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INTRODUCTION

The Blackfoot Watershed encompasses 2,320 square mileslogitally rich
and diverse lands in western Montana. The BlackfoetrRsystem provides important
habitat for a number of fish species, includimgperiled native fish, critical riparian
habitats for wildlife and high quality public recreationgbortunities.

Through the cooperation of public agencies, conservajionips and private
individuals, the Blackfoot Watershed has become a ragieader in field of fisheries
restoration. Since the fisheries restoration ittiteabegan in 1990, projects have become
more inclusive of native fish, water quality, instrealows, landscape protection and
many other watershed-level concerns. As a resultnéleel for a more clearly defined
comprehensive watershed-wide restoration strategy hasasemt. This need originates
from 1) an expanded number (and scope) of watershed intggoagds, 2) a cadre of
recent federal, state and regional fisheries managedirectives, 3) the development of
total maximum daily load (TMDL) plans, and 4) the iniba of a watershed-level long-
term drought planning process. While undertaking these vapmgrams, it became
increasingly apparent that consolidating stream regaoratative fish recovery and other
supporting activities was necessary. Our rationale foergging this report was that by
integrating all fisheries-related restoration progrante & single guiding strategy, the
Blackfoot Cooperators could better meet a common stiterservation goals.

The purpose of this planning document is develop a cohest@agon strategy
that directs stakeholder involvement to common pricritie/olving the needs of native
and recreational fisheries, improvements to water quatitl instream flow. To this end,
the plan provides a comprehensive, native fisheries-basedity-driven template for
restoration projects and expands upon the gains of theingxi8lackfoot River
Restoration Program. Specific objectives of this rtepia to:

1. Provide a planning strategy to guide restoration activitiethefBlackfoot

Challenge, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, US Fistl Wildlife Service,
Big Blackfoot Chapter of Trout Unlimited and other reatmm partners.

2. Integrate the TMDL program, and the Blackfoot River watmservation and
in-stream flow plans into the framework of a restomatistrategy with
emphasis on the recovery and conservation of nasies.

3. Expand on an existing fisheries-based stream restoraia@nitipation ranking
system (FWP 2002).

4. Re-prioritize and describe all FWP currently inventoriedans based on the
expanded ranking system.

5. Outline monitoring strategies and protocols to promotesistent and
adequate monitoring for planning and assessing restorationecproj
effectiveness.

Within a context of fisheries conservation, this repaltirasses three primary
categories of restoration: 1) FWP identified streamtoration issues; 2) stream
dewatering; and 3) restoration opportunities identifieduph the Montana Department
of Environmental Quality TMDL program. Strategies deschi&esin will in turn be used
to help direct restoration efforts, secure implemiona funding and coordinate
stakeholder involvement.



STUDY AREA

The Blackfoot River, located in west central Montabagins at the junction of
Beartrap and Anaconda Creeks, and flows west 132 miles ifteoheadwaters near the
Continental Divide to its confluence with the Clark EdRiver in Bonner, Montana
(Figure 5). Mean annual discharge is 1,596 cubic-feet-per-s¢ctsid

The Blackfoot River is one of twelve renowned “bluebon” trout rivers in
Montana with a 1972 appropriated “Murphy” in-stream flow waiggdnt of 700 cfs at the
USGS Bonner gauging station. Montana Fish, Wildlifd &arks manages fisheries of
the Blackfoot River and tributaries for a diversity dcflfsustaining “wild trout”
populations.

This river system drains a 2,320 square mile watershed thro®R08-mile
stream network, of which 1,900 miles are perennial streapabtzof supporting fishes.
The physical geography of the watershed ranges from lheyht®n glaciated alpine
meadows, timbered forests at the mid-elevations, to @rpothole topography on the
valley floor. Glacial landforms, moraine and outivaglacial lake sediments and erratic
boulders cover the floor of the entire Blackfoot Riwalley and exert a controlling
influence on the habitat features of the BlackfooteRiand the lower reaches of most

Figure 1. Landownership map for the Blackfoot River Watershed.




tributaries. The Blackfoot River is a free flowinger to its confluence with the Clark
Fork River where Milltown dam, a run-of-the-river hydmeatic facility, has blocked
upstream fish passage since 1907.

Current land ownership in the Blackfoot watershed is 42%oNalt Forest, 25%
private ownership, 19% Plum Creek Timber Company, 7% StalMootana, and 6%
Bureau of Land Management. In general, public lands and temges of Plum Creek
Timber Company properties comprise large forested traatsoimtainous areas of the
watershed, while private lands occupy the foothills ancetovalley areas. Traditional
land-use in the basin includes mining, timber harvest, agrieuland recreation
activities, all of which have contributed to habitat degteon or fish population declines.
Of 108-inventoried water bodies, over 90 have been variousdyed, degraded or
otherwise identified as fisheries-impaired since inveasobegan in 1989. Restoration
has been directed to 43 of these streams. The nyagdritabitat degradation occurs on
the valley floor and foothills of the Blackfoot wateesh and largely on private
agricultural ranchlands. However, problems also extenthdustrial forests, mining
districts, and state and federal public lands.

RESTORATION CONCEPTS

The Blackfoot River watershed possesses a varietyldftraut, as well as cool-
and warm-water fishes. Within the watershed, theidigion of fishes is longitudinal - a
pattern in which species richness increases in the doanstdirection and with
increasing stream size. In contrast to this generalildison, imperiled native fish
(fluvial bull trout and fluvial westslope cutthroat ttpuoccupy large areas of the
watershed. These fish spawn often in discrete arehegean in small streams high in the
watershed before moving down to the larger, more produdtigarss where they grow
to maturity. These broad areas of native fish uselayvat the low elevations with over
20 other species, including important non-native sport fish sschainbow trout and
brown trout.

With few exceptions, the life histories of wild trouttbe Blackfoot River involve
tributaries. Based on these inter-relationships, conityn richness and population
densities of fishes in the mainstem Blackfoot River clossflect the number and quality
of nearby tributaries. Biotic relationships betweea Biackfoot River and tributary
system also vary by river reach. Some reaches of Hek#Bot River support naturally
(and seasonally) harsh environments, while others support (if any) functional
tributaries. The subtle adaptations native fish pos$estuding whirling disease
resistance) conform to the (spatial and temporal) enviemtah variability (and natural
extremes) of the Blackfoot River/tributary system.wewer, the extensive use of the
watershed and specialized adaptations also make imperilee fiah of the Blackfoot
River highly vulnerable to adverse (human-related) dltera to aquatic (e.g. tributary)
ecosystems.

Since hatchery stocking of rainbow trout ceased in 197%t&ha Fish, Wildlife
and Parks (FWP) has managed stream-dwelling salmonidie @&lackfoot River under
the wild trout philosophy — a management philosophy that relies upon natural
reproduction of wild fish. Attaininguality habitat and stream connectivity provide the
basis of this management philosophy. Quality stream dtaisitdefined as a stream



possessing water of sufficient quantity and quality whaerearrangement of physical
channel features provides food, cover (security) and spaae €nvironment that allows
a population to thrive. Stream connectivity provides tlezhanism for fish to move
among streams or stream reaches and to completelithesycle and use a variety of
habitats. When attempting to correct fisheries-impamm@.g. habitat) on streams,
properly identifying and correcting habitat-relatéaniting factors is essential to
successfully restoring stream-dwelling wild trout. Limgifactors are defined as any
factor that inhibits or limits the population below ftdl potential. This concept of
managing for wild trout, focusing on native fish, restg and connecting habitats, and
correcting other human-induced limiting factors forms gemeral foundation of the
Blackfoot River fisheries restoration initiative. Bee methods, where properly
implemented, have consistently led to expanded wild troptlations (including native
fish) in waters of the Blackfoot River.

Restoration planning, at a basic level, involves the loiggghy of fishes, an
understanding of fisheries (e.g. habitat) impairment, aaddle that stakeholders (e.g.
private landowners and the angling public) play in restoraoutcomes. At a secondary
level, the methods and outcomes of restoration mustefludonsider 1) stream potential,
2) the relationships of project scale (i.e. stream-reatfeam and watershed) to the
problem, 3) a recognition of tradeoffs, 4) indirect and/okmkiream benefits of
restoration actions, and 5) uncertainty (i.e. risk)estoration outcomes.

Reducing uncertainty of outcomes, above all, requiras fwommitment of
cooperating parties to success. Generating sufficienegirapformation on which to
base restoration decisions is also essential. Rrojecmation involves recognizing not
only the sources of impairment, but also reasonablessissmts of biological (i.e.
fisheries) outcomes. Obtaining this information usuatlyolves: 1) establishing a
thorough pre-project (habitat and fish populations) basetinenderstanding life-history,
habitat associations and limiting factors related to tamgd, in some cases, non-target
species; 3) identifying clear and attainable restoratiotsgo®l objectives; 4) developing
realistic time-frames necessary for project and spaeeovery; 5) recognizing an ability
to correct up-and downstream limiting factors; and 6) @g@mely post-project monitoring
protocols through recovery phases to ensure the projaett their objectives. A
willingness to modify restoration methods based on tadng results is also important.

Restoration practices must also conform to the “trussponsibilities of several
local, state, and federal natural resource and pergidtiencies. Considerations of off-
site concerns may be germane to restoration outconm@snag involve downstream
beneficial uses including improved water quality and quanéitg/or recruitment of
recreational species to the Blackfoot River. Lessligtable outcomes may result from
the influences of exotic fishes, diseases and perhiapste change on some projects.

As final outcomes, restoration projects must be cadistith ecologically sound
and sustainable practices, contribute to conservafidnigh quality aquatic habitat and
protect native aquatic species. As outlined below, sevestdration-related plans can
help guide restoration practices and the recovery and m@ise of native fishes. The
intent of these plans has been integrated into tineefrerk of this strategy.

* Restoration plan for bull trout in the Clark Fork River Basin and
Kootenai River Basin Montana (MBTRT 2000),



* Draft Recovery Plan for the Bull Trout and Proposed Critical Habitat
(USFWS 2002).

* A Hierarchical Srategy for Prioritizng the Restoration of 83 Impaired
Tributaries of the Big Blackfoot River (Pierce et al 2002b).

* Westdope Cutthroat Trout Satus Review (Shepard et al. 2003).

* Region 2 Native Salmonid Management Guidelines, Montana Fish,
Wildlife and Parks, Missoula

Several additional research projects and FWP restareiated studies
completed in the Blackfoot River watershed (Appendixmd dterature-cited sections)
also provide relevant information.

FISHES OF THE BLACKFOOT WATERSHED

There are currently 12 native fish species and 13 knowmative fish species in
the Blackfoot Watershed, as well as several hybrich@ailds. Native species of the
Blackfoot Watershed are bull trouSa{velinus confluentus), westslope cutthroat trout
(Oncorhynchus clarki lewis), mountain whitefish Frosopium williamsoni), pigmy
whitefish . coulteri), longnose suckerCatostomus catostomus), largescale suckeC(
macrocheilus), northern pikeminnow Rtychocheillus oregonensis), peamouth
(Mylocheilus caurinus), redside shiner Richardsonius balteatus), longnose dace
(Rhinichthys cataractae) slimy sculpin Cottus cognatus) and mottled sculpin@. bairdi).
Non-native species include rainbow troQt (nykiss), kokanee Q. nerka), Yellowstone
cutthroat trout Q. clarki bouvieri), brown trout §almo trutta), brook trout Salvelinus
fontinalis), arctic grayling Thymallus arcticus), white sucker €. commersoni), fathead
minnow (Pimephales pomelas), northern pike Esox lucius), brook stickleback Gulaea
inconstans), pumpkinseedLepomis gibbosus), largemouth bass$viicropterus salmoides)
and yellow perchRerca flavescens).

Compared with other families of fishes, stream-dwellirmenids of the
Blackfoot River receive management emphasis. Empbasglmonids relates to their
“sensitive” status and popular sport fisheries value. fssraly of fishes, salmonids (and
native trout specifically) can also be compared to‘tlamary in the coal mine,” meaning
they are very sensitive to changes in water quality,céslbeincreases in sediment and
water temperature. As indicators of cold and clean wateasures to restore natural
conditions suitable to salmonids also provide benefity/bapatric non-salmonids — those
species that receive less management emphasis butrdfaire similar natural
environments.

Most salmonids in the Blackfoot River (rainbow troltpwn trout, westslope
cutthroat trout, bull trout and mountain whitefish) dathifluvial (or migratory) life-
histories, whereas tributaries support batlgratory and stream-resident populations.
Migratory fish are hatched in tributaries where they bedore migrating to a river where
they grow to maturity before returning to natal tributarie spawn. Migratory fish
require connectivity. Stream resident fish exhibit legsrement and spend their entire
life in small streams. Enhancing and maintaining migyaforms is desirable because
more and variable habitats are needed, thus allowing neheirf a population and
greater resistance and resilience to stochastic vennectivity and migratory forms



also increase the likelihood of and provide a sourceatdrally refounding extirpated
populations. This increases probability of long-term suha¥éhe species.

Recreational (non-native) salmonids of the Blackfoot Watershed

Several introduced fishes (e.g. brown trout, rainbowt tamd brook trout) of the
Blackfoot River environment are managed as sport fishevieige also providing harvest
opportunities.

Brown trout: European brown trout, introduced to North America in the $8B¢lude a
diversity of life-history forms. The mixing of variol&uropean stocks brought the basis
of genetic diversity and potential for rapid naturalmatbf self-sustaining populations of
brown trout across the continent. Brown trout dapbecame established and quickly
replaced native trout in large rivers of the We&rown trout now support popular sport
fisheries in many rivers including the Blackfoot Riverin the Blackfoot watershed,
brown trout tend to dominate medium-sized, low-elevatiobutaries that provide
undercut banks and abundant cover. Brown trout co-existather salmonids in the
larger river reaches where sufficient habitat complegityates a diversity of niches.
Brown trout inhabit ~15% of the perennial stream syster avitlistribution that extends
from the Landers Fork down the length of the Blackf®wer and into the lower
foothills of the tributary system tributariese¢ distribution map on Figure 2). As a
species, brown trout co-evolved with the parasitg«obolus cerebralis. As a result,
brown trout possess a higher level of natural redidg@rwhirling disease than other
salmonids.

Rainbow trout: Rainbow trout, a renowned sportfish, has been introdutedold-water
habitats worldwide. In western Montana, rainbow tnwate brought inland from coastal
and other areas of western North America beginning @ l#te 1800s. Since the
implementation of wild trout management, the distidmutof rainbow trout in the
Blackfoot watershed has diminished, with the speciesongelr present in the upper
Blackfoot River. Stream-dwelling rainbow trout curreniihabit the lower mainstem
Blackfoot River and reproduce in the lower portionshef targer tributaries. Rainbow
trout occupy ~10-15% of the perennial streams at the lolggaton of the Blackfoot
watershed see distribution map on Figure 2). They dominate the lowarmreaches but
also are established in some lakes, reservoirs and ppesids. Rainbow trout are
highly susceptible to whirling disease, which is expandindpivithe range of stream-
dwelling rainbow trout in the Blackfoot Watershed. Thasadation of whirling disease
corresponds with a trend of declining densities for wildbaw trout in the mainstem
Blackfoot River.

Brook trout: Brook trout, like all charr in the gen@lvelinus (including bull trouy, are
known for their adaptation to cold water. However, unbkier charr, brook trout are
also tolerant of warmer waters. Unlike bull troutpdik trout are also more tolerant of
higher sediment levels and are thus better able to depeoin streams of impaired
condition. Brook trout can maintain populations in isola while bull trout generally
require stream connectivity. Brook trout were broughhe&inland American West from
northeastern
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Figure 2. Distribution map of five salmonid species in the BlacitfRiver basin.
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North America for sportfishing and subsistence between 18@01850. Brook
trout have vastly increased their distribution and abooelaand now pose a threat to
native westslope cutthroat trout and bull trout andeheeplaced populations of both
species in certain waters. Resident brook trout adelwdistributed in tributaries of the
Blackfoot Watershed, but are rare in the mainstem BlatkRiver below the Landers
Fork tributaries gee distribution map on Figure 2). Brook trout are considergderable
to whirling disease.

NATIVE TROUT CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY

Bull trout recovery areas — core areas and proposed criticddabitat
Bull trout is a Montanaspecies of special concern and threatened under the

Endangered Species Act (ESA). The recovery of bulltti® a fisheries priority under
both State FWP and Federal USFWS programs in the Blackt/atershed. Bull trout
inhabit ~125 miles of the Blackfoot River main stem. Budut are especially vulnerable
to increased water temperatures and sediment loadsgean flow regimes, blocked
migration routes and non-native trout like brook trotensities of bull trout are very
low in the upper Blackfoot River, but increase downstred the North Fork at river
mile (rm) 54. Outside of the Clearwater River draindmél trout occupy ~25% of the
drainage or ~355 miles of streased distribution map on Figure 2). Most bull trout

Core Area Watersheds % rout Habitat

Figure 3. Bull trout core area watersheds (excluding the ClemmRiver drainage) and
proposed critical bull trout habitat.
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spawning streams (Gold Creek, Dunham Creek, Monture Cre@peC&reek, and the
North Fork of the Blackfoot River) support fluvial fishithough some streams (Poorman,
Cottonwood and Belmont Creeks) seem to support predominasilyent bull trout.
Adult migratory bull trout distribution is generally ti¢al the larger, colder streams north
of the Blackfoot River and larger, more productive rivesictees. Fluvial bull trout
reproduce in only a few discrete groundwater-fed spawning aitdsseek cold-water
refugia during periods when the river is warm (¥6B). Juvenile bull trout also seek
small, non-spawning tributaries presumably for cold-watkigia, foraging and predator
avoidance, some of which are located in the Garnet kms)

Bull trout recovery focuses on primarilsore area watersheds angroposed
critical habitat (Figure 3) (MBTRT 2000, USFWS 2002). To assist with bull ttrou
recovery in the Blackfoot Watershed, the Montana Butlut Recovery Plan (MBTRT
2000) established the following recovery goals: 1) maintdirresgroducing migratory
fish in the Blackfoot River with access to tributatyeams and spawning in atire area
watersheds; 2) maintain the population genetic structuoaighout the watershed; 3)
maintain and increase the connectivity between the RlatiRiver and its tributaries; 4)
establish a baseline of redd counts in all drainages tlesepily support spawning
migratory bull trout; and 5) maintain a count of a IeE3® redds or 2,000 individuals in
the Blackfoot drainage with an increasing trend there@t&TRT 2000). In 2002, the
USFWS designateproposed critical habitat and developed a draft recovery plan. The
proposed critical habitat designation included the mainstéaok®ot River and all
mainstem tributaries of all core area watersheds.e diaft recovery plan outlined
measures needed to help remove bull trout from the IE§Aimilar to the Montana Bull
Trout Recovery Team (USFWS 2002).

In addition to State and Federal recovery plans, aévesearch and restoration-
related reports further contribute to bull trout recgvelanning in the Blackfoot River
Watershed (Appendix Exhibit A). These plans generallyiraitll) the relationships of
bull trout toclean, cold, connected andcomplex habitats; 2) life-history relationships with
spawning and non-spawning tributaries and river reaches; agxb®)gical risks related
to adverse land use practices, as well as interaatibngn-native fishes. For restoration
activities in bull trout habitat (e.g. core area watedsl), recovery plans should be
considered on a stream specific basis, in conjunctitmpertinent recovery plans, and in
consultation with State biologists during initial projpinning phases.

Bull trout recovery - recreational conflict areas

Based on recreational-related risks to bull trout vecpy FWP recently identified
bull trout recovery - recreational conflict areas (Figure 4). Theseonflict areas refer to
biologically critical sites (key spawning, rearing and stggareas, important migration
corridors and areas of thermal refugia), which overlap vecreational developments,
areas of increased angler pressure and where illegaltrbull harvest is a concern.
Concern overonflict areas also relate to: 1) large increases in angling pressubeili
trout recovery areas; 2) the documented inability oftraaglers to identify bull trout; 3)
continued illegal harvest of bull trout; and 4) expandexdtesgional developments in
critical recovery areas. Recent declines in adult toalit densities and population size
compound these concerns. Integrating recreational coafi@as into this plan would
lead to a more programmatic and conservation-based maeaggrhilosophy by
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resource management agencies and other stakeholders chwolbell trout recovery.
Additional special fishing regulations may also be nexrgs® protect native salmonids
in these areas.

~

> Public access sites #

Figure 4. Bull trout recovery/recreational conflict areas for tBEckfoot
Watershec

Westslope cutthroat trout conservation

Westslope cutthroat trout (WSCT), aesies of special concern in Montana, has
declined over much of their historic range within thd Bntury. These declines are
more pronounced in the Missouri River drainage than the u@odnmbia River
drainages (Shepard et al. 2003). Reasons for the declinedentlabitat loss and
degradation, genetic introgression with introduced raindoout and Yellowstone
cutthroat trout, over-harvest, and competition wittraduced brook trout and brown
trout. In the Blackfoot Watershed, WSCT occupy ~93%istorical range, compared
with ~39% of occupied historical range statewide. ThelBtsot River also supports one
of the larger fluvial meta-populations of WSCT (upper dmgaain Montana, but at
population abundance well below habitat capacity (Shepaaid 2003).

The Blackfoot River watershed (outside of the Cleagwd&irainage) supports a
nearly basin-wide distribution of WSCith 86% (85 of 98) ofsurveyed fish-bearing
tributaries containing WSCT (Figure 2). Many additiondutaries on public (USFS)
lands also contain WSCT. Streams lacking WSCT ahereiinpaired headwater streams
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or degraded spring creeks. The densities of WSCT usuallgatecin the downstream
direction. These longitudinal decreases typicallgtecto adverse habitat changes, losses
to irrigation ditches, barriers to movement, naturalatering and the interactions with
non-native fishes.

WSCT stocks include migratory (fluvial) and stream restidesh. Fluvial fish
have a sympatric resident component. Both stream resagheinfluvial WSCT rely on
high quality tributary habitats for spawning, rearing and-aviatering. Stream resident
fish can also maintain populations in isolation, occagyess than one mile of perennial
stream in some cases. Stream connectivity and atwdbsge Blackfoot River is also
necessary for fluvial WSCT to complete their lifecley Fluvial WSCT spend early life
stages in smaller streams and migrate to the rivenature where they grow to much

~/~. Historical distribution

. Genetically Unaltered
Introgressed - 90-99.9% WSCT

=~ |ntrogressed - <90% WSCT
Suspected Altered

S

é \C/ fuspected Unaltered

® 100%
98 -99.9%
90-98

® <90%

Figure 5. Westslope cutthroat trout genetics map with sampiatiens and percent gerc
compositior

larger size than resident fish, before returning tol nabataries to spawn.

WSCT genetic tests in the Blackfoot Watershed shdvigh degree of genetic
“purity” over large areas, particularly in the upper wdtetsupstream of the confluence
of the North Fork (Figure 5). Within this setting, a pm conservation strategy
identified in the upper Blackfoot Watershed involves mampador metapopulation
function and multiple life-history strategies (Shepatdake 2003). This conservation
strategy involves managing both stream resident and fWM&ECT. Managing
metapopulations of fluvial fish not only involves maintagh main stem connectivity of
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the Blackfoot River with spawning areas, but also: 1) reduaim eliminating
controllable sources of anthropogenic mortality; 2) maintaining antorieg existing
spawning and rearing habitats; and 3) managing lakes andepifisgh ponds with
appropriate species. Although stream connectivity allspesvning migrations, season
movements and complex life history strategies to ger¢SCT restoration strategies
must also consider genetic integrity, as well as o#loelogical risks such as invasive
species and diseases when considering restoring comyetdiisolated populations. A
conservative WSCT conservation strategy should alsailemiaintaining an array of
existing isolated populations of genetically “pure” WSCTaaseasure against known
and unknown ecological risks.

Ecological risks to WSCT conservation are generalljngex and should be
considered on a stream or reach specific basis. Froestaration and conservation
perspective, planning should consider life-history expresslmbitat capacity and
availability, genetic composition, risks related to lars@, potential interactions of non-
native species (e.g. brook trout and rainbow trout), a$ agepublic expectations of
recruitment to recreational fisheries. As with btdbut, the range of biological
interactions and concerns for WSCT should be establishednsultation with State
agency fisheries biologist during the initial restoratiplanning process. This
particularly applies where barriers, genetically pwaet populations and potential for
invasive species are involved

Native Species Management Areas

Native species management areas are general FWP design@presenting a
regional (FWP Region 2 administrative area) approaamative fish management in the
Clark Fork watershed. In the Blackfoot sub-basin,dassification contains two major
categories: 1hative species conservation areas; and 2)native species maintenance areas
(Figure 6). Within each category, the following managemenplications are
considered: 1) stocking and transplant policy; 2) fishing edguis; 3) watershed
restoration activities; 4) land acquisitions by other agmnor conservation groups; 5)
stream alterations and fish ponds; and 6) fishing access.

Native species conservation areas: In most cases, these are bull trout critical hébisad
areas close in proximity to the headwaters, including spewvareas for fluvial fish.
Conservation areas include: 1) streams that support rsteaes, 2) a stable detectable
bull trout population, 3) areas that tend to have geadbtipure WSCT populations, or 4)
areas where genetic composition can be improved by reareag. Conservation areas
are critical to the long-term persistence of nativecegse Where native species will be
the management emphasis, suppression or removal afduted species will be
considered to maintain populations in conservation ar€éasidelines and management
strategies include:

1. Stocking of non-native species will not occur. The iotpaof stocking on
amphibians, reptiles and invertebrates if detrimentalatove populations will
be considered.

2. Fishing regulations will be tailored to encourage nativeispeand discourage
introduced species.
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3. These areas would be the highest priority for watersbstdnation activities

4. These areas would be a priority for land acquisitiow g@rotection (e.g.
conservation easements) by federal and state agencies.

5. Stream alteration permitting would strongly encourage tise of native
material and natural stream function.

6. Fish species and strains permitted in private fishpomtsnly include those
that are genetically compatible with the populationsaaree and receiving
waters.

7. The biological consequences of additional fishing access $in native
populations would be heavily considered.

Conservation Areas

- Maintenance Areas

Figure 6. Native Species Management Areas for the BlackfoeeiRiVatershed.

Native species maintenance areas. Maintenance areas of the mainstem support
populations of fluvial WSCT or bull trout, but are predoately composed of non-native
species (salmonids). Maintenance areas also includelation tributaries dominated
by non-natives with only relic populations of nativeut. These are areas where native
species will be the management emphasis, but no adffe will be taken to remove or
discourage introduced species. Guidelines and manageméegissanclude:
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1. Stocking of introduced species may occur if compatibleh vakisting
populations.

2. Fishing regulations will encourage native species. They naitl necessarily
discourage introduced species.

3. These areas are high priority for watershed restorattixities

4. Land acquisition would be encouraged, but not as high aitgrias native
species conservation areas.

5. Non-native will be stocked in ponds if already presenthe wild. Normal
precautions will be taken to keep fish stocked in pripateds from contacting
wild populations.

6. Fishing access would be prioritized based on angling opportumtysacial
need.

GENERAL FISHERIES HEALTH

Fisheries impairments of the Blackfoot River

The mainstem Blackfoot River is one of the most digeand biologically
complex rivers in western Montana. Unfortunately, lasgetions of the river support
low densities of trout due to an array of natural anchdntrelated factors. The natural
complexity and limitations of the mainstem involve geveing of the channel, low
stream flows and drought prone areas, fine sediment adatiom and areas of limited
secondary productivity. Human influences involve metals araimation, dewatering,
barriers to movement (e.g. Milltown dam, irrigatiovelsions and many sub-standard
road crossings), and areas of impaired water quality atehsve alteration of the
tributary system and essential habitat components therEunctional tributaries play
essential roles in the life stages (migration, spawamdyrearing) of all fluvial Blackfoot
River fish. Altered and degraded tributaries generally inmimvements and reduce
spawning and rearing success, which contributes to suppressedatjposuland
inadequate recruitment of multiple species over largesasethe Blackfoot River. The
sum of these natural and human variables produces a digesg of wild trout
communities that vary in species composition and ov@@pulation densities among
river reaches. Because of this variability, we condide mainstem Blackfoot River on a
reach-by-reach basis. Each reach has its own detmén-induced limiting factors that
need to be corrected for populations to substantiallyargor

Reach 1: Headwaters to Lincoln This reach has been evaluated since the 1970’s, both
before and after the collapse of the Mike Horse maiéngs dam. This ecological
disaster sent contaminated mine tailings into the upperstean Blackfoot River. The
acute and chronic effects of this contamination coinaidb the collapse of WSCT in
headwater areas. The tailings were partially contained bgries of wetlands, which
prevented more serious contamination of the lower BtetkRiver. During the 1990s, a
voluntary reclamation of patented mining claims wasdemtaken on ASARCO
properties. Cleanup plans on the Helena National Faresxow being developed.
Below this area of contamination, the Blackfoot Rigepports WSCT, brown
trout, brook trout and bull trout in low densities. adddition to mining contamination in
the headwater, this reach lacks complexity in portionsthef mainstem, naturally
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becomes dewatered downstream of Landers Fork and hdizddcaibutary problems.
Natural gas exploration is now occurring in tributar@sthis reach. A low-level
infection of whirling disease is also present in thache

FWP fish surveys in the early 1970s, before the collagseheo tailing dam,
showed healthy WSCT numbers in the upper mainstem. #igedam collapse, WSCT
numbers declined drastically. The biological impactshed contamination continue to
linger. In one sampling section (Pop’s Place sectibr)goint estimate for age 1+
WSCT declined from 101fish/1,000' in 1971 to zero in 1999. In a doesst
monitoring section (Flescher Pass section) age 1+ WS8@sities have declined
approximately 75% since the failure of the Mike Horserngildam. The percent trout
species composition for Flescher Pass section for ¥9@8ated in Figure 7.

