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Modification to TDG Monitoring and
Tracking Overview

¢ The Adaptive Management Team (AMT)
process and the results

¢ Wwo moedificatieons te 'DG moenitering and
tracking

¢ lIhe BIOp court casers effect on
Implementing these: changes

¥ Elffiects tor the hydresystem and DG
MORILEKINRG



The Adaptive Management Team
Question

Ifi the 1159% DG criterion of the
state standardl and! ierenay.
gages are remoeved, What would
perthe effiectst enspill; DG and
fishr suRvIValZ



The Adaptive Management Team
process and the results

Oregon and Washington, states worked together
reviewing all of the scientific data

TThe US federal agencies worked tegether te previde
technical infermation on

+» DG levels,
o Splllflevels and

¢ Fish survival.



Models Used

» SYSTDG model was used to predict
DG levels and spill velumes

» HYDSIM moedel was used te generate
the actual flew: and spilifvelUmes o
@ 0)\/IPASS

» CONIPASS medel was Used o) predict
fishrsuRival



Adaptive Management Team
Modeling Assumptions

o \We modeled 2007 as representative of
a low WY, 2002 as medium WY & 2006
as igh Wy

¢ S dams were modeled: 4" on lower
Columbia and 4 onl lower Snake Rivers

¢ Used the final 2008 Biclegicall ©Opinien
SplliFeperaleRSs el ther Sh damis

¢ Viedelhwithranedwitheut £4'5%%6 F'DG
criterion



Corps Modeling Results

on TDG levels

¢ The Increases In the monthly TDG levels at

Lower Moenumental tailwater, the lce
IHarbor forebay, Bonneville tailwater and
Camas Washoeugal can persist for one to
three moenths.

¢ e largest Increase in DG levels woeula
eccur at the lece Harhor ferelay, withr April
threugh Atugust: average for allfignr 12
ReUF average DG evels inereasing 0:5%
IRFalevWAWaterRVears OrCYsnra meaivim
WaterVeals and St 0rYsnin ar g Water:
VEAN:.
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Corps Modeling Results
Splill levels

¢ It the 115906 TDG criterion was removed,
there would be 2.3 to 5.9 MAF additional
spill

¢ Most of the additienall spill woeuldf come
from two dams: Lower Monumental and
Bonneville

9 lIhere woeuld 9e a negative: effiect on SR
steelheadN (G 1M1%): OthEr SPECIES iad
Venryismalllpesitiver effiects GnInErRVer
SURIVal:



Additional spill if TDG was managed to 120%0

Projects
Lower Granite
Little Goose
Lower Monumental
lce Harbor
McNary
John Day
The Dalles
Bonneville
Total spill increase

Low WY

Spill

Increase in

KAF
0
4
1,425

11
1,023
2,463

Med Wy

Spill

InCrease
In KAF

0
638
1,333

203
66
616
2,285

High WY

Spill

Increase In

KAF
0
568
1,283
0
0
1,060
675
2,266
5,852



HYDSIM Model

¢ HYDSIM used the SYSTDG spill caps and
generated daily flow and spill rates for the
COMPASS model.

¢ HYIDSIM incerporated all of the
Ayaresysteml regulations & requiremenits.

¥ HYIDSIIVISHewsranarspilisrates Closely
matched SYSHIDG, excepis icr RighnVVae



NOAA Compass Inputs

» Uses HYDSIM daily flows and spill
rates for a 70 years of record

¢ Uses average daily temperatures
» Covers only Aprl — June

¢ Covers) eniy/ lewer Columisia anad
Shake RIVEr pProjects



NOAA Compass Outputs

Provides output for 5 ESUs and 2
species

— Snake River spring/summer Chinook

— Snake River steelhead

— Upper Columbia spring Chinook

— Upper Columbia steelhead

— Mid Columbia steelhead

¢ Currently the model does not address fall
Chinook or sockeye

¢ Survival only calculated for four lower Columbia
dams using Snake River stocks as surrogates



NOAA COMPASS Model Results

¢ 120% TDG and tailwater FMS only
operations produced no effect, or very
small positive effect on Smolt to Adult

Return (SAR) for all species except Snake
River steelhead (-1.11%)

