
Comprehensive State Water Plan 
South Fork Clearwater River Basin 

Executive Summary 

Basin Overview
The South Fork Clearwater River subbasin (U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Unit 
17060305) extends from the headwaters above Elk City and Red River to the confluence 
with the Middle Fork of the Clearwater River at Kooskia.  
 
Annual runoff from the South Fork Clearwater River basin averages about 739,000 AF, 
as measured by the USGS stream gage at Stites. (NPFLA) The mean annual stream flow 
is 1,060 cfs. Stream flows are highest in May with an average of 3,370 cfs with lowest 
flows the September average of 258 cfs (TMDL). 
 
Water use in the South Fork Clearwater River basin is mostly consumptive, although 
consumptive water use is low relative to the total amount of available water. Water 
claims for commercial and industrial uses, approximately 900 acre feet per year, 
comprise the largest potential water use in the basin. Appropriations for commercial and 
industrial uses are about 95% from ground water.  Surface and spring water use is about 
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one third the amount of the ground water use in the basin. The number of claims for 
spring, surface water, and ground water permits are each about 100. 
 
Ownership and land use in the basin are summarized below.  
 
Land ownership by area. 
Land Type Area 
Public Land  
 Federal Agency Management  532,691 acres 
 State of Idaho Management      4,832 acres 
Private Land         217,703 acres 
Nez Perce Tribe             565 acres 
 
Publicly owned forested lands within the basin, excluding special management areas, are 
managed primarily for timber production. Predominant tree associations are Ponderosa 
Pine, Douglas Fir and Lodgepole Pine.  
 
Some livestock grazing occurs on public lands. Though grazing is not a primary land use 
within the basin, it is important to permit and lease holders. About 220,000 acres of 
grazing allotments on public land are leased to provide animal unit months of grazing 
activity. However, of the land in those allotments, approximately 106,000 acres are 
suitable for grazing.  
 
Land ownership on the Camas plateau area in the northwestern portion of the basin is 
mostly private. This area of the basin encompasses about 144,280 acres and the 
predominant land use is agricultural cropland and pasture. 

Policy and Planning Context of the South Fork Clearwater River Basin    
Several factors led the Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB) to complete a 
comprehensive state water plan for the South Fork Clearwater River basin.  As part of the 
SRBA, the USFS agreed to withdraw certain federal reserved water rights if the State of 
Idaho would work cooperatively to identify and prioritize streams and rivers that could be 
given minimum instream flow and protection. 
 
Another reason to undertake a plan was that the Idaho Department of Environmental 
Quality’s (IDEQ) water quality improvement process (a Total Maximum Daily Load) in 
the basin, affording a collaborative opportunity for the IWRB.  Coordinating these two 
state processes was, in part, an attempt to take advantage of a citizen advisory committee 
established by the IDEQ for their TMDL process.  The comprehensive state water plan, 
after an examination of local, state and federal water resource issues, includes 
recommendations covering recreational dredge mining, ground water in the Camas 
Prairie area, minimum flows, and protected river designations.  The IWRB desires that 
this plan be a part of the various state and local processes that ultimately will lead to 
recovery of threatened and endangered fish species in the basin. Implementation of this 
plan may help the citizens of Idaho avoid the broad reach of the Endangered Species Act. 
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A benefit of this collaboration is that state designation of protected river status or 
minimum stream flow may assist in the implementation of the TMDL through improved 
flows for recreation and fish, water quality and wildlife habitat. 

Issues, Recommendations and Actions  

ISSUE 1:  Recreational Dredge Mining 

Issue Statement:  Recreational dredge mining permit/regulation process is adequate in the 
South Fork Clearwater River basin.   

Recommendations: 
Currently, numerous laws regulate or restrict dredge mining in the mainstem South Fork 
Clearwater River including the Clean Water Act, the Stream Channel Protection Act, the 
Endangered Species Act and others.  It is unlikely, that a new recreational dredging 
operation could be conducted in the South Fork Clearwater River without adequate 
review and environmental safe guards. Therefore, the IWRB does not recommend 
changing the current recreational dredge mining permit/regulation process. 

ISSUE 2:  Declining ground water on the Camas Prairie 

Issue Statement:  Ground water levels near Grangeville and in the Camas Prairie area of 
the South Fork Clearwater River basin may be declining. 

Recommendations: 
• A study by IDWR to update Ralston’s work in 1993 should be conducted. 

• IDWR should evaluate ground water levels in the Grangeville area to monitor trends 
especially in the shallower aquifers wells.  

• If ground water level declines are found to be a problem, IDWR should evaluate the 
feasibility of stabilizing groundwater levels in the Grangeville area.  

ISSUE 3:  Other projects in the basin 

C.  Issue Statement: The IWRB  acknowledges the efforts of the Clearwater Subbasin 
Assessment and the Clearwater Focus Watershed Project. 

Recommendation: 
The IWRB  acknowledges the usefulness of information from the work of the Clearwater Focus 
group in their efforts in development of the Subbasin Assessment 
(http://www.nwppc.org/library/releases/2002/1113.htm) and Subbasin Plan 
(http://www.nwppc.org/library/isrp/isrp2003-3.htm) to address the numerous factors impacting 
anadromous and resident fish within the Columbia Basin.  
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ISSUE 4:  Instream flows on public land streams 

D. Issue Statement: The South Fork Clearwater River basin has a large area of public land 
without protected instream flows for anadromous and resident fish, wildlife, recreational 
and other activities afforded by the Nez Perce NF.  

Recommendation: 
• Idaho’s water resources are valuable. Water provides irrigation, domestic and industrial uses, 

fish and wildlife habitat, recreation, and aesthetics. To preserve these values and protect 
downstream water rights in this basin, the IWRB had committed to filing for minimum 
stream flow water rights on the following streams:  

• Red River 

• American River 

• Crooked River 

• Newsome Creek 

• Tenmile Creek 

• South Fork Clearwater River 

• Johns Creek 

• Mill Creek 

• Meadow Creek 

These streams proposed for minimum stream flows had been selected based on 
cooperative efforts between the IWRB planning staff, USFS personnel, Idaho Fish and 
Game, and the Nez Perce Tribe. Soon after the IWRB had approved the final draft of this 
plan, the State of Idaho, the Department of the Interior, the Nez Perce Tribe and others 
announced the development of a framework for a proposed settlement agreement. One 
component of this agreement is the establishment of minimum stream flow water rights 
on streams in the Salmon and Clearwater basins. All of the streams recommended in this 
plan for IWRB consideration of minimum stream flow water rights were included in the 
settlement agreement as category A streams and will be considered for legislative 
enactment in 2005. 
 
The proposed settlement agreement includes minimum stream flows that were not 
recommended in the plan. Cougar Creek, Peasley Creek, Silver Creek, South Fork Red 
River, and Big Elk Creek will be adjudicated as list A minimum stream flows at 40% 
(federal land) exceedence levels. In addition, Three Mile Creek, Sally Ann Creek, and 
Rabbit Creek will be adjudicated at 50% (state and private land) exceedence levels. 
 
The proposed Nez Perce Tribe settlement agreement also included a stream, Cottonwood 
Creek, located in the South Fork Clearwater River basin, that is in category B. Category 
B streams are those where minimum stream flows and non-flow related actions will be 
developed, pursuant to state law, by the settlement parties in consultation with local 
stakeholders.  
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State Protected River Designations 
The IWRB has determined that the value of preserving the designated waterways of the 
South Fork Clearwater River basin is in the interest of and for the benefit of the state as a 
whole. All landowners – private, state, and federal – are encouraged to manage their 
lands consistent with the IWRB’s protection designations. The IWRB also encourages 
federal resource management agencies to work within the comprehensive state water 
planning process rather than pursuing federal protection of waters within Idaho. 
 
To protect the public interest, current resource use, and the multiple-use character of the 
basin, the Idaho Water Resource Board designates the following streams and stream 
segments (approximately 54 miles) as Natural Rivers (see Map 3) based upon the 
analysis from Section IV, Resource Summary and Evaluation. All of the Natural 
designated rivers in the South Fork Clearwater River Basin are on federal land and most 
originate in Wilderness areas. 

1) Tenmile Creek - (10 miles) from headwaters to Wilderness boundary and the following 
tributary:   

• Williams Creek - (5.2 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Tenmile Creek,  

2) Twentymile Creek – (3 miles): Headwaters to Wilderness boundary, 

3) Johns Creek - (8 miles): from headwaters to Wilderness boundary, and the following 
tributaries:  

• Hagen Creek - (4.4 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Johns Creek,  

• Square Mountain Creek - (5.0 miles) Headwaters to confluence with Moores 
Creek:  

• Moores Creek - (6.4 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Square Mountain Creek,  

• Gospel Creek - (6.6 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Johns Creek,  

• West Fork Gospel Creek - (5.2 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Gospel 
Creek,  

To protect the public interest, current resource use, and the multiple-use character of the 
basin, the Idaho Water Resource Board designates the following streams and stream 
segments (approximately 324 miles) as Recreational Rivers (see Map3) based upon the 
analysis from Section IV, Resource Summary and Evaluation: 

1) Red River (27.2 miles) Headwaters to confluence with American River, and the 
following tributaries:  

• Otterson Creek - (3.5 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Red River,  

• South Fork Red River - (11.7 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Red River,  

• West Fork Red River - (4.3 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Middle 
South Fork Red River,  

• Moose Butte Creek - (3.5 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Red River,  

• Red Horse Creek - (8.2 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Red River,  

2) American River (21.6 miles) Headwaters to confluence with South Fork Clearwater, 
and the following tributaries:  
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• Limber Luke Creek - (2.8 miles): Headwaters to confluence with American 

River,  

• West Fork American River - (5.0 miles): Headwaters to confluence with 
American River,  

• East Fork American River - (6.5 miles): Headwaters to confluence with 
American River,  

• Kirks Fork - (6.8 miles): Headwaters to confluence with American River,  

3) Crooked River (11.6 miles) Headwaters to confluence with South Fork Clearwater, and 
the following tributary:  

• Relief Creek - (6.3 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Crooked River, 

• East Fork Crooked River – (7.1 miles): Headwaters to confluence with 
Crooked River,  

• West Fork Crooked River - (5.3 miles): Headwaters to confluence with 
Crooked River, 

4) Newsome Creek (15.7 miles) Headwaters to confluence with South Fork Clearwater, 
and the following tributaries:  

• Haysfork Creek - (5.0 miles):  Headwaters to confluence with Newsome Creek,  

• Baldy Creek - (6.1 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Newsome Creek,  

• Pilot Creek – (6.0 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Newsome Creek,  

• Sawmill Creek – (3.6 miles) Headwaters to confluence with Newsome Creek,  

• Sing Lee Creek - (3.0 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Newsome Creek,  

• West Fork Newsome Creek - (6.0 miles): Headwaters to confluence with 
Newsome Creek, 

5) Tenmile Creek (7 miles)–Wilderness boundary to confluence with South Fork 
Clearwater and the following tributary:  

• Sixmile Creek - (4.7 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Tenmile Creek,   

6) Twentymile Creek- (8 miles): Wilderness boundary to confluence with South Fork 
Clearwater,  

7) Wing Creek - (5.1 miles): Headwaters to confluence with South Fork Clearwater,  

8) Silver Creek - (15.9 miles): Headwaters to confluence with South Fork Clearwater, 

9) Johns Creek – (12 miles): Wilderness boundary to confluence with South Fork 
Clearwater, 

10) Meadow Creek - (15.2 miles): Headwaters to confluence with South Fork Clearwater,  

11) Mill Creek - (15.9 miles): Headwaters to confluence with South Fork Clearwater,  

12) South Fork Clearwater (63.8 miles) Headwaters to confluence with Middle Fork 
Clearwater  
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The following activities are prohibited on all streams designated as recreational rivers in 
the South Fork Clearwater River basin. Specific stream segments and water bodies that 
have exceptions to the general prohibitions are listed below. 
Prohibited activities:  

• Construction or expansion of dams or impoundments;  

• Construction of hydropower projects;  

• Construction of diversion works;  

• Dredge or placer mining (including recreational dredging, except where allowed through 
application for permit, Form 3804-B);  

• Mineral or sand and gravel extraction within the stream channel;  

• Alterations of the stream channel, except as provided below. 

Activities allowed with terms and conditions: The following activities are allowed if they do 
not impede fish passage, spawning, rearing and boat passage: 

• Alterations of the stream channel for construction and maintenance of: 

o roads, bridges, and trails; 

o public recreation facilities; 

o fish and wildlife enhancement structures;  

o and channel reconstruction projects approved by the IWRB.  

Recreational Designated Streams with Exceptions to Prohibited Activities: The following 
rivers or streams are adjacent to privately owned land which may require construction of 
diversion works for domestic, municipal or agricultural uses. 

1. South Fork Clearwater River, from the Nez Perce National Forest boundary to confluence 
with Middle Fork Clearwater:  

2. Red River and Moose Butte Creek 

3. American River, mainstem only 

4. Relief Creek 

5. Crooked River, mainstem only 

6. Newsome Creek mainstem and Pilot Creek 

7. Meadow Creek 

8. Mill Creek 

Exceptions to Prohibited activities: Construction of water diversion works for domestic, 
municipal, and agricultural uses is allowed on the specified water bodies (1 – 8) if they do not 
impede fish passage, spawning, rearing or boat passage: 
 
All activities must comply with all state stream channel alterations rules and standards. All works 
must be constructed or maintained to minimize erosion and sedimentation.  

 7 
Legislative Executive Summary January 13, 2005 



Comprehensive State Water Plan 
South Fork Clearwater River Basin 

Executive Summary 
  

Map 3.  Recommended protected river designations   
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I. INTRODUCTION 
This document describes comprehensive water resource planning for the conservation, 
development, management, and optimum use of unappropriated water resources in the South Fork 
Clearwater River basin in north central Idaho (Map I). The I, 175-square mile basin is located in 
Idaho County. It joins the Middle Fork Clearwater River at Kooskia, to fom, the Clearwater 
River. The Clearwater River basin is the most northern in the larger Snake River basin. The 
South Fork Clearwater River basin coincides with U.S. Geological Survey l lydrologic Unit 
17060305 and Idaho Department of Water Resources (lDWR) Administrative Basins 82 and 85. 

The South Fork Clearwater River basin has two distinct parts. The northwestern portion. the 
Camas Prairie. is rolling plateaus and prairies, and a major dryland agricultural area of the State 
of Idaho. It accounts for about 20% of the basin's land area. The eastern portion is forested, 
mountainous and sparsely populated with about 68% of the land area within the Nez Perce 
National Forest (NF). Individuals and planning or management entities are encouraged to 
implement recommendations and build upon the concepts established in this plan. 

1.1 Constitutional and Statutory Basis of the Comprehensive State 
Water Plan 

The Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB) is a constitutional agency responsible for developing 
plans for the state"s water resources (Article XV, Section 7 of the ldaho Constitution). The 
lWRB works within the Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR). In 1988. the Idaho State 
Legislature directed the IWRB to develop a ''comprehensive state water plan .. (Idaho Code§ ./2-
17 3./A). Idaho Administrative Code for the lDWR further defines comprehensive state water 
planning rules (lDAPA 37.02.0 I). 

The comprehensive state water plan is a two-part document "Part A," entitled Idaho Stale Waler 
Plan. sets out statewide policies, goals, and objectives for water resources in the public interest. 
The latest version was adopted in December, 1996. The second part, ''Part B," is directed at 
specific river basins, waterways, ground water aquifers or other geologic areas defined by the 
IWRB and in this case, is named the South Fork Clearwater River Basin Comprehensive Stale 
Water Plan-Par! B. The '·Part B'' plan explains issues, goals, and recommendations that are 
specific to the South Fork Clearwater River basin. For brevity, the South Fork Cleanvater River 
Basin Comprehensive State Water Plan-Part B is referred to as the Plan throughout this 
document. 

1.2 Legal, Policy and Planning Context of the South Fork Clearwater 
River Basin 

Several factors led the IWRB to complete a comprehensive state water plan for the South Fork 
Clearwater River basin. The Snake River Basin Adjudication (SRBA) is a judicial process begun 
18 years ago to detennine and decree existing water rights in the basin. which includes almost 
90% of the land area of Idaho. As part of the SRBA, the USFS agreed to withdraw certain 
federal reserved water rights if the State of Idaho would work cooperatively to identify and 
prioritize streams and rivers that could be given minimum instream now and protection. 
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Another reason to undertake a plan v.as that the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 
(IDEQ) began a water quality improvement process (a Total Maximum Daily Load) in the basin. 
affording a collaborative opponunity for the JWRB. Coordinating these two state processes was. 
in part, an attempt to take advantage of a citizen advisory committee established by the IDEQ for 
their TMDL process. The Plan. after an examination of local, state and federa l water resource 
issues. includes recommendations covering recreational dredge mining, ground water in the 
Camas Prairie area, minimum nows. and protected river designations. The IWRB desires that 
this plan be a part of the various state and local processes that ultimately will lead to recovery of 
threatened and endangered fi sh species in the basin. Implementation of this plan may he lp the 
c itizens of Idaho avoid the broad reach of the Endangered Species Act. 

1.2.1 Adjudication of Water Rights 
In Idaho, adjudications are conducted through the court system. The Department of Water 
Resources serves as a technical expert for the court in conducting investigations of existing wmer 
rights. When completed, the adjudication process and its resulting decree will provide a currem, 
accurate description and security of ownership of water rights for surface and ground water. The 
decree will be binding on all v.ater users and wi ll identify the waler rights as they existed in 1987. 
This will minimize future challenges against those water rights as long as the rights continue to be 
used according to law. 

This process was prompted by the I 984 Swan falls agreement betv.-een the State of Idaho and 
Idaho Power Company. Consequently, the Idaho Legislature detern,ined that an adjudication of 
the entire Snake River Basin was in the public interest. IDWR is responsible for the verification 
process. including field examinations. A final determination of each claim is the responsibility of 
the Snake River Basin Adjudication Court, located in Twin Falls. 

There have been no prior adjudications in the South Fork Cleanvater River basin (Fritschle 2003). 
There are no rights decreed with the South Fork Clearwater River as the source. The Irrigation 
and Other Rights Director's Report for Basins 82 and 85 are scheduled for release in 2004. 

1.2.2 Federal Reserved Water Rights Claims 
One category of claim made in the SRBA is the federal government's reserved claims. Federal 
reserved water rights are based upon a reservation of land by the United States government, 
typically stemming from presidential executive order, or an act of Congress. The reserved water 
rights claims usually carry the priority date when the federal reservation was created by law. The 
U.S. Supreme Court has held that when the federal government withdraws land for public 
domain, unappropriated water may be reserved to the ex.tent needed to fulfill the purpose of the 
land reservation. 

In I 993. the United Slates filed federa l reserve water right claims for the Boise, Payette. 
C learwater. Nez Perce, Sawtooth. and Salmon-Challis National Forests. In I 997, the SRBA Court 
rejected federal reserve c laims based upon the Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act (MUSY), 
but in I 998 ruled that the U.S. could move forward with instream flow claims for federa l reserved 
water rights on national forests under the Organic Administration Act of I 897 provided they 
could show that channel maintenance nows were required to meet downstream and in-forest uses. 
The SRBA court rejected the United States' claim for a federal reserved water right for instream 
flow related to a National Wildlife Refuge in 1998, yet the United States' c laims have been 
granted by the SRBA court in some of the national recreation areas in Idaho. Federally designated 
Wild and Scenic R.ivers reserved water rights claims were also granted. 
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1.2.3 Memorandum of Understanding 
In an erfort to avoid continued and costly court proceedings. the US Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service (USFS) agreed to withdraw 13 channel maintenance wat.er right claims from the 
SRBA if the IWRB would agree to cooperate and coordinate with the USFS on comprehensive 
state water plans and forest planning. A memorandum of understanding (MOU) affim1ing th is 
agreement was signed in August, 2000 by Associate Deputy Chiefof the National Forest System, 
Paul Brouha. and Idaho Water Resource Board Chairman Clarence Parr. This MOU established 
general guidelines for the agencies to follow in their coordination. The South Fork Clearwater 
River Basin was chosen as the pilot watershed for the MOU because the basin had no federal wild 
and scenic water right claims. 

A supplemental MOU between the IWRB and the USFS was signed by the Chaim,an of the 
IWRB. Joe Jordan, and the Nez Perce National Forest, Forest Supervisor. Bruce Bernhardt. in 
September of200 I. The purpose of the MOU was to coordinate river basin planning activities in 
the South Fork Clearwater River basin including collection and sharing of data. One component 
of the implementation of the supplemental MOU was for the USFS and IWRB to jointly identify 
and prioritize instream tlO\\ needs. streams to be considered as state protected rivers, water 
development and stream channel protection needs and other water related issues for consideration 
in comprehensive state water plan and forest planning. 

1.2.4 Nez Perce Water Right Negotiations 
The Nez Perce Tribe submitted hundreds of water right claims to be arbitrated through the Snake 
River Basin Adjudication. The claims, based on the Nez Perce Treaties of 1855 and 1863, are 
mostly for springs and fountains but two claims are for the entire natural flow in the Salmon and 
Clearwater drainages. 

In March of 1993, the United States filed water right claims in the SRBA on behalf of the Tribe 
as to the legal interest in those rights, and the Tribe filed identical claims on its own behalf as to 
the beneficial interest. There are three broad categories of claims, each of which contains several 
components: 

Claims on Trust and Tribal Fee Lands. This type of claim is for a variety of purposes, 
including: domestic, commercial. municipal. and industrial uses: springs and ponds for 
livestock and wi ldlife; irrigation from surface water and from ground water: development 
if wildlife habitat: recreation; and a small amount of hydroelectric power production. 

lnstream Flow Claims. This type of claim covers areas both on and off reservation land. 
The Tribe bases these claims from the reservation of fishing rights contained in article 3 
of the 1855 treaty. The claims include water for fisheries habitat flows, channel 
maintenance nows, and riparian maintenance flows. 

Springs and Fountains. The basis of this type of claim is the treaty of 1863. "'hich 
reserved access for use of the springs and fountains for the Tribe. 

Voluntary negotiations of the Tribe·s claims began in 1993. The negotiations have continued 
since then, but litigation of the claims also began in 1997. By order of the SRBA court in 1998, 
the negotiations have involved all the major objectors to lhe Tribe·s claims. After several years of 
negotiations, the parties have developed a framework for a proposed senlement agreement. 
Specifically. the framework, or ·'tenn sheef' is divided into three separate components: (I) the 
Nez Perce Tribal component to resolve issues on and near lands ceded by the Tribe in the 1863 
treaty, (2) the Salmon/Clearwater component to protect nows and habitat within the Salmon and 
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Clearwater River basins. and (3) the Snake River flow component to resoh e issues involving the 
use of the Snake River above the Hells Canyon Complex. 

The Sa lmon/Clearwater component is crafted to protect current and some future water 
appropriations for beneficial use, provide for future domestic, commercial, municipal. and 
industrial uses and to allow for a certain level off uture development of other water uses. lnstream 
flows will be established and held by the I WRB for selected streams of importance to the Nez 
Perce Tribe to provide benefits for ESA listed fish. The state wi ll administer a cooperative 
agreement(s) under the Endangered Species Act to enhance riparian habitat and protect existing 
and future State-pennitted uses. 

The Tribal component resolves water and other natural resource concerns raised by the Tribe in 
the SRBA. These concerns include water rights, hatchery managemenL certain Bureau of Land 
Management Lands. and fisherie::. habitat. In exchange for the Tribe's agreement to resolve their 
water-based claims, the United States will provide financial compensation to the Tribe. 

For further information on the settlement agreement contact IDWR. the US Department of the 
Interior or use the following Internet links. http://www.doi.gov/news/0405 15a. 
http://www.idwr.stale.id.us/ 

1.2.5 Advisory Group Coordination 
In a cooperative effort related to the Federal Clean Water Act, three agencies are working on the 
South Fork Clearwater River Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) process. The lead agency in 
developing the TMDL is the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ). Other 
cooperators are the Nez Perce Tribe and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). To 
improve the efficiency of the Stale of ldaho·s work and to maximize productivity, IWRB and 
IDEQ agreed to use the same advisory group for the TMDL process and the comprehensive state 
water plan process since the two processes would be occurring in the same basin at nearly the 
same time. 

A benefit of this collaboration is that state designation of protected river status or minimum 
stream flow may assist in the implementation of the TMDL through improved flows for 
recreation and fish, water quality and wildlife habitat. 

Coordinating one advisory group for the different processes of the TMDL and State Water Plan is 
a challenge. IDEQ and the IWRB follow different procedures in selecting members of the 
advisory group and in conducting advisory group meetings. Additionally. the TMDL and the 
Stale Water Plan each have distinct technical and policy issues that may become even more 
confusing when considered by the same advisory group. 

1.2.6 Clearwater Subbasin Assessment, Inventory and Management Plan 
While water quality is very important to fish management, fish species also require diverse 
habitats that meet the needs of all life stages in order to maintain healthy, reproductive 
populations. In the South Fork Clearwater River basin. another planning activity related to the 
water, fi sh and wildlife resources of the basin is the work of the Clearwater Focus Watershed 
Project. The Clearwater Subbasin Assessment, Inventory and Draft Management Plan, part of the 
roll ing provincial review process developed by the Northwest Power and Conservation Council, 
will be used to fac il itate future development of a subbasin plan for fish and wi ldlife resources. 
The Clearwater Focus program has been the lead and coordinating entity for the work leading up 
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to the management plan. When completed. the subbasin management plan is intended to provide 
up-to-date biological assessments of fish and wildlife populations, a synthesis of past and ongoing 
fish and wildlife management activities, identification of factors currently limiting fish and 
wildl ife production. a description of strategies to address the limiting factors. The management 
plan will assist the Council in making recommendations for the allocation of funds provided by 
the Bonneville Power Administration. (Subbasin Assessment 
http://w\,w.rl\\ppc.org/library/releases/2002/1113.htm and draft subbasin plan 
http://www.n"ppc.org/librarv/isrp/isrp200J-3.htm) This is part of a larger effort within the 
Columbia River basin to mitigate the impacts of energy facilities on fish and wildlife. 

