Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Figure 7-4. Subwatersheds within the Potlatch River Watershed
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)
7.5.3.1 Restoration Strategies and Prioritization

Tables 7-2 thru 7-14 display specific restoration strategies for each subwatershed. A
subwatershed snapshot precedes each set of tables, and is intended to review details about the
highlighted subwatershed identified by stream reach within the Potlatch River watershed.

Within each subwatershed, restoration strategies are prioritized (general restoration strategies are
detailed in Appendix E). The individual strategies were ranked through a facilitated discussion
by the Potlatch River Technical Advisory Group. The Potlatch River Technical Advisory Group
worked through each strategy within each subwatershed to determine high, medium and low
priorities. The following variables were considered in order to determine strategy priorities:

- Steelhead production response potential

- Landowner/Operator potential interest

- Potential to redirect existing conservation agency resources

- Potential to secure additional needed technical and/or financial resources

- Probability of future land-use activities supporting proposed subwatershed restoration
efforts

Upon consideration of these variables, a high, medium, or low ranking was assigned to each
restoration strategy (a prioritization matrix is displayed in Appendix F).

High Priority — A high priority ranking implies a priority commitment towards the active
solicitation of additional technical and financial assistance for implementation. High priority
strategies also reflect the ability and willingness to coordinate the redirection of existing
conservation programs towards specified strategies. In addition, a high ranking implies active
engagement of individual landowners, private and public, to consider implementation of the
defined strategies.

Medium Priority — A medium priority ranking implies a secondary commitment to actively
solicit additional technical and financial assistance for implementation, and to coordinate the
redirection of existing conservation programs towards these strategies. Medium priority
strategies will be addressed when high priority strategies have already been fully addressed or
there are limited opportunities to address high priority strategies within a given subwatershed.

Low Priority — These strategies are addressed only when there are limited opportunities to
address high or medium priority strategies. There will be a limited effort to actively seek
additional technical and/or financial assistance and existing conservation programs are not
redirected to these strategies at the expense of high or medium priorities.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Subwatershed Snapshot

7.5.3.2 Bear Creek Subwatershed (including Big Bear and Little Bear Creeks)

The Big Bear Creek subwatershed is
a south-facing watershed in the
lower portions of the Potlatch River
watershed.

Big Bear Creek, the largest
subwatershed within the Potlatch
River watershed, includes
approximately 61,008 acres,
representing 16% of the overall
watershed. The confluence of Big
Bear Creek and the Potlatch River is
near the town of Kendrick.

The Little Bear Creek subwatershed
R is a south-facing watershed in the
NS lower portions of the Potlatch River

N watershed, west of Big Bear Creek.
Little Bear Creek is approximately
39,745 acres, representing nearly
11% of the overall watershed. The confluence of Little Bear Creek and Big Bear Creek is about
1 mile upstream of the mouth of Big Bear Creek.

The Big Bear and Little Bear subwatersheds include agricultural uplands and canyon stream
types (Bowersox et al. 2005).

Waters of Big Bear Creek do not support identified beneficial uses (IDEQ 2004). Big Bear Creek
from the West Fork of Big Bear Creek to the mouth (including Little Bear Creek and its
tributaries) is listed for temperature in Section 5 of the 2002 Integrated Report (IDEQ 2005).
Big Bear Creek is identified as supporting salmonid spawning for steelhead and rainbow trout,
with a spawning and incubation period of January through May.

The highest overall fish densities present in electrofishing sites in 2003-2004 IDFG surveys were
found in large canyon streams such as the Big Bear Creek (Bowersox et al. 2005). Dace and
rainbow/steelhead trout constituted the majority of fish sampled.

A natural barrier in Big Bear Creek exists at approximately stream mile 5.6. The surveys found
an overwhelming dominance of dace above the barrier. Species such as redside shiner, northern
pikeminnow, and sucker were absent from sites above the barrier and steelhead/rainbow were
uncommon. The barrier on the Big Bear Creek drainage was characterized as impassable for
adult steelhead by previous studies on the drainage (Johnson 1985, Schriever and Nelson 1999).
However, in both these instances and during the Bowersox et al. (2005) study, at least one
rainbow/steelhead trout was observed above the barrier. While some individuals may have
residualized in the upper reaches of Big Bear Creek prior to the barriers existence, it is also
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

possible that the barrier is passable at specific flows. Earlier studies determined that adult
salmonids have ideal leaping conditions when the height of the falls to the depth of the
downstream pool is 1:1.25. Conditions below the Big Bear Creek barrier should meet or exceed
this ratio, especially during higher flow years.

In all watersheds monitored, with the exception of Big Bear Creek, average rainbow/steelhead
trout densities within sampled streams located lower in the Potlatch River watershed increased in
2003-2004 compared to 1995-1996. The exception existed in Big Bear Creek below the barrier
which had much higher rainbow/steelhead trout densities during the 1995-1996 field season.
Differences in adult steelhead returns and sampling efficiency could account for these variations.

Based on the QHA, upper Big Bear Creek is listed as the highest priority for restoration by IDFG
(Bowersox et al. 2005), while Big Bear Creek is listed 4™ highest out of 23 streams. In streams
prioritized in terms of protection, Big Bear Creek ranked 15™ highest out of 23 streams, while
Upper Big Bear Creek ranked 19™ highest.

Upper Little Bear Creek is listed as the 5™ highest priority for restoration by IDFG (Bowersox et
al. 2005), while Little Bear Creek is listed 9™ highest out of 23 streams. In streams prioritized in
terms of protection, Little Bear Creek ranked 11™ highest out of 23 streams, while Upper Little
Bear Creek ranked 18" highest.
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Table 7.2 Bear Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Big Bear Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

Restoration Land Ty_pe Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
. Categories .
Strategies (when applicable)
High Canyon Eliminate migration barriers to allow for |- Other - Migration barriers
stream connectivity and out-migration (a| > Evaluate water velocity and depth related
natural barrier exists at approximately to migration barrier remediation
steam mile 5.6).
High Agricultural Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
Uplands increase shading, increase woody debris |- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Low summer base flows
recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
increase instream habitat complexity, |- Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
and maintain adequate stream
discharae
High Agricultural Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize |- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
Uplands peak storm discharge and maintain - Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Low summer base flows
adequate summer stream flows. - Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
- Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
- Sedimentation
High Agricultural Restore upland ecosystem functions to |- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
Uplands minimize peak storm discharge and - Livestock BMPs - Low summer base flows
maintain adequate summer stream - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation, - Sedimentation
and improve water quality.
Medium Canyon Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity

increase shading, increase woody debris
recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream

discharae

> Stabilize streambed

- Other

> Evaluate streambed substrate composition
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Table 7.2 Bear Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Big Bear Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

Restoration I(_:jt]:g-orgizg Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies (when applicable)

Medium Forest Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize |- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Low summer base flows
peak storm discharge and maintain - Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
adequate summer stream flows. - Forestry BMPs - Sedimentation

- Roadway BMPs
- Other
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
Low Forest Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Sedimentation
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Livestock BMPs
recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Forestry BMPs
increase instream habitat complexity, |- Roadway BMPs
and maintain adequate stream
discharne
Low Canyon Restore upland ecosystem functions to |- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
minimize peak storm discharge and - Livestock BMPs - Sedimentation
maintain adequate summer stream - Roadway BMPs
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Low Forest Restore upland ecosystem functions to |- Livestock BMPs - Sedimentation
minimize peak storm discharge and - Forestry BMPs
maintain adequate summer stream - Roadway BMPs
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Low Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for |- Other - Migration barriers
Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration. > Quantify migration barriers (dependent on

the potential to remove the barrier in the
canyon)
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Table 7.2 Bear Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Big Bear Creek

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Categories Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies (when applicable)
Low Forest Eliminate migration barriers to allow for |- Other - Migration barriers
stream connectivity and out-migration. > Quantify migration barriers (dependent on
the potential to remove the barrier in the
canyon)
Low Agricultural Develop artificial water retention - Other - High flashy stream flows
Uplands facilities to maintain adequate summer > Investigate potential for water retention facilities|- Low summer base flows
stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.

Low Forest Develop artificial water retention - Other - High flashy stream flows
facilities to maintain adequate summer > Investigate potential for water retention facilities|- Low summer base flows
stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.

Not Canyon Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize

Applicable peak storm discharge and maintain
adequate summer stream flows.

Not Canyon Develop artificial water retention

Applicable facilities to maintain adequate summer

stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
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Table 7.2 Bear Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Little Bear Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

Restoration Land Ty_pe Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
. Categories .
Strategies (when applicable)
- Other - Migration barriers
Eliminate mlgrgtl_on barriers to. alloyv for > Evaluate removal of West Fork Little Bear dam
Y Forest stre_zam f:onnec'u_wty and out-m|grafuon
(migration barrier on West Fork Little
Bear)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
increase shading, increase woody debris > Stabilize streambed
M Canyon _recruitme.:nt, reduce st_reambank erpsion, - Other
increase instream habitat complexity, > Evaluate streambed substrate composition
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Low summer base flows
M Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
Uplands increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Sedimentation
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Ljvestock BMPs
M Forest _recruitme.:nt, reduce st_reambank erpsion, - Forestry BMPs
increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
Agricultural Restore meaqow/wetlands 0 _min_imize :ﬁg:gg;lﬁzg?geIand/Pastureland . h?;s\;;gi:%s:rgzxss
M peak storm discharge and maintain N . .
Uplands - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity

adequate summer stream flows.

- Sedimentation
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Table 7.2 Bear Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Little Bear Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . - . . .
Restoration Cate o?/izs Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies 9 (when applicable)
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | II;IVGSIOCka/II\g Ps i ls-“gh watte:_temperatures
M Forest peak storm discharge and maintain - rorestry S - >edimentation
- Roadway BMPs
adequate summer stream flows.
- Other
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
Restore upland ecosystem functions to | ﬁ_grlctuItLlJ(raBlﬁg?geland/Pastureland BMPs - Il:hgh flashy sttr)eamfll‘lovxzs
. minimize peak storm discharge and - Ivestoc N - COW summer base Tlows
Agricultural N - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
M maintain adequate summer stream . .
Uplands . . . - Sedimentation
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functionsto | Iglvestocléfﬂhg Ps - Sedimentation
minimize peak storm discharge and - Forestry s
N - Roadway BMPs
M Forest maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to |” ﬁ_grlctuItirgﬁg?geland/Pastureland BMPs - :trg_am/hftz_ltat complexity
minimize peak storm discharge and - Ivestoc N - Sedimentation
N - Roadway BMPs
L Canyon maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
- Roadway BMPs - Migration barriers
> Evaluate extent of migration barriers (culverts)
L Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
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Table 7.2 Bear Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Little Bear Creek

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
- Other - High flashy stream flows
Develop artificial water retention > Investigate potential for water retention facilities|- Low summer base flows
L Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
- Other - High flashy stream flows
Develop artificial water retention > Investigate potential for water retention facilities|- Low summer base flows
facilities to maintain adequate summer
L Forest S
stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Not Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
. Canyon o L
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Not Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
. Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable

adequate summer stream flows.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Subwatershed Snapshot

7.5.3.3 Boulder Creek Subwatershed

The Boulder Creek Subwatershed is
a west-facing watershed in the
middle portion of the Potlatch River
watershed.  The  subwatershed,
including Little Boulder Creek, is
nearly 80% forestland, with an area
of agriculture, CRP, hay, and pasture
around the community of Park
(IDEQ 2004). The Boulder Creek
subwatershed includes
predominantly canyon and forested
stream types (Bowersox et al. 2005).

Boulder Creek is one of the smaller
subwatersheds in the Potlatch River
watershed, totaling 11,280 acres and
representing only 3% of the overall
watershed.

Waters of Boulder Creek support identified beneficial uses (IDEQ 2004). Boulder Creek, from
Pig Creek to its mouth, is listed for unknown pollutants in Section 5 of the 2002 Integrated
Report (IDEQ 2005). The stream is identified as supporting its beneficial uses of cold water
aquatic life, salmonid spawning, and primary and secondary contact recreation. Water
temperatures for salmonid spawning and bacteria levels were reported to exceed standards.

Clearwater National Forest (CNF) manages the Little Boulder Campground, which is located
near the confluence of Little Boulder Creek and the Potlatch River.

Boulder Creek has a falls at stream mile 1.2 that probably acts as a migration barrier to
anadromous and resident fluvial fish (Schriever and Nelson 1999).

Transitional and forestland streams, including Boulder Creek, had the lowest fish densities
present in electrofishing sites in the 2003-2004 IDFG surveys (Bowersox et al. 2005). No
rainbow/steelhead trout were found in Boulder Creek (samples were from above a known natural
barrier). Little Boulder Creek had one of the highest rainbow/steelhead trout densities outside of
the Cedar Creek and Little Bear Creek drainages. Little Boulder Creek showed high age-0
steelhead trout densities.

Based on the QHA, Boulder Creek is listed as the 16™ highest Eriority for restoration by IDFG
(Bowersox et al. 2005), while Little Boulder Creek is listed 6' hi%hest out of 23 streams. In
streams prioritized in terms of protection, Boulder Creek ranked 8" highest out of 23 streams,
while Little Boulder Creek ranked 12™ highest.
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Table 7.3 Boulder Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Boulder Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

Restoration I(_:jt]:ggizg Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies (when applicable)
- Other - Migration barriers
Eliminate migration barriers to allow for g Evalgate yvater ve_locity anq d_epth related
- . to migration barrier remediation
M Canyon stream connectivity and out-migration (a
falls exists at stream mile 1.2).
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
increase shading, increase woody debris
recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
M Canyon . . . .
increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Livestock BMPs - Low summer base flows
L Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Roadway BMPs - High water temperatures
Uplands increase instream habitat complexity, - Stream/habitat complexity
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Sedimentation
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Ljvestock BMPs
L Forest _recruitme_:nt, reduce st_reambank erpsion, - Forestry BMPs
increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize |~ Oe’ - Low summer base flows
. S > Investigate extent of meadows and wetlands
L Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain

adequate summer stream flows.
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Table 7.3 Boulder Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Boulder Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . o - . .
Restoration Cate o?/izs Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
: Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize |” Oe" - Low summer base flows
L Agricultural peak storm discharge and maintain > Investigate extent of meadows and wetlands
Uplands
adequate summer stream flows.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize |~ L1Vestock BMPs ) High water temperatures
L Forest peak storm discharge and maintain - Forestry BMPs - Sedimentation
- Roadway BMPs
adequate summer stream flows.
- Other
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
Restore upland ecosystem functionsto |- Livestock BMPs - Stre_am/hab_itat complexity
minimize peak storm discharge and - Roadway BMPs - Sedimentation
L Canyon maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functionsto |- Livestock BMPs - High flashy stream flows
minimize peak storm discharge and - Roadway BMPs - Low summer base flows
Agricultural I - Stream/habitat complexity
L maintain adequate summer stream ; .
Uplands . . . - Sedimentation
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to |~ Livestock BMPs - Sedimentation
minimize peak storm discharge and ) ;oredstry Bévll\;;
L Forest maintain adequate summer stream - Roadway S

flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
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Table 7.3 Boulder Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Boulder Creek

Prioritized Land Type _ _ Priority Restoration Practices _ o
Restoration Categories Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies (when applicable)
- Other - Migration barriers
> Quantify migration barriers (dependent on
L Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for the potential to remove the barrier in the
Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
- Other - Migration barriers
> Quantify migration barriers (dependent on
L Forest Eliminate migrgti_on barriers tq alloyv for the potential to remove the barrier in the
stream connectivity and out-migration.
- Other - High flashy stream flows
Develop artificial water retention > Investigate potential for water retention facilities|- Low summer base flows
L Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Forest L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm

discharge.
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Subwatershed Snapshot

7.5.3.4 Cedar Creek Subwatershed

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)
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Cedar Creek subwatershed is a west-
facing watershed in the southeast
7 | portion of the Potlatch River
' | watershed. Cedar Creek is 25,200
i acres in size, representing
approximately 7% of the overall
watershed. The Cedar Creek
subwatershed includes agricultural
uplands and canyon stream types
(Bowersox et al. 2005). Leopold
Creek is a major tributary dominated
by canyon stream types.

