (Scully Creek, Lake Lakelse, 4-year study), 66
percent (Six Mile Creek, Babine Lake, 1-year study), 13 to 91 percent (Karymaiskiy
Spring, Kamchatka Peninsula, 8-year study), and 25 to 69 percent (Cedar River, Lake
Washington). Large numbers of predators (cottids, cutthroat, coho yearlings) were
captured incidentally in fyke net trapping of natural-origin fry in Umbrella Creek during
the spring of 1999. Predators consumed sockeye fry relative to coho fry at a ratio of 8.3
to 1, even though there were many more coho fry available, suggesting that sockeye fry
were the preferred prey species during the months of April and May.

Processes and inputs: Processes and inputs affecting predator-prey balance have been
altered from pre-European contact conditions.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: Activities affecting or that have affected the
predator-prey balance in the Ozette tributaries include introduction of non-native fish
species, historical directed Ozette sockeye fisheries that resulted in decreased sockeye
abundance, and selective habitat alterations that negatively affected sockeye habitat
(resulting in reduced sockeye abundance) but had a negligible effect (or positive effect)
on predators’ key habitat.
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4.4.2.4 Streamflow (H#15-Q)

Hypothesis 15: Natural and anthropogenically influenced streamflow variability
(magnitude, frequency, and timing of low and high flows) affects sockeye mortality by:
1) delaying adult migration into tributaries (resulting in more predation, egg retention); 2)
limiting where adults spawn in a cross-section (e.g., sequestering spawners in areas
where egg scour or desiccation is likely); and/or 3) increasing emigrating fry exposure
times in tributaries (affecting predation, water quality).

Life stages affected: Adult migration, adult spawning, egg incubation, and emergence
and dispersal.

Rationale: Delayed migration of sockeye into tributaries during October and November
has been observed during extreme low base flow conditions and a delay in the onset of
the wet season. The population impact of delayed migration because of streamflow is
thought to be low, however, because unlike sockeye spawning in shallow water at
beaches, sockeye congregating near tributary mouths are more flexible in their holding
depths and locations, enabling fish to minimize predator interactions. Climatic variability
in precipitation timing is a natural phenomenon that sockeye salmon have adjusted to.
However, land use could lower the magnitude of base flows to a currently unknown
degree. Under natural conditions, higher sustained base flows may have allowed sockeye
to migrate into tributaries earlier in the spawning season. Climate change into the future
could alter the timing of the onset of the wet season (i.e., the first few rains), combining
with lower base flows to create a more significant impact on migration timing.

Extended periods of high streamflow (caused by high storm frequency and intensity) can
shift the distribution of spawning from “normal” positions in the channel to the margins
where velocity and depth more closely match the preferred conditions (e.g., Ames and
Beecher 2001). When this occurs and is followed by normal or low flows, eggs in redds
constructed along the channel margins or in less optimal positions in the channel may
experience increased mortality during incubation because of redd dewatering or fine
sediment intrusion. Extended dry periods yielding low flows following more or less
normal flow conditions can produce the same effect. Conversely, below-average flows
during spawning that force fish to spawn low in the channel (thalweg), followed by large
flood events, can increase susceptibility to redd scour (Ames and Beecher 2001; Lapointe
et al. 2000). Thus, for sockeye spawning in compound channels under variable discharge
regimes, there is a tradeoff between spawning low in the cross-section and risking scour
mortality versus spawning high along channel margins and risking redd desiccation or
sedimentation-related mortality.

Lack of long-term hydrologic datasets in the Ozette Watershed prohibit the exact
quantification of any potential changes to hydrology and flow regimes from land use and
channel modifications. The high road densities in sockeye tributaries (averaging >6.0
mi/mi?), extensive clear-cutting (>95 percent of sockeye watersheds clear-cut at least
once), and lack of floodplain connectivity (e.g., channelization and wood removal)
cumulatively support the hypothesis that hydrologic change has occurred in Ozette
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tributaries, but with an unknown magnitude. This is consistent with the voluminous
literature indicating that water yield changes begin following a significant (10 to 25
percent) reduction of forest vegetation cover, with the highest impacts in conifer forests
in high precipitation zones. The quantification of this potential limiting factor remains a
data gap.

Sockeye salmon emerge from the spawning gravel in Ozette tributaries from March to
May. This is generally a period of decreasing discharge because of reduced precipitation.
As discussed above in relation to the timing of adult sockeye migration into the
tributaries, climatic variability in precipitation timing and the stochastic nature of weather
events are phenomena that sockeye salmon have generally adjusted to under natural
conditions and population levels. However, unusually low streamflow and precipitation
can affect the rate of sockeye emigration (e.g., spring 2004) and likely their mortality.
Tabor et al. (1998) suggested that predation rates were low in most sites studied in the
Cedar River during the 1997 fry emigration to Lake Washington because of high
streamflow. They found that at mid-channel sites, where velocities were moderate or
high, little predation of sockeye salmon was observed. Seasonal droughts and reduced
streamflow could be exacerbated by land use changes. These changes may affect the
magnitude, but not the timing, of base flows. Land use (including channel modifications)
could affect low base flow magnitudes to an unknown degree. Natural conditions with
higher sustained base flows may have allowed sockeye to emigrate into Lake Ozette
during a shorter time period. Climate change into the future could alter the timing and
magnitude of flows needed to transport sockeye fry down into Lake Ozette.

Processes and inputs: watershed hydrology and climate variability.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: logging and road building, agriculture, and other
floodplain alterations resulting in reduced floodplain connectivity and function.

4.4.2.5 Holding Pool Habitats (H#16-HP)

Hypothesis 16: Current holding pool frequency and volume, reduced from historical
conditions, appear to be adequate in relation to the current numbers of adult sockeye
salmon. However, as the tributary population continues to expand, this factor may begin
to exert an influence.

Life stages affected: Adult migration and adult spawning.

Rationale: Female sockeye preparing to spawn will frequently be attacked by adjacent
territorial females. Therefore, females preparing to spawn will often hold in pools prior
to moving onto the spawning grounds (Quinn 2005). Downstream of the primary
spawning areas in Umbrella Creek and Big River, holding pool frequency is good or fair
in most channel segments; however, some segments in Big River have reduced pool
volume because of lack of wood and the resultant sediment aggradation. Other pool
attributes (e.g., percent woody cover) have reduced quality in many channel segments
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within Umbrella Creek and Big River. As tributary sockeye population sizes increase,
the quantity and quality of pool habitat will become more important.

Within the primary spawning areas in Umbrella Creek and Big River, holding pool
frequency ranges from poor to good depending upon the channel habitat segment. Pool
habitat quality (frequency, complexity, depth, size) can be characterized as fair. Once
sockeye salmon begin the spawning process, they become territorially focused on
protecting their respective redds, and pool habitat becomes much less important than
during the holding period. Pool quality within the primary tributary spawning grounds is
therefore thought to have a negligible impact on sockeye salmon spawning success.

Processes and inputs: LWD recruitment, sediment inputs, and channel stability.

Activities affecting inputs/processes: Activities affecting holding pool quantity and
quality include past and present riparian logging, past and present riparian road building
and maintenance, and floodplain alteration (agriculture, rural development, bank
armoring, stream-crossings).

4.4.3 Factors Not Likely Limiting Sockeye

The following factors were evaluated and determined not likely to limit sockeye salmon
V'SP parameters. A brief narrative is included summarizing why each factor is not likely
to limit sockeye salmon population viability.

4.4.3.1 Competition (Redd Superimposition)

Within Umbrella Creek, competition for suitable spawning sites and mates is more
intense than in Big River and Crooked Creek. In recent years, large numbers (1,000 to
4,000) of spawning sockeye have used habitat in a fairly discrete section of Umbrella
Creek (most spawning has been observed in a 2.2-mile-long stream reach). Competition
for spawning habitat within this reach can be intense, and redd superimposition plays a
significant role in determining the number of fertilized eggs that are ultimately deposited
into the spawning gravels to incubate. During the peak spawning period, downstream of
mass spawning areas in Umbrella Creek, hundreds of sockeye eggs can be observed
along the bottom of the stream or being transported downstream. The degree of redd
superimposition likely varies depending upon the number of spawners returning to
Umbrella Creek, as well as how they distribute themselves. Redd superimposition at
levels occurring in Umbrella Creek likely reduces the overall egg-to-fry survival rate, but
net production is not thought to be reduced; that is, if fewer sockeye spawned in
Umbrella Creek, the net fry production would be reduced, not increased. However, if
sockeye were distributed evenly throughout all suitable habitats, egg-to-fry survival
would increase, as would net fry production. Redd superimposition likely has a
negligible impact on overall egg-to-fry survival in Big River and Crooked Creek.

May 4, 2009 4-41 Limiting Factors



RECOVERY PLAN FOR LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE SALMON

4.4.3.2 Interactions with Kokanee

Kokanee-sockeye interactions are thought to be minimal in Umbrella Creek and Big
River but common when sockeye are present in Crooked Creek.

Few kokanee spawn in Umbrella Creek. However, sockeye spawning with kokanee-size
O. nerka in Umbrella Creek have been observed and documented on several occasions.
Kokanee spawning in the mainstem of Big River is very rare. A review of nearly 200
spawning ground surveys (1970-2005) conducted in the mainstem of Big River during
the kokanee spawning season yielded only one observation of kokanee, and these fish
were not observed spawning. The impact of kokanee-sockeye interactions in Umbrella
Creek and Big River was rated as negligible in the LFA.

Within Crooked Creek, kokanee abundance is far greater than sockeye abundance. Peak
kokanee counts per mile averaged 100-500 during years with complete surveys.
Competition and interaction between kokanee and any sockeye present in Crooked Creek
is expected to be fairly common. Kokanee spawn timing is slightly earlier than observed
sockeye spawn timing, which may act to minimize interaction and gene flow between
these populations. Hatchery releases designed to introduce sockeye into Crooked Creek
no longer occur because of concerns over sockeye-kokanee interactions and the fact that
the two groups represent discrete ESUs of O. nerka.

4.4.3.3 Research and Monitoring

Spawning ground surveys are conducted approximately every 7 to 10 days within the
primary sockeye spawning reaches. Surveyors are trained to identify and record all types
of spawning activity, even under difficult or cryptic situations. Surveyors are also trained
to avoid walking in areas suitable for spawning and to walk along channel margins and
dry bars. Observed redds are flagged on the nearest branch or tree for future reference.
Over time, redds can become masked in appearance as a result of algae growth, water
depth, or bedload transport. It remains possible that surveyors could still walk or step on
redds and crush eggs. However, years of experience and the precautions mentioned
above likely keep impacts negligible.

4.4.3.4 Disease

See Section 4.2.3.4
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5 RECENT AND ONGOING CONSERVATION EFFORTS

During the last 25 years, numerous efforts have taken place within the Lake Ozette
watershed to protect, conserve, and restore the sockeye salmon population. A significant
portion of adult sockeye returning during the last 10 years result from past conservation
efforts. For example, from 2000 to 2004, sockeye spawning escapement in Umbrella
Creek made up more than 50 percent of the total annual escapement for the ESU
(Haggerty et al. 2009), and Umbrella Creek spawners are a product of the Makah Tribe’s
tributary sockeye reintroduction program.

While many conservation efforts have directly focused on recovery and conservation of
Lake Ozette sockeye salmon, other efforts not designed and/or implemented specifically
with this intention have also benefited the sockeye. The following list of conservation
efforts was developed with input from the Lake Ozette Sockeye Steering Committee.
Although the list is not all-inclusive, it indicates the scale of local efforts and resources
for the task. The list contains programmatic actions (e.g., changes in forest practice
regulations) and site-specific actions (e.g., Big River LWD enhancement projects), as
well as research and monitoring projects implemented with the intent to better understand
limiting factors and/or to develop management actions necessary to restore Lake Ozette
sockeye salmon.

Forest Practice Act enacted (1946).

Current Forest Practices Act enacted (1974) and partially amended (1975).
Development and implementation of increasingly protective State forest practices
regulations prior to and since the 1970s.

e Rule changes in response to environmental review, including threatened and
endangered species, forest roads, reforestation, and debris disposal (1980-1981).

e Creation of the Lake Ozette Sockeye Steering Committee (1982).

e Makah Tribal fisheries regulations prohibiting commercial, subsistence, and
ceremonial harvest of Lake Ozette sockeye (1982-present).

e Pre-HGMP sockeye hatchery supplementation efforts (1982-1999).

SEPA Rules developed requiring environmental review (1984).

e Development and implementation of the Timber/Fish/Wildlife agreement on
private forest lands (1987).

e Class IV General Rules (1991) identifying certain areas proposed for timber
harvest that, because of their particular characteristics, need additional evaluation
and site review.

e Rule changes addressing wetlands, cumulative effects analysis, critical wildlife
habitat, and stream temperatures (1992).

e Creation and implementation of Washington State Department of Natural
Resources Habitat Conservation Plan for State Lands (provides minimum
guidelines for forest practice activities on State Lands; 1994).

e Olympic Coast National Marine Sanctuary established in 1994.

e Forest and Fish legislation passed (1999).
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e Creation of the North Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity Group (NOPLE) and WRIA
20 Citizen Facilitation Group (CFG), whose purpose is to identify and prioritize
restoration actions, seek funding for projects, and oversee project implementation
(1999).

e Creation of the North Pacific Coast Lead Entity (NPCLE) in 2007, as well as the
Washington Coast Sustainable Salmon Partnership.

e Forest Practices emergency rules adopted addressing water typing, unstable
slopes, roads, and wetlands (2000).

e Development and implementation of the Lake Ozette Sockeye Salmon Hatchery
and Genetic Management Plan (2000).

e Revised permanent rules per Forests and Fish Report (2001).

Development and implementation of the Forests and Fish report (WDNR 1999)
and subsequent Forest Practice Regulations (2001), Forest Practices Habitat
Conservation Plan (regulates forest practices on private land) (WDNR 2005).

o State fishing regulations prohibiting salmon fishing in all streams within the Lake
Ozette watershed.

