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Action Notes 

 
Time 
Allocation: 

Objective 1. FY 2001 Renewal Process 
Objective 2. Rolling Province Review & Subbasin Summaries  
Objective 3. FY 2000 Adjustments 

0% 
0% 
0% 

Attendees: See list sent previously. 

ITEM 1: Introduction 

DISCUSSION: Bryan Nordlund pointed out that this Workshop will focus on tributary 
criteria.  Another Workshop is scheduled for April 10, 2003 at NMFS 
Portland Office to cover criteria for the mainstem Snake and Columbia.  He 
indicated that it may be necessary to set up follow-up workshops for areas 
where time is not adequate to address all concerns. Doug DeHart stated that 
the USFWS is developing guidelines for resident fish as part of their Fish 
Passage Program responsibilities and is interested in avoiding inconsistencies 
with anadromous fish requirements. 

ITEM 2: Current Status of State and Federal Criteria/Guidelines 

DISCUSSION: USFWS  Doug DeHart reported that they intend to use NMFS criteria for 
FRIMA projects except where resident fish needs create special circumstances 
that require a departure from them.  They also want to assure that their criteria 
are consistent with state criteria.  USFWS is developing guidelines rather than 
criteria. However, for ESA listed species mandated criteria may appear in the 
recovery plans or other ESA documents. 
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ITEM 2: 
DISCUSSION: 

Oregon  Ray Hartlerode reported that Oregon plans to be consistent with 
NMFS criteria.  The Oregon criteria will be developed in Administrative 
Rules and put out for public comment. 

Washington  Pat Powers reported that Washington has been very active and 
provided a handout (attached) listing websites providing access to 
Washington criteria.  Pat stated that their criteria generally follows NMFS 
criteria.  He also pointed out that there are several helpful guidelines and 
manuals available for downloading from these websites. 

Idaho  Lynn Stratton reported that they use NMFS criteria.  The State of Idaho 
has not developed fish facility criteria. 

Montana  Since no one was present from Montana Doug DeHart reported that 
he understands that, like Idaho, Montana has not developed formal fish 
facility criteria for passage of migratory resident fish (bull trout and west 
slope cutthroat). 

ITEM 3: Upstream Passage Impediments (Section 1) – Bryan Nordlund 

DISCUSSION: General Comments  Need examples.  Need single document for all salmonid 
passage.  Need more flexibility to deal with site specific circumstances.  Man-
made structures should be held to higher standard than natural barriers.  Need 
to provide short description of rationale to help determine intent and facilitate 
flexibility in interpretation.  Need references to studies supporting criteria.  
Consider supplemental document with rationale for criteria which would help 
provide uniformity in interpretation. 

1.3.10 Needs clarification. 

1.3.6 and 1.3.3  Needs clarification.  In Idaho some streams are less than 6 
inches deep so 10 inches would not work.  Need example. 

ITEM 4: Design Streamflow Range (Section 4) – Bryan Nordlund 

DISCUSSION: General Provide criteria information source.  Washington uses month of 
highest passage to apply 10% exceedance criteria.  Oregon suggested using 
monthly flow.  Replace all “shalls” with “should”.  Need more flexibility in 
definition of “fishway” in glossary because culvert takes entire stream.  
Should consider regional criteria, especially within different hydrographic 
areas, i.e coastal versus inland streams. 

4.4  Use blend of maintenance plan and river freeboard to minimize 
overtopping.  Depends on style of fishway. 

ITEM 5: Upstream Passage System Criteria (Section 5)– Bryan Nordlund 

DISCUSSION: 5.1 Needs more explanation to clarify intent.  Flood sites may need 
additional analysis before going into design.  Reference WDFW 
documents as a source of more detailed explanation of rationale for some 
criteria. 

5.1.1 Need more discussion on the importance of attraction flow to fish 
guidance. 

5.1.6 Why different from standard slot criteria for mainstem Columbia? 

5.2.2 Need to list maximum transport velocity as well as minimum. 
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 5.3.2.   Gives impression that you can use only vertical diffusers.  Should be 
clear that you can use horizontal diffusers also.  Need to consider bar 
openings less than one inch for sockeye. 

 5.3.11   Check formula.  Consider USFWS formula. 

 5.5        Insert criteria on the wisdom of replacement of weir on corner.  Might 
be better to list in Section 6. 

 5.5.7     Check formula. 

 5.6.9     Eighteen inches is too great a distance to operate a video effectively.  
Fourteen inches, which is used on the Walla Walla and Umatilla, is marginal.  
Need recognition that some counting stations do not have windows by 
separating out criteria that do not apply to non-windowed counting stations. 

 5.6.10   Need to define “flat picket”. 

 5.6.11   Clarify what is meant by “occlusions”.  “Transitions shall be more 
than 1:8” needs clarification. 

 5.8.1-3  Not applicable on small streams. 

 5.8.4      Need more rationale for 1:5 ratio. 

 5.8.7     Need to be flexible on the 10-inch bar space. 

ITEM 6: Full Width Stream Weirs (Section 6)– Bryan Nordlund 

DISCUSSION: Need a section to address roughened channels for fish passage.  WDFW has a 
design procedure for roughened channels in their culvert manual.  WDFW has 
a draft paper on Pool and Chute Fishways that could be referenced. 
 
