These are the Biological Notes from the Upper Grande Ronde Expert Panel Look Forward session, conducted in LaGrande, OR from 3/8/2016
to 3/10/2016. Notes are specific to Chinook. Raw notes were collected during Panel discussions, and later checked for typographical errors
and for consistency with supporting tables. This spreadsheet also contains revisions look back uplifts and rationale in response to Panel
review comments and revisions during the look forward meeting.

"EP table" references are to spreadsheets developed and compiled during the session. This spreadsheet references both look back and look
forward calculation spreadsheets (tables). These two files are named the following:

Look Back Calculation Table:
UGRCC_EP_2012-15_LookBack_CalcSpreadsheet_3-29-16.xIsx

Look Forward Calculation Table:
UGRCC_EP_2016-18 LookForward_CalcSpreadsheet_3-29-16.xlsx

Primary biological note taker: Kim Gould, Cardno, Inc.

Key:
Bracketing in rationale columns demarks content added during the QA process.
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SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIA |Middle GR T1: Habitat Quantity: | 40.00%| 0,00 No other Chinook 20 1109 90.3[EP discussed Five ot ral barrer 1109 Ti03) 1109 0| Potential Barrer on Dry Creek: Railroad 1109 0o actions. 20 e 20 95 barrier a couple
Spring/Summer |Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Anthropogenic Barriers barriers are eftto fix in removal project, conducted in more of anissue for steelhead rather miles u/s from
Chinook upper Points i) this AU. Redistribute October 2015, Streamnet shows 0.1 than Chinook. No actions. mouth just inside
mainstem weight to other limiting mile (before barrier removal), USFS boundary
factors. Panel concerned intrinic potential layer shows ~11
about all-errain vehicle miles of potential Chinook habitat.
(ATV) use in floodilain Adults il not £0 up there to spawn,
and side channels. Panel but juveniles can use it Add this to
added limiting factors the previous look back,as it was
and weights: limiting considered for steelhead.
factors 5.1 (5%), 5.2 Denominator (distribution) discussed!
(5%). This matches ATLAS for Chinook and determined as 11
weightings. imiles based on intrinsc potential
calculation with tributaris. Urion
Pacifc RR diversion dam resulted in
90.9% uplit.
Grande |UGCIA | Middle GR 4.1 Riparian 10.00%|  15.00| Uimiting Factor weight 7s 7 75 75 75 o[ Five Points Wood and Planting 2016: 7 a5 9.5[15% proration based on growth to 75 75 75 B
Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Condition: Riparian adjusted to miles. Prorated in table based on growth 2033,
upper Points Cr) Vegetation accommodate changes to rates.
mainstem other lmiting factor
weishs.
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIA |Middle GR 4.2 Riparian 10.00%|  15.00| Limiting Factor weight 7s 75 75 75| 7 o[ Same project s for lmiting factor 4.1, 798 4.8[Same project as for imiting factor 75 75 75 B
Spring/Summer |Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Condition: LWD adjusted to but half of rate. 4.1, but half of rate.
Chinook upper Points Cr) Recruitment accommodate changes to
mainstem other lmiting factor
weizhs.
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIA |Middle GR 5 1: Peripheral and 5.00[ Added by EP on & March 50.00] New fimiting factor o o E 50 o[Five Points Wood and Planting 2016: No 532 3.2[Five Points Wood and Planting
Spring/Summer [Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Transitional Habitats: 2016 functional change in 2015, 2016 For 2033, panel assumed a
Chinook upper Points Cr) Side Channel and 5% proration resulting in 3.2%
mainstem Wetland Conditions uplift.
SnakeRiver [Grande  |UGCIA |Middle GR 5.2: Pripheral and 5.00| Added by EP on & March 50.00| New limiting factor o o E] 50 0[Five Points Wood and Planting 2016: No 532 3.2{Five Paints Wood and Planting
Spring/summer | Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Transitional Habitats: 2016 functional change in 2018. 2016: For 2033, panel assumed a
Chinaok upper Points Cr) Floodplain Condition 5% proration resulting in 3.25%
mainstem uolift.
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIA |Middle GR ©.1: Channel Structure | 5.00% Weight unchanged 70 70 701 0.1[13/27/2016: Added 0.1% uplft based on 70 70 o[ Five Points Wood and Planting 2016: 7 764 6.4 Five Points Wood and Planting 70 75 70 35| Pelican Ck and lower
Spring/Summer |Ronde River Mainstem (Five- and Form: Bed and calculation spreadsheet indicating 2033 milles. No change in function expected for 2016: 7 mles. For 2033, 10% Five points
Chinook upper Points ) Channel Form benefi from Five Points Phase | LWD and 2018, prorate factor leads to 6.4% uplift conditions worse
mainstem Planting Project] expected from changes in bed form than remainder of
morphology (changes in width to Five points
deoth ratio).
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIA |Middle GR 6.2: Channel Structure | 10.00%| _ 20.00] Uimiting Factor weight 70 30.00]EP reduced low 70 70 30 Er 28.61,003 key pieces proposed. Properly 58.6) 28,6 5ame s for 2018, 70 7 70 35 Remote area- bed
Spring/Summer [Ronde River Mainstem (Five- and Form: Instream adjusted to bookend to 30%, Functioning Condition wood loadings and channel form OK|
Chinook upper Points Cr) Structural Complexity accommodate changes to based on change seen| based on stream width: 21 pieces per
mainstem other lmiting factor and assessment of 100 m. Proposed: £9.5 peces per km, or
weighs. wha needs to be 8.9 pieces per 100 m. Prorated
done to reach accordingly,this resuls in 28.6% uplit.
propery functioning
condition (PFC),
considering wood
loading and other
metrics, Currently we
have 15 pools per
mile. Should have
over 20 pools per
mile. Width to depth
ratio s far from PFC.
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIA |Middle GR 7.2:Sediment 500% Weight unchanged 70 70 70 70 70 o[ Travel management plan to manage ATV 748 4.8 Using 2% and 10% prorate in 70 7 70 85| Travel Megmtplan to
Spring/Summer [Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Conditions: ncreased use s unlikely to be ully implemented. calculation table for 2033 results in manage ATV use
Chinook upper Points Cr) Sediment Quantity Five Points Wood and Planting 2016: 4.8% uplift, incluing riparian
mainstem cattle and ATV trail exclusion. No growth.
functional change in 2018.
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIA |Middle GR 5.1 Water Quality. 15.00%| _ 25.00| Uimiting Factor weight 80) 80) 80) e E) 0[See calculations table for Five Points 82 3.2[Proration based on riparian shade 80) 50| B &
Spring/Summer [Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Temperature adjusted to Wood and Planting 2016 No flow effectiveness, gravel bar sorting
Chinook upper Points Cr) accommodate changes to projects. No change in function predicted increasing hyporheic exchange
mainstem other lmiting factor for 2015. results i 3.25% uplif by 2033.
weizhs.
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIB | Middle GR T1: Habitat Quantity: | 5.00% 85| 85| 85| & B o[ No actions. & o[ No actions. B3 100 6| 100|Rverside
Spring/Summer [Ronde River Mainstem Anthropogenic Barriers Park/Spruce st
Chinook upper (Mouth of tate Bridge, trib through
mainstem Ditch to Five- tunnel@ Perry
Points Cr)-
excludes Five-
Points Ck
SnakeRiver [Grande  |UGCIB | Middle GR 4.1 Riparion 10.00% [ a3 a3 a5 as 0| No actions. as 0|No actions. [ 5 E) 0| Estimate based on about 4.5 MI riparian planting
Spring/summer | Ronde River Mainstem Condition: Riparian
Chinaok upper (Mouth of State Vegetation
mainstem itch to Five-
Points Cr)-
excludes Five-
Points Ck
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIB |Middle GR 4.2 Riparian 10.00% s s s @ s o[ No actions. s o[ No actions. s E 3 E 2033 estimate based on long term recruitment
Spring/Summer [Ronde River Mainstem Condition: LWD improvements from Greenway, Nilson, &
Chinook upper (Mouth of state Recruitment Gooderham projectslisted n LF 4.1
mainstem Ditch to Five-
Points Cr)-
excludes Five-
Points Ck
SnakeRiver [Grande  |UGCIB | Middle GR 6.1: Channel Structure | 10.00% 30 30 30 30 E 0|No actions. 30 0|No actions. 3 3 a0 a0) Estimate considers Greenway, Nison, &
Spring/summer | Ronde River Mainstem and Form: Bed and Gooderham projects - ABT 4 miles treatment of
Chinaok upper (Mouth of State Channel Form 19 miles in AU
mainstem itch to Five-
Points Cr)-
excludes Five-
Points Ck
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIB | Middle GR 6.2: Channel Structure | 10.00% 30 30 30 30 30 o[ No actions. 30 o[ No actions. 35 35| 3 m
Spring/Summer [Ronde River Mainstem and Form: Instream
Chinook upper (Mouth of tate Structural Complexity
mainstem Ditch to Five-
Points Cr)-
excludes Five-
Points Ck
SnakeRiver [Grande  |UGCIB | Middle GR 7.2:Sediment 5.00% 30 30 30 30 30 0|No actions. 30 0|No actions. ] 2 35 3 Estimate considers Voetz, Gooderham & Nison &
Spring/summer | Ronde River Mainstem Conditions: Increased Greenway projects
Chinaok upper (Mouth of tate Sediment Quantity
mainstem itch to Five-
Points Cr)-
excludes Five-
Points Ck
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIB | Middle GR 5.1 Water Quality. 3000% 30 30 30 30 30 o[ No actions. 30 o[ No actions. 30 31 30 3 Water i reach is too warm to estimate benefits
Spring/Summer |Ronde River Mainstem Temperature from water transaction project at this time.
Chinook upper (Mouth of tate
mainstem Ditch to Five-
Points Cr)-
excludes Five-
Points Ck
SnakeRiver |Grande  [UGCLB | Middle GR 9.2: Water Quantity: | 2000% ) 30 30 30| 30 0 No actions. 30| 0 No actions. 20 a0) 20 0| base flow less than | Assumes Voelz provides 0.5 cfs w/ 1863 water
Spring/summer | Ronde River Mainstem Decreased Water 20¢is vight and 3 s from FWT project.
Chinaok upper (Mouth of State Quantity
mainstem itch to Five-
Points Cr)-
excludes Five-
Points Ck
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIA |Middle GR 9.2: Water Quantity 5.00% Weight unchanged 80) 80) 80) e E) o[ No actions. e o[ No actions. B B B &5 Forest
Spring/Summer [Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Decreased Water mgm/succession
Chinook upper Points i) Quantity conditions
mainstem
SnakeRiver |Grande  [UGC2 | Middle GR T1: Habitat Quantity: | 100% Whiskey Creek s 2 B3 05| No action. No change. 05| 05| 95| 05| Not discussed. 95| Not discussed. B3 100 95| 100| Whiskey Ckculvert | Jordan, Lowe, Whiskey Cr diversion projects
Spring/summer | Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Anthropogenic Barriers juvenile barrer. No (small effect or ck?) [located in this AU but dorit apply to Chinook:
Chinaok upper Points Cr. To change to limiting factor
mainstem Meadow cr) weight.