According to IDEQ  (2004),
beneficial uses are being supported in
Cedar Creek. Cedar Creek from
Leopold Creek to its mouth is listed
for channel instability most likely

reflected in sediment loading to the

stream in Section 5 of the 2002 Integrated Report (IDEQ 2005). Cedar Creek is identified as
having steelhead and rainbow trout, with a spawning and incubation period of January through
May. Although IDEQ determined that Cedar Creek supports beneficial uses, water quality
standards for both sediment and temperature are exceeded.

The highest overall fish densities present in electrofishing sites were found in large canyon
streams including Cedar Creek (Bowersox et al. 2005). Cedar Creek had the highest
rainbow/steelhead trout densities present outside of the Little Boulder Creek and Little Bear
Creek drainages during the 2003-2004 IDFG monitoring. In the Potlatch River study area, age-1
rainbow/steelhead trout densities were highest in Cedar Creek.

Based on the QHA, Cedar Creek is listed as the 7" highest priority out of 23 streams for
restoration by IDFG (Bowersox et al. 2005). Leopold Creek ranked 10™ highest for restoration.
In streams prioritized in terms of protection, Cedar Creek ranked 14™ highest out of 23 streams,

while Leopold ranked 9™ highest.
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Table 7.4 Cedar Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Cedar Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . i . . S
Restoration yp Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
. Categories .
Strategies (when applicable)
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
_ Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize |~ AgrlcuIturaI/RangeIand/Pastureland BMPs - Lc_)w summer base flows
Agricultural . S - Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
H peak storm discharge and maintain . .
Uplands - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
adequate summer stream flows. . .
- Sedimentation
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Other
recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, | > Evaluate streambed substrate composition
M Canyon . . . .
increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream
discharge. _
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Low summer base flows
M Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
Uplands increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
and maintain adequate stream
discharge. _
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Sedimentation
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Livestock BMPs
M Forest recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, (- Forestry BMPs
increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | II;IVGSIOCka/II\g Ps ) ls-“gh watte:_temperatures
M Forest peak storm discharge and maintain - rorestry S - >edimentation
- Roadway BMPs
adequate summer stream flows. _ Other

> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
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Table 7.4 Cedar Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Cedar Creek

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies 9 (when applicable)
Restore upland ecosystem functions to  |” ﬁ_grlcuItLlJ(rz;:\;zgngeland/Pastureland BMPs - :trg_am/hab_ltat complexity
e . - < -
minimize peak storm discharge and Ivestoc N edimentation
N - Roadway BMPs
M Canyon maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to |" ﬁ_grlctuItirgﬁg?geland/Pastureland BMPs - Elgh flashy sttr)eamfl;lovzs
. minimize peak storm discharge and - Ivestoc N - oW summer base Tlows
Agricultural A - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
M maintain adequate summer stream . .
Uplands . . . - Sedimentation
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
- Other - High flashy stream flows
Develop artificial water retention > Investigate potential for water retention facilities|- Low summer base flows
facilities to maintain adequate summer
M Forest L
stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
- Other - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize > Investigate extent of meadows and wetlands - High water temperatures
L Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain
adequate summer stream flows.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to |~ L1vestock BMPs - Sedimentation
minimize peak storm discharge and ) ;oredstry Bévll\;;
L Forest maintain adequate summer stream - Roadway S

flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
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Table 7.4 Cedar Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Cedar Creek

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
- Other - Migration barriers
> Quantify migration barriers (e.g. culverts)
L Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
- Other - Migration barriers
> Quantify migration barriers (e.g. culverts)
Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
L Forest - L
stream connectivity and out-migration.
- Other - High flashy stream flows
Develop artificial water retention > Investigate potential for water retention facilities|- Low summer base flows
L Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Not Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
. Canyon - L
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm

discharge.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Subwatershed Snapshot

7.5.3.5 Corral Creek Subwatershed

The Corral Creek subwatershed is a

s AN south-facing watershed in the north-

A BRI — 7 | central portion of the Potlatch River
T ) S wEmRle || watershed.  The  Corral  Creek
STVN] L Jii 0 | subwatershed is 14,300 acres in size,
e T T representing approximately 4% of
| EN R AN the  overall  watershed.  The
N et () TAMEAYST subwatershed includes
AONTON) WA LD SN predominantly forested and canyon
Qe =P \QUETIS. 90yt stream types (Bowersox et al. 2005).
SR LA PN d e According to IDEQ (2004), Corral
' { Creek does not support all of the
listed beneficial uses. Corral Creek
A@NY IS is listed for sediment in Section 5 of
the 2002 Integrated Report (IDEQ
2005), and identified as supporting
salmonid spawning for steelhead and
rainbow trout, with a spawning and
incubation period of January through May. Water quality standards for sediment are exceeded,
as are temperature standards for spring salmonid spawning and summer cold water aquatic life.
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A migration barrier has been identified where the creek goes through a culvert in the railroad
grade just north of the town of Helmer.

According to Bowersox et al. (2005), fish species composition in the forestland streams was
dominated by brook trout and sculpin but overall species composition was more evenly
distributed among a variety of species. 2003-2004 monitoring results indicated a strong
correlation between trout abundance and large organic debris in forestland streams.

Based on the QHA, Corral Creek is listed as the 8" highest priority out of 23 streams for

restoration by IDFG (Bowersox et al. 2005). In streams prioritized in terms of protection, Corral
Creek is ranked 16" highest out of 23 streams.
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Table 7.5 Corral Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Corral Creek

Prioritized Land Type _ _ Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Categories Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies (when applicable)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Sedimentation
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Livestock BMPs
recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Forestry BMPs
H Forest . . . .
increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | Livestock BMPs i High water temperatures
H Forest peak storm discharge and maintain - Forestry BMPs - Sedimentation
adequate summer stream flows. - Roadway BMPs
- Other
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
Restore upland ecosystem functions to |~ L1vestock BMPs - Sedimentation
minimize peak storm discharge and - Forestry BMPs
H Forest maintain adequate summer stream - Roadway BMPs
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
- Other - Migration barriers
Eliminate migration barriers to allow for| > Quantify migration barriers (dependent on
H Forest str_eam_connec’_[ivity _and out-mig_ration (a the potential to remove the barrier in the
migration barrier exists at the railroad
grade culvert north of Helmer).
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
increase shading, increase woody debris > Stabilize streambed
M Canyon recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Other

increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.

> Evaluate streambed substrate composition
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Table 7.5 Corral Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Corral Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . i . . S
Restoration yp Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
. Categories .
Strategies (when applicable)
Restore upland ecosystem functions to |~ AgrlcuIturaI/RangeIand/Pastureland BMPs - Stre_am/hab_itat complexity
minimize peak storm discharge and - Livestock BMPs - Sedimentation
M Canyon maintain adequate summer stream - Roadway BMPs
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Low summer base flows
L Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
Uplands increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
Aariculiurl Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize |- ﬁ_grlctuItirgﬁg?geland/Pastureland BMPs - hc_)vxr/]sun:meir base fiows
L g peak storm discharge and maintain - LIVestoc N - righwa er_ empera ure§
Uplands - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
adequate summer stream flows. . .
- Other - Sedimentation
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
Restore upland ecosystem functions to  |” ﬁ_grlcuItirgﬁg?geland/Pastureland BMPs - Elgh flashy sttr)eamfl;lovzs
. minimize peak storm discharge and - Livestoc N - COW summer base Tlows
Agricultural N - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
L maintain adequate summer stream . .
Uplands . : . - Sedimentation
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
- Other - High flashy stream flows
Develop artificial water retention > Investigate potential for water retention facilities |- Low summer base flows
L Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm

discharge.
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Table 7.5 Corral Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Corral Creek

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
- Other - High flashy stream flows
Develop artificial water retention > Investigate potential for water retention facilities |- Low summer base flows
facilities to maintain adequate summer
L Forest R
stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Not Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
. Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable
adequate summer stream flows.
Not Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
. Canyon - L
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
Not Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Applicable Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm

discharge.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Subwatershed Snapshot

7.5.3.6 East Fork Potlatch River Subwatershed

The East Fork Potlatch River
subwatershed is a southwest-facing
watershed in the northeast portion of
the Potlatch River watershed. The
East Fork Potlatch River
subwatershed is 31,500 acres in size,
representing approximately 8% of
the overall watershed. Bob’s Creek
and Pivash Creek are major
tributaries in the East Fork Potlatch
River subwatershed. The
subwatershed is dominated by

W 2 L U0 [ €rpan Erirx— |

-»mmmz forested stream types (Bowersox et

PaTLATCH RIVER '

N al. 2005).

According to IDEQ (2004), the East
Fork Potlatch River from Ruby
Creek to its mouth is listed for
sediment, temperature, nutrients and
bacteria in Section 5 of the 2002 Integrated Report (IDEQ 2005). Salmonid spawning is an
existing beneficial use in the East Fork Potlatch River. The East Fork is identified as having
steelhead and rainbow trout, with a spawning and incubation period of January through May.
Support status of various locations upstream is variable. Water quality standards for sediment
are exceeded, as are temperature standards for spring salmonid spawning and summer cold water
aquatic life.

According to Bowersox et al. (2005), fish species composition in the forestland streams was
dominated by brook trout and sculpin but overall species composition was more evenly
distributed among a variety of species. 2003-2004 survey results indicated a strong correlation
between trout abundance and large organic debris in forestland streams. Transitional and
forestland streams, including Pivash Creek, had the lowest fish densities.

Based on the QHA, the stream is listed as the 19™ highest priority out of 23 streams for
restoration by IDFG (Bowersox et al. 2005). Bobs Creek is listed as 23 and Pivash Creek as
18™. In streams prioritized in terms of protection, Bob’s Creek is ranked the highest, while the
East Fork Potlatch River is ranked 2" highest out of 23 streams, and Pivash Creek ranked as 4".
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Table 7.6 East Fork Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in East Fork Potlatch River

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

Restoration Land Type Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
. Categories .
Strategies (when applicable)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Sedimentation
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Livestock BMPs
H Forest _recruitme_:nt, reduce st_reambank erpsion, - Forestry BMPs
increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize |~ L1Vestock BMPs ) High water temperatures
M Forest peak storm discharge and maintain - Forestry BMPs - Sedimentation
- Roadway BMPs
adequate summer stream flows.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
increase shading, increase woody debris
recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
L Canyon . . . .
increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Low summer base flows
L Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
Uplands increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
Agricultural Restore meaQow/wetIands to _min_imize :ﬁggg:olirgf\j;?gdand/ Pastureland BMPs h?;s\;;gi:%s:rgzxss
L peak storm discharge and maintain N . .
Uplands - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity

adequate summer stream flows.

- Sedimentation
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Table 7.6 East Fork Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in East Fork Potlatch River

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . - . . .
Restoration Cate o?/izs Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies 9 (when applicable)
Restore upland ecosystem functions to  |” ﬁ_grlcuItLlJ(rz;:\;zgngeland/Pastureland BMPs - :trg_am/hab_ltat complexity
e . - < -
minimize peak storm discharge and Ivestoc N edimentation
B - Roadway BMPs
L Canyon maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to  |” ﬁ_grlcuItLlJ(rz;:\;zgngeland/Pastureland BMPs - Elgh flashy sttr)eamfl;lows
C e . - < - <
. minimize peak storm discharge and Ivestoc N OW summer base Tlows
Agricultural . - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
L maintain adequate summer stream . .
Uplands . : . - Sedimentation
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functionsto | Iglvestocléli/ll\g Ps - Sedimentation
minimize peak storm discharge and - Forestry s
I - Roadway BMPs
L Forest maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
- Other - Migration barriers
> Evaluate water velocity and depth related
L Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for to migration barrier remediation
Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
- Other - Migration barriers
> Evaluate water velocity and depth related
L Forest Eliminate migration barriers to allow for to migration barrier remediation

stream connectivity and out-migration.
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Table 7.6 East Fork Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in East Fork Potlatch River

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
- Other - High flashy stream flows
Develop artificial water retention > Investigate potential for water retention facilities |- Low summer base flows
L Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
- Other - High flashy stream flows
Develop artificial water retention > Investigate potential for water retention facilities |- Low summer base flows
facilities to maintain adequate summer
L Forest s
stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Not Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
. Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable
adequate summer stream flows.
Not Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
. Canyon - L
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm

discharge.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Subwatershed Snapshot

7.5.3.7 Little Potlatch Creek Subwatershed
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The Little Potlatch Creek
subwatershed is a southeast-facing
watershed in the lower portions of
the Potlatch River watershed. The
Little Potlatch Creek subwatershed is
32,143 acres in size, representing
approximately 8% of the overall
watershed. The subwatershed
consists  primarily  of  upland
agricultural stream types (Bowersox
et al. 2005).

A rockslide at stream mile 2.5
occurred in 1980 and resulted in an
impassable barrier to anadromous
fish migration (Johnson 1985).

According to IDEQ (2004), Little
Potlatch River is not listed in Section

5 of the 2002 Integrated Report (IDEQ 2005). IDEQ presumes the stream supports cold water

aquatic life, and primary and secondary contact recreation.