1.2.7 Nez Perce National Forest Plan Revision 
The Nez Perce National Forest Plan was completed in October 1987. Since then there have been 
numerous social and resource changes. Scientific inf'on11ation and methodology has evolved. A 
few of these changes have been addressed in amendments to the original forest plan. Many 
others have not been fom,a lly recognized and incorporated. Rules guiding implementation of the 
National Forest Management Act recognize the need to keep forest plans current. recommending 
they be revised on a I 0-year cycle or at least every 15 years. The forest plan is current I) being 
revised under a joint effort with the adjacent Clearwater National Forest. Six categories of 
decisions are made in forest plans: goals and objectives, standards and guidelines. management 
area direction. special area designation. suitable land designation and monitoring and evaluation 
strategy. For the Clear.vater ru1d Nez Perce National Forests, five major revision topics have 
been identified: access management. watersheds and aquatic ecosystem condition. terrestrial 
ecosystem condi tion, noxious weed condition and special designations and areas. Current plans 
call for the revision process to be completed by October, 2006. lnfonnation about the forest plan 
revision process can be found at http://www.fs.fed.us/cnp7J. 

1.3 Public Involvement 
Concerns and ideas of Idaho residents are important to the IWRB·s planning process. lnfonnation 
meetings, citizen advisory group meetings. and fonnal hearings provided opportunities for public 
review and suggestions for the South Fork Clearwater River basin plan. 

The initial public infon11atio11 meeting to describe the Comprehensive State Water planning 
process and to seek volunteers to be on the IWRB's Citizen Advisory Group was held on October 
22, 2001 in Kooskia. Public notice of this meeting was delivered through the local papers (Free 
Press, Clearwater Progress). Volunteers were selected to represent varied interests in the basin, 
such as ranching, tourism. conservation. wastewater treatment plants. timber. mining. the Nez 
Perce Tribe and other water users. The first official advisory group meeting was held in Kooskia 
on November 15, 200 I. This group also served as the Watershed Advisory Group for developing 
the TMDL. This group of people met about once a month for nearly two years to discuss either 
the Board·s comprehensive state water plan, the TMDL or both. The role for U1e advisory group 
in the water planning process was to identity local concerns. to review info1mation, and to 
provide opinions and suggestions for IWRB consideration in plan development. All meetings 
were open to the public. The advisory group members are listed in Appendix A. 

1.4 Planning Process 
In addition to the IWRB's public participation efforts, the process of developing a comprehensive 
state water plan consists of the following six steps. Not all steps occur in the order presented; 
some take place throughout the planning process and some occur concurrently. All are considered 
essential to the process of developing effective policy and recommendations for the use of the 
state· s waters. 
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• Inventory Resources in the Basin 

Data, infonnation. figur . and tati ti urce in th ba in ar obtained through 
do ument r \ iew • field r connai an , conta , ith go ernm nt agen i s. and citizen input. 

aps ar prepared u ing a computerized geo raphic infonnation tern. lnvento infonnati n 
pre ntcd in th Ba in D cripti n. ti n 

• Identify Local Issues, and Concerns 

• Assess Current and Future Water Uses and Constraints 

• Identify Wate,ways with Outstanding Resource Values 

I aJ"\\ater 
document. 

and regulation . 

Idaho ode direct the I RB to aluat th wat n a of the late for .. out tanding·· fi h and 
, ildlife. r creational, ae thetic, and ge I gical alue . u tanding re our e are indi ated b : I) 
unique or rare featur of r gional or nati nal imp rtan . 2) ignificant public oncem for 
protection an or. ) xi ting legal protection r p cial agen management de ib'llation l 
protect imp rtant re · alue or the public afety. pecific criteria are d cribed in the 

T D G O R Tl ct ion JV. 

Th lWRB has authority to prot tout landing at n a ignating them as pr te ted in 
one of two cate orie : ·· aturaJ Ri r'' or --R creati nal Ri er. atural Ri er de ignalion 
protec tream (or tream reache , lake . etc. that ar free of substantial human-made 
impoundment or oth r tru tur and ha e unde eloped riparian area . R r ational Ri er 
de ignation prot c ri (or rerun rea he . lake , et . that ha e ome human de elopment 
, ithin the treambank or riparian ar a. 

• Generate Policy Alternatives 
It rnativ ar the action . recommendation . or p Ii ic that ma help achie the g al 

identifi din th Plan. The r pre ent the olution that ar con ider db lhe I RB. Th 
allemati e de el p d for lhe outh ork I arv at r Ri r basin are di cu ed along , ith i ue . 
fou nd in ection 111. 

• Develop Specific Actions and Recommendations 
·· clion ·· ar th t p thar th I RB can tak under th auth rit grant d b the Idaho 

on titu1ion and Jdah C d . The tream 
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• Produce the Plan Document 
omprehcn i e tat ater Plan are fir t released a a draft . Draft plan are a ailable for public 

comment for al least 60 da after r I a e. fter recei ing c mment the I RB ma make 
chang to th draft plan. and then choos , hether lo adopt the plan. If adopted, the plan i 
ubmilled l the ldah Legi lature for re ie\: and public hearing po ibl amendment. and 

appro al. hen 1he plan i appr ed b th legL latur . it become an official polic do ument of 
the tate. 

Once a plan i appro cd b the lcgi lature. it can b amended onl b action RB and 
the legi lature. The I RB decid wh th r l am nd a plan ba d n an evaluati n of the impact 
of propo ed change on the protection and pre ervation of th ·tat ' waterwa . The aluati n 
al o include the economic impact of the propo ed change on the state as a , hole, it effect on 
e ·i ting wat r righ h th r it i n c ary to pr id adequate and afe water for human 
c n umpti n, and" h th r it i n ary 10 protect life. II amendmen to comprchen ive tate 
, ater plan (Part or B) are ubmilt d t the Idaho egi laturc for appro al. 
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II. WATER DEMAND AND SUPPLY 

2.1 Water Allocation and Use 
The consLitution and slatutes of the State of Idaho declare all waters to be property of the state. 
This includes streams and rivers nowing in natural channels, springs and lakes, and all ground 
water. A water right represents permission from the state lo put its waters to a beneficial use. A 
water rights describe the source of water, priority date, the amount of water 10 be used, what the 
water is to be used for. and where and when the water will be used. IDWR administers water 
rights in Idaho based upon the Doctrine of Prior Appropriation. (i.e .. first in time is first in right.) 

Water use in the South Fork Clearwater River basin is mostly consumptive. although 
consumptive water use is low relative to the total amounL of available water. As displayed in Fig. 
I. water claims for commercial and industrial uses comprise the larg.est potential water use in the 
basin. Appropriations for commercial and industrial uses are about 95% from ground water. 
Surface and spring water use is about one third the amount of the ground water use in the basin. 
The number of claims for spring, surface water. and ground water pennits are each about I 00. 
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Fig. I. Water use and source. 

2.2 Water Demand 
Irrigation development in the basin constitutes about 25% of total potential water use based on 
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water rights and claims. As shown in Figs. 2 and J. irrigation is the greatest potential use of 
surface water and the smallest use of ground water. Pasture for can le and horse forage is the 
primary use for surface irrigation. There is some. though relatively little, crop irrigation primaril) 
on the Camas Prairie. Basin irrigation relies primarily on surface water. 

■ Stockwater From Storage, Stock.water Storage 

0 Industrial. Irrigation 

6% 2% 3% 1% 

88% 

■Domestic, Irrigation, Stock.water 

■ Irrigation, Stockwater 

■ WIidiife, Fish Propoation, Recreation. Aesthetic Storage 

Fig. 2. Surface water use pennits and rights. 

The largest component of the water used in the basin, 68%, is from ground water, and it is relied 
upon heavily for domestic and municipal supplies (see Fig. I where domestic includes municipal 
use in the graph). Ground water supplies approximately 40% of domestic, commercial, and 
municipal users in the basin. Surface water supplies about 26% of the water used in the basin, and 
the remaining water supply comes from springs. Because this infonnation is based upon water 
rights it is important to note that there are domestic wells in use that do not have a water right. It 
is not always necessary, though it is highly recommended, to have a water right for a domestic 
well. Therefore, the domestic water use is higher than the water right information provides. 
Approximately 2,750 people in the basin get their domestic water from municipal systems, which 
is slightly over half the population in the basin (Progressive Engineering Group, Inc .. Kimball 
Engineering. Entranco). 
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Commercial, Industrial ■ Domestic O Fire Protection O Domestic. Irrigation, Stockwater ■ Irrigation, Stockwater I 
Fi . 3. r und, ater right and pennit . 

2.2.1 Agriculture Demand 

Data for thi ction , r obtained from U1e ational gri ultural ervice. h data ar a ailable 
for Idaho ounr onl . The late t ear for\! hich data, ere available i 1997. ram r I al 

infonnation \! as obtained from local agencie . 

Total land in farm i 649 851 acre . Mo t of th e fann are larger than 200 acre and more than 
a third ar larg r than 2 000 acre . Fann ize h been relati cly table o er the la t de ade of 
data (from 1987 I I 7). The major r p in the ar a ar , heal (62.2 3 acre ): ha /alfalfa. 
(41.025 acre ) and barle (-8.972 acre . Pa tur land account for 4 ... 9.546 acr . heat i b far 
the bigge t c· h er p in the coon followed b barle e abl 14 . Fe, other crop ar gro\! n. 
Li e to k, in luding p ultry al pla an imponant pan in thee nom of th coun . 

Agricultural Irrigation Demand 
In fdah un , th r are more than 2 000 irrigat d acr I 200 of" bich are irrigated cropland, 
mo t of U1e r t i irrigated pa tureland. t of the e acre ar I cated along the almon Ri er. 
Total irrigat d acre in 1997 r pre ent an almo t I 00% d [in in irrigated acr from 1987. 

Present agricultural irrigation in th outh Fork lean at r ba in i le than I 00 acre . It 
in lude 30 acre of com and 20 acr of p ture on amas Prairie (B. anda lin R 8/5/03). 
The pastor i irrigat d occa ionall and the com i ini at d each ear from , II . In add ition, a 
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few small (5 acre) tracts are irrigated along the lower South Fork Clearwater River. These tracts 
use water from the river or tributary streams. The Camas Prairie and the valley bottoms receive 
approximately 22 inches of precipitation each year, which is more than adequate for the c rops 
grown. The crop yield is limited by temperature and growing season. rather than by the lack of 
moisture. Yields of 11 0 bushels per acre are common for wheat and barley in this area. Although 
irrigation would increase crop yields during drought and occasional dry periods during the 
growing season. investment in irrigation systems is not economically viable. Development of 
ground water and surface water irrigation systems would be expensive and would not increase 
yield sufficiently to justify the investment. 

Approximately 800 acres of potentially irrigable agricultural land were found in the South Fork 
C learwater River basin based upon analysis by IDWR. This analysis used geographic infomiation 
system data. Private land not currently irrigated with slight Lo moderate limitations (class I and 2. 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 1995) for irrigation based upon slope, surface texture. soi l 
drainage, water table depth, and other soil characteristics was selected. Possible water sources for 
the potemial irrigation inc lude springs. surface water and ground water. Private lands were 
selected because it is unlikely Lhat public lands would be irrigated. Nearly a ll of the potentially 
irrigable lands were on the Camas Prairie and some land near the South Fork Clearwater River 
nonh of Harpster. 

The lack of a sizable local market and infrastructure for food processing suggests that high-valued 
crops, some of which use more water than current crops are unlikely to be grown in the basin in 
the foreseeable future. The stability of the existing farms in terms of acreage and crops suggests 
that major change is unlikely. The reduction in irrigated acreage in the county suggests a trend 
toward less irrigation. In conclusion, there appears to be no evidence for large future agricultural 
irrigation demand either on the Camas Prairie or in the river bottoms. 

Livestock Watering 

Domestic sheep and cattle arrived in the basin in the mid 1860s, with 1he gold rush and the inOux 
of non-natives (IDEQ 2002). It is estimated that more grazing by domestic livestock occurred in 
the early 1900s than occurs now (IDEQ 2002). The Nez Perce also pastured horses throughout 
the area inc luding the South Fork C learwater River drainage. 

By 1908, when the Nez Perce NF was established and grazing laws were enacted, combination 
farm and ranch homesteads on the prairie were common. Stites, a community along the South 
Fork Clearwater River. was the major livestock shipping area for the entire county. 

Standard water use, as defined by I DWR. is 12 gallons of water per day for range cattle and 
horses, and two gallons per day for sheep. Total stock water use was estimated by multiplying 
the number of ga llons typically used in a day by an estimate of days of livestock water use. Total 
annual livestock water use in the basin is estimated al 11 .3 AF, based on an estimated 308,010 
days of grazing by livestock in the basin per year. Un1il recenLly, Idaho water law did not allow 
diversion of stock water from live streams to watering troughs unless the landowner held a 
pennitted water right. This law was a disincentive for livestock owners who wanted to develop 
off-stream water facilities for water quality and stream protection purposes. Idaho Code now 
a llows diversion of in-stream stock water to troughs without the previously required water right 
(Idaho Code§ ./2-1 I 3). The code also covers other requirements related to off-stream livestock 
water facilities. 

South Fork C learwater River CSWP 12 



Most of the water pro\ ided for livestock consumption in the South Fork Clearwater River is 
surface water. lnfonnation on current grazing distribution is limited to allotments on public lands 
within the basin. The number of livestock in federal management areas is an estimate based on 
the number of grazing pennies issued and Animal Unit Months (AUM's). One AUM is equal to: 
one bull, steer, or cow with suckling calf. one horse/ mule. or five sheep/goats grazing for one 
month. Callie arc the only livestock pem1ined on USFS lands in the South Fork Clearwater River 
drainage (USFS 1998). Currently. there are IO active cattle allotments with a total of 9,657 cattle 
AUM's in the South Fork Clearwater River basin of the Nez Perce NF (Lake. 2002). The BLM 
has 21 allotments on its land with a total of243 AUM's. Idaho Department of Lands has nine 
cattle allotment with a total of 367 AUM's. Most of the cattle that graze on public lands only do 
so part of the year. The upper basin within the national forest receives heavy snows starting in 
late October or November. Cattle are removed from these areas and shipped to market or other 
suitable grazing areas, typically out of the basin. 

There is no infonnation on the number of livestock grazfog on private lands on the Camas Prairie 
portion of the South Fork Clearwater River Basin (Hoh le 2002). 

2.2.2 DCMI Water Use 
In general. demand for domestic. commercial, municipal, and industrial (DCMI) water depends 
on the size and characteristics of the population including their preferences for low-density 
housing and water intensive activities, the price of water, weather conditions and the 
characteristics of the commercial and industrial sectors of the local economy. Future demand 
therefore depends on the same set of factors. Because the total population is predicted to be stable 
over the next 25 years. demand factors are unlikely to change substantially. The local non­
agricultural economy is likely to continue lo change from one based on manufacturing to one 
based on services (Table. 13). however, because water use for the service sector is relatively low, 
in general. and manufacturing relatively high (Cook 2001 }, future water use is more likely to 
decrease than increase. 

Information on current local water use was avai lable from three sources: The Water System Study 
for the City of Cottonwood (Kimball Engineering), the Water System Engineering Study for the 
City of Grangeville (Entranco), Evaluation of Ground Water Resources in the Vicinity of 
Grangeville, Idaho (Ralston, D., K. Sprenke, w. Dansart and W. Rember. 1993) and the Water 
Study for the City of Kooskia (Progressive Engineering). Estimates of water use for these 
municipal systems underestimate total water use because the use of private wells in rural and 
some urban areas. I lowever, it is possible to use the measurements of gallons per person per day 
from the studies to extrapolate to use outside municipal boundaries after making adjustments for 
commercial water use included in the measurements. Some underestimation may remain because 
of the use of both a municipal system for drinking water and a well for irrigation (dual use). This 
does not appear to be a major consideration in either Cottonwood or Grangevil le because of the 
relatively high measured water use per customer. Use ranges from 430 gallons per persons per 
day (GPO) to 460 GPD. Kooskia may have more dual users, as per customer use appears to be 
relatively low at 305 GPO. 

Table 1. Estimates of annual DCM! water use in thousands of gallons. 

Kooskia Gran eville Cottonwood Other Total 
74,382 240,887 78.414 1,222.452 l,616.135 
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2.2.3 Nonconsumptive demands 
Idaho Code directs the TWRB to evaluate the waterways of the state for ··outstanding" fish and 
wildlife. recreational. aesthetic, and geological values. Outstanding resources are indicated by: I) 
unique or rare features of regional or national importance. 2) significant public concern for 
protection and/or. 3) existing legal protection or special agency management designation to 
protect important resource values or the public safety. 

The South Fork Cleanvater River basin contains a significant amount of aquatic habitat with high 
potential fish habitat. and is an important area for fish species when evaluated within the broader 
context of the Columbia River basin (USFS 1999). The basin currently provides habitat for 
Endangered Species Act listed species (fall chinook, steelhead. bull trout) and Idaho Endangered 
or Sensitive Species (Pacific lamprey. redband trout. spring chinook, westslope currhroal trout). 
The resident species in the system are thought to be of wild origin. and the system supports both 
resident and nuvial life histories of west lope cut1hroat trout and bull trout. All species remain 
widely distributed. although the abundance has declined significantly from historic levels (USFS 
1999). 

Habitat for spawning, feeding, resting. brood rearing, and escape must be provided by the riverine 
system. Significant areas still exist where uplands, riparian areas and stream conditions are 
relatively intact. For instance upper Johns and Tenmile Creeks (highlands of the Hump) have had 
little mining innuence and are probably lhe best habitat for many salmonid species (lDEQ el al. 
2002). There is also a significant amount of habitat wilh high potential to support fish within the 
Nez Perce National Forest (USFS 1997). Flushing flows maintain the stability and effective 
function of stream channels (Rosgen et al. 1986), and are a critical requirement to long-term 
sustainability of healthy riverine systems in the South Fork Clearwater River basin. Adequate 
flows are required to provide these high quality instream habitats. TI1erefore, protection of 
remaining habitat critical to rare plants and animals that rely on these ecosystems for at least 
some portion of their li fe cycle is needed. 

Outstanding recreational and aesthetic characteristics were also identified in the South Fork 
Clearwater River bas in through the IWRB·s planning process. including recommendations of the 
citizen advisory group. Though the minimum nows proposed for the basin are targeted for 
aquatic habitat, the flows would also maintain the outstanding recreational and aesthetic attributes 
including fishing. boating, driving on a state scenic byway and experiencing the natural setting of 
the area. 

Like any other water right, a minimum stream flow must take its place by priority. Existing water 
rights will not be banned by the proposed minimum instream flows. Furthermore, the sites for the 
instream flow claims are surrounded by public land. 

2.3 Water Supply 
The tem1 ·'waler supply" refers to the amount of water in a particu lar area, in th is case, the South 
Fork Clearwater River basin. Jt is measured as basin yield or precipitation. 

2.3.1 Surface Water 
Daily stream flow records are available for two locations in the basin, Elk City and Stites 
(Ondrechen 2002). The greatest discharge as measured at Stites, the farthest downstream gage 
for the South Fork Clearwater River. was in 1976 (Fig. 4). Average annual volume for the years 
1965 to 2002 is 739,000 AF A with a mean annual flow of 1,02 1 cfs (see Table2). 
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ANNUAL VOLUME SOUTH FORK CLEARWATER AT STITES 

1965-2002 
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Figure 4. Annual volume - South Fork Clearwater Ri ver at Stites. 

Table2. Drainage area and average annual runoff . 

Location1 

Stites 

Drainage 
Area mi2 
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1 Measured at the Stites gage. 
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'" 

... 
O> 
c:n 

O> 
O> 
c:n .... .... 

I DWR designates standard irrigation seasons of use for the different areas of the state. The 
standards are based on the water requirements of alfa lfa, and rake into account climate and 
elevation (Peppersack 1999). For most of the lower elevations in the South Fork Clearwater 
River basin, the irrigation season is from March 15 to November 15.Upper elevation fan11lands 
on Camas Prairie have a season from April I to October 31. 
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Recent Historic Floods and Flood Impacts 

Currently, river flows are measured and recorded for the Soulh Fork Clearwater River at the U. S. 
GeologicaJ Survey (USGS) gages at Stites(# 13338500) and near Elk CiLy (# 13337500). The Elk 
City gage is located 4.5 miles west of Elk City and has a period of record from September 1944 to 
September 1974, and from August 2002 to the present. The Stites gage is located at Stites. and 
has a period of record from October, 1910 to April, 1912. and from October, 1964 to the present. 
In addition. another gage(# 13338000), was located about 8 miles upstream of Harpster. and was 
referred to as ··south Fork Clearwater River near Grangevi lle:· This gage had a period of record 
from May. 1911 to May, I 920, and from May. 1923 to June, 1963 and is no longer in service. 

Flood stage at the Stites gage is considered to be 8.0 feet (gage height) with a now of 9.570 cfs. 
Since 1948, the river has been at nood stage nine times. Recorded flood stages since 1948 are 
shown in Table). 

Table 3. Record d 11 d S . e oo stages at Illes. 
Date Gage Height (feet)- Peak Flow 

River Staee (cubic feet oer second) 
May 29, 1948 10.l 16.800 
May 20, 1957 8.70 11.800 
June 8. 1964 10.3 17.500 
May 16. 1975 8.30 9,890 
May 11, 1976 8.25 9.710 
May 8, 1979 8.0 1 9.870 
May 6. 1995 8.56 11,100 
February 7, 1996 8.82 12, 100 
January I, 1997 8.68 11 ,600 

Table 4 shows the flood frequency estimates at Stites from the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Study for Idaho County. A I 00-year flood event has a 
recurrence interval of I 00 years, or a I% probability of occurring in a given year. Fig. 5 shows 
tJ1e average monthly nows at Stites for the period of record for that gage. 

Table 4. Flood fre < uency estimate at tiles. 
Recurrence Interval 10 50 100 500 

(years) 
Peak Discharges 11.300 15,600 17,400 21. 700 
(cubic feet per second) 
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Fig. 5. Average monthly nows at Stites (cubic feet per second). 
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Flooding along the South Fork Clearwater River and in major tributaries is nonnally the result of 
high spring runoff from melting snowpack. warm winter rains and snowmelt, or a combination of 
both. Winter floods are nonnally caused by cold Canadian air moving into the watershed 
fo llowed by wet Pacific weather systems moving over this cold air. Considerable snowfall is 
fo llowed by rapid warming and heavy rain, which causes significant snowmelt and runoff. 
Spring floods usually are caused by warm temperatures. heavy rains and a rapid melt of a heavy 
snowpack. 

Two of the largest floods in recent times occurred in May 1948 and June 1964. The 1948 nood 
was the result of high spring runoff from the melting of a high snowpack. The 1964 flood was 
caused by 3.5 inches ofrainfall in a SO-hour period compounded by high snowmelt runoff. The 
peak flows at Stites for these floods were 16.800 cfs on May 29, 1948, and 17.500 cfs on June 8, 
1964. The recorded peak flows at Kamiah on the Clearwater River were 99.000 cfs, and 103,000 
cfs for the same events. Widespread nooding took place along the South Fork Clearwater River 
and major tributaries in the 1948 and 1964 events. Heavy damage was caused by the floodwaters 
and large accumulations of debris. especially logs. A logjam nearly three miles long was 
observed on the Clearwater River, which contributed to heavy damage of the railroad bridge. and 
closing of the highway bridge at Kamiah. Extensive damage took place in the communities of 
Kooskia, Stites. and Harpster. As a result of the 1948 nood, and another one in February 1949 
caused by rain and ice jams, the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) constructed emergency 
flood control levees at Kamiah, Kooskia and Stites. These levees were constructed under 
emergency conditions and do not provide I 00-year (17,400 cfs) protection. Past floods have 
destroyed portions of the levees, and only some have been rebuilt. A hydrograph of the mean 
daily discharge for the old South Fork Clearwater River gage '·near Grangeville," 8 miles 
upstream of Harpster, is shown for the 1948 flood event (Fig. 6). 
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Fig. 6. South Fork Clearwater River near Grangeville -mean daily discharge in 1948. 

9000 

8000 

7000 

6000 

5000 
"' u. u 

4000 

3000 

2000 

1000 

SOUTH FORK CLEARWATER AT STITES 

WATER YEARS 1996 AND 1997 

-1996 
- 1997 

1&, ~ - - - -

:i 
7 
N 
N 

Fig. 7. Hydrographs of the South Fork Clearwater River at Stites for water years 1996 and 1997. 
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Flood events in 1996 and 1997 were simi lar in that a "' inter flood ,, as followed by a spring nood. 
Cold Canadian air moved into the basin followed by wet Pacific storm systems moving over the 
cold air. causing heavy snow followed by heavy rain. ll1e winter floods were caused by warm 
temperatures and heavy rain melting the mid and low elevation snowpack. Warm temperatures 
and heavy rain rnelling the higher elevation snowpack caused the spring floods. Flooding was 
widespread throughout the lower South Fork Clearwater River. but not as extensive as the 1948 
and 1964 floods. Stites Creek overl1owcd its banks and flooded tJ,e highway. Highway damages 
for the 1997 floods were $2.5 million in Idaho County. Additional flood damage claims for Idaho 
County were $282,000 for the I 996 event and $698,000 for the 1997 event, with most of the 
damage in the Little Salmon River basin. The hydrographs for these flood events are shown in 
Fig. 7. 

2.3.2 Ground Water 
Aquifers are found where streams deposited sand and gravel. and where fractures are fonned in 
rock. Geologists can understand aquifers and ground water tlow patterns by mapping rock 
outcroppings and reviewing well logs. Development of ground water in the basin has been almost 
exclusively for domestic and municipal uses (Bendixsen 2000). 

Castelin ( 1976) did the first work on ground water supply and availability in the Camas Prairie 
area. Ralston et al. ( 1993) addressed the issue of ground water supply on the Camas Prairie in the 
Grangeville area in the I 990's. Data from waler wells drilled in the Grangeville area provided 
the information for the analysis of the ground water flow. The primary aquifers in the area are at 
the contact points between individual basalt flows. Basalt flows in the area are generally parallel 
but the continuity is broken in some places by faults. The intricate geology of the area creates a 
unique environment for the complex movement of ground water (Castel in 1976). 

