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Bars and Pie Charts:

Pies and bars were generated from estimates of the habitat condition of key limiting factors

associated with habitat actions completed from 2007 to 2011 evaluated by the 2006, 2009,

and 2012 expert panels for 2012 to 2018 actions evaluated by the 2012 expert panels. The

pies and bars only represent conditions for the term of the FCRPS BiOp (2007-2018), do not

include conditions associated with habitat actions completed without FCRPS BiOp Action

Agency involvement within this time period, and, therefore, may not represent the status of TUC1B Lower Tucannon — Mouth to Pataha Chinook Limiting Factor Status TUC1A Upper Tucannon - Pataha up to Panjab Chinook Limiting Factor Status ACC1 Asotin Creek Chinook Limiting Factor Status (2009)

these key limiting factors for other than FCRPS BiOp purposes.
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Baseline data provided by National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).
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