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SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCZ |Middle GR 4.1: Riparian 1200%]  13.00[13% n Atla. 50 50] 0[No action. No change. 50 50 50) 50 o[ ilgard not expected to happen 517] 1.7[15% proration to 2033 for riparian 52 B 55 70 Estimate considers improvements from listed
Spring/Summer |Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Condition: Riparian (indefinitely delayed), Ter 3 in Atlas, so growth results in 2.1% uplif. [3-27- projects and Rock Ck Fsh Habitat Enhancement &
Chinook upper Points Cr. To Vegetation should be removed from database. Bird 16: Notes incorrectly stated uplift Lowe Ranch projects
mainstem Meadow Cr) Track Springs should be in this AU. No of 2.1, which likely reflected a
fiparian functional uplit expected to project mileage used early in the
2018, Calculation table broke Bird Track Panel discussion. Since the mileage
into phases (length adjusted) to account in the calculation spreadsheet (1.59
for the fact that partof it will be after miles) matches later limiting
2018, factors, uplift was revised to 1.7%
to match the calculation
spreadsheet.]
SnakeRiver [Grande  |UGC2 | Middle GR 42 Riparion 12.00% 10,00 Limiting Factor weight E) 50| 0[No action. No change. 50 50 50| 50 0[See limiting factor 4.1 s08 0.8| Used half o imiting factor 4.1 502 EEE 7
Spring/summer | Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Condition: LWD adjusted to functional change. [3-27-16: Notes
Chinaok upper Points Cr. To Recruitment accommodate changes to incorrectly stated uplift of 1, which
mainstem Meadow Cr) other limiting factor likely reflected a project mileage
weighs. used early in the Panel discussion.
since the mileage in the calculation
spreadsheet (159 miles) matches
later limiting factors, upift was
revised to 0.8% to match the
calculation spreadsheet.]
Grande  |UGc2 | Middie GR 5.1: Peripheral and 10,00| Added by £P on & March 50.00| New limiting factor o o E] EE 53| Based on 191 miles of side channel E] 10[Based on 1.91 miles of side channel
Ronde River Mainsten (Five- Transitional Habitats: 2016, Also incluced in proposed. Calculations table shows proposed. Calculations table shows
upper Points Cr. To Side Channel and Atlas. prorations as per limiting factor 6.1. prorations as per limiting factor
mainstem Meadow cr) Wetland Conditions 1.
Grande  |UGC2 | Middle GR 5.2: eripheral and 10.00] Added by £P on & March 50.00] New fimiting factor o o E 583 33|Based on 1.91 miles of side channel 60| 10[Based on 1.91 miles of side charnel
Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Transitional Habitats: 2016. Also included in proposed. Calculations table shows proposed. Calculations table shows
upper Points Cr. To Floodplain Condition Atlas. prorations as pr limiting factor 6.1. prorations as per limiting factor
mainstem Meadow Cr.) 1.
SnakeRiver [Grande  |UGCZ _|Middle GR 6.1: Channel Structure | 10.00% Weight unchanged 50 50 0[No action. No change. 50 50 E] EE 5.3 Bird Track Springs project will add 1.2 E] 10[19% o function expected by 2033, 53 E] E 7 Estimate based on total of abt. 6 miles improved
Spring/summer | Ronde River Mainstem (Five- and Form: Bed and imiles of channel plus peripheral channel. resulting in 10% uplift. channel, floodplain connectivity, morphology
Chinaok upper Points Cr. To Channel Form Current length is 159 miles. Chaning
mainstem Meadow Cr) width to depth ratio closer to Properly
Functioning Contion. Panel calculated
75% prorate to 2018, resulting in 8.3%
uoiife,
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCZ | Middle GR 6.2: Channel Structure | 15.00% Weight unchanged 50 e 0[No action. No change. 50 50 E 583 33| As per limiting factor 6.1. B 10[As per limiting factor 6.1 55 B 55 70 Estimate considers about 20 miles total improved
Spring/Summer [Ronde River Mainstem (Five- and Form: Instream complexity (does not nclude USFS LGR Project)
Chinook upper Points Cr. To Structural Complexity
mainstem Meadow Cr.)
SnakeRiver [Grande  |UGCZ |Middle GR 7.2:Sediment 1000%|  5.008% n Atlas 70 7 0[No action. No change. 7 70 7 755 5.6{Bird Track Springs project will have 767 6.7|Prorating to 60% for 2033 results in 7 7 75 E] Rock Ck s main sediment producer.
Spring/summer | Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Conditions: Increased immediate effect on sediment sorting 6.7% uplift.
Chinaok upper Points Cr. To Sediment Quantity due to channel chanes. Treated length =
mainstem Meadow Cr) ~10% of AU mileage. Less than 15% fines
shown in CHaMP and Aquatic
Inventories, but that does not account
for embedded armoring, which reduced
rearing habitat quality. Bird Track Springs
is expected to improve this, but
construction will mobilize some
embedded fines, Most o fine seciment is
coming from Rock Creek. Prorating to
50% for 2018 results in 5.6% uplife.
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCZ | Middle GR 5.1 Water Quality. 20.00%| 25,00 Limiting Factor weight a0 o) 0[See Limiting Factor 9.2 flow change. €P ) o %0 o o[ Will be in construction through 2018 a1t 11| Hyporheic low benefits o 01 a1 a1 s Estimate considers improvements from projects
Spring/Summer [Ronde River Mainstem (Five- Temperature adjusted to consider Feb 2015 Freshwater Trust report on period. No change. temperature should happen lsted under other UGC2 LFs.
Chinook upper Points Cr. To accommodate changes to temperature: 1 measurement: 0.3 mile quickly, so panel prorated to 10%,
mainstem Meadow Cr) other limiting factor downstream of reservoir; effects were not resultng in 1.1% uplife.
weighs. detectable in mainstem. In July-Oct of that year, Temperature problems come from
some bumps in flow seen, but may not be upstream. Project willprotect and
attributable to Beaver Creek. Stochastic expand cold water refuga in reach
weather. But CHaMP data showed no change at and reduce heating by changing
average August flows. Note that Beaver channel geometry. There is
Creekreservoir water s not al that much uncertainty regarding how exactly
coolerthan stream water because the reservoir it will perform. Most of the cold
isshallow. On July 31, 12.5 derees C water seeps are in the Longley
temperature went down to 12.1 degrees C. o Meadows reach.
there was local benefit n the tributary, but
limited temperature benefitsto the mainstem
from this flow addition. Limite fish occupancy
in this reach in summer, EP: Zero temperature
benefit
SnakeRiver |Grande  [UGC2 | Middle GR 9.2: Water Quantity: | 20.00%  1.00| Limiting Factor weight E) 50| 0] One project n database: Beaver Creek water 50 0|City reservoir lease is for 20 years?, 50 50| 50 0 No actions. 50| 0|No actions. 51 51 51 52]some small Conservative estimate based on 3 cfs permanent
Spring/summer | Ronde River Mainste (Five- Decreased Water adjusted to releases from Cityof LaGrande reservoir (3.5 decided annually. No difference. diversions; general acauisition.
Chinaok upper Points Cr. To Quantity accommodate changes to cfs) (Lease started in 2013, 7-year lease for 150 watershed
mainstem Meadow Cr) other limiting factor acre-feet, release timing is conditions/function
weighs. experimental/adaptive, and release occurs over impacted by timber
12 month periods). Panel discussed flow harvest/veg
benefits based on lacation (biological mgm/lack of
significance of flow improvements depend on fire/natural
where they are; not al reaches have equal succession stages
value). Denominator: 25 s average baseflow
(Oregon Water Resources Department -
mainste staff gage near Perry). See EP table:
2,625 cfs average annual flow benefit = 10.5%
change, but adjusting for flow augmentation
period (e.g in 2014, August only; 2013 release
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIA |Beaver Creek T1: Habitat Quantity: | 10.00% 7s 7 0| No action, no change. 75 75 75| 7 0 No actions. 75 o[ No actions. 75 E 75 90[Ca Grande reservoir | itte Beaver Ck high n system & not 2 Chinook
Spring/Summer [ Ronde River Anthropogenic Barriers +2 couple diversions stream.
Chinook upper ufsand dfs of
mainstem reservoir
SnakeRiver [Grande  |UGC3A _|Beaver Creek 3.3: Food: Altered Prey | 0.00% 0| No action, no change. o o o o 0|No actions. o 0|No actions. PLACEHOLDER
Spring/summer | Ronde River Species Composition invasive spp- brook
Chinaok upper and Diversity trout
mainstem
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGC3A |Beaver Creek 4.1 Riparian 10.00% & & 0| No actions. No change. & & &s| & o[ No actions. & o[ No actions. &1 o[ est t© considers Lowe Ranch - smal portion of
Spring/Summer [Ronde River Condition: Riparian LWonprivate |Beaver Cr. so minimal benefits
Chinook upper Vegetation property
mainstem
SnakeRiver [Grande  |UGC3A _|Beaver Creek 42 Riparion 25.00% B & 0| No actions. No change. & & &) & 0| No actions. &) 0| No actions. 651 o[ es1 0] iparian disturbance | Estimate considers Lowe Ranch Project -smal
Spring/summer | Ronde River Condition: LWD o’ mi of private | portion of Beaver Cr. o provdes some
Chinaok upper Recruitment property; USFS [improvement
mainstem property in confined
reaches
SnakeRiver [Grande  |UGC3A | Beaver Creek 6.2: Channel Structure | 25.00% & & 0] No sctions. No change. & & & & 0|No actions. & 0|No actions. 651 [ esa & Estimate considers Lowe Ranch Project -smal
Spring/summer | Ronde River and Form: Instream portion of Beaver Ck so provides some
Chinaok upper Structural Complexity improvement
mainstem
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCIA |Beaver Creek 7.2:Sediment 15.00% 75 7 0| No actions. No change. 7 7 75| 7 o[ No actions. 75 o[ No actions. 75 7 75 30| most roads closed | Lowe Ranch Project -only small portion n Beaver
Ronde River

Spring/summer

Conditions: Increased

Cr. 50 no improvement estimated
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SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGC3A |Beaver Creek 5.1 Water Quality. 15.00% 7s 7 0[See UGC2 LF 8.1 and 9.2 for discussion of 7 0 No adjustment. 7 0[Benefit expected to 2033, but only iflease is 75 7 No actions. 75| No actions. 75 7 75 80[good upstream; not | Lowe Ranch - only small portion in Beaver Cr so
Spring/Summer | Ronde River Temperature mainstem effects from Beaver Creek flow continued, and still ot measurable, per bad below no improvement estimated.
