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Executive Summary

Idaho’s 2014 Integrated Report is submitted in compliance with sections 303(d), 305(b), and 314
of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA). This biennial report describes ongoing efforts to monitor,
assess, track, and restore the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of Idaho waters.

The 2014 Integrated Report incorporates a few changes from previous years:

e A description of Idaho’s antidegration policy, which was adopted in 2011

e A revision of the TMDL priorities

e Updated discussion of nutrients, including a discussion on harmful algal blooms

e C(larification of the basin and watershed advisory groups consultation process

These changes are part of an ongoing effort to improve Idaho’s reporting format and content to
provide the public with a transparent, accessible, and understandable report on the condition of
Idaho’s waters.

2014 Report Highlights

The 2014 report includes background information about the waters of Idaho, the Idaho
Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ’s) water pollution control program, special
concerns affecting water quality, and surface water monitoring and assessment summaries. This
document also provides an overview of Idaho’s ground water monitoring and assessment efforts
and a summary of public participation in developing the Integrated Report. The following
highlights are discussed in more detail in this year’s Integrated Report:

e Restoration efforts and modification of land management have resulted in sediment
reductions and water quality improvements in Bear Valley Creek in west-central Idaho.

e Two water bodies are identified as making progress in achieving water quality standards:
the lower South Fork Payette River, located in west-central Idaho, and Shoshone Creek in
southern Idaho.

e Idaho’s policy on tribal waters has been clarified, including a description of how the
policy will be implemented during the 2016 Integrated Report.

e 264 assessment unit-cause combinations have been delisted from Categories 4 and 5.

Category Summaries

The 2014 Integrated Report presents information about the status of Idaho’s waters based on
DEQ data and other readily available data or information from the past 5 years (2010-2014).
This report presents the current status of water quality in Idaho by placing all waters of the state
into at least one of five categories, as described in Figure A.
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» Waters wholly within a designated wilderness or inventoried roadless area and
Cat eg 0 rly 1 presumed to be fully supporting all beneficial uses.

» Waters fully supporting those beneficial uses that have been assessed. Insufficient
Cat eg (0] ry P  (or no) data and information available to determine if the remaining uses are
attained.
Categ (@) ry 3 « Insufficient data to determine if any beneficial uses are being met.
» Waters not supporting one or more beneficial uses, but they do not require
Cat eg (@) I’y 4 development of a total maximum daily load (TMDL). Category 4 waters fall
within three subcategories:

Category 4a—TMDL completed and approved by EPA

Category 4b—Pollution controls in place; expected to meet water quality standards

Category 4c—Impairment caused by pollution, not a pollutant

» Waters not meeting applicable water quality standards for one or more beneficial
Categ (o) ry 5 uses by one or more pollutants. An EPA-approved TMDL is needed.
* Category 5 waters make up the §303(d) list of impaired waters.

Figure A. Five categories of the Integrated Report.

Waters of the state are categorized using assessment units (AUs). An AU is a group of similar
stream segments with similar land-use practices, ownership, or land management. AUs, rather
than water bodies, are classified into at least one of the five different categories. An AU may be
impaired by multiple causes, and in some instances can be listed in multiple categories. As such,
category listings are sometimes referred to as AU-cause combinations, rather than simply water
bodies, since a particular water body may be divided into multiple AUs impaired by multiple
causes. For the 2014 reporting cycle, the general category summaries for streams and rivers are
presented in Table A and Figure B, and lakes and reservoirs are presented in Table B and
Figure C.

Table A. Category summary for streams and rivers.

Category Miles Asse,:l;mgﬁ;soLnits
Category 1 4,776 373
Category 2 26,761 1,398
Category 3 32,586 1,455
Category 4a 43,791 2,458%
Category 4b 51 42
Category 4c 7,361 5522
Category 5 10,791 816°

& AU-cause combinations
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Figure B. Category summary for streams and rivers as percent of total stream/river miles (95,346).
Note that percentages total more than 100% because some miles are listed in more than one

category.

Table B. Category summary for lakes and reservoirs.

Category Acres Number of .
Assessments Units
Category 1 5,646 209
Category 2 21,824 39
Category 3 198,396 319
Category 4a 361,673 69%
Category 4b 0 0
Category 4c 85,785 122
Category 5 205,175 34%
 AU-cause combinations

90%

80% 77.1%

70%

60%

50% 42.3% 43.8%

40%

30%

20% 18.3%

10% | 1005 7% 0.0% I
0%

1 2 3 4a 4b 4c 5

Integrated Report Category

Figure C. Category summary for lakes and reservoirs as percent of total lake/reservoir acreage
(468,818). Note that percentages total more than 100% because some acres are listed in more than

one category.
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Water bodies are considered to be fully supporting their beneficial uses if they are in
Categories 1 or 2. Unassessed water bodies are those in Category 3, and water bodies not
supporting their beneficial uses are those in Categories 4 and 5. The overall support status for
Idaho water bodies is presented in Tables C and D.

Table C. Support status of Idaho’s streams/rivers (percentages based on 95,346 total stream/river
miles statewide).

Support Status (perce'\r/:ltlii total)
Fully supporting (Categories 1 and 2) 31,567 (33%)
Not supporting (Categories 4 and 5) 33,994 (36%)
Not assessed (Category 3) 29,785 (31%)

Table D. Support status of Idaho’s lakes/reservoirs (percentages based on 468,818 total
lake/reservoir acres statewide).

Support Status (perc?nctrgitotal)
Fully supporting (Categories 1 and 2) 27,471 (6%)
Not supporting (Categories 4 and 5) 258,383 (55%)?
Not assessed (Category 3) 182,964 (39%)

% The lake and reservoir support status is based on acreage. The percentage (by area) of lakes not supporting
beneficial uses is relatively high because of a few large lakes listed in Categories 4 and 5.

2012-2014 Comparison

Overall, DEQ is achieving the desired trend from cycle to cycle: increased waters in

Categories 1, 2, and 4a (waters supporting beneficial uses or with total maximum daily loads)
and fewer waters in Categories 3 and 5 (Figure D). Compared to 2012, the percent of
stream/river miles fully supporting beneficial uses has increased from 30% to 33%, while the
percentage not fully supporting beneficial uses has remained the same at 36%. For
lakes/reservoirs, the percentage of acreage fully supporting beneficial uses has remained the
same at 6%; however, the percentage not fully supporting decreased by 1%. DEQ is still
developing lake/reservior assessment procedures; lack of a finalized procedure inhibited the
ability to complete new assessments on these water bodies and is reflected in the lack of change
in the numbers reported (Figure E).

Xii
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Figure D. Number of stream/river assessment units in Categories 1-5 of the Integrated Report in
2012 and 2014.
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Figure E. Number of lake/reservoir assessment units in Categories 1-5 of the Integrated Report in
2012 and 2014.

The 2014 reporting cycle added 49 new listings to Category 5: 35 AU-cause combinations were
added due to new readily available data; 8 were the result of creating new AUs to correct
digitizing errors and to be consistent with Idaho water quality standards; 4 were the result of
TMDLs being erroneously applied to AU-cause combinations in previous reporting cycles, and
2 were the result of relisting causes that were erroneously deleted in previous cycles (Table E).
Since the 2012 reporting cycle, 222 AU-cause combinations have been delisted from Category 5.
The majority (117) of these delistings are the result of an EPA-approved TMDL being
completed. Other rationales for delistings from Category 5 include: the original listing was
incorrect (48), water quality standards were attained through implementation of a TMDL or
restoration plan (21), removal of a placeholder impairment such as cause unknown or combined

Xiii
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biota so that the true impairment can be listed in Category 4a, 4c or 5 (21), deletion of a
duplicative cause (14), and change in water quality standards (1).

Table E. Summary of changes to Category 5 for 2014.

Category 5
Explanation AU-Cause
Combinations
New listings
2014 total new Category 5 listings 49
e Additional Category 5 listings based on new readily available data 35
e Additional Category 5 listings caused by creating a new AU 8
e EPA-approved TDML erroneously applied to an AU-cause combination in 4
previous reporting cycle
e Causes erroneously deleted in previous reporting cycles 2
Delistings
2014 Category 5 delistings 222

Surface waters can be placed in Category 5 for a variety of causes. The following tables
summarize the causes for Idaho’s assessed waters to not fully support their beneficial uses.

Table F lists the causes for streams and rivers, while Table G provides listed causes for lakes and
reservoirs. These tables also show whether the total extent of these causes has increased or
decreased from 2012 to 2014. Note that a biological impairment can be identified by any of the
following causes: benthic-macroinvertebrate bioassessments, fishes bioassessments, aquatic
plant bioassessments, nutrient/eutrophication biological indicators, cause unknown, and
combined biota/habitat bioassessments.

Xiv
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Table F. Extent of causes of impaired stream/river assessment units, including change from 2012
to 2014.

2012 2014 Change:
Cause Extent Extent 2012-2014
(miles) (miles) (miles)
Ammonia (un-ionized) 348 350 2
Antimony 5 3 -2
Aquatic plant bioassessments 10 10 0
Arsenic 41 41 0
Benthic-macroinvertebrate bioassessments 79 6 -73
Cadmium 300 303 3
Cause unknown 979 886 -93
Chlorpyrifos 108 108 0
Combined biota/habitat bioassessments 4,016 3,303 -713
Copper 21 27 6
Dissolved gas supersaturation 68 68 0
Escherichia coli 1,868 1,858 -10
Fecal coliform 943 826 -117
Fishes bioassessments 99 20 -79
Habitat assessment (streams) 8 0 -8
Lead 255 258 3
Malathion 30 30 0
Mercury 313 328 15
Methyl parathion 20 20 0
Nitrogen (total) 3 15 12
Nutrient/eutrophication biological indicators 244 244 0
Oil and grease 348 350 2
Oxygen, dissolved 355 353 -2
Particle distribution (embeddedness) 2 0 -2
pH 7 0 -7
Phosphorus (total) 78 83 5
Sedimentation/siltation 3,413 2,983 -430
Selenium 152 147 -5
Temperature, water 4,895 3,249 -1,646
Total suspended solids (TSS) 150 132 -18
Zinc 304 307 3

XV
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Table G. Extent of causes of impaired lake/reservoir assessment units, including change from
2012 to 2014.

2012 2014 Change:
Cause Extent Extent 2012-2014

(acres) (acres) (acres)
Cadmium 27,262 27,262 0
Escherichia coli 493 471 -22
Lead 29,840 29,840 0
Mercury 118,680 119,786 1,106
Nutrient/Eutrophication Biological Indicators 55,850 55,509 -341
Oxygen, Dissolved 55,509 55,577 68
Sedimentation/Siltation 55,509 55,509 0
Temperature, water 229 229 0
Zinc 28,423 28,423 0

The leading causes of impairment in streams and rivers are combined biota/habitat
bioassessments, temperature, sedimentation/siltation, Escherichia coli (E. coli), and cause
unknown. These causes have all declined since the 2012 cycle (Table F) for multiple reasons,
including improved data quality assurance/quality control, better database management,
development of total maximum daily loads (TMDLs), and implementation of water quality
improvement plans. The decline in impairments from combined biota/habitat bioassessments and
cause unknown is the result of identifying the cause of the biological impairment during TMDL
development (e.g., sediment, nutrients).

As DEQ continues to improve data management and correct legacy issues from past integrated
reporting cycles, one can expect to see certain causes of impairments of streams and rivers to
decline and others to increase. Until DEQ develops standardized methods for monitoring and
assessing lakes and reservoirs, causes associated with lake impairments will change only when
DEQ participates in larger lake monitoring projects or acquires new data from outside entities.

XVi



DRAFT
Introduction Idaho’s 2014 Integrated Report

1 Introduction

The Integrated Report is a compilation of information about the water quality status of all Idaho
waters and is a requirement of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Every 2 years, the report is
developed and reviewed by the watershed advisory groups (WAGs) and basin advisory groups
(BAGs), prepared for public comment, submitted to the US Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), and made available to the public. Information about the status of Idaho’s waters is based
on Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) data and other readily available data
collected in the past five years (2010-2014). This document presents background information
about the waters of Idaho, including DEQ’s water pollution control program and special
concerns affecting water quality. Surface water monitoring and assessment summaries are
presented, including a discussion about public health issues. This document also provides an
overview of Idaho’s ground water monitoring and assessment efforts and a summary of public
participation in developing the Integrated Report. The appendices provide supporting
information.

1.1 Purpose of the Integrated Report
The Integrated Report serves several functions:

e [t satisfies the reporting requirements of sections 303(d), 305(b), and 314 of the CWA,
including the §305(b) reporting requirement for §106 grant funds.

e [t informs the public about the status of state waters, enabling interested parties to
comment on the status of all Idaho waters and provide any relevant data.

e It provides a unique opportunity for the public to understand the overall status of Idaho’s
water quality and gain a better understanding of how DEQ is maintaining, improving, and
protecting Idaho’s waters.

e [t compiles a wealth of data and information from all sections of DEQ's surface water
quality program as well as from other agencies, organizations, and individuals. These
data allow water quality managers to take a comprehensive look at the relative quality of
Idaho's water bodies to help set priorities and allocate resources accordingly.

1.2 Federal Requirements

The CWA requires the state to prepare a report listing the current condition of all state waters
and those waters that are impaired and needing a total maximum daily load (TMDL). The first
list is referred to as the §305(b) list, which includes §314 requirements for reporting on the status
of publicly owned lakes; the second is the §303(d) list. Both lists are named in accordance with
the sections of the CWA where they are defined; together, and with additional supplementary
information, they are known as the Integrated Report (Figure 1). Impaired waters listed on the
§303(d) list are simply a subset of those on the §305(b) list.

' The information in this document does not supersede the Water Body Assessment Guidance (WBAG) (Grafe et al.
2002); it provides additional guidance for determining beneficial use support status and water quality standard
exceedances for listing of impaired waters.
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Integrated
Report

CWA §305(b) list
of condition of all
state waters

CWA §303(d)

list of impaired

waters needing
a TMDL

Figure 1. Components of the Integrated Report.

EPA requirements for the Integrated Report come from several sources:

e The CWA (33 USC §1251 et seq.), which is the major environmental law requiring the
Integrated Report.

e EPA regulations contained within 40 CFR part 130.0—130.12, which are the set of federal
regulations implementing the CWA.

e EPA guidance documents assisting states with assessments, listings, and reporting
requirements pursuant to §§303(d), 305(b), and 314 of the CWA. These documents are
available on EPA’s website: www.epa.gov/tmdl/integrated-reporting-guidance.

The CWA calls on states to conduct specific activities to monitor and protect their waters,
including the following:

e Develop and adopt water quality standards to protect beneficial uses (§303)

e Establish monitoring programs to collect and analyze data regarding water quality (§106)

e Report on the status of water bodies and the degree to which beneficial uses are
supported (§§305(b) and 314)

e Identify and prioritize waters that are not meeting water quality standards (§303(d))

In addition, federal regulations contained within 40 CFR 130.7(b) describe requirements for
identifying and establishing priorities for the water quality—limited segments still requiring
TMDLs.

1.3 Integrated Report Categories

The Integrated Report places all state water bodies into at least one of five different categories.
These categories describe how a water body relates to its beneficial uses. “Support” of a
beneficial use is defined in IDAPA 58.01.02.010.42.

e Category 1 waters are wholly within a designated wilderness or inventoried roadless area
and presumed to be fully supporting all beneficial uses.
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e Category 2 waters are fully supporting those beneficial uses that have been assessed. The
use attainment of the remaining beneficial uses has not been determined due to
insufficient data (or no data) and information.

e (Category 3 waters have insufficient data (or no data) and information to determine if
beneficial uses are being attained.

e Category 4 waters do not support one or more beneficial uses, but they do not require
development of a TMDL. Category 4 has three subcategories:

= Category 4a waters have had a TMDL completed and approved by EPA.

= Category 4b waters have had pollution control requirements other than a TMDL
placed on them, and these waters are reasonably expected to attain the water
quality standard within a reasonable period of time.

= Category 4c waters are those failing to meet applicable water quality standards
due to other types of pollution (e.g., flow alteration), not a pollutant.

e Category 5 waters do not meet applicable water quality standards for one or more
beneficial uses due to one or more pollutants; therefore, an EPA-approved TMDL is
needed. Category 5 water bodies make up the §303(d) list of impaired waters.

An assessment unit (AU) is a group of similar stream segments with similar land-use practices,
ownership, or land management. AUSs, rather than water bodies, are classified into at least one of
the five different categories. An AU may be impaired by multiple causes, and in some instances
can be listed in multiple categories. As such, category listings are sometimes referred to as AU-
cause combinations, rather than simply water bodies, since a particular water body may be
divided into multiple AUs impaired by multiple causes.

2 Background Information

According to US Census Bureau data, Idaho is the 39th
most populous state in the country but grew by an
estimated 4.3%—a rate greater than the growth for the
entire nation (3.3%) (US Census 2015). Idaho is one of
the nation’s least densely populated states, ranking 44th
(IDL 2014). Approximately 1.6 million people live
within Idaho’s 83,557 square miles (State of Idaho 2015).
Over 63% percent of the state is owned by the federal
government, with nearly 40% held by the US Forest
Service and about 22% held by the BLM (Idaho
Legislative Services Office 2015).

Idaho’s landscape is rugged, with some of the largest
natural areas in the country, abundant natural resources,
and numerous scenic areas. The state has snow-capped
mountain ranges, volcanic plains, world-class rapids, vast
lakes, and steep canyons (Figure 2). Land use in Idaho
can be broadly categorized into barren/urban/suburban o &S :
(5%), agricultural (15%), forest (39%), and rangeland Figure 2. Shoshone Falls on the
(41%) (Idaho Legislative Services Office 2015). Highly =~ Snake River in Twin Falls County.
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concentrated and expanding urban and industrial centers along with shrinking agricultural and
undeveloped areas characterize Idaho’s current land use trends. Because of the increasing
population and variable land uses, the state's streams, lakes, and ground water are affected to
varying degrees by point and nonpoint sources of pollution.

2.1 Scope of Waters in the Integrated Report

With over 96,000 miles of streams and rivers (hereafter collectively referred to as streams) and
over 475,000 acres of lakes and reservoirs (hereafter collectively referred to as lakes), water is
one of Idaho's most important resources. These streams and lakes, along with their associated
wetlands, not only provide great natural beauty, they supply the water necessary for drinking,
recreation, industry, agriculture, and aquatic life. A summary of the state's water resources is
presented in Table 1. Idaho’s water resources are grouped into 6 basins and 86 subbasins, 2 of
which do not contain any waters of the state and thus are not included in Idaho’s water quality
standards (Figure 3). Stream mileage is based on the National Hydrography Dataset (NHD)
1:100,000-mile scale, while the lake and reservoir acreage was calculated from ADB.

Table 1. Summary of Idaho water resources.

Topic Value Scale Source®
State population (estimate 2014) 1,634,464 n/a US Census Bureau
Number of basins 6 1:100,000 NHD
Number of subbasins (4th-order HUCs)b 86 1:100,000 NHD
Number of assessment units 5,751 n/a ADB
Total number of river and stream miles 96,490° n/a ADB
- Number of perennial stream miles 50,842 1:100,000 NHDPIlus-Version 2
- Number of intermittent stream miles 43,962 1:100,000 NHDPIus-Version 2
- Number of other stream miles 11,172 1:100,000 NHDPIus-Version 2
Acres of lakes and reservoirs 475,471 n/a ADB
Acres of freshwater wetlands 712,270 1:100,000 USGS
Miles of river wholly or partially on tribal land 3,416 1:100,000 NHD
Acres of lake wholly or partially on tribal land 106,808 1:100,000 NHD

® National hydrography dataset (NHD); US Environmental Protection Agency’s Assessment Database (ADB);
US Geological Survey (USGS)

b Hydrologic unit codes (HUCSs) refer to the 4th-field (level) of a nested series of numbered and named
watersheds arising from a national standardization of watershed delineation by the US Geological Survey.
Originally termed a cataloging unit, 4th-field hydrologic units have been more commonly called subbasins.

¢ The number of perennial, intermittent, and other miles exceed the total miles because artificial paths and
connectors that network or connect the hydrograph between rivers, lakes, swamps, and marshes create
additional miles, as do portions of the artificial paths that were originally mapped as polygons in NHD data sets.
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Figure 3. Idaho basins and subbasins (represented by hydrologic unit codes, or HUCs).
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2.1.1 Assessment Units

Surface water in Idaho is divided into water bodies and codified in the Idaho water quality
standards sections 109—160 based on subbasins (4th-order hydrologic unit codes [HUCs]). The
Idaho water body identification system is a georeferenced network of Idaho water bodies based
on a combination of two hydrography scales: 1:100,000 and 1:250,000. Water bodies are coded
to a 1:250,000 hydrography and named based on a 1:100,000 hydrography. Some water bodies
were combined or split based on land use considerations. Canals (unless they follow a natural
channel), stock ponds, and tailing ponds are generally not coded in the system. The numbering
system is based on USGS hydrologic units, which divide the nation into successively smaller
nested units with unique identifiers called hydrologic unit codes (HUCs) and create a national
standard for water resources planning and data management.

The USGS hierarchy includes four levels of hydrologic units. The largest are called regions;
there are 21 regions in the nation, 18 in the contiguous United States (Figure 4a). Regions are
further divided into 221 subregions, 378 accounting units, and 2,264 cataloging units—the
smallest element in the hydrologic accounting system. Although all levels are identified by
HUCs——codes that range from two to eight digits—Idaho commonly uses the term HUC to
describe the eight-digit code of a cataloging unit, or the area of land it represents (often referred
to as a subbasin). Unless otherwise specified, when HUC is used in this document it refers to the
cataloging unit.

Idaho has 6 basins containing 86 HUCs (Figure 4b), 2 of which do not contain any waters of the
state. These HUC's represent part or all of a surface drainage basin, a combination of drainage
basins, or a distinct hydrologic feature but are commonly referred to as subbasins. Because 2 of
the 86 HUCs that have boundaries within Idaho (HUCs 17010103 [Yaak] and 17060107 [Lower
Snake]) do not have water in Idaho, they are not listed in Idaho’s water quality standards.

Idaho’s water body numbering is based on HUCs. Within each HUC, water bodies are
subdivided and numbered with a water body unit in Idaho’s “Water Quality Standards”

(IDAPA 58.01.02) beginning at the pour point (the furthest downstream point of the water bodies
within the HUC) (Figure 4c). Water body units identified in Idaho’s water quality standards
include all named and unnamed tributaries to the defined water body segment. DEQ further
subdivides water bodies into AUs, typically by Strahler stream order, although other factors may
be considered (Figure 4d).
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Figure 4. Relationship between hydrologic unit codes (HUCs), water body units, and assessment
units (AUs): (a) USGS hydrologic regions in the nation; (b) 86 4th field HUCs in Idaho (the
highlighted HUC is 17060201—Upper Salmon River subbasin in central Idaho); (c) HUC 17060201,
Upper Salmon River subbasin, with water body unit 001 highlighted in red; and (d) water body unit
001 subdivided into three different AUs.

DEQ also used GIS information on land use designations and local knowledge in evaluating land
uses when segmenting water bodies into AUs. GIS information is from the National Land Cover
Database, which includes information regarding developed land, forested areas, and agricultural
uses. If additional information is available to warrant an AU being further divided, then DEQ
may split the AU. AUs may be split due to land use changes or geographical or ecological
differences.

Using AUs to describe waters of Idaho offers many benefits, primarily that all waters of the state
are defined consistently, which is a fundamental requirement of §305(b) reporting. AUs are
subsets of larger groupings defined by water body identification numbers (WBIDs), which are
subsets of still larger groupings defined by HUCs. Because AUs are extensions of WBIDs, they
have a direct tie to the water quality standards so that beneficial uses defined in the standards are
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clearly tied to water bodies on the landscape. Idaho has 2,641 WBIDs and 5,751 AUs. Since the
2012 Integrated Report, 21 new AUs have been added as a result of correcting digitizing errors
and AU splits, and 23 AUs have been deleted as a result of digitizing errors and changes to the
US Geological Survey (USGS) Watershed Boundary Datasets. As DEQ corrects errors
associated with AUs and HUC boundaries, some maps and AU/HUC associations included in
this report may be subject to change.

AUs define all the waters of Idaho and are referenced by an alphanumeric code and a written
description. Each unique AU identification number begins with “ID” for Idaho as part of national
reporting, followed by the eight-digit HUC, a two-character abbreviation for the administrative
basin, a three-digit number to identify the specific water body unit, then an underscore and the
stream order. The two character abbreviation used here for the administrative basin relates to the
water body unit designator used in water quality standards. Similarly, the three digit number used
in the AU identification number to identify the specific water body unit relates to the single- or
double-digit water body unit identifier in the standards (e.g., P-1 becomes PN0O1). Any AU
splits are indicated after the stream order with a lowercase letter (e.g., ID17050114SW005_06a).
For an example, see Figure 5. Table 2 provides a crosswalk between the basin designation for
water body units identified in Idaho’s water quality standards with those used for AUs.

ID17060201SL001_02

—— . B e _\_'_J
Idaho 8-digit Hydrologic Basin Water Stream
Unit Code (HUC) Body Unit Order

Figure 5. Example of an assessment unit (AU) number.

Table 2. Idaho basin designators in water quality standards (water body unit) and assessment
units (AUs).

Water Body Unit AU

Designator Designator Idaho Basin
P PN Panhandle
c CL Clearwater
S SL Salmon
SW SwW Southwest
us SK Upper Snake
B BR Bear

2.2 Water Pollution Control Program

DEQ's Water Quality Division is responsible for ensuring that the state's surface, ground, and
drinking water resources meet state water quality standards. Within the division, the Surface
Water Program is responsible for ensuring Idaho's streams, lakes, and wetlands meet their
beneficial uses and Idaho water quality standards. The following subprograms help support that
goal.
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2.2.1 Water Quality Standards Program and Antidegradation

Water quality standards are the benchmarks DEQ uses to gauge protection of Idaho's surface
waters. The Idaho Water Quality Standards Program is a joint effort between DEQ and EPA.
DEQ is responsible for developing and enforcing water quality standards that protect beneficial
uses such as drinking water, cold water aquatic life, industrial water supply, recreation, and
agricultural water supply. EPA develops regulations, policies, and guidance to help Idaho
implement the program and to ensure that Idaho's adopted standards are consistent with the
requirements of the CWA and relevant regulations. EPA has authority to review and approve or
disapprove state standards and, where necessary, to promulgate federal water quality rules.

For more information on Idaho’s Water Quality Standards Program, see
www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/standards.

On April 11, 2015, Idaho’s antidegradation policy became a part of Idaho‘s water quality
standards (IDAPA 58.01.02.051); the rule package was approved by EPA on September 26,
2014. The goal of the antidegradation policy is to maintain and protect existing water quality and
the uses supported by the water quality. States are required to adopt an antidegradation policy by
EPA under 40 CFR 131.12. Antidegradation relies on a tiering system to classify waters by water
quality. The tiering system is used to determine the level of protection needed to maintain the
water quality necessary to support existing and designated beneficial uses specified in CWA
§101(a)(2), aquatic life and recreation uses.