Reach 2: Lincoln to Arrastra Creek The upper portion of this alluvial reach gains most
of its base flow from groundwater and spring creeks. Watity and complexity
improve substantially compared to reach 1. Mainstewwbr trout spawning is
concentrated in the upper portion of this reach and inspheg creeks near Lincoln.
Several tributaries enter the river, the majoritywdiich have been identified with some
level of fisheries impairment. Some tributaries ar@arious stages of restoration. Fish
populations consist primarily of resident brown troutyitdl WSCT in low but increasing
densities and very low densities of fluvial bull troutel@metry studies indicate several
tributaries in this reach and upstream of Lincoln (reéggbrovide native fish recruitment.
Copper Creek (a tributary to the Landers Fork) is thengmy spawning site for fluvial
bull trout within this reach. Recent whirling diseasenitaring reveals a gradual
increase in infection level in this section of the &f@ot River. When last surveyed in
1999, total trout densities (fish >6.0") in the Canyon Sectid reach 2 were 55
fish/1000°’. The percent trout species composition far shrvey is located in Figure 7.

Reach 3: Arrastra Creek to Nevada Creek This reach of river is low gradient, highly
sinuous and subject to 1) active stream bank erosion,p@ptien of fine sediment, and
3) winter anchor-ice formation beginning in the lower porof this reach and extending
down the remaining length of the Blackfoot River. Fineirsedt limits instream
production of food organism. A limited amount of mainsterowim trout spawning
occurs in reach 3 although surveys indicate very low jleetensities. There are no
tributaries entering this reach of river, which furthemils recruitment. Irrigation
reduces instream flows resulting in late-summer and -éalfljow flow conditions.
Evaluation of irrigation ditch entrainment is ongointpitial ditch evaluations indicate
juvenile entrainment in some ditches, further hindereguitment. Although a main
river population survey section does not exist in thisheather fisheries investigations
suggest low densities in the upper portion of this reachedsitig to very low densities
in the downstream portion of this reach.

Reach 4: Nevada Creek to the North Fork In this reach, channel gradient increases and
the river becomes laterally confined by glacial moraiméis reach is subject to chronic
water quality problems originating from Nevada Creek, whactlers at the upper
boundary of this reach. This reach exhibits elevated ntgrlevels, low summer flows,
high summer water temperatures, anchor-ice formatiahe winter and high levels of
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fine sediment in substrates. All tributaries enterimg teach are fisheries impaired due
largely to irrigation and riparian degradation. Tribwgarisupport WSCT in the
headwaters but not in lower reaches. Poor recruittimaits river salmonid populations
and fish densities are very low for all species. TleEsabined influences result in the
lowest population densities for the mainstem BlackfooteRnownstream of Lincoln.
Fish population survey completed in 2004 recorded total tensities (fish >6.0”) in the
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Figure 7. Percent trout species composition for five reachébheBlackfoot River
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Reach 1: Flescher pass Section 1999 Reach 2: Canyon Secti®@9
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Wales Creek Section of reach 4 at 9 fish/1000’. The petoeut species composition
for this survey is located in Figure 7.

Reach 5: North Fork to the Clearwater River The North Fork Blackfoot River
approximately doubles the base flow of the Blackfoot Rieinging a much-needed
influx of cold water to the main stem during summehe Tnflux of groundwater to the
lower North Fork during base flow periods may also modesatvere winter conditions
in a portion of the mainstem below the North Fork moutBelow this junction,
population densities of all salmonids increase due tontipeoved mainstem conditions
and increased recruitment from more functional tebes. Many tributaries of this
reach are undergoing restoration activities. In thisrraeexction, bull trout densities
increase due to recruitment from the two largest tribegagiMonture Creek and the North
Fork) of this reach. Likewise, population densities laial WSCT have increased.
Brown and rainbow trout are common throughout thishresmud the lower portions of
most tributaries. Unfortunately, whirling disease haemdy escalated to lethal levels in
most rainbow trout tributary spawning and rearing siteereng this reach. This disease
escalation coincides with the declining trend in rainbooutt densities in recent years.
Fish population survey completed in 2004 recorded total trowiteks (fish >6.0") in the
Scotty Brown Bridge Section of reach 5 at 49 fish/1000’.e Pplercent trout species
composition for this survey is located in Figure 7.

Reach 6: Clearwater River to the mouth Downstream of the Clearwater River mouth,
the Blackfoot River becomes laterally contained rothee remainder of its length by
bouldery terraces and steep canyon walls. Milltown Dlacated at the mouth of the
Blackfoot River has blocked the upstream movement cdpaties since 1907. Several
tributaries enter this reach and those to the northnatig primarily from industrial
forestlands. Southern tributaries flow from the @arMountains through primarily
agricultural foothills before entering the mainstem. tiMew exceptions, the lower
reaches of all southern tributaries are severely irmgaicompared with streams to the
north. Streams to the north of reach 6 appear to sug@orhajority of Blackfoot River
fish spawning. With increased recruitment of primarilybaw trout, Blackfoot River
fish populations increase substantially in the downrtleection. Unfortunately, like
reach 5, rainbow trout densities are declining in reacWairling disease is present near
lethal levels in the mainstem but currently at sub-lefhaels in primary rainbow trout
spawning streams. Brown trout and WSCT are stable teasmg in this river reach.
Bull trout, originating primarily in the Monture and NbrtFork Watersheds have
declined to very low densities. Fish population surveyspleted in 2004 recorded total
trout densities (fish >6.0") in the Johnsrud Sectioneasfch 6 at 128 fish/1000’. The
percent trout species composition for this survey iatedt in Figure 7.

Tributary impairments

Within the Blackfoot Watershed, the great majorityrofeintoried streams exhibit
some level of physical and biological impairment (TableRé&sults Part I, Appendix
Exhibit C). Tributaries exhibit fisheries impairmentsaatatershed scale, yet the level of
impairment varies significantly within and among stream$he concentration and
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diversity of tributary fisheries problems also ince=adongitudinally, with the most
serious problems found in lower stream reaches and plynoarprivate land. However,
significant impairment occurs on State and Federal lasdsell. Fisheries impairments
result from a wide array of land use practices, suchmasng pollution, excessive
riparian timber harvest, excessive riparian grazingivaistock, poorly designed roads,
non-point agricultural runoff, stream dewatering, chanrdrations, fish losses to
irrigation ditches and artificial barriers to fish neswents, etc. These impairments have
diminished fisheries and have led to the total loss ofaids from entire stream reaches
in some areas of the watershed.

Correcting fisheries impairments at a watershed scifllewolve 1) protection of
existing high quality tributary habitats, 2) restoring arded are compromised, and 3)
and a higher level of commitment to proper riparian ag@ment than currently exists in
many areas of the Blackfoot Watershed. Bringing techrezpertise, educational
programs, landowner incentives and additional monitoring dbment at a broad scale
is needed to reverse the current level of fisheriggairments now present in the
Blackfoot River Watershed.

Table 1. Anthropogenic fisheries impairment on 108 inventoried watalids of the
Blackfoot Watershed

Type of impact # Streams
Concentrated livestock in riparian areas (feedlots,ingaz 60
Riparian vegetation 52
Instream flow 46
Road crossings and road drainage 44
Lack of complexity 42
Channel alterations 41
Irrigation (entrainment, dewatering, fish passage) 40
Whirling disease 17
Recreational (illegal harvest, high angler pressureas damage) 15
Mining 15
Residential 5

Whirling disease

At this time, restoration planning in many stream reacbgaires consideration
of whirling disease — an exotic disease now firmlyl@dsthed at the low elevations of the
watershed. Whirling disease, caused by the myxosporeasitedtyxobolus cerebralis,
was first detected in the Blackfoot River in 1995 neaa@o. Since then, the disease
has increased in distribution and intensity. It now infehes lower 122 miles of the
mainstem Blackfoot River and continues to expand in theerdomeaches of many
tributaries (Figure 8). The current distribution of winigli disease overlaps with the
distribution of rainbow trout and brown trout reproductzond occurs at levels harmful to
rainbow trout populations in many streams.

Blackfoot River native WSCT and bull trout appear toehawdiminished risk of
contracting whirling disease, due in part, to habitat useligadistory strategies that
entail spawning and rearing in upper tributaries. Whirling deseseverity typically
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increases in the downstream direction in Blackfoot Rivdsutaries. This inverse
relationship between elevation and infection may besalt of the parasite’s lack of time
in the area, low numbers of myxospores in the environnoera,lack of suitable habitat
supportingT. tubifex.

Strategies to help moderate impacts of whirling diseesénaorporated into this
restoration plan. Strategies include: 1) improving mignagorridors and rearing areas
between headwater spawning streams and the Blackfoot R)v&rgeting restoration of
native populations of WSCT and bull trout, whose lifstdwiy could help reduce risk of
infection by allowing the continual recruitment of thespecies to downstream river
reaches; 3) habitat restoration - developing compatibkamsiside grazing practices,
removing streamside feedlots and other methods of loweethignent and nutrient input
to streams: and 4) reducing other stress or mortalityifa on trout populations such as
ditch entrainment, low flows, poor habitat, etc.

Figure 8. Generalized whirling disease distribution map forBleckfoot Watershed.

PROCEDURES: RESTORATION PRIORITZATION
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Prioritization Strategy

At the request of the Blackfoot Challenge and in consoftawith other
restoration partners, FWP updated a restoration pratitiz matrix established by Pierce
et al. (2002). We incorporated 19 additional tributaries iroreett since 2001 and added
six reaches of the Blackfoot River (1) mouth to Clestex, 2) Clearwater to NF, 3) NF to
Nevada Creek, 4) Nevada Creek to Arrastra, 5) Arrastraincoln, 6) Lincoln to
headwaters) bringing the total number of prioritized wdiedies to 108. We also
incorporated the DE@BO03(d) list of water quality impaired streams and the FWP
dewatered stream list to the prioritization matrix. This allowed TMDL andnlp-term
water conservation strategies to be considered withiroraext of overall fisheries
priorities. We then re-prioritized and ranked all wdtedies using multiple criteria. We
based stream scores on a hierarchical point systemewifihasis on biological benefits
(150 total possible points) along with social and financiatsaerations (50 total
possible points).

FWP fisheries personnel (Ron Pierce, Don Peters, Ryasheim and Craig
Podner) were given the job of assigning data input anégonding point values to the
matrix.  Scoring of some criteria (primarily social dariinancial considerations)
necessarily relied on past landowner interviews, dikeciwledge of tributaries, along
with professional expertise and committee judgmeninfegntoried non-project streams.

For the biological benefits section of the matritteams with documented bull
trout use received scores of 10, 20, 30 or 40 points, dependimghether the stream
supported spawning (20 points), rearing (10 points) or is a déstyball trout “core
area” stream (10 points). Compared with other critesiegams supporting bull trout
received more points due to their: 1) “threatened” stahaer ESA along with State and
Federal priorities for the recovery of this specieshigh potential for improvement in
the Blackfoot watershed; and 3) downstream and symplanefits to other species
resulting from bull trout recovery efforts.

For streams supporting WSCT, an additional zero to 20tgawere possible,
depending on whether a stream supported no WSCT (zertspamsident WSCT (10
points) or fluvial WSCT use (20 points). Fluvial WSCT atns received a higher score
than streams supporting resident fish due to 1) the poesastatus of the fluvial life-
history, 2) high sport fish value to the Blackfoot Riveand 3) downstream and sympatric
benefits to other species resulting from WSCT recoedfyrts. Streams with fluvial
WSCT status (20 points) were those identified through Entetdry studies, 2) direct
observations of fluvial-sized fish by FWP fisheries pergd, or 3) direct tributaries to
the Blackfoot River and biologically connected during higiwvé periods.

Streams received an additional zero, 10 or 20 points basegaot fishery value
to the Blackfoot River. Streams with no sport fishealue (disjunct from the Blackfoot
River) received zero points, single species sportryshialue (non-disjunct usually with
WSCT) received 10 points, while non-disjunct streamg gravide recruitment of
multiple species (bull trout, WSCT, rainbow and browwout) to the Blackfoot River
received 20 points. We assumed connected streams suppaitibgw trout, brown
trout and bull trout provided sport fishery value to tHackfoot River. We assumed
small non-direct and non-fluvial headwater tributariesstgport primarily resident
WSCT, and as such, these were not considered as provbngfishery value to the
Blackfoot River. We did not consider brook trout lmstranking due to their limited use
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of the Blackfoot River and adverse biological impdocteative species.

Stream restoration technical feasibility was alsnsadered with zero points for
not feasible and 20 points for streams considered teclynieakible to restore. Streams
with acid mine drainage or heavy metals (e.g. upper Blatkiver and tributaries-not
considered in this report), large instream reservoig. (@per Nevada Creek, Frazier
Creek, and Wales Creek), over-appropriated water rights l@ver Nevada Creek),
major highway problems (eg. Chimney Creek), and fully restde.g. Grantier Spring
Creek) were considered not

teChnica"y feaSible to restore fO Histogram and cumulative frequency curve for streams ranked
by total priority

the purposes of this report.
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with  potential to increase
instream flows (e.g. irrigation
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(Appendix Exhibit B), where we sorted all 108-stream bodiesobgl score and then
prioritized streams by total rank. High scores are pigbrities and are represented as
low ranking values. For instance Monture Creek receifiedhighest total score (175
points) for all streams and thus rankelid total priority. We used this scoring and
ranking method for all categories that rely on seveuaterical fields.

We scored and ranked all 108 streams by: 1) total rank, Z)gmal rank, 3)
native species rank (bull trout and WSCT fields), 4)rtspshery value, 5) potential to
increase instream flow to the Blackfoot River, 6) pagdribr downstream water quality
improvements, and 7) social and financial consideratiofie then sorted the matrix by
the primary priority criteria (total rank, biologicalnlg and native species rank) and
plotted histograms with their associated cumulative pe¢acge curves. For clusters of
class values that approximate
the 0-33, 34-66, and 67-10
percentiles, we assigned
respectivehigh, moderate and
low priority value (Figure 9).
We also added the FWF
dewatered stream list and DEQ
303(d) list to the matrix and
sorted streams with thes
attributes by total restoratior
priority (dewatered stream list:
Appendix Exhibit D; 303(d) list
- Table 2).

Prioritization shortcomings

It is important to note
that our ranking criteria doe
not consider many comple)
restoration-related issues, suc
as: 1) fisheries potential of sites
2) potential contribution to
connected systems, 3) severi
of impacts to other systems, <
population size, 5) native anc
non-native species interaction:
6) WSCT genetic concerns, €
numerical water quality
standards and criteria, or 7
industrial-scale timber
harvesting practices, public lan
or hard-rock mine drainage
issues, or 8) other specifi
agency programs geared towa| Figure 10. Dewatered streams of the Blackfoot
fisheries and water quality Watershed: human induced (top) and natural
improvements. Some of theg dewaterina (hottom
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issues are covered in the native species issues secibimdividual stream results
section. Others issues should be considered on a psgectfic basis during early
restoration development phases.

Our prioritization scheme attempts to guide the limitedueses of the Blackfoot
Cooperators to biologically important tributaries lodatgrimarily on private lands.
Although the prioritization is intended to guide restamatactivities, as new information
becomes available and as additional limiting factorsdmmstified low priorities may be
elevated potentially triggering restoration action. Weogeize unique restoration
opportunities may be presented, and that continued input lfndowners and managers
will help guide the Blackfoot River restoration initizati

Table 2. Thirty-eight streams on the 303(d) (post-1996) list sdmtetbtal priority rank.

Stream Name Total Rank Stream Name Total Rank Stream Name Total Rank
Monture Creek 1 Nevada Spring Cr. 11 Ashby Creek 17
Poorman Creek 2 Yourname Creek 11 Camas Creek 17
Belmont Creek 4 Pearson Creek 12 Murray Creek 17
Rock Creek 4 Wales Creek 12 Washoe Creek 18
Kleinschmidt Cr. 5 Arrastra Creek 13 Buffalo Gulch 19
Blanchard Creek 7 Blackfoot River 5 13 Cottonwood Cr. (Nev.) 19
Warren Creek 7 Clearwater River 13 Jefferson Creek 19
Elk Creek 8 Douglas Creek 13 Nevada Cr. (lower) 19
Blackfoot River 1 9 Nevada Cr.(upper) 14 Washington Creek 19
Blackfoot River 2 9 Union Creek 14 Frazier Creek 20
Blackfoot River 4 9 Willow Cr. (upper) 14 Gallagher Creek 20
McElwain Creek 10 Black Bear Creek 16 Ward Creek 21
Blackfoot River 3 11 Blackfoot River 6 16

Drought Prioritization

Stream dewatering, whether natural or human induced, caift re significant
fisheries declines. In many cases, these declines eanitigated by 1) managing for
native species whose life histories have evolved wyitles of drought; 2) managing
water use (instream flows) in specific water bodiesthamn specific population needs,
and by 3) restoring habitat quality by correcting human-indugaiting factors that
either exacerbate drought or introduce additional stresgons fish communities.

In order to develop long-term water conservation stresegnder thdslackfoot
Emergency Drought Response Plan, we addeddewatered streams to the prioritization
matrix (Figure 10). Dewatering refers to a reduction in the stream-flow (natural and
human-related) below the point that habitat is deemeduate for fish. There are also
two categories of dewatering: thronic dewatering — streams where dewatering is a
significant problem in virtually all years; and pgriodic dewatering — streams where
dewatering is a significant problem only in drought or watert years. For this report,
both categories were combined into a single list. TN#PFgenerated list is based on
direct field observations, measured flows, instream flowadels,fisheries assessments
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and biological opinion. Integrating the dewatered stréstnallows us to identify and
prioritize instream flow enhancement projects consistaéth biological priorities.

The dewatered stream list (Appendix Exhibit D) contains 54 water bodies
(excluding the Clearwater River upstream of Blanchard Creekl) an estimated 196
miles of affected stream. Of this total, natural dewageon 17 streams and totals 52
river miles, which includes 11 miles of the upper Blackféuver. Human-related
dewatering occurs on an estimated 45 tributaries and ictgesin estimated total of 165
miles of stream, including ~34 miles of the middle BlackfRoter. A combination of
both natural and human-related dewatering occurs onarsire

RESULTS PART I: SUMMARY

In the Results Part | Section, we organizing all pryostreams based on the total
priority (high, moderate and low) classes. For eadhede three classes, the names and
locations of water bodies are referenced in maps amdencally referenced to tables
(Figures 11, 12 and 13). Each class has a brief discuskm@storation, recovery and
conservation themes common to that level of priority.

Results Part Il then includes the individual descriptiohall 108 water bodies.
Each description includes fish species present and genepairiments (including
dewatering and TMDL status), prioritization summargeecific native species concerns,
as well as an outline of restoration and monitoringviiets. These tributaries are
organized first by total priority class (high, moderabey)| then by total restoration rank
and then alphabetically. Appendix Exhibit D contains saenmary tables showing
priorities by total restoration, biological, native specipriorities, as well as the
dewatered stream list. The dewatered stream list tiedsby biological priority.

High priority streams

Of the 108 stream bodies, thirty-four received a highl fmtarity rank (Figure
11). Projects in these watersheds will be high priorfbedisheries funding and project
development under this restoration strategy. Streard@® in this category include 1)
three reaches of the mainstem Blackfoot River, 2jnalior bull trout spawning streams,
and 3) other direct tributaries to the Blackfoot Riveeluding several from the Garnet
Mountains. These streams are biologically connectedhé¢o Blackfoot River, and
generally support the strongest native fish populations.

Tributaries originating in the northern mountains withime twatershed are
generally the larger streams. Headwaters range fr@RSUlands with wilderness
designation to intensively managed private industrial fanreds. To varying degrees,
these streams represent some of the best opportutatieotect, restore and manage
essential habitats occupied by communities of fluvial WS&@d bull trout. In lower
stream reaches, several also support important remmahtiainbow and brown trout
fisheries, as well as brook trout. From a planningpeative, projects for these streams
should be consistent with bull trout recovery pland #iuvial WSCT conservation plans
unless site-specific measures suggest other actions.

The Garnet mountain stream ranked high due to in part veptality, flow
enhancement potential and social considerations. Thesans all possess human-
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induced limiting factors related to habitat problems. $tee@n this category generally
contain fluvial WSCT and other species important toBlaekfoot River sport fishery.

Listed 303(d) streams in the high priority category are 1) titenCreek, 2)
Poorman Creek, 3) Belmont Creek, 4) Rock creek, 5) Kleingith@reek, 6) Blanchard
Creek, 7) Warren Creek, 8) Elk Creek 9) Blackfoot Rivaches 1, 2 and 4, 10)
Chamberlain Creek, and 11) McElwain

MODERATE PRIORITY STREAMS

Thirty-four stream reaches fall in to the “moderate nigd category (Figure
5.02). Streams in this category would receive a modera&t ¢ consideration for
funding of fisheries-related restoration.  Streamsunhelthree reaches of the upper
Blackfoot River, many low-elevation tributaries to tBkackfoot River including several
spring creeks, as well as a few outliners, includinguddj streams located higher in the

Stream ID # Stream Name ;Z:ﬁ(l Stlgaim Stream Name ;Z:ﬁ(l Stlga:; Stream Name ;Z:ﬁ(l
1 Monture Creek 1 12 Dunham Creek 6 23 Blackfoot River 2 9
2 N.F. Blackfoot R. 1 13 Gold Creek 6 24 Blackfoot River 4 9
3 Landers Fork 2 14 Snowbank Creek 6 25 McCabe Creek 9
4 Poorman Creek 2 15 Blanchard Creek 7 26 Alice Creek 10
5 Cottonwood Cr. (R.M.43) 3 16 Copper Creek 7 27 Chamberlain Creek 10
6 Dick Creek 3 17 Warren Creek 7 28 McElwain Creek 10
7 Beaver Creek 4 18 Willow Cr. (lower) 7 29 Salmon Creek 10
8 Belmont Creek 4 19 Elk Creek 8 30 Shanley Creek 10
9 Rock Creek 4 20 Hoyt Creek 8 31 Spring Cr.(Cottonwood) 10
10 Gold Creek, W,F 5 21 Spring Creek (N.F.) 8 32 Stonewall Creek 10
11 Kleinschmidt Cr. 5 22 Blackfoot River 1 9 33 Wales Spring Creek 10

34 Wasson Creek 10

Figure 11. High priority stream of the Blackfoot River Wateesl.

watershed.

30



Most of the reaches that we consider moderate pesriire small direct
tributaries to the Blackfoot River. Most of these dielogically and hydrologically
(surface water) connected to the main stem Blackfoo¢rRientinually or during high
flow periods. These tributaries support fluvial and streasident WSCT and most
support WSCT spawning and rearing. Restoration of thebetaries should be
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Stream ID Total Stream Total Stream Total
# Stream Name Rank D # Stream Name Rank D # Stream Name Rank
1 Bear Creek (R.M.12.2) 11 12 Saurekraut Creek 12 23 Sucker Creek 14
2 Blackfoot River 3 11 13 Wales Creek 12 24 Union Creek 14
3 Little Fish Creek 11 14 West Twin Creek 12 25 Willow Cr. (upper) 14
4 Dry Creek 11 15 Arrastra Creek 13 26 Wilson Creek 14
5 Lodgepole Creek 11 16 Blackfoot River 5 13 27 Chamberlain EF 15
6 Nevada Spring Cr. 11 17 Clearwater River 13 28 Hogum Creek 15
7 Yourname Creek 11 18 Douglas Creek 13 29 Moose Creek 15
8 East Twin Creek 12 19 Fish Creek 13 30 Basin Spring Creek 16
9 Johnson Creek 12 20 Lincoln Spring Cr. 13 31 Black Bear Creek 16
10 Keep Cool Creek 12 21 Jacobsen Spring Creek 14 32 Blackfoot River 6 16
11 Pearson Creek 12 22 Nevada Cr.(upper) 14 33 Grantier Spring Cr. 16
34 Seven up Pete Cr. 16

Figure 12. Moderate priority streams of the Blackfoot Riveat&shed.

generally viewed from a WSCT metapopulation conservatiosppetive. The lower

portions of these tributaries variably contain rainboyut, brown trout and brook trout.
Streams generally support genetically unaltered WSCThén upper watershed and
introgressed WSCT in tributaries of the lower Blackféddtershed. With one exception
(Arrastra Creek), these tributaries lack bull troytroeluction although many support
limited bull trout rearing.

Other moderate priority streams are found both north south of the general
distribution pattern. The northern streams includeelowriority bull trout core area
streams. Stream on the south include several witmpaltéor water quality and flow
improvement or are ranked high with respect to socialiderstions.
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Most streams in this moderate priority category suppartamiinduced limiting
factors and many controllable sources of fish mortaitich as entrainment of fish in
irrigation ditches and stream dewatering. Most habdlated problems can be
reasonably corrected with sufficient commitment frdandowners and resource
managers. We have already begun to implement rastooject on many of these
streams.

Streams on the 303(d) list considered moderate priorityidecl1) Blackfoot
River reaches 3, 5 and 6, 2) Nevada Spring Creek, 3) YourGaeek, 4) Pearson Creek
5) Wales Creek, 6) Arrastra Creek, 7) Clearwater Rig8¢rDouglas Creek, 9) upper
Nevada Creek, 10) Union Creek, 11) upper Willow Creek, and HZkHear Creek.

Low Priority streams
Forty streams ranked in the “low priority” categoryditie 13). Low-priority

Stream ID Stream Name Total Stream Stream Name Total Stream Stream Name Total
# Rank ID # Rank ID # Rank
1 Ashby Creek 17 14 Sturgeon Creek 18 27 Humbug Creek 20
2 Bear Creek (R.M.37.5) 17 15 Washoe Creek 18 28 Shingle Mill Creek 20
3 Camas Creek 17 16 Arkansas Creek 19 29 Bear Creek trib. to N.F. 21
4 Chamberlain WF 17 17 Buffalo Gulch 19 30 Strickland Creek 21
5 Chicken Creek 17 18 California Gulch 19 31 Ward Creek 21
6 Chimney Cr. (Douglas) 17 19 Cottonwood Cr. (Nev.) 19 32 Indian Creek 22
7 Little Moose Creek 17 20 Jefferson Creek 19 33 W arren Creek,Doney Lake 22
8 Murray Creek 17 21 Nevada Cr. (lower) 19 34 Burnt Bridge Creek 23
9 Sheep Creek 17 22 Washington Creek 19 35 Clear Creek 23
10 Warm Springs Cr. 17 23 Bartlett Creek 20 36 Frazier Creek, NF 23
11 Finn Creek 18 24 Frazier Creek 20 37 Gleason Creek 23
12 Halfway Creek 18 25 Gallagher Creek 20 38 McDermott Creek 23
13 Mitchell Creek 18 26 Game Creek 20 39 Chimney Cr. (Nevada) 24

40 Smith Creek 24

Figure 13. Low priority streams of the Blackfoot River Watieesl.

streams will not receive the same level of fisheresgoration consideration as high or
moderate priority streams without a concerted localreff However, despite a low
ranking, most low priority streams possess locally Jaidisheries or potential for
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recovery. The majority (28) of low priority streafadl into two large sub-basins (Union
Creek and Nevada Creek) of the Blackfoot watershed. thése areas, reservoirs,
subdivision and agriculture have either greatly reduceceliorinated the biological

connection with the mainstem. These streams no losiggport fluvial native fish or

contribute significantly to sport fisheries of the Blik River. Rather, these are
generally small headwater streams supporting stream nesSiECT or are degraded
reaches that no longer support salmonids.

Several low priority streams possess site-specifeastrresident WSCT concerns
that will be considered before restoration activities/olving fish passage are
implemented. Where WSCT populations are physically iedJatestoration measures
should preserve the genetic integrity of “pure” populajdnlly consider downstream
influences, and avoid exposure to hybridizing and invasive ejecWWhere fisheries
restoration is pursued, it should generally be conductech flte headwaters in a
downstream direction. These methods would focus on dipgthe size of individual
populations by improving habitat conditions in headwater ar8dss approach should
improve populations, while providing sufficient time to kexe: 1) the influence of
climate change, 2) expansion potential of unwanted epe8) disease risks, and 4) the
efficacy of differing restoration methods implemehten similar streams. In all cases
involving resident WSCT streams, FWP fisheries biolsgishould be involved in
restoration planning from the onset.