Chinook upper releases from Cityof LaGrande Reservoir (3.5 previous rationale. No adjustmen.
mainstem cfs) (lease started in 2013, 7-year lease for 150
acre-feet, release timing is
experimental/adaptive, released over 1-2
month periods, sometimes in Aug, but released
in Oct one year). Beaver Creek utilization:
lower halfonly (first 2:3 miles), despite
Streamnet showing none. Amount of use
unknown, because there is no access to the
lower half. It may be an undervalued stream
though, based on landowner opinion and
observations when access was granted. Habtat
is decent, despite cattle grazing impacts. I the
upstream section downstream of reservoir, the
cty tries to release aditional flow from
bottom of dam to support summer baseflow,
even when there is o inflow to reservor, per
their standard operating procedure. There is
evaporative loss in reservolr. Freshwater Trust
has relevant data: 0.54% (0.5 degree C) 12.4 to
12.1 degrees C on July 315t decrease in water
temp less than 1 mile downstream of reservoir.
Constantly releasing just under 3 cfs from dam.
Baseline: heat source model showed below
threshold (August temperatures)all the way.
from dam to mouth. Baseflow was 2.7 cfs
SnakeRiver |Grande |UGC3B | Fly Creek 4.1 Riparian 15.00% & & & &s| & No actions. &s| No actions. & & & 70
Spring/Summer [ Ronde River Condition: Riparian
Chinook upper Vegetation
mainstem
SnakeRiver |Grande  [UGC3B |Fiy Creek 42 Riparion 2000% B & o &) & No actions. &s| No actions. B 70| B 7
Spring/summer | Ronde River Condition: LWD
Chinook upper Recruitment
mainstem
SnakeRiver |Grande |UGC3B | Fly Creek 6.2: Channel Structure | 20.00% 75 7 75 75| 7 No actions. 75| No actions. 75 30| 7s 85(USFS added wood to
Spring/Summer | Ronde River and Form: Instream lower 4 miles
Chinook upper Structural Complexity
mainstem
SnakeRiver  |Grande  [UGC3B |y Creek 7.2: Sediment 15.00% 20 a0) a0) a0 a0 No actions. a0 No actions. 20 55 20 70| Fiy meadows-
Spring/summer | Ronde River Conditions: Increased related
Chinook upper Sediment Quantity ripariany/streambank
mainstem conition
SnakeRiver |Grande |UGC3B | Fly Creek 5.1 Water Quality. 3000% s s s @ s No actions. s No actions. s s s
Spring/Summer [ Ronde River Temperature
Chinook upper
mainstem
SnakeRiver [Grande  [UGCA | Meadow Cr.and T1: Habitat Quantity: | 100% ) o 0[No actions in database. EP: Dark Canyon culvert o] o] o8| o] No actions. o8| No actions. 100 00| 100 100one culvert highin |Juvenile chinook in lower portion of basin; imited
Spring/summer | Ronde River Tributaries Anthropogenic Barriers was fixed, fundied by Grande Ronde Model system; may have | Chinook use otherwise
Chinook upper Watershed (ask Forest Service for detalls). limited effect for
mainstem However, this is not within Chinook juvenile chinook (?)
distibution, s0 no Chinook benefit (but did
benefitsteelhead). McCoy actions? Note: in
next Look Forward, adiust bookend, because of
Chinook distribution (should be 100%: there are
0
SnakeRiver |Grande  [UGCA | Meadow Cr.and 41 Riparion 10.00% E) £ 0] project n database: Meadow Creek Large E) E) 0| () No actions. 0| No actions. E) 70| E) 20| Not enough info on USFS Riparian Thinning
Spring/summer | Ronde River Tributaries Condition: Riparian Wood and Planting Project (7.25 miles treated project to estimate improvements at 2012 EP
Chinook upper Vegetation 20132014 planting, heavy browsing pressure, workshop
mainstem only half caged as experiment) i Starkey
Experimental Forest, but above most current
Chinook use (only 1 or 2 seen i this area), and
above Streamnet distribution. EP: No change.
for Chinook.
SnakeRiver |Grande  [UGCA | Meadow Cr.and 42 Riparion 10.00% E) E) 0] EP: No change; same reasoning as for imiting E) E) 0| () No actions. 0| No actions. E) 70| E) 20|
Ronde River Tributaries Condition: LWD factor 4.1.
Chinook upper Recruitment
mainstem
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCA |Meadow Cr.and ©.1: Channel Structure | 10.00% & & 0|1 project n database: Meadow Creek Large & & &s| & No actions. &s| No actions. & B & &
Spring/Summer [Ronde River Tributaries and Form: Bed and Wood and Planting Project. Past panel had
Chinook upper Channel Form hoped that Chinook would move up higher to
mainstem take advantage of habitat changes, but not
many (1 fish only) have been seen in ths reach
since. EP: No change for Chinook.
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCA | Meadow Cr.and 6.2: Channel Structure | 20.00% & & 0]EP: No change, same reasoning as given for & & &s| & No actions. &s| No actions. 70 30| 70 a5|
Spring/Summer [ Ronde River Tributaries and Form: Instream limiting factor 6.1.
Chinook upper Structural Complexity
mainstem
SnakeRiver  [Grande  [UGCA | Meadow Cr.and 7.2: Sediment 2000% E) E) 0|1 project n database: Meadow Creek Large E) ) 0| () No actions. 0| No actions. E) 70| E) 20| Not enough info available on USFS projects to
Spring/summer | Ronde River Tributaries Conditions: Increased Wood and Planting Project (7.25 miles treated estimate improvements at 2012 EP Workshop
Chinook upper Sediment Quantity during 2013-2014 planting, heavy browsing
mainstem pressure, only half caged as experiment) in
Starkey Experimental Forest. However, this is
mostly above current Chinook use (only 1 or 2
seen in ths area), and above Streamnet
distribution. CHaMP data showed no
benefit.
SnakeRiver |Grande  [UGCA | Meadow Cr.and 8.1: Water Quality 28.00% 20 a0 0] EP: No change. Not enough riparian vegetation a0) a0 a0 a0 No actions. a0 No actions. a0 as a0 50 il high
Spring/summer | Ronde River Tributaries Temperature srowth yet.
Chinook upper
mainstem
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCA |Meadow Cr.and 9.2: Water Quantity 5.00% B & 0[EP: No change. Not enough riparian vegetation &0 &0 60| B No actions. 60| No actions. e & B 7
Spring/Summer | Ronde River Tributaries Decreased Water srowth yet.
Chinook upper Quantity
mainstem
SnakeRiver [Grande  |UGCS |UGR Mainstream T1: Habitat Quantity: | 1000% 3 &3] 0[No actions; no change. 85| 85| as| 83| Starkey will not happen within 2018 as| No actions 3 B3 3 95| CTUR weir
Ronde River (Meadow Cr. To Anthropogenic Barriers period. No actions. changed protocol to
Chinook upper Sheep Cr) improve passage
mainstem
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCS | UGR Mainstream 4.1 Riparian 10.00% & &2 0.2 See EP's table: 2 projects. This s within Chinaok 652 02[EP discussed growth rates to 2018 92 a2 652 652 No actions 52 No actions & 70 & B
Spring/Summer [ Ronde River (Meadow Cr. To Condition: Riparian zone. Chosen metric: stream miles. 2 miles of and 2033 per Roni and Beechie
Chinook upper Sheep Cr) Vegetation vegetation planting and fencing in 2012; 1 mile references. At the ste level, growth
mainstem of planting (pod fencing in specific areas only, depends on elevation and aspect, but
not overall streamside fencing) and large wood. 2 general average is needied. Properly
Vegetation is not mature yet. Also, some of Functioning Condition s considered
these areas were already in decent shape, with achieved at 100 years (C Jusice), so
mature vegetation. Not all of the area was panel used 5% increments. Douglas-
bare. Adjust % function based on vegetation firgrows to 7 f tall in 5 years (ref).
rowth status, as well as location of projects e Mostly conifers here, so slower
effective benefits. Use large wood recruitment growth. See calculations table for
potential as asurrogate for baseline riparian prorations: 1% to 2018 resulting in
condition? But the Low Bookend already 0.2% uplift. More growth out to
considered these baseline conditions. Were 2033, 50 20% proration, resulting in
these plantings done in the right locations? Yes. 4.2% uplift.
Denominator: use fish bearing length of 11.1
s, but can use 14.4 miles for channel
structure limiting factors. NOTE: See CHaMP
data and maps and revist. Uplift 0.2%.
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCS | UGR Mainstream 42 Riparian 10.00% B & 0 EP: No uplift yet. No change in%. & 0| Trees are sill maturing and would 7.1 2.1[Stll not enough time for much recruitment to &) & No actions &) No actions B & o6 70| Estimate considers Starkey Project for 2033
Spring/summer | Ronde River (Meadow Cr. To Condition: LWD ot fall i the streamin time period. 2033, and depends on browsing too. Not improvement.
Chinook upper Sheep Cr) Recruitment No adjustment. much growth of tree heights expected in the
mainstem first 50 years  HeatSource model shows
effect at 75 years, topping out at 100 years.
Benefits start accruing once trees are higher
than browse height. 30 cm by 6 m large wood|
Kkey piece definition. Now early seral stage,
with a passive restoration treatment.
Proration in calculation tables: 10% per
limiting factor 4.1 growth rates, adjusted
downward for riparian large wood
recruitment rates. Panel expected 2.1% uplift.
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SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCS |UGR Mainstream 6.2: Channel Structure | 20.00% 70 703 0.3[See EP's table: UGR Small Wood and Pods (8 703 703 703 842] 13.9[ Added USFS wood project,resulting in 842 13.9]Prorated for 2033. 7 75 7 30[USFS work 2010-12
Spring/Summer | Ronde River (Meadow Cr. To and Form: Instream milles treated per database). Funded via Grande 13.9% uplif. See steelhead UGS17
Chinook upper Sheep Cr) Structural Complexity Ronde Model Watershed This was a follow-up rationale.
mainstem (adding racking material) to larger prior (2010-
2011) project. Project summary report: CHaP
sites don't aways match projects locations, so
there are questions regarding whether wood
was added where it was most needed. Also
consider U.5. Forest Sevice large wood actions
funded by BPA? Or were they before period?
simple metric no. of large wood pieces before
and after. Denominator: 14.4 miles. Racking
material has moved in some areas since
installation, stayed in some areas, and gone in
others. 8-mile length looks ke it includes
upstream tailings area actions too; should be 5
miles within this assessment unit. Remaining 3
milles should be in upstream assessment unit
(UGC 7). Change this in database. Racking
materials were limbs that are smaller than 10
m diameter large wood definition. How do we
calculate percent habitat change to instream
complexity from smaller material? It primarily
benefitsjuvenle fsh due to increased
cover/complexity. Based on sensitivity/model
analysis of CHaP data, pool creation from
farge channel-forming wood is the primary
benefit (but not the only benefit). Note that
SnakeRiver  |Grande  |UGCS | UGR Mainstream 7.2: Sediment 10.00% & & 0|1 project n database: UGR fence 2012 (1 mil & 0 No adjustment. & 0[Per Beechie reference, prorated in &s| & 0[Added USFS wood project resulting in 706) 5.6|Prorated for 2033. e 70 & B
Spring/Summer [ Ronde River (Meadow Cr. To Conditions: Increased plant protection (previous project) only, so no calculations table based on growth rate of 5.6% uplit or 2033, See steelhead
Chinook upper Sheep Cr) Sediment Quantity sediment benefi. From Beechie (2002): root mas. I past projects, have seen faster UGs17 rationale.
mainstem response time for plantings is 5-20 years. No response i root holding sediments than for
percentage change. riparian shade. Discussed elk grazin effects
on shrub growth. Most sediment is coming
from roads, which were not dealt with. But
lower reaches do have a ot of sediment
inputs from grazing on private ands too.