Idaho’s antidegradation policy specifies three tiers of water quality protection (Figure 6). The tier
is used to determine if a water has capacity to accept some quantity of a pollutant. All waters
receive Tier 1 protection, regardless of the existing water quality or designated uses; Tier 1
waters possess the minimum water quality needed to support designated uses and meet water
quality criteria. Waters receiving Tier 2 protection are identified by using a water body by water
body approach during the antidegradation review; protection at this level applies only to high
quality surface waters. Degradation of Tier 2 waters may be allowed only after analyzing
alternatives to minimize degradation and justifying the social or economic importance of the
action causing degradation. Tier 3 protection prohibits degradation and applies to waters
designated by law as “outstanding resource waters.” As of 2016, Idaho has not legally designated
any waters as outstanding resource waters.
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Best

Tier 3: Outstanding Resource Waters
Temporary changes may be permitted in some cases.

Tier 2: High Quality Waters
Water quality is better than the minimum needed to support uses
and can be lowered given continued use support.

Tier 1: All Waters

Minimum Water quality supports existing uses.

Figure 6. The three tiers of water quality protection identified in antidegradation policy.

The tiering system has direct correlation with the categories identified in the Integrated Report
(Table 3). Tier 2 determinations are based on three factors: the category associated with the
water body according to the most recent federally approved Integrated Report, the beneficial uses
of the water body, and whether water body specific data indicate water quality is high. For
waters that are unassessed, the level of protection is determined on a case-by-case basis after
relevant data are located or a Tier 2 antidegradation review is completed. Data required to
determine the appropriate tier may be different than data required for a listing or delisting in the
Integrated Report. See IDAPA 58.01.02.052 and DEQ (2012a) for more information about
minimum data requirements, antidegradation review, and a decision tree for tier assignment.

Table 3. Correlation of Integrated Report categories to tiers of antidegradation, adapted from DEQ
(2012).

Integrated

Report Category Antidegradation Protection Tier

1 Tier 1 and 2 for all applicable uses

2 Tier 1 and 2 for all applicable uses

3 Tier 1 or 2, dependent on site-specific data and antidegradation review

4a Tier 1 for the use that is impaired. An exception is for aquatic life use, which may be

Tier 2 if cause of impairment is dissolved oxygen, pH, or temperature and
bioassessment shows support of aquatic life use.

4b Same as Category 4a

4c Tier 1 for aquatic life uses. AUs in Category 4c are listed for causes other than
dissolved oxygen, pH or temperature and are not provided Tier 2 protection based on
biological data.

5 Same as Category 4a

For more information on DEQ’s antidegradation policy, please visit www.deg.idaho.gov/water-
quality/surface-water/antidegradation.
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2.2.2 Point Source Control Program—=8401 Water Quality Certification

According to the CWA, a point source of pollution is “any discernible, confined, and discrete
conveyance” of pollution. One of the primary ways that Idaho controls point source pollution is
through its §401 Water Quality Certification Program. Section 401 of the CWA requires state
certification for any permit or license issued by a federal agency for an activity that may result in
a discharge into waters of the United States. DEQ is responsible for issuing certifications in
Idaho for the following types of federal permits or licenses:

e National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permits: The NPDES
program requires facilities discharging from a point source such as a pipe into waters of
the United States to obtain discharge permits. EPA is responsible for permitting and
enforcing all NPDES permits in Idaho. See www.deg.idaho.gov/permitting/water-quality-
permitting/npdes for more information. DEQ is currently developing its own permitting
program, Idaho Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (IPDES), to replace the NPDES
program. DEQ will apply for primacy of the permitting program by September 1, 2016,
with the expectation of approval of the program in 2018.

e 8404 Dredge and Fill Permits: The federal CWA requires a permit to conduct water-
related construction activities, such as fills for development, water resource projects, and
infrastructure development. The US Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for issuing
dredge and fill permits in Idaho. Learn more at www.deq.idaho.gov/permitting/water-
quality-permitting/dredge-fill.

e Hydroelectric Power Plants: State certification is required before the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission may license or relicense nonfederal hydroelectric dams. For
more information, see www.deq.idaho.gov/permitting/water-quality-
permitting/hydropower-plants.

This requirement allows each state to have input into federally approved projects that may affect
its waters (streams, lakes, and wetlands) and to ensure the projects will comply with state water
quality standards and any other water quality requirements of state law. Any §401 certification in
Idaho also ensures that the project will not adversely impact impaired waters and complies with
applicable TMDLs. A summary of recent developments and information concerning §401
certifications can be found at DEQ’s §401 Certification Program webpage,
www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/standards/401-certification.

2.2.3 Nonpoint Source Management Program

DEQ developed Idaho's initial nonpoint source program in 1989 through the coordinated efforts
of representatives of numerous organizations having an interest in managing nonpoint source
water pollution. The following memoranda of understanding guide DEQ’s cooperative approach
toward nonpoint source management efforts:

e Memorandum of Understanding Implementing the Nonpoint Source Water Quality
Program in the State of Idaho—Outlines the roles and responsibilities of the parties in
implementing the nonpoint source water quality provisions of the federal CWA for the
State of Idaho.

e Appendix to the Memorandum of Understanding Implementing the Nonpoint Source
Water Quality Program in the State of Idaho Specifying Implementation of the
Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan, 1991—Identifies roles and responsibilities for
implementing the Idaho Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan.
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These and other DEQ memoranda are available at www.deq.idaho.gov/laws-rules-
etc/memoranda-of-understanding.

The goal of DEQ's Nonpoint Source Management Program is to prevent and eliminate water
pollution from nonpoint sources in all water bodies in the state. The program focuses
predominantly on implementing water quality activities prescribed in TMDLs. Activities are
designed to protect and restore beneficial uses and to prevent significant threats from present and
future activities from degrading water quality.

In 2015, the Nonpoint Source Management Program revised the ldaho Nonpoint Source
Management Plan (DEQ 2015a). The plan details protection and restoration goals for the next 5
years. Additionally, the plan discusses different nonpoint source categories, the roles and
responsibilities of partner agencies, and nonpoint source pollution prevention. This revised plan
also reflects updates EPA made in 2012 to the §319 program guidance. The revised plan can be
viewed at www.deg.idaho.gov/media/60153107/idaho-nonpoint-source-management-plan.pdf.

EPA recently highlighted a Nonpoint Source Management Program success story for Bear
Valley Creek in southwest Idaho. Restoration activities have successfully reduced sediment
loading and restored the cold water aquatic life beneficial use. As a result, portions of Bear
Valley Creek (2 AUs) have been removed from Category 5 for sediment impairment. Other AUs
in Bear Valley Creek have been moved from Category 5 to Category 4b, reflecting that the
restoration plan implemented in the drainage provides a path for water quality attainment and
support of cold water aquatic life beneficial uses. This success story represents decades of
restoration work conducted by the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, the US Forest Service (USFS), the
Bonneville Power Association, and several other partners to reduce nonpoint source pollution.

EPA has also identified two water bodies making progress in reducing nonpoint source
pollution—the lower South Fork Payette River, located in west-central Idaho, and Shoshone
Creek in southern Idaho. The lower South Fork Payette is impacted by sediment from erosion of
forest roads. Due to activities prescribed under the Boise National Forest Plan—including road
closure, road maintenance, soil stabilization, and other restoration activities—sediment loading
in the AU has been reduced and recent assessment indicated sediment concentrations below
water quality criteria. DEQ will collect biological data to confirm cold water aquatic life use
support, but until the use support can be demonstrated, the AU will remain in Category 5.

Similar to the South Fork Payette, Shoshone Creek is sediment impaired but the main cause of
sediment is historical livestock over-utilization. Reduction of sediment delivery to the stream has
been accomplished through exclusionary fencing, prescribed grazing (by season and area), and
development of alternative water sources for livestock by land management partners including
the BLM, NRCS, Twin Falls Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD), Western
Stockholders Grazing Association (WSGA), and others. Biological data indicate improvement in
biological community dynamics, but further data are needed before this stream can be moved
into Category 2.

A detailed summary of these successful projects can be found in Appendix A. For more
information on Idaho’s Nonpoint Source Management Program, visit www.deq.idaho.gov/water-
quality/surface-water/nonpoint-source-pollution/idahos-nps-management-program.
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2.2.4 TMDL Program

Section 303(d) of the CWA establishes requirements for states and tribes to identify and
prioritize water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. For those water bodies not
meeting water quality standards (i.e., in Category 5 of the Integrated Report), I[daho must
develop a water quality improvement plan, called a TMDL. In Idaho, TMDLs are developed on a
subbasin level, which means water bodies and pollutants within a hydrologic subbasin are
generally addressed in a single document.

For more information about Idaho’s TMDL Program, visit www.deq.idaho.gov/water-
quality/surface-water/tmdls. To view a table of completed subbasin assessments, TMDLs,
implementation plans, and 5-year reviews, visit www.deg.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-
water/tmdls/table-of-sbas-tmdls.

2.3 Special State Concerns

The following sections address special concerns and significant issues affecting Idaho water
quality programs.

2.3.1 Tribal Waters

Based on a request from Indian tribes in Idaho, DEQ proposed a policy in the 2010 Integrated
Report where assessment determinations would not be reported for waters within the boundaries
of Idaho Indian reservations as recognized by EPA (such waters are hereafter referred to as tribal
waters) (DEQ 2011). This policy was to be fully implemented by the 2012 reporting cycle;
however, EPA expressed concerns with the proposed policy and asked DEQ to consider the
following options:

1. Place all tribal waters in Category 3 (unassessed), regardless of which category they
are currently located in.

2. Place all tribal waters in a new category (i.e., not in Categories 1-5), indicating they
are tribal waters and that no assessment call is being made.

3. Remove all tribal waters from Idaho’s report entirely.

Given the magnitude of this issue and the resources and time required to properly implement a
policy that satisfies all parties involved, DEQ was not capable of executing all the tasks
necessary to effectively implement one of the proposed options during the 2012 Integrated
Report. Therefore, DEQ postponed implementing a new tribal policy until the 2014 Integrated
Report.

When developing the 2014 Integrated Report, DEQ considered each option and determined that
option 2—-placing tribal waters in a new category—best met the needs of all parties involved.
This option provides an opportunity for DEQ to conserve limited time, money, and resources
while working in cooperation with EPA and the tribes. Choosing this option, splitting the AU,
and labeling waters as tribal waters as described herein is not intended to and does not constitute
a determination, waiver, admission, or statement by the State of Idaho regarding the boundaries
of any tribal reservation or regarding the authority of the State of Idaho with respect to any water
resource affected by this policy.
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To implement this new policy, EPA’s Assessment Database (ADB), which DEQ uses to track all
water quality assessment information and generate reports, needs to be updated. ADB was
developed in 2002, and there are limitations to what can be updated. Those limitations prevent
DEQ from making the necessary updates to successfully implement option 2. EPA is currently in
the process of redesigning ADB, which is expected to be available for the 2016 reporting cycle.
Therefore, all tribal waters will remain in the categories they are currently in for the 2014
Integrated Report.

When the new database is available, the following actions will be completed to implement the
new policy. First, DEQ will create a new category in ADB (Category 6) that will capture all
waters that are wholly or partially on Indian reservations. DEQ will then split AUs at the EPA-
recognized reservation boundaries, removing the support status from waters on the reservations
and maintaining the support status on the state waters. These new tribal AUs will be identified
with a “T” (e.g., ID17010303PNO010_02T), and the waters will be displayed as purple on DEQ
maps to differentiate them from the support status determination on state waters.

BURP sites located on reservations that were used to make assessment determinations on state
waters adjacent to reservations will remain on the maps to support those beneficial use
determinations. BURP sites that provided a beneficial use support determination for waters
wholly contained within reservations will no longer be depicted on DEQ maps. DEQ will no
longer monitor BURP sites on Indian reservations when this policy becomes effective. Figure 7
illustrates how waters on tribal reservations currently appear (colors indicate beneficial use
support status) in the Integrated Report, and Figure 8 illustrates how the same waters would
appear once the proposed policy is implemented.
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Figure 8. Example of how waters on tribal reservations will appear

Figure 7. Example of how waters on tribal reservations currently
appear in the Integrated Report. in the Integrated Report after implementing the proposed policy.
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AUs specified in TMDLs developed under a memorandum of understanding (MOU) between
DEQ, EPA, and the Indian tribes that are wholly within reservation boundaries will no longer be
displayed on maps or captured in the Category 4a list (i.e., “Impaired Waters with EPA-
Approved TMDLs”). Any TMDLs that are to be developed for waters listed within reservation
boundaries on Idaho’s 1994 §303(d) list or remaining on the 2002 TMDL settlement agreement
will be developed by EPA.

This new policy will affect 232 AUs entirely or partially on Indian reservations: 216 stream AUs
(3,416 miles) and 16 lake AUs (106,808 acres). Of the 216 stream AUs, 93 (1,438 miles) are
entirely contained on reservations, while 123 (1,978 miles) are partially contained. Of the 16 lake
AUs, 8 (4,485 acres) are entirely contained and 8 (102,323 acres) are partially contained on
reservations (Figure 9). Refer to Appendix B for a list of waters that are within a reservation and
will be affected by this new tribal policy.

Lake/ _ 16
Reservoir
m Entire
River/ .
Stream 216 Partial
0 50 100 150 200 250

MNumber of Assessment Units

Figure 9. Assessment units entirely or partially contained on reservations.

2.3.2 Geography and Timing of Salmonid Spawning in Idaho

Idaho has designated some waters for salmonid spawning in its water quality standards, but
many other waters where salmonid fishes may or do spawn remain undesignated. Because
salmonid spawning designation invokes more stringent criteria compared to other cold water
designations, it is important to determine if salmonid spawning is an existing use for water
quality management and assessment. IDAPA 58.01.02.250.02.f outlines the process of
determining if salmonid spawning is an existing use and calls for “...taking into account
knowledge of local fisheries biologists, published literature, records of the Idaho Department of
Fish and Game, and other appropriate records of spawning and incubation.”

To better inform water quality managers and assessors, DEQ contracted with BioAnalysts, Inc.,
in 2011 to compile available information on the occurrence and timing of spawning by various
species of salmonids statewide and create geographic information system (GIS) maps of this
information. The final report is available at www.deg.idaho.gov/media/1117405/geography-
timing-salmonid-spawning-report-0414.pdf. A GIS layer developed during this effort is available
to the public at www.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=2bda6efd734041debce3191bf5870f16%20.

2.3.3 Monitoring for the Effects of Nutrients

EPA has identified nutrient impacts on surface waters as a leading cause of impairment to
beneficial uses. Idaho’s narrative criterion for nutrients states that surface waters of the state
shall be free from excess nutrients that can cause visible slime growths or other nuisance aquatic
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growths impairing designated beneficial uses. However, Idaho’s water body assessment
procedures do not address identification of specific impairments due to nutrients.

DEQ is currently evaluating relationships between nutrients and diatoms in an effort to
determine potential nutrient endpoints or targets that can be used in conjunction with the
narrative nutrient standard. Potential numeric targets have been identified for total phosphorus
and total nitrogen for three different regions throughout Idaho. The intention of these targets is to
serve as a guiding tool for assessors and not as criteria. The targets could serve as trigger values
whose exceedance indicates further investigation is needed to determine support or violation of
the narrative nutrient criteria. The numeric targets could also potentially serve as a guide in
developing numeric nutrient TMDLs on a water body. Not all water bodies that exceed the
numeric target will violate the narrative nutrient criteria.

2.3.4 Harmful Algal Blooms

Harmful algal blooms (HABs) are an increasing water quality concern in Idaho. The exact cause
of any particular HAB is unknown, although temperature, quiescent flow conditions, and nutrient
balance are known to contribute to bloom formation. Not all algal blooms are harmful, but those
that are HABs are dominated by specific species of cyanobacteria (often called blue-green algae,
although they are actually a bacteria). These types of cyanobacteria produce neurotoxins,
dermatoxins, and hepatotoxins as well as other undesirable qualities such as foul taste and odor
and lack of water clarity. DEQ has developed a collaborative harmful algal bloom response plan
in cooperation with the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare and is coordinating monitoring
and response efforts with local water resource management agencies. DEQ’s harmful algal
bloom response plan is available at www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/blue-green-
algae.

3 Surface Water Monitoring and Assessment

As the agency responsible for protecting Idaho's surface water, DEQ continually monitors and
assesses the quality of the state's streams and lakes. This information is used to report on the
status of Idaho’s waters and to make decisions regarding water quality management.

3.1 Monitoring Program

The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Plan (DEQ 2012b) outlines DEQ's approach to
collecting and integrating ambient water quality monitoring data from a variety of monitoring
programs, including BURP, National Aquatic Resource Surveys, and special studies.

DEQ's BURP crews collect water temperature data, biological samples, chemical measures, and
habitat data from Idaho's surface water. These data are used to determine whether beneficial uses
are being supported in Idaho's streams and lakes. In addition to its own data collection efforts,
DEQ also solicits and considers data submitted from outside sources such as the USFS, Idaho
Department of Fish and Game (IDFG), and EPA.

For more information about DEQ’s BURP monitoring efforts, visit www.deq.idaho.gov/water-
quality/surface-water/monitoring-assessment/burp.
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3.2 Assessment Methodology

DEQ relies on scientific findings and policy decisions in making water quality determinations;
these come together to form the WBAG (Grafe et al. 2002). This guidance document, which
focuses on biology as a measure of aquatic life and water quality status, is the foundation of
DEQ’s ambient monitoring and assessment program. The WBAG describes the methods used to
consistently evaluate data and determine beneficial use support of Idaho waters. The
methodology addresses many reporting requirements and state and federal rules, regulations, and
polices.

The following technical documents support the WBAG:

e |daho River Ecological Assessment Framework (DEQ 2002a)
e Idaho Small Stream Ecological Assessment Framework (DEQ 2002b)

Both of these documents are available at www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-
water/monitoring-assessment. Using these documents, DEQ has a consistent and relevant
decision-making process for water-quality assessment.

DEQ worked extensively to ensure the public and EPA had an opportunity to review and
comment on the WBAG before it was finalized in 2002. While EPA neither approves nor
disapproves any state’s assessment methodology, it reviewed the methodology and provided
feedback prior to its use. The WBAG is currently being revised and is expected to be finalized in
2016. The document is available at www.deg.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/monitoring-
assessment.

3.2.1 Beneficial Uses

A water quality standard defines the water quality goals for a water body or portion thereof, in
part by designating the use or uses to be made of the water. The designated beneficial use of a
water body must consider its actual use, the ability of the water to support a future use that is not
currently supported, and the basic goal of the CWA that all waters support aquatic life and
recreation where attainable. “Support” of a beneficial use is defined in IDAPA 58.01.02.010.42.

Beneficial uses can be designated, existing, or presumed. A designated use is a beneficial use
assigned to a specific water body in Idaho water quality standards. The CWA requires Idaho to
protect existing uses, which are uses that are/were actually attained in a water body on or after
November 28, 1975, whether or not they are designated. Idaho presumes most undesignated
waters will support cold water aquatic life and either primary or secondary contact recreation;
DEQ protects all undesignated waters for those uses (i.c., presumed use protection). There is no
difference in the degree of protection for designated uses, existing uses, and presumed use
protection.

The two following sections—“Designated Surface Waters” and “Undesignated Surface
Waters”—are excerpts taken directly from the WBAG (Grafe et al. 2002, pp. 3-1 through 3-2)
and are included here because of the importance that beneficial uses—designated, presumed, or
existing—play in the assessment process. DEQ is not soliciting comment on these sections; this
material has already undergone public comment and response. These sections are included here
for informational purposes only.
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3.2.1.1 Designated Surface Waters

Surface water use designations are defined and listed in the Idaho water quality standards (WQS § 100-
160). These include uses that are applied on a water body-specific basis (aquatic life, recreation, domestic
water supply), and uses that are applied to all waters of the state (agricultural and industrial water supply,
wildlife habitat, and aesthetics). Waters may also be designated as outstanding resource waters

(WQS § 052); however, this designation is not covered in this guidance.

Water bodies with specific use designations are listed in tables in WQS § 110-160 following the Idaho
WBID... Unless broken out separately in the tables, use designations listed in the tables as the standards for
a WBID unit apply to all perennial segments of waters included within that particular WBID unit. Usually
these are tributaries, but in a few cases include nearby disconnected waters, since the WBID system has to
encompass all waters in the state. For example, Cottonwood Creek, WBID 17040212-14, is designated for
cold water and secondary contact recreation uses. This designation also includes subordinate streams within
that WBID unit as shown in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1. Subordinate Streams within WBID 17040212-14

WBID # | WBID Name Included Waters Perennial portions also
become designated as:
14 Cottonwood Burnt Creek COLD SCR'
Creek Cottonwood Creek COLD SCR
Dry Cottonwood Creek COLD SCR
North Cottonwood Creek COLD SCR
Williams Reservoir COLD SCR

COLD = cold water;
SCR = secondary contact recreation

If, for example, North Cottonwood Creek also had unnamed tributaries, then the cold water and secondary
contact recreation designations would apply to those perennial portions of the unnamed tributaries as well.

The distinction that, unless otherwise designated, the use designations of a WBID unit only apply to
perennial portions of waters in the WBID is necessary because of the inclusive manner in which WBIDs
are defined. Somewhere in the continuum of stream channels from rivers to rills, there is a point above
which a rivulet is so small that it cannot provide an aquatic habitat that can support a biological community
with composition and function similar to reference conditions. All of the aquatic life uses presume fully
established biological communities, which in turn presume a persistent aquatic environment. Temporary
waters (e.g., intermittent streams, vernal pools) may have important ecological functions but cannot attain
the same biological communities as perennial waters.

3.2.1.2 Undesignated Surface Waters

Waters listed in WQS § 110-160 for which uses have not yet been designated or which have incomplete use
designations are considered undesignated waters for those uses. Two concepts that are important for
determining which beneficial uses are to be protected, and thus assessed on undesignated waters, are
addressed in the Idaho WQS: presumed uses and existing uses.

3.2.1.3 Existing Uses

Existing beneficial uses of the waters of the state are to be protected, even if not designated
(IDAPA 58.01.02.050.02.b). “Existing use” is defined as occurring on or after November 28,
1975, even if the use can no longer be documented to occur. For the purpose of determining
whether a water body fully supports designated and existing beneficial uses per

IDAPA 58.01.02.054, aquatic life beneficial uses may be assumed to exist as described in
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section 3.2.2.1 of the WBAG (Grafe et al. 2002, p. 3-3). These initial determinations of existing
aquatic life uses are needed to complete water body assessments and to assemble a §303(d) list.
Actual subsequent use designations may be different, depending on additional information that

may be received following the procedures described in Idaho Code §39-3604 and

IDAPA 58.01.02.101.01.

3.2.1.4 Presumed Uses

DEQ presumes that most waters in Idaho will support cold water aquatic life and, depending on
the characteristics of the water body, primary or secondary contact recreation (IDAPA
58.01.02.101.01.a). Cold water aquatic life use support determination procedures, including
numeric criteria and recreation criteria, apply to undesignated, perennial waters to protect these
presumptive uses.

3.2.2 Data Use

Data are the foundation of DEQ’s assessment process. Although the WBAG was primarily
designed to use data obtained by DEQ through BURP, DEQ also considers data from other
existing and readily available sources. Such data may be from other agencies, institutions,
commercial interests, interest groups, or individuals, and they may relate to the existence,
support status, or associated criteria for the beneficial uses in a water body. These external data
sources are ranked for quality according to three tiers (Table 4).

DEQ pursues several avenues for notifying the public of its intent to seek water quality—related
data and information from external partners, including disseminating a news release to media
statewide, posting announcements to DEQ’s website and social media, and direct mailing notices
to interested individuals and organizations such as the IDFG, USFS, and BLM. DEQ conducted
a 60-day call for data from October 28—December 27, 2013. A cut-off date for data submission is
necessary to allow the data to be received, analyzed, and assessed for timely completion of the
Integrated Report. Data collected or submitted after the respective deadline may be considered
for subsequent §303(d) lists and/or other water quality assessments conducted by DEQ.
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Table 4. Data tier comparison.

No QA/QC.
Anecdotal in nature.

Tier Scientific Rigor Relevance Example How Used
| « Quantitative. « Data relates to + Ph.D.ormasters |« 303(d) listing or
« Parameters either water thesis. de-listing.
measured quality + Published or « 305(b) reports
« Established standard(s), printed studies or | « subbasin
monitoring plan with especially reports. assessments
QA and defined numeric, or a « Published « TMDLs.
protocols. beneficial use predictive « Planning for
« =30 hours of « =5 years old models. future monitoring.
supervised training. |« Datarelatestoa |. EPA EMAP
« Samples processed named water » BURP data.
in EPA-certified lab body (GIS, «+ Use attainability
following standard latitude and analyses.
methods or by longitude or map | « Rapid
professional location Bioassessment
taxonomist. provided). Protocols (RBP).
« Organisms
dentified by a
professional
taxonomist.
I « Qualttative or « Datamayrelate |. Environmental « 305(b) reports.
semi-quantitative to a watershed. assessments. « Subbasin
in nature. « Not water body « Proper assessments or
« May have a specific. Functioning TMDLs when
monittoring plan. « Data =5 vyears Condition. data adds to
« No QA/QC provided old. » Cumulative overall
for within plan « Data may relate Watershed assessment
« Protocols may or to other agency Effects quality.
may not be defined guidelines or + Most citizen « Planning for
« Parameters rated objectives. monitoring. future monitoring
« Field staff may not + Models with
be trained: Lab may documentation.
not be certified. « Agency planning
« Taxonomist may documents.
not be a
professional.
n « May be qualitative « Not specific to « Non-specific « Planning for
in nature. water quality reports or future monitoring.
+ Parameters standards or studies. «+ Hold for further
evaluated beneficial uses. + Newspaper investigations.
«+ Field staff have little | « Location not articles.
to no training. specific. « Simple models
« No documented « Data =10 years without any
monittoring plan. old. documentation.

Source: (Grafe et al. 2002, p. 4-6)

The following subsections on data tiers are taken directly from Section 4 of the WBAG (Grafe
et al. 2002, pp. 4-7 through 4-9) and are intended for context and informational purposes only.

3.2.2.1 Tier |

The scientific rigor of Tier I data is characterized as high and typically includes monitored data collected by
professional scientists or professionally trained technicians with more than 30 hours of supervised training.
The data are collected and analyzed under a monitoring plan with quality assurance and parameters
measured. Samples are processed in an EPA-certified lab following standard methods or by a professional
taxonomist. Biological data may come from one of several different assemblages, such as
macroinvertebrates, fish, or algae, and are identified by a professional taxonomist. Physical habitat data
may have quantitative measurements and standardized qualitative assessment procedures.

To be considered relevant, Tier I data usually include direct measurements or observations of beneficial
uses, criteria, or causes of impairment. In addition, the sampling needs to be representative, that is, 1) to
have been conducted at multiple times and locations or 2) at a representative location with specific
locations identified on a map or with GIS. The information must be less than five years old and must be
able to be differentiated along a gradient of environmental conditions (EPA 1998 [EPA National Water
Quality Inventory 1998 Report to Congress.EPA-841-R-00-001.]). Predictive models must include
calibration factors and, as noted below, are not used exclusively to make beneficial use determinations.
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Examples of the types of monitoring data typically meeting Tier I criteria include BURP, EPA
Environmental Management and Assessment Program (EMAP), Rapid Bioassessment Protocols, Use
Attainability Analyses, graduate theses, and professionally prepared and peer-reviewed studies, reports, or
predictive models. These data can come from a number of possible sources such as state and federal
agencies, academic institutions, local governments, or private parties. Tier I data are of sufficient quality
and relevance to be used for 303(d) listing and de-listing decisions, 305(b) reports, subbasin assessments,
and TMDL development. Data must meet both scientific rigor and relevance of Tier I criteria to be
classified at the Tier I level.