¢ National Park Service fishing regulations restricting the harvest of Lake Ozette
sockeye salmon.

e Clallam County conservation programs, ordinances, and plans:

= Clallam County Shoreline Master Program (1989)

Clallam County Interim Critical Areas Ordinance (1992)

Clallam County-Wide Planning Policies (1993)

Clallam County Comprehensive Plan and Sub-Area Plan (1995)

Clallam County Shoreline Code Amendment (1997)

Clallam County Critical Areas Code (1999)

Critical Areas GIS Mapping and Map Updates (1992, 1995, 1999,

2000)

e Several in-stream and floodplain enhancement projects:

= Road-derived sediment control by cross drain construction, in
Umbrella, Crooked, Siwash, and South Creek, and three Lake
Ozette sites (Quileute Natural Resources and Rayonier, 1999).

= LWD placement Solberg Creek (Green Crow/Makah Tribe, 1999)

=  LWD placement Umbrella Creek (Crown Pacific/Makah Tribe,
2000)

= LWD placement and riparian planting Big River, Cross property
(Makah Tribe, 2005)

= LWD placement Big River, Boe property (Makah Tribe, 2006)

= Big River knotweed eradication and riparian planting (local
citizens and private property owners/Makah Tribe/Clallam
County/Olympic National Park, 2005 and 2006)

e Numerous reports and research and monitoring projects focused on better
understanding and/or conserving and restoring Lake Ozette sockeye salmon can
be broadly grouped within the following categories:

= Juvenile and Adult Abundance Projects (see-Blum 1998; Crewson
2003; Dlugokenski et al. 1981; Drange and LaRiviere 1991; Good
et al. 2005; Gustafson et al. 1997; Haggerty 2004; Haggerty 2005a,
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2005h, 2005¢, and 2005d; Haggerty et al. 2009; Hinton et al. 2002;
Jacobs et al. 1996; Kemmerich 1926, 1939, 1945; LaRiviere 1990,
1991; MFM 19814, 1981b, 1981c, 1982a, 1982b, 1983a, 1983b,
1983c, 1984a, 1984b, 1986, 1987, 1991, 1992, and 2000; McHenry
et al. 1996; Nehlsen et al. 1991; NMFS 1998; Peterschmidt 2005;
Peterschmidt and Hinton 2005; Ward et al.1976; WDF 1994; WDF
1955)

Sockeye Stock Status Reviews (see-Nehlsen et al. 1991; WDF
1994; McHenry et al. 1996; Gustafson et al. 1997; NMFS 1998;
MFM 2000; WDFW 2002; Good et al. 2005; Haggerty et al. 2009).
Population ldentification and Viability Analyses (Currens et al.
2006; Rawson et al. 2008)

Habitat Conditions and Habitat Limiting Factors Reports (Adamire
2000; Beauchamp et al. 1995; Beauchamp and LaRiviere 1993;
Blum 1988; Bortleson and Dion 1979; Crewson 2002;
Dlugokenski et al. 1981; Gearin et al. 1999, 2000, 2002; Golder
2005; Haggerty et al. 2009; Haggerty and Ritchie 2004; Herrera
2005, 2006; Hughes et al. 2002; Jacobs et al. 1996; Klinge 1991,
Kramer 1953; Lieb and Perry 2004; MFM 2000; Martin
Environmental 1999; McHenry et al. 1994; Meier 1998; Meyer and
Brenkman 2001; PWA 2002; Ritchie 2005, 2006, Shellberg 2003;
Smith 2000; USFWS 1965; NMFS 2006)

Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans and Reports (MFM 2000

and subsequent annual reports on HGMP activities; NMFS 2003,
2004; Crewson et al. 2001; Hawkins 2004)
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6 RECOVERY STRATEGY

In this chapter, an overall recovery strategy is presented that describes the connection
between ecosystem processes, limiting factor hypotheses, and a broad range of goals and
approaches to recover the Lake Ozette sockeye salmon. Thirty-three diverse recovery
strategies are presented which address the limiting factor hypotheses described in Chapter
4. These recovery strategies are broad in scope and include habitat restoration, assessing
hydrologic conditions, implementing the hatchery program HGMP, eliminating or strictly
limiting fishing-related mortalities, and restoring predator-prey balance within the Ozette
watershed. Chapter 7 then identifies the programmatic and site-specific recovery actions
that are linked to one or more of these recovery strategies. Further, Appendix D provides
a synthesis that links each programmatic and site-specific action with the primary and
secondary limiting factor hypotheses, articuluated in Chapter 4, and the appropriate
recovery strategies delineated in this chapter.

This recovery strategy presents a comprehensive framework for identifying recovery
actions that address the limiting factors that are believed to be impeding the survival of
Lake Ozette sockeye. Embedded in this framework is an understanding of ecosystem
processes and how past and current activities affect these processes. If, as we believe,
Lake Ozette sockeye limiting factors are affected by habitat degradation, impaired water
quality and stream flow, predation, and competition, then actions taken to improve,
change, and reduce the effects of these factors will result in increased survival and
improvements in abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and diversity over time for
Lake Ozette sockeye salmon.

The recovery strategy is based on current research and is related to what is known about
Lake Ozette sockeye mortality by life stage and the hypotheses about limiting factors.
The result is a hierarchy of types of recovery strategies that can form the basis for setting
priorities among potential actions.

The Lake Ozette watershed has an unusual potential for protection and restoration of
landscape processes to support long-term salmon survival. The Lake Ozette sockeye
salmon ESU is unique among all other ESA-listed salmon ESUs, in that the entire ESU is
contained within a single watershed, and, futher, the ESU contains only one population,
making the population and ESU viability criteria the same. There are relatively few
individual landowners and a low human population density throughout the watershed,
which remains relatively undeveloped compared to other watersheds closer to the
metropolitan areas of Puget Sound.

Several scientific studies have illustrated the principle that habitat condtions and aquatic
ecosystem function are a result of the interaction between watershed controls (such as
geology and climate), watershed processes (such as hydrology and sediment transport),
and land use. Scientists and resource managers have recognized that restoration planning
that carefully integrates watershed or ecosystem processes is more likely to be successful
at restoring depleted salmonid populations (Beechie et al. 2003). The strategy used in this
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recovery plan focuses on the concepts presented in several salmonid habitat recovery
planning documents and scientific studies (e.g., Beechie and Boulton 1999; Roni et al.
2002; Beechie et al. 2003; Roni et al. 2005; Stanley et al. 2005). Habitat, harvest, and
hatchery factors affecting Lake Ozette sockeye are included in the recovery strategy.
Hatchery and harvest management issues are presented and addressed within the context
of biological processes. For example, Section 6.2.2, Biological Processes, identifies
strategies to address predation through harvest of non-native fish species, eliminating
and/or strictly limiting fishing-related mortalities on Lake Ozette sockeye, and improving
predator avoidance through improved weir and smolt trapping techniques. Chapter 7 then
identifies recovery actions based on these strategies. The recovery strategy framework is
comprehensive and addresses all factors believed to be limiting Lake Ozette sockeye
surivival. It prioritizes recovery actions, from habitat, hydro, hatchery, harvest, and
predation, to meet the recovery needs of the species.

The strategy uses a multi-parameter approach to develop specific, process-based goals
and strategies for each landscape and/or biological process that is linked to a specific
limiting factor hypothesis. Section 6.1 describes the framework used to develop process
and habitat condition-specific recovery goals and strategies. Sections 6.2 through 6.4
present the goals and strategies used to develop the recovery actions identified in Chapter
7.

The following recovery strategies provide the framework for the recovery actions
delinated in Chapter 7. The voluntary proposed recovery actions used to implement these
strategies will be carried out by the agencies, entities, landowners, and others that have
authority and resources to implement recovery actions. This recovery plan is non-
regulatory. It does not supplant or override any existing authorities or permitting
processes. All future actions will need to be implemented in cooperations with all
appropriate permitting authorities and in the context of exisiting permits, regulations,
agreements and public processes.

6.1 STRUCTURE USED IN RECOVERY GOAL AND STRATEGY
DEVELOPMENT

The Lake Ozette sockeye recovery strategy framework contains three key elements:

1. Recovery strategies are based upon protection, restoration, and/or
rehabilitation of critical processes, inputs, and habitat conditions
associated with identified limiting factors affecting Lake Ozette sockeye.

2. Recovery strategies are based upon three hierarchical recovery flow charts
that integrate geography, sockeye life history, and subpopulations. In
these recovery flow charts, all recovery strategies and actions fall within a
hierarchical pyramid containing tiers that can be used to sequence and aid
in prioritization of strategies and actions needed to restore processes,
inputs, and/or conditions affecting sockeye subpopulations.

3. Recovery strategies across the watershed can be categorized by
importance based upon subbasin prioritization; priorities are based, in
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turn, on the spatial extent of sockeye habitat utilization and critical habitat
designation, sockeye spawning distribution goals, inter-species
competition and hybridization concerns, proximity to key sockeye salmon
habitats, and hydrologic influence on Lake Ozette.

Development of recovery goals and strategies incorporated the results of the LFA and the
hypotheses presented in Chapter 4. The limiting factors figures presented in the
introductions to Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4 were simplified into Figure 6.1. The relative
mortalities depicted in Figure 6.1 were used as the initial inputs to develop the recovery
strategies presented in Sections 6.2 through 6.4. The status of landscape processes and
inputs, biological processes, and habitat conditions was then evaluated and incorporated
into the development of three independent recovery flow charts (see Sections 6.2, 6.3,
and 6.4). Based on these recovery planning flow charts, a hierarchical approach to
recovery planning strategies and actions was developed specifically for Lake Ozette
sockeye recovery. Finally, a system of subbasin prioritization was developed to
determine which subbasins had the most significant influences on the watershed
processes, which, in turn, drive habitat conditions and limiting factors affecting Lake
Ozette sockeye. These recovery planning elements are integrated in Chapter 9, where
recovery actions and strategies are prioritized and an implementation schedule is
presented.
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Figure 6.1. Schematic diagram depicting the relative proportion of sockeye mortality by
life stage.

6.1.1 Landscape Processes and Inputs, Biological Processes, and Habitat
Conditions

Figure 6.2 illustrates the basic concept of the interaction between watershed controls,
watershed processes, habitat effects, and fish population responses. Diagrams were
developed to illustrate how these interactions specific to the Ozette watershed are related
to the limiting factor hypotheses and relevant activities (see Figure 6.7, Figure 6.9, and
Figure 6.11).
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Figure 6.2. Schematic depicting the linkage between landscape controls and land use,
habitat-forming processes, habitat conditions, and resulting fish population responses
(modified from Roni et al. 2005).

6.1.2 Hierarchical Approach to Sockeye Salmon Population Segment Recovery
Strategies

The planning processes started with a general approach to watershed processes and
recovery strategy hierarchy developed in the scientific literature by a number of
watershed scientists. Figure 6.3 contains a flow chart depicting a general hierarchical
approach for prioritizing habitat restoration, protection, and enhancement activities with
regard to habitat (Roni et al. 2002). This model was then adapted for conditions specific
to Lake Ozette and sockeye salmon recovery.
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Figure 6.3. Flow chart depicting hierarchical strategy for prioritizing protection, restoration, and enhancement activities. (Note: red
rectangles represent impaired processes or conditions, yellow ovals represent the need to develop strategies and implement actions,
green rectangles represent restored processes where planners can then move down through the flow chart).
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Within the Lake Ozette watershed, some limiting factors, habitat conditions, and life
histories are shared among all population segments (subpopulations), while others apply
to some segments and not others. As described in previous chapters, subpopulations can
be grouped based on similarities of spawning environments (e.g., tributary vs. beach
spawning). The recovery goals and strategies presented here are based on geographic
factors, sockeye life history, and recovery flow charts for all population segments, beach
spawners only, and tributary spawners only. Ozette-specific flow charts are included in
the introductions to Sections 6.2 through 6.4.

Figure 6.4 provides a visual representation of the recovery strategy priorities, beginning
with the protection and maintenace of habitat processes. The second priority strategy is to
increase spatial structure by reconnecting isolated habitats such as restablishing spawning
aggregations at historical spawning beaches. The third priority is to restore biological and
habitat forming processes which include a broad range of strategies to address predators,
non-native fish, restoring spawning habitat, limiting sockeye harvest, and improving
water quality and hydrological conditions. The recovery strategy is comprehensive,
addressing all limiting factor hypotheses, and allowing for a full range of habitat, harvest,
and hatchery recovery actions. All recovery strategies and actions fall within the
hierarchical pyramid presented below. The pyramid includes tiers that can be used to
sequence and aid in the prioritization of strategies and actions needed to restore
processes, inputs, and conditions affecting sockeye within each of the the population
segments.
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Figure 6.4. Ozette sockeye-specific recovery strategy and action hierarchy.

In summary, the key principles of the recovery strategy which form the basis for salmon
recovery actions include:

Assess, protect, and maintain habitat processes
Reconnect isolated habitat to increase spatial structure
Maintain and restore ecological processes

Restore degraded habitat

Create new self-sustaining habitat

Create new non self-sustaining habitat

ocoukrwnE

6.1.3 Subbasin Prioritization Used in Strategy Development

Recovery strategies across the watershed can be ranked according to subbasin priority.
Subbasins were prioritized based on the spatial extent of sockeye habitat utilization and
critical habitat designation, sockeye spawning distribution goals, concerns about inter-
species competition (e.g., with coho) and inter-species hybridization (with kokanee),
proximity to key sockeye salmon habitats, and hydrologic influence on Lake Ozette.
Each subbasin within the Ozette watershed was evaluated based on the flow chart below
(Figure 6.5). The following yes-no questions were answered for each subbasin:
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Is the subbasin or stream used by sockeye salmon?

e s the subbasin or stream, in whole or part, designated critical habitat?
Is the subbasin or stream system in a location where sockeye spawning is one of
the recovery goals (see Appendix B)?

¢ Is the subbasin or stream system in a location where interspecies competition
and/or hybridization are concerns?

e Does the subbasin or stream provide critical habitat to the entire sockeye
population at one or more life history stages?

o |s the stream or subbasin confluence located in close proximity to utilized or
potential beach spawning habitat?

e Does the subbasin or stream supply 10 percent or more of the lake inflow?

