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Current vs Proposed ESL

» \We propose that the 2007 Upper Conner
Creek ESL be expanded to include
portions of the Conner Creek and Hocker

Flat ESLs.

Hocker Flat ESL
Upper Conner Creek ESL

2019 Proposed Upper Conner Creek ESL

* These portions of the Hocker Flat and
Conner Creek ESLs comprise of high
floodplain surfaces that do not support
riparian vegetation or interact with
contemporary flows.

e Future changes to the ESL are expected to

accommodate site access along the left
bank.

SCALE: 1 IN = 300 FT

Upper Conner Creek Site Map
2018 Aerial Photograph
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Land Ownership

A

Environmental Study Limits (ESLs) &

e Project site ownership a mix of
private property and BLM land.

e Site is approximately 84 acres in
area; 61% (51 acres) is BLM, 39%
(33 acres) privately owned.

e A total of 27 parcels are included
within the 300 ft ESL buffer zone.




Mining Claim

Active mining claim exists within the
ESL (Serial# CAMC311700).

* |ncludes 20 acres between the left
and right bank between RM77.4 and
RM77.5

| e/ L gktd * Two Claimants: Barbara Reynolds,
CIaGEaeerY - 2ot living in Eugene, OR, and Katherine
' 2 Truitt, living in Arcata, CA.
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Recreation

Wild and Scenic Trinity River |
Public Access Map
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Existing Infrastructure
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Geotechnical

Conner Creek ESL

Hocker Flat ESL

e Valley-scale geology: fits with the
geology presented in the Upper
Junction City Valley Existing
Conditions Report.

Upper Conner Creek ESL

- _E 2018 Proposed Upper Conner Creek ESL

jortiing {1e)
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2158061.19 | 6266710.24
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e Test pit locations were selected to
provide reasonable description of
coarse sediment resources and of
groundwater at the time of
excavation.

SCALE: 1 IN = 300 FT

Upper Conner Creek Site Map
2018 Aerial Photograph




Current Geomorphic Conditions
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Current Geomorphic Conditions

(Meander Wavelength and Radius of Curvature)

Proposed ESL bt
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: E Control Point
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Meander Wavelength

(downstream to upstream)

Measured | CDG Value | % Difference
1,710 ft 1,470 ft 16%
1,960 ft 1,470 ft 33%
2,584 ft 1,470 76%

Radius of Curvature

Measured | CDG Value | % Difference
585 ft, 720 ft 500 ft 17%, 44%
485 ft, 612 ft 500 ft -3%, 22%

2,533 ft, 0 0
1514 ft 500 ft 406%, 203%

**Meander continue past extent of image**




Current Geomorphic Conditions

(Topographic Change between 2012 and 2019)

e GCD analysis indicates:
e Channel migration into right bank at RM77.4
e Aggradation occurring at bar features
throughout the project reach.
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Current Geomorphic Conditions

(Existing Substrate)
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Current Geomorphic Conditions
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Hydrology: Annual FDCs

Exceedence probability
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Hydrology: Winter Rearing FDCs
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Flow duration curves at the Trinity River above North Fork gaging station
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Hydraulic Model: Model Development

e Existing conditions modeled developed in HEC-RAS 2-D

* Following the initial site visit, three locations were identified
for topographical surveys to update the 2016 topography.

* Roughness polygons applied for different regions of the
project reach; in-channel roughness varied with flow

e Model was calibrated using WSE measurements collected by
HVTF in Spring 2019 (~8,500 cfs), edge of water data
extracted from 2016 LiDAR data (380 cfs), and WSE data
collected by MA in Fall 2019 (~360 cfs)



Hydraulic Model: Model Development

Terrain Development

LEGEND
2019 Update, Major Contour (5")
2019 Update, Minor Contour (1') "

—— 2016 Existing, Major Contour (5)

=g




Hydraulic Model: Model Development

Terrain Development




Hydraulic Model: Model Development
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Hydraulic Model: Model Development

Model Calibration, High Flow

Scenario Over Under RMSE

High Flow 0.69 ft 0.67 ft 0.19 ft

Low Flow, 2016 LiDAR Extracted WSE 0.39 ft 0.32 ft 0.17 ft
Low Flow, Nov 2019 WSE 0.52 ft 0.05 ft 0.07 ft
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Hydraulic Model: Model Development

Model Calibration, Low Flow

Scenario Over Under RMSE

High Flow 0.69 ft 0.67 ft 0.19 ft

Low Flow, 2016 LiDAR Extracted WSE 0.39 ft 0.32 ft 0.17 ft
Low Flow, Nov 2019 WSE 0.52 ft 0.05 ft 0.07 ft
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Hydraulic Model: Model Results, Velocity
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Hydraulic Model: Model Results, Depth
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Hydraulic Model: Model Results, Shear Stress
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Existing Vegetation

* Project area cover 84 acres
e 57.6 acres are vegetated
* 26.4 acres are open
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Existing Vegetation

Project area cover 84 acres
e 57.6 acres are vegetated

_ * 26.4 acres are open

-« 16.6 acres of the vegetated area are

| dominated by non-native plants.