3.2.2.2 Tier I

DEQ characterizes the scientific rigor of Tier II data as qualitative or semi-quantitative data. The data
collectors will have followed documented field, laboratory, and data-handling protocols, have rated
parameters, and may have a monitoring plan. The monitoring plan may not provide quality assurance (QA)
or quality control (QC) information. Tier II data include professionally conducted evaluations and habitat
data consisting primarily of standardized visual assessments or evaluations. However, some field staff may
not be trained, the evaluating laboratory may not be certified, or a professional taxonomist may not identify
the samples. Relevant Tier II data may include evaluations based on monitored or evaluated data more than
five years old, watershed land use information, modeling results with estimated inputs, or measurement of
an atypical event (EPA 1998). Data may relate to a watershed rather than be water body specific. They may
also relate to guidelines or objectives of other government entities.

Data collected for Environmental Assessments, Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) assessments,
Cumulative Watershed Effects (CWE) Process, and agency planning documents, as well as Citizen
Volunteer Monitoring data, are examples of types of data that would be considered Tier II. Tier II data are
not used in 303(d) listing decisions due to higher data requirements for impairment decisions under Section
303 (see Section 1.4.1). However, Tier II data may be used in subbasin assessments and TMDLs when the
assessor has the time to consider these data in context with other collected information. These data can also
be used to establish beneficial uses for assessments and in 305(b) reports.

3.2.2.3 Tier Il

The scientific rigor of Tier I1I data often includes information collected by unknown or untrained
individuals. The data may not have been collected or analyzed following standard or reported protocols.
Data without any originating documentation also appears in this category. Relevance of data is limited due
to information having no intrinsic judgment or known reference for comparison. The data may have been
extrapolated based on other sites, or a reflection of a specific localized condition not representative of the
water body. This type of information may be considered as general background information, but it is not of
sufficient rigor and relevance for listing decisions or regulatory actions.

Tier III data are not used in 303(d) decisions, subbasin assessments, TMDLs, or 305(b) reports due to the
uncertainty in the scientific rigor in their collection and relevance to beneficial uses or water quality
standards. This data may be used in helping DEQ target future planning and monitoring.

3.2.3 Interpreting ldaho Water Quality Standards

Specific language detailing how narrative and numeric water quality standards are interpreted in
assessments for the Integrated Report is included in section 5 of the WBAG (Grafe et al. 2002).
DEQ adheres to these policies for all assessments.

DEQ largely relies on BURP monitoring data and biological assessments to demonstrate
compliance with the state’s narrative water quality standards and support of aquatic life uses in
the absence of specific chemical water quality data. These standards are written such that the
waters of the state shall be free from pollutants impairing beneficial uses. It is DEQ’s position
that biological assessments directly measure the support of the beneficial uses that the narrative
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standards were written to protect, so a full support decision based on guidance in the WBAG
largely satisfies compliance with these narrative standards.

Numeric standards are somewhat different, and a detailed discussion of the state’s approach to
assessing compliance with these standards is also in section 5 of the WBAG (Grafe et al. 2002).
Even among the numeric standards, determining compliance with temperature criteria presents
unique challenges and is examined in the WBAG and further explained in Appendix C.

3.2.3.1 Criteria Exceedance

Due to natural variability in water quality, variability in translation to a biological response, and
possible measurement errors, DEQ does not interpret numeric criteria for dissolved oxygen, pH,
turbidity, and temperature as a sharp line between impairment and nonimpairment. Rather,
impairment may occur along a continuum. Because criteria are developed conservatively, DEQ
believes any point along this continuum is within established criteria levels. In accordance with
DEQ’s water quality standards (IDAPA 58.01.02.054.03), a zone is established allowing up to
10% criteria exceedance for dissolved oxygen, pH, turbidity, and temperature, for which the
assessor has flexibility to consider other evidence in determining whether to list the AU-cause
combination in Category 5. Refer to Figure 5-1 of the WBAG for an overview of this DEQ
policy (Grafe et al. 2002, p. 5-5).

While the policy described above deals solely with frequency, DEQ does recognize that
magnitude and duration of any criteria exceedance are also important to the biological response
and 1deally should be considered as well. Magnitude, duration, and frequency are typically not
independent of one another. Thus, an evaluation of impairment based only on frequency, while it
can have its limitations, is a practical gauge of criteria exceedance and one that is supported by
national EPA policy.

Failure to meet a numeric or narrative water quality criterion or impairment of a beneficial use is
reason to list an AU in Category 5 of the Integrated Report. If the AU failed to meet specific
numeric criteria, then the impairment is related to those criteria. Tier I data must be available to
inform the assessor what the cause or causes of impairment are.

3.2.3.2 Bioassessment

DEQ relies heavily on biology to gauge narrative and numeric criteria. An average of the
multimetric index scores (see Grafe et al. 2002, section 6) can range from 0 to 3. A score less
than 2 suggests that the water body is not supporting its aquatic life beneficial use. Since DEQ
does not collect data to evaluate every possible numeric and narrative criteria, the assessor, in
many instances, will not know the exact cause of the impairment—merely that a biological
impairment exists. Such a determination places a water body in Category 5 with the cause as
“combined biota/habitat bioassessments.”
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EPA’s clarification memo for the Integrated Report guidance of March 26, 2002, states:

When existing and readily available data and information (biological, chemical or physical) are sufficient to
determine that a pollutant has caused, is suspected of causing, or is projected to cause the impairment, the
AU should be listed in Category 5.

(EPA 2002)

The memo further clarifies that “Only when the state determines that the existing data and
information (biological, chemical or physical) are insufficient [bold in original] to support an
attainment determination, can an AU be listed in Category 3” (EPA 2002). DEQ discourages
assessors from making educated guesses on causes, because changing a cause after initial listing
can be costly in terms of time and resources. DEQ feels it is reasonable and prudent to leave the
cause as combined biota/habitat bioassessments until a more specific cause can be accurately
determined in the subbasin assessment phase of the TMDL.

3.2.3.3 Temperature Compliance

Because determining compliance with numeric temperature criteria presents unique challenges,
DEQ has provided additional clarification in Appendix C regarding section 5.2 of the WBAG,
specifically subsections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 (Grafe et al. 2002).

3.2.4 Waters Other than Perennial Streams and Rivers

DEQ’s assessment methodology is limited to perennial, wadeable, and nonwadeable flowing
water bodies. Intermittent waters may have important ecological functions but cannot sustain the
same biological communities as perennial waters and thus cannot be assessed using DEQ’s
standard assessment methodology. Although the fundamental assessment approach should also
be applicable to lakes, reservoirs, springs, and wetlands, DEQ must further investigate these
types of water bodies to develop scientifically sound bioassessment processes and appropriate
reference conditions.

3.2.4.1 Intermittent Waters

Intermittent waters naturally occur throughout Idaho; some 43,962 miles of stream (about 46%)
are identified as such by the USGS in its NHD. According to Idaho’s water quality standards, if a
surface water body is intermittent (i.e., has zero flow for at least 1 week during most years), then
numeric criteria apply only during periods of “optimal” flow. For recreation beneficial uses,
optimal flow is equal to or greater than 5 cubic feet per second; for aquatic life uses, optimal
flow is equal to or greater than 1 cubic foot per second (IDAPA 58.01.02.010.54

and .02.070.06).

DEQ’s current multimetric biological indices are not appropriate to apply to intermittent
(dewatered or ephemeral) streams. These indexes were developed based on community
composition and function typical of an expected reference condition. Reference conditions are
persistent aquatic habitats that allow full development of aquatic communities. Temporary
waters will never have similar aquatic species composition and function as perennial waters
(Grafe et al. 2002). DEQ does not have a specific protocol for monitoring or assessing
intermittent waters. A large portion of these waters are unassessed and are therefore listed in
Category 3 of the Integrated Report. Of the 1,773 Category 3 AUs, 40 AUs have been
determined to have zero flow based on 227 sampling locations within the AUs. Due to
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insufficient available data and information, DEQ is unable to provide a beneficial use attainment
determination. Therefore, these AUs will remain in Category 3 until such time that an assessment
protocol for intermittent waters is developed to collect sufficient data. Refer to Appendix D for
the list of AUs with zero-flow.

3.2.4.2 Springs, Lake Outlets, and Inundated Streams

Data from springs, lake outlets, or inundated streams (i.e., backwaters associated with a reservoir
or slackwater areas lacking current) can require different monitoring protocols and/or different
benchmarks for assessment. Assessment of springs and lake outlets is addressed on a case-by-
case basis at the discretion of the assessor. Generally, springs and lake outlets differ biologically
from free-flowing streams and therefore require a unique assessment tool. Current multimetric
macroinvertebrate indices, such as the stream macroinvertebrate index (SMI), are not suitable for
use in these atypical natural stream types. Macroinvertebrate communities from spring-fed
streams and lake outlets may have very low natural diversity and would receive very low index
scores, even under pristine conditions (Maret et al. 2001; Maret et al. 1997; and Anderson and
Anderson 1995 reviewed in Mebane 2001).

3.3 Assessment Results

The data presented in the Integrated Report is compiled by DEQ using EPA’s ADB. ADB is a
relational database application that helps states track water quality assessment information and
generate reports. The reports are included as Appendices E-K. The database helps ease the
burden of state reporting, encourages standardization between states, and facilitates generation of
the national database. ADB software is designed to store assessment information in a manner
consistent with EPA guidance and facilitate the integration of sections 305(b) and 303(d).

Assessment results can also be accessed via an interactive map available at
http://mapcase.deg.idaho.gov/wg2014/. For static maps, see Appendix L.

3.3.1 Five-Part Categorization of Surface Waters

A summary of listings in all categories for stream AUSs is provided in Table 5 and Figure 10.
Lake AUs are summarized in Table 6 and Figure 11. A detailed report of all delistings is
provided in Appendix M. DEQ is proposing delisting 264 AU-cause combinations: 222 from
Category 5, 41 from Category 4a, and 1 from Category 4c. Some of the Category 5 delistings (5)
will be replaced with a new listing in Category 5 that reflects a change in water quality standards
(e.g., change in cause from fecal coliform to E. coli) or that reflects identification of a specific
cause of a biological impairment. For example, a cause unknown or combined biota/habitat
bioassessment cause of impairment is replaced by a different cause, such as total phosphorus
(TP) when TP is identified as a limiting nutrient and the source of the originally identified
impairment during TMDL development. Similarly, 14 AU-cause combinations will be delisted
from Category 5 as they were determined to be duplicative. This occurs where there are several
cause combinations associated with an AU—such as cause unknown or combined biota/habitat
bioassessment, as well as an impairment such as sedimentation/siltation—but it has been
determined that only the latter is needed to describe the cause of impairment.
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Table 5. Category summary for streams.

Category Miles Asse':l;mt;ﬁ{so{)nits
Category 1 4,776 373
Category 2 26,761 1,398
Category 3 32,586 1,455
Category 4a 43,791 2,458%
Category 4b 51 42
Category 4c 7,361 552°
Category 5 10,791 8162

& AU-cause combinations
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Figure 10. Category summary for streams as percent of total stream miles. Note that percentages
total more than 100% because some stream miles are listed in more than one category.

Table 6. Category summary for lakes.

Category Acres Number of .
Assessments Units
Category 1 5,646 209
Category 2 21,824 39
Category 3 198,396 319
Category 4a 361,673 69%
Category 4b 0 0
Category 4c 85,785 122
Category 5 205,175 347

& AU-cause combinations

26



DRAFT

Surface Water Monitoring and Assessment Idaho’s 2014 Integrated Report
90%
0,
80% 77.1%
70%
60%
50% 42.3% 43.8%
40%
30%
18.3%
20%
0,
10% | 129 H7% 0.0% I
1 2 3 4a 4b 4c 5

Integrated Report Category

Figure 11. Category summary for lakes as percent of total lake acreage. Note that percentages
total more than 100% because some acres are listed in more than one category.

3.3.1.1 Category 1

Waters in Category 1 of the Integrated Report are those that are wholly within a designated
wilderness or inventoried roadless area and presumed to fully support all beneficial uses.
However, if readily available data or information demonstrates impairment to a beneficial use,
then DEQ will assess the water body accordingly. In the absence of such data, DEQ will presume
that wilderness and roadless area waters are unimpaired and place them in Category 1 of the
Integrated Report. The policy only applies to AUs that are fully (100%) within a designated
wilderness area or inventoried roadless area, eliminating waters that briefly flow through
wilderness or roadless areas. Most of these Category 1 AUs are found in the Selway-Bitterroot
and Frank Church River of No Return Wildernesses. The only distinction between Category 1
and Category 2 of the Integrated Report is the wilderness and roadless status.

Category 1 waters best exemplify DEQ’s “natural conditions” water quality standard (IDAPA
58.01.02.054.04). Waters in this condition exhibit no measurable change in “the physical,
chemical, biological, or radiological conditions existing in a water body without human sources
of pollution within the watershed” (IDAPA 58.01.02.010.63).

DEQ believes waters within designated wilderness and inventoried roadless areas meet the
natural conditions provision since little to no significant human management has taken place to
cause changes in water quality or affect beneficial uses. When Congress designates an area as
wilderness, the main reason is because it meets the criteria of low human impact.

For the purposes of the 2014 Integrated Report, DEQ uses what were formerly the two most
restrictive USFS categories for defining roadless areas: (1) those areas recommended for
wilderness designation in a USFS forest plan and where road building is prohibited (1-B1 USFS
designation) and (2) those areas not recommended for wilderness designation in a forest plan but
where road building is still prohibited (1-B USFS designation). Waters wholly within these
designated roadless areas are placed in Category 1 of the Integrated Report. In areas formerly
designated as 1-C by the USFS, road building is not prohibited; waters within these areas are not
designated as roadless and therefore are not listed in Category 1 of the Integrated Report.
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In 2008, the Idaho Roadless Rule was promulgated redefining the categories of roadless areas.
Five management regimes and corresponding road building provisions were established under
the rule: wildland recreation, primitive, special areas, backcountry/restoration, and general forest.
More details regarding management in these five management designations can be found at

36 CFR 294, subpart C. Idaho has not developed an association between the Integrated Report
Category 1 and the different land management designations, and thus those designations are not
used for category reporting purposes. This issue is slated to be addressed in the 2016 Integrated
Report.

DEQ does not apply this wilderness/roadless policy to previously listed waters; thus, there are no
delistings associated with this policy, and the policy only applies to waters that DEQ has not yet
assessed (“no data” waters) or has assessed as fully supporting and within areas that fall under
the roadless/wilderness definition given above. However, for waters previously listed and found
to be listed in error, the water can be placed in Category 1 if it falls entirely within a
roadless/wilderness area.

Statewide, 582 out of 5,751 total AUs are in Category 1: 4,776 miles of stream and 5,646 acres
of lake are attaining all water quality standards and are wholly within wilderness or roadless

areas. This total is based on a review of updated wilderness and roadless GIS coverage made
available by the USFS.

The list of Category 1 AUs can be viewed in Appendix E.

3.3.1.2 Category 2

Category 2 waters fully support those beneficial uses that have been assessed. For these water
bodies, no Tier I data (see section 3.2.2 for a description of data tiers) submitted to DEQ for
assessment indicates impairment.

Statewide, 1,437 of 5,751 total AUs are in Category 2: 26,761 miles of stream and 21,824 acres
of lake are attaining standards according to available information.

The list of Category 2 AUs can be viewed in Appendix F.

3.3.1.3 Category 3
Category 3 water bodies meet both of the following criteria:

e No Tier I data indicate an impairment of beneficial uses.

e Not enough data existed at the time of assessment to make a determination that standards
have been attained, using DEQ’s WBAG (Grafe et al. 2002).

DEQ may conclude that the available data and information are insufficient for the following
reasons, among others:

e The existing and readily available data and information were collected using
unacceptable quality assurance/quality control procedures.

e The quality of the existing and readily available data and information, regardless of
quantity thresholds, is inadequate to provide an accurate assessment.

e The existing and readily available data and information are not representative of current
conditions of the water body. This rationale might include a determination that significant
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land-use changes have occurred in the watershed changing the hydrology and nonpoint
source loading, point source discharges have been removed, new discharges are now
operating, or the locations of sampling stations did not reflect the character of the
segment (e.g., sampling may have been limited to locations near discharge outfalls).

Category 3 is meant to be temporary until sufficient data and information are obtained to support
a beneficial use attainment determination; however, in Idaho an AU may remain in Category 3
under any of the following circumstances: (1) the stream has no flow when visited by DEQ

(i.e., is intermittent); (2) access to the monitoring site was denied; or (3) the monitoring site is
inaccessible. When DEQ encounters any of these circumstances, every attempt will be made in
subsequent years to collect sufficient data and information to support a beneficial use attainment
determination for these AUs.

Statewide, 1,774 of 5,751 total AUs are in Category 3: 32,586 miles of stream and 198,396 acres
of lake have insufficient data or information to determine if standards are being met.

The list of Category 3 AUs can be viewed in Appendix G.

3.3.1.4 Category 4

Category 4 water bodies are impaired for one or more standards for one or more beneficial uses
but do not require development of a TMDL. All Category 4 water bodies are grouped into one of
three subcategories: 4a, 4b, or 4c, as described below.

Category 4a—Total Maximum Daily Load Completed and Approved

Impaired water bodies are placed in Category 4a when a TMDL is developed by DEQ and
approved by EPA such that, when implemented, full attainment of the water quality standards is
expected for the specific impairment (e.g., sediment) for which the TMDL was developed. If the
water body has any other impairments, it may also be included in other categories of the
Integrated Report.

Once EPA has approved a TMDL, an implementation plan is developed. An implementation
plan, guided by an approved TMDL, details the actions needed to achieve TMDL-specified load
reductions, outlines a schedule for those actions, and specifies monitoring needed to document
progress toward meeting water quality standards. Additional information on TMDL
implementation plans is available at www.deg.idaho.gov/tmdl-implementation-plans.

Statewide, 2,527 AU-cause combinations are listed in Category 4a: 43,791 miles of stream and
361,673 acres of lake have an approved TMDL.

The list of Category 4a AUs can be viewed in Appendix H.

Category 4b—Waters of the State That Have Pollution Control Requirements in Place,
Other Than a TMDL, and Are Expected to Meet Standards

Impaired water bodies may be placed in Category 4b when other pollution abatement measures
(e.g., BMPs) required by local, state, or federal authority are effective enough to achieve
applicable water quality standards (pursuant to 40 CFR 130.7(b)(1)) within a reasonable time
period. When adequate pollution control requirements are established on an impaired water
body, this action obviates the need for a TMDL.
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For a water body to be considered for Category 4b, the following six elements must be addressed
in the 4b rationale:

1. Identification of stream segment and statement of problem causing the impairment

2. Description of pollution controls and demonstration of how they will achieve water
quality standards

3. An estimate or projection of the time when water quality standards will be met

4. Schedule for implementing pollution controls

5. Monitoring plan for tracking effectiveness of the pollution controls

6. Commitment to revise pollution controls as necessary

Each AU listed in Category 4b will be reviewed by EPA and DEQ according to the Category 4b
rationale during each integrated reporting cycle to ensure that a water body that has been placed
in Category 4b is still meeting all the proposed pollution control requirements. If circumstances
have changed and the requirements of the original 4b demonstration are no longer being met,
DEQ, with input from EPA, may place the water body back into Category 5.

Statewide 4 of 5,751 total AUs are in Category 4b: 51 miles of stream have alternative pollution
controls in place. All 4 of these AUs are addressed in the Bear Valley Creek 4b Justification
(DEQ and USFS 2010).

The list of Category 4b AUs can be viewed in Appendix I.

Category 4c—Waters of the State Not Impaired by a Pollutant

Impaired water bodies are placed in Category 4c if the impairment is not caused by a pollutant
but rather caused by pollution, such as flow alteration or habitat alteration. Water bodies placed
in Category 4c do not require a TMDL.

Pollutants are defined under in CWA §502(6), in Idaho Code §39-3602(21), and in DEQ’s water
quality standards (IDAPA 58.01.02.010.79). With regard to Idaho's §303(d) list, these definitions
include things such as sediment, nutrients, toxics, and temperature—if they impair a beneficial
use.

Pollution is a very broad concept that encompasses human-caused changes in the environment
that alter the functioning of natural processes and produce undesirable environmental or health
effects. Pollution includes human-induced alteration of the physical, biological, chemical, and
radiological integrity of water and other media. Flow and habitat alterations are considered
pollution and not specific pollutants according to EPA (CWA §502(6) and §502(19);

EPA 2001a); hence, DEQ does not develop TMDLs for flow alteration or habitat alteration.

However, water bodies affected by these forms of pollution are not overlooked or ignored; they
are identified in Category 4c of the Integrated Report. Flow and habitat alteration are often the
result of, or affected by, pollutants in the water body that are suitable for TMDL calculation. For
example, excess sediment may impair a beneficial use and, therefore, violate state water quality
standards on a water body that may be affected by a lack of water flow (or habitat alteration). If
the impairment is partly caused by excess sediment, the water body will also be placed on the
§303(d) list of impaired waters (Category 5 of the Integrated Report).
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Statewide, 564 AU-cause combinations are listed in Category 4c: 7,361 miles of stream and
85,785 acres of lake are impaired by pollution but not by a pollutant.

The list of Category 4c AUs can be viewed in Appendix J.

3.3.1.5 Category 5

Impaired water bodies that do not meet applicable water quality standards for one or more
beneficial uses by one or more pollutants are placed in Category 5. Category 5 is a streamlined
§303(d) list that excludes waters that have an EPA-approved TMDL (Category 4a), waters
addressed by other pollution control measures (Category 4b), and waters impaired by pollution
(Category 4c). Criteria for listing a water body in Category 5 include the following:

e The water body was listed as impaired in the 2012 Integrated Report, or

e Tier I data indicate an impairment by a pollutant, and

e Application of pollutant controls to sources of pollutants affecting the impaired water
body would restore the water body to full support status.

Statewide, 850 AU-cause combinations are listed in Category 5: 10,791 miles of stream and
205,175 acres of lake are impaired and needing a TMDL.

The list of Category 5 AUs can be viewed in Appendix K. More information about the 2014
§303(d) list (i.e., Category 5 waters) is provided in section 3.3.3.

3.3.1.6 Assessment Units Appearing in More Than One Category

In some cases, an AU may show up in both Categories 4 and 5 of the Integrated Report. Most of
these multiple listings are for water bodies that are impaired for multiple pollutants or pollution
(e.g., flow or habitat alteration). Examples include the following scenarios:

e A TMDL is approved for only a subset of the causes impairing a water body. For
example, a water body is listed for sediment and temperature and only has an
EPA-approved TMDL for sediment. That water body would be listed in Category 4a for
sediment (EPA-approved TMDL) and Category 5 (needs TMDL) for temperature.

e A water body is impaired by a pollutant (e.g., temperature) and pollution (e.g., flow
alteration). The water body would then be listed in Category 5 for temperature and
Category 4c for flow alteration.

Because an AU can appear in multiple categories (as part of multiple AU-cause combinations),
the number of AUs and mileage/acreage calculations for each of the five categories cannot
simply be totaled to determine state totals. Some AUs and corresponding mileage/acreage totals
would be counted more than once, causing erroneous results.

3.3.2 Results of Probability Based Surveys

The federal CWA establishes a process for states in developing information on the quality of
their surface waters. Section 305(b) of the statute requires biennial (every 2 years) reporting on
the state’s water quality. One way DEQ has addressed this requirement is to conduct the Idaho
Wadeable Stream Survey. Data from surveys conducted between 2011 and 2014 are not
available for analysis or discussion in this Integrated Report. Data are available, however, for
streams surveyed from 2005 through 2010 and are discussed in the 2012 Integrated Report,
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available at www.deg.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/monitoring-assessment/integrated-
report.

3.3.3 Section 303(d) List

The 2014 Integrated Report includes 49 new Category 5 listings and proposes 221Category 5
delistings. These actions are discussed in more detail in the following sections.

3.3.3.1 Waters Added to Category 5

The 2014 reporting cycle added 49 new listings to Category 5: 35 AU-cause combinations were
added due to new readily available data; 8 were the result of creating new AUs to correct
digitizing errors and be consistent with Idaho water quality standards; 4 were the result of
TMDLs being erroneously applied to AU-cause combinations in previous reporting cycles; and 2
were the result of relisting causes that were erroneously deleted in previous cycles (Table 7).

Table 7. Summary of changes to Category 5 for 2014.

Category 5
Explanation AU-Cause
Combinations

New listings

2014 total new Category 5 listings 49
e Additional Category 5 listings based on new readily available data 35
e Additional Category 5 listings caused by creating a new AU 8
e EPA-approved TDML erroneously applied to an AU-cause combination in 4
previous reporting cycle
e Causes erroneously deleted in previous reporting cycles 2
Delistings
2014 Category 5 delistings 222

3.3.3.2 AU-Cause Combinations Delisted from Category 5

AU-cause combinations included in previous §303(d) lists or Category 5 of past Integrated
Reports must be accounted for in subsequent Integrated Reports. However, the fact that an AU-
cause combination was previously included in Category 5 does not necessarily mean that it must
remain in Category 5 until a TMDL is established. DEQ may have new data and/or information
showing that an applicable water quality standard is being met. Or, based on new data and
information, DEQ may determine that the impairment was caused by pollution and not a
pollutant, therefore delisting the AU-cause combination from Category 5 and listing the AU in
Category 4c. DEQ may also demonstrate that the original Category 5 listing was erroneous. ADB
provides the following reasons, divided into two groups, for Category 5 removal (RTI 2007):

Delisting:
1. Data and/or information lacking to determine water quality status; original basis for
listing was incorrect (Category 3)
2. TMDL approved or established by EPA (4a)
TMDL alternative (4b)
4. Not caused by a pollutant (4c)

[98)
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Water Quality Standards Attainment:

5. Applicable water quality standards attained; original basis for listing was incorrect
Applicable water quality standards attained; due to restoration activities

Applicable water quality standards attained; due to change in water quality standards
Applicable water quality standards attained; according to new assessment method
Applicable water quality standards attained; reason for recovery unspecified

\© 0 = o

In some instances, these standard reasons for Category 5 removal may not fit the scenarios DEQ
encounters in Idaho. DEQ is working with EPA to tailor reporting options to better fit scenarios
unique to Idaho.

In order for DEQ to delist an AU-cause combination from Category 5 based on the reasons
above, DEQ must demonstrate good cause for not including the AU-cause combination
(including previously listed AU-cause combinations) in Category 5 of the Integrated Report
(pursuant to 40 CFR 130.7(b)(6)(iv)). Good causes include, but are not limited to, the following
(EPA 2005):

1. More recent and accurate data demonstrate that the applicable water quality
standard(s) is being met.

2. More sophisticated water quality modeling demonstrates that the applicable water
quality standard(s) is being met.

3. Flaws in the original analysis led to the water body being incorrectly listed.
4. Conditions have changed (e.g., new control equipment or elimination of discharges).
5. A TMDL or other pollution control requirements required by state, local, or federal

authority will result in attainment of water quality standards for a specific pollutant(s)
within a reasonable time.

6. Other relevant information that supports the decision not to include the AU in
Category 5 of the Integrated Report.

The number of AU-cause combinations delisted from Category 5 in the 2014 cycle is 222. These
AU-cause combinations are included in Appendix M.