Ralston et al. ( 1993) found ground water declines in and around the City of Grangeville that 
ranged up to 21 feet per year. Ground water declined in the area faster than in other parts of 
Idaho. Much of the decline was attributed to poor well construction and penetration of multiple 
aquifers with deep wells. Many of the deep wells were constructed wiU1out casings, likely 
allowing water from rhe sha llow aquifers to drain to lower zones (Ralston el al. 1993). Ralston 
recommended reconstructing several deep wells in the area to monitor the ground water decline. 

2.3.3 Water Quality 

Surface Water Quality 
The Idaho Depanmenl of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) is the agency primarily responsible for 
water quality in Idaho's rivers and lakes. As a requirement of the Clean Water Act, IDEQ must 
provide an accurate assessment of the state's waters. The lDEQ works to implement federal and 
state water quality standards, including the regulation of pollutants that are discharged to the 
state· s waters (http://www.deg.slate.id.us/water/surf ace water/WaterOualityStandards.htm). 
IDWR has water quality responsibilities as they relate to waler quantity. IDWR coordinates with 
IDEQ on waler quality concerns and protection efforts in the development of comprehensive slate 
water plans for individual basins. 

Water quality affects the quantity available for some uses. If water quality is compromised. it 
may not be suitable for some uses. Refer to the water quality section in the Basin Description for 
more infonnation. 
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IDEQ is designated as the primary agency to coordinate and administer ground water quality 
protection programs for the state ( Idaho Code § 39-120) through pennitting. monitoring. grants 
and loans, and technical assistance programs. Specific programs inc lude Source Water 
Assessment, Drinking Water Program, Stonnwater Program, and the Waste and Wastewater 
Program. IDWR and the Idaho Department of Agriculture (ISDA) work cooperatively with IDEQ 
on ground water protection and monitoring efforts. Additionally, many local, stale, and federal 
programs deal witJ1 specific aspects of ground water quality (such as prevention, education. and 
monitoring). and work cooperatively with IDEQ to protect and restore the resource. 

Protection of Public Drinking Water 

Because of the large percentage of the basin's population that relies on ground water as their 
source for drinking water. source water assessment is an essential e lement in ground water quality 
protection activities. In addition to I DEQ's Drinking Water Program, the Source Water 
Assessment Plan for Idaho (IDEQ I 999) provides coordination of effort and collaboration among 
the many source water protection activities that are largely the responsibility of local 
jurisdictions. IDEQ is in the process of completing source water assessments for all public water 
systems, which includes delineation of the area that may contribute to source water 
contamination, contamination source inventory, susceptibility analysis, and public distribution of 
findings (scheduled for completion in 2005). Source water extraction points in the South Fork 
Clearwater River basin are shown on Map 2. Many other federal and state programs can integrate 
and contribute to source water protection. The plan also encourages the use of programs such as 
well-head protection to ensure the safety of domestic well water. The program emphasizes the 
need for a combination of BMPs to be most effective. These include land use controls, 
regulations and permits. structural measures, well-head protection, public education, land 
management, and emergency response preparedness plans (EPA 2001 ). 
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Ill. Issues, Analysis and Considerations 

3.1 ISSUE: Recreational dredge mining 

A. Issue Statement: Recreational dredge mining permit/regulation process is 
adequate in the South Fork Clearwater River basin. 

Discussion 
Recreational dredge mining i d fined as mining with po r sluices small recreational uction 
dredge " ith a nozzle 5 inche in diameter or le and equipment rated at a maximum of 15 
hor epower. Re reational dredge mining i regulated in Idaho und r the tream hannel 
Protection cl. hi tatute require dredg mine t obtain a p nnil from IDWR b fore 
re realional dredge mining can be tarted . The tate ne top Recreational Dredge Mining 
Pennit do not r quire a ational Pollution Di charge liminati n t m PDE ) permit. 

tat r gulation al o p cify th treams, her recreational dredging i prohibited. uclion 
dr dging that i not con ider d '"r er ation·· is current I considered a ·'point ource·· of pollution 
requiring a ational Pollution Di harg Elimination temp nnit from he .S. En ironmental 
protection agenc . Recreational dredge mining i onl allO\ ed on the mainstem outh Fork 

learwater Ri er. Due to budgetary con t.raint of the tream hannel nit of the Resource 
Protection Bureau at IDWR, and to po ible dredge mining limitation from the TMDL for tJ,e 

outh Fork Clean ater Ri er, current management and regulation of r creation dredg mining on 
the outh Fork Clearwater Ri er may be changing in 2005. 

• he tate of Idaho forbid u e of r creational dredge ithin 500 feet of a de eloped 
campground, and the F prohibit their use in national recreation area and prote ted 
ri rs. 

• R er ational u tion dr dg or luice op rated properly in a tream channel do not au ea 
great deal of en ironmental damage unle the are used in ft h spa, ning bed (redd ) at the 

rong time of year. Redd could be damaged or total! de tro ed b dredging. Eggs of 
almonid prior to thee ed-up tage and ac fry, ould uffer high mortality if entrained by 

dredging(GriffithandAndr, s 1981). 

• Operation of recreational dr dg s in the outh Fork learwater Ri er, ould have ome minor 
impact on aquatic in ertebrat (Griffith and ndr 1981 ). Fe insec would be killed 
but ome, ould lik I b di placed d , n tream. Thoma (1985) found lo er abundance of 
aquatic in eel in a 35-meter section of dredged tream. Recolonization was complete in a 
month after dredging. 

• The outh Fork Cl arwater Ri r ma b dredg d from Jul 15 to ug 15 under the 
Recreational Dredging Penn it if reque ti made n the pecial upplement. The ite mu t 
al o be in pected b lD R \ ith a fi bery biologi t. With that authorization, IDWR will 
is ue a letter of approval. The re t of the drainage i clo ed under the Recreational Dredging 
Penn it, but appro al ma be granted to dredge in the water not open under the r creational 
permit if application i made u ing form 3804-B (Joint Application for a Penn it). The limited 
ea on and pem1it minimize the impacts di cu sed under the two pre ious bullet . 
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Recommendations: 
Currently, numerous laws regulate or restrict dredge mining in the mainstem South Fork 
Clearwater River including the Clean Water Act. the Stream Channel Protection Acl the 
Endangered Species Act and others. It is unlikely, that a new recreational dredging operation 
could be conducted in lhe South Fork Clearwater River without adequate review and 
environmental safe guards. Therefore, the IWRB docs not recommend changing the current 
recreational dredge mining permit/regulation process. 

3.2 ISSUE: Declining ground water on the Camas Prairie 

B. Issue Statement: Ground water levels near Grangeville and in the Camas 
Prairie area of the South Fork Clearwater River basin may be declining. 

Discussion 
Aquifers, subsurface water-saturated formations of fractured rock or gravel. are encountered in 
the area around Grangeville. Geologists develop an understanding of aquifers and ground water 
flow panems by mapping rock outcroppings. reviewing well logs and measuring the depth to 
water in wells. Pumping ground water can cause a decline in water level in an aquifer. If aquifer 
recharge is less than loss from discharge and pumping. then the water level will drop. 

Castel in did the first work on ground water supply and availability in the Camas Prairie area and 
found that intricate geology of the area creates a unique environment for the complex movement 
of ground water (Castel in 1976). 

Ralston et al.( 1993) found that water level declines in and around the City of Grangeville ranged 
up to 21 feet per year. Ground water decline in the area was faster than other parts of Idaho. 
Ground water withdrawals appear to be exceeding recharge in the Grangeville area. Much of the 
decline was attributed to poor well construction and penetration of multiple aquifers with deep 
wells. Many of the deep wells were constructed without casings. likely allowing water from the 
shallow aquifers to drain to lower zones (Ralston, et al. 1993). To address the declining ground 
water, it was recommended that several deep wells in the area be reconstructed to prevent 
commingling. In this case, commingling refers to the upper aquifer draining into the lower 
aquifer. IDWR has hired a consultant to update the Well Construction Standards Rules and to 
investigate other related issues. rn addition, Ralston also recommend that another deep well be 
drilled by the city. This has been done and the well contributes significantly to the city water 
supply. 

A water system engineering study was prepared for the City of Grangeville (Entranco 2003). 
Both the quantity and quality of the source of city water is adequate to meet current and projected 
demand until 2022. Little or no growth is projected for the city and water demand is Oat or 
declining. However. Entranco also recommended that the City of Grangeville continue to 
monitor the production capacity of its· three sources rrom the shallow ground water aquifer. 

Although ground water levels have declined in the Grangeville area, it is not a critical issue at this 
time (Ralston 2003). Sometime in the future (25 to 50 years), ground water supply in the 
G rangeville area could be a significant issue. Ralston ( 1993) stated that monitoring ground water 
levels in the Grangeville area would be prudent and recommended in 1993 that a study of ground 
water be conducted every 10 years. 
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Recommendations: 

• tud b IDWR t updat Raf t n· work in 1993 h uld b onducted. 

• I DWR h uld aluat gr und" at r le el in the Orang ille ar at m nitor tr nd 
e peciall in the hallo\ er aquifers \\ell . 

• If ground ,; at r I I decline are found to b a problem, ID . R hould e aluate the 
fa ibilit o rabi lizing gr und\ ater le el in Lh Grang ill ar a. 

3.3 ISSUE: Other project in the basin 

C. Issue Statement: The IWRB acknowledges the efforts of the Clearwater 
Subbasln Assessment and the Clearwater Focus Watershed Project. 

Discuss·on 

i b ing r i ed. Once re i ion ar made and the 
Focu Program, ill begin imp) mentation. 

Recommendation: 
the u efulne of infomiation from the or of the learwater f u 

th num rou fa tor impa ting 

3.4 ISSUE: Iostream flow on public land tream 

D. Issue Statement: The South Fork Clearwater River basin has a large area 
of public land without protected instream flows for anadromous and 
resident fish, wildlife, recreational and other activities afforded by the Nez 
Perce NF. 

Cooperative Efforts 
The Organic dmini tration t of 1897 e tabli hing th 
rec gni zed Lhe importance of , at rand , ater manag m nt. Ho\! er. v beth r or not, at r on 

F land i part of th fi d ra I tat ha b n th ourc of contro r de bat and I itigation 
between tate and the federal go emment. a ed upon , i ting la and court ruling , the F 
i required to pur ue protection of instream flO\ through each tate v at r righ appropriation 
tatutes. In Idaho. tale la, require that minimum tream flO\ right for the protection of fi h 

outh Fork Clear.vater Ri r C P 24 



and wildlife, water quality, recreation. and other beneficial uses be established through the 
IWRB·s Minimum Stream Flow Program, and such rights can be held only by the IWRB, in the 
public·s behalf. 

Recognizing the need to protect necessary minimum stream nows in the Nez Perce National 
Forest, and the problems associated with federal ownership of instream llow water rights in 
Idaho. the USFS and the IWRB signed a MOU in Aubrust 2000, and a supplemental MOU in 
2001 for implementation in the South Fork Clearwater basin. One component of the supplemental 
MOU was for the USFS and IWRB to jointly identify and prioritize instream flow needs, streams 
to be considered as state protected rivers, water development and stream channel protection needs 
and other water related issues for consideration in the comprehensive state water plan and forest 
planning. 

Like any other water right. a minimum stream now must take its place by priority. A minimum 
stream flow right is filled on ly when senior rights have been satisfied. The process for the IWRB 
to acquire a minimum stream llow water right is separate. but maybe initiated tluough 
comprehensive state water planning process. Studies to determine the quantity and timing of the 
minimum stream flow and the beneficial uses to protect must be conducted before a minimum 
stream flow is granted. The IWRB can then submit an application lo the director of the IDWR. 
who detennines whether lo grant the right in accordance with Title 42. Chapter 15 of the Idaho 
Code. Minimum stream nows granted by the director are approved by concurrent resolution of 
the Idaho State Legislature 

Discussion 
The South Fork Cleanvater River basin contains a significant amount of high to very high 
potential fish habitat, and is an important area for fish species when evaluated within the broader 
context of the Columbia River basin (USFS I 999). The basin currently provides habitat for ESA 
listed species (fall chinook. steelhead. bull trout) and Idaho Endangered or Sensitive Species 
(Paci fic lamprey, redband trout, spring chinook, westslope cutthroat trout). The resident species 
in the system are thought to be of wild origin, and the system supports both resident and fluvial 
life histories of westlope cutthroat trout and bull trout. All species remain widely distributed, 
although the abundance has declined significantly from historic levels (USFS 1999). 

The combination of resident and migratory life histories in fish is a strategy for disturbance-based 
systems. such as the South Fork Clearwater River basin. The intermixing of local subpopulations 
with metapopulations is also an adaptive strategy (USFS 1997). The problem is that natural 
disturbance cycles/characteristics have been altered and/or replaced by man-made disturbances. 
Fish populations are widely distributed, but the distributions are likely quite different than 
historically. Fish abundance appears to have declined significantly. Viability of the fisheries is at 
risk due to in-basin and downstream factors that limit flexibility and alter life history strategies 
(USFS 1997). 

Within the lower basin (Cottonwood Creek drainage), BLM's 1999 biological assessment showed 
suboptimal support for salmon ids (IDEQ et al. 2000, Appendix D). Higher temperatures, 
sediment (suspended and bed load), and loss of habitat in the lower South Fork Clearwater River 
have reduced connectivity for migrating adult fish (ISWCD 200 I). 

While only seven segments have been listed for temperature on the 303(d) I isl the subbasin 
assessments within the South Fork Clearwater River basin indicates water temperature is a basin­
wide problem. The current standard for the protection of cold-water biota is water temperature of 
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22° (71.6 ° \! ilhama: imumdail a erag ofl9 ° (66.r ) ID Qetal._00-). The 
tandard for almonid pa\\ ning i , at r r mp ratur of 13 ° (55.4 ° F) or le with a ma imum 

dail a ra n gr at r than 9 ° 48.2 ° F) durin th pa nin ason. tr am chann li2: tion. 
lack of riparian er. and altered llo regime are contributing factor t the temp ratur 
problem. re ulting in , ide, hall hann I that increa e th ri er· abilit to ab orb heal (ID Q 
et al. 2000 .... 002). 

Habitat for pa ning, feeding, re ting, br d rearing. and e cape mu t be pr ided b the ri erine 
y tern. ignificant area till exi t .. here upland , riparian area and stream condition are 

r lati I intact. or in tanc upp r John and T nmile r k (highland of th Hump ha had 
little mining influen and an: probabl th b habitat for man almonid p i (ID Q t al. 
2002). There i al o a ignificant amount fhigh ro high p t ntial to upporr fi h within the 

ez P re F F 1997). Adequate n \ ar r quir d to pro id th high quali in tr am 
habitats. 

Long-Term Fish Habitat Sustainability 
inimum tream n v in ldah ar 

t nn r quir ment . and ha e not in 

inimum treamflo\ anal e for the outh Fork Clearwater R.i er ba in ha e included thi 
important component. he beneficial u e f flu hing flov i pro ided to the e tern al 
int rval out id the curr nt tandard u d b th I RB (flo, mu t be met at I ast 50% of th 
time). 

Recommendation: 
• Idaho· ater re ource arc aluable. ater pr id irrigation, dome tic and industrial u e . 

fi hand , ildlife habitat, r reati n. and a theti . o pre er Lhe alue and prote t 
do n tream, ater right in thi ba in, the 1 RB had committed lo filing for minimum 
tream flo, , ater right on the fol lo\ ing tream : 

• Red Ri er 

• American River 

• Crooked River 

• ewsome Creek 
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• Tenmil Creek 

• outh Fork Cl anv t r Ri er 

• Johns Cre k 

• Mill Creek 

• Meadow Creek 

Th e had b n rati e 
effort CZ 

3.5 Protection Designations 
comprehen i e tate \ ater plan ma de i nate out landing, aterwa a '·protected :"' a either 

a "natural" or "recreational ' ri er. Both protection d ignation are defined b Idaho ode 42-
1731 (7) and (9) a ... a aterwa which po e e outsl'anding Ii hand\ ildlife, recreation, 
g ologic. or ae thetic alues ..... 

• atural Rivers ar fr of ub tantial human d lopment in the,. ater\/ a and the riparian 
area is lacking ignificant human de lopm nt (but ma be ace ibl in plac b trail or 
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roads). 

• Recreational Rivers may include human development in the waterway or 1.he riparian area. 

The IWRB considers the impacts of protected river designations on the social. economic, and 
environmental well being of the region. A protection designation is made if the I WRB delermines 
the value of preserving the waterway is in the public interest and outweighs development for 
other beneficial uses (Idaho Code 42-l 734A(4)). Under a natural river designation, the following 
activities are prohibited: 

• Construction or expansion of dams or impoundments 

• Construct ion of hydropower projects 

• Construction of water diversion works 

• Dredge or placer mining 

• Alterations of the stream bed 

• Mineral or sand and gravel extraction within the streambed 

Under a recreational river designation. the IWRB determines which of these activities" ill be 
prohibited. and may specify tenns and conditions for activities not listed (Idaho Code 42-
l 734A(S). 

Prohibitions do not interfere with activities necessary to maintain and improve existing utilities, 
roadway systems. managed stream access facilities, diversion works. or private property. Natural 
and recreational designations do nol change or infringe upon existing water rights or other vested 
property rights. Existing valid mining claims are property rights and are not obstructed by 
designations. However, future mining claims that impact the stream c hannel would be prohibited 
by a natural designation and could be prohibited by a recreational designation. 

As a part of the development of the South Fork Clean vater River Basin Comprehensive State 
Water Plan, streams were identified that will benefit from state protection designation to protect 
current va lues for the people of Idaho. Streams that were outstanding in at least two of the three 
screening categories (biological, recreational, aesthetic) were cons idered for protection, and were 
prioritized and selected with significant input from and collaboration with the watershed advisory 
group, and state and federal agencies . 

Potential Effects of Designation 
There are potential benefits and costs o f designating rivers for protection under state law. 
Bene fits include lhe maintenance and possible improvement of fish and wildlife habitat, 
recreational uses, and scenic qualities provided by an intact riverine environment. Economic 
benefits may come from increased local spending by fishermen, recreationists and other benefits 
of a healthy river system. 

Possible costs, (foregone development), depend on the specific prohibitions and conditions placed 
on a designated river. On the South Fork Clearwater, this may inc lude foregoing construction of 
hydropower plants, commercial dredge and placer mining operations. and sand and gravel 
extraction from the streambed. Timber operations are governed by other state and federal 
regulations and would not be affected by designation. with the possible exception of some types 
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of stream crossings. However, designations are not intended to prevent stream crossings for 
silvacultural or recreational activities that do not harm the stream channel. Dispersed livestock 
watering would not be affected by designation. 

Designated Waters in the South Fork Clearwater River Basin 

The IWRB has determined that the value of preserving the designated waterways of the South 
Fork Clearwater River basin is in the interest of and for the benefit of the state as a whole. All 
landowners - private, state, and federal - are encouraged to manage their lands consistent with 
the IWRB's protection designations. The IWRB also encourages federal resource management 
agencies to work within the comprehensive state water planning process rather than pursuing 
federal protection of waters within Idaho. 

To protect the public interest, current resource use, and the multiple-use character of the basin, 
the Idaho Water Resource Board designates the follmving streams and stream segments 
(approximately 54 miles) as Natural Rivers (see Map 3) based upon the analysis from Section 
IV, Resource Summaiy and Evaluation. All of the Natural designated rivers in the South Fork 
Clearwater River Basin are on federal land and most originate in Wilderness areas. 

I) Tenmile Creek-(10 miles) from headwaters to Wilderness boundary and the following 
tributary: 

• Williams Creek - (5.2 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Tenmile Creek, 

2) Twentymile Creek- (3 miles): Headwaters to Wilderness boundary, 

3) Johns Creek- (8 miles): from headwaters to Wilderness boundary, and the following 
tributaries: 

• Hagen Creek - (4.4 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Johns Creek, 

• Square Mountain Creek - (5.0 miles) Headwaters to confluence with Moores 
Creek: 

• Moores Creek- (6.4 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Square Mountain Creek, 

• Gospel Creek- (6.6 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Johns Creek, 

• West Fork Gospel Creek- (5.2 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Gospel 
Creek, 

To protect the public interest, current resource use, and the multiple-use character of the basin, 
the Idaho Water Resource Board designates the following streams and stream segments 
(approximately 324 miles) as Recreational Rivers (see Map 3) based upon the analysis from 
Section IV, Resource Summary and Evaluation: 

I) Red River (27.2 miles) Headwaters to confluence with American River, and the 
following tributaries: 

• Otterson Creek - (3.5 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Red River, 

• South Fork Red River - ( 11. 7 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Red River, 

• West Fork Red River - ( 4.3 miles): Headwaters to confluence with Middle 
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outh ork R d Riv r, 

• Moo e Butte Creek - 3.5 mil : H adwat r to confluenc with R d Ri r. 

• Red orse reek - 8 __ mile ): Head-. at r t , ith R d Ri r, 

2) American River (21.6 mile ) Head ater t connucnce ilh uth Fork learwater. 
and the following tributari : 

• Limber Luke Creek - (-.8 mile : Head, aler to onfluence with m rican 
Ri r, 

• We t Fork American Ri er - {5 .0 mile ): Headwaters o confluence, ith 
m rican Riv r. 

• Ea t Fork American Ri er - (6.5 mil ): Head-. aLer l c nfluen e with 
merican River. 

• Kirks Fork - .8 mile ): I leadwat r lo contlu nee with mcrican River. 

3) Crooked River l l.6 mil 
the following tributary: 

onflu nc , ith oulh Fork I an at r. and 

• Relief Creek - (6.3 mil ): Head, at r to connuence ith rooked iver, 

• EastForkCrookedRi er - 7.1 mile : Head, at r toconflu nc with 
rook d Ri er. 

• W t Fork Crooked Ri er - (5.3 mil ): H ad, aters to confluence with 
r oked Ri er, 

4) ewsome Creek (IS.7 mile) Head, ater to confluen ith uth Fork lear ater 
and the following tributaries: 

• Ba fork Cr ek - (5.0 mile ): H adwaters to confluence, ith ew ome reek. 

• BaJdy Creek- (6.1 mile : H adwaters to confluence with e 

• Pilot reek - (6.0 mil : H ad, at r to confluenc wi th 

reek 

re k, 

• awmill r ek - .6 mile H adwat r t confluence ith 

• ing Lee C eek - (3.0 mil nflu nee , ith 

• W t Fork ew om Cre k - (6.0 mil ): H ad, at r t con nu nc wilh 
ewsorne reek, 

5) Tenmile Creek 7 mil ild rn b unda to on fluen , ith outh Fork 
lean ater and the following tributary: 

re k, 

• Six.mile Creek - (4.7 mil ): Head, ater to conOuence " ith nmile reek. 

6) Twentymile Creek- (8 mile ): ild rn b undary to connuenc ith outh ark 
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I a" at r. 

7) Wing Cr ek- (5.1 mile ): Head-.: at r lo onfluene ith outh Fork I arwater. 

8 ilver Creek- 15.9 mile : Headwater to eonflu nee, ith outh Fork lean ater. 

9) John Cr ek- 12 mile ): ildeme boundary to eon flu n e ith outh Fork 
lear. ater, 

I 0) Meadow reek - ( 15.2 mile : Head\ at r toe nflu nee, ith uth Fork lean ater, 

I I) Mill Creek - ( 15.9 mile ): Head, ate l nfluen e, ith outh Fork learwater. 

J _) outb Fork Clearwater (63.8 mil ) Headwat r 10 confluence, ith iddle F rk 
learwater 

Th folio, ing a ti itie are prohibited on all tream de ignated a recreational river in the 
outh Fork Clearwat r Ri er b in . p cific tream egmem and water bodie that ha e 
. c ption to the g neral prohibition ar Ii ted belo\' . 

Prohibited acti itie : 
• Con truction or pansion of dams or impoundm nts; 
• on tru tion f h dropO\ er proj ct : 
• on truction of di er ion v ork ; 
• Dr dge or placer mining including recreational dredging e, cept, here allo ed through 

application for pennit. onn 3804-B): 
• in ral r and and gra I e;traction v ithin the tream channel· 

• Jterations of the tr am hann I, pt a pro id d b lo . 

Activitie allowed with terms and conditions: he folio, ing acti itic are allo, ed if the do 
not impede fi h pa age. pa, ning. rearin and boat pa a, : 

• Alteration of the trcam channel for c n tru Lion and maintenance of: 

o road bridge and trail · 

o publi recreati n facilitie : 

o fi hand wildlife enhancement tructur ; 

o and channel recon trnction project appro ed b the IWRB. 
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Recreational Designated Streams with Exceptions to Prohibited Activities: The following 
rivers or streams are adjacent to privately owned land which may require construction of 
diversion works for domestic, municipal or agricultural uses. 

I. South Fork Clearwater River. from the Nez Perce National Forest boundary to connuence 
with Middle Fork Clearwater: 

2. Red River and Moose Butte Creek 

3. American River. mainstem only 

4. ReliefCreek 

5. Crooked River, mainstem only 

6. Newsome Creek mainstem and Pilot Creek 

7. Meadow Creek 

8. Mill Creek 

Exceptions to Prohibited activities: Construction of \\-aler diversion works for domestic. 
municipal. and agricultural uses is allo,ved on the specified water bodies ( I - 8) if they do not 
impede fish passage, spawning, rearing or boat passage: 

All activities must comply with all state stream channel alterations rules and standards. All works 
must be constructed or maintained to minimize erosion and sedimentation. 
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IV. Resource Summary and Evaluation 

4.1 State River Designation 
Idaho ·s designated rivers program is designed lo protect waterways that "possess outstanding fish 
and wildlife, recreation, geologic, or aesthetic values'' [Idaho Code 42-173/b (7). (9}]. Two 
categories of protection exist: I) a natural river is free of substantial impoundments. dams. or 
other stnictures, and Lhe riparian area is largely undeveloped, 2) a recreational river may include 
some man-made development in the waterway or riparian area. The resource evaluation assesses 
a basin's rivers and streams for qualities that make them eligible for designation. A designation is 
made only if the IWRB determines the value of preserving the waterway is in the public interest. 
and outweighs developing the river for other beneficial uses. State designation does not change or 
infringe upon existing water rights or other vested property rights. 