Streams on the 303(d) list considered low priority includeAdhby Creek, 2)
Camas Creek, 3) Murray Creek, 4) Washoe Creek, 5) BuffedekC 6) Cottonwood
Creek (trib. of Nevada Creek), 7) Jefferson Creek, 8)etowWevada Creek, 9)
Washington Creek, 10) Frazier Creek, 11) Gallagher Creek, antfdr2)) Creek.
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RESULTS PART II: TRIBUTARY DESCRIIPTIONS
HIGH PRIORITY STREAMS

MONTURE CREEK: Priority — High

Description

Monture Creek, a large 4th order tributary to the middecBbot River, originates in a
roadless watershed along southern flanks of the Bob MbMhlaerness. Monture
Creek is ~24 miles long, with the lower ~12 miles flowihgotigh private ranch land.
Monture Creek, located in the bull trout core areakednas a high priority for all
criteria. This ranking is due to 1) bull trout spawningsirgpand core area status, 2)
presence of fluvial WSCT, 3) a high (multi- species) spshery value, 4) high potential
to improve water quality in the Blackfoot River, and Bpperative lands resulting in a
high ranking for the social category. Monture Creek, imgy spawning and rearing
stream to the middle Blackfoot River, supports populatoinfluvial bull, fluvial WSCT,
rainbow trout and brown trout and resident brook tradbst fisheries impairments for
Monture Creek were corrected over the last decade. Wowecalized impairments in
the lower Monture Creek include: 1) localized channelratiiens, 2) lack of instream
complexity, 3) degraded riparian areas due to excessive likeatmess to the stream.
Monture Creek first tested positive for whirling disease€2@00 and infections in 2002
were detected at a mean grade of 3.22.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.
Listed causes of impairment: Habitat alterationsatsih.

Dewatering Issues
Middle Monture Creek between mile 12 and 15 are on the desghstream list due to
natural losses.

Native Species Issues

Fluvial bull trout spawning stream, proposed critical tolut habitat, bull trout core area
stream, bull trout recovery/recreational conflicar

Fluvial WSCT spawning

WSCT genetic composition: tested 94% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Restoration actions began in 1990 on two large ranchesnpassing nine miles of
stream. Work included riparian fences on critical budut spawning sites, developing
low-impact grazing, creating off-stream water developisie removing two winter
livestock feeding areas, planting woody vegetation and riwes of instream habitat
restoration work. Two water conservation projects Hae@n implemented.
Current/Planned Restoration

Monture Creek is a high priority restoration stream. t&asion activities will continue
as opportunities are presented.
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Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population surveys in 1989 and resurvayplsa sites in 1994,
1998, 2000 and 2002. FWP measured stream temperatures in 1998, 1999 d&tiDfrom
2004 and stream flows in 1989, 2000 and 2004. FWP has conducted anhtralubul
redd counts beginning in1989. Fitzgerald (1996) conducted a riparidth keevey in
1995. Koopal (1998) conducted a large wood survey in 1998. FWP conducted
geomorphic surveys, winter water temperature and McNeg Gamples near a bull trout
spawning sites in 2004. FWP began whirling disease monitonn998. FWP
conducted whirling disease tests from 1997 through 2003. Telestatties beginning
in 1995 identified Monture Creek as a critical fluvial budiut WSCT spawning stream.
An ambient water quality survey was completed in 1989 (Imgatal. 1990).

Ongoing Monitoring

Monitoring of existing fish population survey sites, dudlut redds, water temperatures,
and whirling disease are expected to continue.

Planned Future Monitoring

None although grazing pressure on stream banks prone sgdahould be monitored.

NORTH FORK BLACKFOOT RIVER: Priority - High

Description

The North Fork Blackfoot River, the largest tributadyh( order) to the Blackfoot River,
drains the Scapegoat Wilderness before entering prigate dt river mile ~17. The
North Fork received a high rank on the restoration gyi@nd total rank list due to its 1)
bull trout core area status (spawning and rearing), 2epcesof fluvial WSCT, 3) a high
(multi- species) sport fishery value and 4) high poterntilincrease flows in the
Blackfoot River. The North Fork also has some potemtiamprove water quality by
reducing sediment and temperature. Along with supporting adnéhe Blackfoot
watersheds largest bull trout spawning populations and fIWBCT, the North Fork
also supports rainbow trout, brown trout and low densitiessident brook trout. These
species inhabit the North Fork at a varying distributionoat to moderate densities.
Fisheries impairments are confined to localized admfamiddle reaches include: 1)
localized channel alterations that lack instream ceriyl, 2) suppressed riparian
vegetation, and 3) instream flow during in critical budutr migration corridors due to
natural dewatering and irrigation. Whirling disease ie plesent in the lower drainage.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-No; 2002-No.
Listed causes of impairment: Habitat alterationsatsat.

Dewatering Issues
The North Fork of the Blackfoot River is on the dewatiestream list between stream
mile 6.2-12.0 due to natural losses and irrigation.

Native Species Issues

Proposed bull trout critical habitat, bull trout spawngtgeam, bull trout core area, bull
trout recovery/recreational conflict area.
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Fluvial WSCT migration corridor

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Restoration on the North Fork has involved working witlgators. Projects involve
screening five irrigation canals to prevent fish lossesg nniles of stream under
improved riparian grazing systems, and streambank stalofizat two locations to
protect infrastructure related to diversions and fishestwe One diversion point has been
moved and a ditch retired resulting in enhanced flows.

Current/Planned Restoration

Instream flow enhancement project are being considettedseveral irrigators.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population in 1989 and re-surveyed sanmigle isi 1994, 1998,
2000 and 2002. Bull trout redd counts began in 1989. The USGSfloag monitoring
station (#12338300) near the mouth with six years of continuotzs ddahe USFS
periodically collects flow data near the FS boundaxthie DNRC collected flow data at
Ryan Bridge. FWP monitored water temperatures near nficuth1998 through 2004.
FWP began testing for whirling disease in 1996. The DNRCpézied a hydrologic
analysis of ground and surface water in 2001 (Roberts, 2004/ tEsted for whirling
disease from 1997-2004. Telemetry identified this streamflasial WSCT migration
corridor, summering and wintering area. An ambient wagi@tity survey was completed
in 1989 (Ingman et al. 1990).

Ongoing Monitoring

Ongoing monitoring includes periodic fish population surveyssgablished sites, annual
bull trout redd counts, continued water temperature andlimghidisease monitoring.
DNRC and BBCTU ground and surface water monitoring.

Planned Future Monitoring

None beyond ongoing monitoring.

LANDERS FORK: Priority - High

Description

The Landers Fork, a 4th order stream and major tributatite upper Blackfoot River,
originates in the Scapegoat Wilderness and flows ~ 28&milke upper ~16 miles are
entirely public (National Forest) land with mixed owst@p in lower stream reaches. At
mile 7.2 Silver King Falls creates a natural barrier torepsh fish movements. The
Landers Fork watershed support genetically unaltered W&@Udhout the watershed.
Upstream of Silver King Falls, a population of Yellowstoogtthroat trout is also
established in Big Horn Lake, which may put the WSCT gersttitus of the upper
drainage at risk. Below Silver King Falls, the LanderskFsupports fluvial bull trout,
fluvial WSCT along with very low densities of brown @itcand brook trout. The Landers
Fork received the highest total rank due to its bull timare area status, high native
species value, high (multi-species) sport fishery vadube Blackfoot River, potential to
increase flow in the Blackfoot and potential to improvatev quality in the Blackfoot
River. Fisheries impairments in the lower sevenesiinclude: 1) localized channel
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alterations, 2) lack of instream complexity due in parthannel clearing activities and
flood events, 3) riparian vegetation suppression, andstjeam flow problems, which
appear to partially result from over-widened channelser@wudened channels contribute
to elevated water temperatures upstream of Copper Creek.

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
Natural dewatering occurs in approximately one mile of stre@ar the mouth of Copper
Creek.

Native species Issues

Bull trout core area stream, proposed critical bolitthabitat, critical migration corridor
Fluvial WSCT spawning stream

WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT above and I&ileer King Falls

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1989 and re-surveyed sampde 81 1999,
measured stream temperatures in 1998, 1999, 2001, 2002 and 2004 andisiveam
1989 and 2000. In October 2000, FWP conducted a habitat sunfegnvémphasis on
pool size and frequency, LWD abundance and function anch@pdic data including
bankfull measurements and pebble counts. FWP conducteting/tdisease tests in
1997. Telemetry identified this stream as a fluvial WS@awsing stream. An ambient
water quality survey was completed in 1989 (Ingman et al. 1990)

Ongoing Monitoring

Periodic fish population and water temperature measureaneingoing

Planned Future Monitoring

None beyond periodic monitoring.

POORMAN CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Poorman Creek, a™3order tributary to the upper Blackfoot River, flows ~fdles
through public land (National Forest) in upper reaches andterraach land in mid to
lower reaches. Poorman Creek ranks high on the rastogaiority and total rank list
due to high native species and biological values. Higlodical ranks are the result
from bull trout spawning and rearing, presence of fluW&CT and a multi-species sport
fishery value. Poorman Creek also has potential to iserélaws, and ranks high in
potential to improve water quality in the Blackfoot RivePoorman Creek supports
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populations of bull trout, fluvial WSCT, brown trout camesident brook trout. Low
numbers of bull trout use the upper reaches including olehS~ork for spawning and
rearing. WSCT and brook trout are found in low densitigbe middle to upper reaches
of Poorman Creek, while brown trout are found in low nuslie the lower and middle
reaches. Fisheries impairments located primarithénlower reaches include: 1) channel
alterations related to placer mining, 2) road crossif@sls and sediment delivery, 3)
irrigation impacts (fish entrainment and fish passage),xdgssive livestock grazing
impacts to riparian vegetation resulting and streank logradation, and 5) dewatering
resulting from natural losses and irrigation.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues

The lower two miles of Poorman Creek is on the dewatstehm list due to natural
losses and irrigation. In 2002, a project to enhance flbwvgg the high flows was
undertaken in order to improve native fish migrations. ptagect involved a flood-to-
sprinkler irrigation conversion. The project includes eckdrflows at the upper portion
of the intermittent reach.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout spawning stream
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Restoration projects near the mouth focus on high flestream flow enhancement
project and are still in the implementation phases. s Thoject involved a flood to
sprinkler conversion designed to 1) improve migrationSM3CT, 2) enhance summer
flows in the naturally dewatered section and 3) prevasitslésses of fish to irrigation
ditches. The project also involved the constructiothcge bridges and the removal of
two culverts. Fencing, off-stream water developmentsodiner components to the
project are under construction. Upstream projects involieert replacements with
structures suitable to pass fish. The USFS plans atstomwork in the upper tributaries
of the drainage.

Current/Planned Restoration

Shrub plantings and livestock measurement measures an@egl near the mouth.
Addition road crossings are planned in upper Poorman Creek.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1989, 1991, 1999, 2001, 2003 and 2004 and
measured stream temperatures in 1999-2003 and stream flows in 19892@0D@&nd

2003. FWHP tested for whirling disease in 2004.

Ongoing Monitoring

Ongoing monitoring includes fish population and instream fie@nitoring in the lower
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portion of Poorman Creek.
Planned Future Monitoring
None beyond ongoing monitoring.

COTTONWOOD CREEK (rm 43): Priority - High

Description

Cottonwood Creek, a major, a 3rd order tributary to the imi@dackfoot River, flows
~16 miles through National Forest in upper reaches and mbede &d private lands in
the lower ~12 miles. Cottonwood Creek ranks high on éiséoration priority list for
total and biological rank, including high native species aattdishery values. These
high rankings result primarily for the status as a bwlit core area and fluvial WSCT
stream, and multi-species assemblage (rainbow and browt) in lower stream reaches.
It has low potential water quality benefits with someeptial for sediment reduction.
Cottonwood Creek also has potential to increase downstfleavs to the Blackfoot
River. Low densities of rainbow and brown trout inhathie lower reaches while
moderate numbers of brown and brook trout dominate theleni@éches. Moderate
densities of WSCT and with low numbers of bull trout dwate the upper reaches.
Principle fisheries impairments, located in the midxtid lower reaches, include: 1) lack
of complex fish habitat (instream wood); 2) livestociuoed stream bank degradation,
3) riparian vegetation suppression, and 4) whirling dised8&irling disease was first
detected in Cottonwood Creek in 1998. In 2002, whirling diseaséslevere detected at
a mean grade of 4.5.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-No; 2002-No; 2004-No, fully supporting.
Listed causes of impairment: Flow and habitat altenatisiltation.

Dewatering Issues
The middle reach of Cottonwood Creek (mile 4.4 —10.0) isherdewatered stream lists
due to natural losses and irrigation.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area, proposed critical habitat
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Some restoration work has been completed in lowero@etiod Creek. The work
involves riparian grazing improvements and fish friendligation upgrades (fish screens
and fish ladders) at two locations. A water lease wgdemented in 1997 to improve
fish passage in native fish migration corridors. In 2088, open ditch in lower
Cottonwood Creek was shut down with the conversion tofcal fto sprinkler irrigation.
Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities
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Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1989, 1991-92 and conducted annupbfiskation
survey in the headwaters at a water-lease monitoriagpsitwveen 1997 and 2004. FWP
monitored stream temperatures in 1997, 1999 and 2001-2004 and streannft@9,
2000 and 2003. Bull trout redd surveys have been attempted boutaber of spawners
has limited biologists ability to identify primary spawgisites. Whirling disease was
first detected in Cottonwood Creek in 1995. A graduate studempleted whirling
disease research relatédtubifex, channel features and whirling disease. Whirling
disease sampling continued in 1997-1999 and 2002. An ambient quatidéy survey
was completed in 1989 (Ingman et al. 1990).

Ongoing Monitoring

FWP ongoing monitoring involves annual fish population survaysl diversion
withdrawal in the area influenced by water leases. \WWbirtlisease monitoring is
periodic and water temperatures are monitoring on anehibasis.

Planned Future Monitoring

In the next few years, FWP plans to resurvey seveialpopulation monitoring sites
established in the early 1990s.

DICK CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Dick Creek, a 2nd order tributary to lower Monture Crdigkys ~14 miles through both
public (National Forest, State) and private agricultunal mdustrial forest (Plum Creek)
lands. Dick Creek ranks high on the restoration gyidist. Although located in a bull
trout core area, Dick Creek does not support bull trpatveing and rearing. Its high
native species rank results from the presence of IWBCT and a multi-species sports
fishery value to the Blackfoot River. It has the paidrio increase flow, and ranks high
in water quality benefits to Blackfoot River. Dick Cresmlpports populations of fluvial
WSCT, rainbow trout, brown trout, and resident brook ttroModerate densities of
rainbow trout dominate its lower reaches along witbwbr trout and low densities of
brook trout. Dick Creek’s headwaters support WSCT and kbtomut in moderate
densities. Fisheries impairments include: 1) livestock iedwustream bank degradation
and riparian vegetation suppression, 2) lack of complexhiéditat (instream wood), 3)
irrigation impacts (fish entrainment), 4) instreanowfl (low flow from irrigation
withdraws and natural causes), 5) road crossing (culheitgg fish passage).

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The middle reach of Dick Creek (mile 3.5-6.0) is on deveatestream list due to natural
losses and irrigation.

Native Species Issues

Bull trout core area stream

Isolet WSCT population

WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT
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Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Dick Creek has substantial amount of restoration veorkpleted, involving channel and
wetland restoration and grazing improvements.

Current/Planned Restoration

A turbulent fountain fish screen is to be installe@@05.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1992 and 2001 and measuredtes@eratures in
1997, 1999 and 2001.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

BEAVER CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Beaver Creek, a'8Border tributary to Keep Cool Creek located near Linctidnys ~ 9
miles through both public and private land. The private iaocated in the lower three
miles of stream. Beaver Creek ranks high for totdl lainlogical rank. Supporting very
limited bull trout rearing and fluvial WSCT, Beaver €keranks high for native species
value. In addition to providing a high multi-species spwiery value, Beaver Creek
also ranks high in both 1) potential water quality besgfind 2) potential to increase
flows to the Blackfoot River. Beaver Creek supports higmsities of WSCT in
headwaters along with brown trout and resident brooit tin lower reaches. Brown
trout are dominant at increased densities in lower esackisheries impairments, located
in the middle reaches include: 1) reduced instream flow figrgation, 2) fish
entrapment to irrigation canals, and 3) livestock industedlam bank damage, and 4)
riparian vegetation suppression from livestock grazing andsaream corral.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Although irrigation occurs in the middle portion of Bea@eek, the level of dewatering
and fisheries impacts have not yet been evaluated.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Improvements on Beaver Creek include fish-friendly diesrsiand riparian grazing
changes. The USFS has implemented projects to reduceesgddelivery to Beaver
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Creek and improve road crossings.
Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

PAST MONITORING

FWP inventoried fish population surveys in 1989, resurveys sit#899 and 2004, and
measured stream temperatures in 1999, and 2001-04. FWP tesidtliog disease in

Beaver Creek in 2004, the results of which are pending. T8ESUconducts periodic
McNeil core samples.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

Periodic fish sampling and water temperature measure@enexpected to continue.

BELMONT CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Belmont Creek, a large’@order tributary to the lower Blackfoot River, flowd1 miles
through public and private land-primarily industrial (Plum Rjderest. The lower ~10
miles of stream are Plum Creek properties, except BLM section near the mouth.
Past fisheries-related projects include a Plum Creeksgped basin-wide erosion control
(road drainage) measures, along with fish passage improtemear the mouth. As a
bull trout core area and fluvial WSCT stream, Belmdreek ranks high on the
restoration priority list for total rank, biologicalnig and native species rank. In addition
to native species, Belmont Creek supports rainbow andrbmowower reaches and very
low brook trout densities. This species assemblage povaehigh (multi-species)
sport fishery value to the Blackfoot River. With onbpe of three water quality
impairments (sediment), Belmont Creek ranked as a ldarityr for potential water
qguality improvements. Fisheries-related impairmentiide elevated levels of instream
sediment (road drainage, riparian livestock accesspgalwith areas of low habitat
complexity in lower Belmont Creek. Whirling disease wasected in Belmont Creek in
2003 at a low grade (mean grade 0.38).

TMDL Issues
Listed: yes
Listed causes of impairment: Habitat alterations atatisin.

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues

Bull trout core area stream, proposed critical bolithabitat, bull trout spawning stream
Fluvial WSCT spawning

WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT
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Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Twin culverts that seasonally restricted upstreamriisivements were replaced in 1990.
Plum Creek Timber Company has initiated a sediment doptoject. The BLM has
recently completed some habitat enhancement and grazodifications in lower
Belmont Creek.

Current/Planned Restoration Activities

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population surveys in 1989 and resurveye® sites in 1994,
1997, 1998 and 2001, measured stream temperature in 1997-1999 and 2001-2004 and
stream flows in 1989 and 2000. FWP tested for whirling diséase 2000 through
2004. Telemetry identified this stream as supporting fluwsCT spawning. An
ambient water quality survey was completed in 1989 (Ingrhah £990).

Ongoing Monitoring

Annual summer water temperatures are expected to continue.

Planned Future Monitoring

Period fish population and whirling disease monitoring vatittnue.

ROCK CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Rock Creek, the largest tributary to the lower NorthkM®lackfoot River, is a 2nd order
stream that flows 8.2 miles through public (State) and fwivanch land. State land is
only found in the upper reaches of the stream. Rock Cre&k ragh on the restoration
priority and total rank list due to: 1) bull trout corea status, and bull trout rearing, 2)
fluvial WSCT presence, 3) high (multi-species) sport fighealue, 4) potential to
increase flow in the Blackfoot River, and 5) high potenttaimprove downstream water
qguality. Rock Creek ranked low for social and financahsiderations. Rock Creek
contains some rearing of bull trout, fluvial WSCT, browout, rainbow trout and
resident brook trout. Many of the fisheries impairrsewere addressed over the last
decade. Current fisheries impairments, concentratediddlenreach of Rock Creek
drainage, include 1) dewatering, entrainment, fish passadpepr® related to irrigation,
2) lack of instream complexity, 3) heavily degraded ripaxiagetation resulting from
excessive livestock access to stream banks. Whirlimgsisapproaching lethal levels is
now present at in the watershed.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.
Listed causes of impairment: Habitat and flow alters;j siltation.

Dewatering Issues

Rock Creek is on dewatered stream list between stredanlmdi-7.0 due to both natural
losses and irrigation.
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Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream
Fluvial WSCT migration corridor

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Rock Creek has been the focus of restoration over fireeh2-mile length since the
early 1990s. Restoration actions include channel and flamdpconstruction, grazing
management, shrub plantings, culvert replacementsatréam flow enhancement using
a flood to sprinkler conversion.

Current/Planned Restoration

Restoration focusing on shrub planting and floodplain congtruwill continue through
2005.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1989, 1990, 1994, 1996, 1998, 1999, 2001,
and 2002-2004. FWP completed habitat surveys in 1990 on thelodveniles of stream
(Pierce 1991), and then surveyed the remaining 6.8 miles &f ®eek in 1998 (Koopal
1999). FWP measured stream flows in 1989 and 2002 and water atunpgrin 1998,
1999 and 2002. Whirling disease monitoring has occurred in 1999-2001 and 2003.
Ongoing Monitoring

Ongoing monitoring includes continued fish population monigpimlower Rock Creek,
and periodic sampling of other sites. Periodic stréamperature and whirling disease
monitoring is expected to be ongoing.

Planned Future Monitoring

In addition to ongoing monitoring, upon completion of Rbbck Creek projects, post-
project habitat and fish population will likely be undden.

GOLD CREEK, West Fork: Priority - High

Description

West Fork Gold Creek is a"®order tributary stream to Gold Creek in the lower
Blackfoot watershed. Its headwaters begin at Bull Lalcefiow 8.0 miles through both
public (National Forest) and private industrial (Plum Crdekgstlands. West Fork Gold
Creek ranks high in total ranking on the restorationrjyidist, due to its high native
species value and multi-species sport fishery valuegdtackfoot River. It also ranks
high in social and financial considerations. Becausasofenerally high water quality,
West Fork of Gold Creek ranks low for providing potentialvdstream water quality
benefits. Because the West Fork does not provide imigathere is no potential for
improving downstream flows to the Blackfoot River. A budiut core stream, West Fork
Gold Creek supports bull trout spawning and rearing. The loseahes of the West Fork
support low numbers of fluvial WSCT, juvenile bull trotginbow trout, brown trout and
resident brook trout. Fisheries impairments include drainage problems.

TMDL Issues
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Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area, proposed critical bull trout hatbi
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 2000.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

KLEINSCHMIDT CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Kleinschmidt Creek, a 1st order spring creek tributary txkRCreek (North Fork
watershed), drains the southern portion of Kleinschmidt. FThis stream flows ~2.6
miles mostly through private land. Kleinschmidt Creek bagen the focus of an
extensive channel reconstruction and restoration projettisamow in early recovery
stage. Kleinschmidt Creek ranks high for project streamslf criteria. These high
ranks are the result of bull trout core area stdiuB,trout rearing, and use by fluvial
WSCT and multi species sport fishery values. Desmteéensive restoration,
Kleinschmidt Creek has potential for further water quahtprovement with modified
riparian grazing practices in upper reaches. KleinschmidékQOreceived a high social
rank. Kleinschmidt Creek supports very low densities ofnugebull trout and fluvial
WSCT along with higher densities of brook trout and bronont. Fisheries impairments
limited to upper Kleinschmidt Creek include 1) lack of riparia@getation, 2) excessive
livestock access to the riparian area and 3) feedlofffrudeinschmidt Creek support a
high level of whirling disease.

TMDL Issues

Listing history: 1996-No; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.

Listed causes of impairment: metals (copper), thermadifination, fish habitat
degradation, other habitat alterations, and riparian degvadat

Dewatering Issues
None in lower spring-fed portion of Kleinschmidt Creek.
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Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area
No evidence of WSCT reproduction

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Complete channel reconstruction of the lower 1.5 milestceam ending in 2001
Restoration objectives including reducing whirling diseasectidn levels, restoring
stream channel morphology for all life stages of trsxcreasing recruitment of trout to
the Blackfoot River, and restoring thermal refugia a@aring areas for North Fork bull
trout. Restoration activities included decreasing thdtlwto depth ratio, restoring
channel sinuosity, creation of pools, addition of woody idedand other natural materials
to the channel, shrub plantings along streambank, i@neaf riparian wetlands, and
livestock fencing.

Current/Planned Restoration

Grazing management changes are planned for the upperkieadthmidt Creek.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP assessed habitat in 1990 and 2002, surveyed fish populaigamsitg in 1990 and
periodically through 2004. FWP measures stream temperatuf€98, 1999 and 2001-
2004. FWP conducted whirling disease testing between 1997 and 2003.

Ongoing Monitoring

FWP plans to continue fish population, water temperaance whirling disease studies
into the next few years.

Planned Future Activities

Planned monitoring associated with 2005 restoration progreledied macroinvertebrate
sampling, water quality sampling (nutrients, TSS), watenperature monitoring, and
habitat/geomorphic/riparian assessments. Periodic fish gtogulsurveys will likely
continue.

DUNHAM CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Dunham Creek, a large 2nd order tributary to MontureelGréows ~13 miles through

public land (National Forest) and a small portion of privitied near the mouth.

Dunham Creek ranks high on the restoration priorityfdistproject streams. Supporting
fluvial bull trout spawning and rearing and fluvial WSCT, DamhCreek ranks high in

native species and multi-species sport fishery valuBscause of existing high water
quality, Dunham Creek has low potential water qualityelfiess Dunham Creek supports
populations of fluvial bull trout, fluvial WSCT, and rdent brook trout. Fish densities
for both WSCT and bull trout decline in the middles hemc Fisheries impairments,
located in the middle and lower reaches, include thedbsparian vegetation related to
past logging practices. Dunham Creek is also site ektansive channel reconstruction,
habitat restoration and revegetation project. Dunham Ceeé@k the early stages of
project recovery.
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TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower five miles of Dunham Creek are on dewatemegust list due to natural losses
and some irrigation within the natural losing reach.

Native Species Issues

Bull trout core area, proposed critical bull trout katyibull trout spawning
Fluvial WSCT spawning

WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

In 1996, the Dunham ditch was screened to prevent fiskslégsbe ditch. The diversion
was then upgraded improve upstream low flow fish passage in@®@D03

In the 1970’s over a mile of Dunham Creek was channelizad2001, the Blackfoot
cooperators reconstructed this stream section to natheainel dimensions, which
include restoring features to a reference condition @gyleasive revegetation. The
project involved correcting sediment deliveries estadaat ~25-times natural levels.
This influx of unnaturally high levels of sediment eetkrthe channel immediately
upstream of the Dunham Creek bull trout spawning area

Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

Beginning in 1995, telemetry identified this stream as a dlubull trout and WSCT
spawning stream, and identified the Dunham diversion asati@enfish entrainment
problem. FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1996, 1998, and2P0d0and
began bull trout redd counts in 2002. FWP performed geomorgleideil core and
winter water temperature data collections in fall of 2004 section of the restored reach
used by spawning bull trout. FWP observed bull trout redgsaject area in 2002 and
2004.

Ongoing Monitoring

Fish population surveys in the reach affected by regorattivities.

Planned Future Monitoring

None beyond ongoing monitoring

GOLD CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Gold Creek, a large 3rd order tributary to the lower Biaok River, flows ~19 miles
through public (National Forest, BLM) and private industfakst (Plum Creek) land.
Gold Creek ranks high on the restoration priority lists a core area bull trout stream,
Gold Creek provides spawning and rearing of fluvial bull trastld Creek also supports
fluvial WSCT and rainbow trout and brown trout in loweaches along with resident
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brook trout. Gold Creek ranks high in native species vahe provides high (multi-
species) sport fishery value. Because of generally hagbrguality, Gold Creek ranked
low for potential water quality benefits. Gold Creek prosidg® irrigation and thus no
potential to improve downstream flows to the BlackfooteR Fisheries impairments
include: 1) road drainage problems, 2) recreational imp@cisess sites in bull trout
spawning areas) and 3) low whirling disease infection. Go&klCtested positive for
whirling disease with a very low grade in 1999 and testedmave been negative.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues

Bull trout core area, proposed critical bull trout hat)ibull trout spawning, bull trout
recovery/recreational conflict area

Fluvial WSCT spawning

WSCT genetic composition: tested 99% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Past harvest of riparian conifers combined with the acambval of large woody debris
from the channel has reduced habitat complexity in tiwerldhree miles of Gold Creek.
Before 1996, pools accounted for less than 1% of the wstidaice area in this section
of stream (Pierce 1990). Low densities of age 1+ fisHudimag native fish, resulted

from this habitat simplification. In 1996, the Blackfamtoperators installed 66 habitat
structures made of native material (rock and wood) gsatlted in 61 new pools in the 3-
mile section.

Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1989, and monitored fish poipnl response
related to a habitat enhancement project between 1996 and 20@8wnal paper was
also published relating the survival of habitat structuresftooa event (Schmetterling
and Pierce 1999). FWP measured stream temperatures bel@@@rand 2004 and
stream flows in 1989 and 2000. Whirling disease testing was dmadunc1997, 1999-
2000 and 2002. Telemetry identified this stream as a fluviaCW$§pawning stream.
An ambient water quality survey was completed in 1989 (Imgetaal. 1990).