3.3.3.3 Prioritization and Total Maximum Daily Load Schedule

DEQ has been working under a settlement agreement (DEQ 2002c¢) that established a schedule
through 2007 for the development of TMDLs based on HUC, AU, and pollutant. In prioritizing,
DEQ considered the severity of the pollutant and the uses of the waters, the availability and
quality of data, and the department’s resources. Although the schedule developed in the TMDL
settlement was not completed by 2007, DEQ still remains under obligation to develop TMDLs
for those waters remaining on the settlement agreement. There are currently 114 AU-cause
combinations remaining on the settlement agreement. DEQ has maintained these waters as a
higher priority than waters placed on the §303(d) list post-agreement. Within the settlement
agreement list, DEQ is prioritizing (high, medium, low) their completion based on a set of
criteria that takes into account human health and aquatic resource risk, the severity and type of
pollutant(s), and the availability of data and resources. Any TMDLs that are to be developed for
waters on the reservation are to be developed by EPA or a tribe, not DEQ; 55 of the 114 AU-
cause combinations, are associated with waters within the Nez Perce Reservation. Therefore,
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DEQ is not assigning priority to these remaining TMDLs. Refer to Appendix N for those waters
still remaining on the settlement agreement.

For waters outside of those settlement agreement waters, DEQ has assigned high, medium, or
low priority to the HUC for TMDL completion based on several factors. Those factors include
severity of the pollutant, uses to be made of such waters, severity of concern, complexity of
analysis, availability of resources, funding, consultation with the BAGs and WAGs, and
executive or legislative direction. Refer to Appendix O for the prioritization.

Further, EPA Clean Water Act regulations make it clear that a TMDL need not be developed for
waters where pollution control requirements required by local, state, or federal authority are
stringent enough to implement any applicable water quality standard (40 CFR 130.7(b)(1)).
Idaho water quality standards similarly allow DEQ to forego TMDLs when other pollution
control requirements will achieve full support of uses within a reasonable amount of time
(IDAPA 58.01.02.055.02). CERCLA requires cleanups to meet any standard, requirement,
criteria, or limitation that is legally applicable, including those standards, criteria, and limitations
developed under the Clean Water Act or any more stringent state law (42 USC §9621 (d)(2)(A)).
Unlike a TMDL, which is a plan and is not in and of itself enforceable, CERCLA authorities
provide enforceable mechanisms to compel cleanup of the pollutant and identified sources.
When the source of the pollutant is a CERCLA site, a TMDL will have little impact or relevance
to the implementation of CERCLA authorities. Therefore, in cases where other pollutant control
requirements are applicable, DEQ may forego developing a TMDL and assign a water body as
medium or low priority.

3.3.3.4 Approved, Pending, and Draft TMDLs

Since the 2012 Integrated Report was finalized, the number of EPA-approved AU-pollutant
TMDLs is 137, 8 of which were not previously listed in Category 5 (§303(d) list) (i.e., unlisted
but impaired). Table 8 displays those TMDLs that are pending EPA approval, and Table 9
displays those TMDLs that are actively being developed. In addition to the TMDLs included in
the tables below, there are several TMDLs that were submitted and approved by the EPA after
this draft report was created. AUs that can be moved to Category 4a from Category 5 as a result
of EPA’s approval of TMDLs occurring after December 2015 will be moved to Category 4a
prior to submitting the final version of this report. Other proposed actions—including listings
(additions to Category 5) or delistings (removal from Category 5) resulting from the approved
TMDLs—will be captured in the 2016 reporting cycle. TMDLs approved by EPA between the
draft and final versions include the Lower Boise River TMDL: 2015 Total Phosphorus
Addendum (2 AUs) (DEQ 2015c) and the Little Lost River Subbasin Assessment and Total
Maximum Daily Load: 2015 Temperature Addendum (24 AUs) (DEQ 2015b).

Table 8. TMDLs pending EPA approval (January 2016).

Name of TMDL HUC Submittal Date to EPA
Lochsa River subbasin TMDL (temperature) 17060303 May 2012
Paradise Creek TMDL (bacteria) 17060108 November 2015
Priest River TMDL (temperature) 17010215 August 2015
Salt River TMDL (sediment and E. coli) 17040105 August 2015
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Table 9. TMDLs in development, by region.

TMDL Region
Jim Ford Creek Lewiston
Mid-Salmon Chamberlain (Crooked Creek) Lewiston
Palouse Lewiston
Big Lost Idaho Falls
Medicine Lodge Idaho Falls
Teton River Idaho Falls
Upper Salmon Idaho Falls
Willow Creek Idaho Falls
Indian Creek Boise
Weiser Flats Boise
Bruneau Twin Falls
Camas Creek Twin Falls
Upper Snake Rock Twin Falls
Curlew Valley Pocatello
Coeur d’Alene River (South Fork) Coeur d’Alene

3.3.4 Five-Year Review of TMDLs

Idaho Code §39-3611(7) requires a 5-year cyclic review process for Idaho TMDLs. These
reports document the review of approved Idaho TMDLs and implementation plans by
considering the most current and applicable information in conformance with Idaho Code §39-
3607, evaluating the appropriateness of the TMDL to current watershed conditions, evaluating
the implementation plan, and consulting with the WAG. These reviews also evaluate AUs listed
as impaired in the most recent EPA-approved Integrated Report.

Appendix O contains a table listing HUCs and their assigned priorities in terms of TMDL
development. The HUCs included in that table include only those with AUs in Category 5. Other
HUCSs may not have Category 5 waters but still need to be prioritized for 5-year review
development or to aid in the effort to assess more waters of the state. Table 10 lists the HUCs by
their assigned 5-year review priority. The few HUC:s listed as a high priority for 5-year reviews
have older TMDLs and/or protection plans in place that are in need of revision. The development
of new TMDLs is often a higher priority than a 5-year review as DEQ strives to identify causes
of water quality impairment.
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Table 10. Assigned 5-year review priorities by hydrologic unit code.

DEQ Hydrologic Unit US Geological Survey

Region Code Cataloging Unit Name Priority Year
Coeur d’Alene
17010101 Upper Kootenai River Medium 2018
17010306 Hangman Creek Low 2022
Lewiston
17060108 Palouse River High 2016
17060207 Middle Salmon River/Chamberlain Creek High 2017
17060305 South Fork Clearwater River Medium 2018
17060103 Lower Snake-Asotin Low 2020
17060308 Lower North Fork Clearwater River Low 2022
17060109 Rock Creek Low 2024
17060301 Upper Selway River Low 2024
17060304 Middle Fork Clearwater River Low 2024
17060302 Lower Selway River Low 2024
Idaho Falls
17040216 Birch Creek Low 2022
Boise
17050107 Middle Owyhee River Medium 2018
17050105 South Fork Owyhee River Medium 2018
17050106 East Little Owyhee River Medium 2022
17060210 Little Salmon River Medium 2022
17050121 Middle Fork Payette River Medium 2022
17060206 Lower Middle Fork Salmon River Medium 2022
Twin Falls
17040213 Salmon Falls Creek Medium 2020

3.3.5 Statewide Summaries

The overall support status for Idaho water bodies is presented in Table 11 and Table 12. Maps
summarizing the support status of all Idaho waters are located in Appendix L.

Table 11. Support status of Idaho’s streams (percentages based on 95,346 total stream miles
statewide).

Support Status (perce'\r/:ltl?)? total)
Fully supporting (Categories 1 and 2) 31,567 (33%)
Not supporting (Categories 4 and 5) 33,994 (36%)
Not assessed (Category 3) 29,785 (31%)
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Table 12. Support status of Idaho’s lakes (percentages based on 468,818 total lake acres
statewide).

Support Status (perc:nctrg?total)
Fully supporting (Categories 1 and 2) 27,471 (6%)
Not supporting (Categories 4 and 5) 258,383 (55%)*
Not assessed (Category 3) 182,964 (39%)

% The lake and reservoir support status is based on acreage. The percentage (by area) of lakes not supporting
beneficial uses is relatively high because of a few large lakes listed in Categories 4 and 5.

Surface waters can be placed on the §303(d) list for a variety of causes. Table 13 lists the
statewide summary of causes for streams, while Table 14 provides listed causes for lakes.

Table 13. Extent of streams impaired by causes.

Cause Ex_tent Cause Ex_tent

(miles) (miles)

Ammonia (un-ionized) 350 Lead 258
Antimony 3 Malathion 30
Aquatic plant bioassessments 10 Mercury 328
Arsenic 41 Methyl parathion 20
Benthic-macroinvertebrate bioassessments 6 Nitrogen (total) 15
Cadmium 303 Nutrient/eutrophication biological indicators 244
Cause unknown 886 Oil and grease 350
Chlorpyrifos 108 Oxygen, dissolved 353
Combined biota/habitat bioassessments 3,303 Phosphorus (total) 83
Copper 27 Sedimentation/siltation 2,983
Dissolved gas supersaturation 68 Selenium 147
Escherichia coli 1,858 Temperature, water 3,249
Fecal coliform 826 Total suspended solids (TSS) 132
Fishes bioassessments 20 Zinc 307

Table 14. Extent of lakes impaired by causes.

Cause Extent
(acres)
Cadmium 27,262
Escherichia coli 471
Lead 29,840
Mercury 119,786
Nutrient/eutrophication biological indicators 55,509
Oxygen, dissolved 55,577
Sedimentation/siltation 55,509
Temperature, water 229
Zinc 28,423
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The leading causes of impairment in streams and rivers are combined biota/habitat
bioassessments, temperature, sedimentation/siltation, E. coli, and cause unknown. These causes
have all declined since the 2012 cycle due to improved data quality assurance/quality control,
better database management, development of TMDLs, and implementation plans. The decline in
cause unknown and combined biota/habitat bioassessments is the result of identifying the cause
of the biological impairment during TMDL development.

Until DEQ develops standardized methods for monitoring and assessing lakes and reservoirs,
causes associated with lake impairments will change only when DEQ participates in larger lake
monitoring projects or acquires new data from outside entities. The impairments listed in Table
14 were largely identified in multi-partner studies.

3.3.6 Section 314—Clean Lakes Program

With limited resources and no established protocol for determining biological integrity in lakes,
DEQ is only capable of reporting on the physical and chemical parameters as they relate to the
water quality standards criteria.

DEQ conducted lake surveys in 2011 to identify reference sites that would later be grouped to
establish reference conditions—the benchmark used in the assessment process. As resources
permit, DEQ may be capable of developing the ecological assessment framework for lakes. Until
then, DEQ monitors lakes using protocols that allow DEQ to assess for physical and chemical
parameter compliance with water quality standards criteria.

DEQ participated in EPA’s National Lakes Assessment in 2012, monitoring at 40 random sites
during this probabilistic monitoring survey of the nation’s lakes. DEQ intends to provide an
Idaho lakes assessment report as part of the 2016 Integrated Report, pending data availability.

3.3.7 Wetlands Program

Idaho has approximately 712,270 acres of mapped wetlands according to USGS maps and a list
of priority wetlands that is maintained by EPA, IDFG, and the Conservation Data Center.
However, DEQ does not have specific water quality standards, guidance, or policies for wetland
ecosystems. While wetlands are protected by the CWA, DEQ does not have a process for
assessing the beneficial uses or determining if water quality standards are met in wetland habitats
for the 2014 Integrated Report.

However, DEQ did participate in the National Wetland Condition Assessment in 2011,
monitoring at 13 sites. In addition, DEQ monitored at 12 intensification sites with a goal of
providing enough data to develop a statewide assessment of wetland conditions. Similar wetland
condition assessment will be repeated in 2016. DEQ intends to provide an Idaho wetland
condition assessment report detailing the results of the 2011 assessment effort as part of the 2016
Integrated Report, pending data availability.

3.4 Public Health Issues

Idaho’s water quality has serious implications for public health. Not only do citizens rely on
clean surface and ground water for their drinking water supply, but they also recreate in and on
the state’s surface water and consume the fish that inhabit Idaho waters.
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3.4.1 Drinking Water and Source Water Assessment

Idaho’s Drinking Water Program and Source Water Program work together to protect public
health by ensuring drinking water from public water systems in Idaho is safe and to assess and
protect the source of Idahoans’ drinking water (i.e., source water).

In 1996, Congress amended the Safe Drinking Water Act to emphasize protecting surface and
ground water sources used for public drinking water. The amendments require that each state
possessing primacy over its drinking water develop a source water assessment plan for public
drinking water sources, conduct assessments on all public water systems, and make the
assessments available to the public.

With input from a diverse group of stakeholders and Idaho's Source Water Assessment Advisory
Committee, DEQ completed the Idaho Source Water Assessment Plan in October 1999, and it
was approved by EPA in November 1999 (DEQ 1999). DEQ was successful in completing
assessments on all recognized public water sources by May 2003, in accordance with the
timetable set forth by the state and EPA.

The completed source water assessments summarize the likelihood of individual drinking water
sources becoming contaminated (usually a short-term "contamination event") and serve as a
foundation for public water systems to prepare source water (drinking water) protection plans
and implement protection measures. Each source water assessment report does the following:

e Defines the zone of contribution, which is that portion of the watershed or subsurface
area contributing water to the well or surface water intake (source water area delineation)

e Identifies the significant potential sources of drinking water contamination in those areas
(potential contaminant source inventory)

e Determines the likelihood that the water supply will become contaminated (susceptibility
analysis)

Source water assessments are the cornerstone for source water protection. Local communities
can use the information gathered through the assessment process to create a broader source water
protection program to address current problems and prevent future threats to the quality of their
drinking water supplies. The information acquired from assessments also assists DEQ in
overseeing public water systems.

For more information about DEQ’s Drinking Water Program, visit www.deq.idaho.gov/water-
quality/drinking-water. To learn more about the Source Water Program and access source water
assessments, visit www.deg.idaho.gov/water-quality/source-water.

3.4.2 Methylmercury Fish Tissue Criterion for Protection of Human Health

Because monitoring and assessing mercury in Idaho waters can present unique challenges, DEQ
has provided additional clarification in the following sections on topics discussed in Idaho’s
Implementation Guidance for the Idaho Mercury Water Quality Criteria (DEQ 2005). This 2005
guidance was written at a time when the state did not have an aquatic life criterion and relied
solely on the human health criterion to also protect aquatic life.

Idaho’s methylmercury (MeHg) fish tissue criterion is in place to protect human health. This
criterion applies to waters in Idaho that have been designated for (or are presumed to support)
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recreation, which are all the waters in Idaho. The value of 0.3 milligrams MeHg per kilogram of
fish tissue (wet weight) is set at a level to protect the general public from adverse effects during a
lifetime of exposure.

Almost all human mercury exposure comes from eating fish, rather than ingesting water, due to
the high degree to which fish bioaccumulate MeHg. Through what is called a relative source
contribution, the criterion may also take into account that some exposure comes from sources
other than eating fish harvested from local waters, such as eating store-bought fish. When levels
of MeHg in fish tissue from any water body exceed the criterion, there is the potential for
lifetime exposure above what is considered safe, and the water is listed as impaired for
recreational use, which presumes the opportunity to catch and safely eat any fish present.

DEQ collected data in 2008 that showed that in almost all samples, water column levels of
mercury were well below the reinstated aquatic life criterion of 0.012 micrograms per liter
(ng/L) (discussed below) even when fish tissue concentrations of MeHg were at or above the
human health criterion (Essig 2010; Essig and Kosterman 2008). Therefore, meeting the MeHg
human health criterion requires mercury levels that will also protect aquatic life. DEQ thus
conservatively assumes aquatic life use to be impaired when the MeHg criterion is not met.
Because MeHg is formed in situ from inorganic mercury, the causative pollutant will be listed as
mercury.

3.4.2.1 Aquatic Life

Idaho removed aquatic life criteria for mercury from its rules in 2005, opting to rely on its MeHg
human health criterion to also protect aquatic life. However, in December 2008, EPA
disapproved Idaho’s removal of its previous aquatic life criteria for mercury, reinstating them for
CWA purposes such as §303(d) listing purposes. Idaho believed it was justified in removing the
aquatic life criteria because bioaccumulation of MeHg is typically on the order of hundreds of
thousands-fold, meaning that MeHg concentrations in fish tissue are hundreds of thousands times
higher than inorganic mercury levels in the water.? This strong bioaccumulation means the vast
majority of waters that have levels of inorganic mercury that exceed Idaho’s reinstated

0.012 pg/L chronic criterion for protecting aquatic life will also have fish with MeHg levels that
exceed the human health criterion. The converse is that the vast majority of waters that meet the
MeHg human health criterion will have inorganic mercury levels below EPA’s 0.012 pg/L
chronic criterion recommended for aquatic life criteria in 1985, and orders of magnitude lower
than their current 1995 recommendation of 0.908 pg/L as total recoverable mercury or 0.77 pg/L
as dissolved mercury.

Although the total mercury aquatic life chronic criterion for mercury (0.012 pg/L) has been
reinstated, DEQ does not generally collect water samples and analyze them for mercury, or any
other toxic constituent, as our monitoring budget is simply too limited to take such an approach.
Our interpretation of the toxics narrative criterion for mercury is to rely upon our MeHg fish
tissue criterion for protecting human health and aquatic life.

* For example, EPA’s estimated national median bioaccumulation factor for trophic level 3 fish (BAF;) is
250,000 liters/kilogram. With this BAF, fish with 0.3 milligrams/kilogram of MeHg would result from water with
only 1.2 nanograms of MeHg per liter of water.
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Because of the data DEQ has on water column total mercury and fish tissue MeHg in concurrent
samples, we believe the MeHg human health criterion also protects aquatic life: therefore,
aquatic life use will be assumed to be impaired when recreation is impaired.

“Aquatic life uses are also protected by fish tissue values, because the resulting MeHg
concentrations in the water column have typically been shown to be 2—3 orders of magnitude
lower than aquatic life criteria” (EPA and LDEQ 2001; FTN 2002; Parsons 2003 as quoted in
DEQ 2005). DEQ’s approach to using only fish tissue “assumes that changes in fish tissue
concentrations are proportional to changes in aquatic concentrations for a given area. That is, it
assumes the rate of bioaccumulation is characteristic of the area, even though this rate is site-
specific” (DEQ 2005).

Based on the statewide probabilistic monitoring efforts conducted from 2006-2008 (Essig 2010;
Essig and Kosterman 2008), it is quite clear that assessing waters based on fish tissue
concentration against the human health criterion is much more likely to identify an impairment
than assessing waters based on comparing water column data against the aquatic life criterion.
With that said, to the extent funding allows, DEQ will continue to focus any monitoring efforts
for mercury on fish tissue rather than water column data. DEQ expects to have more fish tissue
data for comparison to the human health criterion than we are to have water column total
mercury data. Nonetheless, where we do obtain water column data, DEQ will compare it to the
total mercury aquatic life chronic criterion as well.

There are two new listings of mercury-impaired water for the 2014 Integrated Report; both are
located within the Snake River. One AU, Oxbow Reservoir, is located within the Idaho Power
Hells Canyon Complex (ID17050201SW002 08) and has been added to the list based on fish
(>200 mm) tissue samples with a mean MeHgy concentration of 0.339 mg/kg, which exceeds the
fish tissue criterion of 0.3 mg/kg. The second AU, the Snake River from Hells Canyon Dam to
Sheep Creek (ID17060101SL0O03_08), had average MeHg concentration in fish (>200 mm)
tissue samples of 0.328 mg/kg, also exceeding the criterion. The mercury listings can be viewed
on the map in Appendix P.

3.4.2.2 Fish Consumption Advisories

Although fish consumption advisories for mercury and Idaho’s human health criterion are both
based on the same toxicological data, they have little else in common. Fish consumption
advisories inform people, usually more sensitive individuals such as children and pregnant
women, how much fish with a known mercury content is safe to eat. These advisories are usually
water body and species specific; they may even be specific as to the size of fish since
contaminant levels typically increase with fish size (age). In contrast, Idaho’s water quality
criterion sets a level of contamination that is safe based on a fish consumption rate characteristic
of the overall adult population eating a variety of fish from different trophic levels.

Thus, an Idaho Fish Consumption Advisory Program (IFCAP) advisory does not necessarily
indicate that most of the general public would be exposed to unsafe levels of MeHg or that
Idaho’s fish tissue human health criterion is exceeded. The IFCAP fish consumption advisories
advise the public on safe amounts of specific kinds of fish to consume (e.g., walleye or trout),
given measured concentrations for a particular water body. Because of this specificity, as well as
targeting only certain segments of the general population, an advisory can be issued even when
the average concentration of MeHg in fish is still below the level of Idaho’s fish tissue criterion.
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IFCAP’s guide for safe eating of fish caught in Idaho waters is available at
www.healthandwelfare.idaho.gov/Portals/0/Health/EnvironmentalHealth/FishGuide.pdf.

3.4.2.3 Calculation of Trophic Level Weighted Average

The human health criterion is based on chronic mercury exposure over a lifetime; the criterion
was not formulated to protect against acute exposures. In practice, acute exposure is not a big
concern because most human exposure is from fish in the diet. Fish tissue mercury levels build
up slowly over time and a threshold dose requires repeated meals of fish. Some variation in
exposure to mercury is expected over a lifetime. If variations above criteria are not large or
prolonged, they will average out over time to a level below the criterion, and the intended level
of protection and safety will be achieved.

Because MeHg tissue levels do vary over time—and from species to species and fish to fish—
calculating a value for comparison to the criterion is a matter of much averaging. Idaho’s
criterion for MeHg takes into account that bioaccumulation varies by trophic level (i.e., a fish’s
place in the food chain) and species of fish, due to differing dietary habits. Therefore, when data
for a water body represent fish from multiple trophic levels, the water quality standards (IDAPA
58.01.02.210.01) require that results be weighted by trophic level consumption rates.

Water body—specific fish consumption data are preferred and when available should be used to
adjust these weightings to provide a better estimate of average possible human exposure to
mercury from that water body. In the absence of location-specific consumption data, trophic
level weighting is to be based on the default consumption rates specified in Idaho water quality
standards (IDAPA 58.01.02.210.01). Within a trophic level, simple averaging is used to combine
results for multiple species to represent the trophic level.

Regardless of the specificity of fish consumption data, the final result is a single average MeHg
value for a water body incorporating different locations, trophic levels, species, and individual
fish.

DEQ lists a water body as impaired based on a weighted average fish tissue mercury
concentration for a water body. This average combines results for all edible species for which
data are available. DEQ prefers data be from a composite of at least 10 fish per species.
However, if data are only available for one edible species, that is sufficient to make a listing
decision on a water body.

4 Ground Water Monitoring and Assessment

DEQ is responsible for protecting the quality of ground water in Idaho but does not undertake
this task alone. DEQ monitors and protects ground water in Idaho through partnerships with the
Idaho State Department of Agriculture, Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR), and
many other state, local, and private agencies, organizations, businesses, and individuals. The
roles of DEQ, the Idaho State Department of Agriculture, IDWR, the Idaho Soil and Water
Conservation Commission, and the Idaho public health districts are delineated in the Idaho
Ground Water Protection Interagency Cooperative Agreement
(www.deg.idaho.gov/media/565903-interagency_gw_cooperative_agreement_2008.pdf).
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The Idaho Statewide Ground Water Quality Monitoring Program is designed to assess the
current condition of Idaho's ground water quality, identify potential problem areas, and detect
trends in ground water quality. The program is a cooperative effort between IDWR and the
USGS Water Resources Division. In addition, DEQ conducts regional and local ground water
quality monitoring when the statewide program or other government agencies detect potential
problem areas. DEQ also initiates its own evaluations and conducts regional and local
monitoring in conjunction with other agencies. DEQ chairs the Idaho Ground Water Monitoring
Technical Committee that includes membership from other Idaho state agencies, public health
districts, the Idaho Water Resources Research Institute, Idaho's universities, and federal
agencies.

Idaho's ground water quality monitoring program results show that significant levels of ground
water degradation have occurred in specific areas across the state. This negatively impacts water
quality and potentially threatens domestic water supplies, aquaculture, agriculture, mining,
industry, and other ground water beneficial uses. With input from other agencies, DEQ has
established a statewide priority list of areas of significantly degraded ground water. This list is
based on levels of nitrate and is used to prioritize the development and implementation of
management strategies to improve ground water in specific degraded areas.

Visit www.deg.idaho.gov/water-quality/ground-water for more information about DEQ’s
Ground Water Program and www.idwr.idaho.gov/WaterInformation/GWQuality/default to learn
about the Statewide Ground Water Quality Monitoring Program.

5 Public Participation in the Development of the Integrated
Report

DEQ is soliciting comments on the draft 2014 Integrated Report. The public comment period is
scheduled to run for 30 days, unless an extension is requested in writing.

5.1 Scope of Public Comment

The format of the Integrated Report is established by EPA, so DEQ is not seeking comment on
this aspect of the report. However, DEQ does have some discretion regarding how it categorizes
waters.” In this regard, DEQ is soliciting public comment on the status of all waters of the state.
Specific comments—such as those regarding the placement of a water body in a certain category
or an omission from a category—are the most helpful. Data- and site-specific comments are
welcome and will be evaluated prior to final submission of the 2014 Integrated Report to EPA.
Some changes in the categorization of waters will occur regardless of public comment; AUs
included in TMDLs approved by EPA after December 2015, which are discussed in section
3.3.3.4 and listed in Table 8, will not be moved from Category 5 to Category 4a until after the
public comment period and just prior to submission of the final draft of the Integrated Report.
The proposed policy for waters within tribal lands will not be proposed independently of the

3 The exception is when waters are being moved from Category 5 (§303(d) list) to another category.
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Integrated Report; comments on the policy will be accepted with comments on the Integrated
Report. Other content regarding antidegradation policy that is new to the 2014 report have
previously been reviewed and commented on by the public. The final version of the 2014
Integrated Report will include DEQ’s responses to public comment in Appendix Q.

5.2 Basin and Watershed Advisory Groups Consultation

During the 2013 legislative session, the existing law regarding DEQ consultation with the BAGs
and WAGs was clarified with House Bill 271 (HB 271), signed into law on April 11, 2013. The
language of this bill can be found at http://legislature.idaho.gov/legislation/2013/H0271.htm.

HB 271 clarifies the DEQ decisions that are subject to BAG and WAG consultation and what
DEQ must do to meet its obligation to consult. A standardized consultation process to ensure
DEQ meets the requirements for consultation as clarified in HB 271 has been developed and

implemented for the 2014 reporting cycle.

In accordance with Idaho Code §§39-3606 and 39-3609, the BAGs and WAGs are to be involved
with identifying support status and impaired water bodies and setting priorities for TMDL
development. Prior to public comment, DEQ mailed a letter to each active BAG and WAG
soliciting comments on the draft 2014 Integrated Report within 30 days. The WAGs and BAGs
were asked to pay particular attention to new listings to Category 5 (§303(d) list), proposed
delists from Categories 4 and 5, and the priorities for TMDL development for those water bodies
within the applicable watershed or basin. Following the 30-day consultation period, DEQ
reviewed and considered all comments prior to finalizing the 2014 Integrated Report for public
comment. The BAGs and WAGs also have an additional 30 days to comment during the public
comment period.

Refer to Idaho Code §39-3614 and §39-3616 for the established duties of the BAGs and WAGs,
respectively.
5.3 Milestones and Project Completion

Milestones for development of the Integrated Report, including opportunities for public
comment, are shown in Table 15.
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Table 15. Integrated Report development milestones.

Date Milestone

October 2013 Begin 60-day call for data

December 2013 Close call for data

January 2014 Begin assessment of new water quality monitoring data

November 2015 Complete assessment of water bodies for draft 2014 Integrated Report

May/June2016 Regional office review, WAG/BAG consultation begins, EPA triggers tribal
consultation

June/July2016 End of WAG/BAG consultation; draft Integrated Report compiled; begin public
comment period

July/August2016 Close public comment period; begin response to comments

TBD Submit draft response to comments to EPA for review

TBD Final Integrated Report to EPA for review and approval

45



DRAFT
References Idaho’s 2014 Integrated Report

References

Anderson, T.M. and N.H. Anderson. 1995. “The Insect Fauna of Spring Habitats in Semiarid
Rangelands in Central Oregon.” Journal of the Kansas Entomological Society 68
(2 Suppl.): 65-76.