Based on the QHA, Little Potlatch Creek is listed as the 12" highest priority out of 23 streams
for restoration by IDFG (Bowersox et al. 2005). In streams prioritized in terms of protection,
Little Potlatch Creek is ranked 13" highest out of 23 streams.
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Table 7.7 Little Potlatch Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Little Potlatch Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . - . . S
Restoration Cate o?/izs Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
- Other - Migration barriers
Eliminate migration barriers to allow for| > Evaluate water velocity and depth related
stream connectivity and out-migration. to migration barrier remediation
M Canyon . .
(A natural barrier exists at
approximately steam mile 5.6.)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Low summer base flows
L Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
Uplands increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
Aaricultural Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | ﬁ_grlctuItirgﬁg?geland/Pastureland BMPs - hc_)vxr/]sun:meir base fiows
L g peak storm discharge and maintain - Ivestoc N - righ water femperatures
Uplands - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
adequate summer stream flows. . .
- Other - Sedimentation
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
Restore upland ecosystem functionsto |- AgrlcuIturaI/RangeIand/Pastureland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
minimize peak storm discharge and - Livestock BMPs - Low summer base flows
Agricultural I - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
L maintain adequate summer stream . .
Uplands . . . - Sedimentation
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to
increase shading, increase woody debris
Not recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
. Canyon . . . .
Applicable increase instream habitat complexity,

and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
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Table 7.7 Little Potlatch Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Little Potlatch Creek

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to
increase shading, increase woody debris
Not recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
. Forest . . . .
Applicable increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Not Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
. Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable
adequate summer stream flows.
Not Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
. Forest peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable
adequate summer stream flows.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to
Not minimize peak storm discharge and
. Canyon maintain adequate summer stream
Applicable . . .
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to
Not minimize peak storm discharge and
. Forest maintain adequate summer stream
Applicable

flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
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Table 7.7 Little Potlatch Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Little Potlatch Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . - . . oo
Restoration Cate ogizs Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Not Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Applicable Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
Not Forest Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Applicable Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Forest L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm

discharge.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Subwatershed Snapshot

7.5.3.8 Middle Potlatch Creek Subwatershed
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The  Middle  Potlatch  Creek
subwatershed is a southeast-facing
watershed in the lower portions of
the Potlatch River watershed. The
Middle Potlatch Creek subwatershed
is 35,300 acres in size, representing
approximately 9% of the overall
watershed. The subwatershed
includes  predominantly  upland
agricultural stream types (Bowersox
et al. 2005).

A natural falls located at stream mile
8.0 acts as a migration barrier to
anadromous fish (Johnson 1985).

According to IDEQ (2004), Middle
Potlatch Creek is not supporting its
beneficial uses, and is listed for

sediment, temperature, nutrients and bacteria in Section 5 of the 2002 Integrated Report (IDEQ
2005). Middle Potlatch Creek is identified as having steelhead and rainbow trout, with a
spawning and incubation period of January through May. Water quality standards for sediment
are exceeded, as are temperature standards for spring salmonid spawning and summer cold water
aquatic life, bacteria in the lower reaches, and nutrients in the lower reaches.

Based on the QHA, Middle Potlatch Creek is listed as the 17" highest priority out of 23 streams
for restoration by IDFG (Bowersox et al. 2005). In streams prioritized in terms of protection,
Middle Potlatch Creek is ranked 10™ highest out of 23 streams.
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Table 7.8 Middle Potlatch Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Middle Potlatch Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . i . . S
Restoration yp Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
. Categories .
Strategies (when applicable)
- Other - Migration barriers
Eliminate migration barriers to allow for| > Evaluate water velocity and depth related
stream connectivity and out-migration. to migration barrier remediation
M Canyon . .
(A natural barrier exists at
approximately steam mile 5.6.)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Low summer base flows
L Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
Uplands increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
and maintain adequate stream
discharge. _ _
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Sedimentation
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Ljvestock BMPs
L Forest recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Forestry BMPs
increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
Aariculiurl Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize |- ﬁ_grlctuItirgﬁg?geland/Pastureland BMPs - hc_)vxr/]sun:meir base fiows
L g peak storm discharge and maintain - Ivestoc N - righ water femperatures
Uplands - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
adequate summer stream flows. . .
- Other - Sedimentation
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | II;IVGSIOCka/II\g Ps ) ls-“gh watte:_temperatures
L Forest peak storm discharge and maintain - rorestry S - >edimentation
- Roadway BMPs
adequate summer stream flows. _ Other

> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
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Table 7.8 Middle Potlatch Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Middle Potlatch Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . - . . .
Restoration Cate ogizs Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Restore upland ecosystem functions to | AgrlcuIturaI/RangeIand/Pastureland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
- . - Livestock BMPs - Low summer base flows
. minimize peak storm discharge and . .
Agricultural N - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
L maintain adequate summer stream . .
Uplands . . . - Sedimentation
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functionsto | Iglvestocléli/ll\g Ps - Sedimentation
minimize peak storm discharge and - Forestry s
N - Roadway BMPs
L Forest maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Not Forest Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to
increase shading, increase woody debris
Not recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
. Canyon . . . .
Applicable increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Not Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
. Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable

adequate summer stream flows.
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Table 7.8 Middle Potlatch Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Middle Potlatch Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . - . . .
Restoration Cate ogizs Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Restore upland ecosystem functions to
Not minimize peak storm discharge and
. Canyon maintain adequate summer stream
Applicable . . .
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Not Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Applicable Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Applicable Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Forest S
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm

discharge.
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Subwatershed Snapshot

7.5.3.9 Moose Creek Subwatershed

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)
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The Moose Creek subwatershed is an
east-facing watershed in the upper
portions of the Potlatch River
watershed. The Moose Creek
subwatershed is 7,800 acres in size,
representing approximately 2% of
the overall watershed. The
subwatershed includes
predominantly forested stream types
(Bowersox et al. 2005).

According to IDEQ (2004), Moose
Creek above and below Moose Creek
Reservoir is listed for sediment,
temperature, nutrients, pH and
bacteria in Section 5 of the 2002
Integrated Report (IDEQ 2005).
Salmonid spawning is an existing
use. Water quality standards for

bacteria are exceeded, as are temperature standards for spring salmonid spawning above and
below the reservoir, and summer cold water aquatic life below the reservoir.

According to Bowersox et al. (2005), fish species composition in the forestland streams was
dominated by brook trout and sculpin. Results of the 2003-2004 surveys indicated a strong
correlation between trout abundance and large organic debris in forestland streams.

Based on the QHA, Moose Creek is listed as the 15™ highest priority out of 23 streams for
restoration by IDFG (Bowersox et al. 2005). In streams prioritized in terms of protection, Moose
Creek is ranked 5™ highest out of 23 streams.
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Table 7.9 Moose Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Moose Creek

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Sedimentation
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Livestock BMPs
recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Forestry BMPs
M Forest . . . .
increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | II;IVGSIOCka/II\g Ps i ls-“gh watte:_temperatures
M Forest peak storm discharge and maintain - rorestry S - >edimentation
- Roadway BMPs
adequate summer stream flows.
- Other
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
Restore upland ecosystem functions to | Livestock BMPs - Sedimentation
S . - Forestry BMPs
minimize peak storm discharge and
N - Roadway BMPs
M Forest maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
- Other - Migration barriers
Eliminate migration barriers to allow for| > Evaluate ramifications of migration barrier
stream connectivity and out-migration. removal
L Forest Lo . .
(A migration barrier exists at the
reservoir.)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to
increase shading, increase woody debris
Not recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
. Canyon . . . .
Applicable increase instream habitat complexity,

and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
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Table 7.9 Moose Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Moose Creek

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies 9 (when applicable)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to
increase shading, increase woody debris
Not Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
Applicable Uplands increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Not Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
. Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable
adequate summer stream flows.
. Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
Not Agricultural . L
. peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable Uplands
adequate summer stream flows.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to
Not minimize peak storm discharge and
. Canyon maintain adequate summer stream
Applicable . . .
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to
. minimize peak storm discharge and
Not Agricultural I P g
- maintain adequate summer stream
Applicable Uplands

flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
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Table 7.9 Moose Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Moose Creek

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Not Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
. Canyon - L
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
Not Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Applicable Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Applicable Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Forest L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm

discharge.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Subwatershed Snapshot

7.5.3.10 Pine Creek Subwatershed
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The Pine Creek subwatershed is a
south facing watershed in the lower
portions of the Potlatch River
watershed. The Pine Creek
subwatershed is 20,600 acres in size,
representing approximately 6% of
the  overall  watershed. The
subwatershed includes agricultural
uplands and canyon stream types
(Bowersox et al. 2005).

According to IDEQ (2004), Pine
Creek is listed for bacteria, nutrients,
sediment and temperature in Section
5 of the 2002 Integrated Report
(IDEQ 2005). Salmonid spawning is
an existing use in Pine Creek and is
identified as supporting steelhead
and rainbow trout, with a spawning

and incubation period of January through May. Water quality standards for sediment are
exceeded, as are temperature standards for spring salmonid spawning.

Based on the QHA, Upper Pine Creek is listed as the 2" highest priority highest priority out of
23 streams for restoration, while Pine Creek is ranked 3™ by IDFG (Bowersox et al. 2005). In
streams prioritized in terms of protection, Pine Creek is ranked 17" highest out of 23 streams,

while Upper Pine Creek is ranked 21,
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Table 7.10 Pine Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Pine Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . - . . o
Restoration yp Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
. Categories .
Strategies (when applicable)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
increase shading, increase woody debris > Stabilize streambed
recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Other
M Canyon . . . . .
increase instream habitat complexity, > Evaluate streambed substrate composition
and maintain adequate stream
discharge. _
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Low summer base flows
M Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
Uplands increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
Aaricultura Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | ﬁ_grlctuItirgﬁg?geland/Pastureland BMPs - hc_)vxr/]sun:meir base fiows
M g peak storm discharge and maintain - Ivestoc N - righ water femperatures
Uplands - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
adequate summer stream flows. . .
- Sedimentation
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | II;IVGSIOCka/II\g Ps ) ls-“gh watte:_temperatures
M Forest peak storm discharge and maintain - rorestry S - >edimentation
- Roadway BMPs
adequate summer stream flows.
- Other
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
Restore upland ecosystem functions to | AgrlcuIturaI/RangeIand/Pastureland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
- . - Livestock BMPs - Low summer base flows
. minimize peak storm discharge and . .
Agricultural N - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
M maintain adequate summer stream . .
Uplands - Sedimentation

flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.

Chapter 7 ~ Page 50




Table 7.10 Pine Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Pine Creek

Prioritized Land Type _ _ Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Categories Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies (when applicable)
Restore upland ecosystem functionsto | Livestock BMPs - Sedimentation
minimize peak storm discharge and - Forestry BMPs
N - Roadway BMPs
M Forest maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Sedimentation
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Livestock BMPs
L Forest _recruitme.:nt, reduce st_reambank erpsion, - Forestry BMPs
increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Other - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize > Investigate extent of meadows and wetlands - High water temperatures
L Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain
adequate summer stream flows.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to  |” AgricuIturaI/RangeIand/Pastureland BMPs - Stre_am/hab_itat complexity
minimize peak storm discharge and - Livestock BMPs - Sedimentation
N - Roadway BMPs
L Canyon maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
- Other - Migration barriers
> Evaluate water velocity and depth related
L Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for to migration barrier remediation
Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
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Table 7.10 Pine Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Pine Creek

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
- Other - Migration barriers
> Evaluate water velocity and depth related
L Forest Eliminate migration barriers to allow for to migration barrier remediation
stream connectivity and out-migration.
Not Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
. Canyon - L
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Applicable Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Forest S
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm

discharge.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Subwatershed Snapshot

7.5.3.11 Ruby Creek Subwatershed

The Ruby Creek subwatershed is a

_ west-facing watershed and major
. Mmoo | tributary to the East Fork Potlatch
ey NSy SA | River. Ruby Creek is found in the
upper portion of the Potlatch River
watershed. The Ruby Creek
_ =7 YW e N = subwatershed is 8,100 acres in size,
R et 7} WTAMERYTST representing approximately 2% of
o LS LA the  overall  watershed.  The
subwatershed comprised of
predominantly forested stream types
(Bowersox et al. 2005).
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According to IDEQ (2004), Ruby
Creek is listed for bacteria, nutrients,
sediment and temperature in Section
5 of the 2002 Integrated Report
(IDEQ 2005). Ruby Creek shows full
support of it identified beneficial
uses. Salmonid spawning is an existing use in Ruby Creek and is identified as having steelhead
and rainbow trout, with a spawning and incubation period of January through May. Water
quality standards for sediment and bacteria are exceeded, as are temperature standards for
salmonid spawning.

According to Bowersox et al. (2005), fish species composition in the forestland streams was
dominated by brook trout and sculpin. 2003-2004 survey results indicated a strong correlation
between trout abundance and large organic debris in forestland streams. Transitional and
forestland streams had the lowest fish densities.

Based on the QHA, Ruby Creek is listed as the 14th highest priority highest priority out of 23

streams for restoration by IDFG (Bowersox et al. 2005). In streams prioritized in terms of
protection, Ruby Creek is ranked 6™ highest out of 23 streams.
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Table 7.12 Ruby Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Ruby Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

Restoration I(_:jt]:g-orgizg Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies (when applicable)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Sedimentation
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Livestock BMPs
recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Forestry BMPs
H Forest . . . .
increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | Livestock BMPs i High water temperatures
L Forest peak storm discharge and maintain - Forestry BMPs - Sedimentation
adequate summer stream flows. - Roadway BMPs
- Other
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
Restore upland ecosystem functions to |~ L1vestock BMPs - Sedimentation
minimize peak storm discharge and - Forestry BMPs
L Forest maintain adequate summer stream - Roadway BMPs
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
- Other - Migration barriers
> Evaluate water velocity and depth related
L Forest Eliminate migrgti_on barriers tq alloyv for to migration barrier remediation
stream connectivity and out-migration.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to
increase shading, increase woody debris
Not recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
. Canyon . . . .
Applicable increase instream habitat complexity,

and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
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Table 7.12 Ruby Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Ruby Creek

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to
increase shading, increase woody debris
Not Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
Applicable Uplands increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Not Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
. Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable
adequate summer stream flows.
. Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
Not Agricultural . L
. peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable Uplands
adequate summer stream flows.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to
Not minimize peak storm discharge and
. Canyon maintain adequate summer stream
Applicable . . .
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to
. minimize peak storm discharge and
Not Agricultural I P g
- maintain adequate summer stream
Applicable Uplands

flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
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Table 7.12 Ruby Creek Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Ruby Creek

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . - . . .
Restoration Cate ogizs Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Not Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
. Canyon - L
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
Not Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Applicable Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Applicable Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Forest L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm

discharge.

Chapter 7 ~ Page 56




Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Subwatershed Snapshot

7.5.3.12 West Fork Potlatch River Subwatershed

The West Fork Potlatch River
S LU subwatershed is an east- and
southeast-facing  watershed and
found in the headwaters of the
Potlatch River watershed. Cougar
and Feather Creeks are the major
tributaries within the West Fork
Potlatch River subwatershed. The
subwatershed is 12,500 acres in size,
representing approximately 3% of
the overall watershed. The
subwatershed comprised of
predominantly forested stream types
(Bowersox et al. 2005).
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According to IDEQ (2004), the West
Fork Potlatch River is listed for
sediment in Section 5 of the 2002
Integrated Report (IDEQ 2005).
Salmonid spawning is an existing beneficial use in the West Fork Potlatch River. The West Fork
is identified as having steelhead and rainbow trout with a spawning and incubation period of
January through May. Water quality standards for sediment are exceeded from the Cougar Creek
confluence to the mouth, as are temperature standards for summer cold water aquatic life and
salmonid spawning.

According to Bowersox et al. (2005), fish species composition in the forestland streams was
dominated by brook trout and sculpin. 2003-2004 survey results indicated a strong correlation
between trout abundance and large organic debris in forestland streams. Transitional and
forestland streams, including Pivash Creek, had the lowest fish densities.

No rainbow/steelhead trout were sampled in Cougar Creek and Feather Creek during the 2003-
2004 IDFG monitoring (Bowersox et al. 2005).