Ongoing Monitoring

Periodic fish population, water temperature and whirlingagisesampling are ongoing.
Planned Future Monitoring

None beyond periodic/ongoing monitoring.
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SNOWBANK CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Snowbank Creek is a&'lorder tributary stream to Copper Creek, an important spawni
and rearing stream for WSCT and fluvial bull trout Ime tupper Blackfoot River
watershed. Snowbank Creek’s headwaters begin on therreadope of Stonewall
Mountain then flow northeast 4.4 miles through the Hel®&tational Forest before
entering Copper Creek at mile 5.9. Snowbank Creek ranksirithe total ranking due
to high native species value, including bull trout coeaand rearing present, high social
and financial rank and ability potential to provide increlaf@ws to the Blackfoot River.
Human-related fisheries impairments involve a defunegrdion structure. Impairments
are: 1) fish entrainment to Snowbank Lake, 2) reducedphsisage, 3) stream channel
dewatering below the diversion, 4) localized channelraimns in the area of the
diversion, and 5) a road crossing identified as a pdittapassage barrier.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues

The lower 0.4 miles of Snowbank Creek is on the dewatgream list due to a diversion
to Snowbank Lake, which diverts a majority of the Snawb&reek base to Snowbank
Lake.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration

The existing diversion to Snowbank Lake results in sdvBsheries problems. In
addition, the water diverted for the stream has no legéér right. Planning to correct
these problems is ongoing. Wildfire-related restoratmork including cross-drainage
improvements on roads and upsized culvert replacemenpéaareed for 2005.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 2003 and 2004 and measesad atrd ditch
flows in 2003. Initial McNeil core sampling of cutthrogiasvning gravels has been
conducted by the USFS and several more years of sampphanised.

Ongoing Monitoring

Flow and fish population monitoring is expected to continue

Planned Future Monitoring

Monitoring and planning is ongoing.

BLANCHARD CREEK: Priority - High

49



Description

Blanchard Creek, a 2nd order tributary to the lower @later River, flows ~13 miles
through industrial (Plum Creek) forest, along with Stated and private agricultural
properties in lower reaches. Blanchard Creek ranks luglbdth total and biological
rank, based largely on its potential for instream flowd water quality benefits. Because
Blanchard Creek supports fluvial WSCT but no bull trout;aitks moderate in native
species value. However, because Blanchard Creek supymgdrtsgainbow trout densities
and brown trout, it ranks high (multi-species) spatdry value to both the Clearwater
and Blackfoot Rivers. Fisheries-related impairmentocated primarily in lower
Blanchard Creek include 1) dewatering, 2) channel alteratiBhsroad drainage
problems, 4) livestock induced stream bank degradation and 3)anip@egetation
suppression.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.
Listed causes of impairment: Habitat alterationsatsaih, and flow alteration.

Dewatering Issues
The lower 1.2 miles of Blanchard Creek is on the desvagestream list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 78% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Past restoration involved the installation of diversimits fish ladders and enhancement
of flows between 1990 and 2002. Some grazing improvementskawveimplemented
on State lands.

Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1990, 1992-1995, 1997-2000 and 2002-2003
and measured stream temperatures in 1999 and 2001. An ambienguality survey

was completed in 1989 (Ingman et al. 1990).

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

Periodic fish population sampling will likely continue.

COPPER CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Copper Creek, a large 3rd order tributary to the Landers iRotke upper Blackfoot

River watershed, flows ~14 miles entirely through publictidveal Forest) land, except a
small portion of private land in the lower reaches. Copperek ranks high on the
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restoration priority list. With bull trout core aetatus, fluvial bull trout and genetically
pure fluvial WSCT spawning and rearing, it ranks high in nagpecies value and high
(multi-species) in sport fishery value to the BlackfooteR Because of existing high
water quality and adequate flows, Copper Creek ranks low ienpalt water quality
benefits to the Blackfoot River. Densities of WS@dd bull trout for both species are
generally low throughout the drainage, but increase in Imiddaches. Fisheries
impairments include stream crossing (fords and undersizédels) and localized areas
of stream bank degradation from recreational users inntltglle. Dewatering in
Snowbank Creek, a tributary to Copper Creek, may affistteam flows.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower mile of Copper Creek is on the dewateredrstiish due to natural dewatering
and other areas in the headwaters are naturally iittedmthe extent of which is
unknown. How flows in Copper Creek are affected by fleguctions in Snowbank
Creek is unknown.

Native Species Issues

Bull trout spawning stream, proposed critical habitat, Inaut core area, bull trout
recovery/recreational conflict area

Fluvial WSCT spawning

WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration

The USFS is planning road obliteration, reducing sedimenvedgliand replacing
culverts at several locations within the watershed.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population in 1989 and resurveyed sites in-1998, 2002 and
2004. FWP measured water temperatures 1999 and 2001-2004 and stream 1108@&
and 2000. Annual bull trout redd counts conducted by the U8E&nbin 1988. The
USFS has collected several years of McNeil core gangta. Telemetry identified this
stream as an important fluvial WSCT spawning stream.

Ongoing Monitoring

Bull trout redd counts occur annually in Copper Creek, Ixdut spawning site
assessments will be completed by 2005. Periodic fish papulsurveys at established
sites are expected to continue.

Planned Future Monitoring

None beyond ongoing/periodic surveys.
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WARREN CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Warren Creek, a small 2nd tributary to the middle Biagk River, flows ~14 miles

primarily through forested foothills and private ranch lahdarren Creek ranks high on
the restoration priority and total rank list. This higimk is due to high (multi-species)
sport fishery value to the Blackfoot River and high potentiatnprove downstream flow

and water quality. Warren Creek has a moderate ngpeies value. Warren Creek
contains a mixed species composition of brook trout, broout and low numbers of
WSCT. Brook trout inhabit the entire drainage, browsutrare found in the lower

reaches and WSCT are present in the lower and uppereseathWarren Creek.

Fisheries impairments, located throughout the drainagdyde: 1) road crossings, 2)
irrigation dewatering and diversion that inhibit fish gege, 3) channelization, 4) lack of
instream complexity, and 5) degraded stream banks and ri@agas due to excessive
livestock access. Warren Creek tested positive forlimgpidisease in 1998.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.
Listed causes of impairment: Flow and habitat altenati

Dewatering Issues
The lower six miles of Warren Creek is on the devetestream list to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: untested
No evidence of WSCT reproduction

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Warren Creek has been the focus of extensive restoifforts beginning in 1991.
Projects to date include 1) removal of three streanmdels, 2) improved fish passage
at three locations, 3) three miles of channel recaastm, 4) six miles of improved
riparian grazing, and 5) enhanced stream flows in the ltdwee miles of stream.
Current/Planned Restoration

Approximately one mile of Warren Creek is currently beimggonstructed. Shrub
planting and riparian grazing changes will be incorporated.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1991, 1992, 1997, and 2000-2004edeasur
stream flows in 2000, stream temperatures in 2000-2004 and conddutlag disease
tests in 1997-2000.

Ongoing Monitoring

Fish population, water temperatures and whirling diseasmeitaring are expected to
continue into the next few years.

Planned Future Monitoring
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None, beyond ongoing fish population surveys.

WILLOW CREEK (lower): Priority - High

Description

Willow Creek below Lincoln, a 2nd order tributary to tineper Blackfoot River, flows
~9 miles through public (National Forest) land in the uppamdge and private ranch
land downstream of mile ~6. Willow Creek ranks highriestoration priority and total
rank, due to: 1) high potential to improve water qualitythe Blackfoot River, 2)
moderate native species value, 3) high (multi-species) fiploery value to the Blackfoot
River, and 4) potential to increase flows in the BlackfRiver. Willow Creek supports
fluvial WSCT, brown trout and resident brook trout. @1Sand brook trout dominate
upper reaches. Low densities of brown trout occupy Howédlow Creek. Fisheries
impairments include culverts and mining in the upper drainagevedisas irrigation
dewatering and degraded riparian vegetation from excessesdck use in the middle
and lower reaches.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower two miles of Willow Creek is on the dewateseream list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% pure

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population in 1992 and 1999, measured streanertgmmes in
1999 and from 2001-2003 and stream flows in 2000.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

ELK CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Elk Creek, a degraded 3rd order tributary to the lower BlatkRiver, flows ~14 miles

through both public (BLM and State) in headwaters and @riyagricultural) land in

lower ~7 miles. It ranks high on the restoration piydist as it has a high potential for
improving water quality and downstream flows to the Bfaot River. Elk Creek
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provides a high (multi-species) sport fishery value toBlaeckfoot River, but ranked
moderate in native species value and received a low somiafinancial ranking. Elk
Creek supports populations of fluvial WSCT, rainbow troubwm trout, and resident
brook trout. Densities of all species decrease emdbwnstream direction. Fisheries
impairments in upper Elk Creek include channel alteratiorec€pl mining) and road
drainage problems. Fisheries impairments for lower Eigek include: 1) lack of
complex fish habitat (instream wood), 2) livestock indudeelasn bank degradation and
riparian vegetation suppression, 3) elevated water tetaperand channel instability, 4)
irrigation impacts (instream flows, fish losses to liktg and fish passage), and 5) adverse
effects of upstream mining and road drainage problems. kkCested positive for
whirling disease in 2003 with a mean grade of 2.84.

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower three miles of Elk Creek is on the dewatseteshm list due to irritation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 94% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

To begin improving water quality in lower Elk Creek, a magoosion control project was

undertaken in a channelized section of lower Elk Creeke(iB3-2.9) in 1994. This

project included the reconstruction of 8,600’ of new channetelsas some livestock

management changes. Although this project correctedajar nsediment problem,

subsequent monitoring of water temperature, fish populatan$,suspended sediment
all confirm EIk Creek failed to meet intended project bitnefObjectives were not met,
as grazing prescriptions were not followed. Other graziagspon adjacent riparian
pastures were not implemented.

Current/Planned Restoration

FWP is currently working with the Blackfoot Challengad NRCS to again develop
restoration and grazing plans for the lower four mileBlkfCreek

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP 1) conducted fish population surveys in 1989, 1991, 1995-1997, 20Q0@3\d2)
monitored water temperatures in 1997 and 1999-2003, 3) measured diseharge in
2000 and 2003, 4) measured total suspended sediment in 2001, 5) pedeamexdphic
surveys at two locations in 2004, and 6) began monitoring forimghidisease in 1997
and continued in 1999 and 2000-2004. An extensive geomorphic, fishthafita
riparian habitat study was completed over the length of nilaénstem (Watershed
consulting 1996). An ambient water quality survey was ceteglin 1989 (Ingman et al.
1990).

Ongoing Monitoring
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Periodic monitoring of fish populations, water temperataine whirling disease will
continue.

Planned Future Monitoring

Additional monitoring will depend upon outcomes of the curm&storation planning
efforts.

HOYT CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Hoyt Creek, a small 1st order spring creek tributary weloDick Creek, originates from
alluvial aquifers located immediately north of Ovandihis spring creek flows ~4 miles
exclusively through private ranch land. Despite a latve species rank, Hoyt Creek
ranks high in the restoration and total rank priority lithis rank is due to high (multi-
species) sport fishery value and potential to improvev faind water quality in the
watershed. Hoyt Creek supports WSCT, rainbow trout, brivaut and brook trout in
generally low densities. Fisheries impairments, loc#teaughout the stream, include
channel instablity, lack of habitat complexity, irrigaticlewatering and suppressed
riparian vegetation.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Approximately one mile of Hoyt Creek is on the dewatesteglam list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream
No known WSCT reproduction in the stream

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Grazing management changes, diversion upgrades and calbeidde replacements.
Current/Planned Restoration

The reconstruction of an incised portion of Hoyt Creselkding considered.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1992 and measured streapetatures at two
locations in 2001. Geomorphic assessments were compte28@3 and 2004.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Additional Planned Monitoring

Additional monitoring will be necessary depending on omte of current restoration
planning.

SPRING CREEK (North Fork): Priority - High
Description
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Spring Creek, a small 1st tributary to the North For&cRfoot River, originates on the
north side of Ovando Mountain. It flows ~6 miles throyglvate land. Spring Creek
ranks high on the restoration priority and total rankdist to a high native species rank,
high (multi species) sport fishery value, and a potetdiaicrease flows in the Blackfoot.
Located in the bull trout core area, Spring Creek supporenile bull trout rearing, and
low densities of fluvial WSCT and brook trout. Fishsrigmpairments include
dewatering and fish losses to an irrigation ditch.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower 6.5 miles of spring creek in on dewatered stistmiue to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream
WSCT genetic composition: tested 97% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

The restoration of spring Creek began in 1998 with the iastall of a diversion
retrofitted with a fish ladder at mile 1.8. A baffledwart replaced an undersized culvert
at mile 0.5 in 1998 in order to improve upstream juvenile thoillt passage.
Current/Planned Restoration

Water conservation projects and irrigation ditch isheening options are currently in the
development phases.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1997, 2000 and 2002. Streasnviere
monitored by FWP in 2000 and BBCTU in 2003.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

Fish population surveys and flow monitoring are expectaitbinue on a periodic basis
one the instream flow and fish screening projects argleben

BLACKFOOT RIVER (Reach 1: Headwaters to Lincoln): Priorit y - High

Description

The Blackfoot River begins on south-western slopethefContinental Divide at river
mile 132.5. This headwater reach begins as a stfadiréder stream at the confluence of
Beartrap and Anaconda Creeks and extends 23.6 miles tandwn (mile 108.9). It
flows through private (Sieben Ranch Co, Plum Creek, f@lyaowned) and public
(National Forest, State) lands. Four larger basintfdxditaries (upper Willow Creek,
Alice Creek, Hogum Creek and the Landers Fork) feed #usion of the river. These
tributaries all support WSCT, usually brook trout and losngities of brown trout in
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lower reaches. Many other smaller tributaries not ritesd in this report also support
fisheries. The Landers Fork is the largest tributaryinockases the Blackfoot River to a
4™ order stream. Copper Creek, the largest tributaryetd_éimders Fork is the primary
fluvial bull trout-spawning stream for the upper BlackfoMatershed. This reach
supports limited mainstem spawning by bull trout, WSCT andwvibrérout. This
reproduction contributes to its high native species vahgeoverall high total ranking on
the restoration priority list. The effects of miniogntamination remain the most serious
threat to fish populations in this reach. Other mamdisheries impairments include: 1)
instream flow limitations resulting primarily from na#lirstream losses with some
irrigation in the lower portion of the reach, 2) chdnalterations, 3) lack of instream
wood, and 4) fish losses to an irrigation ditch. Whirlthgease is also increasing in this
reach.

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower portion of this reach is dewatered due to nadtneam losses and irrigation to
a limited degree.

Native Species Issues

Bull trout nodal habitat, proposed critical bull trdnatbitat
WSCT migration corridor

WSCT genetic composition: tested 99-100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Some mine reclamation work has been completed
Current/Planned Restoration

Cleanup of toxic sites is planned on the national forest

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP established several fish population survey sectiotigsimeach in the 1970s, which
were periodically surveyed through 1999. Water quality andonagertebrates were
assessed at three locations in 1988-89 (Ingman et al. 189fparian health inventory
was conducted in 1999 (Marler and Schmetterling). In 2000, EdBucted a habitat
survey of the lower 12 miles of this reach with an eagjhon pool size, pool frequency,
a large wood inventory, bankfull measurements, pebble codlow and water
temperature measurements. FWP tested for whirlingigesgom 1998 through 2004.
The USFS periodically collects McNeil core samplethis reach.

Ongoing Monitoring

FWP conducts periodic (4-10 year interval) fish populatiomests and monitors summer
water temperature data and whirling disease samples amaial basis.

Planned Future Monitoring
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None beyond periodic monitoring.

BLACKFOOT RIVER (Reach 2: Lincoln to Arrastra Creek): Pr iority - High
Description

This 20.1-mile reach of the upper Blackfoot River extendmfLincoln (mile 108.9) to
Arrastra Creek (mile 88.8). It begins in an intermittexdich where the mainstem gains
large volumes of groundwater and spring creek inflows duriagedilow periods.
Landownership consists of private and mixed public (Nati¢ioaest, BLM and State)
lands. Several basin-fed tributary streams enter dugos of the Blackfoot (Poorman
Creek Keep Cool Creek, Lincoln Gulch, lower Willow Geg&auerkraut Creek, Little
Moose Creek, and Moose Creek), all supporting WSCT populatamsvell as other
salmonids depending on the specific stream. This gaseagon of the river provides
concentrated spawning areas for brown trout and veryelirull trout reproduction.
Brown trout is the dominant species, followed by low, ibateasing numbers of WSCT
and very low bull trout densities, all of which cohute to its high ranking for native
species value and multi-species sport fishery valuerallvthis reach ranks high in total
ranking on restoration priority list. Fisheries impaamts include: 1) localized lack of in
complexity, 2) localized areas of historic and curremesiock grazing involving on
riparian vegetation and stream bank degradation, and 3)cesmasing level of whirling
disease.

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
Natural dewatering occurs in the upper-most portion ofrégesh. There are no human
related-dewatering issues on this mainstem rpecke.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout nodal habitat, proposed critical bull trdnatbitat

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Riparian grazing management changes and localized strelarstadlity projects have
been implemented.

Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP established th€anyon fish population survey section in the early 1970’s and has
periodically sampled this section. FWP completed sévewvenile fish population
surveys in 1998. A riparian health inventory was conducted in I®88ler and
Schmetterling. A baseline habitat survey and native figmitry study was completed

in 2003-04. FWP tested for whirling disease between 1998 and 2002 20@4in Water
quality and macro-invertebrates were assessed abtatidns in 1988-89 (Ingman et al.
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1990). The USFS conducts periodic McNeil core samples thea Nevada Ogden
Bridge.

Ongoing Monitoring

FWP conducts periodic fish population surveys in the Casgation, along with annual
monitoring of summer water temperatures and whirling dessamples.

Planned Future Monitoring

At this time, FWP no additional surveys beyond periodic toing activities.

BLACKFOOT RIVER (Reach 4: Nevada Creek to the North Fork): Priority - High
Description

This reach extends 13.7 miles from the mouth of NevadakC(mile 67.7) downstream
to the mouth of the North Fork Blackfoot River (mbd). It flows mostly through
private ranch with only ~0.8 mile flanked by public (Stdéeds on the south side at the
lower portion of the reach. Below Nevada Creek, ther bhecomes more confined by
moraine where channel gradient increases and sinuositgages. This reach is
naturally subject to anchor-ice formation and high aadations of fine sediment in the
substrate. In addition to Nevada Creek, three smalltailyp streams (Yourname, Wales
and Frazier Creeks) enter this reach, all of whichfsteeries impaired. The sum of
mainstem and tributary impairments result in very lownsi@m salmonid densities.
This reach ranks high in total ranking due to its high pa@lkefdr improving water
quality and increasing downstream flows and high in natpecies value, despite low
rank for sport fishery value resulting from a lack of msé&m recruitment. Human-
induced mainstem fisheries impairments include: 1) watertgyabblems originating
from Nevada Creek involving elevated nutrients, 2) low sumffowrs, 3) high summer
water temperatures, and 4) livestock suppressed riparianatiegeaind stream bank
degradation. Whirling disease is also increasing in thhrea

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
The entire 13.7-mile reach is listed on the dewatereghsirlist due to mainstem
irrigation and dewatering of all tributaries enterings tt@ach.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout nodal habitat, proposed critical bull trdnatbitat

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Riparian grazing management improvements have occurtbisireach.
Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities
Past Monitoring
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FWP establisheB&aymond Bridge fish population survey section and a water temperature
monitoring sites in this reach in 1988. In 2002, FWP moved #epiopulation surveys
immediately upstream and renamed the survey siteWhles Creek section. FWP
monitors populations in this reach on a bi-annual basitei\Vquality and macro-
invertebrates were assessed at four locations in 1988-88dimgt al. 1990). A riparian
heath assessment was completed in 1999 (Marler and SeHimgtt1999). FWP
completed a habitat survey was completed for this reéach0O03. FWP measured
whirling disease infection levels from 1998 through 2004.

Ongoing Monitoring

FWP expects to monitor fish populations in the Waleekeection bi-annually, summer
water temperatures annually and whirling disease on adiebasis.

Planned Future Monitoring

None beyond ongoing monitoring activities.

MCCABE CREEK: Priority - High

Description

McCabe Creek, a small, 2nd order tributary to Dick Crdlekys ~9.5 miles through
public (National Forest) and private (agricultural) land niddle to lower reaches.
McCabe Creek ranked high on the restoration priority tatal rank list due to a high
native species rank, high biological rank, single spetMSCT) sport fishery value and
low potential to improve water quality due to its restoceddition. McCabe Creek,
located in the bull trout core area, contains fluW&SCT and brook trout. McCabe
Creek has been the focus of a concerted restoratioecprthat included a culvert
upgrade, instream flow enhancement, elimination of inogaditch fish losses, instream
habitat enhancement and riparian grazing changes. Excepipfanessed riparian woody
vegetation, the majority of fisheries impairments hadeen addressed through an
extensive restoration program. The stream is curremtly recovery phase although
grazing impairments continue.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues

Lower McCabe was a dewatered stream in lower reachedodinagation; however,
water conservation measures have improved flows regulii the removal of McCabe
Creek from the dewatered stream list.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream
WSCT genetic composition: tested 98% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

A comprehensive restoration project for McCabe Creek rbegal1999 and was
completed in 2001. This project 1) consolidated four irrigatitches into one pipeline
and screened the intake; 2) converted flood to sprinkigation; 3) restored habitat
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conditions including the placement of instream wood andbsplantings along 1/2 mile
of stream; 4) incorporated necessary riparian livestockagement changes; and 5)
improved a county road crossing. In 2001, the project cdegplehe irrigation
conversion, developed off-stream livestock watering aewbnstructed ~1/2 mile of
stream channel.

Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1992, 1995, 1997, and 1999-2004 and
measured stream temperatures in 1998 and 2001.

Ongoing Monitoring

Fish population monitoring is approaching final monitoring pease

Planned Future Monitoring
None, although a grazing monitoring plan should be initiated.

ALICE CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Alice Creek, an upper Blackfoot Rivel®drder tributary, flows ~16 miles through mixed
public (National Forest) and private ranch land. Theslow8 miles of stream is
exclusively private. Alice Creek ranks high on the redton priority list and high in
native species value as it supports very limited bullttspawning and rearing, and
populations of fluvial WSCT and brook trout. Alice €kealso ranked high on the
biological priority list, but provides a low (single spex)i sport fishery value to the
Blackfoot River and ranks low in potential water qudlignefits. Recent fish population
sampling found no fish in lower Alice Creek and low deasiof WSCT in middle
reaches. The upper reaches support low densities of VEBEBrook trout. Fisheries
impairments near mile two include: 1) the lack of compiletx habitat (instream wood),
2) localized stream banks degradation and 3) an instreahtrossing from recreational
users. Sections of Alice Creek are seasonally intenti

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The middle reaches of Alice Creek are seasonallymtint, the extent of which is
unknown

Native Species Issues
Historic bull trout spawning stream
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities
Past Restoration
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The USFS has undertaken culvert removal in the heatsyab@d closure and
obliteration, two constructed ford installations and ghiag of the Alice Creek road.
Riparian shrub plantings were conducted in along the lmigéches in 2002.
Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1999 and measured sterapetatures in 1999,
2001 and 2003 and stream flow in 2000. An ambient water qualitgysuras completed
in 1989 (Ingman et al. 1990). The USFS conducted bull tesld surveys in lower Alice
Creek from 1999 to 2003.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

CHAMBERLAIN CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Chamberlain Creek, a 2nd order tributary to the middlekitat River, flows ~10 miles
through both public (BLM) and private (Plum Creek and agucal) lands. Private land
is located in the lower seven miles of stream. ChalmbeCreek ranked high for
restoration and total priorities and moderate for bialalgiranking. This moderate
biological ranking is the result of improved flow andteraconditions related to past
restoration projects. Because Chamberlain Creek supmaltsout rearing and fluvial
WSCT, it ranked high in native species value. ChamberleelCalso supports a multi-
species sport fishery value to the Blackfoot River. WSCiidate the lower four miles
along with low numbers of rainbow, brown, brook and aut. Fisheries impairments,
located in the mid-to lower reaches include: 1) elevaired sediment (road drainage),
2) livestock induced riparian vegetation suppression, 3) lackoafplex fish habitat
(instream wood), and 4) dewatering. Whirling diseasefinstsdetected in Chamberlain
Creek in 1999 and infection had increased to a mean grade3ah2002.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-No; 2002-No.
Listing causes of impairment: Flow alteration, halai&gration, suspended solids.

Dewatering Issues

The lower mile of Chamberlain Creek is on the dewatstexhm list due to a diversion.
A water lease is currently in place for 50% of theirbaBscharge, which maintains a
minimal level of base flows.

Native Species Issues

Bull trout rearing

Fluvial WSCT spawning stream

WSCT genetic composition: tested 97-98 % WSCT
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Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Since 1990, Chamberlain Creek has been the focus of a compikehdisheries
restoration effort. Projects include: road drainageirgpaparian livestock management
changes, fish habitat restoration, irrigation upgradesngolidate ditches, water
conservation, eliminate fish entrainment, fish laddestaittation on a diversion), and
improved stream flows through water leasing. Restorabiccurred throughout the
drainage but focused mostly in the lower mile of stream.

Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1989, and resurveyed sagngiies in 1995, 1997,
1998, 2000 and 2002-2004. FWP completed a habitat survey in 1990. BLM flow
monitoring occurs upstream of the West Fork. FWP measuagel temperatures from
1999 through 2004 and stream flow in 1989 and 2000. FWP monitors tWwgatgkes
associated with a water lease in the lower mile tedasn. FWP began testing for
whirling disease in 1997 and continued from 1999 through 2004. Tejementified
this stream as an important WSCT spawning stream.

ONGOING MONITORING

Fish population, whirling disease and flow monitoringatedl to the water lease are
ongoing.

Planned Future Monitoring

FWP plans to evaluate instream sediment levels usingellicore samples beginning in
2005.

MCELWAIN CREEK: Priority - High

Description

McElwain Creek, a 2nd order tributary to lower Nevadaekrdlows 9 miles through
public (BLM) and private ranch land. Private land is locatethe lower 6 miles of the
stream. McElwain Creek ranks high on the restoratiasripyiand total rank list due to
its potential to increase flows in the Blackfoot rivnd high potential to improve water
guality due to its degraded condition. McElwain receivednariative species value as it
lacks bull trout single species, but does support purelemsiWSCT with densities
decreasing in the downstream direction. Fisheries immgaits, located mostly on private
land, include 1) poor road crossings and drainage, 2)tiomganpacts (fish passage and
dewatering), 3) degraded riparian vegetation, and 4) excesagock access to stream
banks.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000, 2002-Did not meet SCD.
Listed causes of impairment: Siltation, Flow altemat pathogens.

Dewatering Issues
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The lower mile of McElwain Creek is on the dewatereesasn list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Some grazing improvements have been completed, includéngemoval of a streamside
feedlot and offstream water development.

Current/Planned Restoration

Grazing improvements and offstream water are in theldpment phases.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1998 and measured streanetatuapes in 2000-
2002.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

SALMON CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Salmon Creek, a small, 1st order outlet stream fropp€rs Lake, flows ~2.5 miles in
length through entirely public (National Forest) privaggi@ultural land before joining
Dry Creek to form Rock Creek. This small stream reacehgh rankings for restoration
priority and total rank, native species, biological aparsfishery values. Salmon Creek
has a low potential to improve on water quality and ivece a low rank for
social/financial considerations. Salmon Creek, latatethe North Fork bull trout core
area, supports very low densities of both juvenile balittand fluvial WSCT along with
high densities of brook trout. Most of the habitdated problems were corrected on
Salmon Creek through extensive restoration. Currentrist impairments, located on
lower Salmon Creek include instream flow problems rdl&eflood irrigation.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Irrigation occurs but at currently insufficient levels include Salmon Creek on the
dewatered stream list.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream
No evidence of WSCT reproduction

Restoration Activities
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Past Restoration

Between 1996 and 2000, a comprehensive fisheries improveméattwas completed
on Salmon Creek. The project included channel reconstnidtabitat enhancement,
increased stream flows, changes to streamside grazmgyvaé¢ of a streamside corral,
fish screening on two ditches and the placement of a Dishilladder to the outlet
structure of Spawn Lake.

Current/Planned Restoration

Water conservation projects are being discussed.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1994, 1995, and 1999 andftestddrling
disease in 1997.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

SHANLEY CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Shanley Creek, a 2nd order tributary to Cottonwood Creekysfl~9 miles through

public and private land, including the Bandy Experimental RanShanley Creek

received a high total rank and biological rank and a moelemative species value.
Shanley Creek’s high total rank is due to a high (multeg®® sport fishery value and
potential water quality benefits. Shanley Creek, locatethe Cottonwood Creek bull

trout core area, historically contained bull troutsdwh on landowner interviews.
However, this species was absent from recent FWP ywirveShanley Creek now
contains resident WSCT, brown trout and brook troutSGV dominate upper Shanley
Creek. Brown trout dominate lower Shanley Creek. eBdwestoration projects were
completed on Shanley Creek including livestock managemengesaand screening an
irrigation ditch. Current fisheries impairments includgrdeed riparian vegetation due
to excessive livestock access to stream banks.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower 1.6 miles of Shanley Creek is on the dewatdredrs list due to irrigation,
although attempts are made to maintain a minimal fexel|

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream.
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities
Past Restoration
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Three restoration projects were completed on ShanlegkCloeginning in 1994. These
involved a riparian exclosures near the mouth, the plaoeof a fish screen on the ditch
to Bandy Reservoir and the development of a threeupmsiparian grazing system
between stream mile 0.6 and 1.8.