CFR (Code of Federal Regulations). 1983. “Water Quality Standards.” 40 CFR 131.

CFR (Code of Federal Regulations). 1995. “Water Quality Planning and Management.”
40 CFR 130.

CFR (Code of Federal Regulations). 2008. “Special Areas.”36 CFR 294.

DEQ (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality). 2002a. Idaho River Ecological Assessment
Framework. Boise, ID: DEQ. Available at www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-
water/monitoring-assessment.

DEQ (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality). 2002b. Idaho Small Stream Ecological
Assessment Framework. Boise, ID: DEQ. Available at www.deq.idaho.gov/water-
quality/surface-water/monitoring-assessment.

DEQ (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality). 2002c. Settlement Agreement. Available at
www.deq.idaho.gov/tmdls.

DEQ (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality). 2005. Implementation Guidance for the
Idaho Mercury Water Quality Criteria. Boise, ID: DEQ. Available at
www.deg.idaho.gov/media/639808-idaho_mercury_wq_guidance.pdf.

DEQ (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality). 2011. Idaho’s 2010 Integrated Report.
Boise, ID: DEQ. Available at www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-
water/monitoring-assessment/integrated-report.

DEQ (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality). 2012a. Idaho Antidegradation
Implementation Procedures [Draft]. Boise, ID: DEQ. Available at
www.deg.idaho.gov/media/792352-antidegradation-implementation-procedures-draft-
0112.pdf

DEQ (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality). 2012b. Surface Water Ambient Monitoring
Plan, 2nd ed. Boise, ID: DEQ. Available at www.deg.idaho.gov/media/457007-ambient-
monitoring-plan.pdf.

DEQ (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality). 2015a. Idaho Nonpoint Source Management
Plan. Boise, ID: DEQ.

DEQ (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality). 2015b. Little Lost River Subbasin
Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load: 2015 Temperature Addendum. Boise, ID:
DEQ.

DEQ (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality). 2015¢. Lower Boise River TMDL: 2015
Total Phosphorus Addendum. Boise, ID: DEQ.

46


http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/monitoring-assessment.aspx
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/monitoring-assessment.aspx
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/monitoring-assessment.aspx
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/monitoring-assessment.aspx
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/tmdls
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/media/639808-idaho_mercury_wq_guidance.pdf
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/monitoring-assessment/integrated-report.aspx
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/monitoring-assessment/integrated-report.aspx
https://www.deq.idaho.gov/media/792352-antidegradation-implementation-procedures-draft-0112.pdf
https://www.deq.idaho.gov/media/792352-antidegradation-implementation-procedures-draft-0112.pdf
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/media/457007-ambient-monitoring-plan.pdf
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/media/457007-ambient-monitoring-plan.pdf

DRAFT
References Idaho’s 2014 Integrated Report

DEQ (Idaho Division of Environmental Quality). 1999. Idaho Source Water Assessment Plan.
Boise, ID: DEQ. Available at www.deg.idaho.gov/media/499482-swa_plan_1999.pdf.

DEQ and USFS (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality and US Forest Service). 2010.
Bear Valley Creek 4b Justification. Boise, ID: DEQ and USFS. Available at
www.deg.idaho.gov/salmon-river-middle-fork-subbasin.

EPA (US Environmental Protection Agency). 2001a. “2002 Integrated Water Quality Monitoring
and Assessment Report Guidance.” Memo dated November 19, 2001. Available at
http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/lawsguidance/cwa/tmdl/guidance.cfm.

EPA (US Environmental Protection Agency). 2002. “Clarification of the Use of Biological Data
and Information in the 2002 Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report
Guidance.” March 26, 2002. Available at www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-
10/documents/2002_03_29 tmdl_guidance_biochange20302.pdf.

EPA (US Environmental Protection Agency). 2005. ”Guidance for 2006 Assessment, Listing and
Reporting Requirements Pursuant to Sections 303 (d), 305 (b) and 314 of the Clean
Water Act.” Washington, DC: EPA, Office of Water. Available at
www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-10/documents/2006irg-report.pdf

EPA and LDEQ (US Environmental Protection Agency Region 6 and Louisiana Department of
Environmental Quality). 2001. “Mercury TMDLs for Subsegments within the Mermentau
and Vermillion-Teche River Basins.” Available at
https://ofmpub.epa.gov/waters10/attains_impaired_waters.show_tmdl_document?p_tmdl
_doc_blobs_id=74241.

Essig, D. 2010. Arsenic, Mercury, and Selenium in Fish Tissue and Water from Idaho’s Major
Rivers: A Statewide Assessment. Boise, ID: DEQ. Available at
www.deg.idaho.gov/media/639752-arsenic_mercury_fish_tissue_report_0310.pdf.

Essig, D., and M. A Kosterman. 2008. Arsenic, Mercury, and Selenium in Fish Tissue from Idaho
Lakes and Reservoirs: A Statewide Assessment. Boise, ID: DEQ.
www.deg.idaho.gov/media/639760-arsenic_mercury_fish_tissue_report_0508.

FTN Associates Ltd. 2002. “TMDLs for Segments Listed for Mercury in Fish Tissue for
Ouachita River Basin, and Bayou Bartholomew, Arkansas and Louisiana to Columbia.”
Available at
www.adeq.state.ar.us/downloads/webdatabases/water/tmdl/pdfs/bayou_bartholomew 20
02_05_30.pdf.

Grafe, C.S., C.A. Mebane, M.J. Mcintyre, D.A. Essig, D.H. Brandt, and D.T. Mosier. 2002.
Water Body Assessment Guidance, 2nd ed. Boise, ID: Idaho Department of
Environmental Quality. Available at www.deg.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-
water/monitoring-assessment.

Idaho Code. 2015. “Duties of Each of Watershed Advisory Groups.” Idaho Code §39-3616.
Idaho Code. 2015. “Definitions.” Idaho Code §39-3602.

47


http://www.deq.idaho.gov/media/499482-swa_plan_1999.pdf
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/salmon-river-middle-fork-subbasin
http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/lawsguidance/cwa/tmdl/guidance.cfm
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-10/documents/2002_03_29_tmdl_guidance_biochange20302.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-10/documents/2002_03_29_tmdl_guidance_biochange20302.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-10/documents/2006irg-report.pdf
https://ofmpub.epa.gov/waters10/attains_impaired_waters.show_tmdl_document?p_tmdl_doc_blobs_id=74241
https://ofmpub.epa.gov/waters10/attains_impaired_waters.show_tmdl_document?p_tmdl_doc_blobs_id=74241
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/media/639752-arsenic_mercury_fish_tissue_report_0310.pdf
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/media/639760-arsenic_mercury_fish_tissue_report_0508.pdf
https://www.adeq.state.ar.us/downloads/webdatabases/water/tmdl/pdfs/bayou_bartholomew_2002_05_30.pdf
https://www.adeq.state.ar.us/downloads/webdatabases/water/tmdl/pdfs/bayou_bartholomew_2002_05_30.pdf
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/monitoring-assessment.aspx
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/surface-water/monitoring-assessment.aspx

DRAFT
References Idaho’s 2014 Integrated Report

Idaho Code. 2015. “Designation of Instream Beneficial Uses.” Idaho Code §39-3604.

Idaho Code. 2015. “Development and Implementation of Total Maximum Daily Load or
Equivalent Processes.” Idaho Code §39-3611.

Idaho Code. 2015. “Duties of the Basin Advisory Group.” Idaho Code §39-3614.

Idaho Code. 2015. “Identification of Water Bodies Where Beneficial Uses are Not Fully
Supported.” Idaho Code §39-3609.

Idaho Code. 2015. “Monitoring and Use of Reference Streams or Conditions and Beneficial Use
Support Assessment.” Idaho Code §39-3606.

Idaho Code. 2015. “Revisions and Attainability of Beneficial Uses.” Idaho Code §39-3607.

Idaho Legislative Services Office. 2015. Idaho Fiscal Facts: A Legislator’s Handbook of Facts,
Figures and Trends. Boise, ID: State of Idaho Legislative Services Office. Available at
www.legislature.idaho.gov/budget/publications/FiscalFacts/current/FF.pdf

IDAPA. 2015. “Idaho Water Quality Standards.” Idaho Administrative Code. IDAPA 58.01.02.

IDL (Idaho Department of Labor). 2014. “Labor Market Information.” Available at
www.Imi.idaho.gov/PopulationCensus/tabid/763/Default.

Maret, T.R., C.T. Robinson, and G.W. Minshall. 1997. “Fish Assemblages and Environmental
Correlates in Least-Disturbed Streams of the Upper Snake River Basin.” Transactions of
the American Fisheries Society 126:200-216.

Maret, T.R., D.E. MacCoy, K.D. Skinner, S.E. Moore, and 1. O’Dell. 2001. Evaluation of
Macroinvertebrate Assemblages in Idaho Rivers Using Multimetric and Multivariate
Techniques, 1996-98. Boise, ID: US Geological Survey. Water Resources Investigations
Report 01-4145.

Mebane, C.A. 2001. “Testing Bioassessment Metrics: Macroinvertebrate, Sculpin, and Salmonid
Responses to Stream Habitat, Sediment, and Metals.” Environmental Monitoring and
Assessment 67:292-322.

RTTI (Research Triangle Institute). 2007. ADB 2.3.0 Release Notes. November 2007.

State of Idaho. 2015. ldaho Blue Book: 2015-2016. Boise, ID: Secretary of State’s Office.
Available at www.sos.idaho.gov/elect/bluebook/2016/BlueBook2015-2016complete.pdf

US Census Bureau. 2015. State & County QuickFacts: Idaho. Available at
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qgfd/states/16000.html.

US Congress. 1972. Clean Water Act (Federal Water Pollution Control Act). 33 USC §1251—
1387.

48


https://www.legislature.idaho.gov/budget/publications/FiscalFacts/current/FF.pdf
http://www.lmi.idaho.gov/PopulationCensus/tabid/763/Default.aspx
http://www.sos.idaho.gov/elect/bluebook/2016/BlueBook2015-2016complete.pdf
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/16000.html

DRAFT
Appendix A. Nonpoint Source Program Success Stories Idaho’s 2014 Integrated Report

Appendix A. Nonpoint source program success stories




DRAFT
Appendix A. Nonpoint Source Program Success Stories Idaho’s 2014 Integrated Report

This page intentionally left blank for correct double-sided printing.




S ST DRAFT

5 @ dection 319
> NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM SUCCESS STORY

41 prote”

Stakeholders Collaborate to Reduce Sediment and Restore Fish Habitat
in Bear Valley Creek

. Sediment from historical dredge-mining, livestock grazing and
Waterbodies Improved roads degraded water quality in Idaho’s Bear Valley Creek.

As a result, the stream was added to |daho's 1994 Clean Water Act (CWA) section 303(d) list for
sediment impairment. Tribal, state and federal partners cooperated on sediment-reduction projects.
Monitoring now shows that sediment no longer impairs cold-water aquatic life in two Bear Valley
Creek assessment units (AUs). As a result, the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ)
removed the third-order AU (ID17060205SL012  03) from the state’s list of impaired waters during
the 2008 reporting cycle and is proposing to remove the fourth-order AU (ID17060205SL012 _ 04)
during the 2014 reporting cycle.

Problem

Bear Valley Creek joins Marsh Creek to form the
Middle Fork Salmon River in west-central Idaho
(Figure 1). Streams in the mountainous, 191-square
mile Bear Valley Creek watershed provide important
habitat for trout and salmon. This predominately for-
ested watershed falls entirely within national forest
land and includes 154 miles of access roads. Before
2001, livestock grazing occurred on the meadows
growing in the unconsolidated sandy soil of the valley
bottom.
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sive erosion of tailing materials.
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Figure 1. Bear Valley Creek, in west-central Idaho.

In 1994 the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA) added Bear Valley Creek to the CWA section
303(d) list of impaired waters on the basis of IDEQ's
1992 section 305(b) water quality assessment report.

Project Highlights

Between 1985 and 1989, the Shoshone-Bannock
Tribe restored the previously mined area. The tribe
graded and vegetated eroding stream banks to
reestablish a functioning floodplain along 1.5 miles of
stream, preventing an additional 250,000 to 500,000
cubic yards of mining overburden from entering the
stream. In 1989 the mineral resource owners sold the
land to the federal government.

In the 1990s the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) partnered
with the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)

to implement modified grazing strategies on the
watershed’s livestock grazing allotments to protect
salmon species and their habitats. Partners’ efforts
included planting willows in riparian areas, installing
revetments and flow deflectors to stabilize erod-

ing streambanks, and installing fences to exclude
livestock from streams. In 2001 the USFS closed the
Bear Valley Creek livestock grazing allotment, perma-
nently removing a major source of erosion.

In 2003 the Idaho Department of Fish and Game
(IDFG) and numerous partners implemented a



Figure 2. Bear Valley Creek, before (left) and after (right)
livestock grazing was removed. This bar is gradually
recovering as perennial vegetation becomes established.

riparian restoration project along Upper Bear Valley
Creek. Volunteers planted native willows, sedges and
grasses at 14 sites.

From 2009 to 2011, USFS used the Geomorphic Road
Analysis and Inventory Package (GRAIP) to identify
key locations where road sediment entered Bear
Valley streams. Using this information, the USFS
completed numerous road remediation projects to
address prioritized source areas. Because numerous
sediment control efforts existed or were planned,
the USFS and IDEQ developed an Integrated Report
Category 4b (“other pollution controls in place”) justi-
fication in 2011 to show that a sediment total maxi-
mum daily load for the watershed was unnecessary.

In 2010 the USFS led an effort to restore the stream
channel and riparian areas of Casner Creek, an Upper
Bear Valley Creek tributary that flows through the
historically dredge-mined area.

Results

Monitoring results using IDEQ streambank stabil-

ity (SS) methods in the third-order AU (Bear Valley
Creek between Sheep Trail and Cache Creeks) show
SS averaged 97 percent stable in 2004 and 2007. In
2008 and 2012, SS assessments in the fourth-order
AU (Bear Valley Creek from Cache Creek to Elk Creek)
averaged 94.5 and 98.1 percent stable, respectively.
Therefore, both the third- and fourth-order AUs meet
the Pacific Anadromous Fish Strategy (PACFISH)
riparian management objective of a 90 percent SS
minimum threshold established for salmon streams.

Between 2004 and 2012, IDEQ completed Beneficial
Use Reconnaissance Program (BURP) wadeable
streams rapid bioassessments on the third- and
fourth-order Bear Valley Creek AUs. The BURP
assesses stream health using multimetric indices
(biological, physical and chemical) on a 0.0 (lowest)
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to 3.0 (highest) scale. In 2004 BURP results for the
third-order AU showed a stream macroinvertebrate
index (SMI) score of 3.0, a stream fish index (SFl)
score of 2.0 and a stream habitat index (SHI) score
of 1.0, with an average score of 2.0, the minimum
threshold considered supportive of beneficial

uses, according to IDEQ’s Water Body Assessment
Guidance. Therefore, in 2008 IDEQ moved the 2.08-
mile third-order AU from the list of impaired waters
(for sediment impairment) to Category 2—fully sup-
porting assessed uses.

IDEQ performed BURP assessments on the fourth-
order AU in 2008 and 2012. The 2008 assessment
yielded an SMI score of 3.0 and an SHI score of 1.0
(SFI was not included in the assessment). The aver-
age score was 2.0 (supporting cold-water aquatic
life). In 2012 the fourth-order BURP scores were 3.0
for both the SMI and SHI. The 3.0 was the highest
score possible, indicating continued full support of
beneficial uses. In 2008 IDEQ collected percent fines
data documenting that 21 percent of the substrate
consisted of material less than or equal to 2.5 millime-
ters in size. This value dropped to 9 percent in 2012.
According to IDEQ's Guide to Selection of Sediment
Targets for Use in Idaho TMDLs, most impairment is
noted when percent fines of this size make up more
than 30 percent of the substrate. As a result of these
data, in the 2014 reporting cycle IDEQ is proposing to
move the 7.36-mile fourth-order AU from the state’s
list of impaired waters (for sediment impairment) to
Category 2—fully supporting assessed uses.

Partners and Funding

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes administered the
project restoring the dredged and heavily eroding
area in the Upper Bear Valley Creek watershed, with
participation from Idaho and the USFS Boise National
Forest and with $2.8 million in funding from the fed-
eral BPA. The USFS implemented the additional ripar-
ian and streambank restoration work throughout the
watershed using a variety of USFS funding programs,
as well as fish restoration funding from BPA. IDFG
led the 2003 community-driven restoration project,
with help from numerous partners (Trout Unlimited,
Boise Valley Fly Fisherman, Borah High School and
the Boise National Forest) and with $5,000 in grant
funding support from the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration’s Community-based
Restoration Program. Through an interagency agree-
ment, in 2009 EPA provided $57,000 to the USFS for
GRAIP roads analysis. In 2010 a $33,000 CWA sec-
tion 319 grant supported the restoration of an Upper
Bear Valley Creek tributary.

For additional information contact:
Hawk Stone

DEQ Boise Regional Office

208-373-0550
hawk.stone@deq.idaho.gov
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Addressing Erosion Improves the Lower South Fork Payette River

d The presence of eroding access roads on National Forest

land prompted the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Forest
Service to identify Idaho’s South Fork Payette River as not meeting the desired future
condition goals (physical and biological) outlined by the Boise National Forest Plan. As a
result, the 24-mile-long lower South Fork Payette assessment unit was added to ldaho's
1994 Clean Water Act (CWA) section 303(d) list of impaired waters for sediment. In an effort
to reduce sediment loading into the river, the Forest Service closed some erosion-prone
roads and fixed eroding areas on other roads. Recent data show that sediment levels have
dropped, but until biological data are collected, the Idaho Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) will be unable to conclusively say that this segment is supporting its
beneficial uses. As resources permit, DEQ will collect biological data to confirm that the
assessment unit has been restored.

Problem

The 813-square-mile South Fork Payette River sub-
basin begins in the Sawtooth Mountains and joins
the Middle Fork Payette River near Garden Valley,
Idaho (Figure 1). Most of the subbasin is in Boise
County. The primary land use is forest; the subbasin
is owned and managed almost entirely by the Forest
Service (Boise and Sawtooth national forests).

Waterbody Improve

B South Fork Payette

Over the years, numerous roads were constructed 0 3
River Subbasin

for resource extraction and used for backcountry
access and recreation. As they eroded, many of
these roads contributed excess sediment to the
South Fork Payette River (Figure 2). In 1990 the
Forest Service developed the Boise National Forest
Plan. At that time, a segment of the main stem of
the South Fork Payette River was determined to be
water quality-limited on the basis of exceedances of
the Boise National Forest Plan standards and guide-
lines, as well as best professional judgment. As a
result, South Fork Payette River assessment unit
ID17050120SW001 _ 05 (a 23.98-mile-long, fifth-
order river segment stretching from the Deadwood
River to the Middle Fork Payette River) was added
to the 1994 CWA section 303(d) list for not fully
supporting its cold water aquatic life beneficial use
because of the presence of excess fine-grained Figure 1. The South Fork Payette River
sediment. subbasin is in west-central ldaho.
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Project Highlights

The Forest Service outlined water quality improve-
ment goals in its 1990 Boise National Forest Plan.
(The plan has since been updated; a 2010 version is
available.) To help achieve those goals, the Forest
Service has implemented numerous projects in
South Fork Payette River subwatersheds to reduce
sediment loads entering the South Fork Payette
River. Work in the South Fork Payette headwaters
(upstream of the impaired assessment unit) has
included closing 18 miles of road (2004, 2006

and 2009), performing road maintenance on 70 to
100 miles of road annually (2005-2013), closing six
dispersed campsites to minimize impacts on ripar-
ian areas (2006 and 2008), stabilizing a 0.10-mile-
long road cut (2007), replacing one stream crossing
(2008), stabilizing one eroding streambank (2008),
capping and revegetating 5 acres of fine-grained
mine tailings (2007 and 2009), and replacing one
culvert to improve fish passage (2011). Work occur-
ring directly along the South Fork Payette River
fifth-order assessment unit has included replacing
four culverts to improve fish passage and to reduce
erosion from the streambanks and roads.

Results

Recent monitoring results indicate that sediment
levels in the South Fork Payette River have declined.
Data collected in 2008 by the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) showed that turbidity levels were low, rang-
ing from 1 to 25 nephelometric turbidity units (NTU).
Idaho's turbidity standard requires that turbidity
levels not exceed background levels by more than
50 NTU instantaneously or more than 25 NTU for
more than 10 consecutive days. South Fork Payette
River data showed that the highest measurement
of 26 NTU (on May 22, 2008) occurred at high flows
of 3,940 cubic feet per second. This is far below the
instantaneous standard and would also comply with
the 10-consecutive-day standard.

In addition, in 2009 DEQ measured 14.8 percent
depth fines in pool tailouts (the areas just above or
below rapids) in the fifth-order assessment unit. This
meets the monitoring target of a b-year depth fines
mean of 27 percent or less with no individual year
being greater than 29 percent (a target adapted from
the South Fork Salmon River Subbasin Assessment,
which was developed in 2005 and updated in 2009).

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
®s  Office of Water
Washington, DC
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Figure 2. An eroding road cut in the South
Fork Payette subbasin (photo by USDA
Forest Service).

Collectively, these data indicate that assessment
unit ID17050120SW001 _ 05 has improved. To
confirm beneficial use support, DEQ will collect
biological data in the near future. The assessment
unit will remain in Category 5 (on the state’s CWA
section 303(d) list) until monitoring is completed.

Partners and Funding

Key watershed partners include the Boise and
Sawtooth national forests, the Federal Highway
Administration and the Idaho Department of
Transportation. DEQ and USGS collected moni-
toring data. Partners have invested more than

$1.2 million on restoration and fish passage projects
along the fifth-order assessment unit, including
funds from the Forest Service (maintenance and
Legacy Road funding) and the Federal Highway
Administration (Highway Transportation for
Aquatic Organism Passage [HTAP] program funds).
Between 2011 and 2013, partners spent more

than $1.5 million within the upstream fourth-order
assessment unit, using funds from HTAP, the Idaho
Transportation Department and the Forest Service.

For additional information contact:

Marti Bridges

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
208-373-0382
Marti.Bridges@deq.idaho.gov
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Implementing Grazing Best Management Practices Improves Shoshone Creek

Waterbody Improved

Recreation, livestock grazing and other activities on public and
private lands along southern Idaho's Shoshone Creek led to erosion

and the loss of riparian cover. Data indicated that the creek failed to meet its beneficial uses for cold
water aquatic life and salmonid spawning because of sediment and temperature impairments. As a
result, numerous portions of Shoshone Creek were included on the Clean Water Act (CWA) section
303(d) list between 1994 and 2008. Public and private partners have implemented best management
practices (BMPs) to reduce erosion and improve riparian conditions. Recent bioassessment data
collected along South Fork Shoshone Creek indicate that water quality conditions are improving as a

result of restoration efforts.

Problem

The 218,600-acre Shoshone Creek watershed is
west of Idaho’s Cassia Mountains in Twin Falls
County and drains into Salmon Falls Creek in Elko
County, Nevada (Figure 1). Landowners include

the U.S. Department of Interior's Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) (44.7 percent), the U.S. Forest
Service (USFS) (20.3 percent), the Idaho state gov-
ernment (2 percent) and private entities (33 percent).

Rangelands encompass approximately 58 percent
of the Shoshone Creek watershed. Historical grazing
systems allowed cattle to heavily graze meadows
and riparian habitats, causing decreased stream-
bank stability and damaging native vegetation. This,
in turn, allowed for the invasion of noxious weeds,

a loss of beneficial riparian vegetation and the ero-
sion of soil. Data collected in the 1990s and 2000s
indicated that Shoshone Creek failed to support its
beneficial uses (cold water aquatic life and salmonid
spawning) because of elevated temperatures and
excess sediment. As a result, numerous assessment
units (AUs) within the Shoshone Creek watershed
were added to the CWA section 303(d)list—two by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in 1994
and two by the Idaho Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) in 2008.

In 2007 DEQ completed a subbasin assessment and
total maximum daily load (TMDL) for the listed AUs
within the Salmon Falls Creek subbasin, including
those in the Shoshone Creek watershed. To allow
Shoshone Creek to meet water quality standards and
support its beneficial uses, the TMDL established
reduction goals for both temperature (a 40 percent
reduction) and sediment (a 65 percent reduction).

South Fork
Shoshone

Legend
H &P AU ID170402135K016_03
5% © Monitoring site

IV ACR N T

Figure 1. Shoshone Creek is in
southern Idaho. Yellow dots represent
monitoring locations in the upper
portion of Shoshone Creek AU
ID17040213SK016 _ 03 (main stem).

Project Highlights

Partners have worked to improve Shoshone Creek
since the early 1980s. For example, in the Magic
Common Grazing Allotment, BLM excluded live-
stock from the stream (0.15 mile and 0.25 mile in
1982 and 1987, respectively), instituted prescribed
grazing in 2000 and installed fencing to protect a
sensitive spring in 2003. In the Kerr-Lost Allotment,
BLM excluded livestock from 0.25 mile of Shoshone
Creek in 1982 and instituted prescribed grazing

in 1987. In 2000 BLM adopted prescribed grazing
in the Horse Creek Allotment. As of 2014, all of



Shoshone Creek under BLM administration is either
excluded from livestock grazing or is managed as
riparian pasture (i.e., allows for prescribed grazing).

In July 2013, staff from the USFS" Sawtooth
National Forest developed a land and resources
management plan that describes the agency’s
water management goals. Even before developing
this plan, the USFS was implementing projects to
protect soil, water, riparian and aquatic resources.
In 2004 the USFS built fences on the Rock Creek
C&H Allotment to restrict grazing along the creek. In
addition, the USFS placed boulders along the main
road to prevent motor vehicle access to the creek.

Figure 2. Project partners installed
alternate water sources to keep
livestock away from Shoshone Creek.
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In 2007 the USFS part-
nered with the Twin
Falls Soil and Water
Conservation District
(SWCD) and the
Western Stockgrowers
Grazing Association
(WSGA) to install pip-
ing from a spring to a
10,000-gallon holding
tank. The water is then
gravity-fed to 19 live-
stock watering troughs
(Figure 2). These
troughs serve three
different grazing pastures as part of a rotational
grazing system on 2,354 acres and help to protect
approximately 4 miles of Shoshone Creek riparian
area. The WSGA and USFS developed and imple-
mented a grazing management plan for the area in
2008. To supplement water supplies during drought
periods, they installed a second, 6,000-gallon stor-
age tank, in June 2014. The WSGA also purchased
two mobile pumps powered by solar panels to
provide additional alternative water sources.