4.2 Screening Process 
Three assessment criteria were used to identify outstanding resource values: I) biological, 2) 
aesthetic (including geologic features). and 3) recreational. 

All perennial waterways or segments were considered initially as eligible for resource evaluation. 
Biological. aesthetic, and recreational data were collected from numerous sources (e.g .. IDEQ, 
IDFG. USGS. local government). These data were used in conjunction with field evaluations 
using biological, aesthetic, and recreational assessment criteria to rank waterways" resource 
values within the basin. 

4.3 Biological Values 
The biological screening procedure identifies outstanding fish., wildlife, and riparian community 
values of a waterway. The procedure incorporates a number of different stream assessment 
methodologies. including the Rapid Bioassessment Protocol and STREAMWALK (EPA). the 
Beneficial Use Reconnaissance Procedure (IDEQ), and Stream Net (IDFG). The screening 
involves a two-step process: 1) an aquatic and riparian assessment, based on field eva luations and 
existing data. of20 specific attributes that characterize biological value, and 2) collection of all 
pertinent data available on the aquatic and riparian resources of the South Fork Clearwater River 
and tributaries to determine crucial/unique species and habitats. The 20 attributes (Table 5) were 
divided into four basic components for ease in organizing and prioritizing, and included: 

1) Aquatic habitat- physicaJ conditions and water qual ity associated with the waterway, 
2) Riparian habitat - physical conditions and vegetation community characteristics in the 

riparian corridor, 
3) Aquatic species- plant and animal species associated with the waterway and their 

population attributes, 
4) Riparian species - plant and animal species associated in the riparian corridor and their 

population attributes. 

Based on the data and field assessments, attributes for each waterway or waterway segment were 
scored as positively contributing to the quality of the aquatic or riparian community (I), 
margina lly contributing (0.5), or not contributing or absent (0). It was also noted where no data 
existed for an attribute. Multiple sites were assessed for selected river segments or tributaries. 
Sires were selected based on accessibility and representation of broad condition classes found 
withi n the segment. Scores were averaged to represent the segment score, with the average 
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, eight d according to thee ti mated pr rti n f th area that th nted ndition 
cla within th ntire ·egment eing e aluated. 

Crucial Species and Habitats 
Rare plant and animal and ru ial r unique habitat for, ildlife are c n id r d biologi all ' 
ut landing. In th outh Fork Clean, ater Ri er ba in. mining. r ad, a . tim r pr ducti n, and 

other human acti itie ha e impacted imp rtant habitat. Prot ction of remaining habitat riti alt 
rare plan and animal that rel on th e ec tern for al lea t om p rtion f th ir lifi I i 
n ed d. In th outh Fork learwater Ri er ba in, th p i and habita include: 

• Pr ence of Idaho or F der I Threatened and Endangered p ci 

• 

• Bull trout ( alvelinus onjluenlus), a charr,, a Ii ted threat n d und r Lh 
pe i t in 1998. Th Ii ling r quired that ag ncie admini t r a tiv mana m nt 

plans to pr te t lhe pecie and it habitat. Ke habitat for bull trout include the ntir 
uth Fork Clean ater Ri e ubba in ab Meado, re k (Idaho Bull Tr ut 

on r ation Plan ( 1996). 

• Pa ific lam pre (lamp Ira lridenlata) i Ii ted a Endan red b the tat ID 200 I). 
dull r tum of lam pr to th nak Ri er from 1995-1999 , er much le than th 
ere in the I 60 . 

• Bald eagle (Haliaeetu · leucocephalu ) i urr ntl Ii ed a threatened. Bald eagle 
int r along th outh Fork learwater Ri rand on the ama Prairi . 

• Rearin and spawning habitat and/or population and habitat troogbold for fall 
chinook, pring cbioook, teelbead Bull Trout, nd We t lope Cutthroat Trout: Th 
ubba in i an important area for fi h p ci \J ilhin th olumbia Ri r ba in. Bull trout 

ha e ery pecific habitat r quirements. Mu h fth high ele ation habitat remain in good 
condition. In the mid to high ele ation lo, relief hill and allu ial all . in th upp r basin. 
th re h b n on iderabl habitat degradation. anagement recommendation include 
on ervation of xi ting high qualit bull trout pawning and rearing habitat and 

subadult/adult rearing habitat trongh Id and habitat tronghold ), con ervati n of exi ling 
t elhead trout tronghold , hich includ J hn and enmile re k , and on ervation f 
xi ting utthroat trout tronghold pa, ning and r aring ar a and ubadul adult rearing 

habita . Th in lude John reek, , entymile reek, nmile r k, and pper rooked 
River ( outh Fork Clearwater Ri er Land ape A c men 1998 . 

• Outstanding Aquatic Habitat: Th r are ignificant areas within the outh Fork 
lean at r Ri er ubbasin where upland ater h d, riparian. and tr am condi tion are 

relati I intact. he integri of the e relati el pri tin ar a need to be protected ( outh 
Fork lean at r Ri er Land cap e ment 1998). 
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• oique wetland commuoitie : ignificanl wetl and communil ie arc di app aring rapid! 

• 

• 

due to human a ti iti . The e c mmunilie pro ide important, ildlife habitat and/or 
migration orrido , di r plant and animal a mblage • and at r quality pr t ti n, 
and hould b pr r d. b ut 4 to 6% f th land ar a in th z P r F on i t f 
ariou tland c f the etland ha e been altered to 

ommunitie , ithin the outh 

• 3) Fens - " et areas that upport plant pe ie lik conongras and und that require 
acid oPanic oil and high, ater table . The e communitie are ulnerable to acti itie 
that alter h drologic regime or oil acid. ncourage conifer encroachment, or direct! 
impact the area through exca at ion or trampling. ba don outh ork lean ater Ri er 
Land cape s e ment 199 • outh ork lean ater Ri er Biological s e sment 1999 

Biological Resource Screening Results 
B th comp n nt of thee aluation. aquatic and riparian. \I re con ider d to detennine if a 

ater,i a po e ed out landing biological alues. at r.va identified as po es ing 
out tanding biological alue , ithin this basin needed to core at least 50% on the attribut 
riteria, or p e cru ial/rar /uniqu p ci or habitats. Tab! 6 ummariz the biol gical 

a e m nt for the at r, a aluated in the outh Fork Cl arwater Ri er basin. 
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Table 5. T\ enty attributes used 10 evaluate biological value . 
HABITAT-AQ Tl 
I ttribur arc cored a ; D = no data: I = crileri• mcl· 0 = rilcria marginally met: 0 = criteria not lll I] 
I. Bollom ub trate t pe (ob er e in hann 1-Fonning p I tail- ut [at le t 1/3 f ·1rearn idth] and I ~ gradient rime ): gra cl/cobble uld r dominant; fin 

sediment not dominant 
2. In tream co r: large w od debri an or und r ut bank 
3. lnstream habitat: comple ity of !ream hannel habitat pre ent (riffle [orb nd ], run , pools 
4. Waterquali ty:atlca toneofthefollo, ing D Qcla ilication applie · t ·tud reach: 

• M I all bencli ial u e (not O (d) Ii ted \ at rb d ) 
• Out landing Resourc Wat r (nominal cl or de ignatcd) 
• pecial Re ource Water 

Critical spmw1i11g habitat: 
5. pawning occurs or habitat present fa orable for pawning 
HABITAT- RIP ARIA 
6. Bank tability : eg tation canopy and root cover majorit of bank and no lumping or eroding c ur· 
7. Riparian cg tati n co er: d minated b hrub an or tree 
8. pecial manag m nl are : at lea r on f the ~ II cur al ng tud r a he ; 

• rea or Criti al 
Environmental 

• Pioneer Area 

• Priority Wetland 
• Research alural 

ritical wildlife habit t: 
19. wintering/cal ing/fawning 
I 0. migratory/roosting 

AQUATIC 

ncem 

rea 

• cenic Ri er • 
rdigibl 

• pecial Interest • 
tanical Area 

• Recovery rea • 
• ildlife R fug 

quatic 

rea r 

11 . i h ry cl ification: at I ton of the following IDFG Ii hery cla ification applic to stud rea h: 
Trophy Pre ·ervation Qualit Wild r ut nadromou 

12. • i h pecie richne s: di e i (no. specie ith balanc d abund nc relati el high 
13. Fi h p cie compo irion: predominant I nati c or game pccie 

rea 

14 . quatic inse 1 compo ition: predominantl pe ics ofl \ p lluti n/ cdim nc 101 ranc e.g., ma 1 nie , 1 n rn , caddi rn 
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Rare aquatic biota: 
15. Federal listed species: Names/classification ______ _ 
16. State priority species (IDFG/CDC ranking): Names/classification ________ _ 

SPECIES-RIP ARIAN 
17. Riparian species richness: diversity (total no. species with balanced abundances) relatively high 
18. Riparian species composition: predominantly native species 

Rare riparian biota: 
19. Federal listed species: Names/classification _______ _ 
20. State priority species (IDFG/CDC ranking): Names/classification ________ _ 
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Table 6. Summary of biologica l values identified during resource screen ing of the South Fork Clearwater River basin. 

Drainage River Segment or Tributary Criteria Unique Species or Habitats 
Score % 1 

Mainstem SF Clearwater River SF C learwater River (confluence with Middle 57.5 Bald eagle wintering 
Fork Clearwater to Nez Perce NF border) Remnant Black Cottonwood Forest 

Fall chinook spawning and rearing habitat 

Presence of pacific lamprey, bull trout, 
steel head 

SF Clearwater River (Nez Perce NF border to 65.0 Bald eagle wintering 
Leggett Creek) Spring chinook spawning and rearing 

Presence of pacific lamprey, bull trout, 
steel head 

SF Clearwater River (Leggett Creek to Red and 62.5 Spring chinook spawning and rearing 
American Rivers) Presence of pacific lamprey, bull trout, 

steel head 

Cottonwood Creek Drainage Lower Cottonwood Creek 30.0 Remnant Black Cottonwood Forest 

Bald eagle winter foraging 

Presence of steelhead trout 

25.0 

Upper Cottonwood Creek 
SF Cottonwood Creek 12.5 
Shebang Creek 12.5 
Stockney Creek 15 0 
Red Rock Creek 13.2 
Long Haul Creek 10.0 

Newsome Creek Drainage Newsome Creek 47.5 Spring chinook spawning and rearing 

Montane meadows 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

WF Newsome Creek 50.0 Presence of bull trout, steelhead 
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Sing Lee Creek 40.0 Montane meadows and fens 

Presence of steelhead 

Sawmill Creek 52.6 Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Pilot Creek 52.6 Bull trout spawning and rearing 

Fens 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Baldy Creek 50.0 Bull trout spawning and rearing 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Haysfork Creek 42.0 Montane meadows 

Presence of steelhead 

Mule Creek 47.4 Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Beaver Creek 35 0 Presence of steelhead 

Nugget Creek 47.5 Presence of bull trout, steelhead? 

Bear Creek 44.7 Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

American River Drainage American River 42.5 Spring chinook spawning and rearing 

Montane meadows 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead, pacific 
lamprey 

Elk Creek 36.8 Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Big Elk Creek 36.8 Montane meadows 

Presence of steelhead 

Little Elk Creek 36.8 Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

WF American River 44.4 Montane meadows 

Presence of steelhead 

Limber Luke Creek 56.6 Presence of steelhead 

EF American River 57.9 Spring chinook spawning and rearing 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Kirks Fork American River 47.4 Presence of bull trout. steelhead 
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Red River Drainage Red River 57.5 Spring chinook spawning and rearing 

Montane meadows 

Presence of pacific lamprey, bull trout, 
steelhead 

Red Horse Creek 42.1 Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Siegel Creek 47 4 Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Otterson Creek 368 Presence of bull trout, steelhead? 

Bridge Creek 39.5 Presence of steelhead? 

Trail Creek 44.7 Presence of bull trout, steelhead? 

Soda Creek 47.3 Presence of steelhead? 

Trapper Creek 52.6 Montane meadows 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

WF Red River 52.6 Bull trout spawning and rearing 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

SF Red River 52.6 Bull trout and spring chinook spawning and 
rearing 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Moose Butte Creek 50.0 Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Dawson Creek 35.3 Presence of steelhead? 

Crooked River Drainage Lower Crooked River 47 5 Spring chinook spawning and rearing 

Presence of pacific lamprey, bull trout, 
steelhead 

Upper Crooked River 45.0 Bull trout and spring chinook spawning and 
rearing 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Relief Creek 55.3 Outstanding aquatic habitat 

Bull trout spawning and rearing 

Stronghold 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead 
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Quartz Creek 42.9 Outstanding aquatic habitat 

Stronghold 

EF Crooked River 63.2 Outstanding aquatic habitat 
Bull trout spawning and rearing 
Stronghold 
Montane meadows 
Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

WF Crooked River 52.6 Outstanding aquatic habitat 
Bull trout spawning and rearing 
Stronghold 
Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Tenmife Creek Drainage Tenmile Creek 70.0 Outstanding aquatic habitat 
Bull trout spawning and rearing 
Stronghold 
Montane meadows 
Presence of pacific lamprey, bull trout, 
steelhead 

Sixmile Creek 55.3 Outstanding aquatic habitat 
Stronghold 
Montane meadows 
Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Williams Creek 68.4 Outstanding aquatic habitat 
Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Johns Creek Drainage Lower Johns Creek 77.5 Outstanding aquatic habitat 
Bull trout spawning and rearing 
Stronghold 
Presence of bull trout, steelhead, pacific 
lamprey 

Upper Johns Creek 77.5 Outstanding aquatic habitat 

Bull trout spawning and rearing 
Stronghold 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Trout Creek 33 3 Presence of steelhead 
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American Creek - Montane meadows 

Gospel Creek 71.1 Outstanding aquatic habitat 
Stronghold 
Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

WF Gospel Creek 71.1 Outstanding aquatic habitat 
Stronghold 
Presence of bull trout 

Moores Creek 76.3 Outstanding aquatic habitat 
Stronghold 
Bull trout spawning and rearing 
Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Square Mountain Creek 73.7 Outstanding aquatic habitat 
Stronghold 
Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Hagen Creek 73.7 Outstanding aquatic habitat 
Stronghold 
Presence of bull trout. steelhead 

Additional Smaller Drainages Buffalo Gulch Creek 35.0 Presence of steelhead 

Maurice Creek 44.7 Presence of steelhead 

Whiskey Creek 57.9 Presence of steelhead, bull trout 

Leggett Creek 44.7 Presence of steelhead 

Fall Creek 44 7 Presence of steelhead? 

Silver Creek 52.6 Outstanding aquatic habitat 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead (mouth only} 

Peasley Creek 42.1 Presence of steelhead 

Cougar Creek 40.0 Presence of steelhead? 

Meadow Creek 55.0 Stronghold 

Montane meadows 

Spring chinook spawning and rearing 

Presence of steelhead, pacific lamprey 

Bald eagle wintering 

Sally Ann Creek 36.8 Presence of bull trout, steelhead 
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Rabbit Creek 35.0 Presence of bull trout, steelhead 

Threemile Creek 30.0 Presence of steelhead 

Butcher Creek 30.0 Presence of steelhead 

Mill Creek 60.5 Spring chinook spawning and rearing 

Stronghold 

Montane meadows 

Presence of bull trout, steelhead, pacific 
lamprey 

Wing Creek 50.0 Outstanding aquatic habitat 

Twentymlle Creek 65.8 Outstanding aquatic habitat 
Montane meadows 
Presence of bull trout, steelhead (mouth only) 

Score of 50% or greater is outstanding classi lication. 
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4.4 Aesthetic Qualities 
The aesthetic assessment rates the visual importance of the waterway and adjacent riparian area, taking 
into accounL geologically and historically significant visual features. and compares the rating to other 
waterways within the basin. This process of aesthetic rating and ranking of the waterways assists in the 
determination of state protected river designation. 

The aesthetic evaluation process used for the South Fork Clearwater River basin is based upon the 
identification and inventOI)' component of the Bureau of Land Management's Visual Resource 
Management system (VRM) and the U.S. Forest Service's Visual Management System (U.S. Forest 
Service 1974). The VRM system, as a whole, is a tool for identifying visual values, establishing 
management objectives. and providing input on landscape disturbing activities. The IWRB may protect 
waterways based upon values including aesthetics. However. the IWRB does not have management 
authority of the land uses or landscape- altering activities that affect the aesthetic values of the landscape. 
The IWRB"s authority is limited to the waterway. though aesthetically it is difficult to separate the 
waterway from the riparian area. and the surrounding uplands. Therefore. Lhe adapted visual screening 
process used for this plan focuses on the waterway while including landscape views from the waterwa}. 

Visual screening involves a two-step process: I) a waterway aesthetic assessment. based on field 
evaluations. of 16 visual attributes that characterize aesthetic value, and 2) collection of pertinent 
infonnation on previous visual resource inventories in the South Fork Clearwater River basin to 
determine important and unique aesthetic values. 

The visual attributes identified and inventoried include fonn, line. color, and texture of the water. the 
landscape, vegetation, man-made structures and uniqueness. These attributes are scored for both near and 
far landscape views. Each attribute was scored from zero (lowest) to fi ve (highest). A site is aesthetically 
--outstanding·· and e ligible for slate designation based solely upon aesthetics if it scored 21 or more points 
out of the possible 35. A segment that scored between 17.5 and 20.9 is considered aesthetic and 
contributing toward a designation but not '·outstanding•· in the sense that designation based solely on 
aesthetic qualities is warranted. See Table 7 for segment aesthetic qualities c lassi fications. 
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Table 7. Summary of aesthetic qualities identified during resource screening of the South Fork Clearwater River basin 

Drainage Segment/tributary Average Total Score Segment Class 
Attribute Score 

Mainstem SF Clearwater River SF Clearwater River (Middle Fork to NP Nat 2.84 19.85 Aesthetically Significant 
Forest) 
SF Clearwater River (NP NF border to Leggett 3.46 24.25 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Crk) 
SF Clearwater River (Leggett Crk to Red & 2.90 20.31 Aesthetically Significant 
American Rivers) 

Cottonwood Creek Drainage Lower Cottonwood Creek 2.61 18.25 Aesthetically Significant 
Upper Cottonwood Creek 1.96 13.75 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
SF Cottonwood Creek 1.82 12 75 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
Shebang Creek 1.89 13.25 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
Stockney Creek 1.71 12.00 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
Red Rock Creek 1.71 12.00 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
Long Haul Creek 2.04 14.25 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
Newsome Creek Drainage Newsome Creek 2.97 20.80 Aesthetically Significant 

WF Newsome Creek 2.84 19.85 Aesthetically Significant 
Sing Lee Creek 3.46 24.25 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Sawmill Creek 2.86 20.05 Aesthetically Significant 
Pilot Creek 3.07 21 .50 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Baldy Creek 2.95 20.65 Aesthetically Significant 
Haysfork Creek 2.88 20.15 Aesthetically Significant 
Mule Creek 2.96 20.75 Aesthetically Significant 
Beaver Creek 2.75 19.25 Aesthetically Significant 
Nugget Creek 2.82 19.75 Aesthetically Significant 
Bear Creek 2.88 20.15 Aesthetically Significant 

American River Drainage American River 2.68 18.75 Aesthetically Significant 
Elk Creek 2.32 16.25 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
Big Elk Creek 2.89 20.25 Aesthetically Significant 
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little Elk Creek 2.96 20.75 Aesthetically Significant 
WF American River 2.93 20.50 Aesthetically Significant 

limber Luke Crk 3.07 21 .50 Aesthetically Outstanding 
EF American River 2.75 19.25 Aesthetically Significant 
Kirks Fork American River 2.79 19.50 Aesthetically Significant 
Buffalo Gulch Creek 2.14 15.00 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
Red River Drainage Red River 3.39 23.75 Aesthetically Outstanding 

Red Horse Creek 3 04 21 .25 Aesthetically Outstanding 

Siegel Creek 3.04 21.25 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Otterson Creek 3.25 22 75 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Bridge Creek 3.29 23.00 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Trail Creek 2.93 20.50 Aesthetically Significant 

Soda Creek 3.07 21 .50 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Trapper Creek 2.79 19.50 Aesthetically Significant 
WF Red River 3.00 21 .00 Aesthetically Outstanding 
SF Red River 2.93 20.50 Aesthetically Significant 

Moose Butte Creek 2.61 18.25 Aesthetically Significant 
Dawson Creek 3.29 23.00 Aesthetically Outstanding 

Crooked River Drainage Lower Crooked River 3.07 21.50 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Upper Crooked River 3.25 22.75 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Relief Creek 3.00 21.00 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Quartz Creek 2.82 19 75 Aesthetically Significant 
EF Crooked River 3.14 22.00 Aesthetically Outstanding 
WF Crooked River 3.07 21 .50 Aesthetically Outstanding 

Tenmile Creek Drainage Tenmile Creek 3.51 24.60 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Sixmile Creek 3 32 23.25 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Williams Creek 3.54 24.75 Aesthetically Outstanding 

Johns Creek Drainage Lower Johns Creek 3.96 27 75 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Upper Johns Creek 4.29 30.00 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Trout Creek 2.96 20.75 Aesthetically Significant 
American Creek 3.50 24.50 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Gospel Creek 4.25 29.75 esthetically Outstanding 
WF Gospel Creek 4.29 30.00 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Moores Creek 4.07 28.50 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Square Mountain Creek 4.21 29.50 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Hagen Creek 4.18 29.25 Aesthetically Outstanding 
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Additional, smaller drainages Maurice Creek 2.39 16.75 Not Aesthetically 
Significant 

Whiskey Creek 2.39 16.75 Not Aesthetically 
Significant 

Leggett Creek 2.93 20.50 Aesthetically Significant 
Fall Creek 2.21 15.50 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
Silver Creek 3.06 21.45 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Peasley Creek 263 18.40 Aesthetically Significant 
Cougar Creek 2.44 17.10 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
Meadow Creek 3.00 21 .00 Aesthetically Outstanding 
Sally Ann Creek 1 79 12.50 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
Rabbit Creek 2.54 17.75 Aesthetically Significant 
Threemile Creek 1.89 13.25 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
Butcher Creek 2.14 15.00 Not Aesthetically 

Significant 
Mill Creek 3.93 27.50 Aesthetically Outstanding 
WingfTwentyMile Creek 3.68 25.75 Aesthetically Outstanding 
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4.5 Recreational Values 
The recreation screening rates the recreational importance of the waterway and compares the 
rating to oilier waterways within the basin. This process of recreation rating and ranking of the 
waterways is meant to assist in the detennination of state protected river designation. 

The recreational evaluation entails analysis of two factors: I) recreational diversity, and 2) 
importance of opportunities. Recreational diversity considers three criteria: land-based and water­
based recreational opportunities. and level of access. Recreational importance considers three 
criteria: recreation opportunity features unique to the local region or state. public concern for or 
use of recreational values of tl1e waterway. and special designations or management of the 
waterway. 

Waterways with ·•outstanding"" and eligible for stare designation based solely upon recreational 
values totaled attribute values required a score of 21 out of the possible 30 points .. Outstand ing 
recreation waterways provide a diversity of recreational activities, a unique experience within the 
region or basin. and receive recreational use. A segment that scored between 17.5 and 20.9 was 
considered recreationally significant and contributing toward a designation but not ··outstanding .. 
in the sense that designation based solely on recreational values was warranted. See Table 8 for 
segment recreation values classi fications. 
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Table 8. Summary of recreational values identified during resource screening of the Soulh Fork Clearwater Riverbasin 

Drainage Segment/Tributary Total Score Average Attribute Score Segment Class 
Mainstem SF Clearwater River Middle Fork lo NP Nat 15 2.5 Not Recreationally Significant 

Forest 

NP NF border to Leggett Crk 27 4.5 Recreationally Outstanding 

Leggett Crk to Red & 25.0 4.17 Recreationally Outstanding 
American Rivers 

Cottonwood Creek Drainage Lower Cottonwood Creek 13.5 2.25 Not Recreationally Significant 

Upper Cottonwood Creek 13.0 2.17 Not Recreationally Significant 

SF Cottonwood Creek 5.0 0.83 Not Recreationally Significant 

Shebang Creek 5.5 0 92 Not Recreationally Significant 

Stockney Creek 5.5 0.92 Not Recreationally Significant 

Red Rock Creek 5.0 0.83 Not Recreationally Significant 

Long Haul Creek 5.0 0.83 Not Recreationally Significant 

Newsome Creek Drainage Newsome Creek 28.0 4 67 Recreationally Outstanding 

WF Newsome Creek 25.5 4.25 Recreationally Outstanding 

Sing Lee Creek 23.5 3.92 Recreationally Outstanding 

Sawmill Creek 15.0 2.50 Not Recreationally Significant 

Pilot Creek 15.0 2 50 Not Recreationally Significant 

Baldy Creek 23.0 3.83 Recreationally Outstanding 

Haysfork Creek 25.5 4.25 Recreationally Outstanding 

Mule Creek 19.5 3.25 Recreationally Significant 

Beaver Creek 20.0 3.33 Recreationally Significant 

Nugget Creek 24.5 4.08 Recreationally Outstanding 

Bear Creek 27.0 4.50 Recreationally Outstanding 

American River Drainage American River 25.5 4.25 Recreationally Outstanding 

Elk Creek 20.5 3.42 Recreationally Significant 

Big Elk Creek 21.0 3.50 Recreationally Outstanding 

South Fork Clearwater River CSWP 50 



Little Elk Creek 21.0 3.50 Recreationally Outstanding 

WF American River 23.3 3.88 Recreationally Outstanding 

Limber Luke Creek 24.0 4.00 Recreationally Outstanding 

EF American River 23.5 3 92 Recreationally Outstanding 

Kirks Fork American River 18.5 3.08 Not Recreationally Significant 
Red River Drainage Red River 28.3 4 71 Recreationally Outstanding 

Red Horse Creek 22.5 3.75 Recreationally Outstanding 
Siegel Creek 20.0 3.33 Recreationally Significant 

Otterson Creek 23.5 3.92 Recreationally Outstanding 

Bridge Creek 27.3 4.54 Recreationally Outstanding 
Trail Creek 21.5 3.58 Recreationally Outstanding 

Soda Creek 23.5 3.92 Recreationally Outstanding 
Trapper Creek 20.5 3.42 Recreationally Significant 
WF Red River 23.8 3.96 Recreationally Outstanding 
SF Red River 23.5 3 92 Recreationally Outstanding 
Moose Butte Creek 21.8 3.63 Recreationally Outstanding 
Dawson Creek 20.3 3.38 Recreationally Significant 

Crooked River Drainage Lower Crooked River 25.8 4 29 Recreationally Outstanding 

Upper Crooked River 26.5 4 42 Recreationally Outstanding 
Relief Creek 17.3 2.88 Not Recreationally Significant 
Quartz Creek 18.0 3.00 Not Recreationally Significant 
EF Crooked River 18.3 3 04 Not Recreationally Significant 
WF Crooked River 19.5 3 25 Recreationally Significant 

Tenmile Creek Drainage Tenmile Creek 20.0 3.33 Recreationally Significant 

Sixmile Creek 20.8 3.46 Recreationally Significant 

Williams Creek 20.5 3 42 Recreationally Significant 
Johns Creek Drainage Lower Johns Creek 29.0 4.83 Recreationally Outstanding 

Upper Johns Creek 28.5 4.75 Recreationally Outstanding 

Trout Creek 24.8 4.13 Recreationally Outstanding 
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American Creek 25.8 4.29 Recreationally Outstanding 

Gospel Creek 26.0 4.33 Recreationally Outstanding 

WF Gospel Creek 25.8 4.29 Recreationally Outstanding 

Moores Creek 26.0 4.33 Recreationally Outstanding 

Square Mountain Creek 24.0 4.00 Recreationally Outstanding 

Hagen Creek 19.3 3.21 Not Recreationally Significant 

Additional, smaller drainages Buffalo Gulch Creek 18.0 3.00 Not Recreationally Significant 

Maurice Creek 16.3 271 Not Recreationally Significant 

Whiskey Creek 18.3 3.04 Not Recreationally Significant 

Leggett Creek 23.8 3 96 Recreationally Outstanding 

Fall Creek 20.5 3.42 Recreationally Significant 

Silver Creek 20.0 3.33 Recreationally Significant 
Peasley Creek 22.8 3.79 Recreationally Outstanding 

Cougar Creek 20.5 3 42 Recreationally Significant 

Meadow Creek 28.3 4 71 Recreationally Outstanding 

Sally Ann Creek 14.0 2.33 Not Recreationally Significant 

Rabbit Creek 0.0 0 00 Not Recreationally Significant 

Threemile Creek 5.5 0 92 Not Recreationally Significant 

Butcher Creek 6.5 1.08 Not Recreationally Significant 

Mill Creek 22.0 3.67 Recreationally Outstanding 

WingrrwentyMile Creek 22.5 3.75 Recreationally Outstanding 
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V. BASIN DESCRIPTION 

5.1 Geography and Climate 
The South Fork Clearwater River subbasin (U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Unit 17060305) 
extends from the headwaters above Elk City and Red River to the confluence with the Middle 
Fork of the Clearwater River at Kooskia. 