The results of the subbasin prioritization questions are presented in Table 6.1. Figure 6.6
depicts the spatial extent of the subbasin prioritization. All recovery strategies and
actions will be evaluated and prioritized at a minimum based upon the limiting factors
rating, the hierarchical tier of the strategy or action, and subbasin priority rating (see
Section 7.7, Action Integration).
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Figure 6.5. Schematic diagram depicting system used for prioritizing Lake Ozette subbasins.
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Table 6.1. Responses to subbasin prioritization questions and subsequent subbasin priority ratings.

Is the subbasin
or stream Is the subbasin Does the Is stream or
Is the systemin a or stream subbasin or subbasin
Is the subbasin | location where system in a stream provide confluence
subbasin | or stream, sockeye location where | critical habitat | located in close Does the
or in whole or spawning interspecies to the entire proximity to subbasin or
stream part, makes up a competition sockeye utilized or stream supply
used by | designated | portion of the and/or population at potential beach | 10 percent or
Subbasin/Stream | sockeye critical recovery goal hybridization | one or more life spawning more of the Subbasin
System salmon? habitat? production? is a concern? history stages? habitat? lake inflow? Prioritization
Lake Ozette Yes Yes Yes No Yes NA Yes Priority |
Ozette River Yes Yes No No Yes NA NA Priority |
Umbrella Creek Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Priority |
Big River Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes Priority I
Coal Creek Yes Yes No No No No No Priority 11
Crooked Creek Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Priority 1
Siwash Creek No No No Yes No Yes No Priority 1
Elk Creek No No No Yes No Yes No Priority 11
WRIA# 20.0073 No No No Yes No Yes No Priority I
WRIA# 20.0078 No No No No No Yes No Priority |1
Unnamed west-
and east-side No No No No No Yes No Priority 1
streams
Palmquist Creek No No No Yes No No No Priority I11
Quinn Creek No No No Yes No No No Priority 111
South Creek No No No No No No No Priority 111
Allen Slough No No No No No No No Priority I11
WRIA# 20.0079 No No No No No No No Priority 111
All other unnamed
streams flowing L
into Lake Ozette No No No No No No No Priority 111
or the Ozette River
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Figure 6.6. Lake Ozette subbasin prioritization. Green lines depict priority | subbasins, yellow lines depict priority Il subbasins, and
black lines entering Lake Ozette and the Ozette river depict priority 111 subbasins.
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6.2 GOALS AND STRATEGIES TO RESTORE PROCESSES AND
CONDITIONS AFFECTING ALL POPULATION SEGMENTS

Section 4.2 identifies and describes limiting factors affecting all population segments.
All Lake Ozette sockeye experience the same habitat conditions and limiting factors
during five life history stages: adult migration (Ozette River), adult holding (Lake
Ozette), juvenile rearing (Lake Ozette), smolt emigration to the ocean (Ozette River), and
marine rearing (Pacific Ocean). Each limiting factor was assessed based upon the
sockeye life stage affected, the process or input influencing the limiting factors, and
activities that affect each process and input. Figure 6.7 illustrates the interconnectedness
between processes and limiting factors relative to all population segments. It is important
to note how complex and interconnected the processes and limiting factors are, because
the following subsections present this information in a highly simplified manner. Figure
6.8 depicts a hierarchical strategy for prioritizing protection, restoration, and
enhancement activities for all population segments.

CONTROLS

PROCESSES
AND INPUTS

LIMITING
FACTORS
HYPOTHESES

ACTIVITIES
ALTERING
PROCESSES
/INPUTS

LIMITING FACTORS AFFECTING ALL POPULATION SEGMENTS

Highly
Unmodified Slightly Modified
Modified
GEOLOGY CLIMATE VEGETATION
K —
<> >
\ 4 —2
SEDIMENT THERMAL COASTAL HYDROLOGIC BIOLOGICAL RIPARIAN
PROCESSES & INPUTS PROCESSES PROCESSES PROCESSES PROCESSES
INPUTS I
N
A 4
H#2 H#3- H#4- H#5- H#?-
wQ Flow Hab Ocean Estuary
BIOLOGICAL LWD CARBON FISH AND WILDLIFE | LOGGING AND AGRICULTURE AND
MONITORING REMOVAL EMISSIONS MANAGEMENT ROAD BUILDING | RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Figure 6.7. Schematic diagram depicting the linkages between watershed controls,
watershed-scale processes and inputs, limiting factors hypotheses, and activities that alter
processes and inputs.
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Figure 6.8. Flow chart depicting hierarchical strategy for prioritizing protection, restoration, and enhancement activities for factors
affecting all population segments (adapted from Roni et al. 2002).
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6.2.1 Coastal Processes

Within the context of this subsection, coastal processes are those processes that deliver
and route sediment along the coastal shoreline and act to develop the landforms found
near the mouth of the Ozette River, as well as influence physical estuarine conditions.
Landscape processes and inputs occurring upstream of the mouth of the Ozette River,
along with coastal processes, strongly influence the conditions at the transition from the
riverine environment to the marine environment (e.g., the river is currently open and
accessible to migrating adults and emigrating juvenile sockeye year-round, and the outlet
has never been observed to be bar-bound). Table 6.2 is a summary of the status
(impaired/unimpaired) of coastal processes, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and
activities affecting coastal processes.

Table 6.2. Summary of coastal process condition, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses,
and activities affecting coastal processes.

Process/input condition status: Unimpaired

Primary limiting factor hypothesis

Associated with Process/Input: NA (potential alterations of estuary habitat)

Life history stages affected: Juvenile emigration, adult migration
Degree of |.mpact of primary limiting factor Unknown
hypothesis:

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses

associated with process/input: NA

Activities and/or conditions affecting

process/input: None identified

Recovery goal: Maintain and protect coastal processes to prevent the development of
future limiting factors associated with coastal processes (e.g., loss of estuary habitat,
seasonal bar-bound conditions at the mouth of the Ozette River).

Recovery strategy 1: Protect coastal processes and estuary habitat from degradation by
implementing ONP, tribal, and National Marine Sanctuary regulations and management
plans. Implement the Coast Guard’s Northwest Area Contingency Plan in response to any
oil spill within the Sanctuary.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority |

6.2.2 Biological Processes (H#1-Pred)

Within the context of this subsection, biological processes are those that occur in Lake
Ozette, the Ozette River, and the Pacific Ocean. Limiting factor Hypothesis 1 (Section
4.2.1.1) is the primary limiting factor hypothesis related to biological processes affecting
all population segments. Biological processes in fresh water are complex, since many
watershed scale processes, habitat conditions, and management activities may affect
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biological processes and ultimately the predator-prey balance within the ecosystem.
Activities and/or conditions that currently affect predation include: LWD removal and
habitat conditions in Ozette River, biological monitoring, and fish and wildlife
management. Table 6.3 is a summary of the status (impaired/unimpaired) of biological
processes, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and activities affecting predation.

Table 6.3 Summary of biological process condition, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting biological processes.

Process/input condition status: Impaired

Primary limiting factor hypothesis .
associated with process/input: Hypothesis 1 (Pred)

Geographic location of limiting factor: Lake Ozette, Ozette River

Juvenile rearing, juvenile emigration, adult

Life history stages affected: migration and holding

Degree of impact of primary limiting factor High
hypothesis: Key limiting factor

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses .
associated with process/input: Hypothesis 5 (MS)

LWD removal and habitat conditions in
Ozette River, biological monitoring, fish
and wildlife management

Activities and/or conditions affecting
predation:

Recovery goal: Restore and protect biological process so the balance between predators
and prey is restored and is no longer limiting Lake Ozette sockeye VSP parameters.

Recovery strategy 2: Implement strategies and actions to increase egg-to-fry survival of
beach and tributary spawners so that the habitat can produce abundant sockeye salmon,
reducing the overall percent impact of predation on the population.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1-4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I-111.

Recovery strategy 3: Restore natural predator-prey balance by eliminating non-native
fish species.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

Recovery strategy 4: Restore natural predator-prey balance by eliminating and/or strictly
limiting fishing-related mortalities on Lake Ozette sockeye.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

Recovery strategy 5: Improve predator avoidance opportunities in the Ozette River (e.g.,
improved weir and smolt trapping techniques, large wood placement) (see also RS#16).
Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.
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Recovery strategy 6: Implement actions that restore the hydraulic and hydrologic
conditions of the Ozette River (e.g., LWD and sediment deposition) to provide favorable
flow conditions for sockeye migration and predator avoidance.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1-4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

Recovery strategy 7: Work at local, regional, and international scales to maintain
favorable ocean conditions that support sockeye salmon.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

6.2.3 Hydrologic Processes (H#3-Q)

Within the context of this subsection, hydrologic processes are those processes that store,
deliver, and route water into the Ozette River. Limiting factor Hypothesis 3 (Section
4.2.2.2) is the primary limiting factor hypothesis related to hydrologic processes affecting
all population segments. Ozette River hydrology is largely controlled by: a) climate, b)
lake and tributary hydrology, c) sediment input, routing, and storage in the upper half-
mile of the Ozette River, and d) LWD recruitment and storage (in logjams) in the upper
one mile of the Ozette River. Activities affecting hydrologic processes include: historical
LWD removal (affecting lake hydrology), ONP facilities operation and maintenance in
Ozette River riparian zone (affecting LWD recruitment and lake hydrology), logging and
road building throughout the watershed (affecting tributary hydrology and lake
hydrology) and specifically in Coal Creek (affecting sediment processes), agriculture and
rural development in the Big River valley (affecting tributary and lake hydrology), and
other floodplain alterations in major tributaries to the lake (affecting tributary and lake
hydrology). Table 6.4 is a summary of the status (impaired/unimpaired) of hydrologic
processes, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and activities affecting hydrologic
processes.

Table 6.4 Summary of hydrologic process condition, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting hydrologic processes.

Process/input condition status: Impaired

Primary limiting factor hypothesis .

associa>tled withgprocess/i?l/gut: Hypothesis 3 (Q)
Geographic location of limiting factor: Ozette River

Life history stages affected: Adult migration and juvenile emigration
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor Unknown

hypothesis: Contributing limiting factor

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses

associated with process/input: Hypotheses 1 (Pred), 2 (WQ), 4 (Hab)

LWD removal, ONP facilities, logging and

Activities and/or conditions affecting road building, agriculture and rural
process/input: development, and other floodplain
alterations
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Recovery goal: Restore hydrologic processes and natural hydrologic variability in the
Ozette River to the extent that hydrologic influences according to Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and
4 are no longer limiting Lake Ozette sockeye VSP parameters.

Recovery strategy 8: Quantitatively assess hydrologic impacts from land use and LWD
removal activities and develop a distributed hydrologic model calibrated for each
tributary in conjunction with Ozette River hydraulic model to prioritize actions needed to
improve natural hydrologic functions.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority |

Recovery strategy 9: Restore natural hydraulic controls (both LWD and sediment) in the
upper one mile of the Ozette River based on guidance from watershed hydrologic
modeling.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3/4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

Recovery strategy 10: Implement hydrologic strategies for sockeye spawning subbasins
based on outcome of hydrologic modeling (see Section 6.4.2 recovery strategies).
Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

Recovery strategy 11: Based on the results of watershed hydrologic modeling,
implement hydrologic strategies to restore Lake Ozette inflow hydrology in priority 11
and 111 subbasins.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I, Il, and I11.

6.2.4 Sediment Processes (H#2-WQ; H#3-Q)

Within the context of this subsection, sediment processes are those processes that store,
deliver, and route sediment into the Ozette River. Limiting factor Hypotheses 2 and 3
(Sections 4.2.2.1 and 4.2.2.2) are the primary limiting factor hypotheses related to
sediment processes affecting all population segments. For the discussion regarding
hydrologic impacts of sediment processes, see Section 6.2.3. Water quality conditions in
the Ozette River are primarily controlled by sediment inputs (SSC) and thermal inputs
(high stream temperatures). For the discussion regarding thermal input-related water
quality impacts, see Section 6.2.5. Activities affecting sediment processes include: a)
LWD removal or losses in LWD volume, which have caused channel destabilization
resulting in increased sediment delivery to the Ozette River; b) logging and road building
(in tributaries to the Ozette River), which have increased sediment inputs, reduced
sediment storage, and resulted in more frequent SSC events in the Ozette River; c)
channel alterations and sediment mobilizing events, which have increased coarse
sediment deposition at the confluence of Coal Creek and the Ozette River. Increased
sediment deposition has resulted in an increase in the lake’s outlet control elevation,
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thereby reducing the Ozette River’s streamflow (see Hypothesis 3), which results in
reduced water quality. Table 6.5 is a summary of the status (impaired/unimpaired) of
sediment processes, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and activities affecting
sediment processes.

Table 6.5 Summary of sediment process condition, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses,
and activities affecting sediment processes.

Process/input condition status: Impaired

Primary limiting factor hypotheses
associated with process/input: Hypotheses 2 (WQ) and 3 (Q)

Geographic location of limiting factor: Ozette River

Life history stages affected: Adult migration and juvenile emigration
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor Moderate™

hypothesis: Contributing limiting factor

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses
associated with process/input: Hypotheses 1 (Pred), 4 (Hab)

Activities and/or conditions affecting LWD removal and losses, logging and road
process/input: building

"Moderate rating is based mainly on temperature impacts; SSC impacts are thought to have a lower overall
level of impact on sockeye.

Recovery goals: a) Restore natural sediment production and transport processes in the
Ozette River subbasin to the extent that sediment influences on streamflow no longer
result in reduced streamflows that may limit Lake Ozette sockeye VSP parameters. b)
Restore natural sediment production and transport processes in the Ozette River subbasin
so that limiting factors per hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 are no longer limiting Lake Ozette
sockeye VSP parameters.