Results

DEQ collected Beneficial Use Reconnaissance
Program wadeable streams rapid bioas-

sessment data in the upper portion of AU
ID17040213SK016 _ 03 in 1997, 2005 and 2011.
These limited data, which capture and assess only
the uppermost few miles of an 11.3-mile-long AU,
show that the macroinvertebrates scores have
improved from a condition rating of 2 to 3 (Table 1).
The habitat is also responding favorably, but at a
slower pace. The SFI (stream fish index) score did

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
o Office of Water
Washington, DC

EPA 841-F-14-001GGG
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Table 1. South Fork Shoshone Creek Beneficial Use
Reconnaissance Program Wadeable Streams Rapid
Bioassessment Data

Stream SMI Stream Habitat | SHI
Macroivertebrate | Condition | Index (SHI) | Condition
Date | Index (SMI) Score | Rating' Score Rating!
1997 44.9 2 46 1
2005 58.5 3 43 1
2011 72.4 3 53 2

The SMI, SFl and SHI results are used to evaluate support of cold water aquatic
life. The scoring criteria are derived from percentile categories of the reference
condition in different bioregions (i.e., a “condition rating”). Condition ratings
include 0 (below minimum of reference condition), 1 (less than 10th percentile
of reference condition), 2 (between 10th and 25th percentile of reference condi-
tion), or 3 (more than 25th percentile of reference condition). For more informa-
tion, see section 6 of Idaho’s Water Body Assessment Guidance (January 2002).

not improve over the sampling period; however,
numerous native fish species have been present
during all sampling events. Juvenile salmonid spe-
cies were present in both 1997 and 2011, indicating
good quality water. DEQ believes that the low SFI
score might not reflect conditions on-the-ground;
therefore, additional fish surveys are warranted.

These data indicate that restoration efforts are
helping to improve water quality in the upper por-
tion of Shoshone Creek AU ID17040213SK016 _ 03.
Additional data will need to be collected to assess
water quality conditions elsewhere within this and
other Shoshone Creek AUs.

Partners and Funding

Numerous partners have provided technical

or financial assistance to help landowners and
producers implement BMPs in the Shoshone Creek
watershed. Partners include the Twin Falls SWCD,
USFS, BLM, the WSGA, the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation
Service, and the Idaho Soil and Water Conservation
Commission.

The Twin Falls SWCD received $96,160 ($85,700

in 2007 and $10,460 in 2014) in U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency CWA section 319 funding

from DEQ to install storage tanks, piping and
water troughs to support rotational grazing. The
WSGA provided significant matching funds for

the CWA section 319 projects. DEQ and the Idaho
Association of Soil Conservation Districts have col-
lected monitoring data and have provided support
for assessment and planning efforts.

For additional information contact:

Katie Shewmaker

TMDL Implementation Coordinator

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
208-736-2190 ° Katie.Shewmaker@deg.idaho.gov
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Appendix B. Waters on tribal land that will be affected by the
new policy in the 2016 Integrated Report

There are 232 AUs entirely or partially (highlighted in gray) on tribal land: 216 stream AUs
(3,416 miles) and 16 lake AUs (106,808 acres). Of the 216 stream AUs, 93 (1,438 miles) are
entirely contained on tribal land, while 123 (1,978 miles) are partially contained. Of the 16 lake
AUs, 8 (4,485 acres) are entirely contained and 8 (102,323 acres) are partially contained on tribal
land. DEQ’s actions with respect to the Integrated Report and such waters do not constitute a
determination, waiver, admission, or statement on the part of the State of Idaho with respect to
jurisdiction over such waters or the boundaries of any tribal reservation.

Coeur d’Alene Tribe

Assessment Unit Water Body Name

ID17010303PN001_02  Tribs to Coeur d’Alene Lake
ID17010303PNOO1L_OL Coeur d’Alene Lake

ID17010303PN005 02  Fighting Creek - headwaters to tribal boundary
ID17010303PN005_03  Fighting Creek - source to mouth
ID17010303PN006_02 Lake Creek - Idaho/Washington border to mouth
ID17010303PN006_03 Lake Creek - Idaho/Washington border to mouth
ID17010303PN006_04 Lake Creek - Idaho/Washington border to mouth
ID17010303PN009 02 Black Lake - Stream order 1 & 2
ID17010303PN009 03  Black Lake - Stream order 3
ID17010303PNOO9L_OL Black Lake

ID17010303PN010 02 Medicine Lake - Stream order 1 & 2
ID17010303PN011_02  Willow Creek - source to mouth
ID17010303PN012 02 Evans Creek - source to mouth
ID17010303PN012_03 Evans Creek - source to mouth
ID17010303PN015 02 Latour Creek - source to mouth
ID17010304PNO01_02 01 & 02 Tribs to Chatcolet Lake
ID17010304PNOO1L_OL Chatcolet Lake

ID17010304PN002_02  Plummer Creek - source to mouth
ID17010304PN002_03  Plummer Creek - source to mouth
ID17010304PN002_04  Plummer Creek - source to mouth
ID17010304PN003_02  Pedee Creek - source to mouth
ID17010304PN004_02 Benewah Creek - source to mouth
ID17010304PN004_03  Benewah Creek - source to mouth
ID17010304PN0O05 02  St. Joe River - St. Maries River to mouth
ID17010304PN0O05 06  St. Joe River - St. Maries River to mouth
ID17010304PN006_02  Cherry Creek - source to mouth
ID17010304PN007_02b 1% and 2" order tributaries to St. Maries River from Santa to St. Maries
ID17010304PN0O08 02  Alder Creek - source to mouth
ID17010304PN009 02  John Creek - source to mouth
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Coeur d’Alene Tribe

Assessment Unit

Water Body Name

ID17010304PN027_02
ID17010304PN027_05
ID17010304PN069_02
ID17010306PN001_02
ID17010306PN001_03a
ID17010306PN002_02
ID17010306PN002_03
ID17010306PN002_04
ID17010306PN0O03_02
ID17010306PN004_02
ID17010306PN004_03
ID17010306PN0O05_02
ID17010306PNO0O5_03
ID17060109CL003_02

St. Joe River - North Fork St. Joe River to St. Maries River
St. Joe River - North Fork St. Joe River to St. Maries River
Deep Creek - source to mouth

Hangman Creek - Tribs to Hangman Cr from Headwaters to WA
Hangman Creek Tribal Boundary to WA State Line

Little Hangman Creek - source to Idaho/Washington border
Moctileme Creek

Little Hangman Creek

Rock Creek

Rose Creek

Middle Fork Rock Creek - source to Idaho/Washington border
North Fork Rock Creek

North Fork Rock Creek - source to Idaho/Washington border

Unnamed tributaries - source to Idaho/Washington border (T44N, RO5W,
Sec. 18)
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Duck Valley Shoshone-Paiute Tribe

Assessment Unit

Water Body Name

ID17050102SW016_01L
ID17050102SW016_02
ID17050102SW016_03
ID17050102SW016_04
ID17050104SW004_02
ID17050104SW005_02
ID17050104SW006_01L
ID17050104SW006_02
ID17050104SW006_03
ID17050104SW006_05
ID17050104SW006_06
ID17050104SW007_02
ID17050104SW007_02L
ID17050104SW007_03
ID17050104SW007_05
ID17050104SW008_02
ID17050104SW008_02L
ID17050104SW008_03
ID17050104SWO008L_OL
ID17050104SW009_02
ID17050104SW009_03
ID17050104SW010_03
ID17050104SW011_02
ID17050104SW011_03
ID17050104SW016_02
ID17050104SW016_02L
ID17050104SW017_02
ID17050104SW017_02L
ID17050104SW018_02
ID17050104SW018_02L
ID17050104SW021_02
ID17050104SW021_02L

Otter Reservoir

Marys Creek - 1st and 2nd order

Marys Creek - 3rd order

Marys Creek - 4th order

Juniper Creek - 1st and 2nd order

Juniper Creek - 1st and 2nd order

Unnamed Lake

Thacker and Ross Sloughs - 1st and 2nd order
Ross Slough - 3rd order

Owyhee River - 5th order (above Blue Creek)
Owyhee River - Blue Creek to Juniper Creek

Blue Creek: 1st and 2nd order tributaries above Blue Creek Reservoir
Unnamed lakes in Duck Valley Indian Reservation
Blue Creek - Blue Creek Reservoir to Little Blue Creek
Blue Creek - Shoofly Creek to Owyhee River

Boyle Creek - 1st and 2nd order

Boyle Creek Reservoir

Boyle Creek - 3rd order

Mountain View Lake

Damon Trail, Mud, Papoose, Bell and Miller Creeks
Dry Creek - 3rd order

Payne Creek - 3rd order

Squaw Creek - 1st and 2nd order

Squaw Creek - 3rd order

Unnamed tributary to Little Jarvis Lake

Little Jarvis Lake

Little Rough Lake Creek

Rough Lake

Unnamed tributary to Ross Lake

Ross Lake

Unnamed tributary to Owyhee River near Ross Lake
Unnamed Lake
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Fort Hall Indian Reservation

Assessment Unit

Water Body Name

ID17040206SK001_02
ID17040206SK001_05
ID17040206SK001L_OL
ID17040206SK002_02
ID17040206SK002_04
ID17040206SK002_05
ID17040206SK003_02
ID17040206SK004_02
ID17040206SK006_02
ID17040206SK006_03
ID17040206SK006_04
ID17040206SK007_02
ID17040206SK007_03
ID17040206SK008_02
ID17040206SK010_02
ID17040206SK010_02a
ID17040206SK010_04
ID17040206SK012_02
ID17040206SK013_02
ID17040206SK013_03
ID17040206SK014_02
ID17040206SK014_04
ID17040206SK015_02
ID17040206SK015_04
ID17040206SK016_02
ID17040206SK017_02
ID17040206SK017_03
ID17040206SK018_02
ID17040206SK018_03
ID17040206SK018_04
ID17040206SK019_02
ID17040206SK020_02
ID17040206SK021_02
ID17040206SK022_02
ID17040206SK022_04
ID17040206SK023_02
ID17040207SK001_02
ID17040207SK001_05
ID17040207SK002_02

American Falls Reservoir 1st and 2nd order tribs
American Falls Reservoir - Bannock Creek

American Falls Reservoir (Snake River)

Bannock Creek - source to American Falls Reservoir
Bannock Creek - source to American Falls Reservoir
Bannock Creek - source to American Falls Reservoir
Starlight Creek - source to mouth

Blind Spring - source to mouth

Moonshine Creek - source to mouth

Moonshine Creek - source to mouth

Moonshine Creek - source to mouth

Sawmill Creek - source to mouth

Sawmill Creek - source to mouth

West Fork Bannock Creek - source to mouth
Rattlesnake Creek - source to mouth

Crystal Creek

Rattlesnake Creek — lower

Midnight Creek - source to mouth

Michaud Creek - source to mouth

Michaud Creek

Ross Fork - Gibson Canal to American Falls Reservoir
Ross Fork - Gibson Canal to American Falls Reservoir
Ross Fork - Indian Creek to Gibson Canal

Ross Fork - Indian Creek to Gibson Canal

Indian Creek - source to mouth

South Fork Ross Fork - source to mouth

South Fork Ross Fork - source to mouth

Ross Fork - source to South Fork Ross Fork

Ross Fork - source to South Fork Ross Fork

Ross Fork - source to South Fork Ross Fork

Clear Creek - source to American Falls Reservoir
Spring Creek - source to American Falls Reservoir

Big Jimmy Creek - source to American Falls Reservoir
Snake River - river mile 791

Snake River

Jeff Cabin Creek - source to mouth

Blackfoot River - Fort Hall Main Canal diversion to mouth
Blackfoot River - Fort Hall Main Canal diversion to mouth
Blackfoot River - Blackfoot Reservoir Dam to Fort Hall Main
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Fort Hall Indian Reservation

Assessment Unit

Water Body Name

ID17040207SK002_02a
ID17040207SK002_02b
ID17040207SK002_03
ID17040207SK002_04
ID17040207SK002_05
ID17040207SK003_02
ID17040207SK004_02
ID17040207SK004_03
ID17040208SK001_02
ID17040208SK001_05
ID17040208SK019_02
ID17040208SK019L_OL
ID17040208SK020_02
ID17040208SK020_03
ID17040208SK021_02a
ID17040208SK021_02b
ID17040208SK021_02e
ID17040209SK010_02

Beaver Creek

Deadman Creek

Blackfoot River - Blackfoot Reservoir Dam to Fort Hall Main
Blackfoot River - Blackfoot Reservoir Dam to Fort Hall Main
Blackfoot River — Blackfoot Reservoir Dam to Fort Hall Main
Garden Creek - source to mouth

Wood Creek - source to mouth

Wood Creek - source to mouth

Portneuf River - Marsh Creek to American Falls Reservoir
Portneuf River - Marsh Creek to American Falls Reservoir
01 & 02 tribs to Chesterfield Reservoir

Chesterfield Reservoir

Portneuf R.-tributaries - source to Chesterfield Reservoir
Portneuf River - source to Chesterfield Reservoir

Little Toponce Creek

North Fork Toponce Creek

Upper Toponce Creek

East Fork Rock Creek - source to mouth
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Nez Perce Tribe

Assessment Unit

Water Body Name

ID17060103SL016_02
ID17060108CL001_02
ID17060304CL001_02
ID17060304CL001_05
ID17060304CL002_02
ID17060304CL002_04
ID17060304CL011_02
ID17060304CL011_03
ID17060305CL001_02
ID17060305CL0O01_05
ID17060305CL002_02
ID17060305CL002_04
ID17060305CL003_02
ID17060305CL003_04
ID17060305CL0O04_02
ID17060305CL004_03
ID17060305CL0O05_02
ID17060305CL0O0S5_03
ID17060305CL006_02
ID17060305CL006_03
ID17060305CL010_02
ID17060305CL010_03
ID17060305CL011_02
ID17060305CL012_05
ID17060305CL081_03
ID17060305CL082_02
ID17060306CL002_02
ID17060306CL002_07
ID17060306CL003_02

ID17060306CL003_02a

ID17060306CL004_02
ID17060306CL0O04_05
ID17060306CL0O0S_02
ID17060306CLO05_04
ID17060306CL006_02
ID17060306CL006_03
ID17060306CL006_04
ID17060306CL0O07_02
ID17060306CL0O08_02

Tammany Creek - source to unnamed tributary (T34N, R04W, Sec. 19)
Cow Creek - source to Idaho/Washington border

Middle Fork Clearwater River - confluence of Lochsa

Middle Fork Clearwater River - confluence of Lochsa

Clear Creek - South Fork Clear Creek to mouth

Clear Creek - South Fork Clear Creek to mouth

Maggie Creek - source to mouth

Maggie Creek - source to mouth

South Fork Clearwater River - Butcher Creek to mouth
South Fork Clearwater River - Butcher Creek to mouth
Cottonwood Creek - Cottonwood Creek waterfall (9.0 miles upstream)
Cottonwood Creek - 4th order; waterfall to mouth
Cottonwood Creek - source to Cottonwood Creek waterfall
Cottonwood Creek - source to Cottonwood Creek waterfall
Red Rock Creek - Red Rock Creek waterfall to mouth

Red Rock Creek - Red Rock Creek waterfall to mouth

Red Rock Creek - source to Red Rock Creek waterfall

Red Rock Creek - source to Red Rock Creek waterfall
Stockney Creek - source to mouth

Stockney Creek - source to mouth

Threemile Creek - source to unnamed tributary

Threemile Creek - unnamed tributary to mouth

Butcher Creek - source to mouth

South Fork Clearwater River - Johns Creek to Butcher Creek
Sally Ann Creek - Wall Creek to mouth

Rabbit Creek - source to mouth

Clearwater River - Potlatch River to Lower Granite Dam pool
Clearwater River - Potlatch River to Lower Granite Dam pool
Lindsay Creek - source to mouth

Mann's Reservoir

Lapwai Creek - Sweetwater Creek to mouth

Lapwai Creek - Sweetwater Creek to mouth

Sweetwater Creek - Webb Creek to mouth

Sweetwater Creek - Webb Creek to mouth

Sweetwater Creek - source to Webb Creek

Sweetwater Creek - source to Webb Creek

Sweetwater Creek - source to Webb Creek

Webb Creek — Source to mouth

Lapwai Creek - Winchester Lake to Sweetwater Creek




Appendix B. Tribal Waters

DRAFT
Idaho’s 2014 Integrated Report

Nez Perce Tribe

Assessment Unit

Water Body Name

ID17060306CL0O08_03
ID17060306CL008_04
ID17060306CLO09_03
ID17060306CL010_02
ID17060306CL010_03
ID17060306CL0O11_02
ID17060306CL0O11_03
ID17060306CL012_02
ID17060306CL012_03
ID17060306CL013_02
ID17060306CL013_03
ID17060306CL013_07
ID17060306CL014_02
ID17060306CL014_03
ID17060306CL015_02
ID17060306CL016_02
ID17060306CL016_03
ID17060306CL016_04
ID17060306CL017_02
ID17060306CL017_03
ID17060306CL018_02
ID17060306CL018_04
ID17060306CL019_02
ID17060306CL019_03
ID17060306CL020_02
ID17060306CL020_03
ID17060306CL021_02
ID17060306CL021_06
ID17060306CL022_02
ID17060306CL022_03
ID17060306CL022_06
ID17060306CL023_02
ID17060306CL023_03
ID17060306CL024_02
ID17060306CL024_03
ID17060306CL024_04
ID17060306CL025_02
ID17060306CL025_03
ID17060306CL026_02

Lapwai Creek - Winchester Lake to Sweetwater Creek
Lapwai Creek - Winchester Lake to Sweetwater Creek
Lapwai Lake

Lapwai Creek - source to Winchester Lake

Lapwai Creek - source to Winchester Lake

Mission Creek - source to mouth

Mission Creek - source to mouth

Tom Beall Creek - source to mouth

Tom Beall Creek - source to mouth

Clearwater River - North Fork Clearwater River to mouth
Clearwater River - North Fork Clearwater River to mouth
Clearwater River - North Fork Clearwater River to mouth
Cottonwood Creek - source to mouth

Cottonwood Creek - source to mouth

Jacks Creek - source to mouth

Big Canyon Creek - source to mouth

Big Canyon Creek - source to mouth

Big Canyon Creek - source to mouth

Cold Springs Creek - source to mouth

Cold Springs Creek - source to mouth

Little Canyon Creek - confluence of Holes and Long Hollow Creek
Little Canyon Creek - confluence of Holes and Long Hollow Creek
Holes Creek - source to mouth

Holes Creek - source to mouth

Long Hollow Creek - source to mouth

Long Hollow Creek - source to mouth

Clearwater River - Lolo Creek to North Fork Clearwater River
Clearwater River - Lolo Creek to North Fork Clearwater River
Clearwater River - confluence of South and Middle Fork Clear
Clearwater River - confluence of South and Middle Fork Clear
Clearwater River - confluence of South and Middle Fork Clear
Sixmile Creek - source to mouth

Sixmile Creek - source to mouth

Lawyer Creek - source to mouth

Lawyer Creek - source to mouth

Lawyer Creek - source to mouth

Sevenmile Creek - source to mouth

Sevenmile Creek - source to mouth

Lolo Creek - Yakus Creek to mouth
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Nez Perce Tribe

Assessment Unit

Water Body Name

ID17060306CL026_04
ID17060306CL033_02
ID17060306CL034_02
ID17060306CL034_04
ID17060306CL039_02
ID17060306CL039_04
ID17060306CL040_02
ID17060306CL040_03
ID17060306CL041_02
ID17060306CL041_03
ID17060306CL042_02
ID17060306CL043_02
ID17060306CL043_03
ID17060306CL044_02
ID17060306CL044_06
ID17060306CL064_03
ID17060306CL065_02
ID17060306CL066_02
ID17060306CL0O67_02
ID17060308CL001_06
ID17060308CL002_02

ID17060308CL002_06L

Lolo Creek - Yakus Creek to mouth

Big Creek - source to mouth

Jim Ford Creek - Jim Ford Creek waterfall (12.5 miles upstream)
Jim Ford Creek - waterfall (12.5 miles upstream) to mouth
Shanghai Creek - and tributaries

Orofino Creek - source to mouth
Whiskey Creek - source to mouth
Whiskey Creek - source to mouth
Bedrock Creek - source to mouth
Bedrock Creek - source to mouth

Louse Creek - source to mouth

Pine Creek - source to mouth

Pine Creek - source to mouth

Potlatch River - Big Bear Creek to mouth
Potlatch River - 6th Order

Little Potlatch Creek - source to mouth
Howard Gulch - source to mouth
Catholic Creek - source to mouth

Hatwai Creek - source to mouth

North Fork Clearwater River - 6th Order
Dworshak Reservoir tributaries
Dworshak Reservoir
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Appendix C. Temperature Compliance

Applying the 10% Exceedance Policy

The Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) uses weight of evidence in assessing
impairment due to temperature (IDAPA 58.01.02.054.03). This policy allows deference to
biological health in judging whether a water supports a cold water aquatic life use, but only when
exceedance of numeric temperature criteria is infrequent (less than 10%), brief (2 hours or less),
and small (conditions that avoid acute effects) and aquatic habitat and biological data indicate
that aquatic life beneficial uses are otherwise supported. Most surface waters and aquatic
organisms have an ability to tolerate or adapt to small exceedances over short time periods for
certain water quality parameters, such as temperature, without deleterious effects (Carins 1977,
Connell 1978). This policy applies to §303(d) listing and delisting decisions only and is not for
determining compliance with the water quality standards for other purposes. While it is always
necessary to target the current water quality criteria when a total maximum daily load (TMDL) is
developed, if the frequency of the temperature criteria exceedance is less than 10% and there is
no biological evidence of thermal impairment, then it is possible to propose delisting.

If a temperature TMDL has been established, then the water may be reassessed during TMDL
implementation. In that reassessment, the standard for temperature would be considered met if
the frequency of criteria exceedances falls below 10%, taking into account the influence of air
temperature on water (IDAPA 58.01.02.080.03).

The frequency of temperature exceedances must be calculated based on the metric used to
formulate the criteria (e.g., the frequency of daily maximum stream temperatures exceeding daily
maximum criteria, see “Metric Definitions” below). Except for single daily maximum criteria,
this calculation requires data processing of the raw temperature record before counting
exceedances. The following sections provide detail on how criteria exceedance frequencies are
calculated for water temperature, paying heed to periods of time when they apply and to
situations in which compliance with standards may be inferred when the data record does not
cover the entire time period of interest.

Time Periods of Interest

For cold water aquatic life, June 21-September 21 is the time period of interest to gauge
frequency of temperature exceedances. This 93-day period is when the natural progression of
seasons causes water temperatures to peak, which typically occurs between July 15 and
August 15, with progressively cooler temperatures generally occurring on either side of this
peak.

For salmonid spawning, there is no fixed time period; appropriate spawning periods are site- and
species-specific and should be determined on a case-by-case basis. The time period of interest is
the entire spawning and incubation period at a given site. This period of interest cannot be less
than 45 days, which is set as a minimum to allow two weeks for spawning and an additional
month for egg incubation. The frequency of exceedance of salmonid spawning criteria should be
based on the entire spawning and incubation period at the site in question. For assessment
purposes, the information used to determine when spawning occurs should be documented in the
US Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Assessment Database.
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Within the time periods of interest, a narrower critical period can be identified during which
maximum temperatures typically occur. Absent data to the contrary, critical periods for water
temperature are defined as follows:

e For cold water aquatic life, the critical period is July 15—August 15. This is when most
streams reach their highest temperature of the year.

e Spawning usually takes place when water temperatures are in a spring or fall transition;
thus, temperatures are either warming or cooling over the spawning period. Therefore, for
salmonid spawning, the critical period is the 22 days at the warmer end of the spawning
period. For spring spawners, these days will be at the chronological end of the period; for
fall spawners, it will be at the chronological beginning of the period.

Data Records and Compliance

To calculate and evaluate the percentage of days when temperature criteria are exceeded, an
adequate data record is needed. A complete data record is ideal—one that covers the entire
period of interest as defined above. However, this is not always possible, even when planned.
Furthermore, historical data were collected before this policy was in place. While collecting a
complete data record for the entire period of interest should be the goal of future monitoring
efforts, the following discussion describes allowances that can be made for evaluating partial
data records.

Partial data records do not include the entire time period of interest. Data may be missing at
either end due to delayed deployment or early retrieval of temperature data loggers. Data gaps
may exist in the middle of the record due to the sensor malfunctioning or coming out of the
water. Only partial data records that include the critical periods defined above can be used for
determining whether frequency of exceedance is less than 10%. A partial data record that does
not include the entire critical time period cannot be used to determine whether an assessment unit
(AU) is in compliance with Idaho's temperature criteria but may be used to show noncompliance.

Showing Noncompliance

A partial data record that does not include the critical time period may be sufficient to estimate a
frequency of exceedance that is at least 10% and thus determine noncompliance with the
standards. This situation occurs when the observed number of days that exceed the criteria in the
partial record is greater than the number of days that equal 10% exceedance for the entire period
of interest.

For example, if, for salmonid spawning support assessment, a partial data record includes only
41 days of a 90-day spawning period, but 15 of those days have temperatures above the criterion,
then the frequency of exceedance is at least 15/90, or 17%. Regardless of the missing 49 days of
data, it can be said with confidence that the temperature standard has not been met. For cold
water aquatic life, a frequency of exceedance of 10% or more could be determined with just

10 days of data showing temperature above the criterion, even if those are the only 10 days with
data available (10/93 = 11%)).

Data records of less than 10 days for cold water aquatic life, or less than 10% of the applicable
spawning period, are inadequate to show a frequency of exceedance that is 10% or more and are
therefore inadequate to determine noncompliance with temperature standards.
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Inferring Compliance When Partial Data Show Less Than 10% of Days Above
Criteria

If the partial data record includes the entire critical time period, it may be possible to reasonably
infer that the frequency of exceedance is less than 10%, and thus, water temperature is in
compliance with the water quality standards.

For cold water aquatic life, if the partial data record includes the critical period of July 15—
August 15, inclusive, and the frequency of exceedance is less than 10%, then it can be
reasonably assumed that the frequency of exceedance for the entire summer period of interest is
less than 10%.

Similarly, if the data record during salmonid spawning includes the warmest 22 days of the
spawning period (end or beginning of the period, depending on whether spawning extends into
spring or fall) and the frequency of exceedance is less than 10%, then it can be reasonably
assumed that the frequency of exceedance is less than 10% for the entire spawning period.

This inference is based on the reasonable assumption that the frequency with which criteria are
exceeded outside the critical time period is less than the frequency of exceedances observed
during the critical period when temperatures are typically the warmest.

Inferring Compliance When Partial Data Show More Than 10% of Days Above
Criteria

Even when the calculated frequency of exceedance is greater than 10% for a partial data record,
it may still be possible to infer a frequency of exceedance that is less than 10% for the entire
period of interest. To do so, one must carefully examine the data record while considering
seasonal trends in temperature.

For salmonid spawning, if the last (or first) 7 consecutive days at the cool end of the data record
show no exceedances of criteria, then it is reasonable to project that the entire following (or
preceding) unmonitored portion of the period of interest (i.e., the days with no data) is also
without exceedances. In this case, an inferred frequency of exceedance may be calculated using
the entire spawning period as the denominator.

For example, let the period of interest for spawning be May 1 through June 30. Furthermore, say
the available data record runs from June 1 through June 30 and shows 5 exceedances of the

13 °C daily maximum temperature criterion. The calculated frequency of exceedance based on
the number of monitored days (days for which data exist) is 5/30, or 17%. However, closer
examination of the data record reveals that all 5 exceedances occurred after June 15, with no
exceedances during the first 7 days of June at the cooler portion of the monitoring record.
Therefore, it can be reasonably assumed that had data been obtained for May, they would also
show no exceedances of the criterion. The inferred frequency of exceedance for the entire
spawning period would thus be 5/61, or 8% —showing compliance with the standard.