The river basin is within the Northern Rocky Mountain physiographic province (Savage 1967). 
Lowlands of the river valley and the basin are flanked by the uplands lo the west, and the 
mountain range and uplands to the east. Elevation within the basin ranges from 1.280 feet at the 
confluence of the South Fork Clearwater Ri, er and Middle Fork Clearwater at Kooskia to over 
6,000 feet in the mountains. 

Climate within the basin is dominated by Pacific maritime air masses and prevailing westerly 
winds. Over 85% of the annual precipitation occurs during the fa ll, winter and spring months. 
Cyclonic storms consisting of a series of frontal systems moving east produce long duration, low­
intensity precipitation during this portion of the year. In winter and spring, this inland maritime 
regime is characterized by prolonged gentle rains. fog, cloudiness and high humidity. The climate 
during the summer months is influenced by stationary high-pressure systems over the northwest 
coast. These warm dry systems result in only 10 to 15% of the annual precipitation fall ing during 
the summer. Climate station information is summarized in Table 9. Summers and winters are 
relatively mild due to the Pacific maritime influence. However. conditions can vary locally due 
to the wide range in elevation and terrain features. (TMDL 5,6) 

Annual precipitation ranges from about 22 inches on the Camas Prairie in the mid to lower basin 
to more than 50 inches along the higher ridges in the upper reaches of the basin (Map 4). July and 
August are the driest months, whereas the greatest amounts of precipitation occur between 
December and March (Fig. 8). Snowfall during the winter is heavy in the mountains and can be 
heavy on the Camas Prairie. 

Annual runoff from the South Fork Clearwater River basin averages about 739,000 AF. as 
measured by the USGS stream gage al Stites. (NPFLA) The mean annual stream flow is 1.060 
cfs. Stream flows are highest in May with an average of 3,370 cfs with lowest flows the 
September average of258 cfs (TMDL). 
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Table 9. Climate factors at Elk City. Grangeville and Kooskia. 

Climate Factor Elk City Gran2eville Kooskia 
Elevation (fl.) 4.060 3.360 1.280 
Annual Precipitation (in.) 30.2 23.8 24.2 
Annual Snowfall (in.) 133.4 53.4 22.5 
Average January Precipitation (in.) 3.51 1.62 2.05 

Average January Minimum Temp (F) 10.1 21.3 22.7 

Average January Maximum Temp (F) 34 37 37.5 

Average July Precipitation (in.) 1.46 1.17 1.04 

Average July Minimum Temp (F) 40.6 49.7 51 

Average July Maximum Temp (F) 80.6 81.5 91.2 

Climatological summary data, 1961-1990 {Natural Resources Conservation Service, National Water and 
Climate Center, internet site). 

Comparison of Kooskia, Grangeville, & Elk City Precipitation 

- rn - ~ - • " ~ ~ ~ - ~ 
Monlho 

Fig.8. Comparison of precipitation at Kooskia, Grangeville and Elk City. 
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5.2 Geology and Soils 
The Idaho Batholith formed in the Late Cretaceous age (75-100 million years old). The batholith 
and the activities that formed it were a product of the subduction of the Pacific Plate beneath 
North America during Cretaceous time (Alt and Hyndman 1989). The Idaho Batholith of central 
Idaho is not as continuous or as uniform as once believed. The batholith is composed of the 
Atlanta Batholith and the Bitteroot Batholith. A portion of the South Fork Clearwater River basin 
is within the Atlanta Batholith and the mainstem South Fork Clearwater River is underlain by 
granite (Alt and Hyndman 1989). Columbia River basalt (4-17 million years old) is also visible 
in the basin. 

The Camas Prairie region of the basin is relatively uniform in soil composition and geology 
(Maps 5 and 6). The mountainous region of the basin is composed of granitic soils and is subject 
to increased erosion rates following disturbance (Megahan and Kctcheson 1996). 

Landfonn groups are ecological units that describe patterns of soils. geology, climate and 
vegetation ( IDEQ 2002). The South Fork Clearwater River basin is composed of se,en land form 
groups. Landfom1 group l is less than I% of the basin area (IDEQ 2002). h occurs along 
headwater streams south and east of Grange, ille and is primarily low rolling hills. derived from 
Columbia River basalt. The parent material is grandorite. Sediment hazard from substrate erosion 
is very high. 

Landfonn group 2 comprises about 56% of the basin (IDEQ 2002). This land form is rolling 
uplands and occurs east of Grangeville. It does not include the headwater streams and the 
mainstem South Fork Clearwater River . The parent material is granite, gneiss. schist and 
quartzite. Erosion hazard is moderate to high. 

Landfonn 3 includes the middle reach of the mainstem and the lower reaches of Mill Creek, 
Johns Creek. Tenmile Creek Crooked River and Peasley Creek and is about 12% of the basin. It 
is characterized by breaklands. The parent material is also granite, gneiss, schist and quartzite 
(IDEQ 2002). Erosion hazard is moderate to high. 

Land form 4 includes the upper reaches of Tenmile Creek and Johns Creek in the Gospel Hump 
Wilderness (IDEQ 2002). Land fo rm 4 is characterized by ice-scoured cirques and glacial troughs 
and is about 5% of the basin ( IDEQ 2002). Parent material is quartzite and diorite. Erosion 
hazard is low to high. 

Landfom1 5 is primarily forested rolling hills. plateaus and is about 1% of the basin (IDEQ 2002). 
Basalt is the parent material. Erosion hazard is low. 

Landfom1 6 is characterized by steep mountain slopes and stream breaklands and is 
approximately 65% oflhe basin (IDEQ 2002). Parent material is basalt and erosion hazard is low 
under natural, undisturbed conditions. 

Land form 7 is rolling plateaus and prairie (JOEQ 2002). lt is about 20% of the basin and includes 
the Camas Prairie. Parent material is basalt and the erosion hazard is low. 

Soils (see Map 6) in the Idaho Batholith are coarse-textured and as mentioned, most have high 
erosion potential (Clayton and Megahan 1997). 
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5.3 Land Ownership and Use 
Ownership and land use in the basin are shown in Map 7 and summarized in Table I 0. 

T bl 10 L d 1 · b a e an owners 11p iy area. 
Land Type Area 
Public Land 

Federal Agency Management 532,691 acres 
State of Idaho Management 4,832 acres 

Private Land 217,703 acres 
Nez Perce Tribe 565 acres 

The present pattern o r vegetation cover and use are displayed in Map 9. Public ly owned forested 
lands within the basin, excluding special management areas, are managed primarily for timber 
production. Predominant tree associations are Ponderosa Pine, Douglas Fir and Lodgepole Pine. 

Some livestock grazing occurs on public lands (see stock water section). Though graz ing is not a 
primary land use within the basin. it is important to pennit and lease holders. About 220.000 
acres of grazing allotments on public land are leased to provide animal unit months of grazing 
activity. However, ofthc land in those allotments. approximately [06.000 acres are suitable for 
grazing. 

Land ownership on the Camas plateau area in the northwestern portion of the basin is mostly 
private. This area of the basin encompasses about 144,280 acres and the predominant land use is 
agricultural cropland and pasture. 

Special management areas include relatively pristine forested lands, and wetland communities 
managed as Research Natural Areas, scenic and recreation areas, and wilderness areas in the 
upper reaches of the basin. The USFS detennined that the South Fork Clearwater River is elig ible 
for recreational river designation under the national Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and Johns Creek 
is eligible for wild river designation. The river corridors are managed to protect these 
c lassification until the rivers are studied for suitability and Congress acts on the designations. 

5.4 Basin Demographics 
Estimates of population, hous ing, income, employment, and unemployment are used to describe 
the demographic and economic characteristics of the basin. Data for this section were obtained 
primarily from the U.S. Census Bureau and the ldaJ10 Department of Commerce (!DC). Specific 
information regarding agriculture, timber, mining, and recreation was compiled by IDWR to meet 
the needs of this plan. Demand for water depends on the levels and patterns of demographic and 
economic activities in the South Fork Clearwater River basin. 

The South Fork C lean-vater River basin encompasses about 14% of Idaho County. County level 
data may not be a precise picture of local demographic and economic conditions within the basin. 
However, it is likely representative. 

5.4.1 Population 
Idaho County had a population of I 5,423 in 200 I (LDC 200 I). It is first in area among Idaho's 44 
counties but ranks 19th in population. In contrast, Ada County, which includes Boise, is 3 1st in 
area and first in population. Il is estimated that the population of the bas in in 2000 was less 
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than 14.900. The population of the county is projected lo be about 17,690 by 2025 for an annual 
growth rate of 0.5% (Church 2002). The number of households in the county was 6,100 in 200 I 
(Idaho Power 2002). The number of households was projected to be 7,120 in 2025 (Church 
2002). In the county, about 79% of the population in 2000 was rural. In Ada County in 2000, 
93% of the population was urban. 

The birth rate in Idaho County declined from 17 .6 in 1980 to I 0.2 in 2000. Birth rate is expressed 
as the number of live births per year per 1.000 population. The median age of the population has 
increased in the county from 30.3 in 1980 to 42.3 in 2000. which could indicate tl1at young adults 
are migrating to urban areas to find work. The number of deaths in the county increased from 
1,200 during the 1970-1980 period to 1.417 in the 1990-2000 time frame. Net migration was 
1,534 from 1990 lo 2000. 

Grangeville is the largest incorporated city in the South Fork Clearwater River basin with a 
population of 3,228 in 2000. (Table 11 ). The population of Idaho increased 55% from 1970 to 
2000 but all of the cities in the basin. except Cottonwood, lost population during this period (IDC 
2001). 

Table 11. City population trends in the SoutJ1 Fork Clearwater River basin (IDC 2001). 

City 1970 1980 1990 2000 

Cottonwood 867 941 822 944 

Grangeville 3.636 3,666 3,226 3,228 

Kooskia 809 784 692 675 

Stites 263 253 205 226 

Totals 5.575 5,644 4,945 5,073 

All c ities in the basin lost population during the 1980s. The loss of population in the 1980s 
corresponds to a period when rural areas in Idaho were experiencing significant recession (IDWR 
1999). Idaho County lost population during the 1980s (IDC 200 I). 

5.4.2 Economics 

Annual unemployment rates in Idaho County were 12.7%, 9.0% and 10% in 1980, 1990 and 
2002, respectively (Table 12). This contrasts to Ada County's unemployment rates of 6.6%, 
4.0%, and 4.5 % for the same years. Fremont County, with about 72% of the population 
designated rural, and with a simi lar population size, had a lower unemployment rate of 6.2% in 
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Table 12. Selected Idaho coumies' unemployment races (IDC 2003). 

County 1980 1990 2002 

Idaho 12.7 9.0 10 

Fremont 7.8 8.7 6.2 

Madison 5.4 5.1 2. 1 

Adams 16.5 12.7 14.2 

Clearwater 16.1 13.9 15 

Lewis 10.4 8.3 8.7 

Ada 6.6 4.0 4.5 

State 7.9 5.9 5.8 

2002. However. many of Fremont County·s· residents (more than 25%) living in the south end of 
the county, travel to nearby Madison County to work (lDC 200 I). Madison County historically 
has had relatively low unemployment rates. The counties surrounding Idaho County are rural and 
also have high unemployment rates. Clearwater, Lewis and Adams Counties all have had higher 
unemployment rates historically than the state as a whole. 

Per capita personal income in Idaho County was $17,690 in 1999. In adjacent Adams and 
Clearwater Counties, per capita income in 1999 was $18,212 and $ I 8,429, respectively. 
For Idaho. per capita income was $22,871 in 1999. 

Services, retail, manufacturing, state and local government and farm were tl1e top employment 
industries in Idaho County in I 999 (Table I 3). Service industries employed the most people. All 
government entities (federal, state and local) employed the next greatest number of people. Of 
the total 5,153 employed residents, 786 worked in adjacent counties. 

Two lumber mills in the basin, Bennett Forest industries and Clearwater Forest Industries (CF!). 
employ most of Lhe workers in the manufacturing sector. Bennett is located near Elk City and 
Cf I is in Kooskia. 
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Table 13. Employmenl by industry in Idaho County. 

Industry 1980 1990 1999 

Farm 960 831 961 

Manufacturing 1,206 1,210 982 

Mining 33 11 I 95 

Construction 278 294 566 

Retail Trade 754 905 1.099 

Services 888 1,117 1.511 

Federal Civilian 583 599 459 

Stale and Local 
Government 606 732 930 

According to U. S. Department of Agriculture statistics ( 1997), in Idaho County a total of 661 
fanns sold over $32 million of agricultural products in 1997 (Table 14). 

Table 14. Market value of major agricultural goods in Idaho County (USDA 1997). 
Value ($1,000) 

Crop* 1987 1992 1997 

Wheat 11,2 18 10.515 11,963 

Barley 3,379 l,429 3.977 

Hay, silage and 1,652 806 1.818 
field seeds 

Livestock. 
poultry 15.860 15.932 13,598 

Hogs and pigs 1,544 1,330 462 

Sheep, lambs 413 531 240 
and wool 

•By North American Industry Classification System 

Water demand for domestic and municipal uses is not expected to grow much in the basin 
because of the expected low population growth. Water use should not shift from agricultural to 
municipal because demographics in the basin are likely to remain stable. 
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In summary. Idaho Counry is a rural area with lov, population and a slow growth rate. The 
population growth rate is expected to remain low. The unemployment rate is consistently high. 
Water demand will not greatly increase nor will there likely be a major redistribution of 
consumptive water use from agriculture to domestic or municipal. 

5.5 Other Water Resources 

Stream Channel Protection 

Stream channel activity in all continuously flowing streams within the State of Idaho requires a 
Stream Alteration Pennit from IDWR, unless the work is exempt. The pennit is required by the 
Idaho Stream Channel Protection Act. Title 42. Chapter 38. Idaho Code. The Act requires that the 
stream channels of the state and their environment be protected against alteration for the 
protection of fish and wildlife habitat, aquatic li fe, recreation, aesthetic beauty, and water quality. 
A stream channel alteration is any activity that will obstruct, diminish, destroy. alter, modify, 
relocate, or change the natural existing shape or direction of water now of any stream channel. A 
Joint Application can be made for this pem1it, USA CE pennits. and Idaho Department of Land 
permits. The South Fork Clearwater River basin is administered by the Northern Region of 
IDWR. 

Local 
To participate in the National Flood Insurance Program, a community must adopt and enforce a 
floodplain management ordinance that regulates development in the community's floodplain. 
Idaho County adopted a Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance (#36) on April 14, 1997. Idaho 
County's date of entry into the program was May 2, 1997, and the effective date of the current 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps was August 23, 200 I. The Floodplain Administrator is designated by 
the Idaho County Commissioners. 

Cities participating in the National Flood Insurance Program, their dates of entry and current 
effective map dates are: Cottonwood, 5/l /85; Grangeville, 6/ 1/84: Kooskia, 3/18/85; and Stites. 
4/15/88. The mayor or another city official usually is designated as the community·s floodplain 
administrator. 

Additional Information 
Additional infonnation on nood programs is on the IDWR website (www.idwr.state.id.us/). The 
National Flood Insurance Program is covered along with agency programs related to flood 
warning and forecasting, flood control, floodp lain management, and flood disaster recovery and 
mitigation. In addition, Flood Risk Reduction and Management Alternative programs arc 
included that provide assistance to local communities in reducing their nood risks and damages. 

Geothermal Water 
Idaho ranks third in the nation for the number of active geothern1al springs. The majority of the 
geothermal wells and springs are found in the central and southern parts of the state where. 

An Internet web site has been created to provide information and data about geothermal resources 
in the state. The site provides access to a wealth of geothermal information including an 
interactive mapping program that can pinpoint and provide data about geothermal resources 
around the state. A new technical report on geothermal potential at some selected sites in J'daho is 
also available via the web site. The Internet address for the web site is: 
W\V\V. idahogeothem1a I .org. 
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Because of the special value of geothermal resources, they are protected through Idaho statutes. 
Geothermal resources are defined Geothem1al Resources Act (Idaho Code Title 42-40) as either 
low temperature geothennal (86 to 212 degrees Fahrenheit) or geothem1al (greater than 212 
degrees Fahrenheit). Rules for drilling for geothennal resources can be found at Drilling for 
Geothennal Resources Rules (lDAPA 37.03.04) and Well Construction Standards Rules (IDAPA 
37.04.09). In the basin there are some geothennal sites (see website), but they are not as 
abundant as in the Salmon Ri ver drainage. for example. 

5.6 Water Quality 

Historic Surface Water Quality Impacts 
Some cultivation and grazing has occurred in the basin since the rnid- l 800s. Gold was 
discovered in 1861. with active and intense hydraulic and dredge mining occurring intcm1ittently 
through the 1950s (IDEQ et al. 2003). Glory holes left after hydrau lic mining have drastically 
altered the landscape and continue to contribute significantJy to accelerated erosion and sediment 
loads to basin streams. Timber harvest began in the mid to late 1800s in association with mining 
acti, ities. Homesteaders arrived in late 1800s and early 1900s. All of these human activilies (road 
construction, mining, timber harvest, building construction. agriculture. and grazing) have led to 
increased surface erosion and sediment loading lo the South Fork Clearwater River and tributaries 
(IDEQ ct al. 2003). 

A number of studies have been conducted over the last 40 years. looking at impacts to water 
quality and fish and wildlife. IDFG identified low nows and high stream temperatures as 
problems for the Cottonwood Creek drainage as early as 1962. A 1984 assessment by BLM 
showed poor condition in this drainage due to lack of riparian vegetation and degraded 
stream banks (IDEQ et al. 2000). The impacts of mining, road building, logging, grazing. and 
channel alteration on fish and aquatic habitat within the Nez Perce NF have been a long-time 
concern. Mitigation efforts were undertaken in the 1980s to reduce sediment delivery and 
improve habitat, , ith limited success. 

Water Quality Limited Water Bodies 
Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act requires states to list water bodies that are 
impacted by one or more pollutants. These water bodies cannot meet water quality standards for 
designated uses despite point source technologies. States must develop budgets for listed water 
bodies that detennine tJ1e maximum loadings of pollutants of concern (incorporating seasonal 
variation and a margin of safety). Loads include both point and nonpoint sources contributing lo 
the water body, and the maximum load must be consistent with water quality standards and 
designated uses. These budgets. or Tota l Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). must be approved by 
EPA and then become the basis for implementation plans to restore the water qual ity to a level 
that supports its designated uses. 

The most current approved listing of impacted Idaho water bodies is presented in the 1998 303(d) 
Lisi (additions to the list by EPA in 2000) (IDEQ 1998). The I isl contains stream segments with 
designated uses that are deemed impaired by one or more pollutants or stressors. The 303(d) l ist 
provides a mechanism for the state to prioritize cleanup of water quality problems. Streams on the 
list are required to have a TMDL established within certain dates. or basin assessments 
demonstrating that beneficial uses are fully supported and therefore not requiring TMDL 
development. Impacted rivers and streams in the South Fork C learwater River basin are presented 
in Table 16. A TMDL addressing the Cottonwood Creek drainage was developed in 1999 and 
approved by EPA in 2000. The Nez Perce Tribe has a Nonpoint Source Coordinator working with 
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lando,\ ners and farmers on BMPs on the Nez Perce Reservation, including the Cottonwood 
Watershed. to meet TMDL targets. 

Sources of pollutants in this subbasin include practices associated with agriculture. grazing, and 
forestry: stom1water runoff; roads: failing septic systems: and a WWTP (wastewater treatment 
plant)(rDEQ et al. 2000). Causes of impacts to beneficial uses are hydrologic modifications from 
change in vegetation cover. increase in drainage density, annual cropping tillage practices, 
unrestricted access by livestock. roads. right-of-way fanning, AFOs (Animal Feeding 
Operations). failed septic systems. stream channel modifications. low canopy cover. low plant 
density. erosion, and storm runoff (LDEQ et al. 200 I). The Idaho Soi l and Water Conservation 
District's (ISWCD) State Agricultural Water Qual ity Project (SA WQP) established priority areas 
and appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce pollutant contributions within the 
drainage (ISWCD 200 I). Programs, best management practices. and monitoring that will be used 
to restore beneficial uses (Table 15) to the Cottonwood Creek drainage are out lined in the 
implementation plan (lDEQ et al. 200 I). The plan includes establishment of critical treatment 
units for croplands. riparian areas. animal feeding operations. and roads (approximately 75% of 
land area of basin. based on ISWCD SA WQP). Subwatershed priorities are South Fork 
Cottonwood. Stockney, Long Haul. Shebang, Red Rock, Upper Cottonwood. and Lower 
Cottonwood Creek subwatersheds. The Natural Resources Conservation Service (N RCS) 
cooperates with TMDL implementation and assists private landowners in establishing best 
management practices. Urban/suburban sources such as stormwater runolT and septic systems are 
also being addressed. 

The remaining SF Clearwater Rive basin water quality is addressed in the ··South Fork Clearwater 
River Subbasin Assessment and TMDLs (lDEQ et a l. 2003. Public Comment Draft-May 2003). 
developed by IDEQ, the Nez Perce Tribe. EPA, and the South Fork Clearwater River Watershed 
Advisory Group (WAG). Pollutant sources in the basin derive from both point (WWTPs, suction 
dredge mining. AFOs. and stonnwater runoff) and nonpoint sources (forestry, grazing, 
agriculture, mining, county and forest roads, and stormwater runoff). The draft assessment 
indicates sediment is a major concern in the basin, with sediment loadings from agricultural and 
grazjng areas as the primary pollutant sources. Therefore. a sediment TMDL was developed for 
Threemile and Butcher Creeks (primary agricultural areas in the basin). Additionally, a sediment 
TMDL was developed for the SF Clearwater River, with four control points from Harpster to 
above Crooked River. These control points were set with the goal of directing land managers to 
reduce sediment at appropriate locations in the upper bas in, where sand-sized material from 
human activities affects salmonid spawning. Temperature in the subbasin is a concern, and al l 
water bodies will be included in the temperature TMDL even though not all are listed water 
bodies. Effective shade and canopy closure will be surrogate targets for temperature 
improvements associated with the TMDL targets. Bacteria were found to impact beneficial uses 
(Table 15) on Threemile Creek but not on Butcher Creek (delisting for bacteria is recommended 
for Butcher Creek). so a bacteria TMDL was developed for Threemile Creek only. Nutrient levels 
in Threemile Creek substantially exceeded EPA ·s regional guidance for both phosphorus and 
nitrogen: therefore a nutrient and a dissolved oxygen TMDL were also developed for Threemile 
Creek. An assessment of Lucas Lake indicates that sediment and metals are not impairing 
beneficial uses, so TMDL development was not needed for the lake and presumably the WAG 
will recommend delisting for sediment (IDEQ et al. 2003. Appendix P). The implementation plan 
is currently under development, and should be completed in 2004 
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Table JS. South Fork Clearwater River and tributary segments deemed to be water quality limited (IDEQ 
1998, IDEQ el al. 2000). Fony-one segments previously listed within the watershed were removed from the 
1996 303(d) List. 