Based on the QHA, Feather Creek is listed as the 20™ highest priority out of 23 streams for
restoration by IDFG (Bowersox et al. 2005), while Cougar Creek is listed as 22" In streams
prioritized in terms of protection, Feather Creek and Cougar Creek are ranked low; 22" and 23"
out of 23 streams respectively.
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Table 7.12 West Fork Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in West Fork Potlatch River

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . o - . L
Restoration Cate o?/izs Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Sedimentation
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Livestock BMPs
recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Forestry BMPs
H Forest . . . .
increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | II;IVGSIOCka/II\g Ps i ls-“gh watte:_temperatures
H Forest peak storm discharge and maintain - rorestry S - >edimentation
- Roadway BMPs
adequate summer stream flows.
- Other
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
Restore upland ecosystem functionsto | Iglvestocléfﬂhg Ps - Sedimentation
minimize peak storm discharge and - Forestry S
. - Roadway BMPs
H Forest maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
- Other - Migration barriers
> Evaluate water velocity and depth related
L Forest Eliminate migration barriers to allow for to migration barrier remediation
stream connectivity and out-migration.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to
increase shading, increase woody debris
Not recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
. Canyon . . . .
Applicable increase instream habitat complexity,

and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
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Table 7.12 West Fork Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in West Fork Potlatch River

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies 9 (when applicable)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to
increase shading, increase woody debris
Not Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
Applicable Uplands increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Not Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
. Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable
adequate summer stream flows.
. Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
Not Agricultural . L
. peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable Uplands
adequate summer stream flows.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to
Not minimize peak storm discharge and
. Canyon maintain adequate summer stream
Applicable . . .
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to
. minimize peak storm discharge and
Not Agricultural 1imize p g
- maintain adequate summer stream
Applicable Uplands

flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
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Table 7.12 West Fork Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in West Fork Potlatch River

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . - . . .
Restoration Cate ogizs Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Not Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
. Canyon - L
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
Not Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Applicable Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Applicable Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Forest S
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm

discharge.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Subwatershed Snapshot

7.5.3.13 Upper Mainstem Potlatch River Subwatershed

The Upper Mainstem Potlatch River
subwatershed is a south- and
southwest-facing watershed.  The
upper  mainstem  includes a
headwaters area, with the uppermost
mainstem, Porcupine, Nat Brown and
Purdue Creeks, and continues to the
confluence of Moose Creek. From
the Moose Creek confluence to the
Corral  Creek confluence, the
mainstem  subwatershed includes
several small tributaries and Hog
Meadow  Creek. From the
confluence of Corral Creek to the
confluence of Big Bear Creek, the
mainstem  subwatershed includes
Rock Creek and several smaller
tributaries.
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The Upper Mainstem Potlatch River subwatershed is 40,300 acres in size, representing
approximately 11% of the overall watershed. The upper mainstem subwatershed is comprised of
canyon and forested stream types (Bowersox et al. 2005).

According to IDEQ (2004), the Potlatch River Mainstem headwaters listed in Section 5 of the
2002 Integrated Report (IDEQ 2005) for sediment, nutrients, temperature and bacteria. Salmonid
spawning is an existing beneficial. The Potlatch River headwaters are identified as having
steelhead and rainbow trout with a spawning and incubation period of January through May.
Water quality standards for bacteria are exceeded, as are temperature standards for fall salmonid
spawning.

The Potlatch River Mainstem from the confluences of Moose Creek to Corral Creek is listed for
bacteria, nutrients, sediment and temperature in Section 5 of the 2002 Integrated Report (IDEQ
2005). Salmonid spawning is an existing use in this section and is identified as having steelhead,
rainbow and cutthroat trout, with a spring spawning and incubation period of January through
May. Water quality standards for bacteria are exceeded in the lower reaches, as are temperature
standards for spring salmonid spawning and summer cold water aquatic life.

The Potlatch River Mainstem from the confluences of Corral Creek to Big Bear Creek is listed in
Section 5 of the 2002 Integrated Report (IDEQ 2005) for bacteria, nutrients, sediment and
temperature. Salmonid spawning is a designated beneficial use; fall chinook salmon is the only
species identified as possibly spawning in this reach. Water quality standards for sediment are
exceeded, as are temperature standards for summer cold water aquatic life.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

According to Bowersox et al. (2005), fish species composition in the forestland streams was
dominated by brook trout and sculpin. 2003-2004 survey results indicated a strong correlation
between trout abundance and large organic debris in forestland streams. Transitional and
forestland streams, including Purdue Creek, had the lowest fish densities.

Based on the QHA, the Upper Potlatch River is listed as the 13" highest priority out of 23
streams for restoration by IDFG (Bowersox et al. 2005), while Purdue Creek is listed as 21%. In
streams prioritized in terms of protection, Purdue and Upper Potlatch River are ranked high; 3"
and 7™ out of 23 streams respectively.
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Table 7.13 Upper Mainstem Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Upper Mainstem Potlatch River

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . e . . S
Restoration yp Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
. Categories .
Strategies (when applicable)
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Sedimentation
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Livestock BMPs
H Forest recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Forestry BMPs
increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs
and maintain adequate stream
discharge. ]
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
increase shading, increase woody debris
recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
M Canyon . . . .
increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream
discharge. _
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Low summer base flows
M Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
Uplands increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High water temperatures
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | ﬁ_grlctuItirgﬁg?geland/Pastureland BMPs - Sedimentation
M Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain - LIVestoc N
- Roadway BMPs
adequate summer stream flows.
- Other
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
Aariculiural Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize |- ﬁ_grlctuItirgﬁg?geland/Pastureland BMPs - hc_)vxr/]sun:meir base fiows
M g peak storm discharge and maintain - Ivestoc N - righ water femperatures
Uplands - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
adequate summer stream flows. . .
- Other - Sedimentation

> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
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Table 7.13 Upper Mainstem Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Upper Mainstem Potlatch River

Prioritized

Priority Restoration Practices

. Land Type . . o - . .
Restoration Cate o?/izs Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies 9 (when applicable)
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Low summer base flows
Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | II;IVGSIOCka/II\g Ps i ls-“gh watte:_temperatures
M Forest peak storm discharge and maintain - rorestry S - >edimentation
- Roadway BMPs
adequate summer stream flows.
- Other
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
Restore upland ecosystem functions to  |” ﬁ_grlcuItLlJ(rz;:\;zgngeland/Pastureland BMPs - :trg_am/hab_ltat complexity
. . - c -
minimize peak storm discharge and Ivestoc N edimentation
I - Roadway BMPs
M Canyon maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to  |” ﬁ_grlcuItLlJ(rz;:\;zgngeland/Pastureland BMPs - Elgh flashy sttr)eamfl;lows
- e . . - < - <
. minimize peak storm discharge and Ivestoc N OW summer base Tiows
Agricultural I - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
M maintain adequate summer stream . .
Uplands . : . - Sedimentation
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to |~ L1vestock BMPs - Sedimentation
minimize peak storm discharge and ) ;oredstry Bévll\;;
M Forest maintain adequate summer stream - Roadway S
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Not Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
. Canyon - L
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
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Table 7.13 Upper Mainstem Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Upper Mainstem Potlatch River

Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Not Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Applicable Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
Not Forest Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Applicable Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Forest D
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Subwatershed Snapshot

75.3.14 Lower Mainstem Potlatch River Subwatershed

The Lower Mainstem Potlatch River

i AN subwatershed is a southwest-facing

N -\ S\ 7 | watershed. The lower mainstem

7o o wemme || includes  several small - tributaries
SR e | from the confluence of Big Bear
N et AT T Creek to the mouth of the Potlatch

River. The river is bordered by State
Highway 3 and an old railroad grade.
AN o LY __ The towns of Kendrick and Juliaetta
R &=\ AVRPIS. 9Pyl 1 occur along this reach.

= L S s
ToPaTLATCHORERR O

The Mainstem Lower Potlatch River
subwatershed is 38,000 acres in size,
representing approximately 10% of
the overall watershed. The lower
mainstem subwatershed is mainly
comprised of canyon stream types
(Bowersox et al. 2005).

According to IDEQ (2004), the Lower Mainstem Potlatch River is listed for bacteria, dissolved
oxygen, nutrients, ammonia, oil and grease, organics, pesticides, sediment and temperature in
Section 5 of the 2002 Integrated Report (IDEQ 2005). Salmonid spawning is a designated
beneficial use; fall chinook salmon is the only salmonid species identified as possibly spawning
in this reach. Water quality standards for sediment are exceeded, as are temperature standards for
summer cold water aquatic life and fall salmonid spawning.

Based on the QHA, the Lower Mainstem Potlatch River is listed as the 11™ highest priority out

of 23 streams for restoration by IDFG (Bowersox et al. 2005. In streams prioritized in terms of
protection, the Lower Potlatch River Mainstem is ranked low, 20" out of 23 streams.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (June 2006 DRAFT)
Table 7.14 Lower Mainstem Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Lower Mainstem Potlatch River

Prioritized Land Tvpe Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration yp Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
. Categories .
Strategies (when applicable)
Restore upland ecosystem functions to | AgrlcuIturaI/RangeIand/Pastureland BMPs - Stre_am/hab_ltat complexity
minimize peak storm discharge and - Livestock BMPs - Sedimentation
- Roadway BMPs

H Canyon maintain adequate summer stream
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.

Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
increase shading, increase woody debris > Stabilize streambed

recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Other

M Canyon increase instream habitat complexity, > Evaluate streambed substrate composition
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to - Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
increase shading, increase woody debris |- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Low summer base flows
M Agricultural recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Livestock BMPs - High water temperatures
Uplands increase instream habitat complexity, - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High water temperatures
- Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs - Sedimentation

Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize

M Canyon peak storm discharge and maintain - Livestock BMPs
- Roadway BMPs
adequate summer stream flows.
- Other
> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
- Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland BMPs - High flashy stream flows
Aaricultura Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize | ﬁ_grlctuItirgﬁg?geland/Pastureland BMPs - hc_)vxr/]sun:meir base fiows
M g peak storm discharge and maintain - Ivestoc N - righ water femperatures
Uplands - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
adequate summer stream flows. . .
- Other - Sedimentation

> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (June 2006 DRAFT)
Table 7.14 Lower Mainstem Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Lower Mainstem Potlatch River
Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Restore upland ecosystem functions to  |” ﬁ_grlcuItLlJ(rz;:\;z;ngeland/Pastureland BMPs - Elgh flashy sttr)eamfl;lows
e e . . - < - <
. minimize peak storm discharge and Ivestoc N OW summer base Tiows
Agricultural I - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
L maintain adequate summer stream . .
Uplands . : . - Sedimentation
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to
increase shading, increase woody debris
Not recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
. Forest . . . .
Applicable increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Not Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
. Forest peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable
adequate summer stream flows.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to
Not minimize peak storm discharge and
. Forest maintain adequate summer stream
Applicable . . .
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Not Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
. Canyon - L
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
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Table 7.14 Lower Mainstem Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Lower Mainstem Potlatch River
Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Categories Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies (when applicable)
Not Agricultural Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Applicable Uplands stream connectivity and out-migration.
Not Forest Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Canyon L
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not Agricultural facilities to maintain adequate summer
Applicable Uplands stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
Develop artificial water retention
Not facilities to maintain adequate summer
. Forest S
Applicable stream flows and minimize peak storm
discharge.
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7.5.3.2 Protection Strategies

The protection strategies include management efforts, which address environmental threats to the
subwatershed and overall Potlatch River watershed system. These environmental threats include:

- Hydrograph instability

- Erosion and sediment delivery
- High water temperature

- Migration barriers

Protection strategies can be applied to subwatersheds in order to address identified
environmental threats; protection strategies include:

- Implement riparian protection measures
- Minimize erosion

- Maintain shade density

- Maintain stream connectivity

The respective management efforts applied to each protection strategy when applicable includes
the following list (definitions of management efforts found in Appendix E). Management efforts,
shown in alphabetical order include:

- Continue to control noxious and invasive weeds

- Continue to implement direct seeding on annually cropped lands
- Follow proper culvert installation guidelines

- Maintain forest health

- Maintain proper grazing management plans

- Maintain riparian health

- Minimize road density

- Practice proper timber harvest techniques
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“Based upon observation during this
study and other work conducted in
the Potlatch River drainage, water
Chapter 8 temperature and stream discharge
likely limit juvenile rainbow/steelhead
. . trout survival in the drainage.”
Monitoring

Potlatch River Basin-Fisheries Inventory
2003-2004 (Bowersox et al. 2005).

8.1 Monitoring Plan
Monitoring will accompany watershed restoration and protection efforts at three levels:

1) Potlatch River watershed scale
2) Individual subwatershed scale
3) Specific project scale

8.1.1 Potlatch River Watershed Scale Monitoring

Watershed scale monitoring will assess large-scale trends within the system. Monitoring for
changes in the Potlatch River hydrograph will take place through the maintenance of existing
Latah SWCD stream gauging stations currently located within priority watersheds. Monitoring
will also include the maintenance of the USGS gauging station currently located at the mouth of
the Potlatch River. Dependent on outside agency and financial support, fish production surveys
will also continue.

Watershed-scale water quality trends will be approximated by comparing the TMDL baseline
water quality parameters collected by IDEQ over the past several years, and their future
sampling scheduled every five years.

8.1.2 Individual Subwatershed Scale Monitoring

Monitoring at the subwatershed scale will include evaluating water quality and habitat
parameters. Examples include subwatershed hydrograph monitoring, SVAP surveys (USDA
NRCS 1998), long-term photo points, water temperature recording, and water quality monitoring
(e.g. sediment delivery).

Fish production and composition trend surveys of individual subwatersheds will continue.
Results will be compared to previous studies and congruent mainstem surveys.