6.2        Need more discussion on rational for criteria.  Discuss rock ramps or 
roughened channel and describe acceptable and desirable characteristics and 
criteria.  An article on European use of roughened channel will be available in 
about three months.   

 6.7       Would help to insert drawings.  “6.6” is listed twice – should be 6.7 
for Pool and Chute.  Need more options on how to address scour at weirs.  
May be more methods for dissipating energy than those listed. 

ITEM 7: Upstream Juvenile Passage (Section 12) – Bryan Nordlund 

DISCUSSION: Coordinate with USFWS to incorporate resident fish needs and with WDFW 
on design criteria. 

ITEM 8: Exclusion Barriers (Section 7) – Ed Meyer 

DISCUSSION: Concern expressed that criteria may not consider resident salmonids upstream 
migration needs. 

 7.3       Consider need to discourage attraction of fish to velocity barriers. 

 7.3.5    Wording unclear. 

 7.5       Concern about impacts of planned wide-spread use of hinged gates for 
trapping spring chinook for ESA monitoring.  Will impacts be monitored on a 
case-by-case basis?  
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ITEM 9: Adult Fish Trapping Systems (Section 8) – Ed Meyer 

DISCUSSION: Much of the biological material on fish handling and transport does not 
belong in this document.  Need separate document covering fish handling 
protocols.  Criteria are too restrictive and implementation would be costly.  
Fish handling is not an engineering issue.  Difficult to separate impacts of fish 
handling from passage success.  The appropriate people to comment on fish 
handling criteria are not present.  Criteria are stated too strongly considering 
the insistence that they are negotiable and site dependent.  Need to change 
title to “Guidelines and Standards” and remove “shall” to reflect the fact that 
adjustments may be necessary on case-by-case basis.  Anesthetic 
requirements will preclude fisheries upstream of trap to meet human health 
requirements.  Need to form an ad hoc workgroup to revise Section 8 
language that is made up of people with trapping expertise.  Need comparable 
criteria for juvenile salmonids.  Need follow-up workshop to allow further 
input. 

9.2.3   Fords are included in Streambed Simulation Strategies, however fords 
are not always designed or function as stream simulation and should be listed 
by themselves as a design and not be included with stream simulation. 

ITEM 10: Infiltration Galleries (Section 14) – Larry Swenson 

DISCUSSION: Seems to be inconsistency between requirement of lateral entrance and back-
flush which assumes top opening.  Need follow-up workshop to allow further 
input. 

 14.7.3   Seems to be inconsistent with lateral entrance.  Maximum burial 
depth at which back-flush will not work should be listed.  Imported gravel 
may actually benefit fish in some cases. 

ITEM 11: Culverts (Section 9) – Larry Swenson 

DISCUSSION: It is desirable that NMFS design criteria be consistent with the pending 
settlement for US v. Washington case area lawsuit on culvert replacement 
(applies to most of western Washington except SW).  Consider using different 
criteria for different geographic areas depending on local hydrogeology and 
fish species.  Criteria for watering and dewatering needed.  Need follow-up 
workshop to allow further input. 

 9.4.2     Do not want slope to be limited to 6%. 

 9.7.3     Provide rationale.  Anecdotal evidence is available that lights may not 
be effective.  Unclear whether delay due to change in hydraulics or light 
intensity. 

 9.3 vs 9.4  There are two different definitions of channel width which causes 
confusion and could result in very narrow channel width. 

 9.4.2     Should have culvert slope the same as stream gradient and not be 
limited to 6%.   

ITEM 12: Post-construction Evaluations (Section 17) – Bryan Nordlund 

DISCUSSION: Need guidance on who is responsible for funding evaluations and to what 
extent and type (hydrological or biological).  Describe how the approach 
velocity should be measured. 
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ITEM 13: Fish Screen and Bypass Facilities (Section 13) – Bryan Nordlund 

DISCUSSION: Need follow-up workshop to allow further input. 

 13.6.5    Give example for “two times the approach velocity is preferable” 
statement.  Check to see if using latest draft of Section 13.  Need more 
information on requirements for screen cleaning conditions.  Need orifice 
criteria. 

 13.11.3   Increase velocity requirement.  Clarify rate of diversion intent. 

 13.9.2.5   Rationale unclear.  Not realistic for small diversion.  Need more 
information on down-wells, the trajectory over the gap, minimum plunge 
depth and energy dissipation.  

 13.10.3    Need to quantify bypass flow in the last sentence.  Define “any 
stage of river flow” (5% to 95%?). 

 13.11.3&4  Do not fit under O&M. 

ITEM 14: Summary of Follow-up Workshops. 

ACTION: Follow-up workshops will be scheduled for the following Sections: 

  Section 8.  Fish Trapping Systems 

  Section 9.  Culverts 

  Section 13.  Juvenile Fish Screen Criteria 

  Section 14.  Infiltration Galleries 

Frank Young will be responsible for setting up a workshop through the FSOC 
to allow further input on Juvenile Fish Screen Criteria and Bryan Nordlund 
will be responsible for handling the remaining workshops. 
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