Current/Planned Restoration

None, although grazing plans need to be evaluated and refined.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1993 and 1996 and continuedndanpopulations

in 1997, 2001 and 2003. FWP measured stream temperatures in 1997 and 1999 and
tested for whirling disease in 1997.

Ongoing Monitoring

Periodic fish population monitoring related to restora#iotion is expected to continue.
Additional Planned Monitoring

None beyond periodic fish population monitoring. A grazingimawsing plan should be
developed.

SPRING CREEK (upper Cottonwood): Priority - High

Description

Spring Creek, a 1st order tributary to upper Cottonwood Creelysfl~2.5 miles
exclusively through private timber and agricultural lan@®pring Creek scored high in
total rank due to high native species value, high (mp#c®s) sport fishery value, and
potential to increase flows to the Blackfoot River.i&prCreek has low potential to
improve downstream water quality and ranks low in scaml financial considerations.
Located in the bull trout core area, Spring Creek supWB&CT and brook trout and bull
trout rearing as recently as 1989. Since 1989, Spring Credbebagdiverted on a year-
around basis and is now disjunct from Cottonwood Cr&eHl trout have not been
detected in more recent sampling. Fisheries impairmenbe lower reaches include: 1)
irrigation impacts (fish passage, entrainment, and deiwgje2) channel alterations, and
3) suppressed riparian vegetation.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower mile of Spring Creek is on the dewatered sties due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream.
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
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None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1989 and 1999.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

STONEWALL CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Stonewall Creek is a*lorder tributary stream to Keep Cool Cr, "4 Grder tributary
stream to the upper Blackfoot River. Stonewall Creek drtweswestern slopes of
Stonewall Mountain then flows south ~7.65 miles througbhackerboard of public
(National Forest and State) and private lands. StdheWaek ranks high on the
restoration priority and total ranking list due to a heglort fishery value (multi-species),
and moderate potential to improve Blackfoot River wateflityuly reducing sediment
and temperature and increase stream flows. Stonewadlk Grnepports populations of
WSCT, brown trout, and brook trout. Fish densities lave throughout the drainage.
Brown and resident brook trout are found in the lowerches of the stream. Middle
reaches support resident WSCT and brook trout and only W@&€d found in the upper
reaches. Fisheries impairments include: 1) elevatedmsedtli levels, 2) excessive
livestock grazing impacts on riparian vegetation, 3) ovdemed stream banks and
braided channel, 4) instream flows (dewatering both natudiliraigation induced), 5)
extensive placer mining, and 6) a stream ford at the UfeESdary.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower two miles of Stonewall Creek is on the dewed stream list due to irrigation
and natural losses.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities
Past Monitoring
FWP conducted fish population surveys and measured wateetatures in 2004.
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Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring
None

WALES SPRING CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Wales Spring Creek, &'brder spring creek tributary to lower Wales Creek, §ov0.9
miles through private ranch land. Wales Spring Creek ras on the restoration
priority and total ranking list due to its high potent@limprove water quality, moderate
native species value and multi-species sport fisheyevid the Blackfoot River. Wales
Spring Creek supports moderate densities of brown troutvang low densities of
WSCT. Fish likely coming from Wales Creek, no spawning habibserved. Fisheries
impairments include: 1) slumping stream banks, 2) excegsmstdck grazing impacts
on riparian vegetation (grasses).

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues
No evidence of WSCT reproduction

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration

Wales Spring Creek will be assessed for restoration in 2005.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations and measured stream flo@803.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

WASSON CREEK: Priority - High

Description

Wasson Creek is a small 1st order tributary to upper NeSadag Creek with a length
of ~8.4 miles. The Wasson drainage contains both pubbtidhal Forest) land in the
upper drainage and private land downstream of mile ~ 4. Wa&asmk ranks high on
the restoration priority and total ranking list due toghlmank in potential water quality
benefits, potential to increase flow in the Blackf&ter, moderate native species values
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and a moderate rank in social and financial considesati®asson Creek supports high
densities of WSCT in upper reaches with densities dangeasgnificantly in lower
reaches. Impairments to fisheries, located in tr#dmiand lower reaches, include: 1)
excessive livestock access to the stream, 2) chanedtadins, 3) dewatering, 4) possible
fish barriers at diversion points, and 5) a culvert engssn the National Forest.

TMDL ISSUES
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower two miles of Wasson Creek is listed on diesvatered stream list due to
irrigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% pure

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Past restoration actions involve irrigation diversion upgadattle fords, off stream
water developments and riparian pastures.

Current/Planned Restoration

A comprehensive restoration project for Wasson Creelrigiatly being developed with
private landowners. The project is expected to includeenbancement of instream
flows, 2) improvement of riparian grazing and 3) reconsivacof less than a mile of
stream.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population 1991 and re-surveyed establishe=]isit2000, 2003
and 2004. FWP measured stream temperatures and streanmf@®@0, 2003 and 2004
and tested for whirling disease in 1997. Channel measurensdatisd to instream flow
needs and channel reconstruction were collected 2004.

Ongoing Monitoring

FWP expects to continue to monitor fish populations, $lenwd water temperatures on an
ongoing basis until approximately 2010, if the current reStorgroject develops as
anticipated.

Planned Future Monitoring

None beyond expected ongoing monitoring.
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MODERATE PRIORITY STREAMS

BEAR CREEK (rm 12.2): Priority — Moderate

Description

Bear Creek, a small, 2nd order tributary to the lowkacEoot River, flows ~6 miles
through private land including industrial forest in upper reactBear Creek has received
extensive restoration over the last several yearsh \Wie exception of undersized
culverts in the headwaters, Bear Creek is approaching riasabration phases. Bear
Creek ranks moderate on the restoration priority distdtal and biological rank and high
for native species and multi-species sport fishery valudow in potential water quality
benefit due to the completion of many restoration gptejen the basin. Bear Creek
supports limited bull trout rearing, fluvial WSCT, rainbénut, brown trout and resident
brook trout. Bear Creek is the tributary south othe@ of the Blackfoot River thought
to provide significant recruitment to the Blackfoot &isport fishery. Fisheries-related
impairments involve perceived elevated levels of streadimsnt resulting from
extensive timber harvest and road drainage. Culvertgoalotations appear undersized
and should be evaluated for fish passage. In the Izaehes of Bear Creek, the stream
is currently in the restoration recovery phases wheaamel reconstruction and grazing
management changes were completed.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues
Bull trout rearing
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities
Past Restoration
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Beginning in 1995, approximately 6000’ of lower Bear Creek wasnstnacted or
habitat enhanced where channelization and historical grdadglamaged the channel.
The project involved grazing management changes, shruliinglaand improved
diversions at two locations. In 1996, culverts at tacations were upgraded; however,
these culverts do not appear to be meeting fish passageivdgeand need to be re-
evaluated.

Current/Planned Restoration

Two possible stream crossings are under consideratiap@rades.

Monitoring Activities
Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1994, 1995, and 1998-2004. Water
temperature data was collected in 1998, 2001 and 2002. FWP complepedt
reconstruction habitat survey in 1998. FWP tested for whirdiisease in bear Creek in
2004, the results of which are pending.

Ongoing Monitoring

Fish population monitoring in the restoration projectasenearing completion.

Planned Future Monitoring

McNeil core sampling is tentatively planned for 2005-06. Fl@iproject monitoring and
fish population survey may continue. Stream sedimentaifglshould also be evaluated.

BLACKFOOT RIVER (reach 3: Arrastra creek to Nevada Creek): Priority —
Moderate

Description

This 4" order reach extends 21.1miles from Arrastra Creek (88l8) downstream to
Nevada Creek (mile 67.7) through a mix of private ranch @rdic (National Forest,
State and BLM) lands. No tributary streams enterrdrash of the Blackfoot River. The
channel loses slope and becomes highly sinuous, erosive @mal torthe deposition of
fine sediment due to the extremely low channel slopestrdam wood and channel
complexity decreases in the downstream direction. Wabtaperature changes are more
extreme during summer and winter as compared with theeapstreach (2) . The
salmonid assemblage includes low densities of brown treutha dominant fish,
followed by very low densities of WSCT and bull trodthis reach ranks high in native
species and biological values but moderate with othegrigritresulting in a moderate
total rank. Beyond a host of natural limiting factors, humelated fisheries impairments
include: 1) irrigation related low flows, 2) entrainmentish to some ditches, 2) reduced
instream complexity, and 3) excessive livestock to ripaaieas resulting in suppressed
riparian vegetation and stream bank degradation. Whirlisgade is also increasing in
this reach.

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
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The majority of this river reach (17.1 miles) is on deasad stream list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout nodal habitat, proposed critical bull trdnatbitat

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Streamside corrals were removed at one location.

Current/Planned Restoration

One fish screen project is being developed. Irrigatiomican this portion of the
Blackfoot River will be evaluated for entrainment in 2005.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

An FWP completed habitat survey and native fish telgmetudy was completed in
2003-04. Water temperature monitoring began in the early 19904SGS monitoring
station (#12335100) was recently established and has threeoyearginuous flow data.
Water quality and macro-invertebrates were assessewdbvcation in 1988-89 (Ingman
et al. 1990). A riparian health inventory was conducted in 199@rléM and
Schmetterling).

Ongoing Monitoring

FWP collects monitors summer water temperature and imdnidisease surveys on an
annual basis.

Planned Future Monitoring

None beyond ongoing monitoring activities.

DRY CREEK: Priority — Moderate

Description

Dry Creek is a tributary to Rock Creek in the North Faofrkhe Blackfoot River drainage.
It flows through public (National Forest) land except tloe lower-most portion of the
stream. Dry Creek ranks moderate on the restorptionity and total rank list and has a
high native species value. Dry Creek is considered ampaked stream due to recent
grazing management changes on private land, which will ssiditee only known
fisheries-impairment to this stream. Dry Creek supgpbutl trout rearing, fluvial WSCT
and resident brook trout.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower 0.5 miles of lower Dry Creek is on the dewedestream list due to natural
losses.

Native Species Issues

Bull trout core area stream
Fluvial WSCT spawning stream
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WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Riparian grazing improvements were initiated in 2001.
Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1994 and 2000. The U&&S$ollected
McNeil core sampling over several years.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

LITTLE FISH CREEK: Priority — Moderate

Description

Little Fish Creek is a small®lorder tributary stream to the lower Blackfoot River.
Draining the southern slopes of Lost Horse Mountaifipws 5.8 miles in a northwest
direction through a mix of public (State, BLM) and privaigricultural and industrial
forest (Plum Creek) lands before entering the BlackRiger at river mile 32.8. Little
Fish Creek received a moderate total ranking because afhardnking in social and
financial considerations, a high biological ranking anolderate native species value.
Little Fish also has a single-species sport fishetyevand potential to increase flows to
the Blackfoot. Little Fish Creek supports only WSCT tigioout it entire length. Fish
densities are low and decrease in the downstream directiEisheries impairments
include: 1) road crossing (undersized culvert), 2) irrigatiopacts (low flow), 3) areas
of excessive livestock grazing on riparian vegetation,astrédank degradation, and
moderate to high sediment levels, and 4) road drainage.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None
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Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 2003.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

LODGEPOLE CREEK: PRIORITY - MODERATE

Description

Lodgepole Creek is the primary tributary to Dunham Creékirains Monture Mountain
before flowing exclusively through public (National Forelsthd. Lodgepole Creek
received a moderate rank on the restoration prioritytatal rank list due to its high
native species value, moderate biological priority rankg dack of any known
impairments. Lodgepole Creek supports both WSCT and buli im low numbers.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream, proposed critical bolitrhabitat.
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

A bridge was constructed on the Forest Service landctlitdée high flows and address
fisheries concerns.

Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1996.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

NEVADA SPRING CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Nevada Spring Creek, d&%brder spring creek tributary to lower Nevada Creek, flows
~3.2 miles in length exclusively though private ranch lanévada Spring Creek ranks
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moderate on the restoration priority and total rankdis¢ to moderate native species
values and high biological priority values. Nevada Sprirggk has potential to increase
flow in the Blackfoot and the high potential to improvemtstream water quality to
lower Nevada Creek and possibly the Blackfoot River. adavSpring Creek supports
very low densities of fluvial WSCT and brown trout lretupper reaches and very low
densities of WSCT, brown trout and bull trout in tlwevér reaches. Before 2001
fisheries impairments, located over the length ofstiheam include: 1) irrigation impacts
(dewatering and fish passage), 2) channel alterationgcB$ instream complexity, 4)
degraded riparian vegetation resulting from excessive ligksdocess to stream banks.
Nevada Spring Creek tested negative for whirling disea2604.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-unknown; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.
Listed causes of impairment: Habitat alterationsatsiih

Dewatering Issues
Dewatering issues were addressed as part of the 2003 riestpragect.

Native Species Issues
Limited bull trout rearing
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Since 2001, Nevada Spring Creek has been the focus of a teahcestoration effort
over its entire length, which included channel reconstrocinstream flow enhancement
and riparian grazing changes. The entire Nevada Sprink @eee been subject to an
extensive restoration project, involving complete reconstmic and livestock
management measures.

Current/Planned Restoration

Current planned work involves completion of localizeddlplain work. This involves
importing sod mats to areas where the floodplain ibdcelevated to better maintain
channel cross-section. Shrub planned for the final pledgbe project.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1990 and resurveyed mamifaites in 1991-02,
1994, and in 2000-2004. FWP sampled dissolved oxygen and watey qui&lito sites
in 1989. FWP measured stream temperatures in 2000 through 200&eand fflows in
2000, 2002 and 2004. FWP completed a baseline habitat assessh@90 iand post-
project survey in 2003-04. FWP tested for whirling disead®@Y and 2002-2004.
Ongoing Monitoring

Fish population and water temperature measurements peeted to continue for the
next 3-5 years.

Planned Future Monitoring

None beyond ongoing monitoring
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YOURNAME CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Yourname Creek, a 2nd order tributary to the middle BtaatkRiver, originates near
Elevation Mountain and flows ~9 miles through both pubB&tNl) and private land.
Public land is found only in the upper 1.4 miles of streafourname Creek ranks
moderate for restoration priority and total rank due 19 moderate native species value,
2) single-species sport fishery value to the BlackfoneR 3) potential to improve
downstream water quality to the Blackfoot River, angg@&pential to increase flow to the
Blackfoot River. Yourname Creeks ranks low for soaadl financial considerations.
Yourname Creek supports a genetically pure population ofal WSCT with densities
increasing substantially in the upstream direction. dfish impairments include: 1)
irrigation impacts (dewatering and entrainment), 2) lacknstream complexity, and 3)
degraded stream banks resulting form excessive livestoeksatx riparian areas.

TMDL Issues

Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.

Listed causes of impairment: Flow and habitat altematioparian degradation, siltation,
and phosphorus.

Dewatering Issues
The lower mile of Yourname Creek is on the dewatetreés list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% pure

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1992 and 2000, measured stesaperatures in
2000-2004 and stream flows in 2000.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

EAST TWIN CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

East Twin Creek is a small 2nd order tributary toltdweer Blackfoot River. It flows ~5
miles through private land, except for a small parcel dfipdand in the headwaters.
East Twin Creek ranks moderate on the restoratiomifyriesst, due to low potential for
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improving downstream water quality and increasing flowsh&RBlackfoot River, and a
high ranking in native species value as it supports bult tearing and fluvial WSCT.
East Twin Creek provides a high (multi-species) sporkefishvalue to the Blackfoot
River by supporting a diverse fish assemblage of fluvial W31l trout, rainbow trout,
brown trout, and resident brook trout. In general, diessare low for all species in the
lower to middle reaches. The only known problem fostHavin Creek is an undersized
culvert, which contributes to localized channel instabilit

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

An undersized culvert was replaced in the mid-1990s.
Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1996, 1998 and 2000, and enstr&am
temperature in 1998, 1999 and 2001.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

JOHNSON CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Johnson Creek is a 2nd order tributary to the lowerkitat River that drains public
(National Forest) and private land. Johnson Creekweded moderate rank in the total
and restoration priority rank list, and a high native sggecank. Restoration work (fish
passage near the mouth) was completed in 1997. No addlitopairments on this
stream are known. Johnson Creek is a small, cohrstrthat supports several fish
species including bull trout, WSCT, rainbow trout and brdseut in low numbers.

TMDL ISSUES
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None
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Native Species Issues
Bull trout rearing stream, concentrates bull trduha mouth
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

A stream crossing was improved in the late 1997 to impristigohissage.
Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population 1997, measured stream tempeyaiui899 and stream
flow in 2000.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

KEEP COOL CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Keep Cool Creek, a 3rd order tributary to the upper Blackitieer, drains Stonewall
Mountain and the Keep Cool Lakes. Keep Cool Creek flo® miles through public
(National Forest) land before entering private land nei&e ~6. Keep Cool Creek ranks
moderate in the total ranking and restoration priorgly liThis rank is due to a moderate
native species rank, high (multi-species) sport fishalye to the Blackfoot River and
high potential to improve water quality in the Blackfoatd® by reducing sediment and
temperature. Keep Cool Creek supports populations of flIWBCT and brown trout
and limited bull trout use. Brown trout are found in lowmbers in the lower reaches of
the stream. Fisheries impairments include 1) mining imp&)tsiewatering and 3)
excessive access by livestock to the stream banks inidloddermeaches.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Two miles of upper Keep Cool Creek are on the dewatereanstlist due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
Receives fluvial bull trout use (non spawning)
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities
Past Restoration
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The middle portion of Keep Cool Creek is currently undesre sensitive grazing
management. The USFS has upsized culverts.

Current/Planned Restoration

The USFS is planning additional road crossing improvemanteeoSucker/Copper road.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population and measured stream tetyes and stream flows in
Keep Cool Creek in 2004.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

PEARSON CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Pearson Creek, a small 2nd order Garnet Mountain triptaaChamberlain Creek, flows
~9 miles through mostly private (Plum Creek) land and dls®etion of public (BLM)
land in the upper reaches. Pearson Creek ranks moder#te cestoration priority and
total rank list due to a moderate native species rank,($ovgle-species) sport fishery
value and high potential for improving downstream water qualittearson Creek
supports fluvial WSCT in the lower drainage. Pearsogekhas been the site of and
extensive restoration program, which corrected the inbajorf identified problems.
Current fisheries impairments located in lower Peaa@ek include: 1) lack of instream
complexity, 2) degraded riparian vegetation, and 3) roadalyaiproblems.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues

Two miles of lower Pearson Creek are listed on the thyed stream list due to natural
losses and past irrigation practices. This reach carstrieas been under a water lease
since 1996 and currently is not dewatered except in droughd. yea

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 98% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Reconstruction of three segments of channel totaling ~4@&$0of stream, water lease
for all flows from the watershed, habitat restorationluding shrub planting, wood
placement and grazing management changes began in 1996.

Current/Planned Restoration

Additional grazing management changes are ongoing.

Monitoring Activities
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Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1994, 1995, 1997, 1999, 2001, and 2002-
2004.

Ongoing Monitoring

Annual water lease and fish population monitoring are @epleto continue.

Planned Future Monitoring

Future grazing monitoring is needed.

SAUERKRAUT CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Sauerkraut Creek, a 1st order tributary to the upper Black®ogr, flows ~7 miles
through public (National Forest) land in the headwatedspaivate land downstream of
mile ~3. Sauerkraut Creek received a moderate rank aest@ration priority and total
rank list due high native species values, high (multiisgg¢sport fishery value to the
Blackfoot River, and moderate potential to improve watefityua the Blackfoot River.
Sauerkraut Creek received a low rank for social and fiahnonsiderations. Sauerkraut
Creek supports limited bull trout rearing, fluvial genallic pure WSCT, brown trout and
brook trout. We found bull trout and brown trout in lovwgauerkraut Creek, whereas
WSCT and brook trout are found throughout the drainageolBtrout densities decrease
in the upstream direction. Fisheries impairments,téatan the middle reaches, include:
1) undersized culverts, 2) road sediment delivery to tharstr8) channelization and a
lack of instream complexity due to placer and gravel mingiyity, and 3) stream bank
damage in localized area excessive livestock access t@anaeas.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues

Limited bull trout rearing

Fluvial WSCT spawning stream

WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population in 1999 and measured streapetatures in 2002 and
2003. Telemetry identified this stream as a fluvial WS@awsing stream.

Ongoing Monitoring
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None
Planned Future Monitoring
None

WALES CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Wales Creek, a 2nd order tributary to the middle BlaakRiver, flows ~9 miles through
both public (BLM) in headwater areas and private ranch lamehsiopeam of mile ~4.
Wales Creek ranks moderate in total rank and restorgtionty due to a 1) moderate
native species value, 2) high (multi-species) sport fiskialue to the Blackfoot River, 3)
potential to increase flow in the Blackfoot, and 4) po&nt improve water quality in
the Blackfoot River. Wales Creek ranks low for soaiadl financial considerations. A
large instream reservoir limits the ability to addréss entire Wales Creek system.
Species composition is comprised of fluvial WSCT (beteservoir) and resident WSCT
(above reservoir). The lower reaches also containbdrown trout densities. Above the
reservoir, (mile 2.0), Wales Creek supports genetically pw8CT. Fisheries
impairments above and below the reservoir includeastrbank damage resulting from
excessive livestock access to riparian areas. Severatat@wy occurs below the
reservoir

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000, 2002-Did not meet SCD; 2004-Yes.
Listed causes of impairment: Flow and habitat altenatisiltation

Dewatering Issues
The lower 1.9 miles of Wales Creek is on the dewatstreém list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues

WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% above the reservoir
Isolet WSCT population above the reservoir

Introgression present below the reservoir

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Riparian pasture was developed upstream of the reserv@004 in order to reduce
grazing pressure on the riparian area.

Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1989, 2000 and 2003, meastganh s
temperatures in 2001, 2003 and 2004 and stream flows in 1989, 2000 and 2003.
telemetry study in 2002-03 identified Wales Creek as an impbMVSCT spawning
stream. FWP tested for whirling disease in 2004.

Ongoing Monitoring

81



None
Planned Future Monitoring
None

WEST TWIN CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

East Twin Creek is a small 3rd order tributary to theelo Blackfoot River, which
originates from the slopes of Wisherd Ridge and Sheep Miountaflows south through
public (National Forest) and private land. West Twin Krisea past project stream in
which the only known impairment was addressed with tmpdetion of a fish passage
project at Highway 200. West Twin Creek received a modeatik on the restoration
priority and total rank list and a high native speciesi@alWest Twin Creek supports a
high value sport fishery with a mixed species compositbtWSCT, rainbow trout,
brown trout, and brook trout in low numbers

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

FWP assisted with a fish passage project near the mothé early 1990s
Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1996, measured streavs fh 2000,
measured stream temperatures in 1998, 1999 and 2001 and testedliog disease in
2004.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

ARRASTRA CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Arrastra Creek, a large"2order middle Blackfoot River tributary, flows 13 miles
through public (National Forest) and private land. The Idvedf of the stream is private.
Arrastra Creek ranks moderate in total ranking on tsration priority list. Supporting

bull trout spawning and rearing and genetically pure fluvialONSit ranks high in
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native species value. Arrastra Creek provides a highti(epdcies) sport fishery value
to the Blackfoot River and ranks high on the biologmadrity list. A telemetry study

conducted in the Blackfoot River watershed in 2002-03 idedtif\rrastra Creek as a
primary fluvial WSCT spawning tributary. Arrastra Cresdko supports populations of
brown trout and resident brook trout. Fish densitieslane for all species in lower

reaches, but increase to moderate levels in middlehesac Upper Arrastra Creek
supports a native fish assemblage with both WSCT andrbut. Fisheries impairments
include a complete fish passage barrier in upper ArraseakCand a partial barrier in
lower Arrastra Creek. We have identified no substantxater quality problems for

Arrastra Creek, sediment-related issues are likely duextensive timber harvest and
road construction in the watershed. Fisheries impaisneciude 1) riparian timber

harvest and habitat simplification and suspected road ady@in2) perched culverts
limiting upstream fish passage in the headwater and neamtuth, and 3) localized
recreational impacts to stream banks. A low levelvbirling disease was detected in
Arrastra Creek in 2003.

TMDL Issues
Listing History: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.
Listed causes of impairment: Flow alteration, sdtatnd other habitat alterations.

Dewatering Issues
Arrastra Creek is on dewatered stream list betweer il and 4.5 due to natural
dewatering.

Native Species Issues

Non-core area bull trout spawning stream.
Fluvial WSCT spawning stream

WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration

The removal of perched culverts at stream mile 3.5 isngld for fall of 2005. Velocities
at high flows through these culverts have been meastui@d/aec, sufficient to prevent
seasonal upstream movements

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring Activities

FWP inventoried fish population data in 1989 and resurveyes i5it¢996, 1999 and
2004, measured stream temperatures in 1999, 2001, 2002, 2003 and stresam 1289
and 2000. FWP began testing for whirling disease in 2003 and Zi04mbient water
quality survey was completed in 1989 (Ingman et al. 1990).

Ongoing Monitoring

Periodic samplings of fish populations and whirling diseaseexpected to continue.
Planned Future Monitoring
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McNeil core samples are planned for 2005. An evaluatiomads and road drainage
from a stream — sediment delivery perspective shouldb@lsmnducted in the watershed.

BLACKFOOT RIVER (Reach 5: North Fork to Clearwater River): Priority -
Moderate

Description

This 8" order reach of the Blackfoot River extends 19.3 milemfthe North Fork (mile
54) downstream to the Clearwater River (mile 34.7)floivs through a mix of private
agricultural and industrial forest (Plum Creek) lands andipuBLM, State) lands.
Several tributaries enter this reach (North Fork BiaokRiver, Warren Creek, Monture
Creek, Chamberlain Creek, Cottonwood Creek, and Bear Cré#ih the exception of
Bear Creek, these streams and many of their tributhaes been the focus of restoration
actions. The two largest tributaries entering this reddnture Creek and the North
Fork, are critical bull trout spawning streams. Toyway degrees, these streams also
support and recruit WSCT, rainbow and brown trout to tlal8bot River. This reach
ranked moderate in total ranking as a result of high napeeies value, a lack of sport
fishery value due to the absence of mainstem spawning, alwv apotential in
downstream water quality benefits. In this reach, rainbout become the dominant
mainstem salmonid followed by brown trout, WSCT and kwdlt. Densities of all
species are below potential due to drought, whirling diseladdrdutary impairments.
Most of the mainstem impairments are localized andudelchannel alterations, past
livestock grazing, recreation impacts to banks. Whirlirspake has escalated to high
levels in this reach.

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
Although this river reach is subject to upstream dewaggitnis not on the dewatered
stream list due to generally sufficient flows except dudmught conditions.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout nodal habitat; proposed critical bull troubabitat, bull trout
recovery/recreational conflict area

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Riparian grazing management changes have occurred in masyodithis reach
Current/Planned Restoration

None planned

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP established the Scotty Brown Bridge fish populasiorvey section in 1982. Fish
population and water temperature surveys began in the 1980B. tédféd for whirling
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disease testing from 1997 through 2004. DEQ assessed waigyr gndlmacro- at four
locations in 1988-89 (Ingman et al. 1990).

Ongoing Monitoring

DNRC monitors flows using aquarods during drought years upstrédme Clearwater
River junction. FWP monitors summer water temperaturé whirling disease on an
annual basis.

Planned Future Monitoring

None beyond ongoing monitoring.

CLEARWATER RIVER: PRIORITY - MODERATE

Description

Clearwater River is a majof"4rder tributary stream to the middle Blackfoot RivEne
effluence of Clearwater Lake, it flows ~ 45.8 milesotigh seven lakes (Clearwater
chain-o-lakes) and a checkerboard of private, indusora@st (Plum Creek) and public
(National Forest and State) lands to its confluence th¢hBlackfoot River at mile 34.7.
The Clearwater River ranks moderately in total rankinghenrestoration priority list.
This ranking is due in part to low rankings for its poterteiimprove downstream water
quality and social and financial considerations. It agstked moderate for native species
priority, but ranked high in multi-species sport fishealue to the Blackfoot River.
Because of the lack of data, only the lower 3.5milethefClearwater River is currently
the focus of restoration efforts at this time. TheaPlater River supports a multi-species
fishery. Data collected in a 2003 fish trap study show @aithspecies present include
WSCT, rainbow trout, brown trout, and mountain whighfiBull trout have also been
observed in the system. In addition, various spedigxge fish (longnose dace and red-
side shiners) are present. The Clearwater chain-of-hkesiver are also a major source
of northern pike to the Blackfoot River. Fisheriggairments include irrigation impacts.