8.1.3 Specific Project Scale Monitoring
The evaluation of an implemented BMP will be achieved through project specific monitoring
(using guidance presented in RPU 2003). Monitoring examples include long-term photo points,

riparian habitat condition surveys (SVAP), water temperature monitoring, and erosion control
surveys.
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Table A-1. HUC Assignments*

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Stream 4th Field HUC | 5th Field HUC | 6th Field HUC
West Fork of the Upper Potlatch River | 17060306 1706030609 170603060901
East Fork of the Potlatch River 17060306 1706030609 170603060902
Upper Big Bear Creek 17060306 1706030611 170603061101
Corral Creek 17060306 1706030610 170603061002
Hog Meadow - Potlatch River 17060306 1706030610 170603061001
Little Bear Creek 17060306 1706030611 170603061103
Lower Big Bear Creek 17060306 1706030611 170603061102
Pine Creek - Potlatch River 17060306 1706030610 170603061006
Middle Potlatch Creek 17060306 1706030612 170603061202
Boulder Creek 17060306 1706030610 170603061003
Little Potlatch Creek 17060306 1706030612 170603061203
Rock Creek - Potlatch River 17060306 1706030610 170603061004
Cedar Creek 17060306 1706030610 170603061005
Howard Gulch - Potlatch River 17060306 1706030612 170603061201

* HUCs presented by Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR 2005)
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Table B-1. Precipitation Summary for Moscow, Idaho* (recorded in inches)

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual
1900 2.47 2.68 2.48 2.08 3.27 0.29 0.35 0.78 0.79 3.24 2.14 5.53 26.10
1901 2.93 3.06 2.28 1.83 2.40 2.20 0.59 0.17 1.26 0.71 2.94 3.10 23.47
1902 2.29 3.49 1.18 1.21 3.38 0.59 2.33 0.27 1.29 1.24 6.59 3.73 27.59
1903 3.80 0.22 1.77 0.87 3.63 1.80 0.57 1.43 1.57 1.65 2.79 2.37 22.47
1904 1.22 1.60 2.77 1.21 0.73 2.74 1.30 0.11 0.38 1.49 0.75 1.25 15.55
1905 0.78 0.65 2.01 1.91 2.00 2.89 0.10 0.19 2.74 2.43 1.88 2.04 19.62
1906 1.96 1.65 2.00 0.35 2.67 1.19 0.03 2.06 0.60 0.82 7.48 6.12 26.93
1907 5.77 2.62 2.79 0.62 0.81 2.58 1.58 1.60 0.87 0.78 0.98 2.90 23.90
1908 1.47 1.77 2.76 1.30 2.00 1.07 0.13 0.95 0.93 1.97 1.05 141 16.81
1909 411 3.23 1.03 2.06 1.62 0.65 3.65 0.00 1.64 1.75 5.77 1.58 27.09
1910 2.58 3.50 2.64 1.77 1.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56 2.48 411 1.87 21.37
1911 1.01 1.13 0.37 0.08 2.17 0.80 0.10 0.76 0.86 1.01 1.64 1.16 11.09
1912 2.78 3.50 1.17 1.77 4.03 0.75 0.44 2.10 1.76 2.07 2.60 2.69 25.66
1913 8.43 1.51 4.52 1.43 2.70 3.78 0.19 0.63 0.91 2.36 3.26 1.03 30.75
1914 2.68 1.95 0.76 1.76 2.00 1.36 0.70 0.00 2.04 2.04 1.78 1.25 18.32
1915 1.36 1.32 1.53 2.07 4.08 0.40 1.02 0.08 0.31 1.66 3.16 211 19.10
1916 2.67 2.03 4.88 1.01 1.36 2.20 1.12 1.17 0.64 0.30 2.64 2.13 22.15
1917 2.86 1.76 2.13 3.63 1.81 0.72 0.05 0.00 1.57 0.00 1.39 5.79 21.71
1918 3.21 2.18 2.04 0.46 0.94 0.95 0.93 0.80 0.75 2.15 1.81 1.62 17.84
1919 2.26 4.58 1.57 1.55 1.27 0.04 0.00 0.48 0.83 1.61 3.87 3.04 21.10
1920 2.79 0.30 2.69 2.72 1.35 1.66 0.54 1.22 2.52 2.35 2.53 3.04 23.71
1921 3.95 2.70 3.25 2.86 1.80 1.47 0.19 0.30 1.43 1.56 3.98 1.88 25.37
1922 2.04 1.49 2.50 1.47 0.47 0.22 0.00 1.52 0.75 1.00 1.32 291 15.69
1923 3.93 1.71 1.56 2.52 1.44 3.37 1.19 0.26 0.25 1.73 3.02 3.95 24.93
1924 2.34 2.63 0.96 0.37 0.05 1.01 0.68 0.46 0.65 1.34 4.26 2.40 17.15
1925 4.06 1.90 1.33 1.04 2.74 0.94 0.06 0.75 0.47 0.86 1.64 3.18 18.97
1926 2.03 3.31 0.57 0.61 0.90 2.78 0.04 10.24
1927 0.39 0.89 1.22 1.84 0.43 0.93 4.13 1.99 6.24 2.60 20.66
1928 3.20 0.33 4.05 1.88 0.49 0.56 1.02 0.07 0.31 1.22 1.37 1.18 15.68

! Precipitation summaries accessed at USDA NRCS website: ftp://ftp.wcc.nres.usda.gov/support/climate/wetlands/id/16057.txt
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Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual
1929 3.63 0.84 1.38 1.39 0.58 2.14 0.03 0.20 0.33 1.07 0.04 4.54 16.17
1930 1.34 3.36 2.85 1.90 2.36 1.14 0.08 0.10 1.60 1.23 2.05 1.45 19.46
1931 2.57 1.31 3.92 1.21 0.39 1.30 0.06 0.00 1.08 1.87 3.38 3.92 21.01
1932 3.48 2.87 5.08 1.28 2.92 0.37 0.48 0.10 0.17 1.83 5.13 3.43 27.14
1933 5.12 2.92 1.51 0.75 1.19 1.05 0.15 0.78 2.14 3.88 1.90 8.02 29.41
1934 2.96 0.32 3.30 1.31 0.77 4.15 0.09 0.02 0.68 3.44 2.47 2.96 22.47
1935 2.73 1.06 2.55 2.93 0.24 0.61 0.47 0.34 0.26 1.25 0.96 2.59 15.99
1936 5.12 2.17 1.92 0.52 0.86 1.59 0.34 0.00 1.18 0.30 0.24 2.74 16.98
1937 3.60 2.77 2.25 3.81 0.69 2.92 0.23 0.49 0.79 151 3.60 4.05 26.71
1938 1.62 1.79 2.30 1.60 0.91 1.27 0.30 0.17 0.84 1.80 2.55 1.35 16.50
1939 1.39 3.76 2.35 0.55 0.57 0.81 0.72 0.00 0.36 1.12 0.34 351 15.48
1940 2.18 4.14 2.38 2.60 0.72 0.36 1.46 0.00 421 451 3.41 2.55 28.52
1941 1.79 1.13 1.17 2.29 4.40 3.44 0.30 0.83 2.67 0.98 2.79 3.80 25.59
1942 1.18 1.28 1.31 1.35 2.13 1.63 0.77 0.05 0.38 1.98 4.30 3.96 20.32
1943 2.55 1.74 2.19 1.20 1.70 2.21 0.73 0.47 0.50 2.85 1.06 1.54 18.74
1944 0.66 2.40 1.01 2.85 0.70 1.96 0.00 0.81 0.95 0.65 1.21 0.94 14.14
1945 2.43 1.65 3.06 1.55 2.73 1.79 0.01 0.56 3.21 0.94 3.60 3.07 24.60
1946 3.67 1.97 2.02 1.13 1.03 1.97 0.18 0.37 1.48 2.31 3.39 2.72 22.24
1947 2.71 1.53 1.24 2.21 0.37 2.05 0.18 0.19 3.81 3.88 3.35 2.53 24.05
1948 3.03 3.94 1.31 3.37 6.97 1.88 2.40 0.10 0.96 0.68 4.43 4.95 34.02
1949 1.20 3.79 1.92 1.04 1.29 0.46 0.48 0.26 1.27 1.75 2.22 2.82 18.50
1950 4.09 2.99 3.79 1.03 0.97 3.43 0.29 0.45 0.32 4.06 2.99 2.78 27.19
1951 2.18 1.65 1.21 0.36 1.04 2.08 0.54 0.68 0.59 3.75 1.97 5.07 21.12
1952 1.69 1.62 1.77 1.30 1.52 2.73 0.20 0.23 1.23 0.04 0.40 2.03 14.76
1953 7.03 2.63 1.76 1.44 1.77 1.28 0.00 1.27 0.29 0.26 3.40 3.73 24.86
1954 4.01 0.86 1.40 1.64 1.63 1.63 1.04 2.51 1.22 0.96 1.93 2.75 21.58
1955 1.11 1.25 1.80 2.06 0.91 0.78 1.80 0.03 2.00 3.65 3.99 3.59 22.97
1956 3.51 1.92 212 0.14 3.04 1.84 1.05 1.52 0.33 2.23 1.13 2.76 21.59
1957 1.86 1.69 2.36 1.56 3.05 1.70 0.00 0.37 0.19 2.66 1.92 2.92 20.28
1958 2.71 2.87 1.26 4.60 0.47 1.91 0.82 0.07 0.50 1.61 4.83 4.12 25.77
1959 4.76 2.19 0.98 1.22 2.19 1.95 0.20 1.36 2.94 1.85 2.15 1.01 22.80
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Table B-1. Precipitation Summary for Moscow, Idaho (recorded in inches) continued

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual
1960 1.22 2.20 2.20 1.89 1.83 0.90 0.00 1.71 0.76 2.37 3.92 2.45 21.45
1961 1.85 5.38 2.22 1.90 2.33 0.82 0.22 0.71 0.41 1.73 3.37 2.98 23.92
1962 1.01 1.21 3.02 2.38 2.07 0.42 0.19 0.67 1.91 2.68 2.53 3.35 21.44
1963 0.57 2.36 2.33 2.61 0.90 1.73 0.38 0.74 1.73 1.35 3.66 1.97 20.33
1964 7.27 1.14 1.38 1.27 1.27 2.73 1.54 1.20 0.99 0.89 6.81 531 31.80
1965 3.48 1.10 0.80 2.80 1.08 2.24 0.47 1.43 0.36 0.35 1.64 0.89 16.64
1966 3.33 1.32 2.33 0.46 0.72 1.00 0.68 0.41 0.06 1.31 3.58 3.76 18.96
1967 3.46 0.35 1.57 2.75 1.94 2.06 0.04 0.00 0.53 3.28 0.76 3.48 20.22
1968 0.96 4.34 1.82 0.83 1.57 1.45 0.65 1.75 2.89 3.31 4.05 3.57 27.19
1969 4.83 0.70 0.85 3.89 1.56 1.05 0.06 0.00 141 1.29 0.72 3.70 20.06
1970 7.67 2.71 2.54 1.52 1.51 2.58 1.89 0.16 1.83 2.51 3.52 2.32 30.76
1971 2.89 1.99 2.95 2.07 2.45 4.81 0.96 1.60 1.87 2.22 3.40 3.09 30.30
1972 4.28 3.88 4.39 2.02 3.20 0.99 0.59 0.91 1.21 1.62 1.87 5.86 30.82
1973 2.57 0.95 2.06 0.50 2.60 0.84 0.02 0.13 2.03 1.60 7.32 6.92 27.54
1974 6.70 2.92 3.15 2.19 1.66 2.30 1.18 0.06 0.25 0.05 2.48 2.98 25.92
1975 4.96 2.93 2.34 2.97 1.85 1.76 2.65 2.82 0.00 3.84 3.25 3.70 33.07
1976 1.86 2.78 2.47 2.87 2.90 1.54 0.84 2.63 0.06 2.31 0.93 1.21 22.40
1977 0.77 0.76 1.67 0.47 2.86 0.59 0.67 2.86 2.51 1.09 3.90 471 22.86
1978 3.04 2.30 1.63 4.74 2.24 0.93 1.05 2.29 1.55 0.09 1.92 2.55 24.33
1979 1.08 4.13 2.06 3.30 2.82 1.01 0.49 0.99 0.41 3.19 2.85 3.30 25.36
1980 3.65 1.71 2.67 151 4.80 1.99 1.12 1.00 1.08 0.75 3.90 3.88 28.06
1981 1.84 3.34 2.81 3.01 2.09 3.43 1.00 0.01 1.03 2.81 2.83 4.66 28.86
1982 3.75 3.20 2.70 2.38 1.52 0.67 1.98 1.20 2.38 2.89 2.29 2.72 27.68
1983 2.81 3.62 4.07 1.83 2.23 2.96 1.91 0.77 1.20 1.73 5.95 2.82 31.90
1984 2.16 1.38 2.64 2.05 2.48 3.51 0.66 0.94 1.04 2.36 5.02 2.13 26.37
1985 0.45 1.68 1.49 1.12 1.76 2.04 0.11 1.46 3.75 1.96 2.18 0.54 18.54
1986 4.40 4.26 2.28 2.04 2.80 0.53 1.31 1.81 3.43 1.07 4.45 0.71 29.09
1987 1.80 1.92 251 1.75 242 2.15 2.90 0.07 0.00 0.00 1.09 3.43 20.04
1988 2.17 1.39 3.82 2.80 2.22 2.10 1.62 0.00 1.28 0.72 4.84 1.33 24.29
1989 3.35 1.18 4.10 1.03 2.84 1.46 0.20 5.02 1.01 2.17 2.90 1.56 26.82
1990 451 1.28 1.41 3.69 4.37 1.63 0.70 1.12 0.05 4.22 3.98 1.57 28.53
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Table B-1. Precipitation Summary for Moscow, Idaho (recorded in inches) continued

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual
1991 2.10 1.43 3.03 2.39 4.32 2.68 0.60 0.18 0.16 0.75 491 1.91 24.46
1992 2.66 2.94 0.40 3.04 0.58 1.39 1.73 243 2.07 0.99 3.92 1.48 23.63
1993 1.59 0.85 2.98 5.17 2.46 1.84 2.69 0.73 0.06 1.59 1.31 2.40 23.67
1994 242 1.31 1.22 2.58 2.16 1.68 0.10 0.07 0.64 451 4.25 3.18 24.12
1995 3.77 2.64 3.91 2.26 1.37 3.56 1.16 1.74 1.41 3.23 5.56 4.26 34.87
1996 4.75 6.09 1.83 5.70 3.97 0.69 0.41 0.09 1.29 3.40 4.08 6.92 39.22
1997 4.37 2.30 3.55 5.12 1.78 0.93 2.55 0.63 1.21 4.02 3.44 2.65 32.55
1998 3.51 2.22 1.80 212 5.20 2.34 2.05 0.61 2.84 1.40 5.96 6.00 36.05
1999 341 4,98 2.04 0.74 1.75 2.27 0.23 1.49 0.07 211 3.56 4.49 27.14
2000 2.21 3.34 3.15 2.06 3.00 1.40 0.16 0.02 2.61 1.52 2.01 1.64 23.12
2001 1.39 1.11 2.19 3.58 1.36 1.86 0.93 0.07 0.49 3.84 3.37 2.85 23.04
Average Annual Precipitation for a Recorded Period 1900 through 2001 23.43
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Table B-2. Precipitation Summary for Elk River, Idaho® (recorded in inches)

