Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Subwatershed Snapshot

75.3.14 Lower Mainstem Potlatch River Subwatershed

The Lower Mainstem Potlatch River
subwatershed is a southwest-facing
watershed. The lower mainstem
includes several small tributaries
from the confluence of Big Bear
Creek to the mouth of the Potlatch
River. The river is bordered by State
Highway 3 and an old railroad grade.
The towns of Kendrick and Juliaetta
occur along this reach.

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

According to IDEQ (2004), the Lower Mainstem Potlatch River is listed for bacteria, dissolved
oxygen, nutrients, ammonia, oil and grease, organics, pesticides, sediment and temperature in

Section 5 of the 2002 Integrated Report (IDEQ 2005).

Salmonid spawning is a designated

beneficial use; fall chinook salmon is the only salmonid species identified as possibly spawning
in this reach. Water quality standards for sediment are exceeded, as are temperature standards for

summer cold water aquatic life and fall salmonid spawning.

Based on the QHA, the Lower Mainstem Potlatch River is listed as the 11™ highest priority out
of 23 streams for restoration by IDFG (Bowersox et al. 2005. In streams prioritized in terms of
protection, the Lower Potlatch River Mainstem is ranked low, 20" out of 23 streams.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (June 2006 DRAFT)
Table 7.14 Lower Mainstem Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Lower Mainstem Potlatch River

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

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

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

recruitment, reduce streambank erosion, |- Other

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

Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize

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

> |nvestigate extent of meadows and wetlands
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Table 7.14 Lower Mainstem Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

Conservation Objective: Restoration in Lower Mainstem Potlatch River
Prioritized Land Type Priority Restoration Practices
Restoration Cate o?‘/ies Restoration Strategies General Category/Specific Practices Primary Limiting Factors
Strategies g (when applicable)
Restore upland ecosystem functions to  |” ﬁ_grlcuItLlJ(rz;:\;z;ngeland/Pastureland BMPs - Elgh flashy sttr)eamfl;lows
e e . . - < - <
. minimize peak storm discharge and Ivestoc N OW summer base Tiows
Agricultural I - Roadway BMPs - Stream/habitat complexity
L maintain adequate summer stream . .
Uplands . : . - Sedimentation
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Restore riparian/floodplain areas to
increase shading, increase woody debris
Not recruitment, reduce streambank erosion,
. Forest . . . .
Applicable increase instream habitat complexity,
and maintain adequate stream
discharge.
Not Restore meadow/wetlands to minimize
. Forest peak storm discharge and maintain
Applicable
adequate summer stream flows.
Restore upland ecosystem functions to
Not minimize peak storm discharge and
. Forest maintain adequate summer stream
Applicable . . .
flows, reduce erosion and sedimentation,
and improve water quality.
Not Eliminate migration barriers to allow for
. Canyon - L
Applicable stream connectivity and out-migration.
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Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (June 2006 DRAFT)
Table 7.14 Lower Mainstem Potlatch River Watershed Implementation Plan Conservation Strategies

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

Chapter 7 ~ Page 69
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7.5.3.2 Protection Strategies

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

- Hydrograph instability

- Erosion and sediment delivery
- High water temperature

- Migration barriers

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

- Implement riparian protection measures
- Minimize erosion

- Maintain shade density

- Maintain stream connectivity

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

- Continue to control noxious and invasive weeds

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

- Maintain forest health

- Maintain proper grazing management plans

- Maintain riparian health

- Minimize road density

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

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

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

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

8.1.1 Potlatch River Watershed Scale Monitoring

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

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

8.1.2 Individual Subwatershed Scale Monitoring

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

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

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

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

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

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

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

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

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

! Precipitation summaries accessed at USDA NRCS website: ftp://ftp.wcc.nres.usda.gov/support/climate/wetlands/id/16057.txt
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Table B-1.Precipitation Summary for Moscow, Idaho (recorded in inches) continued

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

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

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

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

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual
1991 2.10 1.43 3.03 2.39 4.32 2.68 0.60 0.18 0.16 0.75 491 1.91 24.46
1992 2.66 2.94 0.40 3.04 0.58 1.39 1.73 2.43 2.07 0.99 3.92 1.48 23.63
1993 1.59 0.85 2.98 5.17 2.46 1.84 2.69 0.73 0.06 1.59 1.31 2.40 23.67
1994 242 1.31 1.22 2.58 2.16 1.68 0.10 0.07 0.64 451 4.25 3.18 24.12
1995 3.77 2.64 3.91 2.26 1.37 3.56 1.16 1.74 1.41 3.23 5.56 4.26 34.87
1996 4,75 6.09 1.83 5.70 3.97 0.69 0.41 0.09 1.29 3.40 4,08 6.92 39.22
1997 437 2.30 3.55 5.12 1.78 0.93 2.55 0.63 1.21 4,02 3.44 2.65 32.55
1998 3.51 2.22 1.80 2.12 5.20 2.34 2.05 0.61 2.84 1.40 5.96 6.00 36.05
1999 341 4,98 2.04 0.74 1.75 2.27 0.23 1.49 0.07 211 3.56 4.49 27.14
2000 2.21 3.34 3.15 2.06 3.00 1.40 0.16 0.02 2.61 1.52 2.01 1.64 23.12
2001 1.39 1.11 2.19 3.58 1.36 1.86 0.93 0.07 0.49 3.84 3.37 2.85 23.04
Average Annual Precipitation for a Recorded Period 1900 through 2001 23.43
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Table B-2.Precipitation Summary for Elk River, Idaho® (recorded in inches)