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower 3.5 miles of the Clearwater River is on tlmvatered stream list due to
irrigation.

Native Species Issues
Fluvial WSCT migration corridor

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration

An instream flow project was completed in 2004 for theelo®.5 miles of stream. This
project is intended to increase instream flows during droyegats. A fish screen is also
planned for the canal in 2005.
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Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted juvenile fish population surveys in 1989. FWidwxied electrofishing

and ditch trapping in the Clearwater ditch in 2001, 2003 and 2004 ¢ovde¢ number

and species entrained. FWP measured water temperaiut898 and 2000-2004 and
stream flows in 1989, 2000 and 2004. FWP tested for whirling @&ised®997 and 2004.

An ambient water quality survey was completed in 1989 (Imgetal. 1990).

Ongoing Monitoring

Periodic fish population and water temperature monitoring

Planned Future Monitoring

In addition to ongoing periodic monitoring, flows wile bmonitored in the Clearwater
canal during low flows years as part of an emergency drquigit

DOUGLAS CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Douglas Creek, a major 3rd order tributary to lower Nev@deek, flows ~22 miles

through public (BLM) and private ranch land. Most of thardige, the lower ~18 miles,
is private agricultural land. Douglas Creek ranked high piotential water quality

benefits and increases stream flows to the BlackfaegrRbut low in native species
value and lacks a sport fishery value, which contributeBbdaglas Creek’s moderate
restoration and total priority rank. The upper reaches sugpoe resident WSCT in

moderate densities. Lower and middle Douglas Creek suppartsumbers of native

non-game fish species. Fisheries impairments, locateddhout the drainage, include
1) lack of complex fish habitat (instream wood), 2) livektonduced stream bank
degradation and riparian vegetation suppression, 3) elevateaies¢dand elevated

nutrient levels and elevated water temperatures, 4) chateggladation related to
instability and to road construction, and 5) reduced instfieans from irrigation.

TMDL Issues

Listing history: 1996-Unknown; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.

Listed causes of impairments: Siltation, habitat atalv f alterations, thermal
modification, nutrients, salinity, TDS and chloride.

Dewatering Issues
The lower 14 miles of Douglas Creek is dewatered dueig@ation.

Native Species Issues
Isolet WSCT population in headwaters of mainstem
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Fish ladders were constructed around two instream reseinadine headwaters in order
to include population size for disjunct WSCT in the headvgat

Current/Planned Restoration

None
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Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1994, 1997 and 2000, and rdeasues
temperatures in 1998 and 2000 and stream flows in 2000.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

FISH CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Fish Creek, a 1st order tributary to the lower BlackfBoter, flows ~5 miles through
mostly private timber land with a small portion of pulfigtate) land in middle reaches.
Fish Creek ranks moderate on the restoration priasityllie to a moderate native species
value, single species sport fishery value to the Blackietr, and potential to increase
stream flows to the Blackfoot River. We identified mmtential water quality
improvement benefits on Fish Creek. Fish Creek supflastial WSCT with densities
that increase in the upstream direction. Fisheriggaimment in the lower ~3 miles
include: 1) dewatering, 2) channel alteration (instream poaddl 3) an undersized
culvert creating possible fish barriers.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower 0.3 miles of Fish Creek is on the dewateredalinggation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 98% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 2001.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

LINCOLN SPRING CREEK: Priority - Moderate
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DESCRIPTION

Lincoln Spring Creek, a large 1st order spring creek flowingun the town of Lincoln,
flows ~5 miles exclusively through private (residentialynership. Lincoln Spring
Creek ranked moderate on the restoration priority antiraoik list. This rank is due to a
moderate native species value, high (multi-speciesit $§ighery value to the Blackfoot
River, potential to increase flow in the Blackfoot Rivand low rank for social and
financial considerations. The feasibility to addressethigre stream is also questionable.
Lincoln Spring Creek currently supports brown trout and btomkt in low densities and
receives limited use by fluvial WSCT, but no reproductioRisheries impairments
include: 1) poor road crossings, 2) lack of instream comple8itydegraded riparian
vegetation, and 4) residential development.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
Historical bull trout use likely
No evidence of WSCT reproduction

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1995 and measured streapetatures in 2004.
FWP tested for whirling disease in 1997 and 2004.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Additional Planned Monitoring

None

JACOBSEN SPRING CREEK: PRIORITY - MODERATE

Description

Jacobsen Spring Creek is a small 1st order spring creekamybto the North Fork
Blackfoot River, a major tributary and bull trout caseam in the Blackfoot River
watershed. Jacobsen Spring Creek originates on and fidws miles exclusively
through private ranch land. It ranks moderately in taaking and restoration priority,
primarily because of its multi-species sport fisheryuga high potential to improve
downstream water quality, and high social and financaklerations. Jacobsen Spring
Creek supports low densities of brown and moderate ngniferesident brook trout
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throughout it length. Very low densities of rainbow trare also present in its lower and
middle reaches. Rainbow spawning activity has also bessreddl in its middle reaches.
Fisheries impairments include: 1) areas of livestock-indste&m channel degradation,
2) lacks complex fish habitat (instream wood), 3) livektmduced riparian vegetation
degradation and suppression.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
This stream is being evaluated for dewatering.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream
No evidence of WSCT reproduction

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration

The lower mile of Jacobsen Spring Creek is being consldfene reconstruction and
grazing management changes.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP and USFWS conducted fish population surveys, monitthoatgs and collected
temperature data in 2004. Geomorphic data (pebble counts sexigsi data) was also
collected. The stream was tested for whirling disea20@4.

Ongoing Monitoring

Stream flow measurements are ongoing.

Planned Future Monitoring

Additional monitoring will be considered as restoratitanp are developed.

NEVADA CREEK (upper): Priority - Moderate

Description

Upper Nevada Creek, a large 3rd order stream, drains thieenorslopes of Nevada
Mountain on the continental divide. It flows ~ 18.8 mitbrough a combination of public
(National Forest) and private agricultural lands befensptying into Nevada Creek
Reservoir at mile 33.7. Upper Nevada Creek received a nted&tal rank on the
restoration priority list. This rank is due to a highivespecies value, high potential to
improve downstream water quality and moderate social iaaddial considerations. It
lacks sport fishery value to the Blackfoot River. Uppdéevada Creek supports
populations of WSCT, rainbow trout, and brook trout. T&FS reports bull trout in
upper reaches of Nevada Creek in very low numbers. Lowtigsnsf resident WSCT
also inhabit the upper reaches of Nevada Creek on NatioredtFbut numbers decrease
in the downstream direction. Rainbow trout and broolttio low densities are found on
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private agriculture land upstream of Nevada Reservigiany additional tributaries not
included in this report that have been sampled by the USHfese streams variously
contain WSCT and brook trout, some of which have impamtshidentified by the USFS.
Fisheries impairments on the mainstem of upper Nevadakdrelude: 1) irrigation
impacts (low flow), 2) channel alterations and instahilB) lacks complexity (lacks
instream wood), 4) excessive livestock grazing impactgpaniain vegetation and stream
bank degradation, 5) low instream flows due to irrigati6p,historic mining, and)
undersized culverts and road sediment delivery to the stream

TMDL Issues

Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.

Listed causes of impairments: Flow and habitat altaratautrients, siltation, thermal
modification, suspended solids, metals, and nitrogen.

Dewatering Issues
Six miles of Nevada Creek upstream of the reservoiedst mile 34-40) is on the
dewatered stream list due to irrigation-induced low flows.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 91% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

The North Powell Conservation District and NRCS hasnbi@avolved in attempting to
correct non-point runoff problems on private agricultara@as.

Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population in 1957, 1996 and 2001 and measured stream
temperatures in 2000 and 2001. A USGS gauging station monitamdtosvs upstream

of Nevada Reservaoir.

Ongoing Monitoring

USGS flow monitoring

Planned Future Monitoring

None beyond ongoing flow monitoring.

SUCKER CREEK: PRIORITY - MODERATE

Description

Sucker Creek, a*lorder tributary to Keep Cool Creek, drains the southeastepes of
Stonewall Mountain. It flows south then southwe$.6 miles through a checkerboard
of public (National Forest and State) lands and privatehrdands. Sucker Creek
received a moderate rank on the restoration priority tatal rank list. This moderate
rank is the result of its high potential to improve wajeality for the Blackfoot River,
but lack of sport fishery value. Sucker Creek supports leevydensities of WSCT and
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brook trout in its lower reaches. Fisheries impairteanclude: 1) irrigation dewatering,
3) elevated sediment levels, 3) excessive livestock gramipacts to stream banks and
riparian vegetation, 4) lack of instream complexity, andrblindersized culvert.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower mile of Sucker Creek is on the dewateredmstiish due to irrigation and has a
seasonally intermittent reach on the National Forest

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP surveyed fish populations and measured stream tempsrat@@04.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

UNION CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Union Creek, a primary 3rd order tributary to the loweadgfoot River, flows ~18 miles
through both public (BLM) and mainly private ranch land. Tdwer ~15 miles of this
stream flows through private land. Union Creek ranks naddeon the restoration
priority and total rank list. The moderate ranking ressttbm a low native species rank,
absence of sport fishery to the Blackfoot River, lowmkrdor social and financial
considerations, but high potential to improve water qualig increase flows to the
Blackfoot River. Union Creek contains both brook trand WSCT. Brook trout are
present in very low densities in the middle reachessideat WSCT were sampled in
low numbers in the middle and upper reaches. Fisheripairments, located in the
middle and lower reaches include: 1) poor road crossingde(sized culvert), 2)
irrigation impacts (low instream flows), 3) lack of iresam complexity, and 4) degraded
riparian vegetation resulting from excessive livestock st¢e stream banks. Lower
portions of Union Creek are also undergoing channel incision

TMDL Issues
Listed
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Dewatering Issues
The lower 7.0 miles is on the dewatered stream list @ureigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 92% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population in1989 and re-surveyed sit@9@®, measured water
temperature in 2001 and 2002, measured stream flows in 1989 and 20@&taddfor
whirling disease in 2004. An ambient water quality survey w@spleted in 1989
(Ingman et al. 1990).

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

WILLOW CREEK (upper): Priority - Moderate

Description

Willow Creek above Lincoln, a 2nd order tributary te tipper Blackfoot River, flows

~8 miles through public (National Forest) in headwatads@ivate land downstream of
mile ~6. Willow Creek ranked moderate for total rankl aestoration priority due to

high potential to improve water quality for the Blackfdver and single-species sport
fishery value to the Blackfoot River. Willow Creek kanlow in native species value
and supports low densities of resident WSCT and brook. trdleadwater tributaries on

the National Forest also contain WSCT. Fishermpairments, located in the lower
reach include localized stream bank degradation resulmg déxcessive livestock access
to riparian areas.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The middle reach is seasonally intermittent althoughettient is unknown.

Native Species Issues

Fluvial WSCT spawning stream
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% pure
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Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population in 1999 and measured stream tatues in 2003. A
telemetry study conducted by FWP identified upper WilloweeBr as an important
WSCT spawning tributary. FWP tested for whirling diseas2004. An ambient water
quality survey was completed in 1989 (Ingman et al. 1990).

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

WILSON CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Wilson Creek, a 1st order tributary to Lincoln slough (Mev&reek), flows ~6 miles
first through public (National Forest) and private ranch mkiveam of mile ~3. Wilson
Creek ranks moderate on the restoration priority and rtaidd list due to a high potential
to improve downstream water quality and potential toeiase flows to the Blackfoot,
low native species value, lack of sport fishery valuthéoBlackfoot River and low rank
for social and financial considerations. Wilson Creek suppoisjunct population of
resident WSCT at very low densities. Fisheries impants in the middle to lower
reaches include: 1) placer mining in the headwaters, 2) podrcroasings, 3) irrigation
impacts (fish entrainment, low flows), and 4) lack oficectivity to Nevada Creek

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower 0.8 miles of stream is on the dewateredrstfisa due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
Isolet WSCT population
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% pure

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities
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Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population, measured stream temperatmetsstream flows in
2000.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

CHAMBERLAIN CREEK, East Fork: Priority - Moderate

Description

The East Fork of Chamberlain Creek, a small, 1st order ampad Chamberlain Creek,
flows ~3.5 miles entirely through private (Plum Creek)d&n The East Fork is a past
project stream. Past projects include correcting roachayai and replacing a culvert
near the mouth. The East Fork ranks moderate on tleratsh priority list, biological
priority list and native species priority list. Thasederate rankings results from single
species sport fishery status, and low potential for bter quality improvements and
downstream flow benefits to the Blackfoot River. Tbedr reaches of the East Fork
support high densities of fluvial WSCT. Fisheries impaints, located in the lower
reaches, are believed to include elevated instream esgatlilavels from poor road
drainage. The new culvert may also restrict upstream meneof juvenile fish. The
East Fork of Chamberlain tested negative for whirling disetespite positive results for
whirling disease in the mainstem of Chamberlain Creek.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues
Fluvial WSCT spawning stream
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

A culvert was upgraded. Some erosion control work on Rlrgek properties was
completed in the mid-1990s.

Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1997 and measured stream sgomesrin 1999 and
2000. FWP tested for whirling disease in 1999 and 2000.

Ongoing Monitoring

None
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Planned Future Monitoring
None

HOGUM CREEK: PRIORITY - MODERATE

Description

Hogum Creek, a 2nd order tributary to the upper Blackfoet rilows ~6 miles through

both public (National Forest) in headwaters and privatd l@ownstream of mile ~ 2.
Hogum Creek ranks moderate in total rank and restorationtpr This moderate rank
is due to a moderate native species value and (high)-speities sport fishery value to
the Blackfoot River. Hogum Creek ranks low in potentiagter quality benefits and
moderate in social rank. Hogum Creek supports very limitembers of bull trout,

WSCT, brown trout and brook trout. All species, exdéet bull trout, show upstream
increases at low densities. Headwater tributaries enNiditional Forest contain both
WSCT and brook trout. Fisheries impairments in tbeer reaches include road
crossings (undersized culvert) and localized stream bankdkgrn from livestock.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues

Bull trout rearing,

Fluvial WSCT spawning stream

WSCT genetic composition: tested 99-100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1995 and 1999, measured wgatperatures

in 2003 and stream flow in 2000. Telemetry identified thisastr as a fluvial WSCT
spawning stream.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

MOOSE CREEK: Priority - Moderate
Description
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Moose Creek, a small 1st order tributary to the upper BlatkRiver, flows ~4 miles
through National Forest land, except for a small seabibprivate land near the mouth.
Moose Creek ranks moderate in total rank and restorgtionity due to a moderate
native species value, single species sport fishery valtieetBlackfoot River and a high
rank for social and financial considerations. Due to adedilavs and healthy riparian
area, Moose Creek ranks low in potential to improve watelity and provides no
potential for increasing flows to the Blackfoot Rivéfioose Creek supports a population
of fluvial WSCT. Fishery impairments near the moutblide placer mining and two
undersized culverts that partially limit upstream fishspgs.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 99-100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration

The USFS and others are planning to replace an undersikexit aear the mouth and
remove a second culvert.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1999 and measured stream sgomesrin 2002 and
2003 and stream flows in 2000 and 2004.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

BASIN SPRING CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Basin Spring Creek is &'lorder spring creek tributary to lower Pearson Creekwarlo
Chamberlain Creek tributary. This stream flows ~0.15 naledusively through private
agricultural land. Basin Spring Creek ranked moderateherrdstoration priority list,
moderate on the native species priority list and lowtln biological priority list.
Restoration efforts on Basin Creek in the early 199@tuded channel reconstruction,
shrub planting and grazing management changes. We mavelentified current
impairments on this stream. Basin Spring Creek servasragration corridor for fluvial
WSCT to Pearson Creek and supports low densities of nédideok trout.
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TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues
Fluvial WSCT migration corridor

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

The upper section of this stream was reconstructed in 198% project involved
wetland enhancement and riparian grazing changes.

Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1991, 1995 and 1997.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

BLACK BEAR CREEK: PRIORITY - MODERATE

Description

Black Bear Creek, a smalf'Drder tributary to Bear Creek in the upper Douglas Creek
watershed, flows ~7.5 through both public (BLM) and privajacaltural land. The
upper reaches are public land. Black Bear Creek ranks ateden the restoration
priority list despite a high rank in potential water qyabenefits, but does not support
fish, resulting in a low biological and native speciakraRiparian impairments in the
lower reaches include: 1) livestock induced stream bank degrmadahd riparian
vegetation suppression, 2) a crushed and undersize cu@lndr8) reduced instream flow
from irrigation.

TMDL Issues

Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.

Listed causes of impairment. Habitat alterations, t®ita phosphorus, and suspended
solids.

Dewatering Issues
unknown

Native Species Issues
No native fish present
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Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted electrofishing surveys and measured flows in 2000.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

BLACKFOOT RIVER (Reach 6: Clearwater River to the mouth): Priority -
Moderate

Description

The lower reach of the Blackfoot River extends 34omfithe mouth of the Clearwater
River (mile 34.7) downriver to the confluence with the r€l&ork River. It flows
through private, agricultural and industrial forest (PlureeR) and public (BLM, State)
lands. Several tributaries enter this reach of tlelBoot River. In the downstream
direction, they are Fish Creek, Little Fish Creel Eteek, Belmont Creek, Gold Creek,
Union Creek, Bear Creek, East and West Twins and Joh@ssgk. This reach ranks
moderate in total ranking due to a high native species vhlgh, social and financial
considerations, low sport fishery value due to a lack aingtem spawning and low
potential of improving downstream water quality. This readipports the highest
salmonid densities in the Blackfoot River. The salmaassemblage includes rainbow
trout as the dominant fish, followed by brown trout, WS&hd bull trout. The majority
of bull trout in this reach reproduce in the Monture Bliodth Fork watersheds. Milltown
dam located at the mouth of the Blackfoot River repissehe largest fisheries
impairment in the system. Lesser habitat related nemdisheries impairments are
localized and include: 1) channel alterations, 2) lacks textp, 3) road drainage, 4)
livestock suppressed riparian vegetation and stream bank daandgB) recreational
impacts in the form of stream bank damage. This reachsupports moderate to high
levels of whirling disease.

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
Although this river reach is subject to upstream dewaggeitnis not on the dewatered
stream list due to generally sufficient flows except dudmought.

Native Species Issues

98



Nodal bull trout habitat; proposed critical bull troutbitat, nodal bull trout habitat
Junctions of cold tributaries considered bull trout recpu@creational conflict areas

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

A USGS flow monitoring station (#1234000) established at nvég 7.9 has 68 years of
flow data. FWP established tRlehnsrud fish population survey section in 1982,
continuous summer water temperature sites monitoring in 1988, santinel cage
whirling disease monitoring sites in 1997. Water quality androaavertebrates were
assessed at four locations in 1998-89 (Ingman et al. 1990pafiam health inventory
was conducted in 1999 from Corrick River bend to the mouth @l €reek, with
noxious weeds, erosion and channel incision as the fddadef and Schmetterling
1999).

Ongoing Monitoring

FWP conducts bi-annual fish population surveys in the Johr&eation. USGS flow
monitoring at the Bonner gauging station is continuous. FR&ffects to continue to
monitor summer water temperature data and whirling dissase annual basis in this
river reach.

Planned Future Monitoring

None beyond expected ongoing monitoring.

GRANTIER SPRING CREEK: PRIORITY - MODERATE

Description

Grantier Spring Creek is a spring-fed tributary to the uppackBbot River, located on
private land. Grantier Spring Creek was the focus tdrestve restoration over the past
several years including channel reconstruction, habitabre¢&tn and riparian land
management changes. Grantier Spring Creek supports lowtieemd bull trout and
fluvial WSCT as well as brown trout and brook trouvjrgg rise to a multi-species sport
fishery value to the Blackfoot River and a high natsgecies value. Because of
restoration efforts, it now has low potential wageality benefits to the Blackfoot River.
No fisheries impairments are present at this time.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues
Adult bull trout use, likely historical bull trout spawning
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Fluvial WSCT migration corridor

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Grantier Spring Creek was reconstructed in the earlyd@fDs. The project involved
grazing management improvements.

Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1991 and 1994, measuredevaperatures
in 2001 and stream flows in 1989. FWP monitored whirling disea$897 and 2004.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

SEVEN UP PETE CREEK: Priority - Moderate

Description

Seven Up Pete Creek, a 1st order tributary to the uppekfBtadRiver drains the slopes
of Crater Mountain and flows ~5 miles through both NatloForest and private land.
Private land is located only between mile 3 and 4. SEyeRete Creek ranks moderate
in restoration priority and total rank. This rank is duentederate native species values
and single species sport fishery value to the BlackfoatrRiSeven Up Pete Creek ranks
low for potential to improve water quality in the Blac&fdRiver. Seven Up Pete Creek
supports low densities of genetically pure fluvial WSCT amabk trout. Fisheries
impairments include mining practices in headwater areasra@d ¥ trail that fords the
stream a minimum of 15 times.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities
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Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population in 1999.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None
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LOW PRIORITY STREAMS

ASHBY CREEK: Priority - Low
Description

Ashby Creek, a"® order tributary to Camas Creek in the Union Creek \shést,
flows ~8 miles through public land in upper reaches and pragteultural land in the
lower ~5.5 miles. Ashby Creek ranks low on the restomapriority list. Low native
species value and lack of sport fishery value contribthes ranking, despite high
potential for downstream water quality benefits. Ashbge®rsupports a genetically pure
population of resident WSCT along with brook trout and ramkslerate on the native
species priority list. Densities are generally low kmth species, although WSCT
numbers increase in the upstream direction. Fishezlated impairments, located in the
middle and lower reaches, include 1) irrigation (seasistajpassage and dewatering), 2)
severe channel alterations, 3) lack of complex fidhithg 4) excessive livestock access
to riparian areas, and 5) elevated sediment from road deina

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
Channel alterations and inter-basin transfers to Arka@sask have caused dewatering
for ~ 2.5 miles of Ashby Creek.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration

Five Valleys Land Trust is taking the lead to secure aezwaton easement to restore a
portion of Ashby Creek and surrounding wetlands.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population in 2000 and measured watgret@tures in 2002.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

Additional monitoring plans will be developed in conjunatieith final restoration plans.

BEAR CREEK (RM 37.5): PRIORITY - LOW

Description

Bear Creek, a small,"®order tributary to the middle Blackfoot River, flowgd miles
through public (BLM) and private land in middle reaches. A lat potential water
qguality benefits, moderate native species value and medesmtogical ranking



characterizes Bear Creek’s low total ranking on tistoration priority list. Bear Creek
supports fluvial WSCT, providing low (single species) sposhdry value to the
Blackfoot River. The lower reaches support low dersiM@SCT that increase to
moderate levels in the middle and upper reaches. Fishengairments include
undersize culverts limiting fish passage.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 96.5% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1998.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

CAMAS CREEK: PRIORITY — LOW

Description

Camas Creek, a 3rd order tributary to Union Creek indher Blackfoot River water
shed, flows ~10 miles through private agricultural land. r@li,eCamas Creek ranks
moderate on the restoration priority list. This lowmkaesults, low native species value,
and no sport fishery value to the Blackfoot River despdtential downstream water
guality benefits. Camas Creek supports resident WSCT raadk trout. Fish sampling
found no salmonids in the lower Camas Creek. The middlehes support brook trout
in low number, while moderate numbers of WSCT dominateshé&adwaters, including
Smith Creek an upper tributary of Camas Creek. Fishenigairment in the middle and
lower reaches include 1) livestock-induced stream bank degyada®) riparian
vegetation suppression, and 3) lack of complex fish halmistteam wood).

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
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Unknown

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 2000 and measured stexapetatures in 2002.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

CHAMBERLAIN CREEK, W EST FORK: PRIORITY - LOW

Description

The West Fork of Chamberlain Creek, a small, 1st drdertary to lower Chamberlain
Creek, flows ~2.5 miles entirely through private (Pluneek) lands. The West Fork
ranks low on the restoration, biological, and nativecesepriority list. The lower
reaches of the West Fork likely supports fluvial WSCTshEries impairments, located
in the lower reaches, are elevated instream sedileesis from poor road drainage. No
fish sampling data has been collected on the West Fovkever, the mainstem near the
mouth of the West Fork supports high densities of fluvial Wa@ng with low numbers
of brook trout. The West Fork of Chamberlain Creek testgyative for whirling disease
in 1999 and 2000.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None

Native Species Issues

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Some erosion control and riparian grazing changes wgremented in the mid 1990s.
Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities
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Past Monitoring

FWP tested for whirling disease and measured stream tatupes in 1999 and 2000.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

CHICKEN CREEK: PRIORITY - LOW

Description

Chicken Creek, a small 1st order tributary to NevadaelkGr8ows ~4 miles through
mainly private land with a small portion of public lanNafional Forest) near the
headwaters. The total rank for Chicken Creek is low.s Tdw rank comes from low
native species value, no sport fishery value to the BlatiRiver despite high potential
water quality benefits. Lower Chicken Creek supportsdewsities of resident rainbow
trout, while the middle reaches support low numbers oflees WSCT. Fisheries
impairments in the lower 1.5 miles include 1) livestock-industteam channel
degradation, 2) riparian vegetation suppression, 3) a latplea fish habitat (instream
wood), and 4) an undersized culvert on the National Forest.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT
Isolet WSCT population

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations and measured stream flo@800.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

CHIMNEY CREEK (Trib. to Douglas Creek): Priority - Low
Description
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Chimney Creek, a 1st order tributary to middle Douglas Cifteeks ~7.4 miles entirely
through private ranch land. Chimney Creek ranks low omesioration priority list for
non-project streams. Despite potential for downstreater quality and moderate social
rank, Chimney Creek ranks low due to low native speciaseyand no sport fishery
value to the Blackfoot River. Lower Chimney Creek supportly non-game fish
species. The middle reaches support low densities odergsiWSCT. Fisheries
impairments include 1) livestock induced stream channel degradand riparian
vegetation suppression, 2) the lack of complex fish halitatream wood), and 3)
channel alterations (instream reservoirs for irriggtio

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations and measured streamifi@®00.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

LITTLE MOOSE CREEK: PRIORITY - LOW

Description

Little Moose Creek is a smalf‘brder tributary that drains the northern slopes of Ogden
Mountain. The majority of its 1.9 miles flow through poliNational Forest and State)
lands. Only the lower 0.4 miles flow on private land weh# empties into an isolated
oxbow pond, only biologically connecting into the Bl River during spring run-off.
Little Moose Creek ranks low on the restoration piyaand total rank list. Little Moose
Creek supports very low densities of resident WSCT througihantire length. No
known fishery impairments are present at this time.

TMDL ISSUES
Not Listed
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DEWATERING ISSUES
None

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP measured water temperature in 2002 and 2003. USFS invefitsripopulations.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

MURRAY CREEK: PRIORITY - LOW

Description

Murray Creek, a 2nd order tributary to Douglas Creek, flo®&smies through public

(BLM) and private agricultural land downstream of mile ~lurray Creek received a
low rank on the restoration priority and total rank. li his rank relates to a low native
species rank, lack of a sport fishery value to the BéatkRiver despite potential to
improve downstream water quality. Murray Creek supportsdemsities of genetically
pure resident WSCT in the middle and upper reaches witht@snsicreasing in the

upstream direction. Fisheries impairments, locatethénlower and middle reaches,
include: 1) poor road crossings (perched and undersized clilaadsoad drainage, 2)
irrigation (dewatering and fish entrainment), 3) lackimdtream complexity, and 4)
degraded stream banks resulting from excessive livestoeksatx riparian areas.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000, 2002, 2004-Did not meet SCD.
Listed causes of impairment: Flow and habitat altenathermal modifications.

Dewatering Issues
The lower three miles of Murray Creek are on the dexedal stream list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities
Past Restoration
None




Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population and measured stream fio\@800.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

SHEEP CREEK: PRIORITY - LOW

Description

Sheep Creek, a small 1st order tributary to Sturgeon Cleelted in the Douglas Creek
watershed, flows ~4 miles exclusively through privatechaland. Sheep Creek ranks
low for total rank, due to low native species valueklaf a sport fishery value, despite
high potential to improve downstream water quality and b sagial rank. No salmonid

or other fish species were detected in Sheep Creek whemasitsampled in 2000.

Riparian impairments include low instream flows due toaggraded channel and
excessive livestock access to stream banks over mtst ohannel.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
No native fish present

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP sampled Sheep Creek for fish in 2000.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

WARM SPRINGS CREEK: PRIORITY - LOW
Description
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Warm Springs Creek, a small 1st order tributary to lo&eld Creek, flows ~2.5 miles

primarily through private land with a small portion of gadand. Warm Springs Creek
ranks low for restoration priority and total rank. Thosv rank is due to low native

species value, low (single-species) sport fishery valuthé Blackfoot River and low

potential for improved water quality benefits. Howevéfarm Springs Creek has
potential to increase flow in the Blackfoot. Despitdl brout core area status, Warm
Springs Creek supports low densities of resident rainbout #od no other species.
Fisheries impairments include: 1) fish passage problemsoatdecrossing, 2) excess road
drainage, and 3) irrigation impacts.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower mile of Warm Springs Creek in on the dewatsteghm list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream
WSCT not detected

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1998.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

FINN CREEK: PRIORITY - LOW

Description

Finn Creek, a small 2nd order tributary to upper NevadaekCflows ~3.3 miles entirely
through private ranch land. Finn Creek ranks low in t@eaking and currently has no
native species or sport fishery value to the BlackfaeeiRbut did rank high in potential
water quality benefits. No fish were collected on FineeBrwhen it was sampled in
2001. Fisheries impairments in the lower ~2 miles includelow) flows due to an

aggraded channel, 2) livestock-induced stream bank degradatioipandnr vegetation

suppression, and 3) lack of complex fish habitat (instneaod).