Fencing was just pods, so less area affected
(just to reduce browse on vegetation in pods).
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCS | UGR Mainstream 8.1: Water Quality 25.00% E) 50| 0| Discussion of planting locations with regard to 50 0No adjustment. 51 1[Should see beneit as iparian zone matures. 50| 50 0|No actions 50| 0|No actions 50 52| so1 55 temp w should be
Spring/summer | Ronde River (Meadow Cr. To Temperature spatial distribution of benefits. From Beechie See limiting factor 4.1, Calculations table uses| higher than
Chinook upper Sheep Cr) (2002): response time for plantings is 5-20 5% proration to account for shade effect from structure
mainstem vears. No functional change yet. only coverage from pods. Referenced Justice
paper regarding temperature buffering
effects. Best would be to cover more areas.
Vields 19% change in 2033.
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCS | UGR Mainstream 9.2: Water Quantity: | 15.00% 70 70| 0[No action. No change. 70 70 70| 70 0|No actions 70| 0|No actions 70 7 70 75{no irigation Note: benefts from Aquier Storage project to be
Spring/summer | Ronde River (Meadow Cr. To Decreased Water ot estimated at 2012 EP Workshop.
Chinook upper Sheep Cr) Quantity mix of USFS/private
mainstem lands
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGC6 | UGR Mainstem 4.1 Riparian 2000% 50 50 50 50| 50 o[ No action. 50| o[ No action. 50 0| 50 B Aquifer Storage Project implementation too late
Spring/Summer | Ronde River (sheep Cr. To Condition: Riparian in cycle to improve riparian condition
Chinook upper Meadowbrook Vegetation
mainstem cr)
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCE | UGR Mainstem 42 Riparion 2.00%] E) 50 50 50| E) 0|No action. 50| 0|No action. E) 0| E) 20|
Spring/summer | Ronde River (sheep Cr. To Condition: LWD
Chinook upper
mainstem cr)
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGC6 | UGR Manstem 6.2: Channel Structure | 24.00% 50 50 50 50| 50 o[ No action. 50| o[ No action. 50 60| 50 30|
Spring/Summer | Ronde River (sheep Cr. To and Form: Instream
Chinook upper Meadowbrook Structural Complexity
mainstem
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGC6 | UGR Mainstem 7.2: Sediment 28.00% ) 30 30 30| 30 0|No action. 30| 0|No action. 30 as ) 20|
Spring/summer | Ronde River (sheep Cr. To Conditions: Increased
Chinook upper Sediment Quantity
mainstem cr)
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGC6 | UGR Mainstem 5.1 Water Quality. 24.00% 30 30 30 30| 30 o[ No action. 30| o[ No action. e 3 e 70 assumes Aquife project implemented by 2015,
Spring/Summer [ Ronde River (sheep Cr. To Temperature estimates conservative due to early stages of
Chinook upper Meadowbrook project design
mainstem cr)
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGCE | UGR Mainstem 9.2 Water Quantity. 2.00%] 75 75 7 75| 7 0|No action. 75| 0|No action. 50 20| 7 80| changed high Assumes Aquier project by 2018; Estimate
Spring/summer | Ronde River (sheep Cr. To Decreased Water bookends (from | assumes 3 cfs (early project design stage)
Chinook upper Meadowbrook Quantity 76/77)in 6/20/2012
mainstem cr) workshop due to
emerging water
opportunites. Base
flow avorox. 20 cfs
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGC7 |UGR & Tribs. 4.1 Riparian 3000% 7s 7 0EP examined CHaMP GIS data. Large wood 75 0 No adjustment. 798 48| Vegetation growth i dfficult on mine taings 75| 7 0Add elk deterrent spray project: Plant 81 6| Using 15% proration for 2033, but 7s 5| 7s e
Spring/Summer [Ronde River (Meadowbrook Condition: Riparian recruitment layer was considered as a proxy for at high elevations, except for lodgepole Skydd 2016, 2017. 2.5 miles to be experimental. Panel expected 6%
Chinook upper Cr. ToE. Fk Vegetation seneral riparian condition. Denominator rowth, which has been relatively fast. treated. No percent function uplie.
mainstem Clear Cr. & EFK) determined to be 6.2 miles, from Streamnet. Calculations table prorated to 10% to account improvement expected by 2018.
Action: Small Wood and Pods Project (3 mile for pods only, and mine taling growth rates,
portion from North Fork upstream to Tanner Vielding 4.85%.
(Gulch). No change in function within this
timeframe =
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGC7 |UGR & Tribs. 42 Riparian 3000% 7s 7 0[EP examined CHaMP GIS data. Large wood 7 0 No adjustment. 774 2.4[ Halfof the 10% proration for large wood vs. 75| 7 0Add elk deterrent spray project: Plant 78| 3[Used half o lmiting factor 4.1 7s a5| 7s 95|
Spring/Summer [ Ronde River (Meadowbrook Condition: LWD recruitment layer was considered as a proxy for riparian vegetation, resulting in 2.4% uplift Skydd 2016, 2017. 2.5 miles to be functional change.
Chinook upper Cr.ToE.Fik Recruitment eneral riparian condition. Denominator was, expected in 2033. treated. No percent function
mainstem Clear Cr. & EFk) determined to be 6.2 miles, from Streamnet. improvement expected by 2018.
Action: Small Wood and Pods Project (3 mile
portion from North Fork upstream to Tanner
(Gulch). No change in function within this
timeframe =
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGC7 |UGR & Tribs. ©.2: Channel Structure | 20.00% B 855 05(3 miles treated with racking wood. See adjacent 855) 855) a55) 855) o[ No action. a55) o[ No action. 85| 90| 85| 95|
Spring/Summer | Ronde River (Meadowbrook and Form: Instream assessment unit (UGCS). See EP' table with
Chinook upper Cr.ToE.Fi Structural Complexity proration; panel calculation determined 0.5%
mainstem Clear Cr. & EFK) uplit.
SnakeRiver |Grande  |UGC7 |UGR & Tribs. 7.2: Sediment 2000% B e 0[N relevant actions in this time period. No, B 0 No adjustment. ZE 4.8 Upstream roads and Tanner Gulch fire area 60| B o[ Noaction. 60| o[ No action. w01 G 90[New TP &
Spring/Summer [Ronde River (Meadowbrook Conditions: Increased change in %. are the main sediment sources, which will be significant rd. work
Chinook upper Cr.ToE.Fik Sediment Quantity dealt with i future. Calculations table willreduce
mainstem Clear Cr. & EFK) prorated at 10%, 5o 4.8% uplift expected in sediments.
2033.
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Snake River | Catherine | CCCL | Indian Creek | 1.1: Habitat Quantity: 5.00% 75, 75 0] No actions n this assessment unit. 75 75| 7 75| 0] No action. No change expected. 75 0| No action. No change expected. 75 100 7, 100] number of existing | Camp Cr Culvert & EF Indian Ck Cuvert
Spring/summe [Creek Anthropogenic Barriers structures projects located in steelhead habitat so no
r Chinook its esti v Chinook
Snake River | Catherine | CCCL | Indian Creek | 4.1: Riparian Condition: | 10.00% &) 65| 0] No actions In this assessment unit. &) & 65| 65| 0 No action. No change expected. &) 0[No action. No change expected. o 75| &) (3 Little Indian Ck. projects not located in CCC1,
Spring/Summe | Creek Riparian Vegetation - no benefits estimated. NF Clark Ck not
 Chinook part of Chinook population. Not enough
project information about USFS Riparian
Mince & Thinning to estimate benefits at
this time.
SnakeRiver | Catherine | CCCL | Indian Creek | 4.2: Riparian Condition: | 10.00% &) 65| 0] No actions In this assessment unit. &) & 65| 65| 0 No action. No change expected. &) 0 No action. No change expected. o &) &) 7
Spring/Summe | Creek LWD Recruitment
r Chinook
Snake River |Catherine |CCC1 [Indian Creek | 6. Channel Structure | 15.00% 65| 65| 0 No actions in this assessment unit. 65| & 65| 65| 0| No action. No change expected. 65| 0[No action. No change expected. & 70 65| 75 change based on
Spring/summe [Creek and Form d improving river
r Chinook Channel Form processes
Snake River | Catherine | CCCL | Indian Creek | 6.2: Channel Structure | 20.00% &) 65| 0] No actions In this assessment unit. &) & 65| 65| 0 No action. No change expected. &) 0 No action. No change expected. & 75| &) Little Indian Ck. project not located in CCCL|
Spring/Summe | Creek and Form: Instream no benefits estimated.
r Chinook Structural Complexity
Snake River |Catherine |CCC1 |Indian Creek | 7.2: Sediment 10.00% 55| 55| 0 No actions in this assessment unit. 55| 55 55| 55| 0| No action. No change expected. 55| 0[No action. No change expected. B 65| 55| 75, NF Clark Ck. not included in Chinook
Spring/summe [Creek Conditions: Increased population - no benefits estimated.
r Chinook Sediment Quantity
Snake River | Catherine | CCCL | Indian Creek | 8.1: Water Queality: 20.00% ) 0 0] No actions In this assessment unit. &0, 0| 0 0 0 No action. No change expected. ) 0 No action. No change expected. 0| ) &0 65| benefits accrue
Spring/Summe | Creek Temperature from channel
r Chinook complexit actions
Snake River |Catherine |CCC1 |Indian Creek |9.2: Water Quantity: 10.00% 50, 50 0 No actions in this assessment unit. 50, o] 50 50 0[No action. No change expected. 50, 0[No action. No change expected. o] 55| 50, 55|
Creek Decreased Water
r Chinook Quantity
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2A | Lower Catherine | 1.1: Habitat Quantity. 5.00% o o 0] No actions (steelhead actions did not affect Chinook); no change. o o o o 0| No actions. o 0| No actions. o] 95, o, 95 lower Wilow Cr | Passage issues above Huber project
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (Mouth of | Anthropogenic Barriers diversions; marginal
 Chinook Indian Ck to Chinook habitat
State Ditch
Diversion)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2A | Lower Catherine | 2.1: Injury and Mortaly: | 0.00% o o o o 0| No actions. o 0| No actions. small mouth bass;
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (Mouth of | Predation invasive spp noted,
 Chinook Indian Ck to butimpacts
State Ditch unknown
Diversion)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2A | Lower Catherine |3.3: Food: Altered Prey | 0.00%) o o o o 0| No actions. o 0| No actions. altered food web-
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (Mouth of | Species Composition and carp, panfish
 Chinook Indian Ckto | Diversity impacts unknown
State Ditch
Diversion)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2A | Lower Catherine | 4.1: Riparian Condition: | 10.00% a5, o 0] No actions (steelhead actions did not affect Chinook); no change. 43| 4| a5 4| 0| No actions. 43| 0| No actions. 5] 50, a6, ) ONLY 1.2 RIPARIAN MILES TREATED FROM
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (Mouth of | Riparian Vegetation WEST LEVEE SETBACK PROJECT
 Chinook Indian Ck to CONSIDERED FOR ESTIMATE AT 2012
State Ditch WORKSHOP.