Recovery strategy 12: Within the Coal Creek subbasin, quantitatively assess sediment
production impacts from logging (gully creation, landslides), road building, and LWD
removal. Develop program to reduce land use related sediment inputs. Implement
sediment reduction program including programmatic actions such as Road Maintenance
and Abandonment Plans (RMAPS) and other watershed-wide sediment reduction
activities (see Section 7.1.1.1.4).

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1/3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I, 1

Recovery strategy 13: Restore natural hydraulic controls (both LWD and sediment) in
the upper one mile of the Ozette River based on guidance from watershed hydrologic
modeling.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3/4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.
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6.2.5 Thermal Inputs (H#2-WQ; H#3-Q; H#5-MS)

This subsection concerns thermal inputs to the Pacific Ocean, Lake Ozette, and the
Ozette River. Limiting factor Hypotheses 2 (Section 4.2.2.1), 3 (Section 4.2.2.2) and 5
(Section 4.2.2.4) are relevant to thermal inputs affecting all population segments.

Lake Ozette is the primary source of high water temperatures in the Ozette River during
the sockeye smolt and adult migration periods. The lake naturally has no effective
shading, and stream temperatures are naturally warm during spring and summer months.
The physical processes that contribute to lake and stream temperature are complex;
however, considerable evidence exists to suggest that the primary mechanism that
contributes to elevated water temperatures in the Ozette River and Lake Ozette is climate
change. As stated in Section 4.2.2.1, during the past 90 years, air temperatures during the
adult sockeye migration period are estimated to have increased by 1-2°C, based on
climate data from a nearby monitoring station. Air temperature is arguably the most
important meteorological variable affecting lake surface temperature, as it is causally
involved in all heat exchange processes except the absorption of solar radiation and the
emission of long-wave radiation from the lake surface (Kettle et al. 2004). Thus, the
increase in average air temperature suggests an increase in average lake temperature since
the early 1900s.

Other possible sources of higher temperatures, such as lack of riparian vegetation and
shading, do not appear to be significant here. Recent-year tributary inputs to the lake may
be warmer than in the previous century as a result of watershed changes from forestry
and agriculture, but the amount of water going into the lake in summer months of low
flow is too small to affect overall lake temperature. Further, riparian conditions are
mostly excellent along the Ozette River, yet typically little downstream cooling occurs
there. It would be possible to increase shade levels in only one location, where riparian
conditions are degraded.

As the lake temperature rises, evaporation increases. Because of the inverse relationship
between evaporation and discharge to the Ozette River, a warmer lake also results in
lower streamflow, in addition to other factors cumulatively affecting streamflow
(Hypothesis 3).

Climate change may also affect biological processes and sockeye survival in the ocean
(Hypothesis 5). Limited Lake Ozette sockeye smolt-to-adult survival data currently
suggest that marine survival is within the expected range for large, southern latitude
sockeye smolts. However, in the future, significant climate change (doubling of
atmospheric CO2) has the potential to severely limit the marine distribution of sockeye
salmon and ultimately the viability of the species within the southern range. Therefore,
activities that produce and emit greenhouse gases at levels capable of influencing global
climate are a serious threat to Lake Ozette sockeye. Table 6.6 is a summary of the status
(impaired/unimpaired) of thermal input processes, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses,
and activities affecting coastal processes.
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Table 6.6. Summary of thermal input process condition, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting thermal inputs.

Process/input condition status: Impaired

Primary limiting factor hypotheses .
associated with process/input: Hypothesis 2 (WQ)

Geographic location of limiting factor: Lake Ozette, Ozette River

Life history stages affected: Adult migration and juvenile emigration
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor Moderate’

hypothesis: Contributing limiting factor

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses

associated with process/input: Hypothesis 5 (MS)

Activities and/or conditions affecting

orocess/input: Greenhouse gas emissions/climate change

"Moderate rating is based mainly on temperature impacts.

Recovery goal: Restore and protect thermal input processes in Lake Ozette and the
Ozette River.

Recovery strategy 14: Develop a watershed mitigation plan to improve the capacity for
Lake Ozette sockeye salmon to survive in a rapidly changing climate.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority |

Recovery strategy 15: Protect Ozette River riparian corridor and reestablish riparian
forest where degraded conditions exist.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1/3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I/I11.

6.2.6 Riparian-Floodplain Processes

Within the context of this subsection, riparian and floodplain processes are limited in
geographic scope to the Ozette River. Since riparian conditions are excellent throughout
most of the Ozette River, riparian processes have no primary linkage to any of the
limiting factor hypotheses. However, degraded riparian conditions do exist near the
lake’s outlet. These degraded conditions influence the rate of recovery of limiting factors
described in Hypotheses 1, 3, and 4. The primary activity that contributes to degraded
riparian conditions, where they exist, is the development and maintenance of ONP
facilities, which affect about a third of a mile in length of riparian area/floodplain.
Floodplain processes are likely affected by the reduced number, size, and quality of
logjams in the Ozette River, which reduce the frequency and duration of floodplain
inundation. However, floodplain processes are unlikely to affect sockeye during their
emigration and migration in the Ozette River because of the timing of sockeye presence
relative to streamflows required to activate floodplains and floodplain habitats where they
exist. Table 6.7 is a summary of the status (impaired/unimpaired) of riparian-floodplain
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processes, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and activities affecting riparian-
floodplain processes.

Table 6.7 Summary of riparian-floodplain process condition, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting riparian-floodplain processes.

Process/input condition status: Impaired (slightly)
Primary limiting factor hypotheses

: . . ) NA
associated with process/input:
Geographic location of limiting factor: Ozette River
Life history stages affected: Adult migration and juvenile emigration
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor

. NA

hypothesis:

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses
associated with process/input: Hypotheses 1 (Pred), 3 (Q), and 4 (Hab)

Activities and/or conditions affecting Development and maintenance of ONP
process/input: facilities

Recovery goals: Restore, maintain and protect riparian/floodplain processes to the extent
that riparian-floodplain influences on limiting factors hypotheses 1, 3, and 4 are no longer
limiting Lake Ozette sockeye VSP parameters.

Recovery strategy 15: Protect Ozette River riparian corridor and reestablish riparian
forest where degraded conditions exist.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1/3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I/111.

6.2.7 Habitat Conditions (H#4-Hab)

Within the context of this subsection, habitat conditions are limited in geographic scope
to the Ozette River. Limiting factor Hypothesis 4 (Section 4.2.2.3) is the primary
limiting factor hypothesis related to habitat conditions affecting all population segments.
Ozette River habitat conditions are controlled by: a) climate, b) lake and tributary
hydrology, c) sediment input, routing, and storage in the upper Ozette River, d) LWD,
and e) floodplain connectivity. Activities affecting habitat conditions include: historical
LWD removal, ONP facilities operation and maintenance in Ozette River riparian zone
(affecting LWD recruitment), logging and road building in the Ozette River subbasin
(affecting sediment processes) and specifically in Coal Creek (affecting sediment
processes).

Table 6.8 is a summary of the status (impaired/unimpaired) of habitat conditions, linkage
to limiting factors hypotheses, and activities affecting habitat conditions.
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Table 6.8 Summary of habitat conditions, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and
activities affecting habitat conditions.

Process/input condition status: Impaired (slightly)

Primary limiting factor hypotheses

associated with process/input: Hypothesis 4 (Hab)
Geographic location of limiting factor: Ozette River

life history stages affected: Adult migration and juvenile emigration
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor Low

hypothesis: Contributing limiting factor

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses

associated with process/input: Hypotheses 1 (Pred) and 3 (Q)

Historical LWD removal, ONP facilities
Activities and/or conditions affecting operation and maintenance in Ozette River
process/input: riparian zone, past logging and road
building in the Ozette River subbasin

Recovery goals: Restore LWD habitat conditions in the Ozette River to the extent that
habitat influences on limiting factors hypotheses 1, 3, and 4 are no longer limiting Lake
Ozette sockeye VSP parameters.

Recovery strategy 16: Use large wood placement techniques to restore LWD habitat
conditions in the lower 4 miles of the Ozette River. Re-establishment of large wood
structures in the lower reaches of Ozette River should focus on improving conditions for
avoidance of pinniped predation and adult migration success.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3/4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

6.3 GOALS AND STRATEGIES TO RESTORE PROCESSES AND
CONDITIONS AFFECTING BEACH SPAWNERS

Section 4.3 identifies and describes limiting factors affecting only beach spawners. All
beach spawning sockeye experience similar habitat conditions and limiting factors during
four life history stages: adult staging (Lake Ozette beaches), adult spawning (beaches),
egg incubation (beaches), and emergence and dispersal (beaches). Each limiting factor
was assessed based upon the sockeye life stage affected, the process or input influencing
the limiting factors, and activities that affect each process and input. Figure 6.9
illustrates the interconnectedness between different processes and limiting factors relative
to the beach spawning population segment. It is important to note how complex and
interconnected the processes and limiting factors are, because the following subsections
present this information in a highly simplified manner. Figure 6.10 depicts a hierarchical
strategy for prioritizing protection, restoration, and enhancement activities for beach
spawning sockeye.
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Figure 6.9. Schematic diagram depicting the linkage between watershed controls,
watershed scale processes and inputs, limiting factors hypotheses, and activities that alter
processes and inputs for beach spawning sockeye.
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Figure 6.10. Flow chart depicting hierarchical strategy for prioritizing protection, restoration, and enhancement activities for factors
affecting beach spawners (adapted from Roni et al. 2002).
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6.3.1 Hydrologic Processes (H#6-BSH; H#9-LL)

Within the context of this subsection, hydrologic processes are those processes that store,
deliver, and route water into Lake Ozette. Limiting factor Hypotheses 6 (Section 4.3.1.1)
and 9 (Section 4.3.2.2) are the primary limiting factor hypotheses related to hydrologic
processes affecting beach spawners. Hypothesis 6 is a key limiting factor hypothesis and
is highly influenced by two primary processes: hydrology and sediment. Secondary
processes, such as vegetation colonization, may be strongly influenced by the primary
processes, as Well as other secondary processes such as biological processes (e.g., habitat
maintenance caused by the act of spawning, elk browsing). Figure 6.9 depicts the
complexity and interconnectivity among controls, processes and inputs, hypotheses, and
activities that affect processes and inputs.

Lake Ozette hydrology is largely controlled by: a) climate, b) lake and tributary
hydrology, and ¢) LWD recruitment and storage (in logjams) in the upper one mile of the
Ozette River. Activities affecting hydrologic processes include: historical LWD removal
(affecting lake hydrology), ONP facilities operation and maintenance in Ozette River
riparian zone (affecting LWD recruitment and lake hydrology), logging and road building
throughout the watershed (affecting tributary hydrology and lake hydrology), agriculture
and rural development in the Big River valley (affecting tributary and lake hydrology),
and other floodplain alterations in major tributaries to the lake (affecting tributary and
lake hydrology). Table 6.9 is a summary of the status (impaired/unimpaired) of
hydrologic processes, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and activities affecting
hydrologic processes.

Table 6.9 Summary of hydrologic process condition, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting hydrologic processes.

Process/input condition status: Impaired

Primary limiting factor hypotheses
associated with process/input: Hypotheses 6 (BSH) and 9 (LL)

Geographic location of limiting factor: Lake Ozette
Life history stages affected: Egg incubati(()jn and emergence and
ispersal
High (H#6-BSH)
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor Key limiting factor
hypothesis: Low (H#9-LL)
Contributing Limiting Factor
Secondary limiting factors hypotheses NA

associated with process/input:

LWD removal, ONP facilities, logging and

Activities and/or conditions affecting road building, agriculture and rural
process/input: development, and other floodplain
alterations
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Recovery goal: Restore hydrologic processes and natural hydrologic variability in the
Ozette River to the extent that hydrologic influences on limiting factors (hypotheses 6
and 9) are no longer limiting Lake Ozette sockeye VSP parameters.

Recovery strategy 8: Quantitatively assess hydrologic impacts from land use and LWD
removal activities and develop a distributed hydrologic model calibrated for each
tributary in conjunction with Ozette River hydraulic model to prioritize actions needed to
improve natural hydrologic functions.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

Recovery strategy 9: Restore natural hydraulic controls (both LWD and sediment) in the
Ozette River based on guidance from watershed hydrologic modeling.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3/4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

Recovery strategy 11: Based on the results of watershed hydrologic modeling
implement hydrologic strategies to restore Lake Ozette inflow hydrology in priority 11
and 111 subbasins.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I, I, and Il1.

6.3.2 Sediment Processes (H#6-BSH; H#8-WQ)

Within the context of this subsection, sediment processes are those processes that store,
deliver, and route sediment into Lake Ozette. Limiting factor Hypotheses 6 (Section
4.3.1.1) and 8 (Section 4.3.2.1) are the primary limiting factor hypotheses related to
sediment processes affecting beach spawners. As described above, Hypothesis 6 is a key
limiting factor hypothesis and is strongly influenced by two primary processes:
groundwater and surface hydrology and sediment routing. Beach spawning habitat
conditions are highly variable around Lake Ozette. Spawning habitat quality and quantity
impacts related to sediment processes vary by location due to differences in local
sediment inputs and perhaps transport. It has been hypothesized that increased sediment
load in tributaries came in part from past logging, road building, and LWD removal, and
resulted in delivery of sediment to some lake beaches. These high levels of small-sized
sediments are believed to have decreased the quality and quantity of beach spawning
habitat that is available for successful egg incubation, contributing to the elimination of
one of the historical spawning subpopulations at Umbrella Creek (Haggerty et al. 2009).
Sediment processes are a legacy of logging and road building throughout the watershed
(affecting sediment supply), agriculture and rural development in the Big River valley
(affecting sediment supply and Lake Ozette water quality), and other floodplain
alterations (e.g., wood removal in Big River) in tributaries to the lake. Table 6.10 is a
summary of the status (impaired/unimpaired) of sediment processes, linkage to limiting
factors hypotheses, and activities affecting sediment processes.
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Table 6.10 Summary of sediment process condition, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting sediment processes.