TMDL Issues
Not listed



Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
No native fish present

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population in 2001.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

HALFWAY CREEK: PRIORITY -LOW

Description

Halfway Creek, a "8 order stream, flows northwest 8.5 miles through privatehland
and enters Nevada Creek at mile 40.3. Halfway Creek fanki the total ranking due
to a low native species value, lack of sport fishery vatu¢he Blackfoot River and
moderate social and financial rank. Halfway Creek rarikgll in potential to improve
downstream water quality including temperature, sedimedtraitrients. No salmonids
were collected at two sampling sites in Halfway CreeR(01. Fish species were limited
to redside shiner, longnose sucker and sculpin. Spotteddnogaestern toads were also
observed. Fisheries impairments include: 1) degradedanpaegetation; 2) excessive
livestock access to stream banks; 3) lack of instreanplesity; 4) high sediment levels;
and 5) thermal modification.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
No native salmonids found

Restoration Activities
Past Restoration
None
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Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations and measured water tenypesaand stream flow in
2001.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

MITCHELL CREEK: PRIORITY - LOW

Description

Mitchell Creek, a 1st order tributary to Nevada Creekwdl ~7 miles through a
combination of public (National Forest) land in the headvgaand private agricultural
land downstream of mile ~4. Mitchell Creek ranks lowadstoration priority and total
rank due to low native species value, lack of sport fiskatue to the Blackfoot River,
and moderate potential to improve downstream water qudiitg only salmonid present
in Mitchell Creek is resident WSCT in low to moderatesitggs. Fisheries impairments
in middle reaches include 1) an undersized culvert neamthgh, 2) a general lack
complex fish habitat, and 3) livestock access to stilgamnks.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Fish Issues
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations and measured stream tempEsand stream flows in
2001.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None
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STURGEON CREEK: PRIORITY - LOW

Description

Sturgeon Creek, a small 3rd order tributary to DouglasiCiiows ~4 miles exclusively
through private ranch land. Sturgeon Creek ranks lovin@mestoration priority and total
rank list. This low rank is due to lack of native speaied absence of sport fishery value
to the Blackfoot River. However, Sturgeon Creek rankh Hior potential to improve
downstream water quality. No salmonids were sampledurg&bn creek, but a small
spring creek tributary supports a small disjunct populatforesident WSCT. Fisheries
impairments located throughout the drainage include: 1) chaiteghtions (instream
reservoir), 2) degraded riparian vegetation, 3) inadequateanstflow, and 4) excessive
livestock access to stream banks.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown extent

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT in the sprgkcr

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population and measured stream fio\@800.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

WASHOE CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Washoe Creek, a small 1st order stream, flows ~6.&rthl@ugh public land (BLM) in
headwaters and private ranch land downstream of mile Y¥a&shoe Creek ranks low on
the restoration priority and total ranking list. This loawnk is due to low native species
value, lack of sport fishery value to the Blackfoot Riand potential to improve
downstream water quality. Washoe Creek ranks moderatesdorl and financial
consideration. Washoe Creek supports resident WSC¥heffi¢s impairments in the
lower Washoe Creek include excessive livestock accessréam banks and lack of
instream complexity.



TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 99% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 2000 and 2002 and measuredtesmigzratures in
2002.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

ARKANSAS CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Arkansas Creek, a smalfl' brder tributary to Ashby Creek in the Union Creek watetshe
flows 5 miles through private (Plum Creek and agricultueaiy. It ranks moderate in
potential water quality benefits, low in native specialsie, and provides no sport fishery
value to the Blackfoot River, giving Arkansas Creek a lomal ranking on the
restoration priority list. Arkansas Creek supports puselemt WSCT and brook trout in
its lower and middle reaches. WSCT densities are lawvilcrease slightly in the
upstream direction, while brook trout densities are Idvisheries impairments include:
1) elevated stream sediment levels from poor road drainZgextensive channel
alterations in mid-to lower reaches, 3) livestock induteshk degradation, and 4)
dewatering.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower two miles of Arkansas Creek is on the dengdtstream list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT
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Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration

The NRCS, Five Valleys Land Trust and the principledtasner are planning a
comprehensive stream and wetland restoration projedteinower reaches of Ashby
Creek. This project may involve lower Arkansas Creek.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations 2000 and measured streapetatares in 2002.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

Additional monitoring will be developed in conjunction wigstoration plans.

BUFFALO GULCH: Priority - Low

Description

Buffalo Gulch, a small 2nd order tributary to the N#&v&reek Reservoir, flows ~7 miles
through both public (National Forest) in headwaters ancag@iland in the lower ~4
miles of stream. Buffalo Gulch ranks high in potdniater quality benefits, moderate
in native species value, and provides no sport fishelyevieo the Blackfoot River,

resulting in a low total rank for restoration priority.ower Buffalo Gulch supports

moderate densities of resident WSCT and low densitiesaiobow trout. Fisheries

impairments in the lower ~3 miles of stream include 1)sliwek-induced stream bank
damage, 2) riparian vegetation suppression and 3) lack oflenirigh habitat (instream

wood).

TMDL Issues
Listing History: 1996-No; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.
Listed causes of impairment: Siltation, habitat attens.

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities
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Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population, measured flows and colliest&ter temperature data in
2001.

Ongoing Monitoring

None although a road sediment and culvert survey oatprland is recommended.
Planned Future Monitoring

None

CALIFORNIA GULCH: Priority - Low

Description

California Gulch, a small 2nd order tributary to Buff&ulch in the upper Nevada Creek
watershed, flows ~3.5 miles through both public (NatiomakBt) and private land in the
lower ~2 miles. High potential water quality benefitsw Inative species value, low
social rank, and no sport fishery value to the BlackRiger, ranks California Gulch low

on the restoration priority list for non-project stnes. California Gulch supports only
resident WSCT. Fisheries impairments in the lower ~2gnnclude 1) lack of complex

fish habitat (instream wood), 2) livestock-induced streank lilegradation and riparian

vegetation suppression, and 3) reduced instream flows frayation.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations and measured streamifi@901.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

COTTONWOOD CREEK (Trib. to Douglas Creek): Priority - Low

Description

Cottonwood Creek, a 2nd order tributary to lower DouglasCreavs ~ 18 miles first
through public (BLM) and then private agricultural land ie tbwer ~8 miles of the
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stream. Overall, it ranks low on the restoratioiony list. A low native species value,
low social ranking, and lack of sport fishery value gateeiits low total and biological
ranking. Due to dewatering, potential for a reduction idirsent, temperature and
nutrients, Cottonwood Creek ranks high in potential watelitguzenefits. The upper

reaches support high densities of resident WSCT and brook tLower Cottonwood

Creek supports only long nose suckers. Fisheries impasmiaated in the lower

reaches, include: 1) livestock induced stream bank degradatmmiparian vegetation
suppression, 2) lack of complex fish habitat (instream Wwo®)dundersize road crossing
culverts causing erosion, and 4) dewatering.

TMDL Issues

Listing history: 1996-Unknown; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.

Listed causes of impairment: Siltation, thermal rfiodiion, nutrients, salinity, TDS,
chlorides.

Dewatering Issues
The lower five miles of Cottonwood Creek is on the dewsd stream list due to
irrigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Some restoration work has occurred in the lower badfmojects involved riparian
grazing improvements, instream restoration and fish ladatediversions.
Current/Planned Restoration

None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population since 1998 and 2000 and measuredtevaparatures
and stream flows in 2000.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

JEFFERSON CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Jefferson Creek, a 2nd order tributary to Nevada Creelpsdthe eastern slopes of
Dalton Mountain and flows ~7.5 miles entirely through pgeviand except for a section
of public (BLM) land between mile 4 and 5. JeffersoneBreanks low in the total

ranking and restoration priority list. This rank is @ulew (single) native species value,
lack of sport fishery value to the Blackfoot River awoavIsocial and financial rank.

Jefferson Creek ranked high in potential to improve dowastrwater quality due to its
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impaired condition. Jefferson Creek supports populatdnesident WSCT and rainbow
trout. Rainbow trout are found in low numbers in loweaches. WSCT are found
throughout the drainage in generally low densities.hdfiss impairments in the upper
and middle reaches include: 1) poor road crossings (crushedsizedeculvert), 2)
channel alterations (mining disturbance), 3) lack of iastreomplexity, and 4) low
instream flow.

TMDL Issues

Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.

Listed causes of impairment: Flow and habitat alteradtation, suspended solids, and
metals.

Dewatering Issues
The lower mile of Jefferson Creek is on the dewatstexhm list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 93% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations and measured stream tempEsand stream flow in
2001.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

NEVADA CREEK (Lower): Priority - Low

Description

Nevada Creek below the reservoir is a large 3rd ordertary to the middle Blackfoot

River that flows ~33 miles exclusively through privaaech land. Lower Nevada Creek
ranks low on the restoration priority and total rank dige to the lack of native species
and sport fishery values to the Blackfoot River. @Aitgh Nevada Creek ranks low
overall, it ranked high for potential to increase flamd potential to improve downstream
water quality to the Blackfoot River. Salmonids (rainbmeut and brown trout) inhabit

lower Nevada Creek in very low densities immediately Wellevada Creek reservoir,

but are absent from lower Nevada Creek. Fisherietetelampairments, located

throughout the drainage, include: 1) irrigation impactstréénment, dewatering), 2)

channel alterations, 3) lack of instream complexity, 4) dbgtariparian vegetation



resulting from excessive livestock access to ripariaasarend 5) low water quality. In
2003, low levels of whirling disease were detected in NeGadak.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.
Listed causes of impairments: Flow and habitat altargtinutrients, and siltation.

Dewatering Issues
The lower 25.3 miles of lower Nevada Creek is on the tered stream list due to
reservoir management and irrigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT not detected in lower Nevada Creek

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

Grazing related projects have been completed in sont@moof lower Nevada Creek,
Fish ladder were installed on several irrigation divers

Current/Planned Restoration

Restoration activities are ongoing and focus on grazsues

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish population in 1989 and 1990 and resurveyed saitgslen 1994

and 2000. FWP measured stream temperatures annually fromti88§ht 2004 and
stream flows in 1989, 2000 and 2001. A USGS gauging station mositeesn flows

near the mouth of Nevada Creek and a DNRC gauging statmitors flows below the
reservoir. FWP tested for whirling disease below tlemeir in 2003. An ambient
water quality survey was completed in 1989 (Ingman et al. 1990)

Ongoing Monitoring

Water temperature assessments are ongoing

Planned Future Monitoring

Periodic fish population will be completed.

WASHINGTON CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Washington Creek, a 2nd order tributary to upper Nevada Cifaks ~11 miles
through mixed public (National Forest, BLM) and privatenevship. Washington Creek
ranks low for non-project streams on the restorgpioority and total rank list. This low
rank is due to: 1) low native species value, 2) lackpoft fishery value to the Blackfoot
River, and 3) low social and financial rank. Washingto@e® ranks high for potential to
improve downstream water quality if restored due to its irmdacondition. Washington
Creek contains resident WSCT and resident brook trbraughout the drainage.
Densities of WSCT decrease in the downstream direcBvaok trout are present in low
densities from a fish barrier (mile 7.2) downstream ®rtiouth. Fisheries impairments
are extensive and include: 1) channel alterations relatgddt placer mining irrigation,
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2) channel alterations near the mouth, 3) lack of iastreomplexity, 4) stream bank
damages resulting from excessive livestock access toarpareas, and 5) at least one
road crossing at site identified by the USFS.

TMDL Issues
Listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower mile of Washington Creek in on the dewatenezhst list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
Isolet WSCT population,
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration

None although a potential project would be the improveéroél fish passage barrier
located at the upper end of the patented mining claim teepraypstream invasion of
brook trout.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations, measured stream temperandesollected stream
flow data in 2001.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

BARTLETT CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Bartlett Creek, a 1st order tributary to Alice Creek e tupper Blackfoot River
watershed, flows ~7 miles through private land and a Ispmation of public land
(National Forest) in the upper reacheBartlett Creek ranks low on the restoration
priority list. This low ranking is the result of lowative species value, lack of sport
fishery value and low potential downstream water quabtyefits to the Blackfoot River.
Bartlett Creek supports populations WSCT and brook trout. désisities are very low
for both species in the lower reaches. High densitiégsook trout were the only species
found in the middle reaches. Fisheries impairmentswerdartlett Creek include lack
of complex fish habitat (instream wood) and localizegtreational degradation
(campsites) to stream banks.

TMDL Issues
Not listed



Dewatering Issues
Natural dewatering occurs in the middle reaches the teafevhich is unknown.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 98.8% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1999
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

FRAZIER CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Frazier Creek, a small 2nd tributary to the middlecBiaot River, flows ~3.6 miles
through both public (BLM) and private land. The private lantbcated in the lower
two-thirds of the stream. Frazier ranks low on rgtoration priority list due to its low
native species value, low social and financial rank, latlksport fishery value to the
Blackfoot River and a technical inability to address thaestream system. However,
Frazier has moderate potential for water quality benafit potential to increase stream
flows to Blackfoot River. Frazier Creek supports a disjuregident population of
genetically pure WSCT and no other fish species. Fishampairments include: 1)
reduced instream flows, 2) channel alterations (tworeash reservoirs), 3) stream
channel fragmentation preventing fish passage, and 4) doleggrazing impacts to
riparian areas.

TMDL Issues

Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes

Listed causes of impairment: Flow and habitat altenatiltation, riparian degradation,
and phosphorus.

Dewatering Issues
The lower 1.5 miles of Frazier Creek is dewatered stiesardue to irrigation.

Native Species Issues

Isolate WSCT Population
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT
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Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 2000 and measured stream teomesr near the
mouth in 2002 and 2003.

Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

GALLAGHER CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Gallagher Creek, a 2nd order tributary to upper NevadakCfieavs ~7 miles through
both public (National Forest) land in headwaters and priaate downstream of mile ~3.
Low native species value, low water quality benefitg] aa sport fishery value to the
Blackfoot River, ranks Gallagher Creek low on theaegtion priority list. Gallagher
Creek supports only resident WSCT. The lower reaches duppodensities of WSCT
that increase to moderate numbers in middle reackésheries impairments in lower
reaches include localized livestock-induced stream bank damadean undersized
culvert.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.
Listed causes of impairments: Flow and habitat altergtisiltation, and phosphorus.

Dewatering Issues
The lower three miles of Gallagher Creek is on dexgdtstream list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues

Restoration Activities

PAST RESTORATION
None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations and measured streamifi@901.
Ongoing Monitoring
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None
Additional Planned Monitoring
None

GAME CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Game Creek, a 1st order tributary to Union Creek, flow$ #ailes through industrial

forest (Plum Creek) and State land in the headwaterprarate ranch land downstream
of mile ~2. Low native species value, low social ragkilack of sport fishery value to
the Blackfoot River and moderate potential in water qualiyrovement benefits, ranks
Game Creek low on the restoration and total rank pridisty Lower Game Creek

supports resident WSCT. Fisheries impairments in midedehes include localized
livestock induced stream bank damage and a perched culventdifsh passage.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 98.7% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 2000.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

HUMBUG CREEK: PRIORITY - LOW

Description

Humbug Creek, a small 2nd order disjunct tributary to Poor@rek, is located on the
south side of the Lincoln Valley. Humbug Creek flows ~Besnexclusively through

private land. Humbug Creek ranks low in the total rankrastbration priority list. This

rank is due to a low native species value, no sport fistedne to the Blackfoot River,

low potential to improve downstream water quality and @emate social and financial
rank. Humbug Creek supports moderate densities of resid&G€TW Fisheries

impairments in the lower reaches include: 1) dewatering, hanmel alterations, 3)



degraded riparian vegetation, 4) excessive livestock atocesseam banks, and 5) a
small mine in the South Fork, which contributes to cleamstability.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower mile of Humbug Creek is on the dewatered istiest due to natural losses.

Native Species Issues
Isolet WSCT population
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration

A project is being planned to convert irrigation form tBéckfoot River to a
groundwater source.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1995.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

SHINGLE MILL CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Shingle Mill Creek, a 1st order tributary to upper Nevd&iaek, originates on the
western slope of Nevada Mountain. Shingle Mill Crdetw$ ~5.5 miles mostly through

public (National Forest) with private ranch land in loweaches. Shingle Mill Creek
ranks low on the restoration and total rank list dueote hative species value, low
potential for improving water quality and lack of sport fighealue to the Blackfoot

River. Shingle Mill Creek supports resident WSCT, with pafon densities that

decrease in the downstream direction. Fisheries imigaits in the lower reaches include
irrigation impacts (dewatering and passage) and excebgestock access to stream
banks.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown
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Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 2001 and measured stieas in 2001.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

BEAR CREEK (TRIB. TO THE NORTH FORK): PRIORITY - LO W

Description

Bear Creek, a small spring-fed®drder disjunct tributary of the North Fork Blackfoot
River, flows ~2 miles through private landBear Creek ranks low on the restoration
priority list, despite bull trout core area statuseaBCreek has a moderate native species
value due to core area status, but lacks potential watdity benefits and provides no
sport fishery value. Bear Creek supports low densitiegenétically unaltered resident
WSCT and no other fish species. Fisheries impairmentswer Bear Creek include
dewatering and possibly WSCT entrainment to irrigation lsana

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Both natural and human-caused dewater approximately one@hhierer Bear Creek.

Native Species Issues
Isolet WSCT population
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities
Past Monitoring
FWP inventoried fish population in 1998.
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Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring
None

STRICKLAND CREEK: PRIORITY - LOW

Description

Strickland Creek, a 2nd order tributary to Halfway ékeoriginates on the northern
slopes of Gravely Mountain in the Garnet Mountain rangteickland Creek flows ~6.5

miles exclusively through private ranch land. Stricklamde® ranks low in total rank
and restoration priority due to lack of native species,sport fishery value to the
Blackfoot River, and low social and financial rank. Hwer, Strickland Creek has high
potential to improve downstream water quality. No salmowidee collected in lower

Strickland Creek when it was sampled in 2001. Fisherngsairments on lower

Strickland Creek include lack of instream complexity angraged stream banks from
excessive livestock access to riparian areas.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
No native salmonids present

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations and measured streamifi@901.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Additional Planned Monitoring

None

WARD CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Ward Creek, 2nd order tributary to the North Fork of Bteckfoot River, originates on
Arrastra Mountain and flows ~17 miles through mixed ownerswith the lower ~6
miles exclusively on private land. Ward Creek is a tributa two large lakes (Browns
and Kleinschmidt Lakes) in the Blackfoot Valley. Ward &ékreanks low for restoration
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priority and total rank. This low rank is due to lack ofivea species, no sport fishery
value to the Blackfoot River and low social and finahank. Ward Creek ranks high in
potential to improve downstream water quality. Ward Creedsdwt support native
salmonids, but rather low densities of resident brookt rolower reaches and moderate
densities in upper reaches. Fisheries impairments xemstve and include lack of
instream complexity and degraded stream banks and ripareas aesulting from
excessive riparian livestock access.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes; 2004-Yes.
Listed causes of impairment: Habitat alterationsatsat.

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
No native salmonids present

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration

Grazing management changes area planned for approxiraatelyile of stream.

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 2001.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

INDIAN CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Indian Creek, a 2nd order tributary to the Nevada CrederReir, flows ~4.5 miles

through mostly public (BLM) land and a small portionpoivate land near the mouth.
Indian Creek ranks low on the total ranking and restoradriority list due to low native

species value, no sport fishery value to the BlackfoeeriRthe lack of potential to

improve water quality and a moderate social ranking. almaireek supports resident
WSCT in low densities within the lower to middle reacheBisheries impairments
include lack of instream complexity in the lower reaches.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues

12¢



Unknown

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations and measured streamifi@901.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

WARREN CREEK (East Fork from Doney Lake): Priority - Low

Description

East Fork Warren Creek, &"@rder tributary stream to Warren Creek, drains thehsout
eastern slopes of Ovando Mountain. The upper one mitredm is on public land
(State) then flows predominately south ~3.8 miles througtagar industrial forest land
(Plum Creek) and ranch land to its confluence with tlanratem Warren Creek (mile
8.6). At stream mile 1.6, a small (0.45 mile) effluerttutary stream from Doney Lake
enters. East Fork Warren Creek ranks low on the wgiarpriority and total ranking
list because it lacks sport fishery value and potertiah¢rease flows to the Blackfoot
River. However, it ranked moderate in potential to mwprdownstream water quality.
East Fork Warren Creek supports low numbers of WSCT aiderd brook trout in its
lower reaches. Fishery impairments include chanltedadions and excessive livestock
grazing impacts to riparian vegetation.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

NATIVE SPECIES ISSUES
No evidence of WSCT reproduction

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration Activities
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None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 2004.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

BURNT BRIDGE CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Burnt Bridge Creek, a small 1st order tributary to Golde€ra the lower Blackfoot
River watershed, flows ~2 miles through both privatel land a small portion of public
land near the mouth. Burnt Bridge Creek ranks low orrékeoration priority list and
although located in a bull trout core area, Burnt Bri@geek also ranks low in native
species value. Burnt Bridge ranked low in biological priodtye to low potential to
improve downstream water quality and also currently proundesport fishery value to
the Blackfoot River. Burnt Bridge Creek supports onlgident brook trout in low
densities. Fisheries impairments include: 1) an entrehahd altered stream channel, 2)
elevated stream sediment levels from poor road draindgeindersized culverts, 4)
localized areas of riparian vegetation suppression, amddbiced instream flows from
irrigation.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
One mile of Burnt Bridge is on the dewatered streandlst to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream
WSCT not detected

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations in 1998.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring
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None

CLEAR CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Clear Creek, a small 2nd order tributary to Buffalo Gulkthhe upper Nevada Creek
watershed, flows ~4 miles through both public (NationaleBt) in the upper drainage
and private land downstream of mile ~1.5. Clear Credkexhiow in restoration priority
and total rank. Clear Creek’s low priority is generdted low native species value, no
sport fishery value to the Blackfoot River and lackpotential downstream water quality
benefits. Clear Creek supports a resident WSCT populati@ensities are low
throughout the drainage, although, numbers increase in migdiehes. Fisheries
impairments include at least two undersized culverts inveitershed and minor livestock
damage to riparian vegetation in the middle reaches.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations and measured flow in 2001.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

FRAZIER CREEK, North Fork: Priority - Low

Description

North Fork of Frazier Creek, a small 1st order tributaryrazier Creek in the middle

Blackfoot River watershed, flows ~2 miles through privatgber and ranch land. The

North Fork ranks low on the restoration priority IEcause of low native species value,
low water quality benefits, no sport fishery value te Blackfoot River and a technical

inability to address the entire stream system. ThehNeork supports a genetically pure
population of resident WSCT. This population is disjurmin both upper Frazier Creek

and the Blackfoot River due to instream irrigation resies above and below the North

Fork confluence. Fisheries impairments include: 1) fragatem of stream reaches, 2)



irrigation (entrainment and low flows), and 3) locadizievestock-induced stream bank
damage.

TMDL Issues
Listing history: 1996-Yes; 2000-Yes; 2002-Yes.
Listed causes of impairment: Flow and habitat altenati

Dewatering Issues
The lower 0.5 miles of NF Frazier Creek is on the deveat stream list due to irrigation.

Native Species Issues
Isolet WSCT
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 1999 and 2002.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

GLEASON CREEK: PRIORITY - LOW

Description

Gleason Creek, a 1st order tributary to upper Nevada Cilegls ~4.4 miles entirely
through public (National Forest) land. With low natiyesies value, no potential water
guality benefits, and no sport fishery value to the Biaat River, Gleason Creek ranks
low on the restoration and total rank priority list. FWMrveys report Gleason Creek
supports low densities of resident WSCT with no othérdigecies. The USFS observed
as single bull trout in a snorkeling survey in lower Glea€reek in 1999. Fisheries
impairments near the mouth of Gleason Creek include eheérculvert limiting fish
passage and mining impacts.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
None known

Native Species Issues
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WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP inventoried fish populations and measured streamifi@901.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

MCDERMOTT CREEK: PRIORITY - LOW

Description

McDermott Creek, a smalf‘lorder stream, drains the southwest slopes of MinetainHj

the Scapegoat Wilderness. This stream flows south 3és rthirough public (National
Forest) and private land before emptying into northechadrCoopers Lake. McDermott
Creek received a low ranking on the restoration prioaitg total rank list due to a
moderate native species rank, and the lack of any knoyaiiments. McDermott Creek
supports moderate densities of brook trout and very lowbers of WSCT.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
Bull trout core area stream
WSCT genetic composition: untested

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 2001.
Ongoing Monitoring

None
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Planned Future Monitoring
None

CHIMNEY CREEK (Nevada Creek trib. via Lincoln Slough): Pri ority - Low

Description

Chimney Creek, a small 1st order tributary to Lincoln Shoungthe lower Nevada Creek
watershed, flows ~5 miles through both public (NationateB land in the upper
drainage and private ranch land in the lower ~2.5 miletredis1. Chimney Creek ranks
low in total rank due to low native species value, low ao@nkings, no sport fishery
value, and a technical inability to address the entirestreystem. Chimney Creek
supports a small, low density, disjunct population of regi#SCT in middle reaches.
Fisheries impairments in the lower 2 miles include: &alazed livestock induced stream
bank degradation, 2) dewatering from irrigation, 3) chaniietations, 4) undersized
culverts, and 5) irrigation canals creating barrierssto passage.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
The lower 0.5 miles is on the dewatered stream list @ireigation.

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 100% WSCT
Isolet WSCT population

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 2000.
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None

SMITH CREEK: Priority - Low

Description

Smith Creek is a small™order tributary stream to Camas Creek, a tributarynimn
Creek in the Garnet Mountain range in the lower Bladkiewver watershed. Smith
Creek flows~1.1 miles exclusively through private ranchiaddstrial forest land (Plum
Creek). It ranks low on the restoration priority ancateank list because of its low



native species value, no sport fishery value to thektat River, and low water quality
improvement ranking. Smith Creek supports high densitiesstddent WSCT. Fisheries
impairments include: 1) areas of livestock grazing impactdap@rian vegetation and
stream banks, 2) road crossing (undersized culvert) ammh@®)drainage.

TMDL Issues
Not listed

Dewatering Issues
Unknown

Native Species Issues
WSCT genetic composition: tested 99% WSCT

Restoration Activities

Past Restoration

None

Current/Planned Restoration
None

Monitoring Activities

Past Monitoring

FWP conducted fish population surveys in 2000 and 2001 near the.mouth
Ongoing Monitoring

None

Planned Future Monitoring

None
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RESTORATION MONITORING PROTOCALS

Monitoring at several spatial and temporal scales wilhécessary to measure the
influences of the restoration program in the Blackféuver Watershed. At the
watershed scale, ongoing long-term monitoring of mainsismdopulations (or other
bioassays) will assess the broad-level influences sudh et cumulative condition of
tributaries, 2) long-term influences of drought, 3) regianfilence of disease, etc. At
an intermediate scale, periodic monitoring may invdlyesediment core data, 2) water
quality samples, 3) redd counts, or 4) longitudinal surveyslfoopulation abundance,
etc. This intermediate spatial scale of monitoring Wilp assess land management in
sub-watersheds or the integrity of riparian areas dribatary scale, etc. Most
restoration-related monitoring will however occur a tieach or project scale. At this
finer spatial scale, monitoring methods vary widely depenain the specific nature of
the problem and restoration objectives. Restorattated monitoring methods at this
level are outlined below.

Restoration projects should be monitored to enhance iaqoapulations and
natural stream integrity. Projects should provide sbaseline information (2-3 years
pre-project and/or control sites) in a manner that doctsrtée need for the project and
ensures scientifically sound post-project evaluatiorsming of wild fish will require
the involvement of FWP fisheries personnel. Projdeicaf’eness monitoring should be
1) cost-efficient, 2) practical, and 3) based on otherripge and the need for the
information. Monitoring should be sufficiently robust ensure outcomes meet project
objectives, stakeholder expectations, and the public ieresociated with the project.
At the very least, all habitat projects should involve-gmd post-project photo-points.

There are two types of project monitoring evaluatiomsplementation and
effectiveness. Implementation monitoring should ensure that the projas completed
as designed (i.e. quality control), while effectivenessnitoring should ensure the
project meets the intended objectives related to targetiespe General criteria for
deciding which projects are monitored for their effectes&n include: 1) available
funding for monitoring, 2) the amount of money spent objguots with the most
expensive projects receiving a higher priority for monitor8igdemonstration value of
the project, 4) categories of projects prone to setbdkthe importance of target fish
species to be enhanced/restored, and 6) feasibility. tMoxg periods should involve
the recovery time necessary to ascertain whetherogagbrmeets its objectives, and
extend through the life of the project as identifiedooperative agreements.