Diversion) McKentie Project not considered in
estimate - in marginal Chinook habitat.
Some upstream)/downstream benefits.
Primary improvements from West Levee
Project.
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2A | Lower Catherine | 4.2: Riparian Condition: | 10.00% 45, o 0] No actions (steelhead actions did not afect Chinook); no change. 45| 45| 45| 45| 0| No actions. 45| 0| No actions. 451] w1 a2 50, WEST LEVEE PROJECT LARGE WOOD
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (Mouth of | LWD Recruitment STRUCTURES & RIPARIAN PLANTING
 Chinook Indian Ck to CONSIDERED IN ESTIMATE. MCKENZIE
State Ditch PROJECT BENEFITS STEELHEAD ONLY
Diversion)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2A | Lower Catherine |5.1: Peripheral and 10.00% 20, 20| 0] No Chinook actions n this assessment unit. 20, 20| 20| 20| 0| No actions. 20, 0| No actions. 21 35, 21 40| High percentage
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (Mouth of | Transitional Habitats: levies;
 Chinook Indian Ck to e Channel and many oxbows have
StateDitch | Wetland Conditions been truncated
Diversion)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2A | Lower Catherine |5.2: Peripheral and 10.00% 20, 20| 0] No Chinook actions n this assessment unit. 20, 20| 20| 20| 0| No actions. 20, 0| No actions. 21 30, 21 35 many oxbows have
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (Mouth of | Transitional Habitats: been truncated
 Chinook Indian Ckto | Floodplain Condition
State Ditch
Diversion)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2A | Lower Catherine | 6.1: Channel Structure | 10.00% 40, o 0] No actions steelhead actions did not affect Chinook); no change. 40, 40 40 40 0| No actions. m 0| No actions. 401] s 401 55| many oxbows have
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (Mouth of | and Form: Bed and been truncated
 Chinook Indian Ckto | Channel Form
State Ditch
Diversion)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2A | Lower Catherine | 6.2: Channel Structure | 15.00% 25| o 0] No actions (steelhead actions did not afect Chinook); no change. 25| 2 2 2 0| No actions. 25| 0| No actions. 30| 35, 30, 40| REACH LENGTH >14 | ESTIMATE BASED ON WEST LEVEE SETBACK
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (Mouth of | and Form: Instream MILES (20 mi PROJECT; DRY CREEK PROJECT NOT
 Chinook Indian Ckto [ Structural Complenity including Wilow) | CONSIDERED IN 2012 WORKSHOP
State Ditch ESTIMATE.
Diversion)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2A | Lower Catherine | 7.2: Sediment 5.00%) 60, 60 0 No Chinook actions n this assessment unit. 60, 60| 60 60 0| No actions. 60, 0| No actions. 6 65| & 65| more of a non-point | ESTIMATE BASED ON WEST LEVEE SETBACK
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (Mouth of | Conditions: Increased issue, m; PROJECT; DRY CREEK PROJECT NOT
 Chinook Indian Ckto [ Sediment Quantity uncontrolle CONSIDERED IN 2012 WORKSHOP
State Ditch contributions, but | ESTIMATE.
Diversion) bank erosion issue
also contributes
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2A | Lower Catherine |8.1: Water Qualty 10.00% 40, 40 0 No Chinook actions n this assessment unit. 40, 40 40 40 0| No actions. 40, 0| No actions. 40 40, 40, 45 thermal barrier for | ONLY WEST LEVEE PROJECT CONSIDERED
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (Mouth of | Temperature passage; | FOR 2012 WORKSHOP ESTIMATE. DRY
 Chinook Indian Ck to combination of | CREEK PROJECT NOT INCLUDED IN
State Ditch other LFs over time | ESTIMATE AT THAT TIME & no temperature
Diversion) willbe needed to | effects expected from water transactions,
affect a chance in
temp
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2A | Lower Catherine | 8.2: Water Qualty 5.00%) 40, 40 0] No Chinook actions n this assessment unit. m 40 40 40 0| No actions. 40, 0| No actions. 40 45| 40, 45| Links to flow &
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (Mouth of | Oxygen temp
 Chinook Indian Ck to
State Ditch
Diversion)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2A | Lower Catherine |9.2: Water Quantity: 10.00%) 40, 40 0] No Chinook actions n this assessment unit. m 40 40 40 0| No actions. 40, 0] No actions. 40 45| 0, 45| m/s migration Estimate assumes 3 cfs water transactions
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (Mouth of | Decreased Water jor; are not protected. Greater benefits if water
 Chinook Indian Ck to wantity refugia @ mouths  |is protected.
State Ditch of tribs
Diversion)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2B | Lower Catherine | 1.1: Habitat Quantity: 5.00%) ) ) %0 90 %0 0| No actions. ) 0| No actions. e 100 %] 100[Emer small diversions remain; Ml Cr. ot a
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (state | Anthropogenic Barriers Chinook stream s0 no benefits.
 Chinook Ditch Diversion MillCrk Project i located in CCC2b but
to 0ld Grande benefits occur in CCC2C.
Ronde River
confluence)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2B | Lower Catherine | 2.: Injury and Mortality: | 0.00% o o o o 0| No actions. o 0| No actions. small mouth bass;
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (state | Predation invasive spp noted,
 Chinook Ditch Diversion butimpacts
to 0ld Grande unknown
Ronde River
confluence)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2B | Lower Catherine | 3.3: Food: Altered Prey | 0.00% o o o o 0| No actions. o 0] No actions. altered food web-
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (state | Species Composition and carp, panish
 Chinook Ditch Diversion | Diversity impacts unknown
to 0ld Grande
Ronde River
confluence)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2B | Lower Catherine | 4.1: Riparian Condition: | 10.00% 45, 45| 45| 45| 45| 0| No actions. 45| 0| No actions. 451] so| 452 60, LITTLE EFFECT FROM WATER TRANSACTION|
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (state ian Vegetation PROJECTS; ESTIMATE BASED MOSTLY ON
 Chinook Ditch Diversion BOYD PROJECT
to 0ld Grande
Ronde River
confluence)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2B | Lower Catherine | 4.2: Riparian Condition: | 10.00% 45, 45| 45| 45| 45| 0| No actions. 45| 0| No actions. 451] w1 a2 50,
Creek Creek (State | LWD Recruitment
 Chinook Ditch Diversion
to 0ld Grande
Ronde River
confluence)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC28 | Lower Catherine |5.1: Peripheral and 10.00% 20, 20, 20| 20| 20| 0| No actions. 20, 0| No actions. 21 33, 21 40[<25 percentage | Estimate based on approx. 05 miles side
Spring/summe [Creek 51 levies; channel enhancement from Wilson
 Chinook many oxbows have | Wetland Project.
toold Grande | Wetland Conditions been truncated
Ronde River
confluence)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2B | Lower Catherine |5.2: Peripheral and 10.00% 40, 40, 40 40 40 0| No actions. m 0| No actions. ] 50, a1 55| many oxbows have
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (State | Transitional Habitats: been truncated
 Chinook Ditch Diversion _|Floodplain Condition
to 0ld Grande
Ronde River
confluence)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2B | Lower Catherine | 6.1 Channel Structure | 10.00% 40, 40, 40 40 40 0| No actions. m 0| No actions. 401] s a0t 55| many oxbows have
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (State | and Form: Bed and been truncated
 Chinook Ditch Diversion ~[Channel Form
to 0ld Grande
Ronde River
confluence)
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2012 Standardized ozt [AUStEd | ear0ilr |201210w  |(UPdated) 2016 Updated Low &L Look iated " ooken Updated 2018 U‘;’::g ] Updated 2033 . . Original |Updated |High |Original | 0| LF Weight and
Esu Population  |Code e Factor et |28 [ onale | sookend Rationale |35 M¥e (2012 ack % |2012-2015 Estimate Comments / Rationale i ge Comments / Estimate Change (adjusted | Comments / Rationale e e i 5 Comments | Ratonale Estimate (2016 | B | Rationale (2016 Look Forward) | 2018 (2018 (2018|2033 | (208 aokends 2012 Estimates Comments
Weight (adjusted | (adjusted 3/2016) Change (adjusted 3/2016) |3/2016) 3/2016) (adjusted 3/2016) (adjusted 3/2016) " Look Forward) " Estimate |Estimate |Bookend | Estimate Comments
/2016) Back) e during Lok Forward Process) Estimate % Change
nge
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2B  |Lower Catherine | 6.2 Channel Structure | 15.00% 25| 25| 2 2 2 0] No actions. 25| 0] No actions. 28] 33| 28] 40) Estimate based on treatment of 0.75 miles
Spring/summe [Creek Creek(state | and Form: Instream in 15-20 MILES of reach needing treatment.