Stream Segment Pollutants of Concern Stream 
Miles 

Couonwoocl Creek- BACTERIA, NUTRIENTS, 31.2 
Headwaters to South ForkCR SEDIMENT, TEMPERATURE. DISSOLVED 

OXYGEN, AMMONIA, HABITAT 
Stockney Creek - SEDIMENT. BACTERIA 12.0 
Headwaters to Cononwood Creek 
Red Rock Creek - SEDIMENT 11.0 
Headwaters to Cononwood Creek 
SF Clean,•ater Ril'er Co11011wood HABITAT, BACTERIA, NUTRIENTS, 7.0 
Creek - TEMPERATURE 
Headwaters to Cononwood Creek 
Shebang Creek - UNKNOWN 14.6 
Headwaters to Cottonwood Creek 
l ong lla11I Creek - UNKNOWN 1.6 
Headwaters to SF Cottonwood 
Threemile Creek- NUTRIENTS. SEDIMENT, TEMPERATURE. 49.8 
Headwaters to SFCR BACTERIA, DISSOLVED OXYGEN, FLOW 

ALTERATION, HABITAT, AMMONIA 
Butcher Creek - DISSOLVED OXYGEN. TEMPERATURE, 18.9 
Headwaters to SFCR HABITAT, SEDIMENT, BACTERIA. FLOW 

ALTERATION 
Newsome Creek - SEDIMENT 6.9 
Beaver Creek to mouth 
Cougar Creek - SEDIMENT 6.4 
Headwaters to SFCR 
Beaver Creek - SEDIMENT 5.0 
Headwaters to Newsome Creek 
Buffalo Gulch - SEDIMENT 6.5 
Headwaters to mouth 
Dawson Creek - SEDIMENT 2.3 
Headwaters to mouth 
Nugget Creek - SEDIMENT 2.7 
Headwaters to Newsome Creek 
Sing lee Creek- SEDIMENT 3. 1 
Headwaters to Newsome Creek 
SFCR- SEDIMENT. TEMPERATURE, HABITAT 63.8 
Red River to Clearwater River 
Litlle Elk Creek- TEMPERATURE 9.2 
Headwaters to Big Elk Creek 
Big Elk Creek- TEMPERATURE 9.6 
Headwaters to Elk Creek 
Lucas lake SEDIMENT 0.00 
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Surface Water Quality Summary 
Predominant land use in the Cottonwood Creek drainage is agriculture. The Beneficial Use 
Reconnaissance Pro!:,rram (BURP) conducted in 1995-96 indicated beneficial uses were not fully 
supported in Cottonwood Creek or its tributaries. Low nows and high temperatures were 
problematic. as were lack of riparian vegetation and degraded streambanks. Additionally, 
sediment delivery to the river and streams was impacting aquatic habitat. The JSWCD initiated a 
SA WQP to address these priority problems (IDEQ et aJ. 2000). 

Of those streams evaluated as part of the BURP assessment for the remainder of the South Fork 
Clearwater River basin (excluding Cottonwood Creek drainage). only upper Cougar Creek 
showed full support of beneficial uses. Five WWTPs located within the basin include 
Grangeville. Kooskia, Elk City. Stites, and Red River Ranger Station. Sediment and temperature 
are pervasive problems throughout the basin. while nutrients and bacteria impact only one 
segment (IDEQ et a l. 2003). South Fork Clearwater River is designated by IDEQ as a Special 
Resource Water from Red River to the Clearwater River. Stream segments or water bodies 
designated as Special Resource Waters need intense protec1ion to preserve outstanding or unique 
characteristics or to maintain current beneficial uses, and are protected from additional point 
source contributions (lDAPA 58.01.02.002.96). 

Cottonwood, South Fork Cononwood, and Threemile Creeks have nutrients listed as impacting 
beneficial uses. Nutrients are problematic in the Cottonwood Creek drainage, especially nitrates. 
Cottonwood Creek and tributaries drain the area north of Grangeville. which has documented 
nitrate contamination problems (ISWCD 200 I, IDEQ 2002. Neely 2002). Severe nitrate levels 
were found in all tributaries of this drainage during spring runoff of 200 I, thought to be a result 
of fall application of anhydrous ammonia (fertilizer)(Myler 2002). According to Myler (2002), 
much of the phosphorus in surface waters of the Cottonwood Creek drainage is correlated with 
sediment. The WWTP appears to be the largest contributor to nitrogen and phosphorus loads on 
Threemile Creek, although non-point sources also contribute a considerable proportion 

Erosion and sediment from land use practices is a major problem throughout the entire basin. 
Thirteen segments list sediment as a pollutant impacting beneficial uses. Mining operations that 
dredged the South Fork Clearwater River and tributaries drastically altered channel configuration 
and riparian habitat. These mines sent large amounts of sediment into the South Fork Clearwater 
River. increasing sediment deposition, bed load. and instability of the system. Most sediment 
within the upper basin moves in conjunction with 5-year return (or greater) stonn events. while 
mass failures are generally a result of 15-year return (or greater) storms. The largest nonpoint 
source for sediment in the upper South Fork Clearwater River basin is agricultural lands in 
Threemile, Butcher, Sally Ann. and Rabbit Creek drainages. The second largest source is erosion 
resulting from livestock grazing and roads. Red River. Crooked River, Newsome Creek, and 
American River are heavily impacted by mining, logging. forest roads and grazing. Within the 
Cottonwood Creek drainage. sediment problems are associated with roads, cropland (37% 
classified highly erodible), and eroding strearnbanks from livestock use. Most erosion occurs in 
winter and during high intensity spring and summer stonns (ISWCD 200 I). 
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Table 16. Designated (or existing) beneficial uses for the South Fork Clearwater River and tributary 
segments listed in lhe 1998 303(d) list (IDEQ et al 200 I). 

River/Stream Segment Designated Beneficial Uses 
Couonwood Creek- Coldwater Biota 
I leadwaters to SFCR Secondary Contact Recreation 

Salmonid Spawning 
Agricultural Water Supply 
Undesignated 1 Stockney Creek -

Headwaters to Cononwood Creek 
Red Rock Creek • 
Headwaters to Cottonwood Creek 
SF Cleani•ater River Co11011wood Creek -
Headwaters to Cottonwood Creek 
Shebang Creek -
Headwaters to Cottonwood Creek 
long Haul Creek ­
Headwaters to SF Cottonwood 
Threemi/e Creek -
Headwaters to the SF Clearwater River 

Butcher Creek-
Headwaters 10 the SR Clearwater River 

Newsome Creek -
Beaver Creek to SF Clearwater River 

Beaver Creek -
Headwaters to Newsome Creek 

Buffalo Gulch -
Headwaters to American River 

Dawson Creek -
Headwaters to Red River 

Nugget Creek. -
Headwaters to Newsome Creek 

Sing lee Creek -
Headwaters to Newsome Creek 

SF Clearwater River-
Red River to Clearwater River 
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Undesignated 

Undcsignated 1 

Undesignated 

Undesignated 

Coldwater Biota 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 
Coldwater Biota 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 
Coldwater Biota 
Primary Contact Recreation 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 
Coldwater Biota 
Primary Contact Recreation 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 
Coldwater Biota 
Primary Contact Recrearion 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 
Coldwater Biota 
Primary Contact Recreation 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 
Coldwater Biota 
Primary Contact Recreation 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 
Coldwater Biota 
Primary Contact Recreation 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 
Coldwater Biota 
Primary Contact Recreation 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 
SPECIAL RESOURCE WATER 



Cougar Creek-
Headwaters to the SF Clearwater River 

Lit1le Elk Creek-
Headwaters to Big Elk Creek 

Big Elk Creek-
1 leadwaters to Elk Creek 

Lucas lake 

Coldwater Biota 
Primary Contact Recreation 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 
Coldwater Bi01a 
Primary Contact Recreation 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 
Coldwater Biota 
Primary Contact Recreation 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 
Coldwater Biota 
Primary Contact Recreation 
Secondary Contact Recreation 
Salmonid Spawning 

1 Undesignated water bodies are presumed to support cold-water biota and primary or secondary contact 
recreation unless IDEQ detennines otherwise (IDAPA 58.01.02.140) (IDEQ 2001 ). 

While only seven segments have been listed for temperature on the 303(d) list. the subbasin 
assessments within the South Fork Clearwater River basin indicates water temperature is a basin­
wide problem. Stream channelization. lack of riparian cover, and altered now regimes are 
contributing factors to the temperature problem. resulting in wide. shallow channels that increases 
the river·s ability to absorb heat (IDEQ et al. 2000. 2003). Prolonged wanning occurs in the basin 
from late spring into fa ll. with maximum temperatures in June through August. (IDEQ et al. 
2003). Temperatures in the upper basin are generally stable, while lower-end South Fork 
Clearwater River temperatures show a dramatic increase and greater diurnal fluctuations. 
Temperature criteria exceedances have been noted on a number of tributaries within the upper 
basin as well. The EPA issued new regional water temperature guidance in May 2003, and the 
South fork Clearwater River is the first TMDL developed in Idaho to utilize the natural 
background criteria of the guidance to determine the temperature TMDL. 

Bacteria and other pathogens are considered problems in surface waters when levels of either are 
high enough to create human heallh problems in rivers or streams used for recreational activity. 
Bacteria exceedances for primary and secondary recreation have been observed at all sampling 
locations perfom,ed by SA WQP (ISWCD 2001) in the Cottonwood Creek drainage, with May 
and June occurrences primarily attributed to cattle (Myler 2002). Significant reductions will be 
required (23-88%) to meet the bacteria TMDL. where sources include hog/dairy/beef operations 
and failing human septic systems (IDEQ et al. 2000). Threemile Creek in the upper basin is the 
only segment with observed bacteria exceedances. Likely pathogen sources include: livestock, 
AFOs. wildlife, fai ling septic systems. and stonn water runoff {IDEQ et al. 2003). (For further 
infonnation on ,\ater quality standards, policies and procedures please see 
hnp://w\\ w2.stale.id.us/adm/adminrules/rulcs/idapaS8/0 I 02.pdf.) 

Aquatic Biology and Habitat Concerns 
The TM DL process does not address all factors important to the quality of water and the aquatic 
system. Flow alteration, riparian vegetation, and instream habitat are outside the scope of the 
TMDL process, but still have critical impact on water quality, the health of tJ1e aquatic system, 
and the community structure. An evaluation of the ecological components provides further 
infonnation on the man-made impacts to the system. 
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Biotic Jntegrity and Instream Habitat 

Several assessments have examined biotic integrity (heallh and sustainability of the biological 
community) within the South Fork Clearwater River basin (BLM (IDEQ et al. 2000), USFS 
( 1997). IDEQ-BURP (TDEQ et al. 2000, 2002), SA WQP (ISWCD 200 I)). These assessments all 
indicate that the riverine habitat is impacted negatively by a variety of land and water uses. 
Extreme alterations to channel morphology due to placer mining (IDEQ el al. 2002) have 
occurred in the upper basin. Four major tributaries (Red River. Crooked River. American River. 
and Newsome Creek) as well as the upper mainstem have extensive dredge mining alterations. 
Improvements to habitat cannot be obtained unless functional channels are reestablished in some 
way (Petts and Catlow 1996, Gordon et al. 1992). The South Fork Clearwater River is impacted 
below the national forest boundary by many activities, and is wider. shallower and generally 
lacking in quality pool components (USFS 1997. IDEQ et al. 2000. Appendix C and D). Woody 
debris is missing in the lower end of the basin (Cottonwood Creek drainage), although it once 
provided a critical function. Where pools do exist, quality is low due to this lack of woody debris 
or instream cover. Little offstream habitat exists to provide refuge for fish (IDEQ et al. 2000, 
Appendix D). 

Cobble embededness occurs when fine sands and silts are deposited over larger substrate particles 
(gravel. cobble, boulder). Increased cobble embeddedness within the river and many tributaries 
has adversely affected salmonid spawning,juvenile survival, and density and diversity of 
macroinvertebrates (LDEQ ct al. 2000, Appendix D). Benthic macroinvertebrates integrate the 
effects of upstream land and water uses in a basin over the long tern,, and therefore are important 
indices of water quality. While the biotic integrity of the South Fork Clearwater River is of 
intermediate quality overall (Maret et al. 200 I), many streams within the basin are degraded. 

The combination of resident and migratory life histories in fish is a strategy for disturbance-based 
systems such as the South Fork Clearwater River basin. The intermixing of local subpopulations 
with fluvial or migratory populations (metapopulations) is also an adaptive strategy (USFS 1997). 
Natural disturbance cycles/characteristics have been altered and/or replaced by man-made 
disturbances, causi11g problems for fish and wildlife. Fish populations are widely distributed. but 
they are likely quite different than historical distributions. Fish abundance appears to have 
declined significantly. Viability of the fisheries is at risk due to in-basin and downstream factors 
that limit flexibility and alter life history strategies (USFS 1997). While much of the native 
ecosystem has been altered in some way within the basin. there are still core areas available for 
rebuilding and maintaining native aquatic systems. Significant areas still exist where upland 
watershed. riparian and stream conditions are relatively intact. For instance upper Johns and 
Tenmile Creeks (highlands of the Gospel-Hump) have had linle mining influence and are 
probably the best habitat for many salmonid species (IDEQ ct al. 2003). 

Riparian Habitat 

The loss of riparian habitat due to land use has been problematic within the South Fork 
Clearwater River basin for more than 50 years. The integrity of riparian vegetation and its extent 
along rivers has been changed and fragmented by forest conversion and streamside disturbance 
(USFS 1997). In the upper basin. upper and lower Canyon Creek, Meadow Creek, Cougar Creek, 
Newsome Creek, lower American River, Red River, lower Crooked River, and lower Mill Creek 
all have high to very high departures from historic riparian condition, many of wh ich represent 
the most valuable aquatic habitats in the subbasin (USFS 1997). Many of the tributaries to 
Cononwood Creek lack plant diversity and have lost important shrub communities and other 
woody plant species. These communities are important in providing shade. wildlife habitat, and 
material for instream cover components. Although riparian habitat is not fomially addressed in 
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the TMDL process. effective shade and canopy closure will be used as surrogate targets for 
temperature improvements associated with the TMDL targets. 

Flow AJteratioo 

Land vegetative cover and subsequent management have resulted in dramatic changes to runoff 
and peak discharge from the watershed during storm events in the lower basin. In the upper basin. 
forest practices such as harvesting and fire suppression. have altered the disturbance cycle and 
therefore the resulting hydrology as well. Flow changes include higher and greater volume peaks 
due to land use. IS WCD (200 I) estimates that peak flows are 60% greater than under historic 
conditions in the lower basin. I ligher peak nows may impact stream channels by widening and 
scouring, and providing energy for transporting and moving large substrate downstream. Less 
infiltration and higher runoff also reduces the water storage component and hence summer nows. 
This affects availability of instream and side channel habitat for fish and increases stream 
temperatures ( IDEQ et al. 2000). Although not addressed by the TMDL. the ISWCD's SA WQP 
wi ll be implementing BMPs to mitigate changed hydrology due to land use. The Nez Perce NF 
also has plans to change forest management practices (e.g .. prescribed burning) 10 restore more 
natural disturbance cycles and characteristics, as well as improvements to restore channel 
function. 

Ground Water Vulnerability and Contamination Pathways 

The primary land uses/types in the South Fork Clearwater River basin arc agriculture. rangeland. 
and forest. Rangeland and dry-land agriculture are located primarily in the western portion of the 
basin. and forested lands dominate the eastern areas. There is a strong relationship between land 
use activities and ground water quality (GWQC 1996). Water management practices as well as 
land uses, in combination with the hydrogeologic conditions, can increase the potential for 
ground water quality degradation. threatening ground water beneficial uses. Studies of the Camas 
Prairie in the basin (Bentz 1998, Neely 2002. Parliman 2002) have shown that the aquifer appears 
to be vulnerable to nitrate contamination. and greatest nitrate concentrations occurred adjacent to 
cultivated fields (Bentz 1998). A large percentage of septic system fai lures in certain areas have 
also been estimated by the local Health Department (Cottonwood TMDL 2000). There are areas 
of declining ground water on the plateau despite limited pumping, and cross contamination is 
occurring from shallower to deeper aquifers from inappropriate well siting/construction (South 
Fork Clearwater River Draft TMDL 2002). 

Both point (specific source of pollutant. usually localized) and nonpoint (more diffuse. multiple 
sources, usually widespread) sources of pollutants contribute to ground water quality degradation. 
Nonpoint sources are often associated with broad land use practices. such as crop production 
(USGS 1998). Practices such as ferti lizer and pesticide application and application of animal 
waste have the potential to threaten the aqu ifer. Once degraded, it is difficu lt lo mitigate the 
effects of ground water pollutants. For this reason, many ground water quality programs 
emphasize the need for preventive practices. 

Monitoring 

Within the South Fork Clearwater River basin, IDWR monitors only 12 wells. Reports (Neely 
and Crockett 1998. Neely 200 I) characterizing regional and county ground water quality are 
based on well sampling conducted from 199 1 to 1999. 

South Fork Clearwater River CSWP 72 



Currently identified ground water quality problem areas or potential problem areas ha, e been 
established in the basin based on past monitoring activities (Map 2). Resu lts of ground water 
monitoring (Neely 2002. from IDWR Ground water Quality database) are summarized in Table 
17. TI1ere are few ground water contaminants indicated from IDWR ground water monitoring 
wells (Neely 2002). Iron and radioactivity may be constituents of concern detected in ground 
water. but they are most likely from natural causes or conditions. 

The Camas Prairie region has been designated a nitrate priority area (fifth priority in the state) by 
IDEQ (2002)(Map 2). More than half of the wells in the Camas Prairie have had nitrate levels 
exceeding 5 mg/L (IDEQ 2002). Examination of data from 1990-99 revealed wel ls ranging in 
values from Oto 80 mg/L. with a mean of 5.1 mg/L for the entire Camas Prairie. Nitrate 
concentration va lues greater that 2 mg/I are considered impacted by land use activities As of 
2000. seven IDWR wells have been sampled for nitrates in the South Fork Clearwater River 
basin, and four of these wells had mean nitrate levels greater than 2 mg/L. Based on these results. 
and monitoring results by IDEQ (Bentz 1998), ISDA initiated the Southern Clearwater Plateau 
Volcanic Aquifer regional monitoring project in 200 I. First-year results showed that 22% of 
wells in the South Fork Clearwater River basin had nitrate levels between 2 and 5 mg/L, and 11 % 
of wells had values exceeding the MCL (data from Bahr and Carlson 2002). Bentz ( 1998) found 
that nitrate tended to be highest adjacent to cultivated lands with shallow wells. The long-term 
trends are unclear. but short-term trends in nitrate levels appear to be increasing in the Camas 
Prairie region (Parliman 2002). 

I DEQ maintains a list of known leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs). Five are located in 
the basin, and all have completed required clean-up procedures. Initial sampling has shown that 
localized pesticide/herbicide levels could be a concern in the basin. and further monitoring wi ll be 
done by ISDA (2002). ISDA is in the process of developing the State Pesticide Management Plan 
lo address water quality concerns regarding pesticide. fungicide. and herbicide use and disposal. 
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Table 17. Inorganic ground water quality constituents found in the South Fork Cleanvater River basin aquifers from 1990 to 1999 (IDWR ground water quality 
database). Well depths range from 58 to 430 feet. 

Constituent Primary Secondary Minimum Median Ma.ximum Potential Health Risks 
MCL MCL Value Value Value (from EPA) 

Chloride (mg/L)1 --- 250 0. 1 3.78 21 Aesthetic: salty taste 
Fluoride (mf!!L)J 4.0 2.0 0.20 0.53 0.8 Bone disease. tooth decay 
Iron (mg/L)' --- 0.3 0.005 0.201 0.490 Aesthetic: metallic taste, appliance staining, 

rusty color of water 
Nitrate (mf!!L) 10 --- 0.24 2.51 6.5 Serious illness in young infants 
Sul fate (ml?.fL)1 --- 250 2.8 12.6 48 Aesthetic: salty taste 
Alpha <oCi/L) 15 pCi/ L --- 0 I. I 9 4.1 Increased risk of cancer 
Beta <oCi/L) so pCi/Ll --- 0.6 3.21 7.7 Increased risk of cancer 
Units are in milligrams per liter (mg/L) unless otherwise noted. Milligrams per liter are equivalent to parts per million. 
Notes: 
1 No primary MCL. Value presented is the Secondary MCL, which is a guideline (non-enforceable) to regulate contaminants for cosmetic or aesthetic effects. 
2 A public water system is considered to be in compliance if the gross beta does not exceed 50pCi/L. The actual Primary MCL is 4 millirems per year. 
3 Fluoride has both a Primary MCL and Secondary MCL 
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The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established National Primaf\. Drinking 
Water Regulations that set mandatory water quality standards for drinking water contaminants. 
These are enforceable standards called "maximum contaminant levels" or "MCLs", \\hich are 
established to protect the public against consumption of drinking water contaminants that present 
a risk to human health. An MCL is the maximum allowable amount of a contaminant in drinking 
water which is delivered to lhe consumer. 
In addition, EPA has established National Secondary Drinking Water Regulations that set non­
mandatory water quality standards for 15 contaminants. EPA does not enforce these "secondary 
maximum contaminant levels" or "SMCLs." They are established only as guidelines to assist 
public water systems in managing their drinking water for aesthetic considerations, such as taste, 
color and odor. These contaminants are not considered to present a risk to human health at the 
SMCL. 

5.7 Energy Supply and Conservation 
Electrical energy to the South Fork Clearwater River basin is provided by A VISTA (formerly 
Washington Water Power Company) and by a local cooperative, Idaho County Light and Power 
Inc. There are no commercial hydropo\,er facilities in the basin (Crockett, IDWR. 2002). 

Wood is a popular choice for heating because of the convenience of the basin ·s private and public 
forest properties. The low efficiency of wood as a fuel is offset by its low cost. his not known if 
suppl) and distribution limitations constrain wood as a source to meet future energy needs in the 
basin. 

There is some use of propane for heating fuel. Idaho County Light and Power Inc. provides 
propane. Propane prices can exhibit price spikes that are greater in intensity than would be 
expected from normal supply and demand influences (Energy Jnformation Administration n.d.). 
Price increases are often seen in the winter. as demand increases and refinement production 
remains constant. 

The gasoline supply is adequate in the basin. Retail outlets are located in most cities including 
Grangevil le, Cottonwood. Elk City and Kooskia. As with other fuel sources, the basin remains 
vulnerable Lo stormy weather and interruptions in the surface transportation system. Natural gas. 
carried via pipelines to the end consumer. is not available in the South Fork Clearwater River 
basin. 

Conservation programs designed to increase efficiencies in energy use are expected to play major 
roles in meeting future energy requirements in the short-run (Idaho Power Company 200 I). 
The Energy Division of IDWR provides information. technical assistance, and financial support. 
to promote cost-effective conservation and the use of energy-efficient resources. The Northwest 
Energy Code and locally adopted building codes are examples of programs that support modern 
conservation standards for new building construction, and are usually administered by local 
governments. Existing buildings are eligible for energy conservation upgrading through several 
programs sponsored by state and federal agencies and the private utilities industries, including the 
Building Commissioning program, Gem Star Home Energy Rating System, Super Good Cents 
and Natural Choice (Eklund 1997). 

The Agricultural Efficiency Program was initiated because of agriculture's significance within 
Idaho. both as an economic base and a highly consumptive energy and water user. The program 
is designed to assist Idaho's irrigators in reducing energy use and irrigation costs by controlling 
and managing water. The program includes Scientific Irrigation Scheduling, Pump Efficiency 
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Testing, and other technical assistance. The IDWR Energy Division has a Low Interest 
Agricultural Loan program to repair and replace irrigation systems. improve efficiencies of 
irrigation systems, and to improve efficiencies of other farm facilities such as feed mills. dairies, 
poultry. greenhouses and commodity storage buildings. 

The IDWR Energy Division provides technical in fom1ation and assistance in 1he use of solar. 
wind power. geothermal. hydropower. and biomass energy sources. The Energy Division 
provides low interest loans to finance the development of Energy Conservation and Energy 
Generation projects that utilize renewable energy resources. The loan programs cover residential. 
agricu ltural. governmental. schools. hospitals. health care, commercial and industrial fac ilities. 

5.8 Potential Hydropower 

Numerous hydropower sites have been studied in the South Fork Clearwater Basin by the U.S. 
Anny Corps of Engineers. the U. S. Water and Power Resources Service(Bureau of 
Reclamation), and the Idaho Water and Energy Resources Research lnstitute(ldaho Water 
Resources Research Institute), Universicy of Idaho. The most feasible sites studied are listed in 
Potential Hydroelectric EnergJ' Resources of Idaho, Idaho Department of Water Resources, June, 
1981 (Warnick. Fi ller, Vance). These sites are shown in Table 18 and on Map 8. h should be 
noted that the installed capacities (MW) listed cannot be summed for the total power potential in 
the basin as studied al the time. These studies indicate that about 135 - 315 megawatts of power 
could have been developed for the economic. environmental and other conditions of that time. 
New studies conducted would most likely develop different installed capacities due to changed 
economic conditions, NEPA and ESA requirements, water quality, fi sheries, social, recreation 
and other concerns and requirements. 

Table 18. Potential hydroelectric power development. 