Process/input condition status: Impaired

Primary limiting factor hypotheses
associated with process/input: Hypotheses 6 (BSH) and 8 (WQ)

Geographic location of limiting factor: Lake Ozette
Adult staging and spawning (H#8-WQ
Life history stages affected: only) egg incubation and emergence and
dispersal
High (H#6-BSH)
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor Key limiting factor
hypothesis: Low (H#8-WQ)

Contributing Limiting Factor

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses

associated with process/input: Hypothesis 10 (Comp)

LWD removal and altered lake levels,

Activities and/or conditions affecting logging and road building, agriculture and
process/input: rural development, and other floodplain
alterations

Recovery goal: Restore natural sediment production, storage, and transport processes in
Lake Ozette tributaries to the extent that sediment (per limiting factors hypotheses 6, 8,
and 10) is no longer limiting Lake Ozette sockeye VSP parameters.

Recovery strategy 17: Within the Umbrella Creek subbasin, quantitatively assess
sediment level impacts from logging (gully creation, landslides), road building, LWD
removal, channel instability, and floodplain connectivity. Develop program to reduce
landuse-related sediment inputs to levels that create properly functioning conditions at
Umbrella Beach. Implement sediment reduction program including programmatic actions
such as Road Maintenance and Abandonment Plans (RMAPS; see section 7.2.1.1.4) and
other watershed-wide sediment reduction activities.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority |

Recovery strategy 18: Within the Big River subbasin, quantitatively assess sediment
impacts from logging (gully creation, landslides), road building, LWD removal, channel
instability, floodplain connectivity, and other land use activities. Develop program to
reduce landuse-related sediment inputs to levels that do not create water quality problems
within the lake. Implement sediment reduction program including programmatic actions
such as Road Maintenance and Abandonment Plans (RMAPS; see section 7.2.1.1.4) and
other watershed-wide sediment reduction activities.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.
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Recovery strategy 19: Within priority 11 and 111 subbasins, quantitatively assess
sediment impacts from logging (gully creation, debris flows, landslides), road building,
LWD removal, channel instability, and floodplain connectivity. Develop program to
reduce landuse-related sediment inputs that have the potential to deliver sediment to
lakeshore spawning habitats or areas identified as potential habitat. Implement sediment
reduction program including programmatic actions such as Road Maintenance and
Abandonment Plans (RMAPS; see section 7.2.1.1.4) and other watershed-wide sediment
reduction activities.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

6.3.3 Riparian Processes and Vegetation Colonization (H#6-BSH)

Within the context of this subsection, riparian processes are limited in geographic scope
to the perimeter of Lake Ozette. Limiting factor Hypothesis 6 is the primary hypothesis
related to riparian processes affecting beach spawners. Aerial photo evidence indicates
that most stable LWD along the shoreline is locally recruited from erosion or windfall.
Large woody debris in and adjacent to spawning habitat provides cover from predators.
Additionally, shoreline wood functions to cleanse gravel locally and scour colonizing
vegetation through turbulence. Riparian conditions are excellent around most of the lake;
however, an unknown quantity of LWD was historically removed from the perimeter of
the lake. Vegetation colonization of spawning habitat has also been identified as a factor
affecting the quantity and quality of beach spawning habitat in Lake Ozette. Vegetation
colonization processes are thought to be affected primarily by lake levels, which are
controlled by the lake’s hydrologic processes, which are strongly influenced by LWD
inputs and conditions in the upper Ozette River. Sediment inputs and changes in
substrate particle size can also affect vegetation’s ability to colonize the lake’s shoreline.
The primary activities that contribute to degraded riparian conditions, where they exist,
are the development and maintenance of ONP facilities, past construction and
maintenance of infrastructure on private property within the boundaries of ONP, and
historical homesteading. Table 6.11 is a summary of the status (impaired/unimpaired) of
riparian input processes, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and activities affecting
riparian processes.

Table 6.11 Summary of riparian processes condition, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting riparian processes.

Process/input condition status: Impaired

Primary limiting factor hypotheses .
associated with process/input: Hypothesis 6 (BSH)

Geographic location of limiting factor: Lake Ozette
Egg incubation and emergence and
Life history stages affected: dispersal; adult staging and spawning
(H#9-LL only)
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor High
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hypothesis: Key limiting factor

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses Hypothesis 9 (LL)

associated with process/input:
LWD removal, logging and road building,
agriculture and rural development, and
other floodplain alterations

Activities and/or conditions affecting
process/input:

Recovery goal: Maintain and protect the lake’s riparian forest. Restore riparian and
shoreline vegetation colonization processes around Lake Ozette where conditions are
degraded, to the extent that riparian and shoreline vegetation influences on limiting
factors are no longer limiting Lake Ozette sockeye VSP parameters.

Recovery strategy 20: Maintain and protect the lake’s riparian forest. Determine where
degraded riparian forests exist that may affect spawning habitat quality, and re-establish
native riparian vegetation. Implement recovery strategies to restore hydrologic processes
(RS#8-11) and sediment processes (RS#17-19).

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1 and 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority |

Recovery strategy 21: Survey and eradicate non-native invasive plant species colonizing
the lake’s beaches and riparian areas. This may require non-native species eradication in
all tributaries to be successful over the long-term.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

6.3.4 Biological Processes (H#7-Pred)

Within the context of this subsection, biological processes are those biological processes
that occur in Lake Ozette that affect only beach spawners. Limiting factor Hypothesis 7
(Section 4.3.1.2) is the primary limiting factor hypothesis related to biological processes
affecting the beach spawning population segment. However, biological processes also
have the potential to alter habitat conditions, e.g. sockeye salmon can maintain habitat
quality along the beaches through the process of spawning, where young vegetation and
fine sediment can be displaced from the spawning gravels. The reduced quantity of high
quality spawning habitat at Olsen’s Beach results in significant levels of competition
during periods of moderate abundance. Biological processes in fresh water are complex,
since many watershed-scale processes, habitat conditions, and management activities
may affect biological processes and ultimately the predator-prey balance within the
ecosystem. Activities and/or conditions that currently affect predation include: past
LWD removal, current habitat conditions on spawning beaches, biological monitoring,
and fish and wildlife management. Table 6.12 is a summary of the status of biological
processes, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and activities affecting predation

May 4, 2009 6-30 Recovery Strategy




RECOVERY PLAN FOR LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE SALMON

Table 6.12. Summary of biologic process condition, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting biological processes.

Process/input condition status: Impaired

Primary limiting factor hypothesis .
associated with process/input: Hypothesis 7 (Pred)

Geographic location of limiting factor: Lake Ozette

Egg incubation and emergence and

Life history stages affected: dispersal; adult staging and spawning

Degree of impact of primary limiting factor High
hypothesis: Key limiting factor

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses Hypotheses 6 (BSH) and 10 (Comp)

associated with process/input:

Past LWD removal, current habitat
conditions at spawning beaches, biological
monitoring, fish and wildlife management

Activities and/or conditions affecting
predation:

Recovery goal: Restore and protect biological processes so that freshwater predation,
habitat maintenance, and competition are no longer limiting Lake Ozette sockeye
viability.

Recovery strategy 22: Implement strategies and actions to increase egg-to-fry survival
of beach and tributary spawners so that the habitat can produce abundant sockeye salmon,
reducing the overall percent impact of predation on the population.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3-4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

Recovery strategy 23: Increase the spatial distribution of Lake Ozette beach spawning
sockeye.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 2.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

Recovery strategy 24: Restore natural predator-prey balance by reducing pre-spawn
predation mortalities.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

6.3.5 Habitat Conditions (H#6-BSH)

Within the context of this subsection, habitat conditions are limited in geographic scope
to beach spawning habitat along the shoreline of the lake. Limiting factor Hypothesis 6
(Section 4.3.1.1) is the primary limiting factor hypothesis related to habitat conditions
affecting beach spawners. Lake Ozette beach spawning habitat conditions are controlled
by: a) lake and tributary hydrology, b) tributary sediment processes, and ¢) vegetation
colonization processes. Riparian and biological processes also influence beach spawning
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habitat quantity and quality. Activities affecting habitat conditions include: historical
LWD removal (Ozette River), ONP facilities operation and maintenance in Ozette River
riparian zone (affecting LWD recruitment), logging and road building throughout the
watershed, past and current agriculture and rural development, and fish and wildlife
management. Table 6.13 is a summary of the status (impaired/unimpaired) of habitat
conditions, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and activities affecting habitat
conditions.

Table 6.13 Summary of habitat conditions, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and
activities affecting habitat conditions.

Habitat condition status: Impaired

Primary limiting factor hypotheses .
associated with process/input: Hypothesis 6 (BSH)

Geographic location of limiting factor: Lake Ozette shoreline

Life history stages affected: Egg incubation, emergence and dispersal
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor High

hypothesis: Key limiting factor

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses

associated with process/input: NA

Hydrologic processes
Sediment processes
Riparian processes
Vegetation colonization
Biological processes

Processes affecting habitat conditions:

Recovery goals: Increase the quantity and quality of beach spawning habitat in Lake
Ozette so that habitat quantity and quality are no longer limiting factors affecting sockeye
V'SP parameters.

Recovery strategy 25: Develop a comprehensive understanding of the conditions,
factors, and processes controlling egg-to-fry survival on sockeye spawning beaches.
Investigate several different methods of beach spawning habitat rehabilitation, including:
vegetation removal, gravel cleaning, LWD introduction, and others. Include sockeye egg
survival studies with habitat manipulations.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3/4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.
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6.4 GOALS AND STRATEGIES TO RESTORE PROCESSES AND
CONDITIONS AFFECTING TRIBUTARY SPAWNERS

Section 4.4 identifies and describes limiting factors affecting only tributary spawning
sockeye. All tributary spawning sockeye experience similar habitat conditions and
limiting factors during four life history stages: adult migration (Ozette sockeye spawning
tributaries), adult holding (tributaries), egg incubation (tributaries), and emergence and
dispersal (tributaries). Each limiting factor was assessed based upon the sockeye life
stage affected, the process or input influencing the limiting factors, and activities that
affect each process and input. Figure 6.11 illustrates the interconnectedness between
different processes and limiting factors relative to the tributary spawning population
segment. It is important to note how complex and interconnected the processes and
limiting factors are, because the following subsections present this information in a
highly simplified manner. Figure 6.10 depicts a hierarchical strategy for prioritizing
protection, restoration, and enhancement activities for tributary spawning sockeye.

LIMITING FACTORS AFFECTING TRIBUTARY SPAWNERS
Highly
Unmodified Slightly Modified
Modified

CONTROLS GEOLOGY CLIMATE VEGETATION
PROCESSES SEDIMENT THERMAL HYDROLOGIC BIOLOGICAL RIPARIAN/
AND INPUTS PROCESSES & INPUTS PROCESSES PROCESSES FLOODPLAIN

INPUTS PROCESSES
LIMITING H#12- H#13- H#14- H#15- H#16-
FACTORS Stability WQ Pred Flow Pools
HYPOTHESES
ACTIVITIES BIOLOGICAL LWD FLOODPLAIN | FISHAND WILDLIFE | LOGGING AND AGRICULTURE AND
ALTERING MONITORING | REMOVAL | ALTERATIONS MANAGEMENT ROAD BUILDING | RURAL DEVELOPMENT
PROCESSES
/ INPUTS

Figure 6.11. Schematic diagram depicting the linkage between watershed controls,
watershed scale processes and inputs, limiting factors hypotheses, and activities that alter
processes and inputs for tributary spawning sockeye.

May 4, 2009 6-33 Recovery Strategy



RECOVERY PLAN FOR LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE SALMON

Tributary Sockeye
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Figure 6.12. Flow chart depicting hierarchical strategy for prioritizing protection, restoration, and enhancement activities for factors
affecting tributary spawners (adapted from Roni et al. 2002).
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6.4.1 Habitat Connectivity

Within the context of this subsection, habitat connectivity relates to Lake Ozette tributary
sockeye migration barriers created by humans. Currently there are no migration barriers
to Lake Ozette sockeye within tributaries that are currently utilized by sockeye.
However, as the spatial distribution of spawning sockeye changes during the population
rebuilding period, areas currently unoccupied may become occupied. Barriers, if they
exist or if new ones are created, could limit the spatial distribution of sockeye. Table
6.14 is a summary of the status of habitat connectivity, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting habitat connectivity.

Table 6.14 Summary of habitat connectivity condition, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting habitat connectivity.

Process/input condition status: Unimpaired
Primary limiting factor hypothesis

. . . , NA
associated with process/input:
Geographic location of limiting factor: Ozette sockeye tributaries
Life history stages affected: None
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor

. NA

hypothesis:
Secondary limiting factors hypotheses NA

associated with process/input:

Activities and/or conditions affecting

process/input: None identified

Recovery goal: Maintain and protect habitat connectivity.

Recovery strategy 26: Implement programmatic actions (e.g., RMAPS) to ensure that
habitat connectivity is maintained. As sockeye spawning spatial distribution increases,
ensure that fish blockages are corrected within stream reaches suitable for sockeye
spawning.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I and I1.

6.4.2 Hydrologic Processes (H#15-Q)

Within the context of this subsection, hydrologic processes are those processes that store,
deliver, and route water in Lake Ozette sockeye spawning tributaries. Limiting factor
Hypothesis 15 (Section 4.4.2.4) is the primary limiting factor hypothesis related to
hydrologic processes affecting tributary spawners. Hypothesis 15 is a contributing
limiting factor hypothesis and may influence other processes and conditions (e.g.,

channel stability and water quality). Tributary hydrology is largely controlled by climate;
therefore, future threats such as climate change (e.g., decreased summer precipitation and
increased winter precipitation) have the potential to further degrade hydrologic conditions
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for tributary spawning sockeye. Figure 6.9 depicts the complexity and interconnectivity
among controls, processes and inputs, hypotheses, and activities that affect processes and
inputs. Activities affecting hydrologic processes in tributaries include: logging and road
building throughout the watershed, agriculture and rural development, and other
floodplain alterations in major tributaries. A summary of the status of hydrologic
processes, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and activities affecting hydrologic
processes is shown in Table 6.15. Tributary hydrologic processes also transcend
population segment boundaries and can affect habitat-forming processes and habitat
conditions, as well as biological processes influencing all population segments.