 Chinook Ditch Diversion _[Structural Complenity
to 0ld Grande
Ronde River
confluence)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2B ent 5.00%) 50, 50, 5ol 50 50 0[No actions. 50, 0| No actions. 501 55| s01 55| more of a non-point
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (state | Conditions: Increased issue, ma
 Chinook Ditch Diversion _[Sediment Quantity uncontrolled
to 0ld Grande contributions, but
Ronde River ank erosion issue
confluence) also contributes
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2B | Lower Catherine |8.1: Water Qu 10.00%) 40 40 0] Benefits from actions listed in LF 9.2 because not enough water, and solar ra - Existing 40 40 40 40 0| No actions. 40 0[No actions. 40 a0 a0 fer for | Estimate showing no ba
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (state | Temperature )50 flow increases are adult passage; | on EP judgement that 3 CFS s not enough
 Chinook Ditch Diversion insuffucient to cause uplift. No uplift. combination of | water to make a difference yet. If more
to 0ld Grande other LFs over time | water is secured over time then increments
Ronde River willbe needed to | would be expected to improve
confluence)
temp
Snake River |Catherine |CCC2B | Lower Catherine | 8.2: Water Qualty 5.00% 0 40 40 40 40 0| No actions. 40, 0| No actions. 40 45| m 45| Links to flow &
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (state | Oxygen temp
 Chinook Ditch Diversion
to 0ld Grande
Ronde River
confluence)
Snake River | Catherine |CCC28 | Lower Catherine |9.2: Water Quantity: 10.00%) 30 319 19|See EPstable of flow project(s), prorated at 100% for benefit to the assessment unit based on location of 319) 319 319 319 0[No actions. 319 0[No actions. 33| B 33| 35| m/s migration
Spring/summe [Creek Creek (State | Decreased Water point of diversion. Davis to Mouth 0.76 cfs = 1.9% uplif. Chinook don'trear i this area in summer due to corridor;
 Chinook Ditch Diversion | Quantity lack of suitable habitat, lack of access, temperatures, and lack of flow during the period when this water is refugia @ mouths
to 0ld Grande d ecological from this water. Currently dominated by non- of tribs
Ronde River natives and ar reared here i itisa
confluence) potentialrearing area. C
is reached. incremental uplift toward from incremental flow aditions.
Need to track i
in flow going for
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2C | Lower Catherine | 1.1: Habitat Quantity. 5.00% &0 803 ] d hinook. 508 803 04| 04| 0| No actions. 03 0| No actions. 50 95| E 95| undersized culvert | Estimate includes effects of Mill Ck Project,
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (old Anthropogenic Barriers Chinook use just the " Little Creek which on Ladd Cr, @ RM 1| which s located in CCC28 but MilCk travels
 Chinook Grande Ronde benefited passage for Chinook juveniles (1.5 miles of access). Are fish arriving via irrgation infrastructure?) backinto CCC2C
River confluence Little Creek, but here. issues n Gekeler's | Little Cr. diversions partially block juvenile
to Pyles Cr) Prorated to 10% function. 183 Chinook ; resultsin Slough &Little Cr | access to about 3.4 miles (from mouth to
0.8% improvement. diversions Hwy) - each diversion abt. 1/2 mile apart,
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2C | Lower Catherine | 2.1: Injury and Mortaly: | 0.00% o o o o 0| No actions. o 0| No actions. small mouth bass;
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (old Predation invasive spp noted,
 Chinook Grande Ronde butimpacts
River confluence unknown
to Pyles Cr)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2C | Lower Catherine |3.2: Food: Food- 0.00% o o o o 0| No actions. o 0| No actions. altered food web-
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (old Competition carp, panish
 Chinook Grande Ronde impacts unknown
River confluence
to Pyles Cr)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2C | Lower Catherine | 4.1: Riparian Condition: | 10.00% a5, 4| 0] CC Baum Restoration project. No change yet. 43| No adjustment. 451] 0.1 For 2033, prorated at 10%, 4| a5 0| No actions. 43| 0| No actions. 5] 50, 50, ) Canservative estimates due to uncertainty
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (old Riparian Vegetation resulting n 0.1% uplift. of implementation timing; AU i large area
 Chinook Grande Ronde &these projects don't address everything,
River confluence
to Pyles Cr)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2C | Lower Catherine | 4.2: Riparian Condition: | 10.00% a5, IS olcc r for 0.25 mil d 43| No adjustment. 451] 0.1 For 2033, prorated at 5%, 4| a5 0| No actions. 43| 0| No actions. a5 as| 45| 50 Estimate considers projects under LF 4.1
Spring/Summe |Creek Creek (old LWD Recruitment for 1 project, has not 1 0r 4.2. 0% uplift. resulting n 0.1% uplift. that would provide some recruitment
 Chinook Grande Ronde improvements in the longer term
River confluence
to Pyles Cr)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2C | Lower Catherine | 5.1: Peripheral and 10.00% 40 207]  07|seetr hinook 7] 407 407 407 407 0| No actions. 407 0| No actions. 03] s 405, 55[>75 percentage
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (old Transitional Habitats based on 0. c resulting i 0. 183 levies from Pyles to
 Chinook Grande Ronde | Side Channel and Chinook miles per Streamnet. Godley Ln;
River confluence Wetland Conditions many oxbows have
to Pyles Cr) been truncated
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2C | Lower Catherine | 5.2 Peripheral and 10.00%) 40 207]  07|seetr hinook Remove Hwy 203 project. 50% 407 407 407 407 0| No actions. 407 0| No actions. a01] B 55| many oxbows have
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (old Transitional Habitats 0 0.25 mil . under CC Baum project, resulting in 0.7% uplift been truncated
 Chinook Grande Ronde | Floodplain Condition 18.3 Chinook mles pe
River confluence
to Pyles Cr)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2C | Lower Catherine | 6.1: Channel Structure | 10.00% 40 201 o1lcc d actor 0.25 mles treated under CC. a01] 401] 401] 401] 0| No actions. a01] 0[Noactions. 401 B 55| many oxbows have
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (old and Form: Bed and Baum project, resulting in 0.1% uplift. been truncated
 Chinook Grande Ronde | Channel Form
River confluence
to Pyles Cr)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2C | Lower Catherine | 6.2: Channel Structure | 10.00%) 25, 251 oalcc d actor 0.25 miles treated under CC. 25.1] 1] 1] 1] 0| Rearing habitat improvements are needed, 251] o 30| 33| 30 40
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (old and Form: Instream Baum project, resulting in 0.1% uplift. but no actions planned now.
 Chinook Grande Ronde | Structural Complexity
River confluence
to Pyles Cr)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC2C | Lower Catherine |7.2: Sediment 5.00%) 50, 50| 0| No actions, no change. 50, 50| 50| 50| 0| No actions. 50, 0| No actions. 501] 55| s02 55| more of a non-point
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (old Conditions: Increased issue, many
 Chinook Grande Ronde | Sediment Quantity uncontrolled
River confluence contributions, but
to Pyles Cr) bank erosion issue
also contributes
Snake River | Catherine |CCC2C | Lower Catherine | 8.1: Water Quality: 10.00%) 40 40 0[No change. Benefis from actions listed in LF 9.2 because not enough water and solar radiation too high. 40 40 40 40 0[No change, as in Look Back. a0 0[No change, as In Look Back. a01] a01] a1 5] thermal barrier for
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (old Temperature d degC), o adult passage;
 Chinook Grande Ronde are insuffucient to cause uplit. No uplift. combination of
River confluence other LFs over time
to Pyles Cr) willbe needed to
affect a change in
temp
Snake River | Catherine |CCC2C | Lower Catherine | 8.2: Water Quality: 0.00% 40 40 40 40 40 0[Noactions. 40 0[Noactions. a0 43| a0 45| Links to flow &
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (old Oxygen temp; decreasing
 Chinook Grande Ronde concern progressing
River confluence upstream- flo
to Pyles Cr) most important in
this reach
Snake River | Catherine |CCC2C |Lower Catherine |9.2: Water Quantity 20.00%) 30 323 ] d hinook. 325] No adjustment. 325 No adjustment. 323 361] 3.6 CCC2C calculations st s based on upstream 325] Some permanent leases n table, but renewal 35| 33| 33| 35 Overwinter habitat | Conservative estimate - assumes 3 cfs from
Spring/Summe | Creek Creek (old Decreased Water EP' table 10 Davis Dam. This area isa flow projects ists, and modified based on of others is unknown at this time. [3-27-16; and m/s migration | water transactions.
 Chinook Grande Ronde | Quantity hinook, the low to mid 20s. 40-45% of all location. Becker Little Creek easement now After Panel was decided that 2033 flow corridor;
River confluence Catherine Creek here. frst has become permanent transfer (0.21 cfs). estimates to be eliminated due to uncertainty refugia @ mouths
to Pyles Cr) 10 days pe ; they end up here. Every drop from any increase in With weightings, panel determined 3.6% in leases] of tribs
cfs. 2.8 cfs average annual flow benefi. Total calculation results in 2.5% uplift. uplift for 2018. [Need to verify Davis to
Mouth info]
Snake River | Catherine | CCC3A | Middle 1.1 Habitat Quantiy. 2.00% B o5 0[No actions. No change n % function. 3 o5 E o5 0[No actions. 95| 0[Noactions. B 100 97 100[increased from 80 | 10th street diversion doesn't pass juvenles
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Creek | Anthropogenic Barriers partialjuvenile
 Chinook (Pyles Cr. To barrier at mouth of
Swackhammer Pyles Ck
Diversion)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC3A | Middle 4.1: Riparian Candition 6.50%) a5, 4| 0]16 acres, 0.75 miles treated. Total steelhead/Chinaok stream use (aka denominator for calculations) s 3.7 43| 0[No adjustment. ] 3[ Using 20% proration at 2033 4| 4| 0] CC38 fish habitat enhancement project 163 13| Prorated growth to 2033, resulting n 1.3% ) a7 55| ) Estimate based on abt. 3.5 miles riparian
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Creek | Riparian Vegetation miles. 5-20 years o % prorated gives 24.1% uplif. But planned for 2017: 1,600 ft. (0.32 miles). No uplif. treatment
 Chinook (Pyles Cr. To improvement factor, so no change at this time. agreement s not for full period functional uplift expected in 2018,
Swackhammer 102033 (only il Dec 31, 2027),
Diversion) 50 we cannot assume benefit will
continue for full period,
especially with new landowner.
With land management changes,
we have seen function go down
10 0%in other areas. EP was
uncomfortable with speculating
out to 2033, given uncertainites
without permanent or longer-
term easements. EP: Cannot
project past 2027, given term of
agreements. Adjusted proration
10 account for partial time period
— reduced by 5% to account for
lack of full-term protection to
2033, resulting in 15% proration
and 3% uplift.
Snake River |Catherine |CCC3A | Middle 4.2: Riparian Condition 6.50%) 3| a5 0] 16 acres, 0.75 miles treated. use for 53 45| 0[No adjustment. 1.5[ Using 7% proration out to 2033 45| 45| 0[No functional uplift i 2018 457 0.7| Used half of limiting factor 4.1 proration. 451] 451] 46, 60, fr
Spring/summe [Creek Catherine Creek | LWD Recruitment mies. e et al. referent wih for 0% prorated (nalf of that for imiting factor LF 4.1 projects.
 Chinook (Pylescr.To improvement factor, s0 no change at this fime. 4.1) gives an upift of 1.5%.
Swackhammer
Diversion)
Snake River |Catherine |CCC3A | Middle 5.1: Peripheral and 10.00% 20, 222 2.2[0.75 miles treated, resulting in 2.2% uplift. Panel used an 11% peripheral habitat ratio as the 11% function 222 222 23 0:8[CC38 ish habitat enhancement project 231] 05| Prorated change out to 2033. 2 30, 30, 35| Potential upstream | CC-37, 38 & 39 PROJECTS PROVIDE
Spring/summe [Creek Catherine Creek | Transitional Habitats: improvement prorating factor. planned for 2017. of Union (confined | CHANNEL ADDITION AND WETLAND.