¢ The negative effect on Snake River
steelhead SAR was primarily due to
reduced transport numbers

¢+ Most species experienced a very small,
positive effect on in-river survival (<1%)



Mean result for 70- year water
Record Analysis (1929-1999)

In River destined for FCRPS | Whole population
Survival transport survival | LGR-LGR SAR

Snake River Spring/Summer Chinook
120 60 90% 66.00% 86.00% 0.92%

1157120 cap 60 30% 65.60% 66 90% 0.92%
absolute change 0.10% -2.60% 0.90% 0.01%

Relative change from 1157120 cap 0.20% -3.80% -1.00% 0.80%

Snake River Steelhead
120 30.70% 75.30% a4.70%

1157120 cap 3.60% 77 20% 3.80%

absolute change 0.10Y% 1.90% 140

Relative change from 1157120 cap 0.30% 2.50% 1.30%




AMT Meeting Decisions
resulting In 15t change to TDG
Monitoring Reguirements

¢ Oregon State decided to eliminate its 115% TDG forebay.
water quality criterion and that forebay fixed monitoring
stations Were not necessary to assess acceptable TDG
levels in the Columbia River. Therefore, according to the
DG walver forebay gages are not needed! for spill
management, Including the Camas Washougal gage.

» Washingten State declded te retain the 115%) DG erelay
Water guality’ criterion. fhe state did net believe: the everall
penefiits; oif additienal spill versus additienall risk: ol gas
pPUBkIE trauma SUppert a rule' revision. Therefere the
IGrelay gages; are neecred o spillfmanagemenic ancithe
Washingten stancard reflects this:



The Adaptive Management Team
Documents

TThe reports and presentations with
more detailed information can be
found at:

WELEE//ANAMANE ECY/-WEl. GBV/ Programs/ NG/
tmdi/ColumbiaRvi/ColumpialiDE: hibmm
|



2"d change to TDG
Monitoring/Tracking Requirements

& \Washington State changed how TDG exceedances
are calculated.

¢ Instead of the 12 highest hours In a 24 hour day.
(@regoen Methoed)

¢ The \Washingten method calculates) the 12 highest
CORSecUtvVe heurs, Whlch means DG
EXCEEANCES) Can SPanl 2Cress) Parts ol 2 day/s:



Implementation of these changes

& Since the Oregon/\Washington border
splits the lower Columbia River the
Corps will operate toe the more
restrictive standard. Typically, this Is
the WA standard but: on a iew: days
the Oregen standara s mere
Festrctiver at certainr lecations;, Se i
Wil lseruised en thiese days fier that
lejezitle)n)



Camas Washougal Ferebay Gage

¢ The Camas Washougal criterion was
removed from the WA water guality

standards in 2006.

¢ AS a result off AMF, the Oregon DG
Walver ner longer Includes, the: Camas

VWashoeugal gage in the state
StanRdanra/AVaIVErS:

¢ BUL the litigatien:.. .

DG



The BiOp Litigation

¢ Since the 2008 Biological Opinion Is In litigation,
the US federal government operated consistent
with) the US' District Court ofi Oregomn order.

¢ [his means, the previeus DG menitering
system, With fiorebay gages and the methed for
calculating the 12 hoeur average: Used in 2007
continued thireugh: 2009:

¢ |t IS Unknewn at: this; timewhat the DG
menterng plantwilliNee iRk 2010 as the lItgaticns
IS Stll-pending.



Future Effects of these changes to
hydrosystem and TDG monitering

¢ No forebay gages will be physically
removed since they are needed for
SYSITDG moedeling.

¢ Both Oregen and Washingten methoeds for
calculating the highr 12 heurr average: will
pe used.

& Ihenvelvement ol the: CamasiWashotgal
ferekay/ gagerin spillsmanagementiis
URdeterminec atsthaisruigie:



Future Effects of these changes to
hydrosystem and TDG monitering

¢ Based on 2008 and 2009 DG exceedance
tracking, the Washington methoed resulted
N more DG exceedances, predeominately.
at forebay gages.

¢ Since the Washingten methoed for
calculating the 12 heuir average: ISimore
FEStrCHVES It Canl 9e eXpected thiat Iess
SpililwiliFeceur Whenrused fior spill
maRagemeEni:
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