Installed 
Powerplant Site Map Site Stream Head (ft) Capacity 

No. Name 
Bully Creek 6 S. F. Clearwater 30 2.4 
Elk City 10 S. F. Clearwater 580 3.9 
Grangeville Site 4 S. F. Clearwater 292 16.3 
Johns Creek I 3 S. F. Clearwater 785 38.3 
Johns Creek 2 3 S. F. Clearwater 66 4.7 
Lower Golden 9 S. F. Clearwater 66 2.9 
Meadow Creek I 8 S. F. Clearwater 810 2.3 
Meadow Creek 2 8 S. F. Clearwater 66 1.6 
Mount Idaho 5 S. F. Clearwater 50 4. 1 
Newsome Creek 10 S. F. Clearwater 787 20.7 
Newsome Creek I 10 S. F. Clearwater 1040 75.8 
Newsome Creek 2 10 S. F. Clearwater 66 2.9 
Red Horse I 11 Red River 300 0.8 
Red Horse 2 11 Red River 66 1.3 
Sheep Bridge 7 S. F. Clearwater 300 15.5 
Silver Creek 9 S. F. Clearwater 295 10.5 
Silver Creek I 9 S. F. Clearwater 430 12.5 
Silver Creek 2 9 S. F. Clearwater 66 3.5 
SF Clearwater River! 2 S. F. Clearwater 355 64 
SF Clearwater River2 2 S. F. Clearwater 66 5.5 
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SF Clearwater River 2 S. F. Clearwater 355 21.5 
Site 
Tenmilc Creek I 9 S. f. Clearwater 420 4.2 
Tenmile Creek 2 9 S. F. Clearwater 66 3.2 
Three Mile Creek I S. F. Clearwater 155 9.6 
Three Mile Creek I I S. F. Clearwater 600 6.4 
Three Mile Creek 2 I S. F. Clearwater 66 3.3 
Upper Golden 9 S. F. Clearwater 66 2.9 

While there are no specific State of Idaho energy licensing requirements for hydropower projects, 
all hydropower projects must have a water right issued by IDWR. At U1e present time. there are 
no hydropower plants in the basin that have received water right licenses from IDWR (Shennan. 
IDWR 2002). The Idaho State Water Plan (December 1996), Section 4D- Hydropower 
Licensing, states that hydropower water rights may be limited to a specific tenn and subordinated 
to upstream depletionary uses[Idaho Code. 42-203B(6) and (7)]. Water rights for power purposes 
may also be defi ned by agreement as unsubordinated to an established minimum now [Idaho 
Code. 42-2038(2)]. It is the policy of the State of Idaho to keep hydropowcr development from 
precluding the future development of water for higher and better uses. Article XV. §3 of the 
Idaho Constitution. states in part: ··,he righ110 divert ""d appropriate 1he unappropriated waters 
of any nawral stream to benejicia/ mes, shall nel'er be deniecl, excep1 tha, the state may regulate 
and limif the use thereof for power purposes. " 

Federal hydropower development is authorized by Congress, and non-federal development is 
authorized and licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). In certain cases, 
non-federal hydropower projects may quali fy for an exemption from licensing by the FERC. If 
no federal lands are involved. small hydropower projects of 5 megawatts or less, and projects 
built on existing water conduits may be exempt if they meet all FERC regulations pertaining to 
these exemptions. The federal government. in the hydropower licensing process, must recognize 
water rights and other constraints on water use established through state law. The fdaho State 
Water Plan. Section 4E- Hydropower Siting, states that specific hydropower siting issues are 
addressed in the Jdaho Water Resource Board 's comprehensive river basin plans. It fun.her states 
that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission must consider State comprehensive plans in 
making hydropower siting decisions. As a general policy, the Idaho Water Resource Board 
believes that energy conservation and efficiency improvements are Lhe most desirable methods to 
provide for additional power requirements. 

Although the SF Clearwater basin is abundant in water flows and elevation drop (head), changes 
to the natural hydrologic regime by impounding or diverting waler can afTeel fish, wildli fe. and 
vegetation resources in numerous ways. The potential benefits of any new hydroelectric project 
development must be weighed against the potential negative impacts to the basin resources. 

This comprehensive river basin plan provides for consideration of minimum stream flows and 
designates the South Fork Clearwater River mainstem (63.8 miles), as .. Recreational" thus 
preventing hydropower development without IWRB approval. The potential hydropower sites 
that bave been studied are located on the mainstem. Other hydropower sites on the tributary 
streams of the basin could be studied in the future. Many of the tributary streams are also 
recommended for consideration of minimum nows and protected status. This plan addresses 
potential hydropower development in the Recommendations and Designated Rivers Sections. 
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5.9 Other Resources 

5.9.1 Fish Species Listed Under the Federal Endangered Species Act 

Fall chinook (Oncorhynchus lshawytscha) 

Fall chinook are listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act. All fall chinook above 
Lower Granite Dam are considered one Ecologically Significant Unit (ESU) (Waples et al. 1991). 

From 1911 to 1963 a Washington Water Power Dam, Harpster Dam. was located on the South 
Fork Clearwater River upstream from its connuence with the Middle Fork of the Clearwater 
River. The structure only had fish passage facilities from 1935 lo 1949 and the effectiveness of 
the passage system was not known (USFS 2000). It likely greatly impacted or eliminated some 
anadromous runs of salmon and steelhead in the South Fork Clearwater River basin. It is 
believed that all indigenous spring chinook salmon were eliminated by the construction of 
Lewiston Dam in 1927 (USFS 1998; USFS 1999). 

Both dams have been removed but the impacts Lo fish were severe. Prior Lo 1900 and the 
construction of the many dams in the Snake R..iver, fall chinook salmon were widely distributed 
(Waples et al. 1991 ). After the removal of the Lewiston and Harpster dams. anadromous fish 
were outplanted in the basin and naturalized rnns were established with varying success. 

Table 19. Fish listed as Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive. or Species of Special Concern in the South 
Fork Clearwater Rjver basin. 

Fish 
Species 
Fall chinook salmon 
(Oncorhynclms tshawytsclw) 

Steel head 
(Onchorhynchus my kiss) 

Bull trout 
(Salve/inus conjluenlus) 

Pacific lamprey 
(Lampetra tridentata) 

Spring chinook salmon 
( Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) 

Westslope cutthroat trout 
(Onchorhy nchus clarki) 

Life History 
Anadromous 

Anadromous 

Resident and Fluvial 

Anadromous 

Anadromous 

Resident and Fluvial 

Status 
Threatened' 

Threalened1 

Threatened1
, Sensitive 

Species2 

Endangered' 

Sensitive2
, Species 

of Special Concem3 

Sensitive2
• Species 

of Special Concern3 

Redband rainbow trout Sensitive Sensitive2, Species 
Onchorhynchus my kiss) of Special Coocem3 

1 ESA federal listing 
2. Forest Service Region I lis ting 
3
· Idaho Department o f Fish and Game state listing 
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Reintroduction of fall chinook in the basin has not been as successful as the spring chi nook 
program (IDFG 200 I). Populations in the basin are extremely depressed. Two fall chinook rcdds 
were observed in the South Fork Clearwater River in 1999 and one was noted in 2000 (WSU 
200 I). Some fall chinook juvenile rearing likely occurs in the lower South Fork Clearwater 
River(USFS 2000). 

Steelhead Trout (Onchorhynchus mykiss) 

The anadromous steelhead trout including those in the South Fork Clearwater River were listed as 
threatened under the Endangered Species Act in 1997. Naturally produced South Fork 
Clearwater River steelhead are considered part of the Snake River ESU. 

The South Fork Clearwater River basin has a high capacity to produce steelhead (USFS 1998). In 
general, the basin contains a significant amount of habitat with high to very high potential to 
support native species (USFS 1999). Optimum steelhead spawning habitat can be characterized 
by temperatures of 50°-60°F. water depths of I to 2 ft., and gravels of I Lo 3 in. High quality 
habitat for steelhead is found in lower Crooked River. Newsome Creek. Johns Creek and Tenmile 
Creek. Sections of Crooked River and Newsome Creek have been impacted by mining and 
human activities. Mill Creek, Meadow Creek. Red River and the American River have been 
degraded moderately to severely and some limited spawning occurs in the mainstem South Fork 
Clearwater River. 

Adults returning to the South Fork Clearwater River are considered ·•s•· run steel head. •'B'' refers 
to the time of crossing over Bonnevi lle Dam ... B .. run fish run later than ·' A·, run fish. Most "B · 
run fish spend two years in the ocean and weigh 12 to 13 lbs when they return to the Clearwater 
River basin. 

Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) 

The bull trout, a charr, was listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act in 1998. The 
listing required that agencies adm in ister active management plans to protect the species and its 
habitat. Critical habitat for bull trout has been proposed in Idaho in the Clearwater and Salmon 
River basins (USFWS 2003). 

Bull trout have specific habitat requirements. Water temperatures above 59° F limit bull trout 
distribution (Pratt 1984). Spawning temperatures range from 40° to 46°F, lower than most other 
Idaho trout. Lack of migration corridors, substrate, stream flows and channel stability can also 
impact bull trout distribution (Thurow 1997; Fraley and Shepard 1989). 

Watson and Hillman ( 1997) state that management and protection of bull trout needs to be site 
specific. The IDFG, the USFS and the BLM sponsored an ongoing study in the South Fork 
Clearwater River basin starting in 1993, to learn more about native bu ll trout and its habitat 
(I DFG 200 I). South Fork Clearwater River basin is a key watershed for bull trout (Idaho 1996). 

Movement of bull trout among the South Fork Clearwater, Middle Fork Clearwater, Lochsa and 
Selway Rivers has not been documented but is feasible (USFS 1999). Movement of fluvial bull 
trout in the Blackfoot River in Montana migrated up to 80 miles (Swanberg 1997). The distance 
from the upper tributaries in the South Fork Clearwater River to the confluence of the Middle 
Fork Clearwater River is about 50 miles. It is possible that some migratory bull trout were 
restricted in movements during the period that Harpster Dam was in place on the South f ork 
Clearwater River. 
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5.9.2 Sensitive Species 

Spring chinook Salmon (Oncorl,ynchus tshawy tsc/10) 

Spring chi nook salmon enter the Columbia River and begin spawning migrations during April 
and May. Snake River spring/summer chinook were listed as a threatened species under the 
federal Endangered Species Act in 1992 (Table 19). Spring chinook in the Snake River are 
considered an ESU, but the South Fork Clearwater River chinook are not considered part of the 
ESU. It is believed that the indigenous spring chinook salmon in the Clearwater basin were 
eliminated by the construction of Lewiston Dam in 1927 (USFS 1998). Reintroduction of spring 
chinook has resulted in a naturalized population , but South Fork Clearwater River chinook are 
not I isted because of the genetic uncertainty of the stock ( rDFG 200 I). 

Nutrient now of carbon, nitrogen, and phosphorus brought upstream by spawning salmon is 
significant in detennining the overall productivity of both watersheds and salmon runs (Willson 
and Halupka 1995). Trees and shrubs near spawning streams derive approximately 22 to 24% of 
their nitrogen from spawning salmon as indicated by isotopic analyses (Helfield and Naiman 
1998). 

The South Fork Clearwater River and some tributaries provide travelways. spawning, and rearing 
habitat for the chinook. The most import.ant habitat in the basin is found in the Red River, 
Crooked River and American River. Redd counts in the South Fork Clearwater River basin have 
been highly variable (Table 20). The lowest recorded number of redds was in 1999. 

To reestablish runs of spring Chinook in Newsome Creek, the Nez Perce Tribe operates the 
Newsome Creek Satellite Acclimation Facility. Approximately 75,000 spring Chinook fingerlings 
from the Nez Perce Tribal Hatchery are transferred to the faci lity in May and are held until 
release in October. 

Table 20. South Fork Clearwater River spring chinook salmon traditional trend aerial 
redd counts, I 966-200 I. 

Year Number1 Year Number1 

1974 17 1988 110 
1975 59 1989 53 
1976 33 1990 78 
1977 88 1991 6 
1978 77 1992 98 
1979 27 1993 209 
1980 46 1994 17 
1981 75 1995 6 
1982 112 1996 44 
1983 113 1997 242 
1984 87 1998 64 
1985 130 1999 5 
1986 109 2000 154 
1987 143 200 1 

I South Fork Clearwater River Cleanvater counts in Red, American, Crooked Rivers and Newsome 
Creek; 

Newsome Ck had 280 excess adult outplants during 1997 and 362 adults, 125 jacks excess 
Adult outplants during 2000. 
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Wests lope c utthroat trout (Oncl,orhy 11clws c/arki lewis,) 

Westslope cutthroat trout are listed as Sensitive by the USFS and a Species of Special Concern by 
the IDFG (Table). Westslope cutthroat trout historically were the dominant trout in streams of 
central and northern Idaho (Behnke and Wallace 1986). 

Westslope cunhroat in the South Fork C learwater River basin are an important metapopulation in 
the Clearwater River basin (USFS 1998). Strong populations are found in Johns Creek. Tenmile 
Creek, Crooked River, Meadow Creek and Mill Creek (USFS 2000). Populations in the basin are 
generally small nuvial fish (USFS 1998). Poor habitat in the lower reaches of streams in the 
basin probably limits cutthroat trout dispersion. 

Redbaod Rainbow Trou_t (Oncl10rliy11chus mykiss) 
Redband trout are considered by the USFS to be a Sensitive Species (USFS 1998). They are a 
listed as a Species of Concern by Idaho (IDFG 200 I). Redband trout are a non-anadromous fonn 
of 011chorhy11chus mykiss and distribution in the western U.S. closely matches steelhead (Behnke 
1992). 

Red band populations are found in areas of more extreme conditions than other rainbow trout 
(IDFG 200 I). The South Fork Clearwater River basin has good habitat for redband/steelhead in 
numerous areas. It is not known if redband move from the mainstem South Fork Clearwater 
River into the lower reaches of the tributaries when the water temperature increases in the 
summer. 

Pacific Lamprey (Lampetra tridenlata) 
T he Pacific lamprey is listed as Endangered by Idaho (I DFG 200 I). Adult returns of lamprey to 
the Snake River from 1995-1999 were ten magnitudes less than they were in the I 960's 
(Cochnauer and Claire 2000). Historically, up to 400,000 lampreys were counted migrating past 
Bonneville Dam (USFS 1998). 

Pacific lampreys are anadromous and face the same migratory threats as South Fork C leanvater 
River salmon and steelhead (Moser et al. 2002). Logging, stream impoundment, road building, 
grazing, mining and community deve lopment have impacted habitats in the Snake River corridor 
and the C learwater River basin. Lampreys can be a large portion of the biomass in streams where 
they are abundant (Close et aJ. 2002). They are important in nutrient cyc ling, nutrient storage and 
as an important prey item. Lampreys have adapted with their prey (Beamish 1980). 

The lamprey is not a game fish and has not been a fishery management priority with most 
agencies. However, Native American Tribes view the loss of the lamprey as loss of culture, loss 
of fi shing opportun ity and they are forced to travel to the lower Columbia tributaries lo harvest 
lampreys (Close et al. 2002). 

Cochnauer and Claire (2000) have studied the lamprey in the South Fork Clearwater River basin 
focusing on distribution, life history and habitat requirements. Lampreys were collected by 
e lectrofishing and trapping. Lampreys have been found in Red River and could occur in the 
American River (USFS 1998; Cochnauer and Claire 2000). 

Fish Hatcheries 

A federal fish hatchery, managed by the USFWS, is located at Kooskia. Spring/summer chinook 
salmon are produced here and fall chinook and steelhead have been reared here. lDFG has 
satellite facilities at Red River, Crooked River and a pond at Red Rive r for anadromous fish 
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production. he ez Perce ribe relea e chin ok and st elh ad in the basin. 

Additional Sensitive Species 
The outh Fork learwater Ri r b in i hom to man p c1 not on the 
endangered Ii t. but who e population ma be at ri k or are con idered en iti 
ag ncies. These pecie in lude: 

• Mammals: fi her, wol rin , and Town end' big- ared bat 

thr at ned or 

• Birds: p gm nuthat h. n rthem g hav k great gra o, I. barr d ov I. black-back d 
woodpecker. hite-head d dp cker, three-t ed w dp k r. dp k r 
mountain quail, flammulated owl 

• Pla11ts: br ad fruit maripo a. r gon bluebell . e rgreen kittentail 

ittle i kno n about the di tributi n and abundan f mot fth p ic in th basin. 
Ho\ e er. it i known that\ hire-headed oodpecker. nammulat do, 1, and northern goshawk 
number are declining in the ba in due to the I of larg Pond ro a pin tree . 

5.9.3 Wildlife 
Wildlife habitat ha e been identified in tudie b anou go mment ag acie and ob ervation 
of the re id nts and i itors to the b in. 

Big Game 
o t of the large game mammal p pulation in the outh Fork lean ater Ri er basin. including 

, hitetail deer, elk. black b ar. m , and m untain lion ar tabl or ·panding. Ho, e er th 
hunting quota for large bull elk in nit 15 h be n reduced b 25% ( r n ha 2002). 

5.9.3.1 Bird and Mammals Listed Under the Endangered pecies Act 

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus /e11cocepl,alus) 

Bald agle are listed a Threaten d. Original! Ii t d a ndang r d n ar h 11, 1967, th 
ere downli ted to threatened on Jul 12 l995. On Jul 6, 1999. the U F pr p ed d Ii ting 

th bald eagle because data ugge that the pecies ha recovered to le els nece sary to maintain 
a iable population ( . . i hand ildliti rvic 2000b). o bald eagle ne t ithin the outh 
F rk lean ater Ri er ba in. om bald eagle ha been seen in the inter along the outh 
Fork lear ater Ri er and on th ama Prairi . 

he outh ·ork learwater River ba in i part of Bald Eagl Recov Zon 15,, hich 
ncompa e all of central Ida.ho. he reco ery goal for Zone 15 i to provide ecure habitat for 

at lea t i bald eagle nesting territorie , i1h long-term oc upation fat lea t four. 

Canada Lynx (Lynx canadensis) 

pecie i listed as Threatened. effecti e pril 2 . 2000. Lyn ha e b en record d in th 
outh Fork I arwater Ri r basin ( F 1998). Lynx denning habitat i abundant in the upp r 
I ation of the ba in . The mo t uitable I n habitat i in John reek merican Ri er 

Crooked Ri er and R d Ri er. 

outh Fork Clearwater Ri er WP 83 



Gray Wolf (Canis lupus) 
The population of gray wolves south of Interstate 90 was listed on November 22, 1994, as an 
·'Experimental Population - non-essenlial."' On July 13, 2000, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
published a proposal to reclassify populations of gray wolf. Under this change, ldaho·s 
population south of interstate 90 would retain Experimental Population designation, and would be 
a part of the Western Distinct Population Segment, subject to rules specific to that Distinct 
Population Segment. Wolves north of Interstate 90 are listed as Endangered. 

Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos) 

In the early 1800s, grizzly bears were abundant in the Clearwater River basin. Currently. grizzly 
bears do not occupy any part of the South Fork Clearwater River basin ( USFS 1999). The last 
sighting of a gri?.Zly bear in the basin was in 1956 (USFS 2000). The Bitterroot Grizz_ly Bear 
Recovery Arca is a few air miles from the South ForkCR. The home range of a grizzly bear can 
be up to 1,000 miles (Le Franc et al. 1987). If grizzly bears are reintroduced to the Bitteroot 
Mountains. then it is possible that bears will be sighted occasionally in the basin. 

5.10 Recreation 
The South Fork Clearwater River basin serves primarily as a local and regional recreational 
resource. The recreational opportunities occur mostly on USFS. BLM and IDFG lands in the 
upstream, eastern side of the basin. The western side of the basin is mostly private farmland. 
There are scattered parcels owned by the BLM, but none of them are managed for recreation. 

There is one recreation area on the western side of the basin. Snow Haven Ski Area. It is south of 
Grangeville and just north of the Nez Perce NF boundary (Idaho County Free Press 2002). The 
Snow Haven Ski Area has a rope tow. T-bar lift and a day lodge. IL is on private land . 

On its eastern side, the South Fork Clearwater River and its tributary streams offer a range of 
recreational opportunities throughout the seasons. There is access through the South Fork 
Clearwater River basin to three federally designated wilderness areas - the Selway, Frank Church 
River of No Return and Gospel Hump. There are resorts, such as the Red River Hot Springs; 
developed camping sites and many places for dispersed camping. The USFS, although it does not 
have user numbers. reports that recreational use of the Nez Perce NF continues to grow (U.S.D.A. 
Forest Service 1998). 

Extensive mining history. sites of ghost towns and fon11er dredges are some of the tourist 
attractions in the basin. Travelers can explore the historic Elk City Wagon Road and participate 
in the annual summer festival honoring the 53-mile route, built in 1894 - 1895, for miners and 
prospectors to get to the gold fields of Elk City (Idaho County Free Press 2002). 

May and June are the months boaters, mostly accomplished kayakers, hit the South Fork 
Clearwater River. Two runs. Golden Canyon and below Bully Creek. are discussed by Amaral 
( 1990). Both runs are described at spring runoff flows. Below 600 cfs, the river becomes 
constricted and is too rocky for boating. The mos1 difficult conditions, at higher flows, are sought 
out as one of the premier challenging runs in the state by expert boaters in kayaks, small rafts or 
catarafts (USFS 1997). There is no power boating on the South Fork Clearwater River. 

Summer and fall are seasons for camping, fish ing, hiking, and exploring the side drainages and 
back roads. Both roaded and trail recreation opportunities are available throughout the basin. 
Roaded recreation opportunities are available primarily in the lower elevations, while tr-ail 
recreation dominates the higher areas. There are many miles of groomed and non-groomed 
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snowmobile trails in the South Fork Clearwater River basin that provide winter recreational 
opportunities. Cross-country skiing is popular in the basin. The Nez Perce NF provides most of 
the recreational opportunities on the eastern side of the basin. Recreational designations and 
assessments and human use trends are presented in the South Fork Clearwater River Landscape 

Assessment, available on the Nez Perce NF website ",\ w. fs. fed.us/r I /nczpercc. The assessment 
is updated as infom1ation becomes available. 

The dramatic increase in off-road vehicle (ORV) use has created a management challenge for the 
public landowners. Currently, a process is developing to get both USFS regions, the BLM and 
Stace of Idaho together ro address ORV use (Personal comm., Doman 2002). Few trails are 
designed specifically for ORVs. People have been driving ORVs in inappropriate places and 
resource damage is occurring. If all public landowners can work together. as has happened in 
other states. the management challenges regarding ORV use may be reduced. 

In 1997. there was a limited fishery for spring chinook salmon in the South Fork Clearwater 
River basin: harvest was less 1han I 00 (I Yorton. IDFG. personal communication 2002). Harvest 
of chinook in the South Fork Clearwater River basin was estimated al 4.105 in 200 I. There was a 
season for chinook in 2002 from April 20 through August 4 and the limit was two per day and 20 
for the season. About 900 chinook \\ere harvested in 2002 (Barrett. IDFG personal 
communication). 

The IDFG conducted a creel survey on the South Fork Clearwater River in 1999 (Cochnauer et al. 
1999). Angler effort on the South Fork Clearwater River was es1irnated at nearly 20,000 hours. 
FishLng for steelhead was estimated at 14.856 hours (74% of effort). Anglers harvested 2.628 
steel head from the South Fork Clearwater River in 1999. About the same number were harvested 
in 2000 and 200 I. Most of the harvest is in the spring during the months of March and April 
(Barrett, IDFG personal communication). An estimated 5.898 resident fish were harvested in 
1999 including about 3,300 hatchery rainbow/sreelhead trout, 2.300 wild rainbow/steelhead trout, 
I 18 brook tro ut and 88 cutthroat trout. 

Not all hatchery chinook released in the basin are marked. The Nez Perce Tribe does not mark 
sub-yearling chinook of hatchery origin. Therefore. some returning adults of hatchery origin are 
unmarked and cannot be harvested by anglers. 

Lake fishing in this part of the basin is, almost exclusively. for native westslope cutthroat trout in 
high mountain lakes (Barrett IDFG, personal communication). Brook trout are found in some 
high mountain lakes in the basin. Brook trout can out-compete cutthroat trout in high mountain 
lakes. resulting in declines of the native species and a population of stunted brook trout. IDFG has 
stocked sterile tiger muskie in Rainbow Lake to reduce or eliminate nonnative brook trout. In 
addition to the westslopc cutthroat trout fishing, two ponds along Crooked Rjver are stocked with 
rainbow trout (Personal comm .. Barret. IDFG). 

Fall hunting may attract the most visitors to the basin who are not from the local area. Hunters 
come from out-of-state in search of big game. The SoUlh Fork Clearwater River basin includes 
Big Game Management Area Unit 15 and a portion of Units 11 A and 16. Big game species in the 
South Fork Clearwater River basin are moose. elk. deer. bear and mountain lion. Unit 15 is a 
popular whitetail deer hunting areas. Few mule deer are taken in the basin (Personal comm .. , 
Crenshaw 2002). In Unit IS, management objectives for large bull elk were not being met, and 
harvest goals have been reduced. In 2001 , rifle hunters harvested 140 elk in Unit IS. Success 
rate was 18%. Rifle deer harvest in Unit 15 was 927 animals with a success rate of 50% . 
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Bear and mountain lion hunting have been closed on the nonh side of the South Fork Clearwater 
River for three years while a fawn mortality study is being conducted. Hunting for these species 
is still open on the south side of the drainage. 

The BLM owns land in the Elk City Township. The BLM has a management agreement with the 
Nez Perce NF that gives the USFS responsibility for snowmobile trails on BLM land. The BLM 
currently is completing an environmental assessment to allow outfitted trail rides on tJ1eir lands 
(Personal comm. Grussing 2002). The BLM has no developed recreation sites in the area. 

The Red River Wildlife Management Area is a former ranch O\.\ned by the Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game. An accessible. covered overlook offers year-round wildlife viewing in the 
meadows along the Red River. 

Outfitters and Guides 

There are a number of out filler and guides licensed to work in tJ1e South Fork Clearwater River 
basin (Outfitters and Guides Licensing Board 200 I). Outfitters and guides are licensed to lead an 
array of recreational activities from big game hunting and fishing to backpacking and horseback 
riding. 

5.11 Culture and History 

Native American 

Since time immemorial. the Nez Perce have used and occupied large portions of the Snake and 
Clearwater River Basins, including the land and waters of the South Fork of the Clearwater River. 
(Nez Perce Tribal Executive Comminee draft comments 11/17/2004) They fished the streams, 
hunted in the woodlands and dug bulbs of the edible camas lily on the high plateaus. (US DOOi 
NPS Nez Perce National Historic Park brochure) The Nez Perce Tribal members grouped 
themselves in small semi-permanent villages, with groups of villages combining to form bands 
(Landeen and Pinkham 1999. Walker 1978). There was no pennanent political body. but each 
band relied on the older males who came together as a council as needed. The Tribes preferred 
local leadership to centralized authority (Walker 1978). 