 Chinook (PylesCr.To  [Side Channel and and semi-confined | CONNECTION;
Swackhammer | Wetland Conditions reaches); less below
Diversion) Union (unconfined)
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e Ba ) during Look Forward Process) Estimate % ch
nge
Snake River | Catherine | CCC3A | Middle 5.2: Peripheral and 10.00%) 2] 221 24]075mi to 5 floodplain 221 221 22 0.1] CC38 fish habitat enhancement project 223 0.2] Prorated change out to 2033. 25 30) 30) 35) Implementation planned for CC 37 in 2012,
Spring/summe |Creek Catherine Creek | Transitional Habitats: connection. Thus panel used factor - 25%, result upliftof 5.1%. planned for 2017: 100 feet ofside channel, CC36in 2014, 38 & 39 n 2015/16.
Chinook (PylesCr.To | Floodplain Condition resulting in 0,15 uplift
Swackhammer
Diversion)
Snake Rver | Catherine | CCC3A 6.1: Channel Structure | 10.00% o) a1 e v BT ia,and h toarrveat 1] 81 ) 0.5] CC38 fish habitat enhancement project ) 0.9]Same as for 2018 ) a5, 50, 50[33% of channel
Spring/summe |cr and Form; Bed an a ity =11 22-2.4.W/D reduced from 22.6t0 planned for 2017: 1,197 feet o be treated, within Union ; 67%:
Chinook Channel Form e B FHE T e e RS resulting in 0.9% uplift. downstrea
Union; channelized
Snake Rver | Catherine | CCC3A 6.2: Channel Structure | 10.00% 5| 501 5a|Thereare 081 key members. i Targe wood piece frequency 501 501 569| 68 CC38 fish habiftat enhancement project 68| Same as for 2018 0| &) &0, %0,
Spring/summe |Creek Catherine Creek |and Form: Instream AT N 0 A T ) e planned for 2017: will end up with 21 pieces
Chinook (Pylescr.To  |[Structural Complexity logs (of per per 100 metersin 7 complexes and 8 smaller
Swackhammer pieces per 100 meters f Many of tural wood 2-3log apex jams (compare to 27 pieces as
Diversion) {ons. In addition, the 39 p i further properly functioning condition; most of
t Panel Catherine Creek only has 5 pieces per 100
to be 25 percent, resulting in 5.1 m. 8% upiift.
Snake Rver | Catherine | CCC3A | Middle 7.2: Sediment 10.00%) o) 457]5.7]See UGS108, adjusted fo Chinook use. See EP' tabl for CCCBY. Temperatures preclud spawin. Project 7] No adjustment. 7.7| Added 10% additional proration 57| 81 2.4[ CC38 fish habitat enhancement project 3] s a5, a5, 50,
Spring/summe |Creek Catherine Creek |Conditions: Increased included There was a reduction in bank height for 2033 (tota proration 38% planned for 2017: expected to benefit
Chinook (PylesCr.To  |Sediment Quantity a5 well Project treated 1,125 linealfeet of eroding bank, which i 28% of the 0.75 mile treated. This prorate), giving a 7.7% uplift. sediment. For 2018, improvement prorated
Swackhammer resultsinan upiiftof 5.7%. at 285% for 2033, at 36%,resulting in 2.4%
Diversion) uplitfor 2018 and 3.1% uplift for 2033.
Snake Rver | Catherine | CCC3A | Middle 5.1 Water Qualty 15.00%) ) 200|100 percent of summer days (uly 20 to Aug 3151) have been in exceedence of 20 degree C, which ) 20| 20| 0| No upift expected, as per Look Back 0| No upift expected, as per Look Back 2 a1 23 [ o mCCa g
Spring/summe |cr Catherine Creek |Temperature ot forflow increases to have measurabe effect. rationale. rationae. limited; other upstream projects plus conservative
Chinook (Pylescr.To Thus, no uplift identified. assumption of 3 cfsfor upstream water
Swackhammer transactions.
Diversion)
Snake Rver | Catherine | CCC3A_ | Middle 5.2 Water Qualty. 0.00% o o o 0| Noactions. 0| Noactions. Associated
Spring/summe |Creek Catherine Creek |Oxygen wflow/temp; non-
Chinook (Pylescr.To point sources
Swackhammer need more info to
Diversion) auantify
Snake Rver | Catherine | CCC3A_| Middle 5.4 Water Qu 0.00% o o o 0| Noactions. 0| Noactions. Point discharge
Spring/summe |Creek Catherine Creek |Turbidity between RM 36-39;
Chinook (Pylescr.To need more info to
Swackhammer quantify impact
Diversion)
Snake Rver | Catherine | CCC3A_ | Middle 2: Water Quantity: 20.00%) ) 2 with of 164 ~ After welghting, panel 25| No adjustment. Noadjustment. 2 343 93] Same project calculation and proration Cannot predict to 2033 at this point. 0| 50, o) 5[ Many Diversions in_ | Conservative estimate based on 3 cfs.
Spring/summe |cr Catherine Creek |Decreased Water calculated L5 cfs mated 30¢fs. ODFW i structure as for Look Back. Calculations table| this reach, base flow
Chinook (Pylescr.To | Quantity Eomt 1.5 fs cvided by 30 lsts flow lease projects, which includes is about 5 fs
Swackhammer s basfiow, esufing n 5.0% it appiicable upstream AU projects It accounts|
Diversion) or lease years and permanent water
acquisitions. Most flow projects measured at|
Davis Dam. [NEED TO ASK FRESHWATE
TRUST RE: "LEASING GENERAL RM 15-11" "
(GRCC Malmberg” DETAILS]. After weighting,
yields 8.3% uplit.
Snake River | Catherine | CCC38 | Middle 11: Habitat Quantity. 2.00% 3 1023( 73] See UGSI108 notes, adjusted for Chinook use. See EP's table for CCC38. CCA4 project consisted of 105 9 a1 43.1| Add Catherine Creek Adult Weir 2018 a1 E 100 98| 100[onedwersion |5 pushup dams/diversions are barriers, esp.
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Creek | Anthropogenic Barriers & be 14.4 miles. Barrer to juvenile project: Year-round barler to juveniles 50% structure ~rm 41 | during low flow; 6 water rght holders; only
 Chinook (swackhammer » prorated; 12.4 miles; resulting in 43.1% impedes juvenile |1 remaining known barrier private pushup)
Diversion to N. & seen before project occurred. Uplift was prorated as 10% functional value. Calculated total uplift is 7.3%. upliftexpected. movement; reachis |after this project;
SForks) Note: Low Bookend s too high, as 3 other barriers are stillto be removed, including Kinsley; upcoming summer/winter
review of passage atstate ditch downstream of CCAa. rearing & spawning
habitat
Snake River | Catherine | CCC38 | Middle 4.1 Riparian Condition: | 6.50% 0, &0 hich for Chinook use. See cce. caa 0| No adjustment. 19| 15[ Using 20% proration in 9 9 0| Remove CCC38 (wrong location). 3.1| Prorated for 2033 vegetation growth. 61 &) G 75, Hall Ranch & CCA4 projects would address
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Creek |Riparian Vegetation 1 ) and Phase 2 (11,119 plants and fencing along calculation table gives 1.9% Calculations table has projects and about 1/2 of reach. Slow growth makes
 Chinook (swackhammer 113 mies). yetin exclusion f \d 2 CRP project: to uplit. prorations: CC44 Phase 4 2016, Hall Ranch 2018 Hibookend dificut to achieve
Diversion to N. & ot 8P contrat o Asotin ounty i PSCES,Link o Model Watershed? Was 2017 (side channel and mainstem), Southern
SForks) Litte C 8/Mik Creek/Pinship Fencing and (Cross. Nofunctional change for 2018.
18,63 acres of riparian janti tion (assume 1.8 miles, if 35 feet on
each side). See EP's table of projects and percentage of current function. Plantings are too young, 5o no
uplitat this time. Note: Count Phase 3 n Look Fwd.
Snake River | Catherine | CCC38 | Middle 4.2 Riparian Condition: | 6.50% 0, &0 a1 0| No adjustment. 1 1[ Using 10% proration in 9 9 0| Calculations table has projects and 16| Used halfof imiting factor 4.1 proration. 0| &0, o1 70 Estimate considers long term recruitment
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Creek |LWD Recruitment calculation table gives 1% uplit. prorations: CC44 Phase 4 2016, Hall Ranch improvement from 4.1 LF projects.
 Chinook (swackhammer 2017 (side channel and mainstem), Southern
Diversion to . & (Cross. Nofunctional change for 2018.
S Forks)
Snake River | Catherine | CCC38 | Middle 5.1t Peripheral and 15.00% &) 713 perly dition rather than 9 169 163 Calculations table has 4 projects and 163 6| 70 6| 75 lower 4 miles Estimate based on CC44 project - 5.5 miles
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Creek |Transitional Habitats using portion of totallength treated. For phases 1-3 f CCA4 project (see limitng factor 6.2 project prorations. Hallis unconfined, so 1:1 main to channel restoration potential.Little benefit from
 Chinook (Swackhammer  |Side Channel and  Fish use of Sde Channel #3 was seen Side channel benefit. Immediate benefitin water
Diversion to N. & Wetland Conditions immediately. Phase 1 treated 862 feet, currently at 5% of PFC. Phase 2 reated 5,961 feet (113 miles). 2018 period is 16.9% uplit for 2018 and atered; naturally | formed.
SForks) 3 rated This 2033 constrained
reach. Historical imagery " Total prorated upstream
resulted upliftof 6.3%
Snake River | Catherine | CCC38 | Middle 5.2:Peripheral and 10.00% &) 719| . ForCCaa 9 92] 92| Calculations table is based on limiting factor 92 6| 70 6| 75 lower 4 miles Conservative estimate due to uncertain
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Creek |Transitional Habitats Functloning Conditonrathe than using the portin o otallength reated. Phase 1 (1%), Phase 2lrady 5.1: removed CCa4. Adjusted length for channel designs,etc.
 Chinook (swackhammer  |Floodplain Condition , 50 only main channel (same as rparian length). anthropogenically
Diversion to . & at higher flows, which red o plexity (10%). Same uplit for both time periods —9.2%. atered; naturally
SForks) Uplift was determined to be 6.9%. constrained
upstream
Snake River | Catherine | CCC38 | Middle 6.1: Channel Structure | 10.00% 0, CEEE Ca phases 13, with p , respectively. Rated value| 9 94| 9.6 Same projects asfor imiting factor 5.1n 9.6 ame as for 2018 G 70 & 75, Conservative estimates due to uncertain
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Creek |and Form: Bed and based Conditon or porton o total length treated. Phase calculations table. Prorated based on form designs,etc.