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual
1952 3.91 2.56 3.04 0.95 2.34 3.81 0.30 0.00 0.49 0.07 1.10 6.08 24.65
1953 12.33 4.60 2.38 3.93 4.27 1.36 0.00 1.25 0.52 1.26 247 8.35 42.72
1954 9.62 2.89 2.01 4.13 2.07 3.59 0.57 3.67 0.63 1.67 3.50 443 38.78
1955 291 5.59 6.13 3.49 2.29 2.18 2.36 0.03 2.60 5.58 9.09 7.14 49.39
1956 5.62 4.63 5.54 0.87 3.11 2.57 1.11 2.38 0.00 3.72 2.13 4.37 36.05
1957 3.36 5.44 3.44 411 5.17 1.60 0.47 0.64 0.33 4.19 4.07 7.00 39.82
1958 6.39 5.45 2.29 6.74 0.99 4.38 1.14 0.57 2.90 3.49 8.40 6.06 48.80
1959 8.14 3.43 3.65 3.94 3.15 2.36 0.09 1.17 7.79 5.69 6.06 2.84 48.31
1960 3.58 4.67 5.67 4.90 4.29 1.29 0.12 2.45 0.90 2.94 6.20 2.76 39.77
1961 4.34 7.10 4.45 4.93 2.85 1.31 0.24 0.51 2.23 4.94 5.76 6.39 45.05
1962 4.00 1.75 5.72 2.92 3.54 1.39 0.20 0.96 2.54 3.82 3.62 3.71 34.17
1963 2.13 4.46 3.35 3.98 0.86 2.70 0.33 0.43 1.92 1.54 5.35 451 31.56
1964 9.06 2.09 7.14 4.53 1.84 3.22 2.32 2.72 1.76 2.55 5.78 13.13 56.14
1965 9.58 4.24 1.06 4.55 1.35 2.84 0.84 2.53 1.26 1.49 3.71 1.93 35.38
1966 7.06 2.94 5.30 1.26 1.10 1.75 0.15 0.63 0.26 3.89 5.54 5.62 35.50
1967 9.76 2.89 4.18 2.85 2.32 2.52 0.00 0.00 0.93 5.14 2.39 5.41 38.39
1968 2.86 7.82 3.00 2.14 2.54 2.06 0.98 3.12 3.77 4.54 4.60 7.31 44.74
1969 8.00 2.81 1.87 2.92 2.73 1.72 0.05 0.05 2.22 2.78 1.42 4.07 30.64
1970 8.84 4.14 3.95 3.55 1.94 4.37 1.51 0.08 3.58 3.20 5.53 4.33 45.02
1971 9.01 3.75 4.12 2.83 4.24 4.34 1.09 0.43 2.87 2.49 4.49 8.71 48.37
1972 7.85 4.85 5.02 2.55 3.25 1.21 1.17 1.20 1.34 2.00 2.33 4.95 37.72
1973 3.63 0.79 1.82 1.08 2.02 1.54 0.03 0.14 2.13 2.04 10.70 4.37 30.29
1974 6.41 6.32 5.00 2.57 2.10 1.81 0.48 0.37 0.48 0.01 3.11 5.39 34.05
1975 8.40 4.33 3.68 2.46 2.09 1.75 0.68 3.06 0.14 3.72 3.27 3.96 37.54
1976 6.56 4.98 2.15 1.78 1.74 1.92 1.21 2.17 1.12 0.96 1.54 1.94 28.07
1977 2.18 1.81 4.67 0.18 4.85 0.79 1.45 2.55 4.60 2.18 5.85 7.72 38.83
1978 3.56 3.78 3.11 2.45 3.18 0.83 1.77 2.34 1.60 0.24 4.35 4.05 31.26
1979 3.11 6.92 2.77 3.66 3.32 1.27 0.73 1.33 0.25 2.96 2.34 4.46 33.12

? Precipitation summaries accessed at USDA NRCS website: ftp:/ftp.wcc.nrcs.usda.gov/support/climate/wetlands/id/16035.txt
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Table B-2. Precipitation Summary for Elk River, Idaho (recorded in inches) continued

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual
1980 4.86 3.91 4.07 1.51 4.19 3.58 1.52 0.86 2.49 0.74 2.75 8.85 39.33
1981 2.24 5.46 2.20 3.08 2.37 4.75 1.64 0.12 221 3.20 4.26 6.58 38.11
1982 6.06 4.06 2.78 212 0.95 1.98 2.20 0.94 2.21 3.29 3.46 4.07 34.12
1983 4.30 3.97 2.55 1.18 2.54 3.80 2.71 1.34 1.90 1.34 6.53 5.45 37.61
1984 4.55 1.59 3.53 1.28 4.04 2.80 0.05 0.99 2.68 441 4.26 7.16 37.34
1985 0.92 3.20 2.87 1.79 3.11 2.32 0.04 2.65 4.60 2.78 4.58 0.93 29.79
1986 4.49 8.85 3.68 2.28 2.39 0.48 1.47 0.62 4.32 0.94 5.04 1.27 35.83
1987 1.86 441 3.77 1.35 2.65 1.42 4.56 0.67 0.04 0.02 2.79 4.25 27.79
1988 3.99 2.99 4.18 3.23 2.78 2.30 1.81 0.22 0.93 1.72 5.78 3.20 33.13
1989 5.84 1.74 5.46 1.68 3.28 2.01 0.97 2.32 1.26 1.29 3.94 2.84 32.63
1990 6.66 6.10 2.13 3.55 5.21 3.27 0.93 1.04 0.03 5.64 5.24 4.77 44.57
1991 3.81 1.94 2.08 3.15 4.00 4.16 0.48 0.50 0.60 0.78 3.88 3.07 28.45
1992 2.66 3.26 0.42 3.10 1.83 2.85 3.78 1.21 2.89 1.05 4.85 3.10 31.00
1993 3.10 0.66 3.80 453 3.13 2.58 3.43 0.70 0.21 1.64 151 3.57 28.86
1994 3.87 3.01 1.46 2.08 2.18 1.65 0.46 0.15 0.48 4.01 9.80 5.38 34.53
1995 4.10 5.53 2.88 2.18 2.26 3.39 2.41 2.05 2.49 6.58 7.42 5.79 47.08
1996 7.62 7.41 0.99 6.40 3.38 1.20 0.20 0.55 1.97 3.46 4.25 11.77 49.20
1997 6.82 451 6.14 5.86 2.06 2.15 3.61 1.00 2.67 4.47 3.26 2.69 45.24
1998 5.18 1.23 2.49 2.53 6.09 2.52 2.01 0.17 1.94 1.58 7.40 571 38.85
1999 5.68 7.85 1.50 0.64 1.35 3.38 0.33 1.20 0.27 3.52 5.48 7.28 38.48
2000 5.22 4.88 2.63 2.39 2.58 1.72 0.54 0.02 1.23 2.68 1.85 4.72 30.46
2001 2.44 2.32 1.74 2.79 2.24 2.38 1.01 0.05 0.34 4.98 6.10 5.64 32.03
Average Annual Precipitation for a Recorded Period 1952 through 2001 37.57
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Table B-3. Precipitation Summary for Lewiston, Idaho (recorded in inches)

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual
1949 0.42 1.20 0.93 1.29 1.56 0.35 0.22 0.10 1.31 0.35 1.42 0.78 9.93
1950 1.80 1.14 1.42 0.76 1.34 4.70 0.36 0.28 0.49 2.79 1.77 1.89 18.74
1951 0.51 0.39 0.66 0.45 1.05 2.36 0.35 0.53 0.34 2.10 0.67 0.72 10.13
1952 0.48 0.83 0.45 1.59 1.82 2.95 0.22 0.01 0.64 0.03 0.31 0.86 10.19
1953 2.88 0.84 1.13 0.90 1.93 1.68 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.40 1.56 0.99 13.35
1954 0.94 0.27 1.21 0.74 0.84 2.21 0.37 1.23 1.01 0.36 0.86 0.20 10.24
1955 0.66 0.62 0.96 1.28 0.96 0.52 1.72 0.00 1.96 1.83 1.93 1.65 14.09
1956 2.54 1.44 1.18 0.05 3.37 2.32 0.30 2.10 0.23 1.32 0.39 0.84 16.08
1957 1.56 0.79 1.68 0.68 3.14 1.20 0.11 0.40 0.12 1.80 0.77 1.16 13.41
1958 0.55 1.41 0.85 2.03 1.00 1.71 1.10 0.09 0.37 1.06 2.24 2.79 15.20
1959 1.48 1.30 0.31 1.08 1.03 1.65 0.36 1.26 1.93 0.94 0.29 0.63 12.26
1960 0.80 0.64 1.45 1.31 1.67 0.58 0.03 1.92 0.69 1.42 1.39 0.78 12.68
1961 0.84 1.55 1.82 1.12 1.86 0.51 0.17 0.68 0.51 0.61 2.14 1.12 12.93
1962 0.51 0.76 1.43 0.43 2.83 0.98 0.12 0.61 0.83 1.62 1.37 1.67 13.16
1963 0.78 0.91 1.07 1.03 0.46 1.39 0.42 0.61 0.52 0.58 0.97 1.50 10.24
1964 0.49 0.22 0.55 0.93 0.27 3.11 2.15 0.66 0.87 0.94 1.35 3.28 14.82
1965 2.99 0.40 0.54 1.93 0.48 0.95 0.82 1.41 0.28 0.34 1.10 0.15 11.39
1966 1.43 0.71 0.97 0.31 0.42 0.68 0.28 0.48 0.22 0.97 1.81 1.70 9.98
1967 1.28 0.29 1.18 1.78 1.17 1.93 0.03 0.00 0.60 0.88 0.45 1.46 11.05
1968 0.65 1.42 0.62 0.40 0.97 1.34 0.41 1.64 1.27 1.34 2.01 2.13 14.20
1969 2.98 0.76 0.25 2.33 1.25 2.38 0.21 0.00 1.38 1.10 0.29 151 14.44
1970 3.56 0.65 1.14 1.03 1.26 2.28 1.48 0.02 1.29 0.89 1.36 0.14 15.10
1971 1.67 0.73 1.08 0.74 1.92 2.53 0.70 0.96 1.57 1.01 1.45 1.13 15.49
1972 1.36 1.47 2.70 0.97 1.61 0.93 0.74 0.68 0.83 1.20 0.93 1.66 15.08
1973 0.72 0.66 0.50 0.12 1.58 0.24 0.01 0.02 1.12 1.64 2.79 2.99 12.39
1974 1.36 1.64 0.73 1.66 0.76 0.50 0.40 0.01 0.10 0.06 0.55 0.77 8.54
1975 2.84 1.50 0.99 1.25 1.01 1.29 0.68 1.09 0.00 1.92 0.56 2.09 15.22
1976 0.54 0.71 0.75 1.29 141 1.22 0.43 1.76 0.33 1.13 0.25 0.26 10.08
1977 0.34 0.36 0.92 0.10 1.63 0.35 0.39 1.65 2.22 0.55 1.65 2.10 12.26
1978 1.92 1.47 1.09 3.29 1.06 0.30 0.56 1.90 1.06 0.00 1.06 0.96 14.67
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Table B-3. Precipitation Summary for Lewiston, Idaho (recorded in inches) continued

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual
1979 0.97 1.12 0.69 2.17 1.56 0.70 0.21 0.57 0.18 1.57 1.44 0.97 12.15
1980 1.72 1.57 1.23 0.76 1.87 1.31 0.89 0.47 0.97 0.68 1.00 0.88 13.35
1981 0.89 1.22 1.93 0.92 1.11 1.94 0.92 0.01 1.01 1.41 1.54 1.31 14.21
1982 1.57 0.75 1.29 1.14 0.65 0.46 1.74 0.47 0.97 1.98 0.39 1.03 12.44
1983 0.95 1.46 1.48 1.12 1.15 1.70 0.96 0.93 0.74 0.87 1.00 1.15 13.51
1984 0.71 0.46 1.66 1.15 1.68 1.58 0.27 0.93 0.21 0.91 0.89 0.70 11.15
1985 0.27 0.67 0.67 0.93 1.29 0.92 0.57 0.91 1.82 0.60 0.62 0.36 9.63
1986 1.13 2.02 0.63 0.37 1.39 0.41 0.56 0.84 0.94 0.30 1.44 0.53 10.56
1987 0.56 0.44 0.91 0.83 0.84 1.44 2.60 0.34 0.01 0.00 0.31 0.81 9.09
1988 0.98 0.17 1.04 1.12 0.91 1.69 0.88 0.08 0.82 0.17 2.04 0.53 10.43
1989 1.61 0.33 1.69 0.65 2.57 1.61 0.07 2.96 0.64 0.63 0.67 0.30 13.73
1990 0.84 0.26 1.05 2.08 2.39 0.71 0.35 0.71 0.04 1.18 1.05 0.93 11.59
1991 0.14 0.32 1.11 0.79 3.74 1.86 0.53 0.03 0.24 0.15 2.00 0.40 11.31
1992 0.71 0.74 0.42 1.76 0.49 0.75 1.34 1.37 0.84 0.67 1.25 0.39 10.73
1993 0.99 0.70 1.17 2.78 1.97 1.63 1.19 0.62 0.07 0.67 0.64 0.80 13.23
1994 0.89 0.74 0.28 1.50 1.21 1.05 0.54 0.08 0.37 1.10 0.88 1.05 9.69
1995 1.39 0.59 1.85 1.55 0.93 2.60 0.14 1.31 1.21 2.40 1.64 1.37 16.98
1996 1.62 2.00 1.16 2.59 2.75 0.67 0.11 0.07 0.47 1.12 2.27 2.62 17.45
1997 2.43 0.71 1.69 2.52 0.81 0.93 1.03 0.47 0.98 1.77 1.12 0.60 15.06
1998 1.77 0.33 0.87 1.29 3.78 0.77 2.42 0.17 1.90 0.62 2.67 1.00 17.59
1999 0.58 1.30 1.02 0.71 1.31 1.50 0.20 1.06 0.00 1.23 1.62 1.14 11.67
2000 0.89 2.22 0.95 0.99 1.46 1.27 0.03 0.12 2.48 1.18 0.71 0.72 13.02
2001 0.98 0.66 0.85 1.65 0.60 1.12 0.59 0.14 0.19 1.86 1.23 0.64 10.51

Average Annual Precipitation for a Recorded Period 1949 through 2001 12.76
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Figure B-1. Annual Precipitation Recorded in Moscow, Idaho
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Figure B-2. Annual Precipitation Recorded in Lewiston, Idaho
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POTLATCH RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN

APPENDIX C

Potlatch River Watershed Stage Recordings (United States Geological Survey)



Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Figure C-1. Potlatch River Watershed Stage Recording (recorded at USGS station near the mouth)
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POTLATCH RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN

APPENDIX D

Potlatch Basin Forestry Committee



Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)
Potlatch Basin Forestry Committee

A Potlatch Basin Forestry Committee was formed in 1997 and utilized a working knowledge
approach (Gariglio and Hotinger), along with the actual and potential occurrence of fish
populations, to derive treatment units, treatment recommendations, and treatment priority
recommendations for projects on forest lands within the Potlatch River watershed. The
committee included representatives from NRCS, IDL, NPT Fisheries Department, Northwest
Management Inc., Potlatch Corporation, USFS and USFS Intermountain Research Station,
IDEQ, and University of Idaho College of Forestry and Range Sciences.

Two treatment units were devised for forested lands throughout the watershed. The treatment
units were categorized by soil type and landform.

Forested Lands Treatment Unit 1. These areas have a low priority for fisheries habitat
restoration.

Forested Lands Treatment Unit 2. These areas have a moderate priority for fisheries
habitat.

Table C-1. Soils Associated with Forest Land Treatment Units (Latah County Soil Survey Map
Unit and Description)

Soil Map Unit Soil Type and Description
Treatment Unit 1

25 Latah 0-3%

26 Latahco 0-3%

28 Latahco-Thatuna 0-5%
2 Aquic Xerofluvents

7 Crumerine 0-3%

27 Latahco-Lovell 0-3%
38 Porrett 0-3%

29 Lovell 0-3%
Treatment Unit 2

23 Larkin 3-12%

35 Palouse 3-7%

44 Southwick 3-12%

53 Thatuna 3-7%

15 Joel 3-7%

50 Taney 3-7%

39 Santa 2-5%

Appendix D ~ Page D-1



POTLATCH RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN

APPENDIX E

General Restoration Practices and Protection Efforts



Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)
The Implementation Plan in Chapter 7 includes two strategies—restoration and protection.
Restoration strategies are defined per subwatershed within the Potlatch River watershed, and
protection strategies are applicable to the entire watershed.