Table 6.15. Summary of hydrologic process condition, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting hydrologic processes.

Process/input condition status: Impaired

Primary limiting factor hypotheses

associated with process/input: Hypothesis 15 (Q)
Geographic location of limiting factor: Lake Ozette
Adult migration and pre-spawning holding,
Life history stages affected: egg incubation, and emergence and
dispersal
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor Unknown
hypothesis: Contributing limiting factor

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses

associated with process/input’: H#12-Stab; H#13-WQ

Logging and road building, agriculture and
rural development, and other floodplain
alterations

Activities and/or conditions affecting
process/input:

Tributary hydrologic processes also influence the following hypotheses: H#1-Pred, H#2-WQ,
H#3-Q, H#4-Hab, H#6-BSH, and H#9-LL

Recovery goal: Restore hydrologic processes and natural hydrologic variability in Ozette
tributaries to the extent that hydrologic influences on all limiting factors influenced by
hydrologic processes are no longer limiting Lake Ozette sockeye VSP parameters.

Recovery strategy 27: Quantitatively assess hydrologic impacts from land use and LWD
removal activities and develop a distributed hydrologic model calibrated for each sockeye
tributary. Based on modeling results, prioritize actions needed to improve natural
hydrologic processes in sockeye spawning streams.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.
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6.4.3 Sediment Processes (H#11-TSH; H#13-WQ)

Within the context of this subsection, sediment processes are those processes that store,
deliver, and route sediment in Lake Ozette sockeye spawning tributaries. Limiting factor
Hypotheses 11 (Section 4.4.1.1) and 13 (Section 4.4.2.2) are the primary limiting factor
hypotheses related to sediment processes affecting tributary spawners. Sediment
processes also influence limiting factor Hypotheses 12 and 16. Gravel storage behind
large woody debris has been systematically reduced from historical levels; this coupled
with increased fine sediment delivery to mainstem spawning reaches has altered the
quantity and quality of spawning habitat. Increased sediment inputs into sockeye
spawning streams can also contribute to degraded water quality conditions. Improper
construction, maintenance and use of roads, increased channel instability, mass wasting
events triggered by roads or clear-cut timber harvest on unstable slopes, and other land
use activities (e.g., agriculture) all contribute to elevated turbidity and SSC levels in
tributaries. Activities affecting sediment processes include: logging and road building
throughout the watershed (affecting sediment supply), agriculture and rural development
in the Big River valley, and other floodplain alterations (e.g., wood removal in Big River)
in tributaries to the lake. Table 6.16 is a summary of the status (impaired/unimpaired) of
sediment processes, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and activities affecting
sediment processes.

Table 6.16 Summary of sediment process condition, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting sediment processes.

Process/input condition status: Impaired

Primary limiting factor hypothesis
associated with process/input: Hypotheses 11 (TSH) and 13 (WQ)

Geographic location of limiting factor: Lake Ozette
Adult staging and spawning (H#8-WQ
Life history stages affected: only) egg incubation and emergence and
dispersal
High (H#11-TSH)
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor Key limiting factor
hypothesis: Low (H#13-WQ)

Contributing limiting factor

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses

associated with process/input: H#12 (Stab) and H#16 (HP)

LWD removal, logging and road building,
agriculture and rural development, and
other floodplain alterations

Activities and/or conditions affecting
process/input:

Recovery goal: Restore natural sediment production, storage, and transport processes in
Lake Ozette tributaries to the extent that sediment (per limiting factors Hypothesis 11) is
no longer limiting Lake Ozette sockeye VSP parameters.

Recovery strategy 28: Within the sockeye spawning subbasins, quantitatively assess
sediment impacts from logging (gully creation, landslides), road building, LWD removal,
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and other land use activities. Implement sediment reduction program including
programmatic actions such as Road Maintenance and Abandonment Plans (RMAPS; see
section 7.2.1.1.4) and other watershed-wide sediment reduction activities.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

6.4.4 Riparian and Floodplain Processes (H#11-TSH; H#12-Stab)

Within the context of this subsection, riparian and floodplain processes are limited in
geographic scope to the following three watersheds: Umbrella Creek, Big River, and
Crooked Creek. Riparian and floodplain processes influence hydrologic and sediment
processes, which in turn affect limiting factor Hypotheses 11, 12, 13, and 16. For
example, riparian and floodplain processes can affect spawning habitat quantity by
recruiting LWD, which then stores spawning gravel. Large wood also maintains
floodplain connectivity, which then results in more fine sediment storage on the
floodplain versus the active channel. Riparian and floodplain processes also influence
channel stability.

Loss of riparian function (including in-channel LWD) and floodplain connectivity results
in channel destabilization and/or morphologic changes in channel form and can result in
lowered egg-to-fry survival during the egg incubation period. The primary activities that
contribute to degraded riparian and floodplain conditions, where they exist, are the
historical removal of LWD, logging and road building, agriculture and rural
development, and other floodplain alterations (e.g., bank armoring). Table 6.17 is a
summary of the status of riparian and floodplain processes, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting riparian-floodplain processes.

Table 6.17 Summary of riparian and floodplain processes condition, linkage to limiting
factors hypotheses, and activities affecting riparian and floodplain processes.

Process/input condition status: Impaired

Primary I|m|png factor hypotheSIS H#11-TSH: H#12-Stab
associated with process/input:

Geographic location of limiting factor: Lake Ozette
Life history stages affected: Egg incubatic()jr_l and emergence and
ispersal
High (H#11-TSH)
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor Key limiting factor
hypothesis: Unknown (H#12-Stab)

Contributing limiting factor

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses

associated with process/input: H#13-WQ; H16-HP

LWD removal, logging and road building,
agriculture and rural development, and
other floodplain alterations

Activities and/or conditions affecting
process/input:
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Recovery goal: Restore riparian and floodplain processes and conditions in sockeye
spawning tributaries to the extent that riparian and floodplain processes are no longer
limiting Lake Ozette sockeye VSP parameters.

Recovery strategy 29: Protect riparian forests and reestablish healthy riparian forests
where degraded conditions exist within sockeye spawning subbasins.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1/3.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I/I1.

Recovery strategy 30: Survey and eradicate non-native invasive plant species colonizing
riparian areas.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3/4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I/11.

Recovery strategy 31: Identify riparian/floodplain infrastructure; where feasible,
develop alternatives to mitigate or remove infrastructure-impairing riparian/floodplain
processes.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3/4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

Recovery strategy 32: Identify disconnected floodplain surfaces and add LWD to
reconnect floodplains to channels to improve connectivity, sediment storage, water
retention, and peak flow attenuation.

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3/4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

6.4.5 Biological Processes

Within the context of this subsection, biological processes are limited to those that occur
in tributaries and affect only tributary spawners. Biological processes within tributary
spawning subbasins influence limiting factor Hypothesis 14. Currently biological
processes are only slightly impaired. Fish and wildlife management is the activity
identified that affects biological processes within Ozette sockeye spawning subbasins.
Table 6.18 is a summary of the status of biological processes, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting biological processes.
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Table 6.18 Summary of hydrologic process condition, linkage to limiting factors
hypotheses, and activities affecting hydrologic processes.

Process/input condition status: Slightly impaired

Primary limiting factor hypothesis
: . . . NA
associated with process/input:

Geographic location of limiting factor: Ozette sockeye tributaries

Adult migration and holding, egg

Life history stages affected: incubation, emergence and dispersal

Degree of impact of primary limiting factor

hypothesis: NA

Secondary limiting factors hypotheses

associated with process/input: Hypothesis 14 (Pred)

Activities and/or conditions affecting

orocess/input: Fish and wildlife management

Recovery goal: Maintain and protect biological processes in sockeye spawning
subbasins. Increase spatial distribution of sockeye salmon in Umbrella Creek and Big
River.

Recovery strategy 32: Increase the spatial distribution of tributary spawning sockeye by
implementing the HGMP for the Makah Lake Ozette sockeye hatchery program (see
Sections 2.9 and 2.9.2).

Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 1.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority | and II.

6.4.6 Habitat Conditions (H#11-TSH)

Within the context of this subsection, habitat conditions are limited in geographic scope
to tributary sockeye spawning. Limiting factor Hypothesis 11 (Section 4.4.1.1) is the
primary limiting factor hypothesis related to habitat conditions affecting tributary
spawners. Lake Ozette tributary spawning habitat conditions are controlled by sediment,
hydrologic, and riparian-floodplain processes. Activities affecting habitat conditions
include: historical LWD removal (altering lake base level), logging and road building
throughout the watershed, past and current agriculture and rural development. Table 6.19
is a summary of the status of habitat conditions, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses,
and activities affecting habitat conditions.
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Table 6.19 Summary of habitat conditions, linkage to limiting factors hypotheses, and
activities affecting habitat conditions.

Habitat condition status: Impaired

Primary limiting factor hypothesis .

associa)t/ed Withgprocess/i?:gut: Hypothesis 11 (TSH)
Geographic location of limiting factor: Ozette sockeye tributaries

Life history stages affected: Egg incubation, emergence and dispersal
Degree of impact of primary limiting factor High

hypothesis: Key limiting factor
Secondary limiting factors hypotheses NA

associated with process/input:

e Sediment processes
Processes affecting habitat conditions: ¢ Riparian-floodplain processes
e Biological processes

Recovery goals: Increase the quantity and quality of spawning habitat in sockeye
spawning tributaries so that habitat quantity and quality do not limit sockeye VSP
parameters.

Recovery strategy 33: Add LWD structures throughout sockeye spawning streams
where gravel deficient conditions exist, to trap and store spawning gravels. This must be
done in conjunction with or after sediment and hydrologic processes are addressed.
Recovery strategy hierarchy: Tier 3/4.

Priority subbasin rating: Priority I.

6.5 SUMMARY OF LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE RECOVERY
STRATEGIES

The recovery strategies identified in this plan address the limiting factors hypotheses for
Lake Ozette sockeye. Table 6.20 summarizes the recovery strategies presented in the
sections above. The goal of the recovery plan is to address limiting factors and
implement recovery strategies that will improve the viable salmonid population
parameters such that, over time, each parameter will achieve or exceed the PSTRT's
proposed viability criteria. In order to track and measure changes in these viability
parameters as recovery actions are implemented, a detailed adaptive management,
research, monitoring and evaluation plan will be developed in 2009 (see Chapter 8).
Based on monitoring results, the adaptive management plan will adjust recovery actions
so that viability parameters improve over time. Proposed monitoring will further our
understanding of how habitat conditions affect sockeye viability parameters, and will
accordingly help identify what recovery actions are needed to improve viability. Thus,
the link between recovery strategies and expected viability responses will be better
understood as both actions and monitoring proceed.
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Table 6.20. Summary of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon recovery strategies.

Recovery Flow Primary Secondary
S';,Zigve% Chart (Population Procéis;, dli::]i% l:]t’ or Description Hypotheses Hypotheses
9y Segment Addressed) Addressed Addressed
All Population Protect coastal processes and estuary habitat from
RS#1 P Coastal Processes degradation by implementing ONP and Marine NA NA
Segments '
Sanctuary regulations and management plans.
Implement strategies and actions to increase egg-to-
All Population fry survival of beach and tributary spawners so that
RS#2 P Biological the habitat can produce abundant sockeye salmon H#1 (Pred) NA
Segments : .
capable of overwhelming and swamping predators,
and thus maintain a natural predator-prey balance.
RS#3 All Population Biological Restore natural predatc_Jr-pr_ey balan_ce by eliminating H#1 (Pred) NA
Segments non-native fish species.
All Population Restore natural predator-prey balance by eliminating
RS#4 P Biological and/or strictly limiting fishing related mortalities on H#1 (Pred) NA
Segments
Lake Ozette sockeye.
All Population Improve predator avoidance opportunities in the
RS#5 P Biological Ozette River (e.g., improve weir and smolt trapping H#1 (Pred) NA
Segments -
techniques).
Implement actions that restore the hydraulic and
All Population hydrologic conditions of the Ozette River (e.g., LWD
RS#6 P Biological and sediment deposition) to provide favorable flow H#1 (Pred) NA
Segments - A
conditions for sockeye migration and predator
avoidance.
All Population Work at local, regional, and international scales to
RS#7 Se rFr)1ents Biological maintain favorable ocean conditions that support H#1 (Pred) H#5 (MS)
g sockeye salmon.
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Recovery Flow Primary Secondary
Slt?r;ctgverlyD Chart (Population Pro?(s;sr,], dlirt1iF()) l;]t' or Description Hypotheses Hypotheses
9y Segment Addressed) Addressed Addressed
Quantitatively assess hydrologic impacts from land
use and LWD removal activities and develop a
. S ; ’ H#1 (Pred) H#2
All Population distributed hydrologic model calibrated for each
R Segments Hydrology tributary in conjunction with Ozette River hydraulic Hi#3 (Q) (WQ) Hi4
A . . (Hab)
model to prioritize actions needed to improve natural
hydrologic functions where needed.
All Population Restore natural hydraulic controls (both LWD and H#1 (Pred) H#2
RS#9 S P Hydrology sediment) in the Ozette River based on guidance from H#3 (Q) (WQ) H#4
egments . :
watershed hydrologic modeling. (Hab)
All Pooulation Implement hydrologic strategies for sockeye H#1 (Pred) H#2
RS#10 P Hydrology spawning subbasins based on outcome of hydrologic H#3 (Q) (WQ) H#4
Segments ; X .
modeling (see Section 6.4.2 recovery strategies). (Hab)
Based on the results of watershed hydrologic
. S : . H#1 (Pred) H#2
All Population modeling, implement hydrologic strategies to restore
RS Segments Hydrology Lake Ozette inflow hydrology in priority Il and I11 Hi#3 (Q) (V\éaég#zl
subbasins.
Within the Coal Creek subbasin, quantitatively assess
sediment production impacts from logging (gully
RS#12 All Population Sediment creation, landslides), road building, and LWD H#2 (WQ) H#3 | H#1 (Pred) H#4
Segments removal. Develop program to reduce land use related (Q (Hab)
sediment inputs. Implement sediment reduction
program.
All Population Restore natural hydraulic controls (both LWD and H#1 (Pred) H#2
RS#13 S P Sediment Sediment) in the Ozette River based on guidance from H#3 (Q) (WQ) H#4
egments - .
watershed hydrologic modeling. (Hab)
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Recovery Flow Primary Secondary
Slt?r;igverlyD Chart (Population Pm?g‘:‘]' dlirt1iF()) l;]t' or Description Hypotheses Hypotheses
9y Segment Addressed) Addressed Addressed
Stop or significantly slow climate change by
developing and participating in local, regional,
RS#14 All Population Thermal Inputs national, and globa_l aFmospherlc anti-pollution H#2 (WQ) H#5 (MS)
Segments program to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases. If
this cannot be accomplished then a comprehensive
mitigation plan must be developed.
RS#15 All Population Thermal Inputs Pro'gect _Ozette River riparian corridor a_n_d reestz_ibllsh H#2 (WQ) NA
Segments riparian forest where degraded conditions exist.
All Population A Protect Ozette River riparian corridor and reestablish H#1 (Pred) H#3
R Segments Riparian Processes riparian forest where degraded conditions exist. NA (Q) H#4 (Hab)
Use LWD placement techniques to restore LWD
All Population . - habitat conditions in the Ozette River. This should be H#1 (Pred) H#3
e Segments Habitat Condition conducted in conjunction with strategies to restore H##4 (Hab) Q)
lake and river hydrology-hydraulics.
Quantitatively assess hydrologic impacts from land
use and LWD removal activities and develop a
distributed hydrologic model calibrated for each H#6 (BSH) H#9
i) Beach Spawners Hydrology tributary in conjunction with Ozette River hydraulic (LL) NA
model to prioritize actions needed to improve natural
hydrologic functions where needed.
Restore natural hydraulic controls (both LWD and H#6 (BSH) H#9
RS#9 Beach Spawners Hydrology sediment) in the Ozette River based on guidance from (LL) NA
watershed hydrologic modeling.
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Beach Spawners