 Chinook (Swackhammer | Channel Form 1 bk stablty anl gravel soring 850 feet spread over amost 2 mies (8% factor). Phase 2, nclucing (Paess e vz alize a2 X
Diversion o N. Foughened channelha a proratefactrof 10%,Pase3considered widih o depth o mprovemert. change expected.
SForks) , resulting in an upliftof 3.6%.
Snake River | Catherine | CCC38 | Middle 6.2: Channel Structure | 15.00% 0, 66| Ca phases 13, Phase 1 on 9 202 20.2|Calculations table has 4 projects. Proration 20.2|Same as for 2018 & 70 &) 75, 7 of 9 miles treated; conservative estimate
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Creek |and Form: Instream Kerbie, Fite, and Smith properties (6+5=11) large wood complexes, 862 feet of main channel, 546 feet of based on percentage of Properly due to uncertainty of design
 Chinook (swackhammer | Structural Complexity 80; 1,408 t (262m) which Functioning Condition (27 pieces per 100 m).
Diversion to N. & quals 300 pieces per 100 m, even if cacul; reach ength above Properly e Hall: 30 pieces per 100 m,. Panel expects
SForks) Condition wood density (27 pieces per 100 m . Phase 20.2% uplitin 2018 and 2033.
1 Fite, 29 large mplexes, 1 (421 feetlong), 2 alcoves buit,
. Phase 3in h and s stllunderway: 56
0.6 miles, 2,1 channel, and S alcoves. But
allwood results in 2 mles (3 (1,772 [Phase
2and Phase 2] + Phase 3= over 100 pieces per 100 meters, which s wel over the 27 pierces per 100
meters Prop & Condition Little Minam River. But
per 100 m s seen n reaches upsis panl e gichan
vs. b based on how many
pieces werenthe chamelvs e ATt 2 e
than instream 1 d3 have more of a ish
.side " 8. But this
5 beendentified, This
reach Ithas hig butis stillused.
have seen fish . Denominator 3 miles. Total
calculated uplit seemed high to EP, so adjusted proration to account for large piece configuration type
as it afected Properly Functioning Condition (50% of peces). Final totaluplift was determined to be 6.5%.
Snake Rver | Catherine | CCC36 | Middle 7.2: Sediment 5.00% &0, EX 2 Timiting factor 0 Rated val 5.6] See calculations table changes. 9.8| See calculations table changes. o a1] 41| Low spawning habitat quality above Ricker 64 o1 &) &) 75, Conservative estimate due to uncertan
Spring/summe |Creek Catherine Creek |Conditions: Increased perly ing Condition. Project CCa4 Phase 1 (embeddec). Planing projects: no benefitin designs
Chinook (swackhammer | Sediment Quantity Phase 2: 80% of pro bilized; Phase 3: 80% of 2018, butinstream projects willaid sorting
Diversion to N. & Uplift was calculated at .6%. of substrates. In 2018 panel expects 4.1%
s Forks) upliftand in 2033, 6.4% uplit.
e ter e [cccan e 5.1 Water Qu 10.00%) &0, 60| 0|57% of days from July 20 to Aug 31 are in exceedance of 20 degrees C (based on CHaMP data). I i cooler o o 0| No benefitfrom flow projects, s per Look 0.5]2033 calculations table proration for riparian | 60,1 &) o1 75[upper 2/3n good
Spring/summe |cr e Creek |Temperature upstream of this assessment unit, but there is a ot of solar radiation warming s water flows downstream Back rationale, bt iparian projects and vegetation growth indicates 0.9% uplit. condition
Chinook wmammer o this assessment unit. No upift identified. channelform changes wil benefit
Diversion to N. & especilly from forks down to
s Forks) jon. 3.5 degrees C would be expected if
e ey
results), 50 0.5 degree expected from these
actions. Calculations table yields 0% change
in 2018
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Snake River |Catherine |CCC38 | Middle 9.2: Water Quantity: 20.00% 40) 423 Z instream flow : projects if relevant. Cross- Filled in water lease information in o 16 1.6[Same project calculation and proration Cannot predict to 2033 a this point. o] 50) 50) 50[ 30 fs baseflow Aug-| CC-44 Project indirectly addresses this LF
Spring/summe [Creek Catherine Creek | Decreased Water Trust lstof flow projects (used "final order int of diversion” cfs, which calculations table for 2016-2018 structure as for Look Back: Calculations table| Sep; 10.fs of this | but not considered in estimate. Assume 3
 Chinook (swackhammer | Quantity accounted for loss rate vs. 10th Strect measurements). Four projects are lsted in the table - two Ricker Gurations, then decided to move lstsflow lease projects, which includes diverted cfs permanent lease/acquired for estimate.
Diversion to N. & leases (039 and 033 fs, one s TLT), Southern Cross Forbearance 1075 cfs, and Glen Smith Full 022 cfs. these years to the Look Fwd. Panel applicable upstream AU projects. Accounts (10% imp based on 3 of 30 cfs)
S Forks) Schubert at 022 cfs (same as "downstream" project) was not included. Panel discussed merits of determined 2.8% uplift for 2018 and for lease years and permanent water
adjusting ightings for ject us total i i 2033, acquisitions. Prorated based primarily on
benefiting from these flows (location of point of diversion re: SH usable area and portion of AU), water location of point of diversion. Yields 1.6%
i d i " H i i int of diversion uplift.
locat i i d. Total
e was 0.84 cfs, Used 30.cfs Total uplift after weighting = 2.8% Note
CCa4 flow benefits will need to be included in Lok Forward, but on-farm water conservation conversion
i instream water isdiff
©
Snake River |Catherine |CCCA | Lower & Middle |4.1: Riparian Condition: |  20.00% 45, 45| 0] No Chinook actions n this assessment unit. 45| 45| 45| 45| 0| No actions. HREFL 0| No actions. 45| 50, 45| 70,
Spring/summe [Creek Vegetation
r Chinook Tributaries
Snake River | Catherine | CCC4 | Lower & Middle | 4.2: Rparian Condition: 5.00%) a5, 4| 0 No Chinaok actions in this assessment unit. 43| 4| 4| 4| 0| No actions. WREFL 0| No actions. | 50, 43| 7
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Cr. | LWD Recruitment
r Chinook Tributaries
Snake River |Catherine |CCCA | Lower & Middle |6.2: Channel Structure | 30.00% 45| 45| 0 No Chinook actions n this assessment unit. 45| 45| 45| 45| 0| No actions. HREFL 0] No actions. 45| 65| 45| 70,
Spring/summe [Creek and Form: Instream
r Chinook ies___|structural Complexity
Snake River | Catherine | CCC4 | Lower & Middle |7.2: Sediment 15.00% ) 0 0 No Chinaok actions i this assessment unit. &0, 0| 0 0 0| No actions. WREFL 0| No actions. 0| &) ) 7
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Cr. | Conditions: Increased
r Chinook Tributaries diment Quanti
Snake River |Catherine |CCCA | Lower & Middle |8.1: Water Qualty 15.00% 50, 50 0] No Chinook actions n this assessment unit. 50, 50| 50 50 0| No actions. HREFL 0| No actions. 5ol 52| 50, 60,
Spring/summe [Creek Catherine Cr. | Temperature
r Chinook Tributaries
Snake River | Catherine | CCC4__| Lower & Middle | 9.2: Water Quantity 15.00% 40 0 0 No Chinaok actions in this assessment unit. a0 0 0 0 0| No actions. WREFL 0| No actions. 0 a1 a0 41 minimal
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Cr. | Decreased Water withdrawals on L.
 Chinook Tributaries | Quantity Cath (timber
harvest, grazing)
Snake River |Catherine [CCC5 | N.&S. Forks | 1.1: Habitat Quantity: 5.00%) 95| a3 i i justed for i in o 2 25 Benefit from downstream Adult Weir 25 Same as for 2018. 10| 100 100 100] Estimate assumes 2 miles improved access
Spring/summe [Creek Catherine Cr. | Anthropogenic Barriers Rearing s limited in ti it Use 2 Fork project. from N FK Catherine Ck Ford Project; last
r Chinook Catherine Creek Ford is 14.7 miles, resultingin 3.4% upiit. i for Chinook
Snake River | Catherine | CCC5 [N &S, Forks | 4.1: Riparian Condition: | 10.00% 20, &0 0[Too soon to see functional uplif. No change in percentage. No adjustment. 7.5 Using 20% proration for 2033 o o 0| No actions. 0| No actions. a0 % ) 95| Not enough info about USFS Project to
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Cr. | Riparian Vegetation results in 7.5% uplift. estimate benefits at 2012 EP Workshop
r Chinook
Snake River |Catherine |CCC5  |N.&S.Forks |4.2: Riparian Condition: | 10.00% 80, 80 0[Too soon to see functional uplift. No change in percentage. Noadjustment. 3.7 Using 10% proration for 2033 o o 0| No actions. 0| No actions. 80 ) 80, 95|
Spring/summe [Creek Catherine Cr. | LWD Recruitment results n 3.7% uplit.
r Chinook
Snake River | Catherine | CCC5 |N.&S. Forks | 6.2: Channel Structure | 30.00%) 20, 2 o for No Chinook use in Corrall o o 0| No actions. 0| No actions. a0 % ) 95,
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Cr. | and Form: Instream Creek, so this project was removed for Chinook. Uplift determined to be 9.2%.
r Chinook Structural Complexity
Snake River |Catherine |CCC5  |N.&S. Forks |7.2: Sediment 25.00% 70, &3 1 R i justed for in. Add 4.5 Noadjustment 18.4] For 2033, added 10% proration, o o 0| No actions. 0| No actions. 70] 3 70, 95| NOT ENOUGH PROJECT INFO TO ESTIMATE
Spring/summe [Creek Catherine Cr. | Conditions: Increased Catherine Ci fon action to Chinook for imi 7.2.Thisisanii resulting in 18.4% uplift. BENEFITS AT 2012 WORKSHOP
 Chinook Sediment Quantity compared to rest of th mies, one of th reaches per River
yies vlley . The Collins C ion than 15%

issue). i i 50% of the 4.5 miles, resulting in a 15. .

Note: Ne i in next Look Forward.
SnakeRiver |Catherine |CCC5  |N.&S. Forks |8.1: Water Qualty 10.00% 80, 80 0] No action; no change. Temperatures are at Properly Functioning Condition now. o o 0| No actions. 0| No actions. 80 ) 80, 95|
Spring/summe [Creek Temperature
r Chinook
SnakeRiver | Catherine | CCC5 [N &S, Forks | 9.2: Water Quantiy 10.00% (3 a5 0] No action; no change. Hope to address nter-basin transfers in future. o o 0| No actions. 0| No actions. 5| % (3 % NOT ENOUGH PROJECT INFO TO ESTIMATE
Spring/Summe | Creek Catherine Cr. | Decreased Water BENEFITS AT 2012 WORKSHOP
r Chinook Quantity
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