General Restoration Practices

Riparian/Floodplain/Wetland Restoration Best Management Practices (BMPs)

O Riparian/Wetland Restoration — These practices are designed to revegetate streamside
areas to aid in erosion and sediment control, and provide shading. Revegetation efforts
will focus on the use of native stock whenever feasible and emphasize the control of
invasive species. Restoration practices may include:

o0 Tree and shrub plantings
0 Herbaceous plantings

O Floodplain Restoration — These practices are designed to reconnect the floodplain to the
stream and reestablish the functions provided by the floodplain. Restoration practices
may include:

o0 Riverine wetland construction
0 Reestablishing stream sinuosity

O Instream Habitat Restoration — These practices are designed to stabilize streambanks
from unnatural accelerated erosion. Habitat restoration may also include increasing
habitat complexity. Instream habitat restoration practices may include:

o Pool development

o Large woody debris development

0 Erosion control including streambank stabilization
0 Streambed stabilization

Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs
Agricultural/Rangeland/Pastureland BMPs are designed to minimize erosion from active
agricultural fields, decrease nutrient and pesticide runoff, increase riparian vegetation, reduce
invasive weeds, and increase overland flow infiltration. BMPs may include:

Q Direct seeding

O Erosion and sedimentation control structures

Q Filter and buffer strips

O Conservation cover (grass, herbaceous, tree and shrub planting)
Livestock BMPs
Livestock BMPs are designed to minimize damage to riparian areas and water quality through
the minimization of livestock’s direct access to riparian areas and the stream, and minimize
surface runoff from concentrated feeding operations. Livestock BMPs may include:

Q Exclusion fencing
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

O Grazing management plans and ancillary practices
o0 Perimeter fencing
o Mineral lick placement away from streamside
0 Hardened crossings
o Off-site water development
O Nutrient management systems

Forestry BMPs

Forestry BMPs are designed to minimize damage to riparian areas and water quality, and
increase overland flow infiltration. Forestry BMPs may include:

O Forest road stabilization
0 Road grass seeding
0 Road rocking
Forest road abandonment
Forest road culvert replacement to meet fish passage state guidelines
Forest road bridge and bottomless arch stream crossings
Riparian conifer tree planting
Upland seral species conifer tree planting
Forest thinning

[y iy Iy Wy

Roadway BMPs

Roadway BMPs are designed to minimize damage to riparian areas and water quality caused by
roadways and railways. In addition, roadway BMPs would include practices designed to
minimize migration barriers and increase stream connectivity. Roadway BMPs may include:

Q Erosion control

0 Road surfacing with rock

o0 Proper culvert placement to minimize road erosion
Q Proper culvert installation (with specific attention to inlet and outlet position)
Q Culvert replacement

0 Resizing culverts to accommodate high and low flows

o Fish friendly culvert installation

0 Replacing culverts with bridges

Other BMPs

Other BMPs — This general category captures specific restoration practices that do not fit into the
previously defined categories, including:

Q Artificial water storage
0 Surface water storage and release structures for low flow augmentation
o0 Spring development and impoundments for low flow augmentation
0 Water storage to moderate peak discharge

Q Investigation, research, assessments, surveys and evaluation
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)
Protection Efforts

Environmental threats are addressed in the implementation plan’s restoration strategies and their
corresponding management efforts (Chapter 7). These threats include hydrograph instability,
erosion and sediment delivery, high water temperature, and migration barriers.

Shown below is a brief description of the identified management efforts and the rationale that
ties the efforts to their ability to address environmental threats. Protection efforts, displayed in
Chapter 7, are shown in alphabetical order and include:

- Continue to control noxious and invasive weeds

- Continue to implement direct seeding on annually cropped lands
- Follow proper culvert installation guidelines

- Maintain forest health

- Maintain proper grazing management plans

- Maintain riparian health

- Minimize road density

- Practice proper timber harvest techniques

Continue to control noxious and invasive weeds is an effort to deter aggressive, non-native
plants. Riparian and wetland areas are vital components of a healthy ecosystem and should be
protected from invasion by noxious weeds. Invasive weed species can be extremely competitive
in a riparian setting and can crowd out valuable native species, forming a solid stand of weeds.
Weeds often do not stabilize soils as well as desirable riparian vegetation, leading to soil erosion
in the riparian area and loss of the stream channel. Management techniques include a selection
of control methods to prevent new weed introductions, detection and eradication of existing
infestations, the proper management of livestock, and revegetation.

Noxious weeds also pose a threat to the upland native plant communities and wildlife species
that depend on them. These noxious weed plant species can increase fire hazards, replace
valuable forage with non-palatable or less nutritious forage, cause economic losses to adjacent
farming and ranch communities, decrease the quality of recreational activities, and reduce the
diversity of native plant and animal communities.

Continue to implement direct seeding on annually cropped lands is an protection effort that
includes the use of management systems during seeding and harvest of annually cropped
agricultural fields. Direct seeding encourages maximization of crop residues by limiting soil
disturbing activities. Direct seeding is often referred to as no-till seeding, conservation tillage,
and mulch tillage for example. The maximization of crop residues on the soil surface reduces
erosion and subsequent sediment delivery to nearby streams. The practice also encourages and
promotes water infiltration; enhancing the soil’s ability to retain precipitation in the agricultural
uplands longer into the growing season. This moisture retention directly increases the crop’s
moisture availability and indirectly affects the rate of runoff within the watershed.

Follow proper culvert installation guidelines is an important effort to provide fish passage and
stream connectivity within the watershed. Improper culvert placement can create barriers that
block the use of the upper watersheds. Temporal barriers block migration some of the time and
result in loss of production by the delay they cause. Partial barriers can block smaller or weaker
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

fish. Fish passage can be ensured by proper culvert installations with attention paid to
eliminating excessive drops at culvert outlet, discouraging high velocity within culvert,
providing proper culvert size to provide adequate flow depth and eliminating excess turbulence
within the culvert, and discouraging debris accumulation at the culvert inlet.

Maintain forest health is an important protection effort within the watershed. Forest health may
be defined as a condition wherein a forest has the capacity across the landscape for renewal,
recovery from a wide range of disturbances, and retention of its ecological resiliency while
meeting current and future needs of people for desired levels of values, uses, products, and
services.® Maintaining forest health includes the science of silviculture, which is the agriculture
of trees—how to grow them, how to maximize growth and return, and how to influence tree
species compositions to meet landowner or environmental objectives. The Clearwater Subbasin
Management Plan (Ecovista 2003) recommends a priority protection within the watershed should
include ponderosa pine inventory and protection.

Maintain proper grazing management plans includes controlling cattle grazing in riparian areas
that may result in negative riparian and water quality outcomes such as excessive nutrient
bacteria contributions, erosion and sedimentation, streambank degradation, and vegetation
alteration. Appropriate grazing management can involve controlling the timing, frequency, and
intensity of cattle use. Riparian grazing plans should be site-specific and may include the
following options: determine the critical periods (e.g. late spring-early summer or late summer-
early fall) of a riparian site and limit grazing during the critical periods; incorporated periods of
extended rest or deferment from grazing; limit cattle access to surface water when adjacent
streambanks and shorelines are overly wet and susceptible to trampling and sloughing; control
the timing, frequency, and intensity of cattle grazing; protect streambanks by preventing cattle
from congregating near surface waters using fencing, alternative water sources, supplemental
feeding, and herding; and incorporate vegetation buffer strips along stream sides.

Maintain riparian health is a protection effort that includes protecting the transition zones
between water and upland areas. Healthy riparian areas are able to support unique plant
communities often made up of shrubs, trees, grasses, sedges, rushes, and forbs, which provide
streamside protection, shading, and habitat. A healthy riparian area is one that performs the
essential functions of filtration and sediment trapping, ground water recharge, biomass
production and energy dissipation. Maintaining a healthy riparian area may include practices
such as minimizing grazing and timber harvest activities, controlling noxious weeds, and
instream structures that protect streambank degradation.

Minimize road density is an important watershed protection effort because road failures can
contribute both fine and coarse sediment to streams. Roads adjacent to streams with in areas
with steep gradients and steep road grades are some of the largest contributors of sediment.
Accumulated road failures in large storm events can have catastrophic effects, such as filling in

& USDA Forest Service, Forest Health Protection. Definition accessed at internet site:
http://www.fs.fed.us/foresthealth/

® Taken from guidelines for Managing Cattle Grazing in Riparian Areas to Protect Water Quality: Review of
Research and Best Management Practices Policy by J. Mosley, P. Cook, A. Griffis, and J. O'Laughlin, accessed at
internet site: http://www.uidaho.edu/cfwr/pag/pag15es.html
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pools and reducing habitat complexity.® Surface erosion from roads can produce chronic sources
of fine sediment which can diminish salmon and steelhead spawning success. Minimizing road
density can include careful planning and road construction practices and road decommissioning.

Practice proper timber harvest techniques include the protection efforts of implementing best
management practices during timber harvest and stand maintenance that protect riparian areas
and water quality. These techniques include a lengthy list of BMPs outlined in the Idaho Forest
Practices Act” Forest Stewardship Guidelines for Water Quality.? Examples of practices used in
proper timber harvest techniques include: minimizing stream crossings and careful location of
stream crossings; streambank protection methods such as avoiding cutting trees and destroying
understory in the riparian areas; and proper design, location, and maintenance of access roads,
skid trails and landings to protect the site from erosion.

¢ Klamath Resource Information System, Watershed Conditions: Roads and Erosion Report accessed at internet site:
http://www.krisweb.com/watershd/roads.htm

¢ The Forest Practices Act was passed by the 1974 Idaho Legislature to assure the continuous growing and
harvesting of forest trees and to maintain forest soil, air, water, vegetation, wildlife, and aquatic habitat. The Act
requires forest practices rules for state and private lands to protect, maintain, and enhance our natural resources.
Federal land practices must meet or exceed the requirements of the state rules.

¢ Idaho Department of Lands Forest Practices Act Forest Stewardship Guidelines for Water Quality accessed at
internet site: http://www.idahoforests.org/bmps.htm
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POTLATCH RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN

APPENDIX F

Restoration Strategy Prioritization



Big Bear Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

. . - - . . - Probability of Future Land Uses
Steelhead Production Response . Potential to Utilize Existing Potential to Obtain Additional 3 N . .
Land ) ) Potential Landowner/Operator Potential Interes Conservation Agency Resources Technical and/or Financial Resources; Supporting (:,Aom_pl'e_l ed Restoration Restoration Strater Rankmg
Tvpe Restoration Strategies ctivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, c ts
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low) ommen
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 1 3 0 9 M Opportunllles to do _mslream wt_)rk e)_(lst, including streambed stabilization and boulder placement. Limited technical
assistance for planning and engineering.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied [Wet meadows not found in canyon lands.
5
> Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 1 2 2 1 0 6 L
< Functions
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 5 2 1 2 1 11 H Migration barrier is natural, removal or modification will require evaluation to determine practicality or appropriateness.
E:(\:/if:t(i)ssArtlfICIal Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied |Artificial water retention facilities not recommended in canyon lands.
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 5 3 3 3 1 15 H
3
S |Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems | 5 1 3 3 1 13 H
=
2 land
s Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 5 3 3 3 1 15 H
= |Functions
=
L
g’ Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 2 1 1 1 6 L Low ranking unless the lower canyon land barrier is addressed; investigate potential barriers e.g. culverts.
E:(\:/if:t(i)ssArtlfICIal Water Retention 3 2 1 1 1 8 L Some discussion as to the benefit of retention facilities; whether facilities would address peak flow regulation.
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 1 2 2 2 1 8 L Low support to put restoration efforts in to the forest system for this watershed.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 2 2 1 10 M
g land
g Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 1 ) ) ) 1 s L
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 2 1 1 1 6 L Low ranking unless the lower canyon land barrier is addressed; investigate potential barriers and their removal, e.g. culverts.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 1 2 1 1 1 5 L
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.




Little Bear Restoration Strategy Prioritization

Steelhead Production Response Landowner/Operator Potential Interes Potential to Utilize Existing Potential to Obtain Additional SEmt:)?zInmyC?)fmFulteL:;z I'Raer;?ol:;?;n Restoration Strateqy Rankin
Land . . Potential P Conservation Agency Resources Technical and/or Financial Resources| pporting A t'p't' ay 9
Tyne Restoration Strategies ctivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| In(c”c:in:ll;lelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, Comments
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) point) Points) Medium or Low)
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 3 1 3 0 10 M
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied [Wet meadows not found in canyon lands.
5
> Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 1 2 2 1 0 6 L
< Functions
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
E:(\:/if:t(i)ssArtlfICIal Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied |Artificial water retention facilities not recommended in canyon lands.
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 5 3 3 3 0 14 M Landowner |r)terest in riparian restoration projects, although existing conditions include relatively intact riparian areas, and
therefore projects may be limited.
w
2 Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 5 3 3 3 0 14 M Lan_downer |nlere.st_|n meadow restoration projects, although existing conditions include relatively intact areas, and therefo
< projects may be limited.
[=3
2 R Upland E
[ esmre pland Ecosystem 5 2 3 3 0 13 M Landowner interest unknown, therefore projects may be limited.
= |Functions
3
5 Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 3 1 1 1 7 L !\/Ilgra_llon barrier _Iocated.on West Ft_Jrk Little Bear; barrier removal would increase potential steelhead habitat; may
< investigate potential barriers and their removal, e.g. culverts.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 3 2 1 1 0 7 L
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 1 3 2 2 0 8 M Some_forest land owned by .Unlversny of Idaho, not commercially harvested. Other forest lands private ownership. Ripariaf
areas in forest lands mostly intact.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 1 2 2 2 1 8 M
g land
g Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 3 ) ) ) o 9 M
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 3 2 1 1 1 8 H Migration barrier located on West Fork Little Bear; barrier removal would increase potential steelhead habitat.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 1 2 1 1 0 5 L
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.




Boulder Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

. . - . . . - Probability of Future Land Uses
Steelhead Production Response . Potential to Utilize Existing Potential to Obtain Additional 3 N . .
Land X i Potential Landowner/Operator Potential Interes Conservation Agency Resources | Technical and/or Financial Resources| Supporting C:"T”'ﬁ' ed Restoration Restoration Strategy Ranking
Tvoe Restoration Strategies clivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, Comments
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low)
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 0 2 0 7 M Grazing in canyon, practices could include fencing to enhance riparian restoration.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 2 0 2 0 4 L
5
> Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 1 2 0 2 0 5 L
< Functions
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 3 2 0 2 0 7 M Modifications to natural barrier (falls) could be evaluated for restoration, habitat above the falls is relatively good.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 0 2 0 7 L Habitat above the natural barrier in the canyon inaccessible, minimizing the need for restoration efforts.
3
S Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 0 2 0 7 L Agricultural lands consist of grazing and some hayland.
=
2 land
E Resto.re Upland Ecosystem 1 2 0 2 0 5 L Agricultural lands consist of grazing and some hayland.
= |Functions
=
L
g’ Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 2 0 2 0 5 L Investigate potential barriers and removal, e.g. culverts if barrier in lower canyon land is addressed.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 2 0 2 0 4 L
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 0 2 0 7 L Habitat above the natural barrier in the canyon inaccessible, minimizing the need for restoration efforts.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 0 2 0 7 L
8 |Restore Upland E
g estore pland Ecosystem 1 2 0 2 0 5 L
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 2 0 2 0 5 L
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.
NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.