Hydrology

Based on the results of watershed hydrologic
modeling, implement hydrologic strategies to restore
Lake Ozette inflow hydrology in priority 11 and 11l
subbasins.

H#6 (BSH) H#9
(LL)

NA

Beach Spawners

Sediment

Within the Umbrella Creek subbasin, quantitatively
assess sediment production impacts from logging
(qully creation, landslides), road building, and LWD
removal. Develop program to reduce land use related
sediment inputs to levels that create properly
functioning conditions at Umbrella Beach.

H#6 (BSH) H#8
(WQ)

H#10 (Comp)

Beach Spawners

Sediment

Within the Big River subbasin quantitatively assess
sediment production impacts from logging (gully
creation, landslides), road building, LWD removal,
and other land use activities. Develop program to
reduce land use related sediment inputs to levels that
do not create water quality problems within the lake.

H#8 (WQ)

NA

Beach Spawners

Sediment

Within Priority 11 and 111 subbasins, quantitatively
assess sediment production impacts from logging
(gully creation, debris flows, landslides) and road
building. Develop program to reduce land use related
sediment inputs that have the potential to deliver
sediment to lake shore spawning habitats or areas of
identified as potential habitat.

H#6 (BSH) H#8
(WQ)

H#10 (Comp)
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Recovery Flow Primary Secondary
Slt?r;ctg\g/;rlyD Chart (Population Pro?(s;sr,], dlirt1iF()) l;]t' or Description Hypotheses Hypotheses
Segment Addressed) Addressed Addressed
Maintain and protect the lake’s riparian forest.
L Determine where degraded riparian forests exist that
Riparian Processes may affect spawning habitat quality and re-establish
RS#20 Beach Spawners Vegetation y atfect spa g habitat quality H#6 (BSH) H#9 (LL)
Colonization native riparian vegetation. _Implement recovery
strategies to restore hydrologic processes (RS#8-11)
and sediment processes (RS#17-19).
Survey and eradicate non-native invasive plant
Riparian Processes species colonizing the lake’s beaches and riparian
RS#21 Beach Spawners Vegetation areas. This may require non-native species H#6 (BSH) H#9 (LL)
Colonization eradication in all tributaries to be successful over the
long-term.
Implement strategies and actions to increase egg-to-
fry survival of beach and tributary spawners so that H#6 (BSH)
RS#22 Beach Spawners Biological the habitat can produce abundant sockeye salmon H#7 (Pred) H#10 (Com
. } p)
capable of overwhelming and swamping predators,
and thus maintain a natural predator-prey balance.
. . Increase the spatial distribution of Lake Ozette beach H#6 (BSH)
RS#23 Beach Spawners Biological spawning sockeye. H#7 (Pred) H#10 (Comp)
. . Restore natural predator-prey balance by reducing H#6 (BSH)
RS#24 Beach Spawners Biological pre-spawn predation mortalities. H#7 (Pred) H#10 (Comp)
Develop a comprehensive understanding of the
conditions, factors, and processes controlling egg-to-
fry survival on sockeye spawning beaches. Investigate
RS#25 Beach Spawners Habitat Condition several different methods of beach spawning habitat H#6 (BSH) NA
rehabilitation including: vegetation removal, gravel
cleaning, LWD introduction, etc...Include sockeye
egg survival studies with habitat manipulations.
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Recovery Flow Primary Secondary
Slt?r;ctgverlyD Chart (Population Pro?(s;sr,], dlirt1iF()) l;]t' or Description Hypotheses Hypotheses
9y Segment Addressed) Addressed Addressed
Implement programmatic actions to ensure that
habitat connectivity is maintained. As sockeye
RS#26 Tributary Spawners | Habitat Connectivity spawning spatial distribution increases, ensure that NA NA
fish blockages are corrected within stream reaches
suitable for sockeye spawning.
Quantitatively assess hydrologic impacts from land
use and LWD removal activities and develop a
. distributed hydrologic model calibrated for each H#12 (Stab)
S Tributary Spawners Hydrology sockeye tributary. Based on modeling results, H#15 (Q) H#13 (WQ)
prioritize actions needed to improve natural
hydrologic processes in sockeye spawning streams.
Within the sockeye spawning subbasins,
quantitatively assess sediment production impacts
from logging (gully creation, landslides), road
. . building, LWD removal, and other land use activities. H#11 (TSH) H#12 (Stab)
R Tributary Spawners Sediment Develop program to reduce land use related sediment H#13 (WQ) H#16 (HP)
inputs to levels that create properly functioning
conditions within these subbasins (this should be done
in conjunction with RS#17-19).
Protect riparian forests and reestablish healthy
RS#29 Tributary Spawners | Riparian/Floodplain riparian forests where degraded conditions exist H#11 (TSH) H#13 (WQ)
e : . H#12 (Stab) H#16 (HP)
within sockeye spawning subbasins.
. - . Survey and eradicate non-native invasive plant H#11 (TSH) H#13 (WQ)
Rl Tributary Spawners | Riparian/Floodplain species colonizing riparian areas. H#12 (Stab) H#16 (HP)
Identify riparian/floodplain infrastructure; where
RS#31 Tributary Spawners | Riparian/Floodplain feasible, develop alternatives to mitigate or remove H#11 (TSH) H#13 (WQ)
. LR i H#12 (Stab) H#16 (HP)
infrastructure impairing riparian/floodplain processes.
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Identify disconnected floodplain surfaces and add
. - . LWD to reconnect floodplains to channels to improve H#11 (TSH) H#13 (WQ)
Tributary Spawners | Riparian/Floodplain connectivity, sediment storage, water retention, and H#12 (Stab) H#16 (HP)
peak flow attenuation.
. . . Increase the spatial distribution of tributary spawning
Tributary Spawners Biological sockeye by implementing the LOS HGMP. NA H#14 (Pred)
Throughout sockeye spawning streams where gravel
deficient conditions exist, add LWD structures to trap
Tributary Spawners Habitat Condition and store spawning gravels. This must be done in H#11 (TSH) NA
conjunction with or after sediment and hydrologic
processes are addressed.
May 4, 2009 6-48 Recovery Strategy




RECOVERY PLAN FOR LAKE OZETTE SOCKEYE SALMON

7 RECOVERY PROGRAM ACTIONS

This chapter presents a suite of recommended actions that may be necessary to achieve
recovery of the Lake Ozette sockeye salmon ESU. These recommendations were
developed by NMFS with input and suggestions from the Lake Ozette Sockeye Steering
Committee. At their November 2006 meeting, Steering Committee members proposed a
range of strategies and actions (programmatic and site-specific) to restore biological
processes and address limiting factors in the Lake Ozette watershed. NMFS refined these
suggestions in relation to the scientific process that forms the basis of the plan — the
process of forming hypotheses and moving from those to strategy and action. This section
contains the combined results. Many of the Committee's suggestions are also included in
Chapter 8, Adaptive Management, Research, Monitoring and Evaluation.

The recovery actions are voluntary and are listed here as guidance and for planning
purposes only. These actions are proposed for future consideration and are conceptual in
nature; they are not required or mandated as a result of being in this recovery plan.
Recovery actions will need to be refined during development of an Implementation
Schedule (see Section 9.1) and any recovery action will need to be developed and
implemented in cooperation with all landowners, requiring prior written permission for
any activity on private property. The public will be involved in developing the
Implementation Schedule and selecting future projects. To decide whether to implement
any of the proposed recovery actions, it will be necessary to develop project budgets,
seek funding, get permits from the relevant authorizing agencies, evaluate potential social
and economic effects, and coordinate actions with Olympic National Park, NMFS,
WDFW, Tribes, County, landowners, and other appropriate entities.

The proposed voluntary actions in the recovery plan are designed to be integrated with
current, ongoing programs or regulations that may benefit sockeye and that are also
described in this plan, such as the forest HCPs or current fisheries regulations. These
ongoing programs or regulations that are currently being implemented have been
previously evaluated and approved through appropriate local, state, and Federal
environmental impact review processes. Some of the ongoing actions that are integrated
into the plan, such as implementation of forest HCPs, maintenance of county roads,
operation of the sockeye hatcheries, or regulation of fisheries, are not voluntary, as they
are already subject to an existing permit, contract, or regulation. In that sense, the plan
incorporates some required actions because of their potentially significant contribution to
achieving recovery, as well as the new, proposed, voluntary actions detailed in this
chapter. Table 7.1 lists the actions.
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Table 7.1. Summary of proposed recovery program actions.

Plan Section

Actions

7.1 Fisheries
Management

Maintain all currently closed or restricted sockeye fisheries
(Section 7.1).

Continue timing, location, and method limits on current
ocean fisheries and other salmon-directed fisheries, to ensure
that these fisheries do not interfere with Lake Ozette sockeye
salmon recovery (Section 7.1.3.2).

Continue current commercial and recreational fisheries ban
on directed and incidental harvest of Lake Ozette sockeye
salmon in Lake Ozette, Ozette River and all Lake Ozette
tributaries (Section 7.1.3.1).

Depending upon ESA evaluation and determination that
recovery would not be compromised, resume limited
ceremonial and subsistence fisheries (Section 7.1.3.1).
Subject to ESA review and approval, as sockeye populations
recover, commercial and recreational fisheries directed at
sockeye salmon may be allowed in Ozette watershed (Section
7.1.3.1).

Minimize incidental harvest impacts on juvenile and adult
sockeye salmon by regulating fisheries on other fish species
(Section 7.1.3.1).

Study impacts on sockeye of increased cutthroat trout
population, and consider changing cutthroat trout non-
retention regulation if necessary (Section 7.1.3.1).

Continue Lake Ozette watershed recreational fisheries
designed to reduce non-native fish species that prey on
juvenile sockeye salmon (Section 7.1.3.1).

Long-term future sockeye marine fisheries harvest may be
resumed after evaluation of proposed harvest plans for tribal
commercial, ceremonial and subsistence, and all-citizen
recreational fisheries (Section 7.1.4.2).

7.2 Habitat-
Related Actions

7.2.1 Habitat-
Related
Programmatic
Actions

Implement the Washington Forest Practices Habitat
Conservation Plan on private timber lands in the Lake Ozette
watershed (Section 7.2.1.1).

Implement the Washington Department of Natural Resources
Habitat Conservation Plan on state timber lands in the Lake
Ozette watershed (Section 7.2.1.2).

Implement Clallam County Critical Areas Ordinance and
Storm Water Management Plan in the Lake Ozette watershed
(Section 7.2.1.3).

Implement the Clallam County Road Maintenance Plan in the
Lake Ozette watershed (Section 7.2.1.4).
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Plan Section

Actions

Implement the Olympic National Park General Management
Plan in the Lake Ozette watershed (Section 7.2.1.5).

Implement the Olympic Coast National Marine Sanctuary
Management Plan (Section 7.2.1.6).

Implement the Washington State Department of Fish and
Wildlife Hydraulic Code (Section 7.2.1.7).

Implement the Washington State Department of Ecology’s
water quality and water resource programs in the Lake Ozette
watershed (Section 7.2.1.8).

7.2.2 Habitat
Protection,
Restoration and
Enhancement
Projects

Implement Broad-scale Sediment Reduction Projects (Section
7.2.2.1) that may be carried out as part of the Forest Practices
HCP, WDNR HCP, or by other landowners.

Implement Hydrologic Restoration Projects by carrying out
computer modeling to analyze impacts of past land use and
large wood removal actions, and identify potential future
actions to improve natural hydrologic functions in the
watershed (Section7.2.2.2).

Research and identify options for large wood placement
projects (Section 7.2.2.3).

Implement site-specific large wood placement projects in
Umbrella Creek (Section 7.2.2.3.2).

Implement broad-scale and site-specific riparian and
floodplain restoration projects (Section 7.2.2.4).

Seek conservation easements and encourage market-driven
transfer of development rights for conservation (Section
7.2.2.6).