The inference for salmonid spawning in this hypothetical case is based on the relatively rapid
rise (or fall) in temperature through spring and fall and the reasonable assumption that for a
partial data record that includes the critical time period, an absence of criteria exceedances in the
7 days at the cooler end of the monitored period is indicative of no exceedances earlier (or later)
when temperatures are expected to be even cooler.
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Similar inference might be made regarding compliance with the cold water aquatic life standard
if observed exceedances of the criterion were restricted to the middle of the critical time period
with no exceedances from July 15 through July 21 and from August 9 through August 15.
However, given that the peak of the seasonal cycle in temperature is typically flatter than the rise
and drop before and after the peak, this is unlikely to ever be the case.

Metric Definitions

Water temperatures and water quality criteria are expressed using several metrics. These metrics
reduce a complex, continuously variable record to a single value. The following are the four
most common water temperature metrics:

e  MDMT—Maximum Daily Maximum Temperature. Of all the daily maximum
temperatures recorded at a site during a monitoring period, this is the highest. This is the
metric for Idaho’s cold water aquatic life criterion of 22 °C and for Idaho’s salmonid
spawning criterion of 13 °C. In the case of the salmonid spawning criterion, the
applicable period is when spawning is known to occur, which may be less than the entire
monitoring period.

e MDAT—Maximum Daily Average Temperature. Of all the daily average temperatures
calculated for a site during a monitoring period, this is the highest. This is the metric for
Idaho’s cold water aquatic life criterion of 19 °C and for Idaho’s salmonid spawning
criterion of 9 °C.

e  MWMT—Maximum Weekly Maximum Temperature. Of all the weekly (7-day) averages
of daily maximum temperatures calculated for a site during a monitoring period, this is
the highest (i.e., the peak in the 7-day running mean of daily maximum temperatures
during the monitoring period). This is the metric for Idaho’s juvenile Bull Trout rearing
criterion of 13 °C and of EPA’s juvenile Bull Trout rearing criterion of 10 °C. Idaho’s
criterion applies June through August; EPA’s criterion applies June through September.

e  MWAT—Maximum Weekly Average Temperature. Of all the weekly (7-day) averages of
daily average temperatures calculated for the monitoring site, this is the highest (i.e., the
peak in the 7-day running mean of daily average temperatures during the monitoring
period). This metric is not currently used in Idaho’s water quality standards but is the
metric for EPA Region 10’s recommended juvenile salmonid rearing criterion of 15 °C.

These definitions are important, as different amounts of data are needed to calculate the different
metrics. As a matter of policy, these differences are handled as explained below.

Three Types of Temperature Data

Water temperature data can be collected by dipping a thermometer (mercury, alcohol, or digital)
into a stream, producing a single measurement. Such measurements are referred to as ad hoc
measurements. The usefulness of these measurements is very limited; since only one
measurement is usually obtained, such data could only be used for evaluating MDMT. While

ad hoc measurements can be done repeatedly over the course of a day, in practice, ad hoc
measurements usually yield one value per day.

Often ad hoc temperature readings are obtained for reasons other than evaluating water
temperature criteria (e.g., to fulfill electrofishing permit requirements) and may be taken without
due regard for representativeness, influences of direct sunshine, or a calibration check. Most
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water temperature measurements taken as part of Idaho’s Beneficial Use Reconnaissance
Program monitoring are ad hoc measurements.

Current and recent water temperature monitoring more commonly uses digital recording
thermometers (often called data or temperature loggers, although these instruments may also
record other data) to produce a continuous temperature record for a given time interval. These
devices do not produce a truly continuous record but rather store a history of regularly spaced
measurements that can be conveniently downloaded to a computer. With enough valid
measurements per day, these records can be used to calculate all of the metrics defined above
and more.

Older analog recording devices were used for a time and produced truly continuous records of
temperature as a chart on a piece of paper. These data require much greater effort to process into
the metrics listed above since it involves reading the chart and transcribing a record manually.
However, the end result is a record much like that of digital recording thermometers. In this
report, both digital and analog measurements will be referred to as continuous measurements.

Far less commonly, water temperatures are collected by a maximum/minimum thermometer that
“remembers” only the highest and lowest temperature in the period between readings. If read
regularly (e.g., at the same time each day), these can provide useful information. These will be
referred to as max/min measurements.

To calculate each of the temperature metrics defined above, the data identified in Table C1 are
needed.
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Table C1. Data required to calculate temperature metrics

Metric Data Needs

Maximum Daily A single measurement greater than the applicable MDMT criterion, whether obtained by ad hoc,
Maximum max/min, or continuous measurement, is sufficient to document an exceedance of this criterion.
Temperature However, any MDMT exceedance will be judged according to the following limitations:

(MDMT) e Adaily maximum is the highest temperature in a day; thus, it only requires one

Maximum Daily

measurement taken at the right time. However, it usually is not known when water
temperature peaks unless continuous measurements are available. The likelihood of a
continuous record actually capturing the maximum temperature (alternatively, the
difference between the true maximum and the measured maximum) depends on how
fast the temperature changes during a day and how often measurements are taken.
Nonetheless, if a single measurement exceeds the MDMT limit, even if it is not known for
sure that the recorded temperature is the true daily maximum, it is known that the daily
maximum is no less than that single measurement and therefore the criterion is
exceeded.

e Because of concerns with regard to the data representation, accuracy, and precision of
ad hoc temperature measurements obtained with an alcohol or mercury thermometer, a
single measurement of this type will not be sufficient for judging compliance with
instantaneous criteria (e.g., MDMT). Thus, Idaho will not use single BURP water
temperature measurements by themselves to judge violations of water quality standards.

e If two or more measurements of temperature are independent and agree with one
another, the chance that they represent an error is greatly reduced. Thus, single
measurements may be corroborated by other independent temperature data. Two or
more ad hoc measurements from the same location, on different days, showing
exceedance will be sufficient corroborating evidence, as will additional data of a different
type (e.g., continuous or max/min).

e  Multiple ad hoc, max/min, continuous measurements, or a combination thereof from the
same stream reach can be combined and subjected to the 10% exceedance policy to
judge noncompliance with water quality standards. (See Grafe et al. 2002, section 5-2
and Attachment A.)

To calculate a daily average, a minimum and maximum in the same day are required. However,

Average Idaho’s Bull Trout standard specifically requires 6 evenly spaced measurements in a 24-hour
Temperature period. DEQ applies that same requirement to all metrics that are based on daily averages
(MDAT) (i.e., both MDAT and MWAT, which is made up of 7 consecutive daily averages). After the

Maximum Weekly

temperature record is reduced to metrics, the metrics are subject to the 10% exceedance policy
to judge compliance with water quality standards.

Weekly (or 7-day average) metrics require a minimum of 7 consecutive daily maximums (for

Maximum MWMT) or daily averages (MWAT), each subject to the same limitations set out above.
Temperature Frequency of exceedance for these compound metrics is based on the final calculated metric,
(MWMT) and not a frequency of exceedance of component metrics (i.e., one MWMT greater than the criterion
Maximum Weekly  does not require nor imply 7 daily maximums above criteria).

Average

Temperature

(MWAT)

Natural Background Conditions
AUs can be removed from Category 5 of the Integrated Report based on the natural conditions

provision in the water quality standards (IDAPA 58.01.02.054.04). While this provision applies
to any parameter, this section specifically addresses temperature. Whether or not the levels of a
particular parameter naturally exceed a criterion is a parameter-specific question; thus, it does
not require the watershed as a whole be undisturbed or absent of human influences. For example,
removal of riparian shade would be expected to raise water temperature but not affect natural
metal levels; conversely, a mine in a watershed could raise certain metals above natural levels
yet leave stream temperature natural.
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Water quality that naturally exceeds criteria can also have an added human influence (i.e., the
impaired condition can be due to a combination of both natural and human sources). Such
situations do not qualify for delisting or exclusion from Category 5 for natural conditions unless,
for temperature, the increment of temperature change resulting from human impact is less than
0.3 °C. However, once a water body is listed, the natural component in a blended source
situation may mean that the target condition for restoration (in a TMDL) is a natural condition
warmer than numeric criteria. In other words, the goal is to correct human impacts; thus, a water
body that meets natural conditions is fully restored even if not meeting all its applicable numeric
criteria.

According to Concepts and Recommendations for Using the ““Natural Conditions™ Provisions of
the Idaho Water Quality Standards (DEQ 2003), stream water temperatures may be a priori
presumed to be natural if the following conditions exist:

For Rangeland-Dominated AUs:
1. No riparian roads are present and few road crossings exist; and
2. No water withdrawals are present; and

3. No signs are apparent of human-caused, accelerated erosion such as gullies, downcut stream channels,
laid back banks, and

4. No riparian livestock grazing has occurred in the last 10-years; or
5. If riparian livestock grazing is allowed to occur, <10% of the streambanks have been altered, and

6. Stubble height or other benchmarks of healthy riparian vegetation do not indicate grazing over-
utilization.

(DEQ 2003, p. 25)

For Forestland-Dominated AUs:
1. No forest harvest impinges riparian areas (75 foot minimum buffer width); and
2. No riparian roads are present and few road crossing exist; and

3. No evidence of sources of sediment delivery that are associated with human disturbance such as gullies
originating from culverts, mass failures associated with road fills or timber cuts; and

4. No water withdrawals are present.
(DEQ 2003, p. 20)

If an AU meets these conditions for its dominant land type, then it should not be placed in
Category 5 of the Integrated Report for temperature. When determining the appropriate riparian
buffer width (75-foot minimum), the setting, vegetation type, and stream size is also considered.
DEQ assumes that an AU entirely in designated wilderness or roadless areas meets the above
conditions and the water temperature is natural. AUs outside such areas can also qualify as
having a natural temperature condition, but these require multiple lines of evidence showing the
conditions for a priori presumption have been met.

An exception to meeting the conditions for a priori presumption would be if a potential natural
vegetation (PNV) evaluation (Shumar and De Varona 2009) showed that current shading
vegetation is not measurably different from PNV throughout the AU, and other potential sources




DRAFT
Appendix C. Temperature Compliance Idaho’s 2014 Integrated Report

of heat load—such as channel widening, point sources, or water withdrawals—are absent. In
such instances, the temperatures are considered natural.

A PNV evaluation is not required to show a natural condition for temperature, but it provides
strong evidence and is highly recommended. A PNV analysis provides the documentation
needed to demonstrate natural condition for temperature even when all the a priori presumptions
are not met. For example, shade may be shown to be at natural potential even though some
grazing has occurred in recent years or where timber harvest has historically occurred. When
applying PNV, DEQ pays special attention to natural disturbances that may have removed shade,
such as fire. If shading is below PNV due solely to natural disturbance, the situation is still
considered natural.
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Appendix D. List of assessment units evaluated to have
zero flow

Assessment Unit

Assessment Unit Description

ID16010102BR0O03_02
ID16010201BR011_02
ID16010201BR013_02
ID16010201BR017_02
ID16010201BR022_02

ID16010202BR020_02e
ID16010203BR002_02a

ID16010204BR001_02
ID16010204BR010_02
ID16010204BR013_02
ID16020309BR001_02
ID16020309BR002_02
ID16020309BR003_03
ID17010104PN022_02
ID17010104PN029_02
ID17010213PN006_02
ID17010213PN0O07_02
ID17010213PNO008_02
ID17010214PN001_02
ID17010214PN0O07_03
ID17010214PN0O08_02
ID17010214PN011_02
ID17010214PN013_02

ID17010214PN013_02a

ID17010214PN016_02
ID17010215PN001_02
ID17010215PN020_02

ID17010303PN001_02e

ID17010303PN014_02
ID17010303PN016_02
ID17010303PN017_02
ID17010304PN068_02
ID17010305PN003_02
ID17010305PN004_02
ID17010305PN0O05_02

Thomas Fork - Idaho/Wyoming border to mouth

Mill Creek - source to mouth

Lower Paris Creek

Dry Canyon Creek - source to mouth

Georgetown Creek - source to mouth

Weston Creek

Logan River

Malad River - Little Malad River to Idaho/Utah border
Wright Creek - source to Daniels Reservoir

Samaria Creek - source to mouth

Deep Creek - Rock Creek to Idaho/Utah border

Deep Creek - source to Rock Creek

Rock Creek - source to mouth

Tributaries to Deep Creek - below McArthur Lake

Kootenai River Tributaries - Moyie River to Deep Creek
West Fork Elk Creek - source to Idaho/Montana border
West Fork Blue Creek - source to Idaho/Montana border
Gold Creek - source to Idaho/Montana border

Pend Oreille River - tributaries, Priest River to Albeni Falls Dam
Spirit Creek - source to mouth

Blanchard Lake Stream Order 01 & 02 Tributaries

Jewell Lake

Cocolalla Lake Tributaries

Westmond Creek and Tributaries

Fry Creek - source to mouth

Lower Priest River - Upper West Branch Priest River to mouth
Beaver Creek - source to mouth

Unnamed Tributaries to Powderhorn & Bell Bay

Bull Run Creek Stream Order 1 & 2

Unnamed Tributaries to CDA River between NF CDA River and Cataldo
Skeel and Cataldo Creeks - source to mouth

Street Creek - source to mouth

Skalan Creek

Tributaries to Spokane River - CDA Lake to Post Falls Dam
Hayden Lake Tributaries to Lake and Rathdrum aquifer
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Assessment Unit Assessment Unit Description

ID17010305PN006_02 | Yellowbanks Creek - source to mouth
ID17010305PN007_02 @ Jim Creek - source to mouth
ID17010305PN013 02 | Twin Lakes

ID17010305PN016 02 @ 01 & 02 tributaries to Hauser Lake
ID17040104SK027_02  Palisades Creek - source to mouth
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Appendix E. Category 1—waters of the state wholly within a
designated wilderness or inventoried roadless

area and presumed to be fully supporting all
beneficial uses
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2014 Integrated Report: Category 1: Wilderness/Roadless Waters

Bear River

16010201 Bear Lake
ID16010201BR014 02aL Bloomington Lake 10.03  ACRES

Clearwater

17060301 Upper Selway
ID17060301CL0O01 02 Selway River - Bear Creek to Moose Creek 19.87 MILES
ID17060301CL0O01 05 Selway River - Bear Creek to Moose Creek 10.57 MILES
ID17060301CL002 02 Magpie Creek - source to mouth 4.53 MILES
ID17060301CL003 02 Bitch Creek - source to mouth 10.31 MILES
ID17060301CL004 02 Selway River - White Cap Creek to Bear Creek 22.97 MILES
ID17060301CL0O04 05 Selway River - White Cap Creek to Bear Creek 16.18 MILES
ID17060301CL00S 02 Ditch Creek - source to mouth 19.71 MILES
ID17060301CL005 03 Ditch Creek - source to mouth 2.01 MILES
ID17060301CL006 02 Elk Creek - source to mouth 10.13 MILES
ID17060301CL007 02 Goat Creek - source to mouth 36.2 MILES
ID17060301CL007 03 Goat Creek - source to mouth 8.58 MILES
ID17060301CL008 02 Running Creek - Lynx Creek to mouth 33.08 MILES
ID17060301CL0O08 03 Running Creek - Lynx Creek to mouth 10.5 MILES
ID17060301CL0O09 02 Running Creek - source to Lynx Creek 22.08 MILES
ID17060301CL0O09 03 Running Creek - source to Lynx Creek 3.68 MILES
ID17060301CLO10 02 South Fork Running Creek - source to mouth 9.6 MILES
ID17060301CLO11 02 Lynx Creek - source to mouth 13.9 MILES
ID17060301CL0O12 02 Eagle Creek - source to mouth 27.01 MILES
ID17060301CL013 02 Crooked Creek - source to mouth 16.35 MILES
ID17060301CL013 03 Crooked Creek - source to mouth 3.5 MILES
ID17060301CL014 02 Selway River - Deep Creek to White Cap Creek 44.32 MILES
ID17060301CL0O14 04 Selway River - Deep Creek to White Cap Creek 5.56 MILES
ID17060301CL0O14 05 Selway River - Deep Creek to White Cap Creek 9.26 MILES
ID17060301CL0O15 02 Little Clearwater River- Flat Creek to mouth 8.59 MILES
ID17060301CL0O15 04 Little Clearwater River- Flat Creek to mouth 6.02 MILES
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ID17060301CL016 02 Short Creek - source to mouth 13.09 MILES
ID17060301CL017 02 Little Clearwater River - source to Flat Creek 13.98 MILES
ID17060301CL017 03 Little Clearwater River - source to Flat Creek 1.32 MILES
ID17060301CL0O17 04 Little Clearwater River - source to Flat Creek 3.12 MILES
ID17060301CL0O18 02 Burnt Knob Creek - source to mouth 17.06 MILES
ID17060301CL018 02L  Burnt Knob Lakes 6.08 ACRES
ID17060301CL0O18 03 Burnt Knob Creek - source to mouth 1.56 MILES
ID17060301CL019 02 Salamander Creek - source to mouth 18.73 MILES
ID17060301CL0O19 03 Salamander Creek - source to mouth 4.22 MILES
ID17060301CL020 02 Flat Creek - source to mouth 14.62 MILES
ID17060301CL021 02 Magruder Creek - source to mouth 12.17 MILES
ID17060301CL022 01L  Gold Pan Lake 11.01 ACRES
ID17060301CL022 02 Selway River - confluence of Hidden and Surprise Creeks 67.4 MILES
ID17060301CL022 02L  Thirteen Lakes 12.84  ACRES
ID17060301CL022 03 Selway River - confluence of Hidden and Surprise Creeks 7.38 MILES
ID17060301CL022 04 Selway River - confluence of Hidden and Surprise Creeks 7.75 MILES
ID17060301CL023 02 Three Lakes Creek - source to mouth 18.67 MILES
ID17060301CL023 02L  Elk Track Lakes - Three Lakes Creek 11.65 ACRES
ID17060301CL023 03 Three Lakes Creek - source to mouth 1.66 MILES
ID17060301CL024 02 Swet Creek - source to mouth 12.72 MILES
ID17060301CL024 02L  Swet Lake 11.23  ACRES
ID17060301CL025 02 Stripe Creek - source to mouth 4.4 MILES
ID17060301CL026 02 Hidden Creek - source to mouth 6.72 MILES
ID17060301CL027 02 Surprise Creek - source to mouth 13.64 MILES
ID17060301CL028 02 Wilkerson Creek - Storm Creek to mouth 15.06 MILES
ID17060301CL028 03 Wilkerson Creek - Storm Creek to mouth 4.56 MILES
ID17060301CL029 02 Wilkerson Creek - source to Storm Creek 8.84 MILES
ID17060301CL0O30 02 Storm Creek - source to mouth 18.21 MILES
ID17060301CL0O30 03 Storm Creek - source to mouth 3.27 MILES
ID17060301CL031 02 Deep Creek - source to mouth 24.02 MILES
ID17060301CL031 03 Deep Creek - source to mouth 9.68 MILES
ID17060301CL032 02 Vance Creek - source to mouth 6.16 MILES
ID17060301CL033 02 Lazy Creek - source to mouth 11.59 MILES
ID17060301CL0O33 03 Lazy Creek - source to mouth 1.37 MILES
ID17060301CL034 02 Pete Creek - source to mouth 5.13 MILES
ID17060301CL0O35 02 Cayuse Creek - source to mouth 14.81 MILES
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ID17060301CL036
ID17060301CL036
ID17060301CL0O37
ID17060301CL038
ID17060301CL039
ID17060301CL039
ID17060301CL039
ID17060301CL040
ID17060301CL040
ID17060301CL040
ID17060301CL041
ID17060301CL041
ID17060301CL042
ID17060301CL042
ID17060301CL042
ID17060301CL042
ID17060301CL042
ID17060301CL043
ID17060301CL044
ID17060301CL045
ID17060301CL046
ID17060301CL047
ID17060301CL047
ID17060301CL048
ID17060301CL048
ID17060301CL049
ID17060301CL049
ID17060301CL049
ID17060301CL050
ID17060301CL050
ID17060301CL051
ID17060301CLO51
ID17060301CL052
ID17060301CL052
ID17060301CL053
ID17060301CL054

02
03
02
02
02
03
04
02
02L
03
02
03
01L
02
02L

Category 1: Wilderness/Roadless Waters

Indian Creek - source to mouth

Indian Creek - source to mouth

Schofield Creek - source to mouth

Snake Creek - source to mouth

White Cap Creek - Canyon Creek to mouth
White Cap Creek - Canyon Creek to mouth
White Cap Creek - Canyon Creek to mouth
Canyon Creek - source to mouth

Unamed Lake - Canyon Creek

Canyon Creek - source to mouth

Cooper Creek - source to mouth

Cooper Creek - source to mouth

Triple Lakes

White Cap Creek - source to Canyon Creek
White Cap Lakes

White Cap Creek - source to Canyon Creek
Unnamed Lakes in 17060301CL4202
Paloma Creek - source to mouth

Bad Luck Creek - source to mouth
Gardner Creek - source to mouth

North Star Creek - source to mouth

Bear Creek - Cub Creek to mouth

Bear Creek - Cub Creek to mouth

Cub Creek - Brushy Fork Creek to mouth
Cub Creek - Brushy Fork Creek to mouth
Brushy Fork Creek - source to mouth
Brushy Fork Lake

Brushy Fork Creek - source to mouth

Cub Creek - source to Brushy Fork Creek
Cub Lake

Paradise Creek - source to mouth

Spruce Lake

Bear Creek - Wahoo Creek to Cub Creek
Bear Creek - Wahoo Creek to Cub Creek
Diamond Lake

Granite Creek - source to mouth

Draft - 2014
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36.18
7.5
13
10.56
36.56
3.09
7.71
37.54
9.36
1.37
10.78
0.72
15.66
48.56
36.16
12.73
15.67
6.74
21.83
9.83
7.25
13.01
4.92
5.82
4.29
20.52
19.5
2.81
23.95
40.42
30.88
10.41
21.72
8.65
10.26
6.92

MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
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ID17060301CL055
ID17060301CL055
ID17060301CL055
ID17060301CL056
ID17060301CL056
ID17060301CL056
ID17060301CL057
ID17060301CL058

17060302

ID17060302CL019
ID17060302CL020
ID17060302CL021
ID17060302CL021
ID17060302CL021
ID17060302CL023
ID17060302CL024
ID17060302CL024
ID17060302CL025
ID17060302CL025
ID17060302CL026
ID17060302CL027
ID17060302CL028
ID17060302CL028
ID17060302CL029
ID17060302CL030
ID17060302CL031
ID17060302CL032
ID17060302CL032
ID17060302CL033
ID17060302CL033
ID17060302CL033
ID17060302CL033
ID17060302CL033
ID17060302CL033
ID17060302CL034

02
02
02
02L
03
02
02
03
02
03
02
05
02
04
02
02
02
02
02L
01L
02
02L

Category 1: Wilderness/Roadless Waters

Wahoo Creek - source to mouth
Park Lakes

Wahoo Creek - source to mouth
Pettibone Creek - source to mouth
Sid and Papoose Lakes

Pettibone Creek - source to mouth
Cow Creek - source to mouth

Dog Creek - source to mouth

Lower Selway

East Fork Meadow Creek - source to mouth
Schwar Creek - source to mouth

Buck Lake Creek - source to mouth

Buck Lake

Buck Lake Creek - source to mouth

Otter Creek - source to mouth

Mink Creek - source to mouth

Mink Creek - source to mouth

Marten Creek - source to mouth

Marten Creek - source to mouth

Trout Creek - source to mouth

Moose Creek - East Fork Moose Creek to mouth
East Fork Moose Creek - Cedar Creek to Moose Creek
East Fork Moose Creek - Cedar Creek to Moose Creek
Freeman Creek - source to mouth

Monument Creek - source to mouth

Elbow Creek - source to mouth

Battle Creek - source to mouth

Battle Lake

Dead Elk Creek Lake

East Fork Moose Creek - source to Cedar Creek
Goat Lakes

East Fork Moose Creek - source to Cedar Creek
Moose Lake

Jeanette Lake

Chute Creek - source to mouth
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14.21
22.86
5.51
30.84
7.59
9.82
3.16
9.26

17.24
22.69
27.67
4.14
10.74
18.18
14.71
4.53
33.62
5.22
12.28
3.74
27.93
14.07
3.35
7.17
10.87
13.57
35.45
10.69
45.89
41.15
11.67
9.51
6.58
2.87