Cedar Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

Steelhead Production Response

Landowner/Operator Potential Interes!

Potential to Utilize Existing

Potential to Obtain Additional

Probability of Future Land Uses

Supporting Completed Restoration

Restoration Strategy Ranking

Land i i Potential Conservation Agency Resources Technical and/or Financial Resources Activiti
Tvpe Restoration Strategies ctivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, Comments
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low)
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 2 2 0 9 M
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 2 2 0 9 L Meadows in relatively good shape, low priority for restoration.
5
E‘ Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Stabilization of canyon walls would reduce sediments in the stream.
< Functions
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 2 2 0 9 M
3
S |Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems | 5 2 2 2 0 1 H
=
2 land
B Resto.re Upland Ecosystem 3 2 2 2 0 9 M
= |Functions
=
L
g’ Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 2 2 2 0 7 L Investigate existence of potential migration barriers and their removal; e.g. culverts.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 2 2 2 0 5 L
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 2 2 0 9 M
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 2 2 0 9 M
g land
4] Resto.re Upland Ecosystem 1 2 2 2 0 7 L
& |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 2 2 2 0 7 L Investigate existence of potential migration barriers and their removal; e.g. culverts.
Dev.e,k.)p Artificial Water Retention 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Limiting factors include stream flow and high water temperature.
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.




Corral Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

. . - . . . - Probability of Future Land Uses
Steelhead Production Response . Potential to Utilize Existing Potential to Obtain Additional 3 N . .
Land X i Potential Landowner/Operator Potential Interes Conservation Agency Resources | Technical and/or Financial Resources| Supporting C:"T”'ﬁ' ed Restoration Restoration Strategy Ranking
Tvoe Restoration Strategies clivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, Comments
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low)
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 3 2 2 0 10 M
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
s
> Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 3 2 2 2 0 9 M
< Functions
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 5 3 2 2 0 12 L Very little agricultural uplands, predominantly grazing in forest lands and canyons.
3
s Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 5 3 2 2 0 12 L Very little agricultural uplands, predominantly grazing in forest lands and canyons.
=
2 land
E Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 3 3 2 2 0 10 L Very little agricultural uplands, predominantly grazing in forest lands and canyons.
= |Functions
=
L
2_7 Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
'E):g/ifilt(i)ssArtlfICIal Water Retention 3 2 2 2 0 9 L Very little agricultural uplands, predominantly grazing in forest lands and canyons.
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 5 3 2 2 0 12 H Barrier removal would allow steelhead access to areas above railroad grade, riparian areas have impacts from grazing.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 5 2 2 0 9 H Barrier removal would allow steelhead access to meadows above railroad grade.
8 |Restore Upland E
g esto.re pland Ecosystem 3 3 2 2 0 10 H
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 5 2 2 2 0 11 H Process initiated to eliminate migration barrier at railroad grade near Helmer.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 1 2 2 2 0 7 L
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.
NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.




East Fork Potlatch River Restoration Strategy Prioritization

Steelhead Production Response

Landowner/Operator Potential Interes!

Potential to Utilize Existing

Potential to Obtain Additional

Probability of Future Land Uses
Supporting Completed Restoration

Restoration Strategy Ranking

Land . . Potential Conservation Agency Resources Technical and/or Financial Resources| Activiti
Tvpe Restoration Strategies ctivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, c ts
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low) ommen
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 2 2 0 9 L Mostly forest lands in watershed, riparian restoration would reduce sediment loads and produce large woody debris.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
s
? 'F:Szz(:;znlimand Ecosystem 1 2 2 2 0 7 L Mostly forest lands in watershed, riparian restoration would reduce sediment loads and produce large woody debris.
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 2 2 0 9 L Very little agricultural uplands, predominantly grazing in forest lands.
3
S Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 2 2 0 9 L Very little agricultural uplands, predominantly grazing in forest lands.
=
2 land
E Resmre Upland Ecosystem 1 2 2 2 0 7 L Very little agricultural uplands, predominantly grazing in forest lands.
= |Functions
=
L
g’ Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 2 2 2 0 7 L Investigate existence of potential migration barriers and their removal; e.g. culverts.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 2 2 2 0 5 L
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 5 2 2 2 0 11 H Mostly forest lands in watershed, riparian restoration would help produce future large woody debris.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 2 2 0 9 M
@
g Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 1 2 2 2 0 7 L
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 2 2 2 0 7 L Investigate existence of potential migration barriers and their removal; e.g. culverts.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 2 2 2 0 5 L
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.




Little Potlatch Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

. . - . . . - Probability of Future Land Uses
Steelhead Production Response . Potential to Utilize Existing Potential to Obtain Additional 3 N . .
Land X i Potential Landowner/Operator Potential Interes Conservation Agency Resources | Technical and/or Financial Resources| Supporting C:"T”'ﬁ' ed Restoration Restoration Strategy Ranking
Tvoe Restoration Strategies clivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, Comments
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low)
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
s
S, |Restore Upland Ecosystem . .
. 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
S |Functions 98pp
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 3 3 0 0 0 6 M Natural rock slide may be a migration barrier; investigate fish passage and possible remediation.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 1 3 0 0 0 4 L Some landowner interest in riparian plantings, use exclusion, off site watering, and stream crossings.
3
S |Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 1 3 0 0 0 4 L
=
2 land
B Resto.re Upland Ecosystem 1 2 0 0 0 3 L
= |Functions
=
L
2_7 Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied [Watershed consists mainly of agricultural uplands.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
8 |Restore Upland E
g es“’_re pland Ecosystem 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.
NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.




Middle Potlatch Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

. . - . . . - Probability of Future Land Uses
Steelhead Production Response . Potential to Utilize Existing Potential to Obtain Additional 3 N . .
Land . . Potential Landowner/Operator Potential Interes Conservation Agency Resources Technical and/or Financial Resources Supporting C:"T”'ﬁ' ed Restoration Restoration Strater Rankmg
Tvoe Restoration Strategies clivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, Comments
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low)
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
s
S, |Restore Upland Ecosystem . .
. 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
S |Functions 98pp
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 3 2 0 0 0 5 M Natural barrier is a steelhead migration barrier; investigate fish passage and possible remediation.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 1 2 0 0 0 3 L Natural barrier in lcanyon would need investigated and passage restored before restoration in agricultural areas would yield
steelhead production response.
3
S |Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 1 2 0 0 0 3 L
=
2 land
B Restore Upland Ecosystem 1 2 0 0 0 3 L
= |Functions
=
L
2_7 Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 1 0 0 0 0 1 L \Watershed consists mainly of agricultural uplands.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 1 0 0 0 0 1 L \Watershed consists mainly of agricultural uplands.
% |Restore Upland E
g es“’_re pland Ecosystem 1 0 0 0 0 1 L Watershed consists mainly of agricultural uplands.
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.
NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.




Moose Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

Steelhead Production Response

Landowner/Operator Potential Interes!

Potential to Utilize Existing

Potential to Obtain Additional

Probability of Future Land Uses

Supporting Completed Restoration

Restoration Strategy Ranking

Land . . Potential Conservation Agency Resources Technical and/or Financial Resources| Activiti
Tvpe Restoration Strategies ctivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, c ts
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low) ommen
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied |Very little canyon lands in the watershed, predominantly forest lands.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
s
S, |Restore Upland Ecosystem . .
. 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
& |Functions 98P
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied [Very little agricultural uplands, predominantly grazing in forest lands.
3
S Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
=
2 land
E Resmre Upland Ecosystem 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
= |Functions
=
L
2_7 Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Riparian and instream habitat improvements will get the most response from steelhead.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 2 2 0 9 M
g land
g Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 3 ) ) ) 0 0 M
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 2 2 2 0 7 L Moose Creek Reservoir is a migration barrier. Investigate potentials for barrier remediation.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.




Pine Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

. . - . . . - Probability of Future Land Uses
Steelhead Production Response . Potential to Utilize Existing Potential to Obtain Additional 3 N . .
Land X i Potential Landowner/Operator Potential Interes Conservation Agency Resources | Technical and/or Financial Resources| Supporting C:"T”'ﬁ' ed Restoration Restoration Strategy Ranking
Tvoe Restoration Strategies clivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, Comments
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low)
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Riparian area already in fair condition; steelhead response to restoration activities may be weak.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 1 2 2 2 0 7 L A limited amount of meadow/wetland area; steelhead response to restoration activities may be weak.
5
> Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 1 2 2 2 0 7 L
< Functions
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 5 2 2 2 0 11 M A relatively small amount of forest lands exist in the watershed.
3
S |Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems | 5 2 2 2 0 1 M
=
2 land
B Resto.re Upland Ecosystem 5 2 2 2 0 n M
= |Functions
=
L
g’ Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 1 1 1 0 4 L Investigate existence of potential migration barriers and their removal; e.g. culverts.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 1 2 2 2 0 7 L
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 1 2 2 2 0 7 L
g land
g Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Limiting factors are low stream flows and high water temperatures.
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 1 1 1 0 4 L Investigate existence of potential migration barriers and their removal; e.g. culverts.
Dev.e,k.)p Artificial Water Retention 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Limiting factors are low stream flows and high water temperatures.
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.




Ruby Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

. . - . . . - Probability of Future Land Uses
Steelhead Production Response . Potential to Utilize Existing Potential to Obtain Additional 3 N . .
Land . . Potential Landowner/Operator Potential Interes Conservation Agency Resources Technical and/or Financial Resources Supporting C:"T”'ﬁ' ed Restoration Restoration Strater Rankmg
Tvoe Restoration Strategies clivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, Comments
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low)
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied [Mostly forest lands in watershed.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
s
E‘ Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied |Mostly forest lands in watershed.
< Functions
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied [Very little agricultural uplands, predominantly grazing in forest lands.
3
S Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied [Very little agricultural uplands, predominantly grazing in forest lands.
=
2 land
E Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied |Very little agricultural uplands, predominantly grazing in forest lands.
= |Functions
=
L
2_7 Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 5 2 2 2 0 11 H Mostly forest lands in watershed, riparian restoration would help produce future large woody debris.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 2 2 0 9 L Few meadow areas identified.
% |Restore Upland E
g esto.re pland Ecosystem 3 2 2 2 0 9 L
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 1 1 1 0 4 L Investigate existence of potential migration barriers and their removal; e.g. culverts.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.




West Fork Potlatch River Restoration Strategy Prioritization

Steelhead Production Response

Landowner/Operator Potential Interes!

Potential to Utilize Existing

Potential to Obtain Additional

Probability of Future Land Uses
Supporting Completed Restoration

Restoration Strategy Ranking

Land X i Potential Conservation Agency Resources Technical and/or Financial Resources Activiti
Tvoe Restoration Strategies clivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, c ts
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low) ommen
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied [Mostly forest lands in watershed.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
5
E‘ Resmre Upland Ecosystem 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied |Mostly forest lands in watershed.
< Functions
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied [Very little agricultural uplands, some grazing in forest lands.
3
S Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied [Very little agricultural uplands, some grazing in forest lands.
=
2 land
E Resmre Upland Ecosystem 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied |Very little agricultural uplands, some grazing in forest lands.
= |Functions
=
L
2_7 Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 5 2 2 2 0 11 H Large woody debris production would provide greatest habitat needs for steelhead.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 5 2 2 2 0 11 H
@
g Resmre Upland Ecosystem 3 2 2 2 0 9 H Large woody debris production would provide greatest habitat needs for steelhead.
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 1 2 2 2 0 7 L Investigate existence of potential migration barriers and their removal; e.g. culverts.
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.




Upper Mainstem Potlatch River Restoration Strategy Prioritization

. . - . . . - Probability of Future Land Uses
Steelhead Production Response . Potential to Utilize Existing Potential to Obtain Additional 3 N . .
Land i i Potential Landowner/Operator Potential Interes Conservation Agency Resources Technical and/or Financial Resources Supporting C:"T”'ﬁ' ed Restoration Restoration Strategy Ranking
Tvpe Restoration Strategies ctivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, Comments
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low)
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Important canyon area for steelhead production.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 1 2 2 2 0 7 M
s
> Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 3 2 2 2 0 9 M
< Functions
o
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 2 2 0 9 M
3
S |Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 2 2 0 9 M
=
2 land
B Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 1 2 2 2 0 7 M
= |Functions
=
L
2_7 Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 5 2 2 2 0 11 H Limiting factors are high water temperatures and instream habitat.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Limiting factors are high water temperatures and instream habitat.
2 land
g Resto_re Upland Ecosystem 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Limiting factors are high water temperatures and instream habitat.
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.
NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.



Lower Mainstem Potlatch River Restoration Strategy Prioritization

. . - - . . - Probability of Future Land Uses
Steelhead Production Response . Potential to Utilize Existing Potential to Obtain Additional 3 N . .
Land . . Potential Landowner/Operator Potential Interes Conservation Agency Resources Technical and/or Financial Resources| Supporting (:,Aom_pl'e_l ed Restoration Restoration Strater Rankmg
Tvpe Restoration Strategies ctivities _
yp Strong (5| Moderate [Weak (1] NA  [Strong (3| Moderate [Weak  (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (Oistrong (3| Moderate [Weak ~ (1|NA (0} Supportive (1|Unknown (0| Incu.nslslelm Sheet Score (Totall  Ranking (High, c ts
points) [ (3 points) | point) | (0 points)§ points) | (2 points)| point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) points) [ (2 points) | point) points) point) point) ('EIU?:; Points) Medium or Low) ommen
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Limiting factors include high water temperatures and poor water quality.
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Limiting factors include high water temperatures and poor water quality.
c
9, Restore Upland Ecosystem 5 2 2 2 0 1 H Anthropogenic activities (dredging) degraded stream and water quality. Limiting factors include high water temperatures
§ Functions and poor water quality.
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Limiting factors include high water temperatures and poor water quality.
3
S Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 3 2 2 2 0 9 M Limiting factors include high water temperatures and poor water quality.
=
2 land
E Resmre Upland Ecosystem 1 2 2 2 0 7 L Limiting factors include high water temperatures and poor water quality.
= |Functions
=
L
2_7 Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Riparian/Floodplain Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Restore Meadow/Wetland Systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
g land
g Resmre Upland Ecosystem 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
£ |Functions
Eliminate Migration Barriers 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Dev_evlc_Jp Artificial Water Retention 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied
Facilities
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 No ranking applied

Strong - A strong potential represents a high probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A strong potential also indicates a strong willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Moderate - A moderate potential represents a mid-range probability of success with additional technical and/or financial resources. A moderate potential also indicates a mid-range or unknown willingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

Weak - A weak potential represents a known low probability of success even with significant inputs of additional technical and/or financial resources. A weak potential also indicates a known, or perceived, unwillingness by landowners, operators and/or agencies to address the identified restoration strategy.

NA - Not applicable.

No ranking applied - A potential ranking does not apply or is not recommended to the identified restoration strategy.