Generic steps in developing and designing projects and comglymte-project
effectiveness monitoring include: 1) collecting baselinbitha and fisheries data, 2)
developing project objectives relating limiting factorsténget fish populations, and 3)
identifying how the project will alter or expand habigt(imiting target population(s).
Identifying monitoring protocols for effectiveness shothidn consider theategory of
restoration project needed to meet objectives andygeeof monitoring appropriate to
the category. Examples of seven restoration cagg@nd the types of monitoring
appropriate to each category are described below inr@drems.

Restoration Category
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Streamflow enhancement: Pre-project evaluations involve assessing critical flowopler
for target fish species. Methods used include water withalsausing staff gauges, flow
measurements, instream flow models, USGS gauging rsatamd photo points.
Quantifying fish populations often includes 1) age/length siractpopulation densities
and angler surveys within the stream and (or) in a abetream of more natural flow,
and 2) assessing the season use of the stream by targes spgeost-project monitoring
should assess how streamflow and fish populations bh&aged in manner consistent
with pre-project evaluation.

Spawning enhancement (non-flow limited): The basic question related to spawning
enhancement is if the target fish population is belomyirey capacity, and if the lack of
recruitment relates to insufficient spawning sites oreotfactors such as predation,
juvenile winter survival or connectivity for returning adgultPre-project evaluations may
include: 1) identifying the traditional and current use ofwspag in the project area
using redd counts or historical records, and/or 2) identifynsgfficient recruitment by
evaluation age/length structure using electrofishing, &gging or seining. Post-project
evaluations would also involve redd counts and the appropgasatification of
recruitment.

Instream wood placement: The basic questions here are 1) has the loss of wolodae
the carrying capacity of a stream, or 2) does wood pladeoféar a target species
improved habitat conditions on a seasonal basis. sAsgp the need for wood
placements involves reference reach surveys involvingtliyalgpool spacing, 2) habitat
surveys, 3) assessments of long-term large wood recntitmiéhin a context of land
management, and 4) fish population surveys. Before aed ahd reference reach
surveys are appropriate methods of monitoring.

Streambank stabilization, channel instability and channel reconstruction: Pre-project
evaluations should assess whether sediment, channdlilinsta some other aspect of a
streams geomorphic condition is a legitimate limitirgctér affecting an aquatic
population or water quality. Related questions involve whdtiestream left untreated,
will correct itself under reasonable time with ali#ive land management (e.g.
vegetative means). Channel instability, methods of &tabdn and new channel design
can be quantified using channel classification, refereeeghes and regional curve
geometry relationships for streams of similar morphglagd channel succession. Pre-
project information of this type involves aerial photogys@n analysis, longitudinal
surveys and bankfull cross-sections and pebble counts NeiMoore surveys. Methods
of geomorphic assessment, validation and prediction alleestablished (Rosgen 1996).
Geomorphic assessments of altered streams usually eemueview of causal factors
related to historic and existing riparian land managemé&me-and post project and/or
treatment control fisheries, habitat and substrateegsr are appropriate monitoring
methods depending on nature of the specific problem.

Fish Passage enhancement: Improved fish passage relate to the movements and
migrations of target species, the potential for additi@mvnstream recruitment, and
whether the native fish population upstream of an exgsparrier that will be harmed by
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the removal of a barrier. Pre-project monitoringpatriers should first involve species
composition, genetic status of native species and paldati disease transmission. If
barrier removal is deemed appropriate, fish population tmomg using redd counts,
estimates of population size, fry out-migration are lyikeppropriate for both pre-and
post project monitoring.

Riparian grazing improvements. Excessive livestock access to riparian areas is among
the most pervasive habitat-related impairments in thekBot Watershed. Restoration
projects involving grazing are also highly subject to setbddkslargely to insufficient
monitoring. The results of poor livestock managementudel channel widening,
weakened stream banks, excessive streambank erosisiof lstreambank vegetation and
elevated sediment and water temperatures, all of wiaichhave serious consequences to
fish populations. The initial question is whether livekto the riparian area is limiting
aquatic populations, and if so how, and what alternatta@smprove the riparian area to
a condition that corrects limiting factors associatetth wegradation. Depending on the
specific nature of the site and problem(s), pre-and postqtreyaluations should always
include photo points and, if necessary, assessmeriy @éomorphic state, 2) percent
hoof-shear, 3) composition, density and vigor of plant sgeitie community, 4) percent
shrub utilization, 5) stubble height of indicator plantcseg 7) fish populations, 8) water
temperature, and 9) measurements of water quality. Mowtttargets” should also be
incorporated into grazing plans. Grazing targets, usuafigdan shrub utilization and
hoof-shear, identify the point above which riparian gngzof the immediate stream
banks is deemed excessive. At target thresholds, likestanagement measures should
be undertaken in order to prevent excessive stream damagegetd for acceptable
stream bank trampling generally range between 10 and 30 percent

Fish screens on irrigation diversions. Fish screens should be used in native fish
migration corridors, where downstream fish populations kEmited by insufficient
recruitment and if irrigation-ditch losses represerstigmificant portion of the existing
reproduction. Pre-and post project evaluations may inclielmééry studies, population
estimates, ditches trapping or some measure of re@mntitm

Types of Monitoring

For each restoration category, several types of momgaan be used to evaluate
a project for effectiveness. Specific monitoring methare variable and relate to the
specific nature of the problem and restoration objecfive@itlined below are examples
of the types and methods of monitoring (Table 3), and hestoration categories and
monitoring should be conducted (Table 4).

Table 3. Type and methods of monitoring Symbol
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* Geomorphic condition of channekee Rosgen 1996 GM

» Substrate — McNeal cores, pebble counts ST
» physical habitat - variable methods PH
* instream flow- synoptic flows, staffs and rating tabsegjarods,
e gauging stations IF
* water temperature — instantaneous or continuous recorders WT
» water quality - turbidity, sediment, metals, nutrients WQ
* macro-invertebrates — variable methods MI
* vegetation - riparian health, “greenline”, stubble heightub utilization V
» streambank condition (grazing-related) - percent hoaodishe SC
» fish populations - trapping, electrofishing, redd counts,
genetic tests, angler surveys FP

Table 4. Restoration categories, the type of monitoring appropt@atée category and
methods of conducting restoration monitoring on fishgrregects.

Restoration Category Type of Monitoring Conducted*
Improve spawning habitat GM, PH, ST, FP B
Improve rearing conditions GM, PH, IF, V, FP B
Restore pool quality or quantity GM, PH, SC, FP B
Restore migration corridors Variable B
Enhance instream flow IF, FP B
Improve streambank stability GM, PH, WQ, V, SC, FP B
Restore vegetative health (grazing related) GM, PH, MITWQ, V, SC,FP B
Eliminate fish losses to ditches FP B
Improve water quality GM, PH, IF, MI, WT, WQ, V, SER B

* T = treatment/control, B = before/after, TB = @tlor both

In summary, identifying monitoring protocols for effeetness should begin with:
1) clearly stated objectives based on limiting fact@jysan identified project category to
meet fisheries objectives, 3) identified the type of mamtpappropriate to the category,
and 4) ensure that monitoring at all levels be conductedsitieatifically appropriate
manner. Monitoring is paramount to measuring succass falures) of restoration
methods and should be implemented at programmatic levethé outcomes of this
strategy to be confirmed.



APPENDICES

Exhibit A: Guiding documents for the Restoration ActidarP

Exhibit B: Prioritization matrix

Exhibit C: List of impairments

Exhibit D: Tables of restoration priority groups: 1) toedtoration priority, 2) biological
priority, 3) native species priority, 4) dewatered strégnbiological priority, and 5) the
FWP dewatered stream list.

Appendix A: Guiding documents

Recovery Documents

Montana Bull trout Scientific Group. 1995. Blackfoot Rirainage bull trout status
report. Unpublished report prepared for the Montana BolliffRestoration
Team. Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks.

Montana Bull Trout Restoration Team. 1998. The refehip between land
management activities and habitat requirements of tmut.t The Montana Bull
Trout Scientific Group, c/o Montana Fish, WildlifacaParks, Helena, Montana.

Montana Bull Trout Restoration Team. 2000. Restorailan for bull trout in the Clark
Fork River Basin and Kootenai River Basin Montana. goreto Governor Marc
Racicot c/o Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Helévantana.

Pierce, R., C. Podner and J. McFee. 2002b. A hierarcs$ticaegy for prioritizing the
restoration of 83 impaired tributaries of the Big BladkfRiver. Montana Fish,
Wildlife and Parks, Missoula, Montana.

Region 2 Native Salmonid Management Guideliddsntana Fish, Wildlife and
Parks, Missoula.

Shepard, B. B., B. E May and W. Urie. 2003. Status ofshgs® cutthroat trout
(Oncorhynchus clarki lewis) in the United States: 2002. A report to the
Westslope Cutthroat Interagency Conservation Team.

USFWS, 2002. Draft recovery plan for the bull troutl @noposed critical habitat. U. S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon.

Research Documents

Mcintyre, J. D., and B. E. Reiman, 1995. Westslope W3&ges 1-15 in M. K. Young,
editor. Conservation assessment for inland WSCT S.Urorest Service General
Technical Report. RM-256.

Reiman, B. E. and J. D. Mcintyre. 1993. Demographic anddiatgquirements for
conservation of bull trout. USDA Forest Servicegtntountain Research Station
GTR INT-302.

Schmetterling, D. A. 2001. Seasonal movements of flwesdtslope cutthroat trout in
the Blackfoot River drainage, Montana. North Americanrdal of Fisheries
Management 21: 507-520.

Shepard, B. B., M. Taper, R. G. White and S. C. Irela@88. Influence of abiotic and
biotic factors on abundance of stream-resident wvwegsts|cutthroat trout
Onchorynchus clarki lewisi in Montana Streams. FReport to: USDA, Forest
Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Boise, ID.
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Smith, L. 1998. Study on the distribution and abundanc&ubiffex tubifex within
Cottonwood Creek in the Blackfoot drainage. MasterssishdJniversity of
Montana, Missoula, Montana.

Swanberg, T. R. 1997. Movements of and habitat use by floulatrout in Blackfoot
River. Transactions of the American Fisheries &ycl26:735-746.

Pierce et al. 2004. Spawning migrations and habitat use by flweisiislope cutthroat
and bull trout in the upper Blackfoot Watershed, p. 63478,he Big Blackfoot
River Restoration Progress Report for 2002 and 2003. Mofitizha Wildlife
and Parks, Missoula, Montana.

Restoration Monitoring Documents

Fitzgerald, G. 1996. Inventory and analysis of ripariagetation along Nevada Creeks,
Report prepared for the North Powell Conservation Ristand the University of
Montana. Missoula.

Fitzgerald, G. 1996. Inventory and analysis of ripariegetation along Nevada Creek
and Monture Creeks, MS Thesis, University of Montanasilila.

Koopal, M. 1998. Stream habitat analysis of selected triestaf the Blackfoot River.
Report prepared for the Montana, Fish, Wildlife and Ravlkssoula.

Ingman, G, L., M.A. Kerr and D.L. McGuire 1990. Watprality investigations in the
Blackfoot River drainage, Montana. Department of Heald Environmental
Services, Helena, Montana.

Marler, M. 1997. Riparian health and inventory of thecBiaot River between Nevada
Creek and the North Fork Confluence: A GIS mapping projeBeport to
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Missoula, MT.

Marler, M. J., and D. A. Schmetterling. 1999. Ripariartheand inventory of selected
reaches of the Blackfoot River. Final report to thévVB Garnet Resource Area
and Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Missoula.

Peters, D. and R. Spoon. 1989. Preliminary fisheries iowenf the Big Blackfoot
River. Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and PaMg&soula, Montana.

Peters, D. 1990. Inventory of fishery resources in theckBoot River and major
tributaries to the Blackfoot River. Montana DeparttmehFish, Wildlife and
Parks, Missoula, Montana.

Pierce R. and D. Peters, 1990. Aquatic investigations imidele Blackfoot River,
Nevada Creek and Nevada Spring Creek corridors. Momapartment of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks, Missoula.

Pierce, R, 1991. A stream habitat and fisheries anafgsissix tributaries to the
Blackfoot River. Montana Department of Fish, Wildliand Parks, Missoula,
Montana.

Pierce, R., D. Peters and T. Swanberg. 1997. Blackfoer Regtoration progress report.
Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks, Missoula, Montana.

Pierce, R., and D. Schmetterling. 1999. Blackfoot Rivetoragon project monitoring
and progress report 1997-1998. Montana Fish, Wildlife and P3tissoula,
Montana.

Pierce, R. and C. Podner. 2000. Blackfoot River fishanesntory, monitoring and
restoration report. Montana Fish, Wildlife and PaM&soula, Montana.




Pierce, R. and C. Podner and J. McFee. 2001. Blackfoar Rsheries inventory,
monitoring and restoration report. Montana Fish, Wigdiand Parks, Missoula,
Montana.

Pierce, R., C. Podner and J. McFee. 2002. The BlaclRo@r fisheries inventory,
restoration and monitoring progress report for 2001. Mwansh, Wildlife and
Parks, Missoula, Montana.

Pierce, R., R. Anderson and C. Podner. 2004. The BigkBlaic River Restoration
Progress Report for 2002 and 2003. Montana Fish, Wildlife aRdrks,

Missoula, Montana.

Schmetterling D. A, and R. W. Pierce. 1999. Success weam habitat structures after
a 50-year flood in Gold Creek, Montana. Restoratiorldego7(4), pp. 369-375.

USGS 2004. Gauging stations 1234000, 12335100, 12337800, 12338300, 12335500,
provisional unpublished data.
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Exhibit D: Table 7. Water bodies sorted by total restoration pyiori

Total L Total L Total L
Stream Name Rank Priority Stream Name Rank Priority Stream Name Rank Priority

Monture Creek 1 High |West Twin Creek 12 Moderate [Humbug Creek 20 Low
N.F. Blackfoot R. 1 High ]Arrastra Creek 13 Moderate [Shingle Mill Creek 20 Low
Landers Fork 2 High |Blackfoot River 5 13 Moderate [Bear Creek trib. to N.F. 21 Low
Poorman Creek 2 High |Clearwater River 13 Moderate [Strickland Creek 21 Low
Cottonwood Cr. (R.M.43) 3 High |Douglas Creek 13 Moderate [Ward Creek 21 Low
Dick Creek 3 High |Fish Creek 13 Moderate [Indian Creek 22 Low
Beaver Creek 4 High ]Lincoln Spring Cr. 13 Moderate [Warren Creek,Doney Lake ti 22 Low
Belmont Creek 4 High ]|Jacobsen Spring Creek 14 Moderate [Burnt Bridge Creek 23 Low
Rock Creek 4 High |Nevada Cr.(upper) 14 Moderate [Clear Creek 23 Low
Gold Creek, W,F 5 High Sucker Creek 14 Moderate |Frazier Creek, NF 23 Low
Kleinschmidt Cr. 5 High  JUnion Creek 14 Moderate [Gleason Creek 23 Low
Dunham Creek 6 High |Willow Cr. (upper) 14 Moderate [McDermott Creek 23 Low
Gold Creek 6 High |Wilson Creek 14 Moderate [Chimney Cr. (Nevada) 24 Low
Snowbank Creek 6 High |Chamberlain EF 15 Moderate [Smith Creek 24 Low
Blanchard Creek 7 High |Hogum Creek 15 Moderate
Copper Creek 7 High |Moose Creek 15 Moderate
Warren Creek 7 High |Basin Spring Creek 16 Moderate
Willow Cr. (lower) 7 High |Black Bear Creek 16 Moderate
Elk Creek 8 High |Blackfoot River 6 16 Moderate
Hoyt Creek 8 High |Grantier Spring Cr. 16 Moderate
Spring Creek (N.F.) 8 High |Seven up Pete Cr. 16 Moderate
Blackfoot River 1 9 High JAshby Creek 17 Low
Blackfoot River 2 9 High |Bear Creek (R.M.37.5) 17 Low
Blackfoot River 4 9 High JCamas Creek 17 Low
McCabe Creek 9 High |Chamberlain WF 17 Low
Alice Creek 10 High ]Chicken Creek 17 Low
Chamberlain Creek 10 High  JChimney Cr. (Douglas) 17 Low
McElwain Creek 10 High |Little Moose Creek 17 Low
Salmon Creek 10 High  [|Murray Creek 17 Low
Shanley Creek 10 High |Sheep Creek 17 Low
Spring Cr.(Cottonwood) 10 High  |Warm Springs Cr. 17 Low
Stonewall Creek 10 High ]JFinn Creek 18 Low
Wales Spring Creek 10 High |Halfway Creek 18 Low
Wasson Creek 10 High  [Mitchell Creek 18 Low
Bear Creek (R.M.12.2) 11 Moderate |Sturgeon Creek 18 Low
Blackfoot River 3 11 Moderate |Washoe Creek 18 Low
Little Fish Creek 11 Moderate |Arkansas Creek 19 Low
Dry Creek 11 Moderate |Buffalo Gulch 19 Low
Lodgepole Creek 11 Moderate |California Gulch 19 Low
Nevada Spring Cr. 11 Moderate |Cottonwood Cr. (Nev.) 19 Low
Yourname Creek 11 Moderate |Jefferson Creek 19 Low
East Twin Creek 12 Moderate |[Nevada Cr. (lower) 19 Low
Johnson Creek 12 Moderate |Washington Creek 19 Low
Keep Cool Creek 12 Moderate |Bartlett Creek 20 Low
Pearson Creek 12 Moderate |Frazier Creek 20 Low
Saurekraut Creek 12 Moderate |Gallagher Creek 20 Low
Wales Creek 12 Moderate |Game Creek 20 Low




Exhibit D: Table 8. Water bodies sorted by biological priority.

Stream Name Blologlcal Priority Stream Name Blologlcal Priority Stream Name Blologlcal Priority
ranking ranking ranking

Landers Fork 1 High Lodgepole Creek 7 Moderate |Bear Creek trib. to N.F. 11 Low
N.F. Blackfoot R. 1 High Sucker Creek 7 Moderate |Burnt Bridge Creek 11 Low
Poorman Creek 1 High Union Creek 7 Moderate |Gallagher Creek 11 Low
Cottonwood Cr. (R.M.43) 2 High West Twin Creek 7 Moderate |Humbug Creek 11 Low
Monture Creek 2 High Wilson Creek 7 Moderate |Shingle Mill Creek 11 Low
Rock Creek 2 High Blackfoot River 5 8 Moderate |Clear Creek 12 Low
Beaver Creek 3 High Fish Creek 8 Moderate |Gleason Creek 12 Low
Belmont Creek 3 High Hogum Creek 8 Moderate |Indian Creek 12 Low
Dick Creek 3 High Nevada Cr.(upper) 8 Moderate |Frazier Creek, NF 13 Low
Blackfoot River 2 4 High Pearson Creek 8 Moderate |McDermott Creek 13 Low
Blackfoot River 4 4 High Warm Springs Cr. 8 Moderate |Smith Creek 13 Low
Blanchard Creek 4 High Willow Cr. (upper) 8 Moderate |Chimney Cr. (Nevada) 14 Low
Dunham Creek 4 High Ashby Creek 9 Moderate

Elk Creek 4 High Buffalo Gulch 9 Moderate

Gold Creek 4 High California Gulch 9 Moderate

Gold Creek, W,F 4 High Camas Creek 9 Moderate

Kleinschmidt Cr. 4 High Chamberlain EF 9 Moderate

Spring Creek (N.F.) 4 High Chamberlain WF 9 Moderate

Warren Creek 4 High Chicken Creek 9 Moderate

Willow Cr. (lower) 4 High Chimney Cr. (Douglas) 9 Moderate

Blackfoot River 1 5 High Cottonwood Cr. (Nev.) 9 Moderate

Copper Creek 5 High Jacobsen Spring Creek 9 Moderate

Hoyt Creek 5 High Jefferson Creek 9 Moderate

Salmon Creek 5 High Moose Creek 9 Moderate

Snowbank Creek 5 High Murray Creek 9 Moderate

Spring Cr.(Cottonwood) 5 High Seven up Pete Cr. 9 Moderate

Yourname Creek 5 High Stonewall Creek 9 Moderate

Alice Creek 6 High Washington Creek 9 Moderate

Arrastra Creek 6 High Arkansas Creek 10 Low

Blackfoot River 4 6 High Bear Creek (R.M.37.5) 10 Low

Lincoln Spring Cr. 6 High Black Bear Creek 10 Low

McCabe Creek 6 High Blackfoot River 6 10 Low

McElwain Creek 6 High Finn Creek 10 Low

Nevada Spring Cr. 6 High Frazier Creek 10 Low

Saurekraut Creek 6 High Game Creek 10 Low

Shanley Creek 6 High Grantier Spring Cr. 10 Low

Wales Creek 6 High Halfway Creek 10 Low

Wales Spring Creek 6 High Little Moose Creek 10 Low

Wasson Creek 6 High Mitchell Creek 10 Low

Bear Creek (R.M.12.2) 7 Moderate [Nevada Cr. (lower) 10 Low

Chamberlain Creek 7 Moderate [Sheep Creek 10 Low

Clearwater River 7 Moderate |Strickland Creek 10 Low

Douglas Creek 7 Moderate [Sturgeon Creek 10 Low

Dry Creek 7 Moderate [Ward Creek 10 Low

East Twin Creek 7 Moderate [Warren Creek,Doney Lak 10 Low

Johnson Creek 7 Moderate |Washoe Creek 10 Low

Keep Cool Creek 7 Moderate [Bartlett Creek 11 Low

Little Fish Creek 7 Moderate [Basin Spring Creek 11 Low

14¢€




Exhibit D: Table 9. Water bodies sorted by native species priority.

Stream Name Nalg:.ni?rgles Prioirty Stream Name Nalg:.ni?rz:les Priority Stream Name Nalg:.niprz:les Priority
Belmont Creek 1 High Lincoln Spring Cr. 5 Moderate Wilson Creek 6 Low
Copper Creek 1 High Little Fish Creek 5 Moderate Black Bear Creek 7 Low
Cottonwood Cr. (R.M.43) 1 High Little Moose Creek 5 Moderate Finn Creek 7 Low
Dunham Creek 1 High McDermott Creek 5 Moderate Halfway Creek 7 Low
Gold Creek 1 High Moose Creek 5 Moderate Nevada Cr. (lower) 7 Low
Gold Creek, W,F 1 High Nevada Spring Cr. 5 Moderate Sheep Creek 7 Low
Landers Fork 1 High Pearson Creek 5 Moderate Strickland Creek 7 Low
Monture Creek 1 High Seven up Pete Cr. 5 Moderate Sturgeon Creek 7 Low
N.F. Blackfoot R. 1 High Shanley Creek 5 Moderate Ward Creek 7 Low
Alice Creek 2 High Wales Creek 5 Moderate
Arrastra Creek 2 High Wales Spring Creek 5 Moderate
Blackfoot River 5 2 High Warren Creek 5 Moderate
Blackfoot River 6 2 High Wasson Creek 5 Moderate
Lodgepole Creek 2 High Willow Cr. (lower) 5 Moderate
Poorman Creek 2 High Yourname Creek 5 Moderate
Dry Creek 3 High Arkansas Creek 6 Low
Kleinschmidt Cr. 3 High Ashby Creek 6 Low
Nevada Cr.(upper) 3 High Bartlett Creek 6 Low
Rock Creek 3 High Buffalo Guich 6 Low
Salmon Creek 3 High Burnt Bridge Creek 6 Low
Snowbank Creek 3 High California Gulch 6 Low
Spring Creek (N.F.) 3 High Camas Creek 6 Low
Bear Creek (R.M.12.2) 4 High Chicken Creek 6 Low
Beaver Creek 4 High Chimney Cr. (Douglas) 6 Low
Blackfoot River 1 4 High Chimney Cr. (Nevada) 6 Low
Blackfoot River 2 4 High Clear Creek 6 Low
Blackfoot River 3 4 High Cottonwood Cr. (Nev.) 6 Low
Blackfoot River 4 4 High Douglas Creek 6 Low
Chamberlain Creek 4 High Frazier Creek 6 Low
Dick Creek 4 High Frazier Creek, NF 6 Low
East Twin Creek 4 High Gallagher Creek 6 Low
Grantier Spring Cr. 4 High Game Creek 6 Low
Johnson Creek 4 High Gleason Creek 6 Low
McCabe Creek 4 High Humbug Creek 6 Low
Saurekraut Creek 4 High Indian Creek 6 Low
Spring Cr.(Cottonwood) 4 High Jacobsen Spring Creek 6 Low
West Twin Creek 4 High Jefferson Creek 6 Low
Basin Spring Creek 5 Moderate | McElwain Creek 6 Low
Bear Creek trib. to N.F. 5 Moderate  |Mitchell Creek 6 Low
Bear Creek (R.M.37.5) 5 Moderate  [Murray Creek 6 Low
Blanchard Creek 5 Moderate  |Shingle Mill Creek 6 Low
Chamberlain EF 5 Moderate | Smith Creek 6 Low
Chamberlain WF 5 Moderate | Stonewall Creek 6 Low
Clearwater River 5 Moderate | Sucker Creek 6 Low
Elk Creek 5 Moderate  |Union Creek 6 Low
Fish Creek 5 Moderate Warren Creek,Doney Lake t 6 Low
Hogum Creek 5 Moderate  [Washington Creek 6 Low
Hoyt Creek 5 Moderate  [Washoe Creek 6 Low
Keep Cool Creek 5 Moderate  [Willow Cr. (upper) 6 Low




Exhibit D: Table 10. Dewatered streams sorted by biological priority

Stream Name Dewatered | Biological Stream Name Dewatered | Biological
(H, N, B) ranking (H, N, B) ranking |
N.F. Blackfoot R. 1 Frazier Creek H 10
Poorman Creek Nevada Cr. (lower) H 10
Landers Fork Warren Creek,East Fork H 10
Cottonwood Cr. (R.M.43) Ward Creek N 10
Rock Creek Bear Creek trib. to N.F. B 11
Monture Creek Humbug Creek B 11
Dick Creek Burnt Bridge Creek H 11
Blackfoot River 6 Gallagher Creek H 11
Dunham Creek Frazier Creek, NF H 13
Blanchard Creek Chimney Cr. (Nevada) H 14
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Exhibit D: Table 11. Dewatered stream list for the Blackfoot River ¥@ahec

Stream Name Affected Length | Natural Human Both
Arkansas Creek 2 2

Ashby Creek 2 2

Arrastra Creek (sm 4.5-2.0) 2.5 2.5

Bear Creek (North Fork) 1 1 1 X
Blackfoot River (Seven-Up Pete-Poorman Creek) 11 11 3 X
Blackfoot River (54.1 - 84.9) 30.8 30.8
Blanchard Creek 1.2 1.2

Burnt Bridge Creek 1 1
Chamberlain Creek 1 1

Chimney Creek (Nevada Creek) 0.5 0.5

Chimney Creek (Douglas Creek) 3.5 3.5
Clearwater River 3.5 3.5

Copper Creek 1 1

Cottonwood Creek rm 43.0 (sm 10.0-4.4) 5.6 2.8 2.8 X
Cottonwood Creek (Douglas Creek) 5 5

Dick Creek (sm 3.5-6.0) 2.5 2.5 2.5 X
Douglas Creek 14 14

Dry Creek (trib to Rock Creek) 0.5 0.5

Dry Fork (trib to North Fork) 2 2

Dunham Creek 5 4 1 X
Elk Creek 3 3

Fish Creek 0.3 0.3

Frazier Creek 1.5 1.5

Frazier Creek, North Fork 0.5 0.5
Gallagher Creek 3 3

Hoyt Creek 1 1

Humbug Creek 1 1

Jefferson Creek 1 1

Keep Cool 2 2

Landers Fork (3.6-4.5) 1 1

McCabe Creek 2 2

McElwain Creek 1 1

Monture Creek (12.0-15.0) 3 3

Murray Creek 3 3

Nevada Creek (sm 31.7-6.4) 25.3 25.3

Nevada Creek (sm 40.0-34) 6 6

North Fork of Blackfoot River (rm 12.0-6.2) 5.8 5.8 5.8 X
Pearson Creek 2 2

Poorman Creek 2 2 2 X
Rock Creek (1.4-7.0) 5.6 5.6 5.6 X
Shanley Creek 1.6 1.6

Spring Creek (trib to Cottonwood Creek) 1 1

Spring Creek (trib to North Fork) 2.5 2.5
Snowbank Creek 0.4 0.4
Stonewall Creek 2 1 1 X
Sucker Creek 1 1

Union Creek (sm 7.0-0.5) 6.5 6.5

Wales Creek 1.9 1.9

Warm Springs Creek 1 1

W arren Creek 6 6

W ashington Creek (Section 24 and 26) 1 1

Wasson Creek 2 2

Willow Creek (lower) 2 2

Wilson Creek 0.8 0.8
Yourname Creek 1 1

Totals 196.3 51.7 164.5
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