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

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

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

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

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

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

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

Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual
1979 0.97 1.12 0.69 217 1.56 0.70 0.21 0.57 0.18 1.57 1.44 0.97 12.15
1980 1.72 1.57 1.23 0.76 1.87 1.31 0.89 0.47 0.97 0.68 1.00 0.88 13.35
1981 0.89 1.22 1.93 0.92 1.11 1.94 0.92 0.01 1.01 1.41 1.54 1.31 14.21
1982 1.57 0.75 1.29 1.14 0.65 0.46 1.74 0.47 0.97 1.98 0.39 1.03 12.44
1983 0.95 1.46 1.48 1.12 1.15 1.70 0.96 0.93 0.74 0.87 1.00 1.15 13.51
1984 0.71 0.46 1.66 1.15 1.68 1.58 0.27 0.93 0.21 0.91 0.89 0.70 11.15
1985 0.27 0.67 0.67 0.93 1.29 0.92 0.57 0.91 1.82 0.60 0.62 0.36 9.63
1986 1.13 2.02 0.63 0.37 1.39 0.41 0.56 0.84 0.94 0.30 1.44 0.53 10.56
1987 0.56 0.44 0.91 0.83 0.84 1.44 2.60 0.34 0.01 0.00 0.31 0.81 9.09
1988 0.98 0.17 1.04 1.12 0.91 1.69 0.88 0.08 0.82 0.17 2.04 0.53 10.43
1989 1.61 0.33 1.69 0.65 2.57 1.61 0.07 2.96 0.64 0.63 0.67 0.30 13.73
1990 0.84 0.26 1.05 2.08 2.39 0.71 0.35 0.71 0.04 1.18 1.05 0.93 11.59
1991 0.14 0.32 1.11 0.79 3.74 1.86 0.53 0.03 0.24 0.15 2.00 0.40 11.31
1992 0.71 0.74 0.42 1.76 0.49 0.75 1.34 1.37 0.84 0.67 1.25 0.39 10.73
1993 0.99 0.70 1.17 2.78 1.97 1.63 1.19 0.62 0.07 0.67 0.64 0.80 13.23
1994 0.89 0.74 0.28 1.50 1.21 1.05 0.54 0.08 0.37 1.10 0.88 1.05 9.69
1995 1.39 0.59 1.85 1.55 0.93 2.60 0.14 1.31 1.21 2.40 1.64 1.37 16.98
1996 1.62 2.00 1.16 2.59 2.75 0.67 0.11 0.07 0.47 1.12 2.27 2.62 17.45
1997 243 0.71 1.69 2.52 0.81 0.93 1.03 0.47 0.98 1.77 1.12 0.60 15.06
1998 1.77 0.33 0.87 1.29 3.78 0.77 242 0.17 1.90 0.62 2.67 1.00 17.59
1999 0.58 1.30 1.02 0.71 1.31 1.50 0.20 1.06 0.00 1.23 1.62 1.14 11.67
2000 0.89 2.22 0.95 0.99 1.46 1.27 0.03 0.12 2.48 1.18 0.71 0.72 13.02
2001 0.98 0.66 0.85 1.65 0.60 1.12 0.59 0.14 0.19 1.86 1.23 0.64 10.51

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

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

APPENDIX C

Potlatch River Watershed Stage Recordings (United States Geological Survey)















Potlatch River Watershed Management Plan (October 2007)

POTLATCH RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN

APPENDIX F

Restoration Strategy Prioritization



Big Bear Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

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

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

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

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

NA - Not applicable.

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




Little Bear Restoration Strategy Prioritization

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

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

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

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

NA - Not applicable.

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




Boulder Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

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

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

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

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

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



Cedar Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

Steelhead Production Response

Landowner/Operator Potential Interes!

Potential to Utilize Existing

Potential to Obtain Additional

Probability of Future Land Uses

Supporting Completed Restoration

Restoration Strategy Ranking

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

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

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

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

NA - Not applicable.

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




Corral Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

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

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

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

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

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




East Fork Potlatch River Restoration Strategy Prioritization

Steelhead Production Response

Landowner/Operator Potential Interes!

Potential to Utilize Existing

Potential to Obtain Additional

Probability of Future Land Uses
Supporting Completed Restoration

Restoration Strategy Ranking

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

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

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

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

NA - Not applicable.

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




Little Potlatch Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

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

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

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

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

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




Middle Potlatch Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

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

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

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

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

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




Moose Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

Steelhead Production Response

Landowner/Operator Potential Interes!

Potential to Utilize Existing

Potential to Obtain Additional

Probability of Future Land Uses

Supporting Completed Restoration

Restoration Strategy Ranking

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

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

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

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

NA - Not applicable.

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




Pine Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

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

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

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

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

NA - Not applicable.

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




Ruby Creek Restoration Strategy Prioritization

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

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

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

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

NA - Not applicable.

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




West Fork Potlatch River Restoration Strategy Prioritization

Steelhead Production Response

Landowner/Operator Potential Interes!

Potential to Utilize Existing

Potential to Obtain Additional

Probability of Future Land Uses
Supporting Completed Restoration

Restoration Strategy Ranking

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

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

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

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

NA - Not applicable.

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




Upper Mainstem Potlatch River Restoration Strategy Prioritization

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

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

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

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

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



Lower Mainstem Potlatch River Restoration Strategy Prioritization

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

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

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

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

NA - Not applicable.

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