The Nez Perce Tribe considers salmon to be a part of their spiritual and cultural identity. The 
Native Americans Claims Commission concluded that the Native Americans economic cycle 
could be described as ten months of fishing and two months of berry picking, while hunting year­
round. Each band had its own fishing places, which were respected by other bands (Landeen and 
Pinkham 1999). Important changes came with the acquisition of horses in the early 181

h century. 
The Nez Perce and the Shoshone-Bannock increased their areas of travel. Both of these Tribes 
were wealthy because of the resource abundance of the central Idaho mountains and valleys and 
their use of horses for travel, hunting, and defense. Both Tribes developed class societies based 
on wealth, which in tum was based on the ownership of horses (Walker 1978). The Nez Perce 
Tribe pastured large bands of horses throughout the basin. 1t is also known that the Tribe 
practiced fire management. 

Changes came again with the influx of euro-Americans in the 19th century. In I 836, Presbyterian 
missionaries introduced Christianity to the Tribes, creating religious divides that influenced tribal 
government, treaty negotiations, and tribal and individual wealth (Landeen and Pinkham 1999). 
Conflicts with new settlers arose over access to lands and streams. The federal government 
became involved, and the Tribes entered into treaty negotiations during the middle part of the 19•h 

South Fork Clearwater River CSWP 86 



c nlury. ribal ovemmentaJ y tern changed: lhe .. go mment' d mand Ii r a ingl 
auth rity figure to a t for the entire ribe wa largcl re pon ible for the creation f 1h head 
chief p it ion ( a Iker 1978). Th z P re Trib c ded triba l land in 1he r aty of 1855. Th 

z P r e Re rvation boundari w r fW1 her r du cd b the 1863 z Perce Treaty. TI1e 1893 
Allotment gr ment ·erv d t p nth Re rva tion to ett lement b non-Indian . ( cz P re 
Triba l xecuti e mmitte draft c mm 111 11/17/200 ) 

rvation 
er ba in . , c rp from the 

DL pg. 26) 

• I 55 Tr aty. ni I 3: ··Th e. clusi right f takin ft h in all cream where running 
through r rdering aid Re ati n i furth r ecur :d lo aid ati merican : as also th 
right of taking Ii h in all u ual and a u tom d place in ommon with citiz n of the 
Territory; and fer cling lemp rary building for uring, t gether, ith the pri ii gc of 
hunting, gath ring roots and berrie . and pasturing th ir hor e and canle up n pen and 
un laim d land:· 9- I 8-0_ F T D pg. -6 

• I 863 Treat . rticle 8: 'The nited tale al o a ~rec to re erve all spring or fountain not 
adjacent to r direct! onn ted v ith. th tr am r ri er within th land h rb 
relinqui hcd, and to kc p back from ettlement or entry much f th urrounding land as 
ma be ncce ary to pre ent aid springs or fountains being nclo d: and, furth r, to 
pre a p rp lual right of , a lo and from the rune a \ atering place . f, r the u e in 
common r both , hit and ati m rican _ .. (9- I 8-0- TMDL pg 27) 

he General al lotment ct of 1887 aimed at i ing indi idual ati merican title to 40 to 160 
acr of land in th belief that land owner hip, ould further as imitate them into th non-lndian 
cultur . Th unalloted land old to th g neral public. 0 er time. more than 70% of the 
Re rvation land, a ownership. ( DD I P z P r ational Hi toric Park 
brochure) 

Tribal management of land and water resources 

a o er ign tribal go rnm nt. th ez P rce Trib has o ereign pO\: er to regulate it land . 
, ater and people. The z Per e Trib i g m db the nine per on ez Perce ribal 

xecuti e ommitte PTE ), ho authorit i r cogniz db a on titution and B la 
originall adopted in 1948. The PT ha auth rit to r gulat the land and ater " ithin the 

p 87 



Re e ati n, a. w II a tJ1c .·erci e of treat -re rvcd hunting. fi hing. gaU1 ring. and pa luring 
right re rv d in the 1855 r aty . a c -manager of natura l re our e , the ribc, ark cl el 
with it federa l. tat . lo al. and tribal partn · t addr important natura l r our e managem nt 
i ue . ( e P r e Triba l x uti e Committ draft comment 11 / 17/_004) 

he ez Pere Trib , n ab ut IO 1.000 acre in the ba in ( z Perce Tribal x uti 
ommittee draft comm t1L 11 / 17/_004 although ab ut 20% of th land in the ba in i 
e Pere ribal Re e ati n b undaric . (9-18-02 CT DL pg. -6) he Re rvati n i about 

780.000 a r in total with approximately 90.000 acre ov ned by th Tribe and Tribal m mb r . 
outh F rk Cl arwater Ri er Land cap e ment pg. 21 ). urrentl Lh z Pere rib ha 

lied member . 

umerou ez P rce r ligiou and cultural it are id ntifi d and protected in th outh ork 
Clearwater Ri er ba ·in. In mo t c e • their lo at ion ar not a ai lable for publi di lo ur in 

rder to pr te t the int gri of the ite . ez Per e tribal member continue to u e th ba in to 
e, r i e their tre t Ii hing and hunting right . 

ational Regi ter of Historic Place 

on the national r gi t r f 
ill in Elk 

rtrudc· on enc 
but not\ ithin Lhe b in. 

5.12 Forestry 
maj rit f the land in th 

fo re ted land. 
nt: 

• Fore t ucce ion. fir uppr i n, and limb r harve t ha e re ulted in decl ine in large 
open-growth Pondera a pine. Earl ral, intolerant p cie lik lodg pol pine and , e tern 
larch, ha e al o de lin d v ith uppre ion. 

• hitebark pin i in riou d cline from bli ter ru t. fire xclu ion and m untain pin b etle. 
tern 1,; hite pine. never abundant in th ba in, has al declin d from bli ter ru t. 

• Grand fir Dou la -fir, and ubalpin fir ha increa ed. 

• apling. and p le tand . 
ion. ed ium and larg 

pine fore t . 

• uppre i n. arge diameter nag 
limb r ha e t ha ccurred. 
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and stand densities have probably increased over historic conditions in some senings. One 
consequence of this is increased risk of insect and disease activity and more severe tire (U.S. 
Forest Service 1998). 

For more detailed infonnation on tire disturbance frequency, size and severity please see the Fire 
Disturbance section of the South Fork Clearwater River Landscape Assessment, available on the 
Nez Perce NF website hnp://www.fs.fed.us/rl /nezperce/pua sf clw/ index.html. 

5.12.2 Timber 
Timber was harvested from the basin as early as 1860 and the lirst sawmill was bui lt in 1863 
(USFS 1999). By 1900. seven sa",,nills were operating in the basin. The first commercial 
harvest began in the 1940s (USFS 1999). Earl) timber harvest selected high value species. 

Current ly there arc two lumber mi lls operating in the basin. In 1958. Shearer Lumber Products 
mill opened. The same mill, now owned and operated b) Bennett Forest Industries, may be 
relocated to the Lewiston area. (Idaho Statesman 3-6-03). Clearwater Forest Industries has a mill 
now in Kooskia. A large demand for timber resulted in an increased harvest in the basin during 
the I 960s and 1970s and clearcuning was the primary harvest method (USFS 1999). Since the 
I 980's the trend has been away from clearcuning, but some is allowed under current open 
contracts (McGee 2002). Timber han est has decl ined on the Ne.£ Perce NF in the basin since the 
1980s, although timber sales are ongoing (Table 21 ). 

Table 21. Sawlog volume of timber sold from the South Fork Clearwater River basin. 

Year Periods Total MMBF Sold Mean MMBF Sold Per 
Year 

197 1-1975 289.3 57.9 

1976-1980 284.3 56.9 

1981-1 985 224.4 44.9 

1986-1990 22 1.0 44.2 

1991-1 995 91.8 18.4 

1996-200 1 72.4 14.5 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) manages about 12,000 acres in the basin (Haaland 
2002). All BLM land is in the Elk City Township. In 1996 the BLM harvested 3.2 mmbf from 
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the Forgotten 400 timber sale located in section 34. Over the last ten years. The BLM harvested 
approximately 500 mmbf from small sales throughout the township. Within the nexl three years. 
the BLM plans to harvest approximately 8 mmbf from the southwest portion of the township. 

In addition to timber harvested from the Nez Perce NF and SLM land, the Idaho State 
Department of Lands (I DL) has 2.400 acres in the basin and conducts periodic timber sales 
(Bates, IDL, 2002). Approximately 8 mmbf of timber were harvested from state lands in the last 
ten years. All the harvest from these sales was selective with the retention of a variety of tree 
densities in each sa le area. Plans are to manage all the state land in the South Fork Clearwater 
River basin on an uneven aged basis. 

There are also timber sales on private lands. Private forest lands generally fall under two 
categories. Industrial land belongs to timber companies or corporations and is primarily managed 
for long-tenn timber production. During the period from October 200 I to October 2002 
approximately 5.8 mmbf were harvested from these lands. Non-industrial private forest land 
(NIPF) is the second category. Landowners in this category have a variety of parcel sizes and 
land object ives. Approximately 3. 7 mmbf were removed from N r PF lands from October, 200 I 
through October, 2002 in the South Fork Clearwater River basin. Timber sales on both types of 
private land have been regulated by the State of Idaho's Forest Practices Act since 1974. Harvest 
of timber from private land is mostly selective witJ1 .. uneven age management", although 
clcarcutting occurs on a smal l percentage (5% to I 0%) of Lhe harvests (Bates, 2002). 

A significant challenge in the basin is forest health. The number of dead and dying trees in some 
areas in the basin is a major forestry issue. Fuel reduction needs to be addressed. How these 
issues are resolved could be major factors in water quality in the basin 

South Fork Clearwater River CSWP 90 



Mao 9. Land Cover. 

• Towns 

/\./ Mapr Stte&m• 

I'\, "'MilJO< Roaos 

VegelaNon 
Pq1culurel c:,w and pa!ilLAland 

- Reeerc IHnt>erhiwvest •eas 
CilO\IOn -<lands 
Oougtas a, 
Pondwosa pine 

-Grandnr 
LOOQOQOle pine 
5w.11Plne ~r 

Scale 1:425,000 

South Fork Cleanvater River Basin 
Land Cover 

•L••...-

10 0 10 Mies 

South Fork Clearwater River CSWP 91 

~ 
N 



5.13 Agriculture and Grazing 
Domestic sheep and cattle were brought to the basin in the mid 1860s during the gold rush. 
Livestock increased with the number of settlers. and operations were concentrated in suitable 
a reas around major trail heads leading to rhe large mining camps. The livestock industry thrived 
on rangeland of the area. Stites was the major livestock shipping location for the county. 

In the mid 1800s settlers began moving into the basin. establishing homesteads and ranches. 
Larger areas were put into crop production with the development of mechanized equipment. 
Agricultural land use occurs predominantly in the Three Mile Creek, Butcher Creek, and 
Cottonwood Creek sub-watersheds and on the Camas Prairie. 

The majority of cropland is devoted to dryland agriculture. The major crops are ~ inter wheat, 
spring wheat. barley. peas, lentils, and canola. Most of the cropland is on gently sloping, well­
drained soils. Fanning practices include conventional tillage for seedbed preparation, plow, disc, 
harrow. and fertil ization. Crops are generally grown in rotation with grain following a legume or 
canola. 

5.14 Mining 
The South Fork Clearwater River basin ·s history is closely tied to mining. Deposits of gold and 
other valuable metals led to the first occupation of the area by white miners and settlers (USFS 
Landscape Assessment). Placer gold reportedly was discovered in a tributary of the Clearwater 
River in 1857 (Thomson and Ballard 1924). The first major gold discovery in the South Fork 
Clearwater River basin was in June 1861 near present day Elk City. 

Early placer mining was done with hand tools and sluices and rocker boxes to remove gold from 
streams in the upper part of the basin. By the mid 1860s extensive ditch construction allowed the 
fi rst hydraulic mining to occur. By the mid I 920s. an estimated $30 to $60 million of gold had 
been placer mined in central Idaho (Thomson ru1d Ballard 1924). Placer and hydraulic mining 
continued. at fluctuating levels through the 1930s. 

"Of a ll the historic human activities that have occurred in the assessment area, large scale 
dredging has had the most d irect negative impact on streams," (USFS, Landscape Assessment 
1998). 

Lode, or hard rock mines were prospected as early as 1870. The Buster mine at Elk City was the 
fi rst quartz mine to be opened and that was in 1884 (Thomson and Ballard 1924). The first mill 
in the basin was built in 1902. ·'However, the isolation of the mining district presented problems 
that rendered local treatment of the base ores unprofitable. The problem of transportation was the 
all-important factor governing the operation of those mines that had been producing," (Thomson 
and Ballard 1924). At that time, the road from Elk City to Grangeville did not exist and travel to 
the ore-rich part of the basin was difficult over a 53-mile wagon road between Stites and Elk City. 

Currently there are two active reclamation permits for gold mines in the basin. One is for the 
Idaho Consolidated Metals surface mine near Elk City. The other is for a placer operation in the 
headwaters of Five Mile Creek. 
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Aggregate 

There are two active reclamation pennits for aggregate sources in the South Fork Clearv,ater 
River basin. Both are for gravel sources used by the Idaho Department of Transportation. They 
are located near Elk City. 

Recreational Dredge Mining 
Recreational dredge mining is allowed for specified times on designated sections of [daho 's rivers 
and requires a pem1it from the IDWR. The South Fork C learwater River is open for recreational 
dredge operations from July IS lo Aug. 15. There are special requirements for recreational 
dredge mining on the South Fork Clearwater River lo mitigate impacts to salmon and salmon 
habitat. 

Recreational dredging equipment must have an intake of S inches diameter or less and a rating of 
IS horsepower or less. A stream channel alteration permit is required for larger dredges. Dredge 
operations must be at least I 00 feet apart. And, operations on a national forest must comply with 
Forest Service mining regulations. 

5.15 Navigation 
There is no commercial navigation"' ithin the South Fork Clearwater River basin. I listorically. 
logs may have been noated down the South Fork Clearwater River during spring runoff. 
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GLOSSARY 

Acre-foot: The volume of water required to cover one acre of land (43.560 square feet) to a depth 
of one foot: equivalent to 325,850 gallons. 

Adjudicated water right: A water right for which the defining parameters required by law have 
been determined and decreed by a court of law. 

Alluvium: Soil material, such as sand. silt, or clay that has been deposited on land surface by 
water. 

Alteration: A term usually used in reference to Idaho Code Title 42. Chapter 38. the Stream 
Protection Act. An alteration is any activity that obstructs, diminishes, destroys, alters, modifies, 
relocates, or changes the natural existing shape of the stream channel within or below the mean 
high water mark. ll includes removal of material from the stream channe l and emplacement of 
material or structures in or across the stream channel where the material or structure has the 
potential to affect now in the channel as determined by the director of the Idaho Department of 
Water Resources. 

Anadromous: Fish species, such as salmon, that are born in fresh water, spend mosr of their adult 
life in the ocean, and return to fresh water to reproduce. 

Appropriate or appropriation: To obtain the right to divert and use the public waters of the 
state of Idaho. 

Beneficial use: The uses of water that can legally be protected by water rights. 

Best management practices: State-of-the-art land and water use practices that are efficient, 
effective. practical, economical. and environmentally sound. The goal of best management 
practices is to minimize soil erosion. 

IWRB: Idaho Water Resource IWRB. 

Bull trout: The common name for Salvelinus co11}111enlus, a char native to the Pacific Nonhwest 
and Canada. 

Clearwater Focus Watershed Project: The purpose of the Clearwater Focus Program is to 
coordinate projects to enhance and restore fish and wildlife habitats in the Clearwater River 
subbasin to meet the goals of the Northwest Power and Conservation Council's program. Idaho 
Soil Conservation Commission (ISCC) and the Nez Perce Tribal Watershed Division (one of 6 
divisions within the NPT Fisheries Department) co-coordinate the Focus Program on behalf of 
Idaho State and the Nez Perce Tribe (NPT). 

Colluvium: Soil material, rock fragments. or both, moved by creep, slide. or local wash and 
deposited the base of steep slopes. 

Commercial Business: Non-manufacturing business. 

Comprehensive State Water Piao: A plan adopted by the Idaho Water Resource IWRB and 
approved by the legislature pursuant to Section 42- I 734A of the Idaho Code. 
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Con_Ouence: The point at which one or more bodies of water flows into another. 

Conservation: Actions taken to increase the efliciency of energy or water use, produc tion. or 
distribution. 

Consumptive use: The portion of the volume of water diverted under a water right that is 
transpired by vegetation. evaporated from soils, converted to non-recoverable water vapor, 
incorporated into products, or otherwise does not return to the waters of the state. Consumptive 
use does not include any water that falls as precipitation directly on the place of use unless it is 
captured. conlrollcd, and used under an appurtenant water right (Idaho Code 42-202B( I)). 

Cubic feet per second (cfs): A unit of measure for the rate of discharge of water. One cubic foot 
per second is the rate of flow of one square foot of water that is flowing at mean velocity of one 
foot per second. It is equal to 448.8 gallons per minute, or 1.98 acre-foot per day. 

Decree: A written decision by a court oflaw. Water right disputes are sometimes taken to court 
for resolution - the resultant description of the water rights in question are knmvn as "decreed" 
water rights. 

Domestic water use: The use of water as described in Idaho Code 42-111. Domestic use can be 
for home, livestock, and for any other purposes in connection with a home. including irrigation of 
up to one-half acre of land. The total use cannot exceed 13,000 gallons per day. Domestic use can 
also be for other small uses such as commercial or business establishments. if the total diversion 
rate does not exceed 0.04 cubic feet per second and a diversion volume of2.500 gallons per day. 

Ecosystem: A complex system composed of a community of flora and fauna, taking into account 
the chemical and physical environment with which the system is interrelated. 

Endangered species: Any species or subspecies that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a 
s ignificant portion of its range. The lenn is usually used in relation to the Endangered Species Act 
(sec below). 

Endangered Species Act: A federal statute that invokes protection for the species listed under 
the law ( I 6 U.S.C. § 1536). Animals and plants are designated as ·'endangered" or " threatened" by 
either the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service. There are 
other des ignations for "experimental populations:· Listed popu lations receive lhe highest 
protection possible, with penalties for taking, hanning, or injuring an individual or its 
environment. Special procedures apply to government projects in areas where listed species may 
be present. 

Evapotranspiration: The loss of moisture by evaporation from land and water surfaces and 
transpiration from plants. 

Fishery enhancement structure: A structure deliberately placed within the waterway to improve 
fish habitat. 

Floodplain: Land that may be submerged by floodwaters. The floodplain built up by stream 
deposition. The I 00-year floodplain identifies the land in the floodplain subject to a I% or greater 
chance of flooding in any given year. 
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Friable: Easily crumbled or pulverized. 

Geothermal: The natural heat energy of the earth. In this plan. the tenn refers to water that is 
heated underground. and retains at least some of that heat at land surface or at the bottom of a 
well. 

Ground water: All water under the surface of the ground whatever may be the geological 
structure in which it is standing or moving (Idaho Code 42-230). 

Habitat: The place or type of natural site where a plant or animaJ nom1ally lives and grows. 

Head: The elevation difference between surfaces of water. 

High water mark: The line that separates aquatic vegetation from terrestrial vegetation. The line 
which the water impresses on the soil by covering it for sufficient periods of time to deprive the 
soil of its terrestrial vegetation and destroy its value for commonly accepted agricultural purposes 
(Idaho Code 42-3802). 

Hydropower project: Any development which uses a flow of water as a source of electrical or 
mechanical power. or which regulates the flow of water for the purpose of generating electrical or 
mechanical power. A hydropower project development includes all powerhouses. dams, water 
conduits, transmission lines, water impoundments. roads, and other appurtenant works and 
structures [ldaho Code 42-173 I (5)]. 

Idaho Batbolitb: The body of intrusive igneous (volcanic) rock in central Idaho about 250 miles 
long and a maximum of I 00 miles wide. It is approximately I 00 million years old. 

Idaho Code: Idaho laws, as written by the state legislature and approved by the governor. 

Idaho Water Resource IWRB: A constitutional water agency within the ldaho Department of 
Water Resources consisting of eight appointed members pursuant to the provisions of Article 15, 
Section 7 of the Idaho Constitution (Idaho Code 42-1732). 

Industrial business: A business that manufactures products. 

Irrigation: The watering of cropland. Residential Ja,vn and garden uses are not considered 
''irrigation·· in the context of water rights issued by the state of Idaho. 

Kilowatt: A unit of electric power equal lo 1,000 watts, or about 0. 746 horsepower. 

Listed Species: Used in reference to animals and plants listed under the Endangered Species Act. 

Mean high water mark: A water level corresponding to the natural or ordinary high water mark. 
The Line wliich the waler impresses on the soil by covering it for sufficient periods of time to 
deprive the soil of its terrestrial vegetation and destroy its value for commonly accepted 
agricultural purposes [Idaho Code 42-3802(11)]. 

Megawatt: A unit of electrical power equal to 1,000,000 watts, or about 746 horsepower. 

Minimum stream flow: A water right that retains water in the stream or river for wildlife habitat, 
recreation, navigation, and aesthetic beauty. Idaho Code defines this term as the minimum flow of 
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water in cubic feet per second of time, o r minimum lake le, e l in feet above mean sea level, 
required to protect fish and wildlife habitat, aquatic life, recreation, scen ic beauty, navigation, 
transportation, or water quality of a waterway in the public interest [Idaho Code 42-1502(()]. 

MunicipaJ water use: Water for residential, commerc ial, or industrial use: for irrigation of parks 
and open spaces: or for related purposes. Municipal water use does not include use of water from 
geothermal sources for heating. which a municipal provider is entitled or obliged to supply to all 
those users within a service area, including those located outside the boundaries of a munic ipality 
served by a municipal provider [Idaho Code 42-202B(3)]. 

Natural River: A designation made by the ldaho Water Resource lWRB. It defines a waterway 
which possesses outstanding fish and wi ldlife, recreation. geologic, or aesthetic values: which is 
free of substantial existing human-made impoundments, dams. or other structures; and of which 
the riparian areas are largely undeveloped although accessible in places by trails and roads [Idaho 
Code 42- 173 I (7)). 

Public interest (locaJ): In regards to water appropriations, this encompasses the a fTairs of the 
people of the area directly affected by the proposed use [Idaho Code 42-203A(5)]. 

Recreational dredge mining: Operation of vacuum or suction dredges and power sluice 
equipment in which the nozzle is 5 inches or less, and the equipment rated at 15 horsepower or 
less, and capable of moving 2 cubic yards per hour or less. 

Recreational River: A designation made by the Idaho Water Resource IWRB. It defines a 
waterway which possesses outstanding fish and wildlife, recreation, geologic or aesthetic values. 
and which might include some human-made development within the waterway or within the 
riparian area of the waterway [Idaho Code 42-1731 (9)]. 

Rental pool: A market for exchange of stored water operated by a local committee. The 
committee is appointed by the Idaho Water Resource Board. 

Riparian area: The area associated with aquatic (stream, river, or lake) habitats. The term is 
defined in Idaho Code for purposes associated with the Idaho Department of Water Resources 
and the Idaho Water Resource Board, as the area within one hundred ( 100) feet of the mean high 
water mark of a water way [Idaho Code 42- 173 I (1 O)]. 

River basin: The total drainage or catchment area of a stream (i.e., the watershed). 

River corridor: The area of varying width along both s ides of a river or stream. 

River reach: A continuous section of a river from one point to another; a stretch of the river. 

Scrub vegetation: Vegetation dominated by shrubs, typically found at elevations below montane 
(mountain) vegetation. 

State agency: Any IWRB, commission, department, or executive agency of the state of Idaho. 

Stream bed: A natural water course of perceptible extent with a defin ite bed and banks, which 
confines and conducts the water of a waterway that lies below and between the ordinary high 
water marks on either side of that waterway [Idaho Code 42-173 1 ( 12)]. 
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Threatened species: A species of plant or Mimal that is likely to become endangered within the 
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. as detem1ined by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

Total Maximum DaiJy Load (TMDL): The sum of all pollutants in a waterway. Pollutant levels 
established through TMDL standards must be at or below the level that the water body can 
assimilate without violating the state's water quality standards. 

Unappropriated water: Water that is not subject to diversion and use under existing water rights 
[Idaho Code 42-1502(g)]. 

Water right: The legal right, however acquired, to the use of water for beneficial purposes 
[Idaho Code 42-230(e)]. 

Water right application: An application fi led by any person. association, or corporation with the 
Idaho Department of Water Resources. intending to acquire the right to the beneficial use of the 
waters of any natural streams. springs. or seepage waters. lakes, or ground water. or other public 
waters of the state of Idaho [Idaho Code 42-202J. 

Waterway: A river, stream, creek. lake, or spring, or a portion thereof. 

Water table: The highest part of the soil or underlying rock material that is wholly saturated with 
water. On some places an upper, or perched, water table may be separated from a lower one by a 
dry zone. 

Wetlands: Transitional lands between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water table is 
usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by shallow water. 
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APPENDIX A 

South Fork Cleanvater River Watershed Advisory Group 

Bob Rylaarsdam 
Ranching/livestock 
Grangeville 

Kelly Frazier 
Water Treatment/City of Kooskia 
Kooskia 

JoAnn Mider 
Family Farmers 
Kamiah, 

Rudy Carter 
Nezperce Tribe 
Grangeville 

Ron Andrews 
Tourism/Travel 
Kooskia 

Phil Jahn 
Federal Land Agencies 
Grangeville 

Bonnie Schonefeld 
Conservation 
Kooskia 

Pat Holmberg 
Recreational and Commercial Mining 
Grangeville 
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Troy Biesecker 
Road Districts 
Kooskia 

Dick Wilhite 
Timber Industry 
Elk City 

Lynn Laughy 
Outfitter/Guide 
Kooskia 

Ed Stuivenga 
Agriculture 
Grangeville 

Borg I lendrickson 
Recreation 
Kooskia 

Joy Lee 
At Large 
Kooskia, JD 83539 

Alice Mattson 
At Large 
Kooskia 

Bob Klecha 
Waste Water Utilities 
Grangevi lle 
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