TS B ol
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js COVER TYPE
- Himalaya Berry”
- Human Distubance Planting
- Non-native Grassland
- Oregon goldenaster - Yellow Star Thistle §
: Tailings Pile N :7’ .
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Existing Vegetation

Project area cover 84 acres
e 57.6 acres are vegetated

: * 26.4 acres are open

“8| « 16.6 acres of the vegetated area are

# dominated by non-native plants.

! « The remaining 41 acres are composed
of sensitive natural plant
communities.

e J. Lee delineated save vegetation
areas during Summer 20109.

Vegetation to Avoid
B I io019EsL
Sensitive Communities
- Arroyo Willow

- Black Cottonwood
- Blue elderberry

- California Black Oak

‘ - California Grape

- Canyon Live Qak

B W Foothill Pine

: - Fremont Cottonwood
- Narrowleaf-Dusky Willow
2 - Oregon Ash*

- Oregon goldenaster
- Red Willow

5 I vhite Alder

D Whiteleaf Manzanita

{ Native Emergent and Mesic
- Black Cottonwood

z - Fremont Cottonwood
- Large Woody Debris

: - Narrowleaf-Dusky Willow
2 - Oregon Ash*

- Oregon goldenaster

B Fianted Riparian &
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Existing Vegetation

Height above river analysis completed
to determine existing habitat
zonation. Based on zonation criteria
determined through a box-plot
analysis by J. Bair.

[CJ2019 et

Height Above River (ft)
[ Aquatic (<0) Habitat Zone Acres Percent of Project Site
Chapealigo -4 Aquatic 14.34 17.0%
% x::::—te;ll?ransition (10 - 18) Emergent Margin 559 6.6%
T ‘ ; ; »\ Mesic 22.28 26.5%
A — ; . oy Yy . - Mesic-Xeric Transition 26.42 31.4%
YA NI : gt Xeric 15.59 18.5%
Grand Total 84.23 100.0%




Chinook Salmon - Rearing

10

—— Chinook Salmon Fry
—— Chinook Salmon Parr

Capacity (millions of individuals)
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Chinook | Capacity (millions of individuals) at Specified Flow
Salmon
Life 380 450 700 950 1,000 1,250 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,500 6,000 8,500 11,000
Stage cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs
Fry 3.08 | 289 | 295 | 2.50 2.47 2.40 2.40 2.52 2.69 3.32 4.93 5.76 6.57
Parr 0.80 | 0.81 | 0.85 | 0.83 0.84 0.87 0.89 0.98 1.07 1.42 2.30 2.96 3.53




Chinook Salmon - Spawning

2010 Salmon Redds (n=12)
2011 Salmon Redds (h=27)
2012 Salmon Redds (n=87)
2013 Salmon Redds (n=15)
2014 Salmon Redds (n=49)

2016 Salmon Redds (n=30)

]
o
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o
©)
®)

2017 Salmon Redds (n=18)
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Salmonid - Holding

Holding habitat analysis based on Gaeuman
and Krause 2013.

Max Depth | 75t Percentile | Max Depth | 75t Percentile

Pool Designation | Number (ft)? Depth (ft)! (ft)? Depth (ft)?
RM78.25 120 5.43 4.36 5.93 4.92
JC Campground 1 121 10.53 7.69 14.17 7.96
JC Campground 2 122 11.66 9.28 11.04 7.48
Upper Conner 1 123 12.88 8.91 13.01 8.10
Upper Conner 2 124 9.68 6.32 8.87 6.89
Upper Conner 3 125 14.19 9.42 12.64 7.45

1From Gaeuman and Krause (2013), measured in 2011.
’Based on modeling results using 2019 Existing Conditions DTM.

8| -] 2019 ESL
s 81 [ Holding Pools
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Amphibians and Reptiles

ADLT: Adult s iy . ~ * Herpetological data in
EM: Egg Mass gt ) e ' 4 ’ . .
JVN: Juvenile [ suumamies P . _ .f' R the pFOJeCt ESL is

LRV: Larvae
b sparse.

Foothill Yellow Legged
Frog observations from
2013 and 2016.

A single adult western
pond turtle observation
from 2014 and 2015.

;

Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog Observations § 4

2016 Observations
® 2013 Observation
L) Proposed ESL N

0 500 1,000 ft




Next Steps

Finalize existing conditions report based on comments from Design
Workgroup.

Compile conceptual designs from Hoopa Design Team; Meet with and get
any additional input/ideas from broader Design Workgroup teams.

Compile and develop conceptual design alternatives and evaluate using
metrics.

Select preferred action and alternative.

Build 3-D surfaces based on preferred action and alternative (planform,
sections and profiles).

Develop 30% design hydraulic model and conduct performance metrics
analyses.

Work with TRRP to update ESL to accommodate points of access.
Work with TRRP to begin process of test pit excavation.

Prepare and submit to Design Workgroup, draft 30% design drawings, report
and supporting analyses.
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