Section 7.3
Hatchery
Supplementation
Actions

Implement the current hatchery practices as required in the
2000 Lake Ozette Sockeye Salmon Hatchery and Genetic
Management Plan (Section 7.3).

Continue to use Umbrella Creek sockeye salmon for hatchery
broodstock collection actions (Section 7.3.1.1).

Continue to use broodstock spawning procedures in
accordance with NMFS guidelines under the ESA (Section
7.3.1.2).

Continue to use ESA-approved protocols for juvenile sockeye
salmon rearing and release actions (Section 7.3.1.3).

Implement the ESA-approved hatchery program practices
and return adult carcasses to Umbrella Creek (Section
7.3.1.4).

Implement beach spawner supplementation research as
defined in the ESA-approved hatchery plan (Section 7.3.1.5).

Implement potential long-term hatchery enhancement actions
(Section 7.3.2.1.1).
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Plan Section

Actions

Section 7.4
Predator-
Related
Recovery
Actions

Create an incentive program, as appropriate within NPS
regulations, to encourage or require lethal take of largemouth
bass and other non-native fish species, with a goal of
reducing or eliminating non-native fish species (Section
7.1.4.1).

Create fishing regulations that will limit take of native
species while maximizing the removal of non-native species
(Section 7.1.4.1).

Conduct field assessments of northern pikeminnow
abundance in the Lake Ozette watershed, spatiotemporal
distribution by life state, and the species’ diet composition, to
evaluate the impact on sockeye salmon survival and
productivity. Assessments should take into consideration
annual reductions in the number of sockeye fry and smolts
potentially caused by northern pikeminnow predation and
adult equivalent reduction in sockeye spawner returns to the
lake attributable to pikeminnow predation on juvenile fish.
Identify management options to reduce northern pikeminnow
predation impacts if it is determined to be necessary to meet
sockeye population viability criteria. (Section 7.1.4.1).
Work with NMFS, ONP, WDFW, and the Tribes to study
impacts of marine mammals and river otters on sockeye
salmon, particularly on beach spawning grounds. Based on
this information, develop a NMFS-sanctioned plan to address
these impacts through a variety of predator control measures
being tested in the watershed and used in the NMFS
Northwest Region. Any predator control activities proposed
within the boundaries of Olympic National Park will require
approval by the Park’s Superintendent.

Working in coordination with NMFS, ONP, the Tribes, and
the State, analyze the impacts of seals and sea lions on
sockeye salmon and identify options to minimize these
impacts, including reinstating ceremonial and subsistence
hunting of seals and sea lions in Tribal Usual and
Accustomed hunting and fishing areas.

Modify sockeye adult enumeration techniques at the Ozette
River weir to reduce any predation mortality on adult and
juvenile sockeye.

Implement research and monitoring actions proposed in
Chapter 8 to analyze fishing regulations, predator-prey
interactions, and predation at all life stages for beach
spawners.

Section 7.5
Research, Mon.
& Adapt. Mgmt

Implement research, monitoring and adaptive management
actions (see Chapter 8).
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Plan Section

Actions

Section 7.6
Public
Education

Develop an education and outreach program regarding
negative impacts of non-native fish and plants.

Produce a 3-5 page summary brochure or handout describing
the key parts of the Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan and
highlighting the recovery actions that can be carried out by
the public and landowners

Develop a clearinghouse of information about recovery plan
implementation to keep partners and the public informed
about recovery actions.

Work with landowners in the watershed to provide
information and help identify appropriate recovery actions on
landowner property.

Produce educational materials that can be used in the local
schools, community colleges, and community centers.
Develop cooperative educational and outreach programs with
existing organizations and nonprofit groups to include
information about sockeye recovery in their materials.
Develop exhibit materials that can be used at fairs, festivals,
or other venues.

Work with Olympic National Park staff to develop materials,
posters, and display boards to educate the public visiting
Lake Ozette about the need to recover sockeye salmon and
the recovery actions being carried out within the Park.

Seek funding to carry out the proposed education and
outreach actions. Develop a clearinghouse of information on
funding sources. Support local entities, landowners, and
Tribes to seek funding for recovery actions.

Identify which entities and individuals will carry out the
education and outreach actions.

Develop public education information that can be posted on
the NMFS, Olympic National Park, Olympic Coast National
Marine Sanctuary, and Clallam County’s NPCLE web sites.
Identify other opportunities for web postings of recovery
information.

Carry out briefings and presentations to civic, business, trade,
environmental, and conservation organizations.

Lead seasonal tours of the watershed so the public can
observe spawning sockeye salmon and visit recovery project
restoration sites.

Section 7.7
Action
Integration

Implement priorities for actions based on the recovery
strategy hierarchy, subbasin prioritization, and limiting
factors presented in the recovery plan.
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7.1 FISHERIES MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

This section of the plan addresses recovery-directed actions and regulatory measures that
will be applied over the short and long-terms (e.g., 50 years) in the management of
fisheries directed at the harvest of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon. This section also
addresses short- and long-term actions and measures applied for fisheries that may
incidentally affect the population through harvests directed at other fish species.

These harvest actions will apply to all fisheries under the jurisdiction of Federal,
Washington State, and tribal resource management agencies and entities that, because of
their timing and/or location, have a moderate to high likelihood of harvesting Lake Ozette
sockeye salmon. All fisheries that historically occurred in Lake Ozette, Lake Ozette
tributaries, and the Ozette River, but that are presently closed or restricted for
conservation purposes, are subject to the sockeye salmon preservation and recovery
actions described in this plan. Recently extant, but now closed or restricted freshwater
area fisheries covered by this plan include any proposed tribal commercial, ceremonial,
and subsistence fisheries, and all recreational fisheries jointly managed by the Olympic
National Park and WDFW (Olympic National Park consults annually with WDFW on all
fishing regulations for the park, including those in the Ozette watershed). Nothing in this
plan is intended to address or define the tribal treaty rights to fish in Lake Ozette, Lake
Ogzette tributaries or the Ozette River, including the equitable allocation of harvestable
fish.

Marine area fisheries that will be guided by conservation-directed measures included in
this plan are tribal and non-tribal commercial and recreational fisheries in Washington
marine waters regulated by the Tribes, WDFW, and NMFS through the Pacific Fisheries
Management Council, North of Cape Falcon, and Pacific Salmon Treaty fisheries
management forums. Under current management regimes, ocean salmon-directed
fisheries in Washington, British Columbia, and Alaska, including those managed under
the terms of the Pacific Salmon Treaty, are not likely to substantially affect Lake Ozette
sockeye salmon (LFA Section 5.6.1.1) (Haggerty et al. 2009). The expectation is that
fishing patterns for these fisheries, and their attendant unsubstantial impacts on Lake
Ozette sockeye salmon, are unlikely to change to the detriment of Lake Ozette sockeye
salmon over the short or long-term. However, management actions for these potential
interceptory fisheries, including their timing and location relative to sockeye migration
routes, will be monitored by NMFS. In the event that any interceptions of Lake Ozette
sockeye are documented through monitoring of these fisheries, NMFS will notify and
work with the managers overseeing the fisheries to implement management measures that
will minimize to the extent feasible any mortality resulting from the fisheries as the
sockeye population recovers. Measures that may be required by NMFS to minimize
ocean area interceptions in the fisheries may include time and area closures and gear
restrictions.
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7.1.1 Tribal Fishing Rights and Lake Ozette Sockeye Salmon Recovery

As noted in Section 1.6, sockeye salmon population recovery goals are accentuated by
the Federal government’s trust responsibilities to ensure that tribal treaty fishing rights
are preserved. The Treaty of Neah Bay (1855) and the Treaty of Olympia (1856) identify
lands ceded to the federal government by the Makah and Quileute Tribes, respectively.
The Tribes share a common boundary of their ceded lands, described in both treaties. The
treaties reserved to the Tribes the right of fishing “at all usual and accustomed grounds
and stations.” This right was reaffirmed by the Boldt Decision in 1974 (U.S. v.
Washington, 384 F. Supp. 312, 362). Under the Federal trust responsibility, Federal
agencies, including NMFS, have an obligation to support the Tribes in efforts to preserve
and rebuild treaty salmon fisheries in the Tribes’ usual and accustomed fishing area. The
U.S. Government has an obligation to protect tribal land, assets, and resources, as well as
a duty to carry out the mandates of Federal law with respect to Tribes. This unique
relationship provides the Constitutional basis for legislation, treaties, and Exectutive
Orders that grant unique rights or privileges to Native Americans to protect their property
and their way of life.

Implementation of a recovery plan that achieves the basic purposes of the ESA will lead
to major improvements in the status of the species (ESU) and its habitat over time, such
that the Lake Ozette sockeye salmon ESU reaches the point where it no longer needs
protection under the Act. However, stock status improvement resulting from
implementation of this plan, and recovery of the ESU to the point of delisting, may not
fully meet treaty-reserved tribal fishing rights and expectations. Ensuring availability and
sufficient abundance of sockeye salmon to allow for, and sustain, harvest can be
important elements in fulfilling treaty fishing rights and the Federal trust responsibilities
for them, as well as garnering public support for the recovery plan. It is appropriate for
this recovery plan to take the need for a harvestable abundance of sockeye salmon into
account and to plan for recovery strategies that include harvest. NMFS’ policy is
therefore that the process of recovery of the Lake Ozette sockeye salmon population must
achieve two goals: (1) recovery and delisting of the listed ESU under the provisions of
the ESA, and (2) the restoration of the meaningful exercise of tribal fishing rights. Itis
NMFS’ view that there is no conflict between the statutory goals of the ESA and the
Federal trust responsibility to Indian tribes regarding the allowance for, and restoration
of, treaty-reserved fisheries.

Treaty fishing rights, although stated as an objective in this Plan, are not currently being
achieved. Declines in the abundance and productivity of Lake Ozette sockeye salmon
from historical levels led to the complete cessation of tribal fisheries in the Ozette River
in 1982 (Jacobs et al. 1996). An important objective of this recovery plan will therefore
be rebuilding of the Lake Ozette sockeye salmon population to allow sustainable,
directed tribal ceremonial and subsistence and commercial sockeye salmon fisheries in
the Lake Ozette region. An important companion goal is restoration of sustainable
recreational and subsistence fisheries for sockeye salmon for the benefit of all citizens in
the region.
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7.1.2 Considerations and Criteria for Re-Establishment of Sockeye Salmon
Fisheries

The fisheries restoration goals described above are part of the broad-sense goals in the
Steering Committee’s vision statement. As this recovery plan is implemented and
changes resulting from other recovery-directed measures have an effect, the protective
approach currently applied regarding adult sockeye salmon harvest management will be
reassessed and revised. Specifically, the harvest approach will be adjusted to allow re-
establishment of sockeye salmon-directed and/or incidental harvest fisheries in the Lake
Ozette basin and its nearshore marine areas. However, any fisheries must not
compromise rebuilding and recovery of the population and the eventual attainment and
maintenance of a viable population. Key considerations regarding re-establishment of
sockeye-directed fisheries will include:

e The trajectory and status of the sockeye salmon population relative to ESU viability
criteria, based on analyses using viability status detection and measurement
parameters developed by the co-managers, NMFS, and the PSTRT, respectively,
addressing spawner abundance status, fish recruitment, population age structure, and
other viability metrics;

e The abundance status of each of the component beach and tributary aggregations
relative to population abundance targets set for these spawning areas, and
considering their contribution to ESU spatial structure and diversity criteria;
Improvements in the condition of habitat in beach and tributary spawning areas;

o Effects of the tributary hatchery programs in returning adult fish, and in establishing
self-sustaining natural spawning aggregations;

e Determination of a total returning population abundance threshold above which
directed harvest could be allowed consistent with ESU rebuilding objectives; and,

e Derivation of a “rebuilding exploitation rate” of harvest that defines a harvest impact
level that will not significantly impede the opportunity for the population to
consistently achieve, or grow towards, identified recovery targets. The rebuilding
rate will incorporate assessment of the habitat and abundance considerations
described in the above bullets, providing a structure in which harvest is constrained
to appropriate levels as the population rebuilds from current abundance to recovery.

The parties to this recovery plan are working toward restoration of a viable Lake Ozette
sockeye salmon population, as defined by criteria developed by the PSTRT. Recovery of
the population to a viable level is considered highly unlikely without commensurate
improvements in limiting factors identified as of moderate and high risk to the listed
population. Sockeye salmon harvest regimes implemented over the long-term would
likely be based on a conservative assessment of maximum sustainable harvest,
accompanied by monitoring, adjustment for survival and productivity conditions in the
Lake Ozette basin, and taking into account uncertainties in data, data analysis, and
management implementation. As other recovery strategies take effect, such an approach
will allow the majority of the expected, increasingly abundant fish to pass through to the
spawning grounds. Objectives for fisheries directly or incidentally affecting Lake Ozette
sockeye salmon will address catch accounting, risk management in the conduct of
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fisheries, and adherence to the principles of overarching salmon management plans, court
orders, and agreements as follows (generally from PSTT and WDFW 2004):

e Conserve the abundance, diversity, spatial structure, and productivity of the ESU;
Manage all fisheries to account for uncertainty and risk in estimating population
sizes and the impacts of harvest;

e Meet the section 7 standards of the ESA for any Federal authorizations to ensure that
harvest is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the ESU;

e  Provide opportunity to harvest surplus production from other species/populations
originating from the Lake Ozette basin or adjacent watersheds;

e Account for all sources of fishery-related mortality;

Adhere to the principles of the Puget Sound Management Plan and legal mandates of
United States v. Washington to ensure equitable sharing of harvest opportunity
among Tribes and among treaty and non-treaty anglers; and

e  Ensure the exercise of Indian treaty rights in “usual and accustomed” areas.

7.1.3 Short-Term Actions (Initial 1-12 Years)

In both freshwater and marine fisheries, harvest management in the initial 1- to 12-year
period of the recovery plan will continue to emphasize sockeye population protection and
rebuilding.

7.1.3.1 Freshwater Fisheries (RS#4)

The primary short-term harvest management approach will be to continue to protect Lake
Ozette sockeye salmon from directed and incidental commercial and