MILES
ACRES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
MILES
MILES

MILES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
ACRES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
ACRES
ACRES
MILES
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ID17060302CL035 02 Dead Elk Creek - source to mouth 3.92 MILES
ID17060302CL036 02 Cedar Creek - source to mouth 27.06 MILES
ID17060302CL036 03 Cedar Creek - source to mouth 5.15 MILES
ID17060302CL037 02 Maple Creek - source to mouth 12.54 MILES
ID17060302CL037 02L  Maple Lake 4.05 ACRES
ID17060302CL038 02 Double Creek - source to mouth 15.46 MILES
ID17060302CL038 02L  May Lake 11.78  ACRES
ID17060302CL039 02 Fitting Creek - source to mouth 4.88 MILES
ID17060302CL040 02 North Fork Moose Creek - Rhoda Creek to mouth 29.67 MILES
ID17060302CL040 03 North Fork Moose Creek - Rhoda Creek to mouth 0.57 MILES
ID17060302CL040 05 North Fork Moose Creek - Rhoda Creek to mouth 7.26 MILES
ID17060302CL041 02 North Fork Moose Creek - West Moose Creek to Rhoda Creek 10.89 MILES
ID17060302CL041 04 North Fork Moose Creek - West Moose Creek to Rhoda Creek 11.37 MILES
ID17060302CL042 02 North Fork Moose Creek - source to West Fork Moose Creek 24.65 MILES
ID17060302CL042 03 North Fork Moose Creek - source to West Fork Moose Creek 2.88 MILES
ID17060302CL043 02 West Fork Moose Creek - source to mouth 35.66 MILES
ID17060302CL043 03 West Fork Moose Creek - source to mouth 4.77 MILES
ID17060302CL044 02 Rhoda Creek - Wounded Doe Creek to mouth 2.86 MILES
ID17060302CL044 04 Rhoda Creek - Wounded Doe Creek to mouth 3.18 MILES
ID17060302CL045 01L  Wounded Doe Creek Lake 7 ACRES
ID17060302CL045 02 Wounded Doe Creek - source to mouth 22.85 MILES
ID17060302CL045 03 Wounded Doe Creek - source to mouth 4.99 MILES
ID17060302CL046 01L  North and South Lone Lakes 26.36 ACRES
ID17060302CL046 02 Rhoda Creek - source to Wounded Doe Creek 31.91 MILES
ID17060302CL046 02L  Two Lakes 2273  ACRES
ID17060302CL046 03 Rhoda Creek - source to Wounded Doe Creek 4.88 MILES
ID17060302CL046 OL Shasta Lake 525 ACRES
ID17060302CL047 02 Lizard Creek - Lizard Lakes to mouth 7.37 MILES
ID17060302CL047 02L  Lizard Lakes 51.51 ACRES
ID17060302CL048 02 Meeker Creek - source to mouth 9.46 MILES
ID17060302CL049 02 Three Links Creek - source to mouth 40.35 MILES
ID17060302CL049 02L  North and South Three Links Lakes 31.39 ACRES
ID17060302CL049 03 Three Links Creek - source to mouth 10.19 MILES
ID17060302CL049 04 Three Links Creek - source to mouth 4.19 MILES
ID17060302CL052 01L  Cove-Rainbow Lakes 9.75 ACRES
Category 1: Wilderness/Roadless Waters Draft - 2014 Page 5 of 19
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17060303 Lochsa
ID17060303CL007 02L  Old Man Lakes 77.18  ACRES
ID17060303CL007 OL Chimney Lake 493 ACRES
ID17060303CL010 02L  Rock Creek Lakes 19.58  ACRES
ID17060303CL0O10 03 Boulder Creek - source to mouth 4.49 MILES
ID17060303CL011 02L  Long Lake 28.25 ACRES
ID17060303CL015 02 Sponge Creek - source to Fish Lake Creek 22.38 MILES
ID17060303CL0O16 02 Fish Lake Creek - source to mouth 23.77 MILES
ID17060303CL016 02L  Fish Lake 53.12  ACRES
ID17060303CL018 02 Warm Springs Creek - source to Wind Lakes Creek 23.47 MILES
ID17060303CL018 02L  Hungry Lake 23.66 ACRES
ID17060303CL019 02L  Wind Lakes 3746  ACRES
ID17060303CL019 03 Wind Lakes Creek - source to mouth 4.84 MILES
ID17060303CL023 02L  Walton Lakes 22.21 ACRES
ID17060303CL025 02 White Sand Creek - source to Storm Creek 33.29 MILES
ID17060303CL025 02L  Garnet Lake, Parachute Lake 29.99 ACRES
ID17060303CL025 03 White Sand Creek - source to Storm Creek 211 MILES
ID17060303CL025 OL Garnet Lake 7.73  ACRES
ID17060303CL026 02L  Colt Creek Lakes 26.93 ACRES
ID17060303CL027 03 Big Sand Creek - Hidden Creek to mouth 7.77 MILES
ID17060303CL029 02 Big Sand Creek - source to Hidden Creek 22.62 MILES
ID17060303CL029 02L  Big Sand Lake 69.72  ACRES
ID17060303CL030 01L  Tadpole Lake 12.27  ACRES
ID17060303CL030 02 Hidden Creek - source to mouth 12.79 MILES
ID17060303CL030 02L  Hidden Lake (Hidden Creek to source) 117.8  ACRES
ID17060303CL0O30 03 Hidden Creek - source to mouth 3.47 MILES
ID17060303CL031 02 Big Flat Creek - source to mouth 10.59 MILES
ID17060303CL032 01L  Storm Lake 13.38  ACRES
ID17060303CL032 02 Storm Creek - source to mouth 42.04 MILES
ID17060303CL032 02L  Maud Lake 2411 ACRES
ID17060303CL032 03L  Dan, Dodge, Maud Lakes 17.57  ACRES
ID17060303CL039 02 Hopeful Creek - source to mouth 12.36 MILES
ID17060303CL051 02 Bald Mountain Creek - source to mouth 2.34 MILES
ID17060303CL055 02 Obia Creek - source to mouth 12.13 MILES
ID17060303CL056 02 Hungery Creek - source to Obia Creek 8.66 MILES
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17060305 South Fork Clearwater
ID17060305CL015 02 Gospel Creek - source to mouth 18.86 MILES
ID17060305CL015 02L  Moores and Middle Knob Lakes 63.11 ACRES
ID17060305CL016 02 West Fork Gospel Creek - source to mouth 5.94 MILES
ID17060305CL016 02L  Gospel Lakes 1047  ACRES
ID17060305CL018 02 Johns Creek - source to Moores Creek 17.66 MILES
ID17060305CL018 03 Johns Creek - source to Moores Creek 3.6 MILES
ID17060305CL0O19 02 Moores Creek - source to mouth 8.77 MILES
ID17060305CL020 02 Square Mountain Creek - source to mouth 5.04 MILES
ID17060305CL021 02 Hagen Creek - source to mouth 11.27 MILES
17060307 Upper North Fork Clearwater
ID17060307CL024 02 Kelly Creek - confluence of North and Middle Fork Kelly Cree 42.22 MILES
ID17060307CL024 03 Kelly Creek - confluence of North and Middle Fork Kelly Cree 8.36 MILES
ID17060307CL024 04 Kelly Creek - confluence of North and Middle Fork Kelly Cree 3.16 MILES
ID17060307CL025 02 South Fork Kelly Creek - source to mouth 13 MILES
ID17060307CL026 02 Middle Fork Kelly Creek - source to mouth 15.36 MILES
ID17060307CL027 02 North Fork Kelly Creek - source to mouth 9.27 MILES
ID17060307CL047 03 Skull Creek - source to Collins Creek 4.16 MILES
ID17060307CL048 02 Collins Creek - source to mouth 33.63 MILES
ID17060307CL048 03 Collins Creek - 3rd order 5.83 MILES
17060308 Lower North Fork Clearwater
ID17060308CL010 02 Isabella Creek - headwaters to EImer/Jug Creek 3.14 MILES
ID17060308CL012 02L  Larkins Lakes 7.74  ACRES
ID17060308CL012 05 Little North Fork Clearwater R.-Spotted Louis C. to Foehl C. 2.9 MILES
ID17060308CL013 02 Sawtooth Creek - source to mouth 25.91 MILES
ID17060308CL013 02L  Sawtooth Creek Lakes 33.51 ACRES
ID17060308CL0O13 03 Sawtooth Creek - source to mouth 5.43 MILES
Panhandle

17010104 Lower Kootenai
ID17010104PN006 02L  Joe and Hidden Lakes 4429  ACRES
ID17010104PN0O08 02L  Smith Lake 433  ACRES
ID17010104PNO11 01L  Ball Lakes- Spanish Creek 843  ACRES
ID17010104PNO11 02L  Myrtle Lake 19.74  ACRES
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ID17010104PN016 02L  Bottleneck Lake 10.61 ACRES
17010213 Lower Clark Fork
ID17010213PN019 02L  Darling-Gem Lakes 16.35 ACRES
17010214 Pend Oreille Lake
ID17010214PN041 01L  Beehive Lakes 16.28  ACRES
17010215 Priest
ID17010215PN012 01L  Two Mouth Lakes 11.74  ACRES
17010304 St. Joe
ID17010304PN041 01L  Halo, Bacon and Forage Lakes 18.99 ACRES
Salmon
17060101 Hells Canyon
ID17060101SL004 02L  Unnamed lakes in Six Lake Basin 22.84 ACRES
ID17060101SL006 02 Granite and Devils Farm Creeks - 1st and 2nd order 18.45 MILES
ID17060101SLO06 02L  Emerald Lake 30.47  ACRES
ID17060101SL007 02L  Little Granite Creek Lakes 77.85  ACRES
ID17060101SL0O10 02 West Fork Sheep Creek - source to mouth 6.15 MILES
ID17060101SL010 02L  Sheep Creek Lakes 80.03 ACRES
ID17060101SL011 02 East Fork Sheep Creek - source to mouth 5.24 MILES
ID17060101SL012 02 Clarks Fork - source to mouth 13.4 MILES
17060201 Upper Salmon
ID17060201SL046 02L  Crimson Lake (Cabin Creek) 1749  ACRES
ID17060201SL055 02L  Kelly and Martin Lakes 9.08 ACRES
ID17060201SL058 01L  Hanson Lakes 27.12 ACRES
ID17060201SL058 02L  Stanley Lake 176.13  ACRES
ID17060201SL058 OL McGown Lakes 9.11 ACRES
ID17060201SL060 01L  Alpine Lake 2148  ACRES
ID17060201SL060 02L  Sawtooth Lake 169.91 ACRES
ID17060201SL061 02L  Goat Lakes 50.17  ACRES
ID17060201SL062 02L  Marshall Lake 415 ACRES
ID17060201SL065 01L  Stephens Lakes 1494  ACRES
ID17060201SL065 02L  Unamed Lake to Fish Hook Creek Tributary 18.03 ACRES
ID17060201SL066 02L  Bench Lakes 61.01 ACRES
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ID17060201SL067
ID17060201SL067
ID17060201SL067
ID17060201SL070
ID17060201SL074
ID17060201SL0O75
ID17060201SL0O76
ID17060201SL076
ID17060201SL077
ID17060201SL077
ID17060201SL080
ID17060201SL080
ID17060201SL086
ID17060201SL087
ID17060201SL087
ID17060201SL093
ID17060201SL094
ID17060201SL095
ID17060201SL095
ID17060201SL095
ID17060201SL096
ID17060201SL097
ID17060201SL097
ID17060201SL098
ID17060201SL098
ID17060201SL099
ID17060201SL099
ID17060201SL101
ID17060201SL105
ID17060201SL105
ID17060201SL106
ID17060201SL106
ID17060201SL106
ID17060201SL107
ID17060201SL108
ID17060201SL108

01L
02

02L
02L
02L
01L
02L
oL

03L
oL

02

02L
02L
01L
02L
02L
02L
02

02L
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Saddleback Lakes (Upper and Lower)
Redfish Lake Creek - source to Redfish Lake
Kathryn - Cramer-Alpine Lakes

Decker Creek Lakes

Hell Roaring Creek Lakes

Cabin Creek Lakes

Toxaway Lakes

Farley Lake

Twin Lakes

Alice Lakes

Alpine Creek - source to mouth

Unnamed Lakes - Alpine Creek

Champion Lakes

Fourth of July Lake

Heart and Six Lakes

Rough Lake

Unnamed Lake - Trib to Warm Springs Creek
Warm Springs Creek - Pigtail Creek to Swimm Creek
Garland Lakes

Warm Springs Creek - Pigtail Creek to Swimm Creek
Pigtail Creek - source to mouth

Warm Springs Creek - source to Pigtail Creek
Warm Springs Creek - source to Pigtail Creek
Swimm Creek - source to mouth

Swimm Lake

Crater Lake

Ocalkens Lakes

Sulivan Lake

Big Boulder Lakes

Island Lake and Upper Goat Lake

Boulder Chain Lakes

Quiet Lakes

Frog Lakes-Spring Basin

Germania Creek - Chamberlain Creek to mouth
Chamberlain Creek - source to mouth
Chamberlain Basin Lakes
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24 1
14.41
101.75
6.06
188.32
17.14
142.63
48.9
49.35
79.13
9.74
106.67
40.07
7.15
10.04
10.46
3.85
36.42
4.56
4.83
16.12
16.6
3.76
3.54
17.6
17.31
15.84
42
142.24
22.64
102.5
58.14
12.98
7.17
8.12
30.46

ACRES

MILES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES

MILES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES

MILES
ACRES

MILES

MILES

MILES

MILES

MILES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES
ACRES

MILES

MILES
ACRES
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ID17060201SL109 02L  Deer Lakes 1229  ACRES
ID17060201SL109 03 Germania Creek - source to Chamberlain Creek 5.6 MILES
ID17060201SL112 02 South Fork East Fork Salmon River - source to mouth 24.83 MILES
ID17060201SL112 03 South Fork East Fork Salmon River - source to mouth 2.04 MILES
ID17060201SL113 02 Ibex Creek - source to mouth 3.79 MILES
17060202 Pahsimeroi
ID17060202SL022 01L  Merriam Lakes 10.13  ACRES
ID17060202SL022 02L  East Fork Pahsimeroi River Lakes 11.49 ACRES
17060203 Middle Salmon-Panther
ID17060203SL001 02L  Dome Lake 17.29  ACRES
ID17060203SL004 02L  Big Clear Creek Lakes 29.72 ACRES
ID17060203SL006 02L  Cathedral and Golden Trout Lakes 25.84 ACRES
ID17060203SL018 02L  Unnamed Lake - SF Moyer Creek 5.73 ACRES
ID17060203SL057 02L  Unnamed Lakes- Trib to McKim Creek 3.42 ACRES
17060204 Lembhi
ID17060204SL013 OL Unnamed Lakes -McNutt Creek 7.95 ACRES
ID17060204SL017 01L  Bear Valley Lakes - Bear Valley Creek 42.53 ACRES
ID17060204SL017 02L  Buck Lakes 11.98  ACRES
ID17060204SL018 02 Wright Creek - source to mouth 4.18 MILES
ID17060204SL018 02L  Wright Creek Lakes 9.26 ACRES
ID17060204SL021 02 Hayden Creek - source to West Fork Hayden Creek 6.05 MILES
ID17060204SL022 02 West Fork Hayden Creek - source to mouth 8.4 MILES
ID17060204SL022 02L  Unnamed Lakes - West Fork Hayden Creek and Bray Creek 10.23 ACRES
ID17060204SL022 03 West Fork Hayden Creek - source to mouth 0.62 MILES
ID17060204SL023 02L  Buffalo Skull Lake 4.11 ACRES
ID17060204SL024 02L  Bates Gulch Lake 4.01 ACRES
ID17060204SL026b 02L Mill Creek Lakes 32.57 ACRES
ID17060204SL028 02L  Unnamed Lake - Stroud Creek 3.33 ACRES
ID17060204SL032b 01L Little Timber Creek Lakes 17.31 ACRES
ID17060204SL034 02 Rocky Creek - source to mouth 3.95 MILES
ID17060204SL035 02 Big Timber Creek - source to Rocky Creek 25.07 MILES
ID17060204SL035 03 Big Timber Creek - source to Rocky Creek 2.73 MILES
ID17060204SL037 02L  Deer Creek Lake 6.27 ACRES
ID17060204SL052b 02L Little Eightmile Diversion 10.19 ACRES
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17060205 Upper Middle Fork Salmon
ID17060205SL001 O1L  Iris Lakes 6.27 ACRES
ID17060205SL001 02L  Finger Lakes 7.51 ACRES
ID17060205SL001 03 Cougar and Fall Creeks - 3rd order sections 5.51 MILES
ID17060205SL002 03 Marble and Little Cottonwood Creeks - 3rd order 4.16 MILES
ID17060205SL002 04 Marble Creek - 4th order (Little Cottonwood Creek to mouth) 15.88 MILES
ID17060205SL003 02 Trail Creek - 1st and 2nd order 28.3 MILES
ID17060205SL003 03 Trail and Poee Creeks - 3rd order 6.6 MILES
ID17060205SL004 02 Big Cottonwood Creek - entire drainage 9.07 MILES
ID17060205SL005 02 Dynamite Creek - 1st and 2nd order 19.42 MILES
ID17060205SL005 03 Dynamite Creek - 3rd order 2.26 MILES
ID17060205SL006 02 Indian Creek - 1st and 2nd order 91.67 MILES
ID17060205SL006 02L  Cultens Creek - unnamed headwater lake 7.1 ACRES
ID17060205SL006 03 Indian Creek - 3rd order (Big Chief Creek to mouth) 14.42 MILES
ID17060205SL007 03 Pistol, Forty-five, and Little Pistol Creeks - 3rd order 21.36 MILES
ID17060205SL007 04 Pistol Creek - 4th order (Forty-five Creek to mouth) 4.87 MILES
ID17060205SL008 03 Elkhorn Creek - 3rd order (NF Elkhorn Creek to mouth) 1.48 MILES
ID17060205SL009 03 Sulphur and Honeymoon Creeks - 3rd order 1.82 MILES
ID17060205SL013 04a  Elk Creek - Wilderness Area 3.92 MILES
ID17060205SL016 02L  Upper Lost Lakes 4.49 ACRES
ID17060205SL025 02L  Knapp Lakes 16.56  ACRES
ID17060205SL028 01L  Mabie Lakes 12.8  ACRES
ID17060205SL032 02L  Ruffneck Lakes 19.87  ACRES
ID17060205SL033 01L  Soldier Lakes 5.1 ACRES
ID17060205SL033 02 Soldier Creek - source to mouth 20.28 MILES
ID17060205SL033 02L  Cutthroat Lake 6.77 ACRES
ID17060205SL033 03 Soldier Creek - source to mouth 5.43 MILES
ID17060205SL035 02 Rapid River - Bell Creek to mouth 14.04 MILES
ID17060205SL035 04 Rapid River - Bell Creek to mouth 5.71 MILES
ID17060205SL036 02 Bell Creek - source to mouth 5.06 MILES
ID17060205SL037 04 Rapid River - Lucinda Creek to Bell Creek 2.22 MILES
ID17060205SL039 01L  Josephus Lake 10.89  ACRES
ID17060205SL041 02L  Vanity Lakes 11.73  ACRES
ID17060205SL044 02 Sheep Creek-confluence of North and South Fork Sheep Creek 1.01 MILES
ID17060205SL044 03 Sheep Creek-confluence of North and South Fork Sheep Creek 2.02 MILES
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ID17060205SL045 02 South Fork Sheep Creek - source to mouth 6.56 MILES
ID17060205SL046 02 North Fork Sheep Creek - source to mouth 4.37 MILES
ID17060205SL047 02 Little Loon Creek - source to mouth 53.56 MILES
ID17060205SL047 03 Little Loon Creek - source to mouth 7.03 MILES
ID17060205SL.048 05 Loon Creek - Cabin Creek to mouth 11.2 MILES
ID17060205SL049 02 Loon Creek - Warm Springs Creek to Cabin Creek 18.1 MILES
ID17060205SL049 05 Loon Creek - Warm Springs Creek to Cabin Creek 3.42 MILES
ID17060205SL050 02 Loon Creek - Cottonwood Creek to Warm Springs Creek 4.51 MILES
ID17060205SL050 04 Loon Creek - Cottonwood Creek to Warm Springs Creek 2.6 MILES
ID17060205SL051 02 Loon Creek - Shell Creek to Cottonwood Creek 1.07 MILES
ID17060205SL051 04 Loon Creek - Shell Creek to Cottonwood Creek 1.68 MILES
ID17060205SL052 02 Shell Creek - source to mouth 4.43 MILES
ID17060205SL058 02 Trail Creek - source to mouth 15.27 MILES
ID17060205SL059 02 Loon Creek - source to Pioneer Creek 18.41 MILES
ID17060205SL059 02L  Horseshoe Lake (Loon Creek) 22.43 ACRES
ID17060205SL059 03 Loon Creek - source to Pioneer Creek 2.63 MILES
ID17060205SL060 02L  Unnamed Lakes - Tango Creek 5.56 ACRES
ID17060205SL060 03 Pioneer Creek - source to mouth 2.32 MILES
ID17060205SL063 02L  Mystery Lakes 26.04 ACRES
ID17060205SL064 02 East Fork Mayfield Creek - source to mouth 31.51 MILES
ID17060205SL064 03 East Fork Mayfield Creek - source to mouth 8.66 MILES
ID17060205SL065 02 Cottonwood Creek - source to mouth 18.42 MILES
ID17060205SL065 03 Cottonwood Creek - source to mouth 1.83 MILES
ID17060205SL066 02 South Fork Cottonwood Creek - source to mouth 7.3 MILES
ID17060205SL067 04 Warm Springs Creek - Trapper Creek to mouth 11.03 MILES
ID17060205SL068 02 Trapper Creek - source to mouth 28.42 MILES
ID17060205SL068 03 Trapper Creek - source to mouth 1.5 MILES
ID17060205SL069 03 Warm Springs Creek - source to Trapper Creek 3.2 MILES
ID17060205SL070 02 Cabin Creek - source to mouth 18.02 MILES
17060206 Lower Middle Fork Salmon
ID17060206SL001 03 Norton and Stoddard Creeks - 3rd order 6.81 MILES
ID17060206SL002 02 Papoose Creek - 1st and 2nd order 28.94 MILES
ID17060206SL002 03 Papoose Creek - 3rd order 2.99 MILES
ID17060206SL003 02L  Jacobs Ladder and Belvidere Creeks - unnamed headwater lakes 10.32 ACRES
ID17060206SL004 02 Cabin Creek - 1st and 2nd order 26.56 MILES
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ID17060206SL.004
ID17060206SL005
ID17060206SL005
ID17060206SL006
ID17060206SL006
ID17060206SL007
ID17060206SL007
ID17060206SL008
ID17060206SL008
ID17060206SL.011
ID17060206SL012
ID17060206SL012
ID17060206SL013
ID17060206SL013
ID17060206SL013
ID17060206SL014
ID17060206SL014
ID17060206SL015
ID17060206SL015
ID17060206SL016
ID17060206SL017
ID17060206SL019
ID17060206SL019
ID17060206SL020
ID17060206SL.021
ID17060206SL021
ID17060206SL024
ID17060206SL024
ID17060206SL024
ID17060206SL029
ID17060206SL029
ID17060206SL030
ID17060206SL034
ID17060206SL037
ID17060206SL037
ID17060206SL038

03
02
03
02
03
02
03
02
03
02
03L
04
02
02L
03
02
03
02
03
02
02
02
03
02
02
02L
01L
02
02L
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Cabin Creek - 3rd order (Cow Creek to mouth)

Cave Creek - 1st and 2nd order

Cave Creek - 3rd order (West Fork Cave Creek to mouth)
Crooked Creek - 1st and 2nd order

Crooked Creek - 3rd order (West Fork Crooked Creek to mouth)
Big Ramey Creek - 1st and 2nd order

Big Ramey Creek - 3rd order (West Fork to mouth)
Beaver Creek - 1st and 2nd order

Beaver Creek - 3rd order (West Fork to Big Creek)
Little Marble Creek - entire watershed

Roosevelt Lake

Monumental Creek - 4th order (West Fork to mouth)
Snowslide Creek - 1st and 2nd order

Beehive Creek - unnamed headwater lake

Snowslide Creek - 3rd order (Beehive Creek to mouth)
West Fork Monumental Creek - 1st and 2nd order
West Fork Monumental Creek - 3rd order

Rush Creek - 1st and 2nd order except Two Point Creek
Rush and Corner Creeks - 3rd order

Two Point Creek - entire drainage

Soldier Creek - entire drainage

Sheep Creek - 1st and 2nd order

Sheep Creek - 3rd order

Camas Creek - Yellowjacket Creek to mouth

Camas Creek - Forge Creek to Yellowjacket Creek
Woodtick Lake

West Fork Lakes

West Fork Camas Creek - source to mouth

Liberty Lakes

South Fork Camas Creek - source to mouth

South Fork Camas Creek - source to mouth

Camas Creek - source to South Fork Camas Creek
Arrastra Creek Lakes

Yellowjacket Creek - Jenny Creek to mouth
Yellowjacket Creek - Jenny Creek to mouth

Lake Creek
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1.28
14.99
29
31.24
6.89
33.97
3.37
35.53
8.26
8198
7.01
14.88
19.68
7.68
3.02
20.28
6.49
81.26
3.02
4.91
19.75
25.03
7.98
16.58
25.13
4.56
14.33
44.52
6.44
21.62
2.18
3.77
6.84
6.57
4.32
5.44

MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
ACRES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
MILES
MILES
ACRES
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ID17060206SL045 02 Jenny Creek - source to mouth 2.01 MILES
ID17060206SL046 01L  Paragon Lakes 12.5 ACRES
ID17060206SL046 02 Wilson Creek - source to mouth 29.66 MILES
ID17060206SL046 02L  Sky High Lakes 28.99 ACRES
ID17060206SL046 03 Wilson Creek - source to mouth 11.23 MILES
ID17060206SL046 OL Wilson Creek Lakes 22.04 ACRES
ID17060206SL047 02 Waterfall Creek - source to mouth 22.86 MILES
ID17060206SL047 02L  Terrace Lakes 7.95 ACRES
ID17060206SL047 03 Waterfall Creek - source to mouth 1.3 MILES
ID17060206SL048 01L  Airplane, Shoban and Sheepeater Lakes 23.72 ACRES
ID17060206SL048 02 Ship Island Creek - source to mouth 8.82 MILES
ID17060206SL048 02L  Ship Island Lake 85.63  ACRES
ID17060206SL049 02 Roaring Creek - source to mouth 8.75 MILES
ID17060206SL049 02L  Roaring Creek Lakes 11.22 ACRES
ID17060206SL049 03 Roaring Creek - source to mouth 4.35 MILES
ID17060206SL050 02 Goat Creek - source to mouth 9.22 MILES
17060207 Middle Salmon-Chamberlain
ID17060207SL009 02 Fivemile Creek - source to mouth 27.62 MILES
ID17060207SL011 02 Lembhi Creek - source to mouth 16.05 MILES
ID17060207SL012 02 Fall Creek - source to mouth 2.61 MILES
ID17060207SL013 02 Trout Creek - source to mouth 13.03 MILES
ID17060207SL014 02 Richardson Creek - source to mouth 14.51 MILES
ID17060207SL014 03 Richardson Creek - source to mouth 3.93 MILES
ID17060207SL015 02 Dillinger Creek - source to mouth 14.69 MILES
ID17060207SL016 02 Hot Springs Creek - source to mouth 9.62 MILES
ID17060207SL017 02 Big Bear Creek - source to mouth 12.54 MILES
ID17060207SL018 02 Salmon River - Horse Creek to Chamberlain Creek 43.64 MILES
ID17060207SL018 07 Salmon River - Horse Creek to Chamberlain Creek 11.89 MILES
ID17060207SL019 02 Chamberlain Creek - McCalla Creek to mouth 4.28 MILES
ID17060207SL019 05 Chamberlain Creek - McCalla Creek to mouth 4.18 MILES
ID17060207SL020 02 Chamberlain Creek - Game Creek to McCalla Creek 35.24 MILES
ID17060207SL020 04 Chamberlain Creek - Game Creek to McCalla Creek 11.95 MILES
ID17060207SL021 02 Queen Creek - source to mouth 8.93 MILES
ID17060207SL022 02 Game Creek - source to mouth 11.06 MILES
ID17060207SL023 02 West Fork Game Creek - source to mouth 11.84 MILES
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ID17060207SL024 03 Chamberlain Creek - confluence of Rim and South Fork Chamber 5.55 MILES
ID17060207SL025 02 Flossie Creek - source to mouth 7.75 MILES
ID17060207SL026 02 Rim Creek - source to mouth 5.25 MILES
ID17060207SL027 02 South Fork Chamberlain Creek - source to mouth 5.75 MILES
ID17060207SL028 02 Moose Creek - source to mouth 12.68 MILES
ID17060207SL028 03 Moose Creek - source to mouth 1.87 MILES
ID17060207SL029 02 Lodgepole Creek - source to mouth 19.39 MILES
ID17060207SL029 03 Lodgepole Creek - source to mouth 3.56 MILES
ID17060207SL030 02 McCalla Creek - source to mouth 35.91 MILES
ID17060207SL030 03 McCalla Creek - source to mouth 8.78 MILES
ID17060207SL030 04 McCalla Creek - source to mouth 2.79 MILES
ID17060207SL032 02 Disappointment Creek - source to mouth 11.47 MILES
ID17060207SL032 03 Disappointment Creek - source to mouth 4.18 MILES
ID17060207SL033 02 Starvation Creek - source to mouth 7.25 MILES
ID17060207SL034 02 Hungry Creek - source to mouth 3.83 MILES
ID17060207SL035 02 Cottonwood Creek - source to mouth 441 MILES
ID17060207SL035 03 Cottonwood Creek - source to mouth 11.91 MILES
ID17060207SL036 02 Peak Creek - source to mouth 9.17 MILES
ID17060207SL041 02 Horse Creek - Little Horse Creek to mouth 19.96 MILES
ID17060207SL041 04 Horse Creek - Little Horse Creek to mouth 9.3 MILES
ID17060207SL045 03 East Fork Reynolds Creek - source to mouth 1.48 MILES
ID17060207SL046 02 Reynolds Creek - source to mouth 4.49 MILES
ID17060207SL047 02 West Horse Creek - source to mouth 19.1 MILES
ID17060207SL048 02 Little Squaw Creek - source to mouth 6.89 MILES
ID17060207SL049 02 Harrington Creek - source to mouth 16.88 MILES
ID17060207SL049 03 Harrington Creek - source to mouth 2.21 MILES
ID17060207SL050 02 Sabe Creek - Hamilton Cree